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ABSTRACT

In Bulgarian the processes on restituting forest and forest land ownership to their former owners (restitution) were
finalized. A privatization of activities in the forest sector was conducted, which resulted in separation of control and
production functions. The state forest service was restructured and incorporated into the structures of the Ministry of
Agriculture and Forests. Under these circumstances the state takes the role of the biggest forest owner (74 %), followed
by municipalities (16%), private forest owners (9%) and other organizations (1%). Under this forest structure the
processes of decentralization and democratization of the forest sector are of significant importance for the continuation
of the started reforms. The country tests the application of multifunctional forest planning, as a form of including civil
society at local (municipal) level in long-term planning. Issues addressing the future of the Multifunctional Forest
Management Plans (MFMP) in educative, socio-economic legislative, regional and theoretical aspects have bee ana-
lyzed. Conclusions and knowledge from the hitherto experience in Multifunctional forest planning (MFP) were derived
that are linked to the role of the procedure in developing and adopting MFMP; prioritization (forest functions); the rate
of particularity in planning; ,the interest and activity of stakeholders; the place and the role of MFMP in other planning
processes in the country, etc.
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Introduction

If we disregard arguments about interpretation
of the expression “forest functions” (Suda,M. 2005)
we can assert that forests are multifunctional in their
essence. They perform a number of functions simul-
taneously (protection, water-guarding, recreation,
purification, etc.), provide a lot of products (timber,
fodder, game, forest fruits, mushrooms, herbs, etc)
and form the environment (landscape, climatic fac-
tor, tourist object, etc). By managing, cultivating and
reproducing forests through good forest practices,
foresters prioritize and maintain forest functions,
preserve and reproduce a number of forest products
and services. That’s why forest specialists have al-
ways considered good forestry practice as multifunc-
tional. This is true especially in the state centralized
forest management which existed in Bulgaria till 1997.

In the contemporary democratic society char-
acterized by availability of huge open information,
interest and property pluralism (including forest own-
ership), traditional forestry is not sufficient and can-
not meet contemporary requirements of civil society
to achieve balance in the interests towards forest
territories and resources. In contrast to the past,
nowadays people need to take active part in making
decisions about forest management in “their” terri-
tories where they live and work. Therefore, modern
multifunctional forest management is management

publicly recognized and based on the understanding
and agreement of the so-called “stakeholders” and/
or “parties concerned”. These stakeholders could be
state representatives, forest and land owners, for-
est products users, environmental NGOs, represen-
tatives of tourist business, hunting, education, na-
ture protection, etc.

Methods

Surveys are made on the changes in the forest
sector in Bulgaria linked to the forest restitution pro-
cesses, conducted privatization that resulted in sepa-
ration of control and production functions, as well as
the basic guidelines set in the National Forest Policy
and Strategy (2003). The Bulgarian experience in
applying multifunctional forest planning has been
analyzed as well as the main lessons and conclusions
related to the role of the procedure in this planning,
setting and ranking priorities, the rate of particular-
ity, interest and activity of participants in planning,
behavior of “monopolists”, coordination with other
planning processes and financial provision.

Results and discussion

l. Status and changes in Bulgarian forestry

Bulgaria is situated in South-East Europe. The
average forest cover is 34 %. Forest sector has small
share in the gross domestic product —about 3%
(table 1).

* This paper was presented before the SCIENTIFIC SEMINAR on “Multifunctional forest ecosystem management

in Europe” held in Barcelona, Spain, 07-12.09.2005.
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Table 1 GDP of Key Economic Sectors in 2000

. Shar e of the public sector | Share of the private sector
Economic sector %
Services 57.7 52.1
Industry 27.8 27.3
IAgriculture 14.2 20.4
Forestry 0.3 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0

Source: Statistical Book of Reference, National Statistical Institute, 2001.

