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Abstract

The paper is an outcome of IAE researches, revealing the significance of agriculture for the national econ-
omy, the trends of development of the main production sub-sectors, the restructuring, the efficiency and the fi-
nancial stability of farms, according their size and specialization.

The purpose is to make an assessment of the impact of direct payments implementation, the coupled sup-
port under CAP and the main RDP measures. The expected impacts of the new CAP 2014—-2020 mechanisms
have been analyzed and the possible challenges with CAP 2020+.

The methods of descriptive, comparative and regressive analyses have been used. The data are from re-
ports of the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry and State Fund “Agriculture”, the appraisals for RDP, the
monitoring and the periodicals of the FADN for the period 2007-2016.

It was postulated that the significance of the agricultural sector, expressed by its share in the GDP, dimin-
ishes despite the slight increase of GVA from the agriculture. The number of farms has strongly decreased,
mainly of small livestock and mixed farms. The production efficiency increases as a result of the considerable
increase of incomes from subsidies. Without them the profitability norm is low or negative and threatens the
farms’ reproduction.

The direct payments scheme (SAPS) helps the net income increase in the farms, but causes an unbal-
anced development of agriculture. The sectoral sustainability is not guaranteed, as producers are oriented to-
wards activities with highest subsidy rather than the best future.

The coupled support has a positive impact on subsidies’ reallocation to sectors with a small size of land.
It does not lead to an increase in the production which is necessary for Bulgaria, but only increases incomes.
The CAP 2014—-2020 avoids some distortions but does not change the logic of subsidization.

The significant RDP financial resources boost the recovery of agriculture, but the allocation of funds by pri-
ority is insufficiently justified and leads to discrepancies between the objectives and results.

Shortcomings of the implementation of CAP and RDP provoke significant challenges to the CAP 2020+. In
our opinion, Bulgaria should present a different point of view and propose mechanisms and incentives providing
improvement of the production structure (raising animal production); increasing the competitiveness of produc-
tion and the efficient resource use; allocation of larger share of funds for modernization of livestock farms and
facilitating the procedures, focusing only on the most important environmental problems (e.g. erosion soil), inclu-
sion of a part of the requirements for environmental and wildlife protection as an obligation for all farmers receiv-
ing subsidies. SAPS subsidies should be changed, taking into account other factors in addition to land size.
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Pe3rome

Ctatunarta e nocBeTeHa Ha pe3ynTaTtu oT uscnenBaHusa Ha VAW, oTkposBaLlm 3HaYEHNETO Ha 3eMeaenu-
€TO 3a HauuoHanHaTa MKOHOMUKKA, TEHAEHUMUTE B Pa3BUTUETO Ha OCHOBHUTE MPOM3BOACTBEHU NOAOTPa-
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CINK, NMPECTPYKTYpUpaHeTo, eheKTUBHOCTTA N (DMHAHCOBAaTa CTabUITHOCT Ha 3eMeferniCK1UTe CTOMaHCTBa MNo
pasmep u cneymnanmsauymsi.

Llennma e ga ce HanpaBu oLeHKa Ha ecbekTa OT npunaraHeTo Ha OMPEKTHUTE nawaHusa u obBbp3aHaTa
nogkpena no OCI1, n ocHoBHUTE Mepku Ha NPCP. AHanuaupaT ce o4akBaHUTe e(hekTM OT BbBEXAAHETO Ha
HoBuTe MexaHnamm B OCIT 2114—2020 1 Bb3MoXHUTE NpeamsBukatenctea npea OCI1 2020+.

M3nonseaT ce AeCKpUNTUBEH, CPaBHUTENEH N perpecuoHeH aHanua. [JaHHuTe ca oT ot4yeTn Ha M3X un
03, oueHknte 3a NPCP, HabnogeHnsaTa u nepuoanyHnTe n3gaHusa Ha Cructemarta 3a 3emegericka u cye-
ToBoAHa uHdopmauusa (C3CW) 3a nepuoga 2007-2016 .

