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Executive Summary
1) The CAP 2020 needs a new policy model and a substantial reform
The EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 2018 is at a crossroads: Many new measures were
implemented after the last CAP-reform in 2013, however the contribution of the CAP to its targets is
still weak, as a recent fitness-check suggests (Pe’er et al. 2017). This is especially true in the Eastern
European member states, where the CAP still has to deal with the post-socialist structural and
demographic transformation of the agricultural sector. Even though EU funding has offered
opportunities for the agricultural sector, many social and environmental problems remain
unresolved.

2) Sustainable production and productivity growth are a challenge for the agricultural
sector
Since accession to the EU in 2007 and the introduction of the CAP, Bulgaria’s agricultural sector has
experienced a dynamic development. On the one hand, exports to the other EU member states have
increased and Bulgaria has a positive trade balance in agricultural products. Land prices and fertilizer
use have significantly increased since 2007. Productivity has also increased but less than input use.
Total Factor Productivity (TFP) growth in Bulgarian agriculture is below the EU average, which
suggests that research, development and the implementation of new technologies and innovation
could be improved. To further develop the agricultural potential of Bulgaria, it would be appropriate
to use sustainable farming practices to tackle economic, environmental and social challenges of
farming simultaneously.

3) The CAP in Bulgaria needs a more efficient and transparent implementation
During the ongoing 2014-2020 multiannual financial framework (MFF), Bulgaria’s average yearly CAP
entitlements amount to 855 Mio. EUR, of which I. Pillar accounts for 61% (520 Mio. EUR). Within
Pillar I, the decoupled Direct Payments (SAPS) are the most important instrument, accounting for 295
Mio. EUR in 2016. After 2015, Voluntary Coupled Support (VCS) has an increased share of 16% of
Pillar I. VCS consists of coupled support payments, which are in some cases topped-up by Transitional
National Payments.
Bulgaria’s Rural Development Programme (RDP) has a budget of 335 Mio. EUR in the 2014-2020 MFF.
It includes agri-environmental schemes (7.7%) and support for organic farming (5.2%), which have
relatively low shares in the RDP compared with other EU member states. In contrast to this, the
payments for Natura 2000 sites (4.8%) have the highest share within the EU.
Despite some positive aspects, the orientation of RDP-funds to public goods is mixed and shows
scope for improvement. In interviews, farmers and experts noted that the measures are (a) often not
well implemented, (b) they are accompanied by insufficient information and advisory support, and
(c) they are constantly changing, which creates a high degree of uncertainty for farmers. These
factors might explain the low rates of adoption for these measures.
The literature shows that Direct Payments (DP) reduce the efficiency of farms by influencing farmer’s
input choices, which is especially true for coupled DP. In addition, the DP are partly transferred to
land owners, who are not necessarily active farmers. Thereby, the DP distort land markets and drive
up land prices, contributing to the sharp increase in these prices in Bulgaria since 2007. The
interviewed farmers perceive this increased competition on the land market as unfair.
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Voluntary coupled support (VCS) increases the complexity of agricultural support without a clear
target or benefit. It encourages lobbyism and rent-seeking behaviour by farmers associations seeking
to maximize support for their specific member groups.
Overall, CAP implementation in Bulgaria for 2014-2020 builds on many complex payments which do
not necessarily contribute to the development of the sector, but rather generate rents for specific
sectors. Furthermore, the coupled and decoupled DP are a highly inefficient and not well justified.
We therefore recommend that the DP be phased out.

4) The CAP needs to address the environmental challenges
Bulgaria’s natural environment is rich in species and habitats, many of which are protected within
the Natura 2000 network. Our study provides a comprehensive overview of the potential damage of
the CAP on biodiversity. The farmland birds index declined by 21% between 2005 and 2013. The
report on the implementation of the habitat directive from 2014 shows that only 11% of the habitats
are in a favourable status. The situation of species protected by the habitat directive is better, with
the report concluding that 54% of the species are in a favourable status. Agriculture is the one of the
main causes of the deterioration of habitats, and therefore agricultural policy is a key instrument to
improve farmland biodiversity.
Our study also analyses the environmental effects of the DP. Among other things, the DP incentivize
farmers to convert grassland to arable land. As a result, Bulgaria has experienced one of the
strongest reductions in grassland area in the EU. Some rules under the Land Identification System
(LPIS) encourage farmers to remove landscape elements such as trees or shrubs, which negatively
affects the breeding and forage behaviour of farmland birds and might lead to increased soil erosion.

5) Institution and Property Rights are weak and need enforcement
The interviews with Bulgarian farmers reveal that legal enforcement and fraudulent behaviour are
perceived as major obstacles for the development of the agricultural sector. These single
observations are coherent with the reports of the EU’s European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF). This
suggests that enforcement of legal regulations and controls within the agricultural sector needs to be
improved.

6) The BirdLife Reform Model as an opportunity for the environment and farmer’s incomes
The Birdlife reform model is based on two main principles: First, the DP in Pillar I should be phased
out or transformed into a sustainability payment linked to public goods. Second, the BirdLife reform
model offers a number of voluntary targeted measures which address environmental challenges and
simultaneously provide income opportunities for farms that provide public goods. The “Nature and
Biodiversity Instrument” can be applied to maintain and protect biodiversity in Bulgaria. “Space for
Nature” offers a simple instrument to support measures such as fallow land, and the “Transition
Instrument for Sustainable farming” can help to support farm transformation towards sustainable
farming practices, including e.g. the support of organic farming and advisory services. The scenario
model in our study shows that farms adopt these agri-environmental measures can profit and
improve their income situation.
The scenario model presented in our study also shows that phasing out VCS might be politically
challenging because it would cause reductions in farm incomes which cannot be fully equalized by
the BirdLife model. Our results also show that incorporating additional incentives for organic farming
into the BirdLife would support a sustainable farming system.
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7) Recommendations for the future Agricultural Policy in Bulgaria
1) Reduce and phase out Direct Payments in the medium term.
2) Phase out voluntary coupled payments and Transitional National Payments in the short term.
3) Clarify objectives and priorities within the I. Pillar. Solve the demographic and social challenges of
the agricultural sector by applying improved social and taxation policies.
4) Adjust the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS) to the grassland systems in Bulgaria and reduce
negative environmental side effects of LPIS.
5) Strengthen legal enforcement and controls in the agricultural sector. This is specifically true for the
environmental legislation and controls, where fraud and illegal appropriation can cause
environmental deterioration.
6) Strengthen and improve Agri-Environmental Measures with respect their efficiency and
applicability and financial resources
7) Make use of the Birdlife model as a possible alternative for improved agri-environmental
programs, adopting the measures regionally and doing pre-evaluations before implementing them.
8) Align agri-environmental programs to the Natura 2000 objectives.
9) Improve advisory services, information and education for the agricultural sector.
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1

Introduction

In 2007, Bulgaria joined the EU and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which was the beginning
of significant changes and reforms in the agricultural sector. In 2018, after more than 10 years of
experience with a highly regulated and financially important policy and at the beginning of the CAP
2020 reform process, it seems to be the right time to investigate how the CAP is implemented and
how it affects the agricultural sector and the environment in Bulgaria.
The CAP, agricultural production and the environment are closely linked: Declining farm biodiversity,
the eutrophication of water bodies, climate change and other environmental problems have become
increasingly severe in the European Union (EU) and they are all more or less directly related to
agricultural production. Some environmental services would not exist without farming, while on the
other hand environmental quality strongly depends on sustainable farming practices and
environmental regulations and protection and support measures.
At the same time, by means of the CAP, Direct Payments (DP) are distributed on a per ha basis to
farmers across the EU every year. Traditionally, these payments have been granted to farmers as
income support and without being bound to environmental objectives. In 2013, however, with the
implementation of the Greening instrument, a first attempt was made to bind a part of the payments
(30%) to public goods, like clean water and biodiversity. However, several studies show that the
Greening as it is implemented now does not bring the desired outcomes for the environment and
biodiversity (e.g. Pe’er et al. 2014). This also applies to the case of Bulgaria, where, for example, most
farms cultivate more than 2 or 3 arable crops and therefore the crop diversification measure under
Greening does not bring additional benefits.
Bulgaria is a country with high species richness on farmland, especially on grassland, which has the
potential to preserve biodiversity. Additionally, it is the country with the third largest share of Natura
2000 area within the EU (34.5%) (EC 2016f). Unfortunately, grasslands and farm biodiversity have
been decreasing in recent years, together with the trend of a more intensive agriculture and
increasing uses of agrochemical inputs such as synthetic fertilizers and pesticides. In 2016, Bulgaria
dedicated a share of almost 80% of its agricultural support to DP and market support, while only
13.5% were used for the Rural Development Program (MARD 2017), including Agri-Environmental
and Climate Measures (AECM), which are more meaningful for the preservation of natural resources
and biodiversity.
A recently published “Fitness Check” on the CAP finds that the effectiveness and efficiency of the
policy in meeting both environmental and socio-economic goals is rather low (Pe’er et al. 2017),
indicating the need for a reform, that creates a policy that is fit for purpose, fair for farmers and tax
payers at the same time and sustainable in the long run. The provision of public goods like
biodiversity and the preservation of natural resources, can be guaranteed by certain sustainable
farming practices but these usually result in additional costs for farmers. To guarantee the provision
of these services, economic incentives are necessary. Agricultural policy therefore needs to design
new measures which sufficiently cover the costs of sustainable farming practices and if possible
provide an additional income incentive, so that these kind of farming practices will be applied
wherever necessary to meet environmental requirements of society.
Oppermann et al. (2016) proposed such measures in their reform model, based on suggestions by
the environmental organization Naturschutzbund (NABU, BirdLife Partner in Germany), and tested
their effect on the incomes of typical farms in Germany. As main result it was stated that most farms
would benefit from a reform model which gives farmers the option to participate in contractual
nature conservation schemes and get adequately payed for their conservation activities. Apart from
1
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understanding the environmental situation in Bulgaria and the application of the CAP, the study at
hand aims at adopting and further developing the proposed reform model of Oppermann et al.
(2016) for the case of Bulgaria, using and further specifying key political measures suggested by
BirdLife International (2017) for the CAP post 2020.
The following research questions will be addressed:
(1) How is the state of environment, with specific focus on biodiversity, in Bulgaria and what are
specific environmental challenges?
(2) How is the CAP implemented in Bulgaria? What are particular challenges and opportunities?
(3) How is the CAP affecting incomes of typical farms in Bulgaria at present?
(4) How would farm incomes be affected by the application of an alternative reform model after
2020?
Trying to approach the complexity of the topic in the best possible way, a combination of different
methods was chosen (a) the use of scientific literature and political documents (b) execution of
interviews with 11 farmers and three experts in Bulgaria and (c) the use of data on Bulgarian farms
obtained by Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN), Eurostat and other databases. .The later were
used to model the effects of the current CAP on farm incomes as well as the effects of the alternative
model provided by BirdLife.
Conservation measures on arable land are necessary to preserve biodiversity. At the same time, the
participation rates in AECM on arable land are low. AECM measures on arable land are not attractive,
information is not well distributed and financial incentives are low. Therefore, this study is focused
on environmental measures on arable land and our model scenarios refer to typical arable and
horticultural farms. For a detailed analysis of the support of permanent grassland in Bulgaria, we
refer to Stefanova & Kazakova (2015).
The remainder of this study is organized as follows. Chapter 2 gives an overview of Bulgaria’s farming
sector and the state of environment in the country, in chapter 3, the main instruments of the current
agricultural policy in Bulgaria are described and explained, chapter 4 presents the results of the
interviews with farmers, followed by chapter 5 the development of the new reform model is
illustrated and results of the calculations are presented. Chapter 6 discusses the findings and
chapter 7 gives some very brief and general conclusions.
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2

Background: The Farming Sector and State of Environment in Bulgaria

2.1

Farm Structures and Structural Change in Bulgaria

Bulgaria is a country in Southeast Europe with a population of 7.2 Million inhabitants, of which the
majority is living in rural areas, with a trend of people moving mainly to the four biggest cities Sofia,
Plovdiv, Varna and Burgas. 46.1% of the total land area of 110,000 km2 is used by agriculture (EC
2017a). The agricultural value added of farming is about 2.16 bn. US$ (current prices), which is 102
US$ /worker (in 2010-prices) and ca. 1% of the EU agricultural value added1. Farming contributes
4.7% to the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), which is above the average of the EU-28 of 1.6%. The
share of labour force employed in agriculture is about 7.1% (2014), exceeding the average of EU-28,
which is 4.5% (World Bank 2018).
Bulgaria has a farming sector with 202,720 farms using 5,021,412 hectares of utilized agricultural
area (UAA); which is 45.2% of country’s territory. The largest part (3,480,991 ha) is agricultural land
with a share of 69.3% of the UAA, which also includes horticultural land and private gardens.
Grassland has a share of 27.6%. Perennial crops and viniculture have shares of 2.8% and 1.0%,
respectively (MARD 2017). Within the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS) 94,750 farmers are
registered and eligible for Direct Payments.
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Figure 1: Development of the Agricultural Sector in Bulgaria 1991-2016
Source: World Bank 2018; the GDP per capita is calculated in constant 2010 US$
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The agricultural value added of the EU-28 is 221.67 billion US$ (current prices) (World Bank 2018).
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Similar as in many other EU countries, the share of agriculture to the total economy is decreasing and
at the same time, the value added per worker is increasing (see figure 1). However, as part of a postsocialistic development, the share of farm employment has increased in the 1990s and afterwards
sharply decreased. The development of farm value added has been increasing during the 1990 and
2000s, however with stagnation after 2007, as described in figure 1:
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Bulgaria has a warm and continental climate. Cereals and industrial crops are the main plant
production branches. The warm climate however favours also crops like rice and tobacco. Fruits and
vegetables also take shares of farm land and of output. During the last years, productivity has been
increasing in Bulgaria for grains. Rapeseed, triticale, sunflower and maize showed moderate yield
increases, whereas potatoes did not show improvements (figure 2):
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Figure 2: Development of yields for different field crops in Bulgaria 2010-2017
Source: Eurostat 2018; CCM = Corn Cob Mix

The increasing yields are related to an increased input use. The following figure 3 shows the
development of fertilizer sales per hectare in Bulgaria in comparison to other EU countries:
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Figure 3: Nitrogen fertilizer consumption by agriculture, EU-28, NO and CH, 2006-2015 in t/ha UAA
Source: Eurostat 2018
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From 2006 to 2016, the sales of nitrogen fertilizer increased from 0.62 to 1.4 t Nitrogen/ha UAA. In
the last seven years (2008-2015) of this record, the sales grew by 96%-points. Note however, that the
sales of fertilizer in Western Europe with 4.4 t Nitrogen/ha UAA are still substantially above the
Bulgarian levels.
The aggregated relation between outputs and inputs of farm sectors can be evaluated by the concept
of “Total Factor Productivity (TFP)” (Fuglie et al. 2012, EC 2017b). TFP estimates whether inputs
(variable costs, labour, land, capital and other resources, weighted by input prices) are efficiently
used in relation to the sectors output (weighted by output prices). Therefore, the concept of TFP is
directly linked to farm income and profits.
Bulgaria experienced an average yearly TFP-growth of 1.3% between 2006 and 2016, which is lower
than the average TFP-growth in Eastern Europe (1.6%). Some Eastern European countries had
significantly higher growth rates, like Latvia (3.9%), Lithuania (3.2%) or Poland (2.4%). Still we need to
note, that other neighbouring countries like Romania (1.0%) and Hungary (1.1%) with similar
agricultural potential did show a similar TFP-growth. Part of the productivity growth is based on
structural change, so small farms ceasing production or growing and larger farms increasing their
production. Technological progress plays a smaller role in TFP growth (Valkanov & Grebenicharski
2017). Furthermore, the input increase (e.g. in Nitrogen per ha) is outweighing the productivity
growth.
A side effect of the introduction of the CAP is a substantial change in land prices and land rents
(+29.3 % p.a. since 2010). Figure 4 presents the development of land prices from 2000 to 2016.
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Figure 4: Development of land prices for arable land in Bulgaria 2000-2016
Source: own compilation; Eurostat for 2000-2009; Bulgarian Office for Statistics for 2010-2016