As in most “East-European” countries, impor-
tant changes have occurred in Bulgarian forest sec-
tor in the last 10 years. These are the following
changes:

1. Elaboration and implementation of new nor-
mative forest regulation.

Democratization and decentralization processes
regulating the development of forestry on market
principles are stated in the new forest regulation.
New laws have been adopted: “Forest restitution law”
(1997), “Forest Law” (1997), “Hunting and game
protection law” (2000), “Waters law” (1999), “Bio-
diversity conservation law” (2002), “Protected na-
ture territories law” ( 1995), and others. The whole
subnormative regulation changes alongside the laws.
In this respect, forest sector is managed by National
Forest Board (NFB) at the Ministry of Agriculture and
Forests (MoAF) and by 16 Regional Forest Boards.
On local level state forest enterprises and game breed-
ing stations took on the management of forest terri-
tories and resources. These units exercise control on
the whole activity in state and non-state forests, i.e.
they pursue national forest policy. The country legis-
lation is dynamically changing and therefore does not
always lead to full harmonization of forest norma-
tive regulation with other industries. (V. Stiptzov,
2004, 2005). Traditions and mechanisms to involve
the public in making strategic and management deci-
sions aimed at implementing multifunctional manage-
ment principles are still missing in our country.

2. Restitution of forest ownership and owner-
ship of lands from the forest fund.

There have never been big forest owners in
Bulgaria. Most owners possessed below 10 ha. From
1947 (nationalization of forests) to 1997 forest sec-
tor was managed in the conditions and on the prin-
ciples of centralized planned economy. This long pe-
riod wiped out the traditions in non-state forest man-
agement. Ex-forest owners have died, there are many
inheritors from different generations and this leads
to further fragmentation of property. Hence, the lack
of interest and estrangement towards forests on the
part of many restituted owners.

Table 2 Forest Ownership

Until 1947 At 2004
State 27 % State 73 %
Municipa 55% | Municipal 16%
Private 17 % Private 10 %
Others1 % Others1 %
Total 100 Total 100

The latter is due to a number of gaps and mis-
takes in the reforms conducted in forest sector, such
as: insufficient information, inconsistent forest policy
in acquainting non-state forest owners with modern
management principles, creating bureaucratic ob-
stacles for private forest owners to manage and use
their forests, subjectivism and corruption of state
officials in charge.

The problems with municipal forest ownership
are similar. Most of the municipalities have small for-
est territories. They consider it more effective to
concede forest management to the state forest units.
In some cases no activities are conducted in these
forests. Other municipalities, which have consider-
able forest area, have formed their own units at the
municipalities to manage and use their forests. How-
ever, the officials in these municipal units don’t have
the same rights as state forest officials. For each
activity in municipal forests, municipal officials are
forced to go through long and clumsy way of activity
coordination.

3. Conducted privatization and distribution of
control and production functions in forest sector.

Until the adoption of the new Forest Law (1997),
forest state enterprises were those who managed
forests by implementing control as well as produc-
tion forest activities. After adoption of “Forest Law”,
functions were split: the state took on implementa-
tion of control activities, and production functions
were conferred to state production-trade associa-
tions. The bigger part of these forest-trade associa-
tions were privatized, but very few work effectively
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in forest sector. The rest of the state associations
gradually went bankrupt, declared in insolvency and
liguidated. Hundreds of private forest firms emerged
and replaced the privatized forest associations, and
took on almost all forest production activities. A sys-
tem was introduced to render the activities through
tender, competition and negotiations with a poten-
tial implementer. The state conducts tenders, com-
petitions and negotiations with implementers who are
an important side in the process of implementing
multifunctional forest management. Unfortunately,
the firms implementing forest activities still do not
perceive their role in the processes of forest and for-
est resources management and use, on one hand,
and their role of important participant in the public
life of forest communities — employer and taxpayer,
on the other hand. Therefore, their involvement as
stakeholders in implementation of modern multifunc-
tional forest management is not motivated, and re-
spectively inconsistent.

4. National forest policy and strategy

Guidelines for development of forest policy in
Bulgaria are presented in “National Forest Policy and
Strategy” (2003).