KoHcTaTupa ce, Ye 3Ha4YeHMETO Ha arpapHMs OTpachi, M3paseHo Ypes aena B BBI1, HamansBa, BbNpeku
ye B[C oT 3emepgenueTo neko HapacTea. bposaT Ha 3emeaencknTe CToNaHCTBa CUIHO Ce MOHMXKaBa, OCHOB-
HO Npu ApebHNTE XXUBOTHOBBAHW M CMECEHUTE CTONaHCTBAa. EhekTMBHOCTTa Ha NPOM3BOACTBOTO HapacTBa
B pe3ynTaT OT 3Ha4YMTENIHOTO YBENMYeHMe Ha AoxoauTe oT cybeugmn. bes Tax HopmaTta Ha peHTabunHocCT e
HUCKa UNu oTpuuaTtesnHa n 3acTpallaBsa Bb3nNpon3BOACTBOTO Ha CTONaHcTBaTa.

Cxemata 3a gupekTHu nnawanusa Ha nnoly (CENM) cnomara 3a yBenuyeHue Ha HETHUS [OX04 B CTONaH-
CTBaTa, HO Triacka 3eMefenmeTo KbM HebanaHcupaHo passuTre. YCTOMYMBOCTTA Ha OTpachia He ce rapaH-
TVpa, Tbi KaTo NPOM3BOAUTENUTE KOHIOHKTYPHO CE€ OpUEeHTUpaT KbM AEWHOCTU, HOCELN Hal-BUCOKa CyO-
cnaus, a He Ham-gobpa nepcnektnea. O6Bbp3aHaTa ¢ NPOM3BOACTBOTO NoAKpena nma NOofoXUTENHO Bb3-
[encTeue 3a npepasnpegeneHne Ha cybcnammte KbM CEKTOPY C Manbk pasmep 3ems. Ta He BoAM A0 Hapa-
CTBaHe Ha NPOU3BOACTBOTO, KOETO € Heobxoanmo 3a bvnrapus, a camo nosuwasa goxogute. OCI1 2014—
2020 oTcTpaHsiBa HAKOW M3KPUBSABaHWUS, HO HE MPOMEHS forukaTta Ha cybcungupaHeTo.

3HaunTenHuaT domHaHcoB pecypc Ha MNPCP cTtumynmnpa Bb3CTaHOBSIBAHETO Ha 3eMedenneTo, HO pas-
npegeneHneTo Ha cpeacTeaTa no NpPUOpUTETUM € HeJocTaTbyHO 0OOCHOBAHO M BOAM OO pa3MuHaBaHUSA
Mexay Lenv n pesyntaTtu.

HepocTtaTtbunte B npunoxeHmeto Ha OCIT n MNMPCP nocTtaBaTt 3Haunmu npeguasukatenctea npeg OCIT
2020+. Crnopep Hac, Bbnrapus cnegsa ga npeacraBu pasnnyHa rnegHa Todka u a Hanpasu NpeasiokeHus
3a MEXaHN3MK U CTUMYIK, OCUTYpSIBALLM HapacTBaHe Ha NPOM3BOACTBOTO Ha XXMBOTUHCKA NPOAYKLMS, NO-
BMLLABAHE Ha KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOOHOCTTa Ha NPOU3BOACTBOTO M e(heKTMBHOTO M3NON3BaHe Ha pecypcuTe,
3aJensHe Ha no-ronsiM Asn oT cpeacTeaTa 3a MOAEPHM3aLUMS Ha XKMBOTHOBbAHMUTE CTONAHCTBATa U 0bnek-
YaBaHe Ha npouefypuTe 3a TOBa, akLlEHTUPaHe cCamMo Ha Hal-BaXXHUTE EKOJNTOTMYHU Npobnemu, BKNOYBaHe
Ha M3UCKBaHMATa 3a onasBaHe Ha OKorHaTa cpefa v AveaTta dropa u dayHa kaTo 3agbIPKEHME 3a BCUYKM
cTonaHu, nony4vasaium cybcuammn. CybeuanpaHeTo Ha nioLy cnefsa fa ce NPOMeHU, KaTo OCBEH pa3mepa
Ha 3emsTa ce oTYMTaT 1 Apyrn hakTopu B CTOMAHCTBOTO.