Part of this development might go back to productivity increases. However, the literature shows that
Direct Payments translate into increased levels of land rents and selling prices (Ciaian and Kancs
2012): Based on test farm data (Farm Accountancy Data Network FADN), the authors find that about
5
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10 % of the SAPS are transferred to non-farming landowners (ranging from 5 % in Poland to 18% in
the Czech Republic and Slovakia). Others studies also find translation rates between 10% and 50%,
however the extent of this process varies between regions and farm types. An overview can be found
in Pe’er et al. (2017b: pp. 139/140). This process has also been described by farmers in the
qualitative interviews (see section 4).
The introduction of Direct Payments in Bulgaria has also incentivized the growth of large farms,
which ex post financed the investment into land. Farms were producing low input crops and profiting
from subsidies given within the Special Area Payments Scheme (SAPS) (Expert 2; For SAPS see below
in Section 3.2.1). Therefore, we can conclude, that the main driver of land prices was the
introduction of the CAP in Bulgaria and not to the same extent productivity gains.
The EU accession has provided some trade opportunities for the agricultural sector. If we take
Germany as one of the main markets, we can show that Romania and Bulgaria have substantially
increased their exports to Germany after EU-accession in 2007. The following figure 5 shows the
development of exports to the German markets from 1993 to 2016:
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Figure 5: Development of the imports of agricultural products to Germany (Index with 1993=100%)
Source: own calculations based on the Statistical Yearbook Germany 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016, 2017;
Note: CEEC: Central and Eastern European Countries, which became part of the EU in 2004; Austria joined the EU in 1995;
The index of imports is calculated with nominal prices;

The figure documents the dynamic development of imports to Germany. Overall, Bulgaria has a
positive trade balance for agricultural products, meaning that exports exceed imports: Agricultural
exports amount to 4.04 Mio. EUR while imports add up to 2.84 Mio. EUR (MARD 2017: p.68). Main
export destinations for agricultural products from Bulgaria are Greece, Romania, Germany, Spain,
Italy, France and the Netherlands. Agricultural imports come from the same countries and
additionally from Poland and Hungary. This highlights the market potentials for Bulgaria caused by
the EU accession after 2007. Outside the EU, Turkey, Macedonia and Serbia are important trading
partners (MARD 2017).
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The exports of plant products have a higher share within the exports, whereas animal products are
more important for imports. Product wise, wheat and wheat products, sunflower, rapeseed and
maize are the main export crops. Meat is the most important import commodity (MARD 2017: pp.
78/79).
2.2

Farm size and structural change

The farm sector in Bulgaria is subject to structural change, which is partly a general development of
agricultural sectors in industrial countries. However, structural change has also to be viewed as an
outcome of a post-socialist development in the Eastern European countries. The main indicator for
this development is the farm-size structure: The average farm size in Bulgaria increased form 12.1 ha
in 2010 to 18.3 ha in 2013 (Eurostat 2018), the following table 1 presents the change of farm size
classes in Bulgaria between 2005 and 2016:
Table 1: The distribution of farm sizes in Bulgaria (2005, 2010 and 2016)
Farm size in hectares
Null ha
< 2 ha
2 - 4.9 ha
5 - 9.9 ha
10 - 19.9 ha
20 - 29.9 ha
30 - 49.9 ha
50 - 99.9 ha
> 100 ha
Farm size in ESO*
Null EUR
< 2,000 EUR
2,000 - 3,999 EUR
4,000 - 7,999 EUR
8,000 - 14,999 EUR
15,000 - 24,999 EUR
25,000 - 49,999 EUR
50,000 - 99,999 EUR
100,000 - 249,999 EUR
250,000 - 499,999 EUR
> 500,000 EUR
Total

2005
14,080
456,620
40,490
10,440
4,760
1,570
1,330
1,510
3,820
2005
860
354,970
108,720
45,180
12,460
4,800
3,180
1,830
1,510
670
450
534,610

Number of farms
2010
13,150
294,960
30,390
10,730
6,820
2,950
3,060
2,930
5,490
Number of farms
2010
980
254,130
59,480
26,290
12,510
6,060
4,750
2,570
1,990
1,010
730
370,490

2016
16,330
130,870
20,270
9,860
7,300
3,980
4,370
3,660
6,060
2016
760
105,730
35,210
22,440
13,590
8,450
6,780
4,040
2,740
1,480
1,510
202,720

Change 2005-2016
(%)
16%
-71%
-50%
-6%
53%
154%
229%
142%
59%
Change 2005-2010
(%)
-12%
-70%
-68%
-50%
9%
76%
113%
121%
81%
121%
236%
-62%

Source: Eurostat (2018). * ESO= European Standard Output which describes the farms monetary standardized output by
multiplying its production of each output (crop, livestock) by a corresponding regional average value at farm-gate prices
based on a five-year average.

The figures document that especially large farms above 20 ha and above 25,000 EUR Economic
Standard Output (ESO) have been growing. This is particularly the case for farms with more than 0.5
Mio. EUR ESO compared to farms with large areas (> 100 ha).
2.3

Agricultural Production in Bulgaria and regional differences

In the northern regions of Bulgaria, the most important produced crops are grains (predominantly
wheat, barley, maize) oilseeds (rapeseed and sunflower seeds) and fodder crops including protein
crops (see Figure 21 in appendix 1 for North Western Bulgaria), while in the Southern parts of
Bulgaria, a higher diversity of produced crops can be found including the production of fruits, grapes
and vegetables being important, especially in terms of the number of farm holdings, however, also
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here, most of the utilized agricultural area (UAA) is focussed on crop production (see Figure 22 in
appendix 1).
other; 2.7%

Eggs; 2.9%
Milk; 9.4%

Cerals; 34.6%
Poultry; 5.0%

Sheep and goats; 2.4%
Pigs; 4.2%
Cattle; 2.8%
Fruits; 4.6%
Potatoes; 1.0%
Vegetables and horticultural
products; 3.6%

Industrial crops; 24.6%

Forage plants; 2.2%

Figure 6: Share of Agricultural output from different production branches (2014-2016 average)
Source: EC 2017: p.6

Table 2 summarizes the total agricultural production (in tons) of the most important crops for the six
planning regions and figure 6 shows the share of agricultural output from different production
branches.
Table 2: Total crop production (in tons) in the different regions of Bulgaria (2014)
Production of crops
(in 1,000 tons)
Wheat
Barley
Maize and corn
Oats
Sunflower seed
Raps

North
West
1,229
162
1,124
5
202
143

North
Central
1,090
183
869
1
172
128

North
East
1,344
122
1,002
5
194
108

South
West
192
22
44
6
25
7

South
Central
449
64
42
5
80
28

South
East
1,044
299
57
4
171
113

Total BG
5,347
852
3,137
27
844
528

Source: MARD (2014), Agrostatistical Reference Book

Yield levels for most crops are higher in North, medium to low in South East and lowest in South
Central and South West (InteliAgro Data, MARD 2017). Average yield levels are shown in table 11 in
section 5.2.
The most relevant farm type in Bulgaria in terms of UAA are specialist cereals, oilseed and protein
crop (COP) producing farms, which make up 62% of the area in the whole country and around 75% of
UAA in Northern Bulgaria (Eurostat 2018). Also relevant are general field cropping (GFC) farms,
producing mainly potatoes, root crops, field vegetables, tobacco and other industrial crops, and dairy
8
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farms. When looking at production quantities and utilized UAA cropping farms have a high
importance. In terms of the number of agricultural holdings however, the picture looks a bit
different: the most frequent types of holdings in Bulgaria are mixed farms combining livestock,
general field cropping farms, specialist dairy farms and farms keeping sheep or goats. These farms
are on average much smaller than the specialized cropping farms.
2.4

State of biodiversity in Bulgaria and the impact of the CAP

The main EU instruments for the protection of biodiversity are the EU Nature Directives, consisting of
the Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC adopted in April 1979) and the Habitats Directive (Council
Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992). In the following we will focus on the Habitat Directive, which
aims at restoring or maintaining a significant number of listed habitats and (non-bird) species of EU
importance at a “favourable conservation status”. The main tool of this legislation is Natura 2000, by
now the world’s largest network of sites identified by EU Member States and designated as Sites of
Community Importance (SCIs) by the European Commission. Once designated, Member States have
to ensure legal protection and adequate management within six years. Sites classified under the EU
Birds Directive also belong to the Natura 2000 network that covers almost 20 % of the EU’s terrestrial
territory with more than 27,000 sites. In Bulgaria, about 30% of the land area is covered by SCIs
which is substantially above the EU-average of 13.8% (EC 2016f).
Within this policy, the conservation status of the listed species and habitats is assessed by the
Member States every six years and reported to the European Commission. For species, reports take
into account their “range, population, suitable habitats and future prospective”, for habitat types, the
assessments investigate “area, structure and functions additional to range and future prospects” (EC
2015). The last report on the status in Bulgaria refers to the period of 2007-2012. The following
figure 8 shows the conservation status of species and habitats protected under the Habitats Directive
in Bulgaria and the EU average.
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Figure 7: Conservation status of species and habitats protected by the EU Habitat Directive
Source: Data by MOEW (2014) and EC (2015)
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The figure 7 suggests, that especially the status of habitats (of which grassland is the most important)
is problematic: Only 11% of the habitats are in a favourable conditions. The status of species is found
in a better situation, here a favourable status is found for 54% of assessed species, which is
substantially above the EU-average. With respect to the type of habitat, grassland-habitats are
among the most important. 85% of the grassland habitats are in an “unfavourable bad status”.
However, some types of grassland-habitats have a favourable status, specifically 6510 “Lowland hay
meadows”; 6420 “Mediterranean tall humid grasslands of the Molinio-Holoschlönion” and 6410
“Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils”. The other grassland types are in
unfavourable status (MOEW 2015).
The assessment also reports the main threats and pressures for habitats. The following figure 8
reports the main threats and pressures for the favourable conservation status of habitats in Bulgaria:
A - Agriculture
B - Sylviculture, forestry
C - Mining, extraction of materials and energy production
D - Transportation and service corridors
E - Urbanisation, residential and commercial development
F - Biological resource use other than agriculture & forestry
G - Human intrusions and disturbances
H - Pollution
I - Invasive, other problematic species and genes
J - Natural System modifications
K - Natural biotic and abiotic processes (without catastrophes)
L - Geological events, natural catastrophes
M - Climate change

0%

5%

10%

pressures (%)

15%

20%

25%

30%

threats (%)

Figure 8: Habitat assessments reported as being affected by one or more 'high' importance
pressures or threats in Bulgaria 2007-2013
Source: MOEW 2014; Report on Habitats directive 2014

The figure shows, that natural modification of habitats is the most important threat for the
conservation status followed by agriculture. This highlights the interlinkages between farming
practices and the conservation status of species. Given the fact, that grassland habitats are one of
the important protected habitats within the Habitats Directive and that only 11% of habitats are in a
favourable status, agri-environmental policy should be a key instrument to tackle this challenge.
The Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds (BSPB 2013) is regularly evaluating the status of in
total 215 species. The species are categorized into groups of farmland, forestry and other birds. The
following Figure 9 shows the development of bird species as an index figure from 2005-2013.
The figure documents the decline of species, which is especially the case for farmland birds. About
30% of the bird species are in a moderate or sharp decline. Only 10% of the species are stable, 7%
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are in a moderate increase. For 53% of the species, the trend is unclear. This highlights the
importance of Agri-Environmental Measures on grassland and on arable land in order to maintain
and improve the nesting and forage area of birds.
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Figure 9: Development of the birds-index for forest, farmland species in Bulgaria
Source: Own presentation based on data from BSPB 2013

Popgeorgiev et al. (2014) point out the specific influence of the introduction of the CAP on grassland
habitats. According the authors, the Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) was inconsistent with the
natural conditions and the traditional land use in Bulgaria, causing a significant loss of natural and
semi-natural grassland. Direct Payments incentivized the conversion of grassland into non-irrigated
or irrigated arable land,vineyards and orchards after 2006 (Dobrev et al. 2014). Popgeorgiev et al.
(2014) describe large scale monocultures of annual field crops, the loss of field margins, grassland
habitats in general and the removal of trees and shrubs, which serve as protection and habitats of
species. The conversion of grassland is partly in conflict with the general eligibility criteria for SAPS,
which do not allow a substantial conversion of grassland (Popgeorgiev et al. 2014).
Trees and shrubs are not always included in the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS), which is one
reason for the loss of those elements. On the other hand, grasslands with more than 50 trees/shrubs
per ha are excluded from the eligibility to SAPS. This has partly led to an exclusion of 27% of the
grassland and has incentivized the removal of those elements from grassland, which has negative
environmental side effects for biodiversity and for soil erosion. This removal also has negative effects
for grazing animals, since the shade is reduced. The requirement of a yearly minimal use of grassland
has a similar effect, such that natural grassland is often excluded from the eligibility to SAPS
(Stefanova & Kazakova (2015). Therefore, parts of the environmental problems in Bulgaria are weak
enforcement and control of environmental legislation and of Cross Compliance, which does not allow
grassland conversion at a larger scale.
On the other hand, there are attempts to use the CAP policy and other EU funds, to support
conservation objectives: A successful link between the implementation of the EU Nature Directives,
the European Commission’s LIFE funding programme and the agri-environmental programs of the
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CAP is a scheme to help conservation of the Red-breasted goose (Branta ruficollis) on arable land.
240 farmers applied to participate with 18.000 ha, financed with 1.8 Mio. EUR to support the
wintering of this protected species (EC 2018b).

3

Background: The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in Bulgaria

3.1

The general instruments of the CAP in financial terms

Bulgaria became member of the European Union in 2007. As in other new EU member states, the
support of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) was phased in over the period from 2007 to 2015.
At the moment, there are three types of support applied in Bulgaria:
1) The measures of the so called I. Pillar, which consist of Direct Payments (DP) and market
support and which are completely financed by the EU,
2) The rural development programs (RDP) of the so called II. Pillar, which are partly financed
by the EU (80%) and partly by the Bulgarian government (20%) and
3) the Transitional National Payments, which are fully financed by the national government
and which still play a minor role in the agricultural support.

In Mio. EUR

Figure 10 presents the long-term development of DP, market measures and the rural development
program from 2008 to 2016:
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Figure 10: Financial allocations to DP, market measures and the Rural Development Programs
(RDP) in Bulgaria 2009-2020
Source: EU Commission; Regulation 73/2009; 1305/2013 and 1307/2013.