National Forest Policy and Strategy (NFPS) is
based on a number of world-recognized principles
adopted by FAO, IPF/IFF and MCPFE. The over-riding
principles are: wide participation of stakeholders,
cross-sectorial approach, and conformity with the
national legislation, integration with the National Plan
for Economic Development, agreement with interna-
tional engagements, initiatives and conventions re-
lated to forests, partnership in implementation and
increasing public awareness.

These principles are encapsulated in the vision
about forest sector development:

“Bulgarian forest is a national asset. The re-
sources of forest ecosystems retain their ecologi-
cal, social and economic functions for improving
the quality of people’s life. Forests are profession-
ally managed in a stable forest sector with broad
public support, mutual respect and integration of
the interests of all stakeholders.”

The main goals of NFPS are:

e Sustainable development of an economically
viable forest sector through multifunctional forest
management in market economy conditions.

¢ The goals and means for sustainable develop-
ment of forest sector to be complied with interna-
tional criteria.

e To provide for national and international fi-
nancial recourses and to support the development of
the sector.

Unfortunately the NFPS document is not ap-
proved by Bulgarian Parliament yet.

Il. An attempt to implement the concept of
multifunctional forest management.

In terms of the conditions described above, for-
est policy in implementing the modern concept for
multifunctional forest management requires that:

A. Forest owners, managers and users should
have responsibilities and obligations.

B. Management approaches and instruments
should be found.

On point A. Currently in Bulgaria 74 % of for-
est area belongs to the state, 16% - to municipali-
ties, 9% - to private owners and 1% belongs to
other non-state owners (table 1). Therefore, the state
has the biggest responsibility for implementation of
modern multifunctional management; municipalities
come second. This is responsibility and obligation to
inform society about forest status and how to man-
age forests; also, how forests will be managed in
future — to respect regional peculiarities, to balance
local interests with national interests and international
agreements.

On point B. Regarding management approaches
and tools for implementation of multifunctional man-
agement concept - they are provided by MULTIFUNC-
TIONAL FOREST PLANNING (MFP). MFP is partici-
patory, medium-term, regional forest planning. Un-
like traditional forestry management planning (not
understandable for the public because of its special-
ized terminology), MFP is conducted with the active
participation of the public. In the process of MFP,
the so-called MFMPs (Multifunctional forest manage-
ment plan, i.e. Forest development plan) are “pro-
duced “for a certain territory (most often that is an
administrative unit — municipality, state forest en-
terprise, etc.).

The tasks, which should be stated and performed
with MFP and the elaboration of Forest development
plan, are:

¢ To define multifunctional forest management
and popularize it among society;

e To involve broad public in the tasks, responsi-
bilities and problems of sustainable forest ecosystems
management;

e To define publicly the long-term principles,
frame conditions and long-term objectives of forest
management;

e To identify various public interests towards
forests in a given region and the potential conflicts
between them;

¢ To discuss the conflicts and solve them with
consensus and within the legal regulation;
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e To provide favourable working environment
for the interested institutions, and on first place, for
the forest units;

On one hand, multifunctional forest manage-
ment plans come as a procedure in which all stake-
holders participate, on the other hand, they are a
result of the combination of forest capacities and
wishes, perceptions, needs of one or more forest
products, functions and services at a certain stage
of society development.

Collaborative work between Swiss and Bulgar-
ian (within BSFP) specialists gave the initial impetus
to multifunctional planning in Bulgaria. Based mainly
on Swiss experience and partly on German experi-
ence, in 1998-1999 the first Multifunctional forest
management plan was elaborated for the Educational
forest unit (Petrohan, Barzia) of Forestry University.
Later, in the period 2001-2004, multifunctional for-
est management plans were elaborated for state for-
est enterprise Ribaritza and state game breeding sta-
tion Rakitovo. Now, 7 years after the pilot project,
10 more MFMPs are in process of elaboration. So,
Multifunctional forest planning covers 11 municipali-
ties (10 state forest enterprises and b state game
breeding stations), which is about 7% of the total
forest area in the country. On one hand, MFMP is a
procedure in which all stakeholders participate to
achieve consensus on the principles and framework
of forest management; on the other hand, it is are-
sult of the combination of forest capacities and
wishes, perceptions, needs of one or more forest
products, functions and services at a certain stage
of society development.