Knrouoeu dymu: 3emepenue, OCI1, NMPCP, CEINMN

Introduction

During the ten-years period of CAP imple-
mentation have occurred considerable structur-
al and organizational changes, which predeter-
mined the decreasing role of agriculture in the
economy of the country and an efficiency based
on the increasing subsidizing, although unequal,
in all production sectors. This is the result of the
chosen approach of subsidizing the agriculture in
East-European states that stimulates the exten-
sive production of cereals and industrial crops
and the keeping of the livestock number at a low
production and labour productivity

The purpose is to assess the impact of direct
payments, of the coupled support and of main

RDP measures. The expected impacts of the new
CAP 2014-2020 mechanisms implementation
have been analyzed and the possible challenges
of CAP 2020+

The paper has a structure of six parts: on first
place is presented the dynamics of the signifi-
cance of agriculture for the national economy;
in the second part have been analyzed structur-
al changes in the sector, through the trends in
the main productions; the third part is dedicat-
ed to the restructuring of economic results in the
farms; fourth and fifth parts are assessments of
impacts of CAP and RDP implementation. At the
end are given recommendations for the design of
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CAP OCII 2020+ from the point of view of the
necessities of Bulgarian agriculture.

1. Importance of agriculture for the
national economy

The main indicators for the sector significance
for the national economy are the value and the
share of the gross value added (GVA) in the gross
domestic product (GDP). As a result of subsidiz-
ing after the CAP implementation, the GVA in
agriculture has increased, compared to 2007. The
enlargement of the mono-crop production struc-
ture and as a result of the stronger dependence on
the cereals and oil-seeds’ market, the subsidies
impact has decreased and the value of GVA also
has diminished. Furthermore, in the last years
the share of GVA in GDP decreases, in 2016 its
value has dropped under 4%, for the first time
(Fig. 2). The GVA share decreases also due to the
higher pace of GVA decrease in other sectors of
the economy compared to the agriculture, so the
GDP increases distinctly, of 5% in 2015-2016.

The trends in the main outputs develop-
ments are unfavourable. Currently the gross out-
put share from the crop growing is above 70%
of the total gross output. According this indica-
tor Bulgaria is on the second place in EU, behind
Greece. Obvious is the non-balanced sector de-
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Fig. 1. GDP and GVA values in agriculture
Source: National Statistical Institute, 2007-2016.
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velopment, which worsens after the CAP imple-
mentation. One reason is the adopted approach
of subsidizing for the East-European countries,
which stimulates the extensive production of ce-
reals and oilseeds. The area of cereals reached
18—20 million of decares (Fig. 3), which is 20—
30% more than 2007. At an average size of 35
million decares, the share of cereals is 50-60%
of the sowing area. Industrial crops occupy about
11 million decares; there size increases of 1.5
times, compared to 2007. Approximately 95% of
the area is with oilseed crops, mainly sunflow-
er (8.2 millions) and colza (1.7 millions). Among
the other industrial crops, the biggest share is for
the coriander with 350 thousand decares and the
tobacco, which area decreases yearly and it is
grown of less than 100 thousand decares.

The implementation of coupled support in the
vulnerable sectors (bovine and ovine breeding,
fruits and vegetables) has led to increase of areas
with fodder crops, as in 2016 they slightly sur-
passed the level of 2007 and their area is over 1.5
million decares. Analogical is the trend of vege-
tables, which areas have almost doubled after the
drop in 20122014 and reached 581 thousand of
decares. For the perennial crops there is a sus-
tainable trend of areas decrease, of 27%.