The Transitional National Payments (for bovine animals, sheep and goats and tobacco) still
contribute about 7.6% to the agricultural support. The amount paid within the rural development
programs is substantially varying due to the beginning financial period 2014-2020, as it is presented
in Table 3 for the years 2015 and 2016:
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Table 3: The financial support of the CAP including the Transitional National Payments 2015/16
Payments 2015
Payments 2016
in Mio. EUR Share (%) in Mio. EUR Share (%)
I. Pillar: Direct Payments and market measures
II. Pillar of rural development
Total support of the CAP
Transitional National Payments
Total agricultural support

1,189.51
18.57
1,208.08
142.46
1,350.54

88.1%
1.4%

1,260,20
216,49
1,476,69
122.11
1,598.80

10.5%

78.8%
13.5%
7.6%

Source: MARD; Agricultural Report 2016 and 2017

3.2

Implementation of Direct Payments (DP)2008-2016

The instruments of the I. Pillar have been changed within the last CAP-reform 2013, which added a
number of new flexible instruments, on which the member states had to decide on. The CAP 20142020 introduced the following elements
-

Greening
Redistributive payments
Support for young farmers
Support for small farmers
Voluntary coupled payments

The Figure 11 summarizes the overall spending within the CAP in Bulgaria:

Payments in Mio. EUR
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Figure 11: CAP-budget within the I. Pillar in Bulgaria between 2008 and 2016
Source: EC [a], financial Reports of EAGF 2008-2016

The figure shows, that in the first phase, the decoupled Direct Payments within the “Special Area
Payments Scheme (SAPS)” were the dominating instrument. Until 2015, the coupled payments
contributed less than 5.5% to the total payments. However, in 2015 they increased to 8.1% and in
2016 to 16.6% as a share of total direct payments. The Greening and the redistributive payments
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changed the I. Pillar and thereby reduced the financial allocation to the decoupled DP (now basic
payments), which were reduced from 158 EUR/ha in 2013 to 103 EUR/ha until 2016. In the following
we will give a short overview on the measures implemented with the CAP-reform 2013.
3.2.1

Special Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) and basic payments

Direct Payments (EUR/ha)

The CAP-reform 2013 introduced new flexible elements, the levels of DP have been decreasing after
the implementation of the reform, which started with the introduction of redistributive payments in
2014 and the other elements like Greening and young farmers support in 2015. The Transitional
National Area Payment was phased out in 20132. The following Figure 12 presents the development
of decoupled payments in Bulgaria from 2010 to 2016:
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Figure 12: Level of decoupled Direct Payments in Bulgaria 2010-2016
Source: own calculations; data by MARD, Agrarian Report 2011-2017;
We used a conversion rate of 1.96 to convert Bulgarian Lev to EURO.

Bulgaria applied the “Active Farmer Clause” according Article 9 of EU regulation 1307/2013. The
minimum requirement to receive the DP is 100 EUR or 0.5 ha of agricultural land per beneficiary.
There is a negative list of firms to be excluded, Governmental and municipal administrations and
divisions of those who are excluded from receiving DP. According Article 9.2b, agricultural activities
have to be not insignificant to receive the payments, which means that the agricultural income has to
be larger than the total income. On the other hand, if DP are below 3,000 EUR/recipient, the active
farmer clause does not apply (EC 2016b). Bulgaria has not changed the clause following the omnibusregulation of 2018 (EC 2018a).

2

Note that there are still Transitional National Payments for cattle and buffaloes, sheep and goats and tobacco
in place.
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3.2.2

Greening

Greening was implemented in 2015 with a unit Greening component of 65 EUR/ha. Farmers have to
comply to crop diversification, the maintenance of sensitive grassland and farms larger than 30 ha
have to provide 5% of their arable land to the ecological focus area (EFA).
•

•

•

Crop diversification requires farms 10 -30 ha arable land, to have at least two crops and
farms > 30 ha to produce at least three crops. The first crop shall not be more than 75% of
the arable land and the first two crops shall not exceed 95% of the arable land. Farms with
more than 75% permanent grassland or fodder production are exempted, if the remaining
arable land is more than 30 ha.
Maintenance of permanent grassland means that the share of permanent grassland shall
not decrease more than 5% to the reference year 2012 and that environmentally sensitive
grassland is protected.
Ecological focus area (EFA) means that farms larger than 15 ha use 5% of their arable land
for the ecological focus area. There are different options for the EFA with different weighting
factors, which determine the net area contributing to EFA. Farms with high share of
grassland or arable fodder production or fallow land or leguminous plants are exempted if
the remaining arable land is lower than 30 ha.

The official “Greening-report” of the European Commission of 2016 provides a number of insights on
the effectiveness of the Greening requirements in Bulgaria:
•

•

•

Crop diversification: 90% of the arable land is subject to crop diversification. 10% of arable
land is exempted from crop diversification since it is farmed by small farms <10 ha or due to
high shares of grassland, field fodder production or fallow land (EC 2016: p.7).
Maintenance of sensitive grassland: In Bulgaria about 29% of the permanent grassland is
declared as “environmentally sensitive permanent grassland (ESPG)”, which are protected
from the conversion to arable land. The average rate of ESPG is 16% within the EU. Bulgaria
has also declared about 90% of their Natura 2000 grassland as ESPG, which also exceeds the
EU-average of 40% (EC 2016c: Annex II: pp. 25-28). It should be noted, that Bulgaria is one of
the few member states or regions with losses of permanent grassland larger than 10% within
the period of 2007-2014 (EC 2016c: Annex II, p. 36). Substantial shares of the grassland
habitats (with and without bushes) have been converted into non-irrigated and irrigated
arable land from 2006-2010, which corresponds to a significant decrease in species
abundance and richness on grassland habitats (Popgeorgiev et al. 2014).
Ecological Focus Area (EFA): 90% of the arable land in Bulgaria is subject to the EFA
requirement, which is a high share among MS. Bulgaria offered 14 EFA options (including
options like terraces and ponds), which is above the EU-average, however not maximal as in
Germany, France, Italy, Hungary and Romania, where 17/18 options are offered (EC 2016:
Annex III; p.21). Again, farm size is the most important reason for an exemption of EFA (EC
2016: Annex II; p.37/38). Fallow land (ca. 62% after applying weighting factors) and nitrogen
fixing crops (ca. 31%) are the most important chosen options. Due to the introduction of
Greening, fallow land has doubled (+108%). Before the introduction of Greening, fallow land
had a share of 2.7% to arable land, however it is unclear, how much area of fallow land was
not registered within LPIS. The area of nitrogen fixing crops has increased by 596%, however
starting from an extremely low level. Nowadays, fallow land and nitrogen fixing crops have a
share to the total arable land of 5.5% and 1.0% respectively (MARD 2017). Within EFA, catch
crops play a small role (ca. 3-4%), buffer strips (0.8%) and landscape elements have shares
below 1% (EC 2016: Annex II: p.41).
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3.2.3

Redistributive payments

Bulgaria combined a payment for the first hectares with capping. The Redistributive Payments were
implemented in 2014 and paid for the first 30 hectares with an additional amount of 68€/ha (2014),
77 €/ha (15) and 75 €/ha (16). Additionally, Bulgaria reduced payments beyond 150,000 €/ha by 5%
and applied capping for payments beyond 300,000 €/farm. Large farms were allowed to subtract
their labour costs from the amount to be reduced (EC 2016c: pp. 10/21).

0.90

The impact of redistributive payments can be analysed using the Gini-coefficient, which measures
the inequality of DP. For the calculus, we used the EU-documents on the distribution of DP between
2008-2016 (EC [a], diff. years). Figure 13 presents the distribution of DP 2007-2016 in Bulgaria:
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Figure 13: Distribution of Direct Payments in Bulgaria 2008-2016 measured by the Gini-coefficient
Source: Own calculations; Data by the EU Commission [a]: 2008-2016

The analysis shows that inequality has started at a high level and even slightly increased until 2011.
Over the period 2008-2014, the inequality has been reduced by 0.01 due to structural change.
Redistributive measures have substantially added to this development for a reduction of 0.084
between 2015/16. Starting from one of the highest levels of inequality within the EU (only Slovakia
had a more unequal distribution in 2008), the inequality in Bulgaria with 0.79 (2016) has almost
reached the average Gini-coefficient of Eastern EU of 0.77. Therefore, we might conclude, that the
redistributive payment has contributed to reduce the unequal distribution of DP in Bulgaria.
However, the level of inequality is still high if compared to the Western EU countries, where we find
an average Gini-coefficient of 0.60 in 2016 (Pe’er et al. 2017b).
3.2.4

Voluntary Coupled Support (VCS)

In the period 2007-2014 after the CAP Health Check-Reform of 2009, the Article 68 of EU regulation
73/2009 allowed EU member states to choose the options to pay specific support coupled to
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production systems which were regarded as economically vulnerable sectors or markets. This was
relevant for dairy, beef and veal, sheep meat and goat meat and the rice sectors. The specific
allowance rules (See Appendix 3: Legal basis of coupled support in the CAP-reforms 2009 and 2013)
was, that member states could use up to 10% of their national ceilings (Article 69), however, during
the years 2009-2014, these payments were below 5.5% of the total CAP-budget in Bulgaria.
With the CAP-Reform 2013 so called “Voluntary Coupled Payments” were introduced (Article 52 ff. of
regulation 1307/2013, see appendix 3) for sectors with social or economic importance. After the
CAP-reform 2013, the share of coupled payments within the CAP-budget increased from 4.7% (2014)
to 8.1% (15) and 16.6% (2016). The following Table 4 shows the main amounts for voluntary coupled
payments for the period 2017-2020:
Table 4: Voluntary coupled support in different sectors in Bulgaria 2017-2020
Sector
Average yearly
Share (%)
amount 2017-2020
Beef and veal
Milk
Sheep meat and goat meat
Protein crops
Fruit and vegetables
Sum

13,510,638
34,819,795
13,952,951
15,902,845
41,085,109
119,271,338

11.3%
29.2%
11.7%
13.3%
34.4%
100.0%

Source: EU Commission 2016

Coupled support for fruit and vegetables is the most important, followed by milk, beef, sheep and
goats. In addition, there are payments for protein crops and cotton. Coupled support is linked to a
specific production and is therefore influencing the farmers input choice, which consequently leads
to a reduced farm efficiency. A large meta-study based on 195 publications analysing the impact of
DP (coupled and decoupled) on farm efficiency shows that both coupled and decoupled DP has a
negative impact on farm technical efficiency (Minviel & Latruffe 2017). Other recent studies confirm
these findings on singular case studies also for Eastern Europe (Latruffe et al. 2017; Latruffe and
Desjeux 2016; Zhu et al. 2012).
The problem with coupled payments is that farmers choose their crop or animal type based on the
expected subsidy and not on expected market prices or farm production structure. A study of
Kazukauskas et al. (2014) shows that DPalso influence the level of specialization on farms.
Furthermore, farmers choice of input intensity is also influenced by coupled Direct Payments.
Therefore, coupled DP distort production and lead to lower efficiency.
Taken the situation on the EU-market, coupled DP might undermine the idea of an equal level
playing field within the common market in the EU. Within the allowance of 15% coupled payments,
member states started a subsidy race, trying to support specific sectors for the inner-EU competition.
Furthermore, this might lead to lobbying within the member states, since all production branches
might seek for higher levels of coupled payments for their farmers, which also distort the
competition between different production types within a country. Therefore, a further continuation
of coupled payments might be critical from different aspects.
3.2.5

Support for young farmers and small farms

Young farmers: increased by 25% payment of 26 €/ha under SAPS for the first 30 ha. Within the
small farmers scheme, the payments are simplified and can be granted payments between 500 and
1,250 €/beneficiary (MARD 2017; EU 2016).
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3.2.6

The Rural Development Programs (Pillar II)

The Rural Development Programs (RDP) of the II. Pillar have been programmed between 2014 and
2020. Bulgaria has used the option to reallocate funds between pillars. Table 5 presents and
overview on the different priorities within the RDPs based on the funding 2014-2020:
Table 5: Spending according the RDP-priorities in Bulgaria 2014-2020
Measure
Priority 1: Knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture,
forestry and rural areas
Priority 2: Farm viability, competitiveness and sustainable forest
management
Priority 3: Food chain organisation, including processing and
marketing of agricultural products, animal welfare and risk
management
Priority 4: Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems in
agriculture and forestry
Priority 5: Resource efficiency and shift to low carbon and climate
resilience economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors
Priority 6: Social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic
development in rural areas
Technical Assistance
Total

Spending
(in Mio. EUR)
0,00

Share (%)
0.0%

371.93

12.7%

272.90

9.4%

983.10

33.7%

430.65

14.8%

815.16

27.9%

44.11
2.917.85

1.5%

Source: EC 2016e; Factsheet RDP Bulgaria 2014-2020

From an environmental perspective, priorities 4 and 5 are important and contribute with 33.7% and
14.8%. However, there are a number of investment schemes within priority 4 and 5, where the
content is not clear. Therefore, these payments might be misleading with respect to environmental
and conservation objectives. The following Table 6 shows the figures from the RDP-payments with
relevance for public services like environment and animal health:
Table 6: Payments within the RDP related to public services for environment and animal welfare
Spending
Share
EU-average
Public Services
(in Mio. EUR)
223.35
151.59
139.68
56.86
275.61
847.08

Agri-environmental and Climate Measures (AECM)
Organic Farming
Natura 2000d
Animal welfare
Areas with natural constraints (ANC)
Sum

(%)
7.7%
5.2%
4.8%
1.9%
9.4%
29.0%

(%)
15.8%
6.1%
0.5%
1.5%
16.8%
40.9%

Source: own calculation based on EC 2016e; Factsheet RDP Bulgaria 2014-2020

Comparing with the figures of the RDP 2007-2013, the share of payments relevant for public services
has remained almost at the same level, since “Axis 2” had a share of 26.5%. However, axis 2 did not
include animal welfare and the explicit climate measures. The EU average of RDP payments with
relevance to the environment is 40.9%.
Other important measures within the RDP are measures for investments (28.8%), Basic Services and
village renewable in rural areas (21.4%) and farm business development (9.3%) (EC 2016e).
The support for environmental objectives within the RDP can still be extended, since the area under
Agri-environmental payments is still comparatively low taken the EU-average (Table 7):
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Table 7: Area under Agri Environmental Measures (AEM) in Bulgaria 2007-2013
Share of agricultural land with AEM (%)
Bulgaria

EU

12.0%

21.8%

4B Water management

2.5%

18.6%

4C Soil erosion and management

1.2%

17.6%

4A Biodiversity

Source: Own calculation; based on Data of the EU Commission; Factsheets Rural Development

The figures shows, that especially in the areas of water management and soil erosion and
management, the shares of land within AEM is comparatively low. Also AEM supporting biodiversity
have a low share. However, we have to note that the indicator “share of land in AEM” is not the only
reliable indicator. Effectiveness of agri-environmental programs is of high important and the share of
land does not indicate, whether success is achieved or not. However, given the indicators of the
habitat regulation (see section 2.4) we can still conclude, that there is pressure to improve the scope
of agri-environmental programs and to upscale, i.e. increase the participation in agri-environmental
schemes. This can be done by better information and extension services who inform about options
to improve the environmental performance of farms and how to implement conservation measures
for endangered species and habitats.
Organic farming policy
In Bulgaria about 160,620 ha land is farmed according the organic farming rules in 2016, which is
about 3,5 % Of the total agricultural land. There are 6,964 producer and 175 processors. In Bulgaria,
organic honey production is a specific sector: According FIBL, some additional 307,020 ha area is
used for wild collection of honey. Fruits, wine and vegetable production have also a larger share in
production of 28% and 14.7% and 10.4% respectively of the total fruits, wine and vegetable
production area. (FIBL 2018). The market has emerged during the last years: The first assessment of
2010 reported retail sales for organic products of 7.0 Mio. EUR, a more recent study estimated the
organic market in Bulgaria on 15.6 Mio. EUR in 2015 (GAIN 2016). According the interviewed farmers,
only in the larger cities, there are retail channels for organic products. The Bulgarian government has
introduced a first Organic Action Plan 2007-2013, which states the objective to reach a share of 8% of
organic farming until 2013 (Sanders 2011).
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3.3

