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Introduction
As part of the European Union, Bulgaria has a strong commitment to the protection of biodiversity and
the most valuable landscapes of Europe. With nearly 35 % of the country’s territory declared part of the
Natura  2000  European  environmental  network,  the  country  has  enormous  potential  to  make  a
significant contribution to achieving the overall conservation objectives. 

Unfortunately,  however,  the  Bulgarian  state  has  been  experiencing  serious  difficulties  in
implementing EU and national environmental legislation for 15 years.

This document summarizes the results of an expert analysis of biodiversity and NATURA 2000 network
management issues in Bulgaria in the context of European nature conservation efforts. In addition to
presenting the challenges, experts propose recommendations and solutions to address the identified
problems:

• establishment of conservation objectives and conservation measures of sites under the
Habitats Directive;

• reporting to the European Environment Agency on the conservation status of natural
habitats and species of community interest; 

• strategic planning of activities in NATURA 2000 network.

The critical  analysis  was prepared as part  of the project  “Civil  Initiative for an Effective Biodiversity
Policy”,  implemented  by  the  Bulgarian  Environmental  Partnership  Foundation  (BEPF),  Bulgarian
Biodiversity Foundation and BALKANI Wildlife Society. The authors of the study are Andrey Kovatchev,
Katerina Rakovska, Petko Tsvetkov, Assoc. Prof.  Petar Schurulinkov, Assoc. Prof.  Rosen Tsonev, PhD,
Chavdar Gussev  and  Simeon Arangelov. The analysis refers to documents published by 2020 with the
exception of  the National  Prioritised Action  Framework for NATURA 2000, which went under public
consultations in 2021. 

This document was created with the financial support of the Active Citizens Fund Bulgaria under the
Financial Mechanism of the European Economic Area.  The entire responsibility for the content of the
document lies with the Bulgarian Environmental Partnership Foundation (BEPF),  Bulgarian Biodiversity
Foundation and BALKANI  Wildlife  Society,  and under  no  circumstances  can it  be  assumed that  this
document reflects the official opinion of the Financial Mechanism of the European Economic Area and
the Operator of the Active Citizens Fund Bulgaria.
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NATURA 2000 in a nutshell
Almost 20% of European Union’s land area and around 10% of its marine area fall under the EU Natura
2000 network, making it the largest network of protected areas in the world. Designed to safeguard
Europe’s  most  valuable  and  threatened  habitats  and  species,  listed  under  the  Habitats  and  Birds
Directive. The network consists of nearly 28 000 sites. Human activity within the Natura 2000 network is
not excluded,  therefore,  effective management  of  the sites  is  required to achieve the conservation
objectives.

Birds, habitats and species conservation
The Birds and Habitats Directives  coordinate all  Member States’ efforts to protect more than 2000
species and habitats across the EU. The Birds Directive was adopted as early as 1979, which marks the
start of a joint effort to protect the European natural heritage. The Habitats Directive, adopted in 1992,
focused on protecting emblematic species and preserving the ecosystems. The  Natura 2000 network
and reporting on the conservation status of species and habitats, both have a key role to play in this
policy’s implementation.

Designation of Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)
Each EU country identifies areas to be added to the Natura 2000 network. The process is based on
scientific methodologies, field studies, mapping of habitats and species of community interest, their
distribution and size of population. An important step is the establishment of site-specific conservation
objectives and measures to achieve them.

Reporting
Every 6 years, each Member State reports the size and trends of bird populations  (Article 12 of the
Birds Directive) and the conservation status and trends of habitats and species of community interest
(Art. 17 of the Habitats Directive). The conservation status of each species and type of habitat on the
level  of  biogeographical  region  is  then  assessed  by  experts.  The  categories  are:  favourable  (FV),
unfavourable-inadequate (U1), unfavourable-bad(U2) and unknown (XX). The aim at both national and
European level is for species and habitats to be preserved or restored to a favourable conservation
status.

Data collection Report processing Data assessment

European Union Level Quality Control and
Quality AssuranceProcessing of nation reports on EU

and Member State level
Member State Level

Data collection and
national reporting in each

Member State

Figure 1 Steps and levels of reporting
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Protected areas but only on paper
The establishment of a Natura 2000 list of areas protecting types of habitats and species of plants and
animals of community interest is only a first step in managing Bulgaria’s  natural heritage. Then, the
official  designation  of  Special  area  of  conservation  with site-specific  conservation  objectives  and
measures follows. The objectives and measures should not simply cite the general legal requirements.
Reflecting the site’s significance, natural characteristics, and threats, the objectives and measures should
further develop the general conservation goals (Art. 4.4 of the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC)).