As a result of the enlargement of areas for ce-
reals and oilseeds and due to the increase of the
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Fig. 2. Relative share of GVA and GDP
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Fig. 3. Dynamics of sowing areas in the crop growing Fig. 4. Production of main crops in the crop growing

average yields, the output in both sectors increas-
es, respectively 2.7 and 3.6 times (Fig. 4). The vol-
ume of produced vegetables and fruits is already
recovered and exceeds the levels of 2007, while
the grapes production decreases of 45% and it be-
came almost equal to the fruit output, about 200
thousand tons.

In the livestock breeding the situation is more
unfavourable, as the livestock number decreases
for all the kinds, excluding the bovine breeding
(Fig. 5). The milk cows diminish of approximate-
ly 20%, the sheep — of 8%, the goats — by a half
(49%), pigs and poultry — of 30%. As a result of
increased productivity, the livestock production
decreases with slower pace than the diminution
of animals’ number. The milk quantity decreas-
es by 13%, the meat — by 10%, mainly at the ex-
pense of the beef and sheep, while the decrease of
the pork is 4%, and of the poultry — 6%.

These data reflect the situation up to 2016
when the impact of the coupled support has been
reported in the biggest degree. The dynamics of
the milk shows durable trend to yearly output
diminution up to 1 115 million L., despite the im-
portant support for the sector. Regarding the meat
production, there are fluctuations, as the biggest
drop is in 2013-2014, when the total amount is
about 200 thousand tons, at 212 thousand tons in
2016 (Fig. 6).

2. Farms’ restructuring and efficiency

The mentioned trends in main sectors restruc-
turing in agriculture reflect logically on the or-
ganizational structure, the production orien-
tation and the farms’ efficiency. For the period
20072013 their number decreases half, up to
254 thousand. The biggest diminution is shown
by the pigs and poultry farms (87%), which num-
ber drops under 10 thousand. Important is the
decrease of the mixed farms (59%) and of bo-
vine and ovine farms (40%), the minimal dimi-
nution is of farms with vegetables and perenni-
als (6—12%). The only increase is of field crops
farms, but not significant, because the increase
means an increase of the size of used land in al-
ready existing farms.

As a result of the increasing subsidizing, the
size of the used agricultural area (UAA) has in-
creased of 16 million decares and in 2013 reach-
es 46.5 million decares (according Eurostat data).
The area of field crops increases 1.8 times, reach-
ing 86% of UAA. Considerably smaller is the in-
crease in bovine and ovine farms and of perenni-
al crops (10—11%), in other sectors — mixed, pigs
and poultry and vegetables, there is a decrease of
the size.

The production orientation to extensive cere-
als and oilseed crops, and the simultaneous re-
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duction of livestock sectors, creating higher value
added, change the structure and the value of eco-
nomic indicators. Due to the accelerated pace of
production concentration, the gross output (which
does not contain subsidies, according the FADN
data), increases in all farms types, excluding the
perennial crop farms. (Fig. 7).

The increase of the gross output per area unit
(decare) in the crop growing farms (Fig. 8), could
be explained by the increasing crops productivi-
ty and the growth of producer’s prices in agricul-
ture. The trend in the livestock breeding is differ-
ent — the gross output per livestock unit (LU) di-
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Fig. 7. Dynamics of gross output per farm
Source: FADN, EU, 2007-2015.

minishes in farms with milk cows and sheep and
insignificantly increase in pig and poultry farms.
This is a result of the law pace of productivity in-
crease and of the law prices of animal products,
especially of the milk.

The data on Fig. 9 and 10 gives idea of the dy-
namics of changes of costs for lease and amorti-
zations, which increase pace is the highest, com-
pared to other costs. Both kinds are capital costs,
but amortization costs are used for restoring of
buildings, equipment and biological production
means, appertaining of the farms, while the lease
is an income for the owners of agricultural land,
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Source: FADN, EU, 2007, 2015.

which “outflows” from agriculture to the con-
sumption sphere or to other sectors of economy
and it is “net” cost for the farms. This cost does
not participate in the land fertility reproduction,
which needs complementary expenses. Thus, the
analysis of the lease and its maintaining in opti-
mal limits has big importance for the final eco-
nomic outcomes in the farms.