Transitional National Payments

In the first years of the introduction of the CAP, Bulgaria was granted the option to use Transitional
National Payments for farmers, in order to compensate for the lower levels of Direct Payments in the
first years of the CAP. During the first years, this was relevant for the soft fruit sector (producers of
strawberries and raspberries for processing) in 2008-2011 as coupled payments and 2012-2013
decoupled. Additionally, energy crops were supported (2007-2009) (Karchanova 2012). Bulgaria also
paid additional decoupled area payments.
Since 2015, the options were reduced, since the Direct Payments have fully phased in. However,
there are still some sectors, where Transitional National Payments are used, which are aids for cattle
and buffaloes, sheep, goats and tobacco. The following Table 8 shows the applied payments in the
years 2015-2017. The appendix 5 provides an overview on the different payment rates for the
Transitional National Payments:
Table 8: Overview on transitional national payments 2015-2017 (in 1,000 EUR)
2015
2016
2017
Bovine animals (decoupled)
24,592
22,952
21,313
Sheep and goat (coupled)
20,576
19,205
17,833
Tobacco (decoupled)
60,416
56,389
52,361
Source: EC (2017c)

4

Results from interviews with Bulgarian farmers

Using semi structured interviews, a total of 11 farmers (including 3 cropping farmers from South
Central, North East and North Western Bulgaria, two fruit producers, one shepherd, one dairy
farmer, one cattle producer, one poultry farmer and one wine producer) were interviewed in
different regions of Bulgaria in the beginning of March 2018. The objectives of the interviews were
(a) to get a broader impression of the perceptions of problems by farmers in rural areas, (b) to get an
overview on the implementation of the CAP in Bulgaria and (c) to understand the adoption of CAP on
different farm types in different regions.
Additionally, three experts on the environmental and socio-economic aspects of the CAP were
interviewed, to fill gaps of knowledge. Expert 1: Expert on Ecology and Agri-Environmental Measures
implemented in Bulgaria, Expert 2: Agricultural economist with special focus on Bulgaria’s
agricultural policy, Expert 3: Bulgarian agricultural economist focusing on institutions. These
interviews are not analyzed in this section, as they were structured in a different way than the
interviews with farmers and therefore cannot be directly compared with them. However, they serve
as an important reference when interpreting and assessing our results in the discussion section
(section 6).
The four main research questions were addressed in the interviews with farmers:
1. What are the main socioeconomic and environmental problems and challenges on farms and
in rural areas of Bulgaria?
2. How have farmers experienced the implementation of the CAP in Bulgaria? Which problems
and opportunities can be identified?
3. What does the farmer plan to do in the future? What would he do if the CAP changes?
Would he apply more AEM measures?
4. Which ideas do farmers have to improve the CAP?
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These open questions stress the explorative character of the interviews, which allowed us to get new
insights. A general principle of qualitative research methods is that statements in interviews have to
be viewed as subjective individual perceptions. We cannot claim, that the perceived problems are
representative, however, they might still be relevant, especially, if problems are mentioned in
different interviews.
The interviews were evaluated using qualitative content analysis, a method developed by Philipp
Mayring in the 80’s, which allows to structure, analyze and compare the content of several
interviews of one group of individuals, following mainly Kuckartz (2014). In this approach, the
interviews are examined on their content through the creation of categories. The analysis was
carried out with the software MaxQDA, which is a common tool for qualitative research.
The results are presented in the following. The depiction mainly occurs in output tables generated by
MaxQDA, which categorizes the relevant answers given by farmers to the particular questions (also
known as code-system). In general, it should be noted, that most problems in rural areas and
concerning the CAP described by farmers, were at the socioeconomic and institutional level.
Environmental challenges were usually only mentioned, when they were specifically asked about
them.
4.1

Problems and challenges on farms and in rural areas

We asked farmers, where they see the main problems and challenges for their farm and rural areas
in general (research question 1). Different points were made, which are summarized in the following
figure 14:

Figure 14: Main problems and challenges on farms and in rural areas according to farmers
Source: Own presentation.

4.1.1

Socioeconomic problems and challenges on farms and in rural areas

Market risk and uncertainty was a perceived as an important challenge by almost every farmer we
talked to („[…] the biggest challenge ist the market uncertainty […]“ (Farmer 4)). Farmers described
price developments and fluctuations for both input and output prices as a main challenge as well as
the problem that input prices are increasing while the prices of the produced products remain at the
same level. Also, investment risk (high interest rates of banks) and production risk (climate
irregularities) were mentioned. Another uncertainty is related to support payments, which is
described in chapter 4.2.
Another problem mentioned a lot was the lack of workforce in rural areas. For example:
„[…] It‘s very hard to find qualified people for the vineyards, that‘s a work usually done by older
people, and with the years we lose them constantly […]“ (Farmer 7) and „young people do not
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want to work in the rural areas in the villages… they prefer the city […] the principle in Bulgaria is
just to get a good education and escape the village“ (Farmer 10)
This can be summarized in the main statements:
•
•
•
•

It is difficult to find employees, especially young and qualified ones
Rural areas are not attractive
Migration of young people to cities
People do not like to work in farming

Reasons for people to leave rural areas might be caused by the negative image of rural areas and
towards farmers which still exists in Bulgarian society and which was also mentioned several times.
Furthermore, one farmer criticized the lack of infrastructure and care for rural areas. Different
problems related to the land market and land ownership in Bulgaria were mentioned, for example
the structure of land ownership: “[…] the land is owned by many people so sometimes it is very
difficult to cultivate something because there is some owner who disagrees to offer his land […] if you
want to use the whole block [field] you may not be able to plant something […]” (Farmer 11).
Many of the statements related to this topic were also closely related to the EU accession and
therefore these problems will be discussed in chapter 4.2.
Criminality and a lack of justice in rural North West Bulgaria was described by one farmer. After
being asked for examples, he explained that it is a common thing to happen, that crops are stolen
(harvested) from the fields and in his point of view, and delinquents are not detected in most of the
cases.
For organic farmers or those who are interested in obtaining the organic certification, it is a problem
that the markets for organic and high quality products are not yet well developed in Bulgaria,
neither for inputs such as fodder, nor for the outputs. Only in the cities where people have more
financial resources, a small market exists for organic products.
The lack of traditions in farming in Bulgaria and the difference to Western European countries was
mentioned by several farmers as well: Since land was owned by the State for many years the
traditions were broken.
4.1.2

Environmental and agronomic problems

Several farmers realized a changing climate and talked about this when asked about environmental
problems: “ The climate, yes, it’s getting warmer and warmer […] very big extremities, we almost lost
the four seasons” (Farmer 7). The main problems are droughts and more frequent occurrence of
extreme rainfalls, as well as unusual temperatures. Low soil quality and the problem of soil erosion
were mentioned as challenges: “[…] the soil is weak here and we have drought and the cultivation
sometimes is destroyed because of the dry periods, if you don’t apply additional measures to support
the cultivation […] the production is really low because the fruits don’t grow… (Farmer 11).
Pests and diseases were only mentioned by two farmers. Another problem mentioned by organic
farmers was the risk of pollution through neighboring farms.
4.2

Perceived changes in agriculture since introduction of CAP in 2007

We asked farmers, if they felt any changes since the CAP was introduced in Bulgaria in 2007. These
were classified in opportunities and challenges or problems that farmers perceived with regard to
the agricultural policy.
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4.2.1

Opportunities

There were some positive changes or opportunities in agriculture since the implementation of the
CAP in 2007, perceived by farmers. Most importantly, the modernization of farms, mainly in terms of
renewed machinery and equipment but also through new production techniques:
„[...] A lot of money came into agriculture because of the EU, billions of Euros, you can invest in high
production and also renew the machinery” (Farmer 2) and „ […] Thanks to the EU funds, now a lot of
orchards have this net cover, which protects from snow, from hale” (Farmer 5).
Some farmers also named increased living standards of farmers and workers in terms of health and
salaries: „[...] [I could] also rise salaries for the workers and also rise the living standard“ (Farmer 2).
Some farmers reported an increasing competitiveness and efficiency, mainly through the
modernization of farms: „ […] All these projects helped farmers to get more equipment, more
machinery, to create more modern farms, not so much for livestock but especially for agriculture
[crop production] the farmers became more competitive on the market, even on world level“ (Farmer
4).
Knowledge transfer from the EU was mentioned as a further positive change. Also seen as an
opportunity, mainly by a farmer growing vine, was the higher quality and diversity of products in
comparison to the socialistic past
4.2.2

Difficulties or problems

4.2.2.1

Socioeconomic level

Most farmers mentioned in some way problems related to land markets and land ownership:
The main points of criticism are:
•

Often land does not belong to farmers or local people but to rather wealthy and educated
individuals from the cities or abroad, or large investors like corporations and banks:
“One of the biggest problems is that already 50% of the land here, in Dabruzha, is sold to
people who do not live in Dabruzha at all, rich people from Sofia for example, lawyers,
doctors, building investors and so on, and because you asked for the rent, actually these
people who are not from here at all, they say, you receive subsidies from the EU, so I want
this rent. I don’t care about anything, I’m just interested to get this money. And local people
are pushed to sell their land to have reparation of the houses and so on, and actually land
doesn’t belong to local people” (Farmer 1).

•

•
•

In other regions (for example Pleven), land property belongs mostly to many small
landowners. Restored fragmented property that was given back in the 1990’s, which makes
renting very complicated since there are multiple landowners to deal with. To solve part of
this problem, farmers have informal agreements with them. However, there is some
uncertainty whether the same plot of land can be rented again in the subsequent year. This
can be seen as a negative incentive to care for the land/environmental aspects
High and increasing land prices, especially in Dabruzha region.
Illegal use of land was mentioned by one shepherd: It had happened to him, that a crop
farmer from nearby ploughed the pastures he was renting, to declare them as his land and
obtain payments for them.

A big concern shared by many interviewed farmers is the strong competition, especially at the
common European market. Several farmers expressed their view, that they do not perceive the
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Bulgarian agricultural sector to be competitive at the European level. This is related to the problem
of increasing input prices (e.g. land but also fuel, seeds and fertilizers) and low output prices.
One farmer criticized the concentrated input markets of seeds, fertilizers and pesticides, which
replaced companies specialized on local Bulgarian breeds. Another point brought up by one farmer is
the low level of cooperation with research institutes and therefore a lack of information and
knowledge for example on production techniques. Migration to other EU countries was also
mentioned as a problem, which was facilitated by the EU accession in 2007 and which aggravates the
demographic challenge in rural areas of Bulgaria.
4.2.2.2

Institutional level

The main challenges at the institutional level seem to be problems in the implementation of the
policy. Several farmers complained about the uncertainty and unclarity of the policy:
“Maybe the biggest challenge is the uncertainty and unclarity of the agricultural policy by the state”
(Farmer 8), and “the problem is that the decisions that are taken are not kept for a long time […] the
rules change always, so there are not constant situations and everything changes, it’s really bad
because you can’t adapt” (Farmer 6).
Often the budget is quickly spent after the implementation of the measure so that no new
applications are accepted (which gives an advantage to those who have better access to
information), or the payments are simply stopped. Additionally, transparency described as low:
Farmers might not even know why the payments have been cut. This involves a risk for farmers and
is one of the reasons why the AEM have low participation. Another problem is that the government
often does not keep the deadlines with the payments, which is problematic for farmers with rather
low incomes or savings.
Farmers also perceived the distribution of Direct Payments inside the country and on the European
level as unfair. In relation to Bulgaria, the main problem farmers see is that large farms benefit more
from this policy in comparison to small and middle-sized farms, for both Pillar I and Pillar II payments,
since it is difficult to fulfill the requirements to get support for a project:
“Probably we can speak about an unfair distribution when it comes to the size of a project. There are
very big projects that eat up big amounts of the money allocated for that branch and then the smaller
farmers they don‘t get it” (Farmer 7), and “the measures are more or less adapted to bigger
businesses and they are really hard to apply in small businesses, and if you have a really small farm,
the requirements cannot be covered because for example they require you to hire five people and you
can‘t because you cannot afford it” (Farmer 6).
The Redistributive Payment was also perceived to be unfair, because it is also given to larger farms –
despite the fact, that this does not affect the redistributive effect. Last but not least, inequality
between the sectors was mentioned, with livestock farmers stating that they get too little support
while wine producer might feel treated unfair because they do not get extra support. It was
mentioned, that some interviewed farmers perceive that there is in general too little money available
for Bulgarian farmers and that every year the sum per farmer seems to be decreasing, because the
money is shared among an increasing number of applicants.
The problem of fraud and corruption was addressed by five farmers. Different actors try to benefit
from the money flows from the EU to Bulgaria and through tricks or contacts receive money. For
example: „[…] It’s not correct to receive AEM only if you pay to the administration in order they to
allow you to have this measure“ (Farmer 1). Fraud was also related to imitations of the organic label:
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“Actually recently, the label of organic became used more, but in a fake way, an imitation” (Farmer
5).
Note that these statements are perceptions and it is not clear to what extent these observations are
true or not. Still, it is important to acknowledge, that farmers perceive the CAP-system as fraudulent.
The strong EU regulations and restrictions were criticized by two farmers, especially with regard to
small farmers who are not able to keep them and fall out of the legal market and are not able to get
subsidies.
Farmers stated that the administrative burden is still too high, even if one farmer also indicated
improvements.

Figure 15: Problems and opportunities resulting from the CAP described by farmers
Source: own presentation.

4.2.2.3

Environmental and agronomic level

The main problem at the environmental level is the mismanagement of pastures which has been
favored by the AEM for restoration of pastures. Farmers complain that they have to cut too many
bushes and trees, which favors soil erosion in the mountainous areas and a lack of shadow for the
animals in summer:
“It’s best to not push them [farmers] to clear the bushes and the trees from the pastures because here
there are not so many and important to stay […] On any place where they cut the bushes or trees, all
the soil is going down” (Farmer 9).
Another problem mentioned was that local breeds are not being used and sold anymore. After EU
accession, most people were more interested in the western high yielding varieties and the local
breeding companies got bankrupted. This was different for the wine sector, where there seems to be
a trend back to the old local varieties, which were used before the communistic time of the country.
One poultry producer was complaining that there is no difference in payments if chicken are raised
freely, even if this is a higher animal welfare standard.
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4.3

Plans for the future and stated behavior if CAP changes

In T3 a, the farmers were asked for their plans for the future on the farm. The vast majority stated
that they plan to expand, most of them by investing in new machinery, equipment, farm
infrastructure, buildings or land, but also in terms of diversification of products, accessing new
markets and an increased quality: „We want to produce more quality production, production for
direct consumption, but also processed products, we want to expand“ (Farmer 5).
Some farmers also expressed their wish to increase efficiency and competitiveness on the market:
“They want to keep it like it is now, as a scale, but increase the crop production, the efficiency”
(Farmer 2).

Figure 16: Farm development and farmer’s stated behaviour if CAP changes
Source: own presentation.