Analyzing the experience gained so far, we can
identify the following groups of questions about
MFMP:

1. Educational — Foresters from different hier-
archy levels in forest management lack sufficient
knowledge about the essence and significance of
MFP and MFMP. Although in 1999 the subjects “Mul-
tifunctional forestry” and “Forest Policy” were intro-
duced in the curriculum of PhD students in The Uni-
versity of Forestry, Sofia, the results of this educa-
tion will be visible much later. Therefore, it is neces-
sary to publish materials about the role and place of
MFP, and about the essence and significance of
MFMP. Also, regular training courses on MFP should
be organized for foresters and stakeholders. It could
become regular practice and cannot be implemented
without the participation of NFB as a state control
body which manages directly s of the forest fund in
the country.

2. Social-economic — These are issues of Bul-
garia overall development and enhancement of life
standard. The latter is important because forest func-

tions and social significance in poor countries are
related to the important functions for survival rather
than to functions for life standard improvement, as
it is in highly developed countries.

3. Legislative — In order to become common
practice, multifunctional forest planning should be
legalized and should find its legal form. Unfortunately,
MFP is still not regulated in the forest normative regu-
lation; this ignores efforts for elaboration of MFMPs
and makes their implementation ineffective. It’s dif-
ficult for innovations to take place in forest system,
for example, introduction of quality management
systems (Stiptzov, 2005), implementation of multi-
functional forest planning, bridging Forest Law with
the other state laws (V. Stiptzov, 2005). Actually,
the inactivity of forest administration is the reason
for stopping the processes of forest certification in
Bulgaria, which directly corresponds to the tasks and
working methods in the procedures for elaboration
of multifunctional forest management plans.

4. Regional — The uneven economic and demo-
graphic development of separate regions in Bulgaria
creates immensely diversified situations and attitude
towards forest as a nature resource. On the other
hand is the lack of traditions (after 50 years of cen-
tralized management) in effective regional self-gov-
ernance. Although the state broadly proclaims policy
for relatively financial independence of municipali-
ties, it continues to use instruments for centralized
allocation of budget and municipalities continue to
be financially dependent. In these conditions it is ex-
tremely difficult to elaborate a model, scheme for
procedures in motivation, preparation and implemen-
tation of MFMP.

5.Theoretical — While the issues related to mod-
ern forest management concepts, including multifunc-
tional management are topics of numerous publica-
tions and fora and can be considered relatively clari-
fied, the issue about implementation and monitoring
of elaborated MFMPs is only partially clarified.

lll. Basic lessons learned from experience in
Bulgaria:

The status and development of MFP processes
(directly related to processes of democratization and
decentralization of forest sector), as well as lessons
learned in the elaboration and implementation of
MFMPs in Bulgaria are topics of numerous publica-
tions in the last years - Stiptzov V., A. lvanov, 2001;
Bogdanov, V. Stiptzov, 2003; Stiptzov, Christoph
Duerr, 2003; Stiptzov, V. Chistoph Durr, 2002; V.
Stiptzov, Ch., Durr, 2005; K.Bogdanov, V.Stiptzov
2005; K. Bogdanov, V. Stiptzov, 2005; I.Paligorov,
V. Stiptzov, |. Miashkov, 2005.
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Main conclusions on the base of experience
gained on MFP in Bulgaria:

1. Role of the procedure for MFMP elabora-
tion.

As mentioned above, MFMP is a result of open,
public, collaborative work of the so-called “Stake-
holders”. At the meetings stakeholders exchange
opinions and ideas, learn much more about traditional
rules, activities and forest management, about for-
est potential and ways to manage them sustainably.
Thus the procedure for MFMP elaboration acquires
huge significance. On one hand, the procedure builds
trust between participants, confidence that some-
thing “depends” on or “is defined” by their opinion (in
this case — forest management); on the other hand,
political trust is created towards institutions, either
state or municipal. The latter is related to the com-
mitment of institutions to amend forest policy hith-
erto (sometimes another type of policy) by using the
issues and proposals submitted by individuals,
stakeholders or the whole civil society!