For Bulgaria, the deadline for designation of all special areas of conservation (SACs) expired at the end
of  2014.  Because  of  its  failure  to  fulfil  the  commitment  to  nature  conservation,  the  European
Commission  initiated  an  infringement  procedure  against  Bulgaria,  which  at  the  end  of  2021  was
referred to the Court of Justice of the European Union. 

The main
challenge:
SPAs and SACs objectives
In  response to the initiated infringement  procedure  for  non-compliance with  the  requirements  to
adopt  detailed  SAC objectives,  several  governments  (regular  and  caretaker) started  issuing  orders
prematurely. In almost all of the designation orders adopted so far, the objectives only rephrase the
general  objectives  defined in  the  Biodiversity  Act.  Listing  the  species  and  habitat  types,  subject  to
conservation status  restoration with  an extremely  partial  prioritization  of  species  and habitats  with
unfavourable status, is as further as the orders go.

As a response to the infringement procedure, a new Natura 2000 management approach was proposed
in 2017 together with changes to the Biodiversity Act in 2019 and 2020. Among the proposals was the
so-called  ‘Draft  Document  on  Natura  2000  objectives’ (in  short:  ‘the  Natura  2000  objectives’
document’).  Instead of  defining a  methodology for  establishing  objectives and uniting the scientific
community, the document created an even greater confusion. The proposed changes provoked a strong
disapproval from both the scientific community and civil society. Therefore, they were not accepted. 
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Without site-specific conservation objectives and measures, it is not
possible to protect or restore the favourable conservation status of the

protected species and habitat types. 

https://www.moew.government.bg/static/media/ups/tiny/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%B5%D0%BA%D1%82%20%D0%BD%D0%B0%20%D0%94%D0%BE%D0%BA%D1%83%D0%BC%D0%B5%D0%BD%D1%82%20%D0%B7%D0%B0%20%D1%86%D0%B5%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%82%D0%B5%20%D0%BD%D0%B0%20%D0%9D%D0%B0%D1%82%D1%83%D1%80%D0%B0%202000/Document%20za%20tselite.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/BG/TXT/?uri=celex:31992L0043


Is there a solution?
To ensure the Natura 2000  sound management, the  conservation objectives and measures must be
included in the designation order of the Special area of conservation. Furthermore, they need to be
strictly  site-specific,  meeting  the  conservation requirements  of  the  species  and  habitats  subject  to
conservation in the SAC.

Steps to solve the issue

 Developing an adequate methodology for establishing site-specific conservation objectives
and priorities which is to be applied to every SAC. 

 Setting up a scientific working group with representatives of all scientific institutions and
non-governmental organisations experienced in proposing and designating SACs and SPAs,
as well  as representatives of the Ministry of Environment and Waters as the responsible
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The draft Natura 2000 objective’s document was an unsuccessful attempt
to address the lack of designation orders for Special areas of conservation.

Due to its insufficient quality, the document must be entirely retracted
from the environmental legislation in Bulgaria.



authority. The aim is to build consensus on the topic.

 The scientific working group to prioritise areas in need of urgent management decisions.

 Defining and prioritising  detailed conservation objectives and measures in the orders  as
required by Article 4.4 of the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC): 

o Objectives are ranked in order of importance and reflect the site-specific characteristics.

o Clear reference is made between a conservation objective and a conservation measure.
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o The  measures  to  be  defined  as  a  long-term  site  feature  and  to  establish  the
conservation guidelines, rather than having an operational character.

• As required by the Habitats Directive, the established site-specific conservation objectives guide

the definition of objectives on each management level.
• The definition of general (non-operational) conservation measures in the orders is based on the

general objectives of the Directive and on the scientific approach.
• The operational conservation measures at site level (site management plans/territorial plans)

and at national level (National  Prioritised Action Framework for NATURA 2000) are consistent
with and implement the designation orders.
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EXAMPLE

Objective:  Conservation of the total area, structure and natural dynamics of grassland
as a species habitat.