Four farmers mentioned that their development in the future depends on the support payments.
This fits well to the picture we get from the subsequent question (T3 b in figure 16), where farmers
were asked what they thought of an abolishment of the CAP. Some explained, that support
payments for the agricultural sector are absolutely necessary but at the same time, most of them
would continue their farm without support, but some probably at a smaller scale.
In T3 c, we wanted to understand farmers attitudes towards different suggested AEM and if they
could imagine to adopt them on their farm. The results are shown in table 9.
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Table 9: Farmer’s views on the adoption possible Agri-Environmental Measures
Measure

Adoption (summary of statements)

M1: Less intensive production without pesticides
and a larger distance between rows (> 25cm)

One farmer said that he would apply the measure, for
another farmer it was not really applicable, only if
compensation high enough to cover income forgone

M2: Integration of (more) flower strips and buffer
strips

Yes

M3: Increasing the share of fallow land (no
cultivation between April and September, part of
the plot may be mulched or mowed in autumn)

No – 5% under greening is enough (also uses the
unproductive areas)

M4: Buffer strips – extensive use along water
bodies, hedges and forest boarders

Yes

M5: Species-rich grassland (no use of pesticides and
synthetic fertilizer?)

No one of the interviewed individuals uses these kind
of inputs on grasslands

M6: Extensive grassland – mowing after certain date

Yes – already an option under AEM maintenance of
pastures which interviewed farmers apply (mowing
after 15th of June)

M7: Extensive pasture – extensive grazing (lower
density of animals)

The farmers interviewed already use the pastures in a
quite extensive way

M9: Use less pesticides on fruit trees

Farmers interviewed had organic orchards

M10: Combine fruit tree production and permanent
pasture/livestock

No – does not have tradition in Bulgaria

M8: Species rich vineyards with flowers between
rows (No or less use of pesticides and synthetic
fertilizers)

Yes – advice needed, for which plants it could work
(no competition for water with wine)

Source: own presentation

4.4

Suggestions for improvement of the CAP by Bulgarian farmers

Farmers were asked if they had own ideas to improve the CAP. There were some ideas and demands
by farmers that could help to solve the demographic challenge in rural areas. Apart from a shift of
thinking of people about the negative image of rural areas, farmers wish
•

Improvements in infrastructure

„The infrastructure is very bad here, a part of the roads, there is no canalization system, the electricity
is not with good quality and they stop it very often, so a lot of things have to be improved here“
(Farmer 1).
•

More possibilities and offers for young people in rural areas, their involvement into agriculture
and education on agriculture

“[…] to have a special stimulation for the young people who want to deal with agriculture […] It's not
enough to stimulate, it‘s related to better quality of life, to get better paid as well and to be able to
actually stay at the village and to have a car let‘s say to go to the big cities to just, and to go back to
the village“ (Farmer 5).
•

More support for small businesses in rural areas
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Figure 17: Farmer’s ideas for improvement of the CAP
Source: own presentation.

According to farmers, the distribution of support payments and land must become fairer.
•
•
•
•

Aggregation of land by large landowners should be limited in terms of land and support
payments.
Measures (of the RDP) should be adapted to small and middle scale farmers and focused on
them, bigger farms have to be self-sustained.
Only small farmers up to 30 ha should get the redistributive payment (first 30 ha)
Support those who work sustainably and grow something adequate to the region:

„I think it will be smarter generally for the EU to change its policy in a way to support more the
smaller farmers, the family farmers, the ones that grow up to that size, or focus to grow something
sustainable or which is adequate to that region, and when a project is estimated it could get more
points because of these reasons, and be more competitive“ (Farmer 7).
Several farmers demand a higher degree of result orientation of the policy and that the right
incentives are set to make sure that the money is used in a more efficient way. They demanded:
•

No payments per ha but payments related to production quantity and quality:

„If the payment is related to the production, not to the land area but the realization of the
production, it will be more correct, to support this way“ (Farmer 1).
•

Incentives: To keep support if farmers grow and develop, drop support for “lazy” farmers:

„[…] Maybe small farmers could get more and if they grow good and fast, you can just give them less
subsidies, if they don’t grow or develop, just kick off these farmers“ (Farmer 11).

The management of pastures has to improve according to farmers:
•
•

No ploughing of grasslands on hills
No or much less removal of bushes and trees

Two farmers suggested a more regional approach of the policy when developing the measures:
„More specific measures to be taken, related to the region or for instance in terms of keeping
grasslands, not ploughing them on the hills, and its specific from region to region, but it will be
something which should be done, to apply these concrete measures” (Farmer 5),
and
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“probably there should be more flexibility about the regional approach, and when you estimate the
weight of a project, you should consider where it comes from, you may not support a vineyard in
Northern BG or in the mountains but support a project around Harmanli“ (Farmer 7).
A stricter control was demanded by two farmers, to prevent misuse of public money:
„[…] to have a stricter control, not to have misuse of the money, because in the beginning there were
a lot of stealing money, now the control is better but still needs to be stronger.“
and to ensure for example environmental standards:
„The farmer should be controlled if they keep the rules and keep the land in these good
environmental conditions […] they should use the land in a good way, in a proper way, natural
friendly“ (Farmer 11).
Further, it was said that the institutional challenges of implementation have to be solved, the
administrative burden has to be reduced and efficiency in the government has to increase. Some
farmers suggested a stronger protection of Bulgarian farmers by changing trade- and price policies,
like guaranteed market prices or a stricter regulation of imports from the EU.
The improvement of security was demanded, especially for North Western Bulgaria.
Farmers also require an increased cooperation with scientific institutes, as well as more
sophisticated animal welfare payments, i.e., it would be fair for farmers to get support payments for
free raised chicken:
„[…] when the chicken are raised freely you have more expenses, and when they are in the cells its
less, so it‘s fair to get subsidies for free raised chickens“ (Farmer 10).

4.5

Expert interview on the status of the agro-ecosystems

As previously mentioned, we additionally interviewed one ecologist and two agricultural economists
in order to understand the impacts of the CAP in Bulgaria and fill gaps of knowledge. The interviews
were done with a similar qualitative approach, therefore, statements of the experts are subjective
perceptions of problems as well. However, we should note that some of the observations can also be
found in scientific articles (Popgeorgiev et al. 2014; Dobrev et al. 2014), which suggests that some of
the findings can be generalized.
The removal of grassland and landscape elements has been criticized. The Direct Payments (DP) and
the eligibility criteria on LPIS incentivize the removal of trees, bushes and shrubs (see section 2.4).
Farmers remove these elements even though there is often no use for those grasslands. The removal
also leads to a loss of breeding opportunities for birds. Often the cutting is done during the breeding
season of e.g. the Corn crake (Crex crex):
“They apply this pasture cleaning or mowing measure scheme and every year the keep on cutting
shrubs, they don’t grow like this they just enter into areas which have never been pastures, turn them
into pastures just to take the subsidies for this. And the problem is that going with the shredders,
everyone says that they leave everything there, there is no grazing on the top of these areas and the
bushes just start growing everywhere the next year, so it’s one permanent bush cutting process just
for the sake of the subsidies” (Expert 1).
And if the grassland is used, there are significant impacts on the quality of grassland: Shade trees are
missing for the animals. One shepherd complained, that DP for grassland is linked to the removal of
bushes, since it reduces the quality of grassland for the sheep. According Stevanova & Kazakova
29

Fit, fair and sustainable: A model for a nature friendly
and economically viable agricultural policy for Bulgaria

(2016) it is recommendable to keep the landscape elements on the grassland and thereby keep
agronomic and ecological quality.
Also, the conversion of grassland into arable land was described as a key problem. DP were
described as a main incentive to convert grassland to arable land by ploughing in. This correlates to a
sharp decline of grassland in Bulgaria described in Section 2.4. This is done without the intention to
utilize arable land, since this would involve costs.
"Yes, it’s more efforts, it’s a big high payment but more efforts and if you use it for farming, you
plough it very often when they plough pastures, they just plough it, they don’t sow anything because
they’ll have the satellite imaginary showing that it has been ploughed, for being processed” (Expert
1).
The DP are perceived as the direct cause for this conversion: “These general payments have done a
lot of damages because it increases the demand for land, arable land, there are big consortiums that
are buying or renting out land everywhere just to take the subsidies, because so far there was no
limitation on the top limit, one of the biggest land owners in Europe is in Northeast Bulgaria with 1
Mio. ha or something” (Expert 1).
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5

The development of an alternative model to increase sustainability of the CAP
using the BirdLife model

For our study, we apply the reform model proposed by Oppermann et al. (2016) and
Naturschutzbund (NABU) Germany from 2016, to whichwe add some of the policy measures
proposed by BirdLife International for the future CAP. In their policy position paper for “a new food
and land-use policy”, BirdLife International (2017) suggests four main political instruments, which we
further specify. In a subsequent step, we develop six model scenarios (see table 10), to model
possible effects of the new reform model on typical farms in Bulgaria. We used the calculation
methodology of Oppermann et al. (2016).
In this study we mainly focus on crop farms growing cereals, oilseeds and protein crops (COP), which
cultivate by far the largest part of UAA in the country (see section 2.3 and Figure 21/Figure 22 in
appendix 1). A baseline scenario reflects the status quo of the CAP-reform 2013. This baseline
scenario serves as a reference, to which the results of different reform model scenarios are
compared. The main results are presented in section 5.3.
5.1

Development of the model

The BirdLife Model suggests the following main instruments (figure 18):
•
•
•
•
•

Space for Nature
Nature and Biodiversity Instrument
Transition Instrument for Sustainable Farming
Sustainable Food Instrument
Polluter Pays Principle

Sustainable Food Instrument

Rural Development

Sustainable production, trade and
consumption patterns

Rural infrastructure,
village renovation

Transition Instrument
for Sustainable Farming

Space for Nature Instrument

Agri-investment programs
for environmental & public goods,
support for organic farming, advisory

Nature and Biodiversity
Instrument
Polluter Pays Principle
=> Cross Compliance

Targeted Agri-environment and
conservation programs

LIFE
Conservation Policy

Food and Land Use Policy

Figure 18: The main funding instruments of the new CAP;
Source: NABU (2017); Birdlife (2017)

Space for Nature is a simple scheme, in which a part of the farm area is taken out of production. We
specified this as fallow land. The instrument is simpler than the Greening instrument and serves as an
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environmental entry model for farmers. Payments will be provided per ha of fallow land. The
payment rates reflect the costs associated with the fallow land, i.e. the variable costs of
implementation plus opportunity costs of the next best option. The opportunity costs are calculated
by the crop that the farmer would most probably cultivate instead of implementing the fallow land,
which is most likely the crop with the smallest gross margin. Space for Nature is a voluntary scheme
and we suggest a payment rate of 450 EUR/ha for fallow land for Bulgaria, which is higher than the
opportunity costs for most farms, also for those areas were GM are relatively high (excluding crops
like potatoes, vegetables or fruits with very high GM per ha).
The Nature and Biodiversity Instrument combines specific support schemes (especially agrienvironment measures, AEM) to reward measures related to the implementation of the EU Nature
Directives. According BirdLife, such a funding instrument would require 15 bn. EUR/year for the
entire EU (Birdlife 2017). Through high levels of payments, exceeding compensation of income
foregone, the scheme shall give a significant incentive to farmers to apply nature conservation
measures on a voluntary contractual basis, making it a reliable and attractive additional area of
income.
As in Oppermann et al. (2016), we selected the measures (a) flower strips, (b) extensive wheat grown
in wider rows including a decreased use of pesticides and fertilizers and (c) mixed cropping with
flowers as examples. Further measures are suggested and rated by farmers in table 9 (chapter 4). The
specific measures should also be guided by the requirements of Natura 2000 management plans and
species protected under the EU Nature Directives.
We suggest a payment rate of 850 EUR/ha for the AEM measures under the Nature and Biodiversity
instrument, which is based on the payment rate suggested by Oppermann et al. (2016). We used the
payment rate for Germany and accounted for the lower price levels by using the difference of the
purchasing parity index between both countries (provided by Eurostat 2018). The German payment
rate is 1.350 EUR/ha * 0.64 = 864 EUR/ha, rounded to 850 EUR/ha. This payment rate substantially
exceeds the costs for implementation and opportunity costs of cropping farms even in areas with
high yields and higher gross margins (especially in Northern Bulgaria). Therefore, such a payment is
not strictly cost oriented (as it is in the actual AECM) but includes an incentive for risk and profit.
In order to keep the modeling simple enough, the Nature and Biodiversity instrument has been
reduced to a small number of measures mentioned here. However, in practice, there are more
measures available, which should be adjusted to the local conservation objectives and to the
objectives of Natura 2000.
A Transition Instrument for Sustainable Farming shall help the transformation to happen in a
smooth way. This instrument takes up a few elements of the current CAP, like the part of the AgriInvestment programs within the Rural Development Program (RDP). Its main purpose is to support
farmers who want to make a transition away from the dependency of Direct Payments (DP) towards
higher market income through sustainable production. At the same time DP shall be phased out with
a clear legal baseline applicable for any farmer, including those who choose not to apply for any of
the remaining funding schemes. The Transition Instrument puts a clear focus on advisory for
sustainable farming, and also supports the switch to organic farming or higher animal welfare
standards.
Investments for a transition to sustainable farming could foster generational renewal and
development in rural areas, which is of particular relevance and importance in Bulgaria. This
instrument could tackle challenges like the change of farm structures, management practices and
infrastructure on farms.
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All these dimensions are important in the design of a new reform model. For our calculations,
however, we simplified the Transition Instrument as an area-based payment scheme, of which the
payment rate shall decrease over the years and phase out e.g. over the next ten years. We calculate
with an amount of 100 EUR/ha in 2020, which is lower than the current 167 EUR/ha for SAPS in
Bulgaria and shall then slowly decrease and completely phase out around 2030. In case of organic
farming, we keep the current support payments in place, increasing the payment rates by 30%.
The last instrument suggested by BirdLife is a Sustainable Food Instrument, which follows the idea of
a policy that addresses the whole food chain with the aim of sustainable production, trade and
consumption patterns. The instrument should support shortening of food chains through direct or
regional marketing initiatives, education and information programs on sustainable nutrition as well
as support the demand for sustainable food by schools or initiatives against food waste.
In the long run, they can be expected to have a positive effect on farmers’ incomes by leading to a
higher demand and willingness to pay for sustainably produced food. However, in our calculations
we will focus on income effects occurring shortly after the application of the new reform model,
which is why this instrument will not be considered.
Additionally to the above specified premiums, we apply an Advisory and Management premium
(similar to the one used by Oppermann et al. 2016), which applies to all farms applying conservation
practices on 10% of their area or more. Is set to 250 EUR for every ha under conservation.
Using the above specified instruments, we calculate six scenarios containing different combination
possibilities, to show the effects on typical cropping farms in Bulgaria, presented in table 10.
Table 10: Specification of the scenarios calculated
Scenario

Specification

Payment rates

1. No CAP/Exit
2. Transition to
sustainable farming/
No conservation
3. Very low level of
conservation

No support payments at all

-

Transition instrument for sustainable farming is applied

100 EUR/ha Transition instrument

Transition Instrument for sustainable farming
Space for Nature (fallow land) on 5% of area

100 EUR/ha Transition instrument
450 EUR/ha Space for Nature
100 EUR/ha Transition instrument
450 EUR/ha Space for Nature
250 EUR/ha Management
100 EUR/ha Transition instrument
450 EUR/ha Fallow land
850 EUR/ha Biodiversity Instrument
(flower strips & extensive wheat)

4. Low level of
conservation

Transition Instrument for sustainable farming
Space for Nature (fallow land) on 10% of area
Advisory and management payment for conservation activities