Therefore, one of the most important sides in
this planning is passing of MFMP through different
procedures. In 2-3 of the pilot regions we had to con-
duct a few workshops on a certain level of the plan
elaboration. The series of circumstances described
above and accompanying social economic and politi-
cal life in Bulgaria, sometimes do not lead to achieve-
ment of results from “first try”. To have success in
such cases we need to discuss one topic or stage
several times.

Media presentation of MFMP as a procedure
(the elaboration procedure itself — each step) is ex-
tremely important for its success. Communication
of MFMP’s objectives, tasks and decisions to the
broad public is much more important part of this plan-
ning than the elevated writing style and high level of
elaboration of MFMP materials.

Therefore, during preparation of MFMP we
should ensure involvement and participation of stake-
holders in the planning process. Preliminary prepara-
tion of workshops is very important, i.e. correct
analysis of participants, insurance of open informa-
tive access to discussions, decisions and achieve-
ments of each workshop - all this involves the public
in the planning, and makes decisions more accept-
able to everyone.

2. Prioritization (to prioritize functions)

Our experience in this area made us aware that
few participants in the planning process have the
experience and skills to prioritize forest functions,
especially in long-term period. Most of the partici-
pants are stakeholders/or parties concerned and the
most important forest function for them is solution
of a “problem” which concerns only them or their

organization. This requires involvement of indepen-
dent external specialists (consultants, moderators)
after the presentation of problems; they will facili-
tate the process “above the level of concrete prob-
lems”. Functional division of the territory under plan-
ning is the easiest way to do it. The existing func-
tional planning in Forestry Management Plan (FMP)
could be very useful if MFP is explained and/or supple-
mented.

The negative sides of this element in multifunc-
tional forest planning are: 1. Extreme “ecologization”
— when NGOs predominate in the planning process,
since their only interest is no activity in forests and
everything to be “conserved”; 2) Giving dominance
to production functions, under the pretext of neces-
sity to harvest the needed timber quantities - timber
for forest sector to sell and financially support itself,
firewood for the local population, timber for con-
struction; 3) Excessive exploitation of some useful
forest functions — exploitation not complied with for-
est capacities, for example, fast and sporadic tourist
development and construction of large-scale infra-
structure to serve tourism. In this case, forest land-
scapes serve only as a background to attract tour-
ists, but the income from tourist activity is not used
for forest development.

Prioritization of functions should be combined
with the opportunity to establish larger areas, so that
the functions specified could be implemented with-
out underestimating the ecosystem approach and with
respect for the role, place and significance of all re-
sources. Hence the immense importance of a rea-
sonable, patient and tolerant behavior of local spe-
cialist-foresters, since they have much broader view
on forests and can ward off extreme statements.

3. How detailed the planning should be

For the present, no preliminary framework is
set about how detailed the planning should be. We
can definitely say that both extremes are not a good
solution for planning. One extreme is to use “gener-
alized” indices and “significant” decisions, because
it makes the participants in planning feel that every-
thing has been previously decided and now it is re-
peated in familiar clichiis, a “consecutive planning”
that will lead to no results. The other extreme is to
use too many details, because it leads to the situa-
tion: “can’t see the forest because of the trees”. Too
detailed, too many and too “significant” (only for the
stakeholder) demands could hinder identification of
the basic and important demands of the region to-
wards forest territories and resources. Therefore,
how detailed the elaboration of MFMP should be,
depends to a big extent on the conflicts of interests
that should be solved. More detailed elaboration is
required when the problems and conflicts are socially
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significant. In this case, we could even do further
research and ask for experts’ statement, etc. Here,
an important planning element is the objective iden-
tification of the social significance of different de-
mands towards forests. Democratic way of decision
making requires that we take into account not only
the different social value of demands according to
participants, but also the possibility of distortion —
some participants could distort social value either
because they are more powerful or more persistent
and noisier in the planning process. Planning leaders
have the main responsibility and should not allow such
mistakes.