In most of old EU member-states there are spe-
cial regulations for the land size, as the most typ-
ical example is Netherlands, where the maximal
limits are regulated normatively, depending on
the soil category and the direction of use. At the
free rent formation in Bulgaria the payed funds
for the analyzed farm types have increased four
times (7 times for all the farms). This is due to
the low level of the rent up to 2007, the increase
of the farm size, the increase of subsidies and the
obligatory provision of grasslands for the grazing
livestock. The highest increase pace is shown by
the farms with milk cows and sheep (6—7 times),
exceeding the rent in farms with fruits and veg-
etables, which was higher in 2007 and increas-
es in much slower pace. The biggest impact on
the final results has the rent in field crops farms,
increasing three times and is slightly below the
subsidies level, which are 52 thousand BGN in
2015, on average per farm.

Amortizations increase mainly in farms with
milk cows (4.6 times), pigs and poultry (3.4 times)
and field crops (2.8 times). Apart the increase of
farm size, significant is also the new equipment
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Fig. 10. Costs, subsidies and net income, 2015

and probably, the increase of main herds’ value
in the milk cattle breeding, for which are made
amortization fees.

Despite the gross output increase in agricul-
ture, per decare, the overtaking pace of growth
of the total costs strongly lowers the level of the
net income, without subsidies included. If in
2007 all farms realize net income without subsi-
dies, in 2015 the situation has changed and most
of farms should work at a loss. The most unfa-
vourable is the situation for the field crops, where
the diminution of the net income without subsi-
dies is almost 4 times, for the fruit plantations —
2 times, for the vegetables — 90%. In livestock
farms the state is better, for the milk cows there
is a decrease (60%), while the income increases
for the sheep and the grainy animals. The subsi-
dies amount is highest for the field crops, but the
subsidies are significant for the pig and poultry
farms, despite the high level of the net income
without subsidies. After a more detailed analysis
of subsidies sources, it is clear that the predomi-
nant part of funds are under RDP, which imposes
a supplementary research of arguments for this
funding.

The integral indicator for efficiency — the re-
lation between profitability norm and production
costs — showed that in 2007 all farms have real-
1zed profitability without subsidies, while in 2015
the profitability has negative value in field crops
farms and fruit farms and minimal value for veg-
etables and milk cows’ farms (Fig. 11).
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Fig. 11. Profitability norm without subsidies
Source: FADN, EU, 2007, 2015.

The profitability norm with included subsidies
(Fig. 12) has decreased, compared to 2007 in the
field crops farms, remained unchanged in milk
cows’ farms and increased in farms with sheep
and goats and with pigs and poultry. It could be
affirmed that for the sheep and goats there is an
over subsidizing, due to the considerably higher
rate of national complementary payment per unit
in 2015, amounting 90 BGN, instead of planned
37 BGN. Moreover, a considerable part of farms
with sheep and goats are located in mountain or
other less-favoured area and they receive support
under RDP. We should take in consideration also
the fact that the net income, on which base is eval-
uated the profitability norm (according FADN
data), contains the remuneration payable for un-
paid family labor, and since it is the main factor
in sheep farming, this contributes to a higher lev-
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Fig. 12. Profitability norm with subsidies

el of profitability. The significant growth of the
profitability norm for the fruit farms is character-
istic for the last 2-3 years and it is due to the in-
crease of a specific coupled support for improve-
ment of the fruit quality and increase of the pro-
duction for processing.