5. Medium level of
conservation

Transition Instrument for sustainable farming
Space for Nature (fallow land) on 5% of area
Nature and Biodiversity Instrument on 5% of area
2% of flower strips
3% of extensive wheat; wider rows and low input use
5% of flower strips for vegetable and fruit farms
Advisory & management payment for conservation activities

6. High level of
conservation

Transition Instrument for sustainable farming
Nature and Biodiversity Instrument on 15% of area
5% of flower strips
5% of extensive wheat with wider rows; low input use
5% of flowering, mixed crops for the crop farms,
15% of flower strips for vegetable and fruit farms
Advisory & management payment for conservation activities

Source: Own presentation
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250 EUR/ha Management
100 EUR/ha Transition instrument
850 EUR/ha Biodiversity Instrument
(flower strips, extensive wheat,
flowering mixed crops)

250 EUR/ha Management
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5.2

Methods: The design of “Typical Regional Farms” and calculation methodology

For the selection of typical regional farms in a first step, data from the farm structure survey 2013 by
Eurostat was used to point out the relevance of different farm types in the six planning regions of
Bulgaria (see Figure 19). The farms are classified and assigned to the different categories according to
the share of economic output they generate from a certain production activity as contribution to
their total standard output (Eurostat 2018). To be able to capture the most important farm types, the
share of UAA (see figures for North West and South Central in appendix 1), number of holdings (see
figure appendix) and standard economic output for the different farm types per region was
calculated.
In terms of UAA, COP (Cereals, Oilseeds and Protein crops) farms and General Field Cropping (GFC)
farms take the largest share in all six planning regions of Bulgaria. In northern Bulgaria, COP farms
take around 75 – 80% of UAA, in South Eastern Bulgaria 64% and in the central and western parts of
Southern Bulgaria, this farm type makes up 38% and 21%, respectively. In Southwest Bulgaria, GFC
farms, which includes farms specialized on potatoes and root crops as well as field vegetables,
tobacco and other industrial crops, makes up 59% of the UAA, in South Central Bulgaria 38%.
Relevance of horticulture, fruit and vine production in terms of UAA is rather low. E.g. in South
Central Bulgaria, farms specialized on vineyards make of 1.5% of the UAA and specialist fruit and
citrus fruit 1%. However, in terms of the number of holdings realizing this kind of production, the
numbers are slightly higher: 5.7% of the holdings are counted as vineyards and around 3.1%
orchards.
Generally, in terms of number of holdings the picture is much more diverse: Dairy farms, sheep and
goat keepers, mixed farming systems as well as the already mentioned fruit and wine producers are
relevant for Bulgaria. In terms of standard output, apart from the farms already mentioned,
specialized granivore farms play also a role, mainly specialist poultry.
In our calculations we will focus on the most relevant farm types per region in terms of UAA, since
this is the most important criterion when discussing land use policies. Additionally, we will include
two different farms (a small organic vegetable farm in South West Bulgaria and a small fruit orchard
in South Central Bulgaria) to have a reference of other relevant farm types in Bulgaria, with a
different structure and different production focus than the generally rather large COP farms.
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Figure 19: Selected farms for the modelling located in the six planning regions in Bulgaria
Source: own presentation; Note: COP = Cereals Oilseed and Protein crops

F.A.D.N. data from 2009 were used to arrange the structure of the example farms. Figure 19 shows
the farm types selected, their regional location and farm size. A darker color indicates a more
intensive production system and a higher yield potential, while a lighter color stands for lower yield
potentials. For instance, cropping farms located in the Danube plain in Northern Bulgaria, have an
average wheat yield of 4.7 tons per ha, which can regionally reach also 7 tons per ha, whereas in
South West and South Central Bulgaria the average yield of wheat amounts to only 3.3 tons per ha
(see Table 11). South Eastern Bulgaria lies in between with an average yield of 4.2 tons of wheat per
ha (average 2014-2016, data from InteliAgro (2017).
Table 11: Average yield levels (2014-2016) assumed for the example farms
North West

North
Central

North East

South West

South
Central

South East

Wheat

4.6

4.9

4.6

3.2

3.5

4.2

Barley

4.1

4.6

4.7

2.8

3.3

3.8

Oats

2.0

2.0

2.0

2.0

2.0

2.0

Maize

5.5

6.3

6.0

2.8

4.6

4.4

Pulses

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

Rapeseed

2.9

3.2

3.0

2.0

2.3

2.3

Sunflower seed

2.5

2.6

2.3

1.5

1.6

1.8

Potatoes

14.4

14.4

14.4

14.4

14.4

14.4

Maize, green

21.8

21.8

21.8

21.8

21.8

21.8

Plum and cherry
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.2
(average)
Source: Own presentation, Regionalized data by InteliAgro (2017) and Bulgarian average data for oats, pulses,
potatoes, and silage maize by Eurostat (2018), average data on fruit (cherry and plum) by Faostat (2017)
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Our calculations are based on regionalized gross margins (GM) per ha for each crop, which is
obtained by subtracting the specific crop costs from the output per ha for each crop produced by a
farm. To our knowledge, Bulgaria does not provide data of regional standard gross margins (SGM),
which would have made the calculations more straight forward. Consequently, different data bases
were used for the calculation of GM. Price data were obtained by the National Statistical Institute of
Bulgaria using averages of the third quarter prices from 2013 to 2017. We assume that prices of the
third quarter are the most important ones for farmers, as a large part of the production is sold during
that time. Regionalized data on average yields per region could be obtained by InteliAgro (2017) for
the crops wheat, barley, maize, rape seed and sunflower, presenting the most important crops for
COP farms, for the time 2014-2016. The data base was completed by average yield data for 20142016 obtained from Eurostat (2018) for the remaining crops (see table 11). Monetary outputs are
calculated by multiplying yields and prices for most of the crops. Unfortunately, data on specific crop
costs was not available for Bulgaria. Therefore, the calculations are based on standardized specific
cost levels in Brandenburg, Germany, obtained from the KTBL calculator for standard gross margins
(KTBL 2018). In terms of yields and farm structures, Brandenburg is similar to Bulgaria, however, cost
levels in Bulgaria tend to be much lower than in Germany. Eurostat (2018) provides an index for
purchasing power parity in different European countries, using prices of foods and beverages as
baseline. Bulgaria lays on average 35.4% under the level of Germany for the years 2007-2016 (see
table 14 in Appendix 4). Comparison of gasoline prices gave a similar value of 25%. The index of
purchasing power parity was used to adjust cost levels to Bulgaria.
Average values of overhead costs, which are representing the sum all other than specific costs for the
farm, were obtained from FADN data 2014-2016. These more recent data were also used to do some
adjustments to the farm structures of the example farms.
Data on current support payment rates (needed especially for the calculation of the status quo) were
obtained by the MARD (2018), as also described in chapter 3 as well as from Stevanova and Kazakova
(2015) on different payment rates within the Agri-Environmental Program in Bulgaria. Data on VCS
was obtained by the European Commission (2016).
To get total subsidies obtained by farms (excluding those on investments), the payment rates are
multiplied by the number of hectares which they account for. To obtain total profits of a farm, the
values of the single GM are multiplied with the number of ha cultivated with the particular crop. The
sum gives the total GM of the farm (total revenues minus specific costs). From this sum, total
overhead costs need to be subtracted and total subsidies need to be added to get total profits.
5.3

Results

This chapter presents some of the results obtained by the calculations. It shall first give an idea on
how and to what extent the current support payments under the CAP are affecting incomes of the
example farms. Subsequently, it is shown, how the different scenarios of the new suggested reform
model would influence incomes of the same farms. It should be noted, that we did two separate
calculations, one including VCS and one excluding them. The results obtained by the model including
VCS are shown in the appendix.
5.3.1

Status quo: Influence of the current CAP on incomes of typical farms

In the calculation of the status quo, the influence of current support payments on the chosen farms’
incomes was calculated. We used a selection of payment rates for the model calculations (Appendix
5). We obtained the share of subsidies on current incomes of the selected farms, which was ranging
between 28% and up to 70% (on the COP farm in South West Bulgaria).
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We calculated with the following payment rates.
Pillar 1:
-

SAPS: 103 EUR/ha
Greening: 64 EUR/ha
Support for the first 30 ha: 75 EUR/ha
VCS for protein crops: 50 EUR/ha3
VCS for vegetables: 511.17 EUR/ha
VCS for fruit (main group) 591.27 EUR/ha

Pillar 2 – AEM:
-

Wintering geese scheme (applied on 10% of the area of one large COP producer in SE
Bulgaria): 81.59 EUR/ha
Organic farming payment for arable land: 150 EUR/ha (applied on 3 ha of the organic
vegetable producer for potatoes)
Organic farming for the cultivation of vegetables: 350 EUR/ha (applied on 6 ha of the organic
vegetable producer for carrots and bush beans)

Table 12 summarizes the total payments obtained by the example farmers in the status quo or
reference scenario and the share of subsidies on total farm income.
Table 12: Total current payments obtained by the selected farms and the share of subsidies on
total farm income (excluding VCS)
Farm

Total area

Total I. Pillar
payments

[hectares]

Total II. pillar
payments

Share subsidies on
profits

[Euro]

[%]

1 COP North West

290.0

50,740

-

42%

2 COP North Central

610.0

104,180

-

30%

3 COP North East

900.0

152,610

7,343

31%

4 COP South West

185.0

33,205

-

70%

5 COP South Central

450.0

77,460

-

55%

6 COP South East

380.0

65,770

-

35%

7 Organic Vegetables

9.0

2,169

2,550

27%

8 Orchard

7.0

1,708

(Wintering geese)

(Organic farming)

-

28%

Source: Own calculations; Note: VCS= Voluntary Coupled Support; COP = Cereals Oilseed and Protein crops

3

As indicated, two calculations were carried out, one including the VCS payments (see appendix) and the other
one excluding them to see a purer effect of the model on example farms
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5.3.2

CAP 2020: Influence of the alternative model on incomes of typical cropping farms:
Results of the calculations

Figure 20 shows how the different scenarios (specified in section 5.1) would influence the incomes of
the example farms in comparison to the status quo.
1 Exit

2 No
conservation

3 Very low
consrevation

4 Low
conservation

5 Medium
conservation

6 High
conservation

Change in farms income (%)

30%
20%
10%
0%
-10%
-20%
1 COP farm in NW Bulgaria (intensive)

-30%

2 COP farm in NC Bulgaria (intensive)
-40%

3 COP in NE Bulgaria (intensive)
4 COP in SW Bulgaria (less intensive)

-50%

5 COP in SC Bulgaria (less intensive)
-60%

6 COP in SE Bulgaria (medium intensity)
7 Organic vegetable farm in SW Bulgaria

-70%

8 Mixed fruit orchard in SC Bulgaria

Figure 20: Influence of the different scenarios on farmer’s income situation in comparison to the
status quo (in %) without VCS in status quo
Source: own calculations; VCS = Voluntary Coupled Support; COP = Cereals Oilseed and Protein Crops;
NW = North West; NC = North Central; NE= North East; SW = South West; SC = South Central; SE = South East

In general, the COP farms (farms 1 to 6) follow a relatively similar pattern throughout the different
scenarios, with the first scenario (“exit”) representing the overall worst situation and the last
scenario (“high conservation”), representing the best possibility to increase farm incomes. The
organic vegetable farm and the orchard show a different picture: For the organic vegetable producer,
scenario 2 (“no conservation”) is the most beneficial one. The fruit producer (orchard) can slightly
improve its income situation only in the last scenario by 1.4%, showing a much smaller increase in
income than the COP farms throughout the scenarios.
The first scenario represents a situation without any subsidies (complete exit of the CAP) and shows
how much farmers would lose in terms of income as compared to the status quo. This is around 30%
for most of the farms and goes up to 65% for the COP farm in South Western Bulgaria. As we can see
from table 12, some farms highly depend on subsidies making up shares on their incomes of up to
70%. These farms also have to face the largest income losses if payments are cut. However, there can
be a difference between the total share of the farms’ subsidies on profit and the percentage income
loss in case of an exit of the CAP, because the farm would probably react to the changes. If a farm
had fallow land before a reform, for which it obtained payments under the Greening instrument for
EFA, we assume a reintegration of fallow land into production, which generates additional income.
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Scenario two shows the reaction of farms to the application of the Transition Instrument for
Sustainable Farming, which is a payment of 100 EUR/ha for all farms, without compromising their
production activities. Therefore, the pattern is similar to Scenario 1, with decreased losses for
farmers, ranging around 15% for most of the farms. In this scenario, the organic vegetable farm is
only 3% below the status quo, which can be explained by the organic payments which increased by
30% compared to the status quo under the application of the BirdLife model and are received by the
farm additionally to the Transition Instrument.
Scenario three shows the application of Space for Nature on 5% of the farm area. For those farms
with GM considerably lower than 450 EUR per ha, and therefore low opportunity costs, this is an
option to reduce income losses (e.g. farms 4 and 5). Note, that farms 1, 4 and 5 already had fallow
land before, which further reduces their opportunity costs related to this option. For the organic
vegetable farm, this scenario is worse than scenario two, which can be explained by the very high
GM per ha and therefore high opportunity costs due to conservation (on average 1,800 EUR/ha).
In scenario four, conservation by Space for Nature is applied on 10% of the farm area, including the
Advisory and Management premium of 250 EUR/ha. Therefore, it is not just a scaling up of scenario
three and most farms can reduce their income losses substantially. The income losses now range
between 3 and 10% compared to status quo. Similar as before, the organic vegetable farm loses: The
premiums are too low to compensate the losses arising by taking 10% of the area out of production.
In scenario five, the reaction of farms to the application of Space for Nature and the Nature and
Biodiversity instrument, each on 5% of the farm area, is shown. In this scenario, most farms have a
similar income situation as in the status quo and those farms with lower GM/ha, here especially the
crop producers from Southern Bulgaria, can obtain a higher income than in status quo. COP farmer 2
and 3, who obtain larger GM/ha, still lose in terms of income (3.5 and 4.2%, respectively).
Scenario six illustrates the application of Nature and Biodiversity on 15% of farm area. The sharp
increase of most farm incomes can be related to the high premium of 850 EUR/ha of land under
conservation, over-compensating income losses for most of the farms. Again, those farms with the
lowest opportunity costs or GM per ha are the ones who benefit most from the conservation
payments. This results in a high share of conservation payments in farm profit of up to 84%. Here,
only the organic vegetable producer obtains a lower income than in status quo (as explained before)
and the fruit producer obtains an income similar to the one realized under the status quo.
These low income increases for the orchard when passing through the scenarios, even if this farm
does not have opportunity costs related to conservation. This is caused by the generally high value
added per ha on this farm type, which is around 860 EUR for this farm (compared to an average of
around 440 EUR/ha for the COP farms).
The average losses of all model farms in the different scenarios are summarized in following table 13.
Table 13: Average change in incomes in the different scenarios
Scenario
1 Exit
2 No conservation
3 Very low conservation
4 Low conservation
5 Medium conservation
6 High conservation

All farms
-37.1%
-13.9%
-13.0%
-6.9%
-1.4%
9.1%

COP farms
Mean change in incomes (%)
-40.2%
-15.2%
-13.8%
-6.0%
0.7%
13.4%

Source: own calculations; COP = Cereals Oilseed and Protein Crops;
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6

Discussion

The present study provides some insights into the problems, challenges and opportunities for the
agricultural sector in Bulgaria from an agronomic and environmental perspective. In the following
two sections, we will discuss our findings and develop some conclusions.
6.1