Texts and appendixes in the final version of
MFMP should be cleared of all unnecessary details.
The Plan should be readable and understandable for
the broad public. The public should be able to under-
stand the general decisions, tasks, principles, as well
as the detailed identification of territorial objects,
activities and the conditions under which they could
be implemented.

4. Participants’ interest and activity during the
whole process

From the participatory planning theory we know
that it starts with big enthusiasm and many speak-
ers, but considerably less number of experts termi-
nates it. It is desirable to maintain high level of activ-
ity of participants during the whole process, but dif-
ficult to do. Because of the long “closed” period (dur-
ing socialism and the slow process of democratic
changes) a lot of unsolved problems have accumu-
lated over the decades and participants bring them
up at the first meetings. The various interested par-
ties in planning start to blame each other for the ex-
isting problems and raise the question why they are
not solved. That's why there should be a “pause”
after the first meetings, so that participants can “get
accustomed to” each other’s opinion, and the plan-
ning leaders can prepare a vision about forest devel-
opment by taking into account the presented demands
and priorities. Later in the discussion process some
stakeholders become less active, don’t make propos-
als or stop coming to workshops. It could be due to
many reasons — institutional or subjective. We should
not insist that an organization needs to participate in
planning at all costs. From logistic point of view it's
enough to inform regularly the respective organiza-
tion and invite it to meetings. After termination of
planning, the organization has no grounds to obstruct
it. However, we should say explicitly that every
stakeholder has the right to express his visions, de-
mands and assert them at any time of the planning
process.

The criterion for participation in meetings should
not be only the number of attendances, but also their

commitment, voiced interests, dialogue, etc. It is
important but not obligatory to maintain permanent
interest towards the plan. It's much more important
for stakeholders to present rational proposals and
solutions of problems, no matter at what stage of
the plan elaboration they are submitted.

5. Behavior of the “monopolists”

It is important to invite organizations and de-
partments directly related to forest territory and use
of forest resources to take part in the elaboration of
MFMP. Most often these organizations are still state
units and their behavior is “monopolistic”. In these
meetings they impose their own visions and percep-
tions and base them on their own departmental nor-
mative regulation. Sometimes during the elaboration
of the plan a good contact and understanding are
established, but in most cases this is achieved after
long and exhausting disputes about the role and place
of the respective organization in making policy deci-
sions about forest management. Monopolists are not
motivated to have dialogue and even less motivated
to make concessions. Therefore, planning leaders
should elegantly focus the social pressure on them.
Publications and media broadcasts could be very use-
ful in this respect; also NGO's activities; involvement
of key, regional officials and personalities, such as
municipal mayors, members of Parliament, priests
(bishops, abbots, etc), as well as socially respected
personalities ( authors, poets, sculptors, historians,
etc.).

Monopolists often hide behind the legal regula-
tions and don’t want to “ruin the status quo”. Conse-
quently, MFP will be very successful if “monopolists”
are involved in the elaboration and adoption of MFMP
in the regional and/or national normative base.

However, we should not think that MFMP
can change all existing rules. This will turn MFMP
into monopolistic way of thinking and hence of plan-
ning, which contradicts its tasks.