3. Impacts of CAP implementation

The support under the first CAP pillar in-
cludes: 1) direct payments on area unit and on
farm (young farmers, small producers; 2) cou-
pled support as national complementary pay-
ments and specific support with EU funds and
3) market support. The predominant part of the
funds is distributed for direct payments, which af-
ter 2015 include, apart SAPS, redistribution pay-
ments, green payments, schemes for young farm-

Table 1. Amount and structure of subsidies under the First CAP pillar

2014,

2015, Relative share,

Subsidies million EUR  million EUR 2015 201572014
I Direct payments 589 585.5 69% 99%
II  Coupled support:
1. National complementary payments 161 82 10% 51%
2. Specific support crop growing 37.2 56.2 7% 151%
3. Specific support livestock breeding 33 61 7% 185%
I Market support 40 62 7% 155%
Total 860.2 846.7 100% 98%

Source: Agricultural report, MAFF, 2014-2016.
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ers and for small agricultural producers. In 2015
the direct payments slightly decreased, compared
to 2014, as the total amount of the support under
the First CAP pillar decreased by 2% (Table 1).
Despite the expectations for a mitigation of the
polarization of direct payments, through the im-
plementation of redistributive payments of CAP
2014-2020, the achieved results are insignifi-
cant. There is a diminution of the relative share
of beneficiaries, receiving under 500 EUR (Fig.
13) and increase of the share in other groups,
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Fig. 13. Distribution of beneficiaries according the
payments amount

Source: https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/.../annexl

2014 - 161 million EUR

mainly of these receiving 500-5000 EUR. At the
same time, the share of paid funds in the differ-
ent groups (Fig. 14) has barely changed. About
43—-44% of payments go to 1% of the beneficia-
ries, 2% in the most numerous group (under 500
EUR), and the most considerable increase is of
the share of funds for the group 5-10 thousand
EUR - 3%.

The coupled support of the national comple-
mentary payments diminishes almost double in
2015 in comparison to 2014 (Fig. 15), which is
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Fig. 14. Relative share per groups according the
amount

Source: https://fec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/.../annexl

2015 - 82 million EUR

B HJK 1 - cattle and buffaloes, non-couple with production
® HJTXK 3 - sheep and goats mothers, coupled with production
W H/T- tobacco, coupled with production

Fig. 15. Distribution of national complementary
payments under measures, 2014

Source: Agricultural report, MAFF, 2016.
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u HJDK 1 - cattle and buffaloes, non-coupled with production
B HJTXK 3 - sheep and goats - mothers, coupled with production
© HAT- tobacco, coupled with production

Fig. 16. Distribution of national complementary

payments under measures, 2015
Source: Agricultural report, MAFF, 2016.



Uronomuka u ynpasnenue Ha ceickomo cmonarcmeo, 63, 2/2018

the result of the provision of more EU funds for
a specific support for the vulnerable sectors. The
decrease is mainly for the tobacco and less for the
cattle, while for the sheep mothers the comple-
mentary payments slightly increase. As a result,
the paid funds structure under the different mea-
sures has changed (Fig. 16).

The specific coupled support with EU funds
has increased, but does not cover the decrease of
the national complementary payments. The in-
crease is 1.8 times, from 70 to 117 million EUR
(Table 1), and the funds have been distribut-
ed in correlation 48:52 for the crop growing and
the livestock breeding. The schemes for coupled
support have changed. In the crop growing the
schemes for improving the quality of fruits, veg-
etables, strawberries and raspberries for process-
ing are unified in one scheme “Fruits and vegeta-
bles”. This scheme obtains 69% of the funds for
the crop growing, the scheme “Cotton” — 3% and
the scheme ,,Protein crops” — 28%.

The schemes for a specific coupled support in
the livestock breeding have been simplified and
unified for the milk cows and sheep mothers and
news schemes for the cattle for meat and buffa-
loes have been introduced. (Fig. 17 and Fig. 18).

®HJIKMI - cow milk in economically weak municipalities

® HJIKM?2 - cow milk in less-favoured areas

®HJIKM3 - cow milk in nitrate vulnerable zones

®HJIK4 - sheep and goats-mothers in econ. weak municipalities
® HJUXKS - sheep and goats-mothers in leass-favoured areas

® CKBT - cows with sucking calves

Fig. 17. Structure of funds for specific coupled
support in livestock breeding, 2014

Source: Agricultural report, MAFF, 2016.