The BirdLife Reform Model as an opportunity for the environment and farm incomes

The model calculations show that the COP producers would benefit from doing conservation on
contract applied with the Nature and Biodiversity Instrument (as suggested in scenario 5 and 6). The
model can contribute to the provision of environmental public goods interesting for COP producers,
which are responsible for the cultivation of a largest part of agricultural land in Bulgaria. Therefore,
the model could help to increase overall biodiversity in Bulgarians landscapes and reduce input
intensity. However, this must not necessarily compromise productivity, since the proposed measures
are on a voluntary basis. Farmer can choose between a pure market orientation and a sustainable
and less intensive farming, where agricultural products and biodiversity are produced at the same
time.
However, one critical point is, that those farms producing crops associated with high gross margins
(like vegetable, fruit, tobacco and wine producers) do actually not benefit much from this model
when doing nature conservation for a certain price on a certain area of land. In the scenario analysis,
small fruit and vegetable producers have to face income losses, which cannot be compensated by
higher payments for environmental services. This shows that the crop mix applied by the farm
strongly influences the outcome of the calculations, that is, how farm incomes will be affected by the
different conservation scenarios.
This might lead to the impression, that some types of farms could be excluded from such a reformmodel. Additionally, in Bulgaria COP farms tend to be very large, while vegetable and fruit producers
tend to be rather small (Eurostat, FADN), therefore one concern can also be that large farms will
benefit more from the conservation schemes. Therefore, other locally adjusted solutions are
necessary for those farms producing crops with high value added per area (i.e. GM/ha), for whom
conservation on contract cannot be profitable, even with high rates of payments per ha. One
possible solution that we pointed out in our calculation is that of organic farming: If the payment
rates are increased by 30 or 40% compared to the present, those farms producing in a more
sustainable way on their overall farm area, could benefit as well. Furthermore, specific
environmental measures for vegetable, fruit and wine production need to be designed, which would
include payment rates, that reflect the high value added per hectare. However, specific solutions
have to be aligned with the perceived problems of missing transparency and fraud.
The results presented in 5.3.2 look different if we include the Voluntary Coupled Support (VCS)
payments for eligible farms (see figure 23 in Appendix 5). In that case, the picture of the COP
producers does not change much, but the organic vegetable producer as well as the fruit orchard
would lose substantially in all scenarios. The main cause for this result is the high level of coupled
payment in the reference scenario. In the long run however, it should be an objective to move away
from the VCS payments because of their distorting effects. One option for Bulgaria and other EU
countries who implemented these schemes, would be a phasing out of VCS via the Transition
Instrument of Sustainable Farming. This would give farms the possibility to adapt to the new
situation and over time orient towards sustainable farming practices.

40

Fit, fair and sustainable: A model for a nature friendly
and economically viable agricultural policy for Bulgaria

6.2

Sustainable Production as main challenge for Bulgaria

The initial figures show, that agricultural production in Bulgaria has changed after the EU accession in
2007, particularly with regard to the use of land and e.g. fertilizer. This has led to an increased
productivity. However, if we relate e.g. the yield growth to input growth, we might already get some
insights into some of the major agricultural problems: The yield growth was largest in the grain
sectors, where increases of +49% for wheat and 44% for barley were the best results achieved in
seven years of observation (2010-2017). Other crops like rape seed, triticale, maize or potato grew
only between 5% and 20% (See Figure 2). In contrast to this, the input use substantially increased:
The sales of mineral fertilizer grew by 96% during the last seven years (2008-2015; Figure 3), also
land prices increased, partly driven by the incentives of the Direct Payments (DP), which support land
owners (Figure 4). This was an important point made during the interviews with farmers, particularly
with regard to the Dobruzha region in North Eastern Bulgaria, were a large-scale structure of
agricultural holdings (most consisting of COP farms) is prevalent. The productivity problem was also
confirmed by the expert 2 (2018). It seems as if there is a mismatch between input and output,
leading to only a moderate growth of the total factor productivity (TFP), which is EU-wide at the
lower end with just 1.3% yearly growth between 2011 and 2016 (Eurostat 2018, see also section 2.1,
page 5). Also, one of the farmers from the region just mentioned, realized this on his farm: He
described an increasing input use, which is necessary to grow the crop varieties that he is using
today, and in his opinion, the higher yields obtained do not compensate the higher input use
financially. He related this problem to a very concentrated input market (e.g. fertilizers and
pesticides) with a few big actors which overtook the market in Bulgaria.
This suggests, that there is there is still scope for improvement of productivity. Farmers need to find
the optimal input-output mix. This is even more true for the objective of a sustainable production:
Farming need to provide food and raw products without compromising environmental and social
objectives. Within the BirdLife-model, the Transition Instrument for Sustainable Farming could help
to support farming techniques and systems, which are less compromising for biodiversity, water and
soil fertility. This will include all available techniques, using both, seed with high yield potential as
well as locally adopted and therefore more sustainable breeds. This instrument might also help to
transform animal husbandry to a more sustainable and animal friendly type of production by means
of support for animal welfare, which was also demanded by one of the farmers. Animal welfare can
also be expected to achieve more attention by society in the long medium term in Bulgaria.
Organic farming is a sustainable farming system, which simultaneously provides environmental
goods and which complements the targeted measures of the BirdLife model. The detail result on the
organic vegetable producer also highlights the necessity to improve the support for organic
producer. Organic farming can be one solution for a development of the agricultural sector towards
more sustainability.
6.3

The agricultural sector in Bulgaria has to face some socio-economic challenges

The interviews also revealed a number of socio-economic problems, which can partly be addressed
by agricultural policy, but which are at the same time a challenge for social and tax policies in
Bulgaria. The demographic structure of agriculture and the bifurcated agricultural sector, with a large
number of very small, partly semi-subsistence farms and on the other hand, a small number of
extremely large commercial farms pose a lot of income and equity challenges for farming. It might be
an appropriate solution to think about a systematic inclusion of the farming sector into the social
security net, since the CAP and the Transitional National Payments cannot completely solve social
problems for the small farming sector without producing a number of unwanted side effects such as
inefficiency of DP and incentives for an intensive competition on the land market.
41

Fit, fair and sustainable: A model for a nature friendly
and economically viable agricultural policy for Bulgaria

Within the actual system of DP, landownership is the main key to receive subsidies. As soon as this is
replaced by an appropriate social policy, ownership will not be an obstacle for an improved
agricultural structure for medium-size farms. Furthermore, the negative side effects might be
reduced. And finally agricultural payments can be focused on the provision of public goods.
The demographic structure might suggest to support young farmers. However, it might be
noteworthy, that investment aids (such as the support for young farmers) are evaluated as
problematic from an economic perspective, since they also create windfall gains within the sector.
6.4

Institutions and property rights

The interviews with farmers have highlighted the importance of property rights and legal
enforcement. The topic of fraud and corruption was mentioned by five out of eleven farmers.
Farmers report that different actors try to benefit from public money from the EU to Bulgaria. Fraud
was also related to the imitations of the organic label. At the same time, some farmers criticized the
strict EU regulations and restrictions with the argument that mainly small farmers who are not able
to keep them and fall out of the legal market and are not able to get subsidies.
Farmers and experts report, that the environmental rules were not enforced. Institutions were
perceived as weak and there was little trust in control mechanisms and the functioning of institutions
(Expert 1 2018, Expert 2 2018 and Expert 3 2018).
The European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) reports about fraudulent cases in the area of agricultural and
structural funds. This is especially the case for the EU pre-accession program SAPARD (OLAF 2015:
p.29) and for the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) (OLAF 2016: p.14). It is
still important to notice, that Bulgaria is among a number of other EU countries, where fraudulent
cases have been reported, namely from Hungary, Slovakia, Romania, Malta, Spain, Greece and Italy
(OLAF 2017: p.31). In addition, Kerelov (2018) reports on illegal land occupation and collusion among
large farmers in order to get local monopolies, which allow them to pay low land rents to
smallholder. He compares this type of illegal land appropriation and exploitation of land of small
holders with Mafia methods. He also reports about a combination of subsidies, fraud and corruption.
Altogether, this still highlights the importance of institutions and compliance, which can enforce a
policy. If institutions in the contrary case fail, farmers lose trust in the CAP. Therefore, it is crucial to
improve the enforcement of the legal rules of the policy, which will strengthen participation and
ownership of farmers towards the CAP-measures.
6.5

The CAP in Bulgaria needs a more efficient and transparent implementation

The recent implementation and policy design of the CAP-reform 2013 doesn’t support the
development of the agricultural sector in Bulgaria in many respects. DP (coupled more than
decoupled) influence farmers decisions on the choice of their specific production system and on
inputs. After the implementation of the CAP-reform, the coupled payments have increased from
4.7% to 16.1% within two years, which distorts the agricultural production. For Bulgaria, the
Transitional National Payments add to this problem, since they increase the distortive impacts of
coupled DP.
In addition to this, the Direct Payments are not well justified: It is unclear, what the purpose of this
instrument is. After the introduction in 1992, they were paid as full compensation of the decrease of
intervention prices in 1992 and as partial compensation of the price decreases in 2000. However, this
is more than 25 years ago and the Eastern European countries never had this level of high
intervention prices. Therefore, the purpose of this policy instrument is unclear. Still as instrument of
income policies, it is highly inefficient (Pe’er et al. 2017b), since parts of the DP are translated to land
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owners, which are not necessarily farmers. This has also been described by experts and farmers
mainly for North Eastern Bulgaria. Therefore, this subsidy only partly supports the active farmer.
Another side effect of the DP is described by the farmers and experts as increased and unfair
competition on the land markets. Some (often large) farms use a strategy of subsidy maximization
and capitalize subsidies on vast amounts of land (e.g. Expert 2).
A consequence of this strategy is an aggressive rental strategy by large farmers. Some farmer even
describe these practices as partly or completely illegal. We did not find full evidence for illegal
behaviour, however, the figures support this finding, since the increases in land prices are far beyond
the productivity increases. Therefore, a large part of the increases in land prices are due to DP. This
aggressive renting strategy for large farms is a problem for small famers, without the financial
background to compete against the land bids of large farms. A reduction or phasing out of DP might
at least reduce the intensity of competition.
The DP also incentivize the expansion of arable land by any means, which is a reason for the loss of
grassland and landscape elements. Therefore, the incentives of DP have also negative environmental
side effects – even if it is unclear, to what extent these anecdotal effects are representative.
The interviewed farmers also reported the distribution of DP to be unfair. Our calculations of GiniCoefficients confirm this observation. The redistributive payments, introduced in 2014, have to a
certain extent reduced inequality, which is still high in comparison to other EU countries. The first
best option to address this problem is to clarify the objectives of DP. If public goods (based on cross
compliance and Greening) are the main justification, inequality is a smaller problem, whereas if
income would be the main justification, DP are inefficient to address this objective. Redistributive
payments or capping at 60,000 EUR (as suggested for the next CAP-reform 2020) will not solve this
inefficiency problem.
6.6

The CAP needs to address the environmental challenges

The literature and the interviews with the farmers and experts indicate that the implementation of
the CAP had negative side effect on the environment. The eligibility criterium for DP states that
grassland has to have less than 50 trees/shrubs per ha to receive agricultural funding. This has
effectively lead to a large-scale removal of those landscape elements. It was also reported, that DP
lead to conversion of grassland to arable land in order to receive SAPS-funding (Expert 1, 2018). This
fits to the findings of Dobrev et al. (2014) who report on ploughing of grasslands even in Natura 2000
sites. These effects have to be addressed by the next reform in order to avoid to lose the natural
landscapes, where landscape elements are integral element of farming.
In addition to this, the BSPB reports, that there were 14 infringement procedures for non-compliance
with the Habitat directive (BSPB 2017, see also appendix 2). The BSPB also criticises the
implementation of Agri-Environmental Measures: The uptake of measure for High-Nature Value
(HNV) farmland is too low due to a lack of information and high administrative burdens.
Furthermore, there is a lack of interest among large scale farms. BSPB recommends to improve the
attractiveness of Agri-Environmental Measures especially for large scale farms, since there is a need
for large scale implementation of measures dedicated to conservation and to restoration of natural
grasslands and meadows. This is specifically true for birds habitats. Furthermore, the BSPB suggests
to evaluate the specific role of changing arable production systems and further intensification of the
management of arable land on the abundance of farmland birds (BSPB 2013).
Greening: The introduction of Greening and EFA has incentivized the use of area as fallow land and
nitrogen fixing crops. According Pe’er et al. (2017a), fallow land, buffer and flowering strips and
landscape elements are the effective EFA, whereas catch crops and nitrogen fixing crops were
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evaluated by ecologists as rather ineffective (Pe’er et al. 2017a). In Bulgaria, fallow land has 62% of
the total EFA, representing one of the largest values within the EU. The EU Commission has proposed
that with the CAP-reform 2020, Greening will be replaced by a new environmental instrument, which
is however quite vague and unclear. This poses the question, whether the phasing out of Greening
might lead to a loss of conservation area. On the other hand, fallow land can also be supported by
other Agri-Environmental Measures, which highlights again the necessity for a substantial CAPreform, which supports environmental measures.
Conservation policy: With regards to Natura 2000 and the implementation of the EU Nature
Directives, the balance is mixed. On first glance, a high proportion of area is declared as Sites of
Community Interest (SCI) under the Habitats Directive. Furthermore, the Bulgarian government has
used about 4,8% of the funds of the Rural Development Programs to support Natura 2000 and the
Habitats Directive (see Factsheet RDP Bulgaria; EC 2016e), which is the largest share EU-wide and
even in absolute terms the second largest budget used. However, there is still scope for
improvement, especially if we take into account, that the largest share of area within the habitat
regulation is in an unfavourable status. Furthermore, a large share of natural and semi-natural
grassland was lost in the first years of the CAP. Therefore, it is crucial to continue the alignment of
agri-environmental and conservation policy on the objectives of Natura 2000.
The provision of public goods other than environmental, like infrastructure and knowledge
transfer/research in rural areas of Bulgaria has been mentioned as an important point during the
different interviews with experts and farmers. This is something that could be tackled under the
Rural Development Program, which, under the new reform model should stay in place but adapted
better to local conditions of each EU country.