6. Coordination with other strategies and plans

MFMP refers to planning of territories, objects
and activities administered by different departments
and levels. That's why MFMP obligatorily includes
coordination with all available plans and plans under
preparation, concepts and strategies for the given
region. First of all, MFMP should be bound to For-
estry Management Plan (FMP) for a given territory.
This could be done as a special procedure by taking
into account MFMP’s requirements during the elabo-
ration of FMP. On the other hand, during the elabo-
ration of MFMP when FMP is ready and functioning,
we can make references to MFP; through addition-
ally elaborated documents we can ask for supple-
ments and/or to stop, delay or postpone forest events
and activities if they are in contradiction with the
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demands of civil society. Also, MFMP should be bound
and subordinate to “Strategy for regional develop-
ment” of the respective District and to “Plan for re-
gional development” of the Municipality. These plans
should be available during the procedure of MFMP
elaboration; they give key words for the elaboration
of forest management principles and framework in
conformity with MFMP. According to the concrete
conditions, we should take into account the avail-
able plans for management of various protected ter-
ritories which are within the scope of MFMP, as well
as some available infrastructure projects financed by
external funds. Harmonization of separate plans
should be done by the planning leaders. This does not
rule out giving grounded proposals for a change of
the available plans and strategies. In this respect,
elaboration of MFMP can have monitoring functions
upon the already prepared plans and strategies, as
well as vice versa.

7. Great variety of decisions

Bulgaria has a great variety of nature condi-
tions and uneven economic development of regions.
Therefore, it is difficult to make general decisions
that could be valid for each separate region.

On the other hand, during the elaboration of
MFMP there is comparatively big freedom for pro-
posals and decision making. The planning period,
which lasts about 2 years, gives opportunity to dis-
cuss the proposals repeatedly and at different lev-
els. Broad participation of stakeholders ensures that
a certain proposal is formulated correctly, according
to law and satisfies the bigger part of participants,
while the rest accept it with little reservations. In
most cases, the decisions included in MFMP are
based on many ideas and demands of the stakehold-
ers; thus the final formulation is an expression of lo-
cal creativity, knowledge and big variety of decisions.
“Local spirit”, traditions and customs should be in-
tertwined in MFMP. This draws the plan closer to
the local population, popularizes it, and commits civil
society to it.

8. Rate of financial insurance (finances for
elaboration and implementation)

The elaboration of MFMP should be financially
ensured. So far multifunctional forest planning has
been financed mainly by BSFP, self-financed by mu-
nicipalities, supported by state forest units, etc. This
situation will change soon. Therefore, it is necessary
to know the type and size of elaboration expendi-
tures.

The basic expenditures on the elaboration of
plans are mainly for GIS and thematic maps. Expen-
ditures for stationery materials are relatively small
and covered by the forest units. Due to the unsettled
legal status of MFMP, a big account chart in the ex-

penditures on MFMP elaboration is the costs on par-
ticipants’ accommodation, transport, food. The esti-
mated (though roughly) expenditures - depending on
the complexity and detailed presentation of the plan
- are between 5 and 10% of the costs for the tradi-
tional FMP. This shows that the insurance of social
consensus and “social peace and understanding” costs
10-15 times less than the collection of forest data
and planning of forest activities. It is clear that with-
out social agreement and support (ensured most easily
through MFMP’s procedures) the data and especially
the activities planned in FMP could be seriously at-
tacked by the public opinion and some of them could
remain unimplemented.

The units of state forest service, which initiate
and perform planning, will bear the bigger part of
costs. Participation of stakeholders will be at the
expenses of the organizations. In Bulgaria it is hard
to understand that each interested party should bear
the costs for its participation in deciding and assert-
ing their demands and pretences towards forests.
Municipalities, on whose territories the planning is
performed, also have opportunity to finance partially
MFMP. There are already three pilot municipalities
which have allotted funds to start MFMP on their
own. In this respect, a good example is the fact that
in all pilot municipalities with MFMP, the proceed-
ings of the Working groups are held free of charge in
the municipal buildings. The active and unpaid par-
ticipation of municipal units in this planning (the units:
“Cadastre of populated places”, “Land commission”,
“Ecology”, “Education”, etc.) financially relieves the
process and ensures its transparency, popularization
and success.

9. Control on planning sustainability

The short experience in MFMP elaboration does
not give a lot of opportunities for assessment of
MFMP sustainability.