 Related Non-Prohibition Measure:  Maintaining  a natural  balance between shrub-wood
and  herbaceous  vegetation  through  traditional  and/or  non-invasive  methods  of  human
intervention.

 Related Prohibition:  The cleaning of grasslands  from shrub-wood vegetation by mechanical  means
involving damage to the surface; by chemical means; by burning; and reaching coverage of less than
20 % of the area shall be prohibited.



• As  required  by  the  Habitats  Directive,  the  site’s  economic,  social,  cultural  and  local
characteristics are taken into account in the planning phase of the operational conservation
measures 

• Involving stakeholders in the decision-making process regarding the definition of operational
conservation measures.

• Informing the European Commission of the measures taken to implement the objectives of the
Habitats Directive, including the drive to achieve scientific consensus on the topic.
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To ensure the Natura 2000 sound management, the
conservation objectives and measures must be included in the

designation order of the Special area of conservation.



The conduct and results of the two reports, and especially that of 2019, are
strongly criticized. The conservation and scientific community insist on

implementing urgent measures to address the problems presented. Otherwise,
the Bulgarian nature is to suffer.

Reporting on biodiversity in Bulgaria in the European context
Bulgaria is among Europe’s countries with most preserved nature and a rich variety of natural habitats
and species. The territory is divided into three biogeographical regions — Continental, Alpine and Black
Sea. 120 sites under the Birds Directive and 233 sites under the Habitats Directive are proposed by
Bulgaria to become part of NATURA 20001, equivalent to nearly 35 % of the country’s territory. With
such rich wildlife, there is no surprise that Bulgaria ranks 5th in numbers of species (excluding birds)  ,  
whose conservation status  is  reported every  6 years.  Bulgaria  has  submitted data  to  the European
Environment Agency twice, in 2013 for the period 2007-2012 and in 2019 for the period 2013-2018.

Reporting under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive
Data from reporting under the Habitats Directive in 2013 and 2019 have been analyzed. 49 natural
habitats,  10 plant species and 11 animal species were included in the analysis. The conclusions and
recommendations are presented below.

Reporting for the period 2007-2012

Reporting for the period is based on specific data only from Natura 2000 sites collected in the period
2011-2013. In a spatial aspect, an attempt has been made to model the national coverage of natural
habitats,  including  by  biogeographical  region,  without  field  surveys  outside  the  EU environmental
network.

Data collection is carried out under the project  ‘Mapping and assessment of conservation     status of  
natural  habitats and species — Phase I’,  carried out by the ‘NATURA Consortium’.  The project was
financed  by  the  Ministry  of  Environment  and  Waters  with  a  grant  under  the  Operational  program
‘Environment’ in the amount of BGN 25 863 637.60.

1 The process of designation of sites and their conservation objectives is still ongoing — see previous section
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https://www.eea.europa.eu/ims/conservation-status-of-species-under
http://ope.moew.government.bg/bg/projects/projectdetail/cid/10/id/207?active=1
http://ope.moew.government.bg/bg/projects/projectdetail/cid/10/id/207?active=1
http://ope.moew.government.bg/bg/projects/projectdetail/cid/10/id/207?active=1


‘Improved’ assessment
The  reported  assessments  of  habitats’  favourable
conservation  status  (FCS)  at  the  level  of
biogeographical  region  do  not  follow  the  proposed
indicative approach in the EC Guidance document valid
for this period. The assessments for 26 of the analyzed
types of  habitats  are in striking contrast  to the basic
condition  of  this  approach:  the  assessment  of
favourable  status  (FV)  at  level  of  a  region  should  be
applied when more than 90% of the habitat area has a
final  favourable  assessment  and  the  assessment  of
unfavourable-bad (U2) – when more than 25% of  the
habitat  area  in  the  region  has  a  final  unfavourable
assessment.

The group includes habitats threatened nationally and
such invoking increased economic interest.

The  assessments  were  determined  subjectively,
through biased and deliberate adjustments aiming at
concealing the real habitats’ condition and the serious
Natura 2000 conservation issues in Bulgaria. Thus, none
of the habitats in any biogeographical region has been
assessed in an unfavourable bad condition (U2).  This
assessment  contrasts  with  the  serious  threats  and
negative consequences recorded, some of which have
been sanctioned by the Court in Luxembourg.