The structure of funds distribution is differ-
ent — while in 2014, 94% of 33 million EUR have
been provided for the support of cow milk pro-
duction, in 2015 the share of milk cows in the
total amount of 61 million EUR diminished to
58%, but in absolute size, it has increased. Sig-
nificant is the increase of funds for a specif-
ic coupled support for the sheep-mothers (5.7
times). The previewed funds for cattle for meat
and buffaloes completely compensate the dimi-
nution of national complementary payments for
these livestock categories, and the total sum in-
creased, compared to 2014. About half of the sup-
port for cattle and sheep is for animals under se-
lection control, which guarantees the increase of
the profitability and the improvement of output
quality.

The market support, which in 2015 amount-
ed 62 million EUR and is insignificant, in com-
parison to the funds in other sectors. It is main-
ly destined to stimulate the viticulture and the
viniculture and to create producers’ organiza-
tions (62%), and for the extraordinary measures
against the embargo against Russia — support per
head for milk sale from cows, sheep and buffa-
loes (19%) and withdrawal of fruits and vegeta-

m Milk cows

H Cattle for meat

= Buffaloes

® Sheep and goats-mothers
Fig. 18. Structure of funds for specific coupled
support in livestock breeding, 2015
Source: Agricultural report, MAFF, 2016.

11



Bulgarian Agriculture: Ten Years of CAP — Results and Future Challenges After 2020

bles from the market (1%). A minimal part of the
funds for market support have been separated un-
der the schema ,,School fruit” and for the realiza-
tion of the national program “Beekeeping”.

4. Evaluation of RDP impact

In RDP 2014-2020 the funds have diminished
by 5% (155 million EUR) in comparison to the
funds absorbed under RDP 2007-2013 (Fig. 19
and Fig. 20). There is a redistribution of funds per
axes (priority destinations in the new RDP), with
an essential reduction of costs for rural areas de-
velopment (41%) and for competitiveness (30%).
Otherwise, the costs for the environment have in-
creased almost twice and represent approximate-
ly half of RDP funds. This way of costs struc-
turing does not correspond fully to necessities of
Bulgarian agriculture and does not have enough
arguments for the way of priorities’ definition.

If we add to the payments under the First CAP
pillar (Table 1) for 2015 the average annual sup-
port under RDP (2 918 million EUR/7 years =
416 million EUR), the total subsidies account 1
263 million EUR. At GVA from the agriculture
1 870 million EUR, this means that 1 EUR of the
subsidy corresponds to 1.48 GVA.

3 073 million EUR

2%

B Environment
® LIDER

= Competitiveness

® Rural areas
m Others

Fig. 19. Structure of funds under RDP 20072103,
report

In conclusion, the CAP impacts are the fol-
lowing:

* Low level of the created GVA in the sector;

* High share of support under SAPS, mainly
for products with low added value;

* Considerable share of funds for environment
protection without sufficient arguments for their
distribution, per priorities;

* Increasing support for young farmers, lead-
ing to improvement of age composition of the
employed in the sector.

Recommendations for the CAP 2020+

* The package for support after 2020 should
be distributed according the priorities of different
EU countries or according the state groups;

* The funds should be differentiated in rela-
tion to the balanced development of the agricul-
ture, which requires an increase of the GVA share
from the livestock breeding;

* SAPS should be modified, aiming the re-
striction of the polarization effect in the subsidies
distribution among the beneficiaries;

* A balance should be reached for the distribu-
tion of funds for the environment protection, in
accordance with the demand and supply of public
goods — for example for the improvement of wa-
ter, air and soil quality;

2 918 million EUR

2%

® Environment
B LIDER (BOMP)

B Competitiveness
® Rural areas
m Others

Fig. 20. Structure of funds under RDP 20142020,
project

Source: Agricultural report, MAFF, 2016; Factsheet on 2014—2020 RDP for Bulgaria.
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* To implement the coupled investment sup-
port and technological renovation in the livestock
breeding with the production efficiency;

* To increase the funds oriented to the im-
provement of the marketing of agricultural pro-
duction — for example, the creation of Centre for
stimulation of agricultural output exportation, at
the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry.
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