For the present the biggest weakness of MFMP
is its unregulated place in forest normative regula-
tion and special territory law. The procedure on adop-
tion and introduction is not clarified.

On the other hand, the regional institutions —
District boards, municipalities, RFB, RIEW (Regional
inspection on environment and water), etc. and some
national institutions — MoAF-NFB, NGO, etc — claim
that they accept the procedure and MFMP decisions
as public and democratic, which is a precondition for
their legalization. The current legislation allows the
following procedures to be used: approval by munici-
pal councils and endorsement by municipal mayors.
This procedure ensures to some extent the
sustainability of the plan; participatory principle in
elaboration of the plan by Leading and Working groups
is also an insurance for sustainability. The approach
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in MFMP elaboration gives solutions which are less
changeable and less subject to political, departmen-
tal and staff changes. The procedure on monitoring
and reactivation of the plan allows indispensable
changes to take place in the order of its elaboration
and adoption, which ensures the sustainability of
decisions. The decisions are not related to strict ob-
servance of defined terms and financial commitment,
but rather to finding investors, donors, entrepreneurs,
etc. needed for implementation of MFMP operative
projects and the required documents. Regular moni-
toring is also a prerequisite for MFMP sustainability.

Conclusions

A lot of structural changes are typical for Bul-
garia, as for most East- european countries. For-
estry is not an exception. Although it doesn’t have
big share in gross domestic product, it reflects on
the condition and future of 1/3 of the country terri-
tory, and therefore directly or indirectly affects all
citizens. There are clear signals that civil society iden-
tifies itself as “interested party” in the implementa-
tion of forest activities. May be this comes up as a
counterbalance to the fact that the biggest forest
owner is the state which should also be subject to
civil control while planning or implementing forest
activities.

Multifunctional forest planning, as well as in-
troduction of forest certification; systems for qual-
ity management, environment, occupational health
and safety conditions in forests are requirements
related to European norms and criteria for forest,
forest territory and resources management. Natu-
rally, they should be priority for Bulgarian forest sec-
tor, as well. In this respect, MFMP - whose basic line
is solution of forest problems with consensus and
participation of all stakeholders and parties concerned
- is an important contemporary element for introduc-
tion of bigger transparency in forest management.

Based on our short experience we can say that
the planning process grounded on participatory
method has been successfully implemented in our
country. We can notice increasing trust towards or-
gans and organizations participating in multifunctional
forest planning and mainly towards those in charge
of forest management. The state is the biggest for-
est owner and it is responsible for the status of for-
est territories and resources, therefore it benefits
most but also has the responsibility for implementa-
tion of multifunctional forest management concept.
Hence, successes and failures of MFP are part of
the future image of Bulgarian forestry.

Public participation in multifunctional forest plan-
ning faces the following basic problems: 1) In the
discussions there should be representatives not only

of the extreme interests but also representatives of
all, almost all or maximum number of “stakeholders”,
“parties concerned” and “authorized parties”. 2) It's
normal for the process to go through different suc-
cess, often with decreasing public participation and
satisfaction. 3) A lot of processes are institutional-
ized and that’s why they are not approved or influ-
enced by participants. Here, it is very important to
search for diversity of forms, but there are also ob-
jective things — geographic regions, preliminary in-
terrelations, ways of dealing with people should be
diversified and changing. 4) It is almost obligatory to
conduct training on capacity enhancement. 5) All
activities in the Project phase of MFMP elaboration
are more effective if there are available appropriate
maps of the given territory. It is more convenient to
work with Geographic Information System for the
region, in appropriate software format.

Gradually, through the process of MFMP elabo-
ration, foresters turn from regulators of the relation-
ship forest-society into facilitators of this relation.
At the same time civil society turns from observer
of processes into active participator in planning for-
est, forest territories and resources management
activities. The process of planning forest activities
gives opportunity to all “stakeholders”, “parties con-
cerned” and “authorized parties” to find their place
in the chain “ecology — nature — forest — timber and
timber resources — production and consumption —
management of processes and wastes.”
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