The final  assessment  at  the  level  of  biogeographical
region  does  not  take  into  account  the  species
conservation  status  assessment  on  the  level  of
individual  sites. For  at  least  6  out  of  11  species,  the
assessment of the conservation status at regional level
not only ignores the results of the site-level assessment,
but does not follow any logical rules. Explanation of the
general methodology and the way the final assessments
are determined is lacking. 

The  result  is  an  ‘improved’  assessment  of  species
conservation  status.  On  the  basis  of  such  an
assessment, it appears that reporting is biased and that
estimates are calibrated.
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Chamois (Rupicapra  rupicapra  balcanica).
Out  of  a  total  of  10  areas
surveyed, the status of the species
was  assessed  as  unfavourable-
inadequate in 7  and  in  3  as
unfavourable  bad.  However, the
status of the species for the Alpine
biogeographical  region  has  been
assessed as favourable.

European  Ground  Squirrel (Spermophilus
citellus).  Out  of  the  125  sites
assessed,  58  (46.4%)  had  an
unfavourable  —  inadequate
status  and  40  (32%)  —
unfavourable — bad status. As a
final result, in  98 sites, or 78.8 %
of  the  cases  examined,  the
species  is  in  an  unfavourable
status (Koshev J.2018.) This result
drastically  contradicts  the
assessment  of  favourable  status
for  the  species  for  all
biogeographical  regions  in
Bulgaria.

Similar are the estimates for the  grey wolf
(Canis  lupus)  and  stone  crayfish
(Austropotamobius torrentium).

The ‘improved’ and subjective assessments of favourable conservation
status of a number of natural habitats and species prevent us from

improving their condition and restoring them, including through European
Union biodiversity conservation programmes. 

Lack of transparency
There  is  a  lack  of  transparency  and  traceability  of  the
assessment  approach and procedures.  Although the general
reports on natural habitats and plant species are available in
the Natura  2000 database,  the Ministry  of  Environment  and
Waters  refuses to provide the documentation corresponding
to  the  intermediate  levels  which  clarify  how  favourable
conservation status assessments have been determined.  This
may be due to reluctance or lack of such documents.

Assessments contradicting the scientific data
The presented favourable conservation status contrasts with
the  threat  assessments  made  in  the Red  Data  Book  of  the
Republic  of     Bulgaria,  Volume  3.  Natural  habitats   —  a  study
completed  in  2011.  Final  assessments  also  contradict  data
presented in a number of scientific publications on degradation
of  dunes  and  coastal  habitats,  marshes,  wetlands  and
peatlands, meadows and pastures, different types of forests
(riparian, oak) and others due to human activity.
Estimates are also biased for animal species which have been
proven to be in an unfavorable condition with shrinking range
of distribution, declining populations, or limited localities by
scientific  publications.  In  some  cases,  this  is  the  result  of
prolonged  negative  impacts  such  as  all-year  round  hunting,

illegal  poisons,  hybridization  (wolf); poaching  and  logging
(chamois,  brown  bear);  inadequate  agricultural  policy
(European ground squirrel,  marbled  polecat,  Roach's  mouse-
tailed  dormouse);  the  intensive  construction  of  small
hydropower plants (sHPP) and other interventions in river beds
(European bullhead, stone crayfish).
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Reporting for the period 2013-2018
The  reporting  was  carried  out  by  ‘Envimon
Consortium’,  who  won  the  public  procurement
procedure 00740-2017-0006 under Lot 1 ‘Analyses
and surveys of species and habitat types in Bulgaria,
subject to reporting under Article 17 of the Habitats
Directive  (92/43/EEC)’  of  the  EEA.  The  source  of
funding  is  the  Operational  Programme
‘Environment’.

Lack of up-to-date scientific data
The  2019  reporting  is  formal  and  not  based  on
monitoring data and field work within the project
itself. As evidenced by opinions of the  Institute of
Biodiversity  and  Ecosystem  research –  Bulgarian
Science  Academy, National  Museum  of  Natural
History –  Bulgarian  Science  Academy  and
conservation  protection organisations,  the  data
used is not up to date or not interpreted correctly.
There are a large number of omissions and errors.

Since 2013, no biodiversity surveys and species and
habitats  monitoring  have  been  carried  out  in
Bulgaria,  neither  inside,  nor  outside  the  Natura
2000 ecological network, making the data used in
the  2019  reporting  indirect.  It  is  noteworthy  to
mention  that  some  of  the  most  active  Bulgarian
scientists were not involved in the reporting teams. 