7

Conclusions

7.1

The I. Pillar of the CAP needs a substantial reform:

The implementation of the CAP-reform 2013 has introduced a number of inefficiencies by continuing
the system of decoupled Direct Payments (DP), by extensively using the instrument of voluntary
coupled payments and continuing the Transitional National Payments.
1) Reduce and phase out Direct Payments: The Bulgarian government should reduce and finally
phase out the DP of I. Pillar. DP overall are poorly targeted and inefficient. In addition, we can
observe a number of negative ecological side effects of DP in Bulgaria, as the conversion of grassland
to arable land (without the intention to use this arable land and in order to maximize subsidies). In
addition, the LPIS incentivises the removal of landscape elements, which has negative environmental
side effects for biodiversity and for soil erosion. Furthermore this removal also affects the use as
grazing ground for animals. DP distort markets and production and reduce the efficiency of farms. DP
are transferred to land owner and distort land prices, as shown is Figure 4.
2) Phase out coupled payments and Transitional National Payments: The distortive effect of
coupled payments is even stronger than with decoupled payments. There is a significant negative
effect of coupled DP on farms technical efficiency. Coupled payments influence the production plan
of farmers and thereby affect and distort markets and it makes the system of CAP payments complex
and intransparent. Coupled DP also open the door for lobbyism and rent-seeking behaviour, where
representatives of the small associations of specific production branches seek to increase the specific
payments for their specific members. The idea of an equal level playing field suggests, that the same
production system finds the same requirements and support within the EU. It is also important to
avoid a subsidy race to the bottom, where every country tries to pay the highest coupled payments
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to the farmers. Therefore, the Bulgarian government should undertake any efforts to phase out
these payments.
3) Clarify objectives and priorities within the I. Pillar: The bifurcated size structure of farms and the
demographic structure in the agricultural sector needs a clear view on social responsibilities: If the
CAP is part of a system of social security especially for small and semi-subsistence farmers, then this
should be taken into account when designing the system of DP. It might be appropriate to extend the
small famers scheme. If coupled payments for animals are designed to support farmers with small
incomes, then capping and higher rates for the first hectares/animals might be recommendable.
In the long run, the Bulgarian government should clarify, to what extent DP still serve social purposes
to organize a demographic transformation. It is recommendable, to use the instruments of the
general tax and social policy to support small and semi-subsistence farmers in Bulgaria instead of
paying subsidies to the sector. In the long run, agricultural policy should be oriented to the principle
that tax-payers money should support the provision of public goods in agriculture.
4) Adjust the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS) to the grassland systems in Bulgaria: Dobrev
et al. (2014) recommend to enforce the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS) to capture also seminatural and natural grassland and landscape elements. According Stefanova & Kazakova (2015), trees
and shrubs are not included in LIPIS, which is one cause for the loss of those landscape elements.
5) Strengthen legal enforcement: The outcome of the interviews with farmers reveal that
institutions and property rights do not work properly. Farmers perceive half illegal actions (as e.g. the
conversion of grassland or the removal of landscape elements) as problematic. It has also been
reported on stolen harvests and illegal land expropriation, which leads to mistrust of farmers
towards the agricultural policy in specifically and the political system in general. The Bulgarian
government should investigate such cases and think about the enforcement of property rights and
institutional control.
7.2

The agri-environmental policies need more support

6) Strengthen Agri-Environmental Measures: The status of biodiversity has degraded during the last
ten years, as it was shown based on the report of the habitat regulation (section 2.4) and the BSPB
birds index (see Figure 9). The agri-environmental schemes and the organic farming support receive
relatively low funds within the agri-environmental schemes. In addition, some farmers criticised
missing information and accessibility to contracts. Information and extension can also contribute to
higher participation rates of AEM. Regional and local adjustment of Agri-environmental schemes are
important, therefore it might be appropriate to differentiate payments according e.g. regional yield
potentials. Agri-environmental programs need to get more funding, alongside with more
transparency, information and advisory on the measures, in order to increase the participation rate
and to improve the environmental situation in Bulgaria.
7) The Birdlife model provides alternatives for improved agri-environmental programs: The
voluntary schemes allow more targeted measures with higher payment rates. At the same time, the
model can help to improve the income situation of farms providing environmental goods and
services. The Space for Nature is a simple entry level support scheme with little administration costs,
while the Nature and Biodiversity Instrument offers complex and targeted measures, which will help
to protect endangered species and habitats. The advisory and management payment can support
via extensions and thereby the local implementation of agri-environmental programs on the farms.
8) Align agri-environmental programs to Natura 2000: Bulgaria has a rich biodiversity, which is
reflected by the large share of Natura 2000 Sites of Community Interest (SCI) of 30%. However, the
largest share of habitats and species are in an unfavourable status. Furthermore, the abundance of
45

Fit, fair and sustainable: A model for a nature friendly
and economically viable agricultural policy for Bulgaria

farmland birds has declined by 21% between 2005 and 2013. Therefore, it is important to align the
agri-environmental programs to the objectives of Natura 2000. Dobrev et al. (2014) recommends a
consideration of conservation practices and sustainable use of grassland protected by Natura 2000
by state institutions (Dobrev et al. 2014). The Bulgarian government has used 4.8% of the RDP-funds
for Natura 2000, which is the largest proportion of funds for biodiversity within the EU. With the
application of the BirdLife model, the support for biodiversity within Natura 2000 could be
strengthened and improved.
9) Enforce environmental legislation and controls: Some interviewed farmers criticised missing
controls and monitoring. The criticism on missing property rights also applies to environmental laws:
If farmers perceive legislation as intransparent, the implementation of environmental measures
suffers from mistrust and missing “ownership” (i.e. motivation) by farmers. Therefore, functioning
legislation is a precondition for higher uptake and better results of agri-environmental policies. The
Bulgarian government might also evaluate the implementation of environmental legislation and the
negative environmental side effects of the CAP implementation, in order to address the described
problems.
10) Improve extension, information and education: Extension services, knowledge and education
can help to improve all the listed problems by helping farmers to choose the best available
techniques and make optimal production choices. Sustainable farming and optimal input requires
knowledge. Extension services, information and education will also be a crucial factor to improve the
environmental quality of farming and to support the maintenance and support of biodiversity in
Bulgaria.
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Appendix 1: Regional agricultural production focus in Bulgaria
1%

Total grain production

10%

Total oilseed production

11%

Total fodder production
Total vegetables production
(with melon and strawberries)
Total orchards production

78%

Total grape prodcution

Figure 21: Total crop production (in tons) in North West Bulgaria (2014)
Source: MARD (2014), Agrostatistical Reference Book

Total grain production
Total oilseed production
Total fodder production
Total vegetables production
(with melon and strawberries)
Total orchards production
Total grape prodcution

Figure 22: Total crop production (in tons) in South Central Bulgaria (2014)
Source: MARD (2014), Agrostatistical Reference Book
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Appendix: 2: Information on the status of Natura 2000 in Bulgaria (BSPB 2017)
What percentage of the territory of a member state should be included in the NATURA
2000 network?
“The Directives are not indicative as to the percentage of land or water area to be included in the
NATURA 2000 network. That depends on the biological diversity of the particular region. For
example, if a certain member state has a great diversity of species and respectively a great number
of places inhabited by them, it is logical that the size of the protected areas correspond to the
richness of biological species.
Bulgaria has one of the highest levels of biodiversity in Europe. Here the areas which are of the
greatest importance for the birds and conform to the standardized criteria for the European Union
include about 23.6% of the territory of the country; almost the entire area (22.7%) has been included
in the NATURA 2000 network. Outside the NATURA 2000 comes the territory of Rila Important Bird
Area which falls outside the boundaries of the national park and the nature park. The Council of
Ministers has approved protected areas under the Directive on habitats on a territory measuring 30%
of the territory of the country. Due to the significant overlap of the two types of protected areas the
total coverage of the NATURA 2000 network in Bulgaria is 34.4% of its territory. Also, NATURA 2000
includes the coastal marine area which is important for the conservation of endangered species and
habitats.”
“According to information of the Ministry of Environment and Water in October 2013 there were 14
infringement procedures for non-compliance with the European environmental legislation. Some of
those resulted from infringement of the Directive on birds and the Directive on habitats. In October
2013 the EU decreed to bring Bulgaria to court for the ineffective protection of Kaliakra Protected
Area.”
Text is a direct quotation from BSPB (2017).
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Appendix 3: Legal basis of coupled support in the CAP-reforms 2009 and 2013
EU Regulation 73/2009 (Health check)
Article 68
1. Member States may grant specific support to farmers under the conditions laid down in this
Chapter:
(a) for:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

specific types of farming which are important for the protection or enhancement of the
environment;
improving the quality of agricultural products;
improving the marketing of agricultural products;
practising enhanced animal welfare standards;
specific agricultural activities entailing additional agri-environment benefits;

(b) To address specific disadvantages affecting farmers in the dairy, beef and veal, sheep meat and
goatmeat and rice sectors in economically vulnerable or environmentally sensitive areas, or, in the
same sectors, for economically vulnerable types of farming;

Article 69
Financial provisions for specific support 1. Member States may decide, by 1 August 2009, 1 August
2010 or 1 August 2011, to use from the year following that decision up to 10 % of their national
ceiling referred to in Article 40, or, in the case of Malta, the amount of EUR 2 000 000 for the specific
support provided for in Article 68(1).
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EU Regulation 1307/2013 (CAP-Reform 2013)
Title IV Coupled Support
Chapter I Voluntary Coupled Support
Article 52 General Rules
1. Member States may grant coupled support to farmers under the conditions laid down in this
Chapter (in this Chapter referred to as "coupled support").
2. Coupled support may be granted to the following sectors and productions: cereals, oilseeds,
protein crops, grain legumes, flax, hemp, rice, nuts, starch potato, milk and milk products, seeds,
sheep meat and goatmeat, beef and veal, olive oil, silkworms, dried fodder, hops, sugar beet, cane
and chicory, fruit and vegetables and short rotation coppice.
3. Coupled support may only be granted to those sectors or to those regions of a Member State
where specific types of farming or specific agricultural sectors that are particularly important for
economic, social or environmental reasons undergo certain difficulties.
[…]

Article 53 Financial provisions
1. In order to finance the coupled support, Member States may, by 1 August of the year preceding
the first year of implementation of such support, decide to use up to 8 % of their annual national
ceiling set out in Annex II.
2. By way of derogation from paragraph 1, Member States may decide to use up to 13 % of the
annual national ceiling set out in Annex II, provided that:
(a) until 31 December 2014:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

they apply the single area payment scheme laid down in Title V of Regulation (EC)
No 73/2009,
they finance measures under Article 111 of that Regulation, or
they are covered by the derogation provided for in Article 69(5) or, in the case of
Malta, in Article 69(1) of that Regulation; and/or

(b) they allocate, in total, during at least one year in the period 2010-2014, more than 5 % of their
amount available for granting the Direct Payments provided for in Title III, Title IV, with the
exception of Section 6 of Chapter 1 thereof, and Title V of Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 for
financing:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

the measures laid down in Section 2 of Chapter 2 of Title III of Regulation (EC) No
73/2009,
the support provided for in subpoints (i) to (iv) of point (a) and in points (b) and (e)
of Article 68(1) of that Regulation, or
the measures under Chapter 1, with the exception of Section 6 of Title IV of that
Regulation.

3. The percentages of the annual national ceiling referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2 may be increased
by up to two percentage points for those Member States which decide to use at least 2 % of their
annual national ceiling set out in Annex II to support the production of protein crops under this
Chapter.
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Appendix 4: Purchasing price index in Bulgaria and Germany
Table 14: Purchasing price level index for food and beverages in the EU-28 2007-2016
2007

2009

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Average
2012-2016

Bulgaria

61.2

68.0

69.7

69.5

70.2

70.4

70.0

71.4

70.3

Germany

106.1

111.7

106.5

106.8

108.8

103.8

103.1

105.9

105.7

Difference

44.9

43.7

36.8

37.3

38.6

33.4

33.1

34.5

35.4

Factor

55.1

56.3

63.2

62.7

61.4

66.6

66.9

65.5

64.6

Source: Eurostat 2018

Appendix 5: Scenario of typical farms including voluntary coupled payments
1 Exit

2 No
conservation

3 Very low
consrevation

4 Low
conservation

5 Medium
conservation

6 High
conservation

30%

Change of farm income (in %)

20%
10%
0%
-10%
-20%
-30%
-40%
-50%

1 COP farm in NW Bulgaria (intensive)
2 COP farm in NC Bulgaria (intensive)

-60%

3 COP in NE Bulgaria (intensive)
4 COP in SW Bulgaria (less intensive)

-70%

5 COP in SC Bulgaria (less intensive)
6 COP in SE Bulgaria (medium intensity)
7 Organic vegetable farm in SW Bulgaria
8 Mixed fruit orchard in SC Bulgaria

Figure 23: Influence of the different scenarios on farmer’s income situation in comparison to the
status quo (in %), including coupled support payments
Source: own calculations
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Appendix 6: Payment Rates of the I. Pillar and Transitional National Payments in Bulgaria
Table 15: Applied payment rates for the model calculations
-

Pillar 1:
SAPS: 103 €/ha
Greening: 64 €/ha
Support for the first 30 ha: 75 €/ha
VCS for protein crops: 50 €/ha

Pillar 2 – AEM
- Wintering geese scheme
(applied on 10% of the area of
one large COP producer in SE
Bulgaria): 81.59 €/ha

-

Transitional National Support:
For tobacco: 33.4 €/ton
(own calculation based on MARD
2018, assuming an average yield
level of 1.67 tons/ha)

Source: own presentation

Table 16: Payments rates in I. Pillar in Bulgaria
Measure

Payment in
EUR/ha

EUR/Livestock
Unit

Pillar 1
BASIC PAYMENTS (2016)
Special Area Payment scheme (SAPS)

103.00

Greening

64.00

Redistributive payment (first 30 ha)

75.00

Young farmer

26.00

Small farmer

500 - 1,250 EUR/beneficiary

Voluntary Coupled support (VCS)
Support for livestock production
Meat Cows and/or Heifers

85.78

Measure for Coupled Support for Dairy Cows

78.94

Suckler cows and heifers

n.n.

Milk Cows in Mountain Areas (5-9 animals)

77.71

Ewes and/or female goats in mountain areas (10- 49 animals)

11.64

Ewes and goat (mother does)

23.00

Support for crop production
Protein Crops

154.99

Fruit (Main Group)

591.27

Vegetables (Main Group)

511.17

Vegetables (greenhouse production)

3,799.97

Fruit (Plums and Table Grapes)

333.82

Transitional National Payments
Ewes and/or breeding goats (coupled)

18.12

Cattle (decoupled)

97.15

Buffaloes (decoupled)

171.80

Tobacco (decoupled)
Source: own presentation based on MARD (2017): Agrarian Report 2017
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Table 17: Selected payments rates in the II. Pillar in Bulgaria
Payments

Measure

EUR/ha

II. Pillar - Rural Development Programs (RDP)
Agri-Environmental Measures
Measure 214 agro-ecological payment

109,33

Natura 2000 - vary (i.e. higher in area with nat. constraints)
High Nature value 4.2 Geese

62,68
81,59

High Nature value 4.2 Red breasted geese

103,68

High Nature value 4.2 Harriers

109,93

High Nature value 4.2 Imperial Eagle, Egyptian vulture

278,00

High Nature value 4.1 Restoration and maintenance of grasslands with
High nature value through mowing

113,51

High Nature value 4.1 Restoration and maintenance of grasslands with
High nature value through grazing

126,80

Traditional practices for seasonal grazing
Seasonal grazing without herd dog

179,00

Seasonal grazing with herd dogs

182,00

Measure 13. Payments for Regions Facing Natural or Other Specific Constraints
13.1. Compensation Payments in Mountain Regions

86,89

13,1: First 50 ha

130,00

13,1: Second 50 ha

70,00

13,1: Any additional land

30,00

13.2. Compensation Payments for Regions Other than Mountain
Regions with Significant Natural Constraints

37,40

13.2: First 50 ha

70,00

13.2: Second 50 ha

30,00

13.2: Any additional land

15,00

Measure 11 – Conversion and Maintenance of Organic Farming2
11.1 Conversion to organic farming
Organic arable land

165,00

Organic grassland

82,00

Organic vegetables, herbs and greenhouse crops

407,00

Organic vineyards and orchards

470,00

11.2 Maintenance of organic farming
Organic arable land

155,00

Organic grassland

82,00

Organic vegetables, herbs and greenhouse crops

357,00

Organic vineyards and orchards

418,00

Measure 10. Agro Ecology and Climate and Measure

59,69

Soil Erosion For arable land

315,00

Soil Erosion For wine yards and orchards

156,00

Soil Erosion For wine yards and orchards

142,00

Soil Erosion For arable land

40,00

Soil Erosion For arable land

38,20

Source: own presentation based on MARD (2017): Agrarian Report 2017; 1: LU = Livestock Unit
2: The Organic payments are taken from Sanders et al. 2011. These payments might be outdated.
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