Without biodiversity surveys and collection of new
data for the 2013-2018 period, this reporting used
data from: the previous reporting in 2013; results of
project ‘Mapping and determining the conservation
status of natural habitats and species — Phase I’;
Red Data Book of the Republic of Bulgaria, Volume
1, 2 and 3; EEA BIOMON database as of 2018, collected under the National Biodiversity Monitoring
System (NBMS). 
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Natural habitats  have been assessed in  an unfavourable
bad  condition  (U2)  without  clarifying  how  the
assessments were made.

European Ground Squirrel  (Spermophilus citellus).  It  has
been assessed from favourable to  unfavourable
bad (U2). 

European ratsnake (Zamenis  situla).  The assessment has
been  ‘improved’  from unfavourable  bad  to
unfavourable  inadequate with  no  conservation
efforts implemented and with continuing human
activity with negative impact such as construction
along the Black Sea coast.

Butterfly of the species Catopta trips. The species was last
identified  30  years  ago  and  there  is  no  new
information  available.  It  is  not  clear  why  the
status in the Black Sea region has changed from
unfavourable  bad  (U2)  to  unfavourable
inadequate (U1) and in Continental  to unknown
(XX). The habitat of the species in the Black Sea
region  has  been  destroyed  due  to  the
construction  of  three  golf  courses,  and  in  the
habitat  assessment of the species was given as
favourable (FV).

Brown bear  (Ursos arctos).  In the Alpine and Continental
regions,  trends  and  numbers  are  assessed
unfavourable  inadequate  (U1).  In  reality,  they
should be assessed as unfavourable bad (U2) due
to low population size and density,  reduction of
the species territory and less than half of the area
of land suitable for the species.

Marbled  polecat  (Vormela  peregusna)  and  wild  goat
(Rupicapra  rupicapra  balcanica)  are  also
assessed unrealistically.



For a large majority (90%) of habitats, real measures have not been
implemented but have been declared. At the same time, a change in the
assessments in the context of this condition has not been made. This is a

deception at the level of the European Environment Agency.

Data were used to improve and update species and habitat distribution patterns: Ortho-Bulgaria (MAFF,
2013-2018), CORINE Land Cover (2018); Forest and hunting development projects in Bulgaria and forest
plans as of 2018, spatial data on mineral deposits/quarries (ME, 2018), etc. These data are also indirect
and do not provide reliable  information on the current conservation status  of  natural  habitats  and

species, but can only contribute to improving and refining distribution patterns.

A guidance document from the European Commission on the assessment of the status of habitats sets
out the following requirements for assessment at biogeographical region level:

• Favourable conservation status (FV) at region level: at least 90 % of the area in all assessed sites
is in a favourable conservation status.

• Unfavourable bad condition (U2) at region level: more than 25 % of the area in the assessed
areas is assessed in a unfavourable bad  condition.

The conservation status has to be reassessed against these requirements, especially for habitats where
no measures have been implemented to reduce areas in unfavourable condition to below 25 %. 
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In essence, reporting in 2019 is a repetition of
reporting in 2013, with the difference that there are

habitats and species for which the assessment of their
conservation status has changed, without being

clarified how the new assessments were obtained.
Trends and national numbers are also not in line with

reality.



Qualitative monitoring and assessment
of the conservation status of species and

habitats is the basis for formulating high-
quality objectives and planning

adequate conservation measures to
address problems and restore or

maintain the favourable conservation
status.

The Ministry of the Environment and
Waters‘ abandonment of its duties, the

failure to carry out quality long-term
monitoring and the submission of pro

forma biased assessments have the
effect of rendering meaningless the

overall protection and management of
Natura 2000 network in Bulgaria. And

the country misses opportunities to
improve the state of the Bulgarian

nature!

Low-quality reporting equals poor
management 
Despite  the  available  scientific  information,
underestimated  or  unreported  threats  lead
to  ‘improved’  and  distorted  conservation
status  assessments.  Examples:  brown  bear,
chamois,  Roach's  mouse-tailed  dormouse,
four-lined  snake,  European  ratsnake,
European bullhead, and stone crayfish. Small
hydropower  plants  haven’t  been  listed  as  a
treat  to  the  latter,  for  example,  with  other
threats indicated with a medium impact.

Without  identifying  the  actual  threats,  the
population  size,  species  distribution  in
individual  sites,  as  well  as  the  population
trends,  it  is  not  possible  to  set  adequate
conservation  objectives  and  measures  to
restore  or  maintain  the  favourable
conservation status. This leads to prematurely
established objectives for some sites  that  in
essence,  repeat  the  Directive  requirements,
are too general  and lack a list  of  indicators.
For  example:  Improvement  of  the  ‘Habitat’
parameter;  Improvement  of  the ‘Population’
parameter;  Improvement  on  the  ‘Future
Perspectives’  parameter,  etc.   Real  mapping
and  monitoring  at  site  level  is  an
indispensable step for success management of
Natura 2000.
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Reporting under Article 12 of the Birds Directive
With over 40 years of history, the European Birds Directive sets the standard for the conservation of
wild birds in the 28 EU countries since 1979. As with the Habitats Directive, each EU Member State
reports on the conservation status of birds every 6 years. So far, Bulgaria has reported data in 2013 for
the period 2007-2012 and in 2019 for the period 2013-2018.
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Due to systematic errors and omissions, reporting of bird populations and
trends in Bulgaria cannot be representative.



Garganey (Anas querquedula). The reporting indicates
a national number during migration of 100-
500 individuals in Natura 2000 sites and the
number  is  set  at  340-530 pairs.  In  fact,  in
spring  alone,  more  than  500  birds  pass
through each of the following sites: Negovan
quarries, Chelopechene quarries, Iskar dam,
Mramor Dam, Ognyanovo Dam. At national
level,  tens  of  thousands  of  birds  migrate
throughout  the  migration,  perhaps  more
than  100 000  birds.  Despite  published
scientific information on a downward trend
in the Garganey  population nesting on the
Danube, the reporting assessment has been
overestimated.

Calandra Lark (Melanocorypha calandra). The number
of  species  reported  in  the  reporting  is  too
low (4500-6800 pairs), based on information
from  2007,  provided  that  data  from  the
Bulgarian  Red  Book  of  2011  for  12 000-
16 000 pairs are available. The trend for the
species has been identified as stable in the
reporting, without any monitoring surveys.

Reporting for the period 2013-2018 
All  reporting  data  in  2019 were  reviewed and  compared with  available  published  and unpublished
ornithological  research.  While  the  reporting  and  the  forms  fulfil  the  European  Commission’s
requirements, there is no real field monitoring for the reporting period, the information used is not up
to date or has not been interpreted correctly. The conclusions on trends and population size of species
on national level in a number of cases do not correspond to reality.

 Inaccuracies, omissions and errors in the scientific data presented, including the failure to use or
ignore existing scientific publications by Bulgarian ornithologists.

 Lack of real field monitoring to provide sufficient data for reporting purposes 2013-2018.
 National monitoring carried out on nesting birds only in 2014-2015, without carrying out the

planned follow-up monitoring to ensure benchmarking.
 Insufficient  involvement  and  inclusion  of

national  scientific  potential  in  ornithology
and use  of  foreign  experts  with  a  lack  of
information  on  bird  populations  in  the
country (except in 2013)

 Threats  to  species  have  not  been
presented.  For  a  small  number  of  species
with published Action Plans, there are some
formal  references,  which  are  sometimes
wrong.

 Due  to  adoption  of  new  and  modified
monitoring  methodologies,  especially  for
nesting birds, which were slightly changed
made  it  impossible  to  compare  the
reporting  results  with  the  the  previous
national monitoring in 2013-2014.

 The reports in 2013 and 2019 were made
before the the monitoring studies.

 The  populations  of  migratory  species  of
waterbirds  and  songbirds  are  invented  —
they have no connection with reality.
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Necessary modifications needed
 Future reporting should be based on regular monitoring of nesting populations using a single

and conservative methodology.
 Application without amendment of the methodology for monitoring nesting birds approved by

the Executive Environment Agency in 2015.
 Monitoring of migratory birds during spring and autumn migration every 2 years according to

validated and generally accepted methodologies for each group of birds. Specific monitoring
locations selected by consensus of Bulgarian ornithologists.

 Future monitoring studies on migratory passerine birds should be carried out using the method
of  capturing  and bird  ringing  — organised  simultaneously  and  synchronously  in  at  least  10
locations in the country (spring and autumn migration).

 The  monitoring  studies  and  the  reporting  itself  should  be  outsourced  to  a  wide  team  of
Bulgarian ornithologists. Participation of foreign ornithologists should be made conditional on
proven experience and publication on birds in Bulgaria.

Defining SPAs objectives (Birds Directive)
The established objectives of many sites lack a number of species present in them. This is particularly
typical for species that occur only during migration.

The conservation objectives and measures are not directly linked to the conservation requirements of
most of the species of community interest. Many of the prohibitions are useless and, on the other hand,
there are no key prohibitions on activities that would directly compromise the conservation objectives.
This applies to all sites except those most recently announced, where there is some improvement.
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National Prioritised Action Framework for NATURA 2000
National Prioritised Action Framework for NATURA 2000 for the period 2021-2027 is a strategic tool that
serves for multi-annual planning of activities in the Natura 2000 network throughout the country. The
document defines and prioritizes measures that take into account economic, social, cultural, regional
and local  factors.  An indication of  where the relevant activities  will  be  financed from shall  also be
indicated.

The  main  goal  of  the  national  framework  is  to
reverse  biodiversity  loss  and  to  prioritise  the
necessary  conservation  measures  for  target
species and natural habitats under the Birds and
Habitats Directives in Natura 2000 the network.

In  February  2022,  the  national framework  was
approved  by  the  European  Commission  after
some of the comments made by the civil  sector
were reflected in the final version. The comments
are the result of a critical analysis of the problems
of the Natura 2000 network in Bulgaria and the
approach  proposed  in  the  strategy  paper  to
address them. Proposals  related to Natura 2000
network management measures as well as specific
conservation measures  for the conservation and
restoration of species and habitats were adopted.
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Suggestions from the civil sector reflected in the National
Prioritised Action Framework for NATURA 2000 adopted by
the EC

Natura 2000 management  measures:  means are provided
for addressing one of the infringement procedure;
site  management  plans  will  be  developed  under
the  current  Biodiversity  Act;  the  concept  of
protected area management bodies and measures
to  address  biodiversity  monitoring  are  to  be
changed. 

Conservation  measures:  activities  are  in  place  to  restore
sturgeon fish; the measure to compensate for the
restrictions on the extraction of white mussels has
been  removed  due  to  the  conflict  with  the
legislation  in  force;  conservation  measures  for
Paphiopedilum include not only the elimination of
competing species but also sowing.



Further changes needed
In order to better fulfil its purpose, the document needs to be further refined.

Programmes providing funding for the measures planned in the framework need to refer to the number
of the measure concerned. This will provide more transparency and easier traceability of planned and
spent funds.

The envisaged conservation measures for certain species need to be clarified — to remove duplicated
activities, to refine or eliminate activities that contradict scientific data and identified needs, to prioritise
resources over the importance of threats. Some concrete examples include:

• The removal of invasive species is planned with a budget of over EUR 3 million for rock habitats,
dunes and rare vegetation areas  and less than EUR 1 million for the protection of dunes .
Problems  such  as  construction  over  dunes,  their  inadequate  coverage  in  the  cadastre  and
privately-owned dunes are not addressed at all.

• Grazing  subsidies  as  a  measure  to  protect  grassland  and  shrubs  should  not  be  applied  in
national  parks  where  this  has  harmful  effects  on  species  such  as  chamois  or  results  in
overgrazing  of  grassland  habitats.  In  this  connection,  there  is  also  a  need  to  rethink  the
measure of placing electric fences in habitats in the national parks, which is in fact contrary to
the  Protected  Areas  Act,  which  precludes  ‘disturbing  the  natural  state  of  water  bodies,
watercourses, their banks and adjacent areas’.

• Provision should be made for measures to combat poaching for chamois.
• Include  specific  measures  to  improve  ecological  connectivity,  biocorridors  and  green

infrastructure in regard to large carnivores, other animal groups and natural habitats, not only
rivers and reptiles.
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The  project  ‘Civil  Initiative  for  an  Effective  Biodiversity  Policy’  is  being
implemented with the financial support of Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway
under the EEA Financial Mechanism.

The main objective  of  the  project  is  to  carry  out  an  expert  analysis  of  the
weaknesses  in  three  documents  governing  biodiversity  policy  in  Bulgaria,
including through consultation with the professional community, and to draw
up recommendations for their improvement.

www.activecitizensfund.bg     
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http://www.activecitizensfund.bg/
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