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PE3OME

Llen Ha HacToAWOTO npoy4yBaHe
6elle Ja ce Hanpasu aHaM3 Ha XWBOTO
Terno v npupacTta Ha arHeta oT nopojata
Mn gbo ®paHc NO reHeanornyHu JIHUW.
M3cnegsaHeTo 6elle npoBefeHo cbe 702
6p. pasnaogHM arHeta OTrnexgaHn B
MHcTUTyTa MO XMBOTHOBBAHW HAYKU -
KoctuHbpon 3a nepuoga 2009-2015 r.
ArHeTaTa 6axa pasfeneHn B LIEeCT rpynu
crnopepf, npousxoja MM: NbpsBa rpyna - oT
Koy Ne 3015, BTtopa - Ne 3127, TpeTa - Ne
3323, uerBbpTa - Ne 3459, neta - Ne
70368 u wecta - Ne 70375. >)XnBoto Terso
6elle n3mepeHo Ha 345 6p. MbXkM u 357
6p. XXEHCKM arHeTa pofeHN KaTo eamHaum
(238 6p.) n 6amnsHaum (464 6p.) Kato bsixa
HanpaBeHn 2808 6p. M3MepBaHUS Ha
XUBOTO Terno npu paxgaHe, Ha 10, Ha 30
M Ha 70 pHeBHa Bb3pacT U Oelwe
n34ncneH cpefHOAHEBHUSA npupact
mexay 10-30 n 30-70 geH. lNMonyyeHaTa
WHpopmaums bewe ob6bpaboTeHa Mo
MeToAuTe Ha BapuaumoHHaTa crtaTucTuka
cbe ctatnctudeckuns naket EXCEL, 2003.

MbXxkute arHeta ot nunHua 3459
pofeHn KaTo efuHaum 6s1xa C Mo-HUCKO
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SUMMARY

The aim of this study was to
analyse the live weight and the gain of
lambs from the flock of lle de France
breed in the Institute of Animal Science -
Kostinbrod according to genealogical
lines. The study was conducted with 702
breeding lambs during the period
2009-2015. The lambs were divided into
six groups according to their origin: the
first group - ram Ne 3015, second - Ne
3127, third - Ne 3323, fourth - Ne 3459,
fifth - Ne 70 368 and sixth - Ne 70375. The
live weight was measured in 345 male
and 357 ewe lambs born as single (238)
and twins (464). 2808 measurements of
the live weight were made at birth, 10, 30
and 70 days of age and average daily
weight gain was calculated between 10-
30 and 30-70 days.

The obtained information was assessed
by the methods of variation statistics
using EXCEL, 2003 statistical package.

The male lambs of line 3459 born
as single had lower live weight and lower



XMBO TErNno M MNO-HUCBHK CpefHO AHEeBeH
npupact mexay 10-30 AeH B cpaBHeHue C
oCTaHaUMTE /IMHUKU, & MBXKATE arHeta OT
70375 pogeHn kato 6nmsHaum 6sixa c no-
HUCKO XMBO Terno npu paxgagaHe, Ha 10 n 30
[HeBHa Bb3pacT. XXeHckuTe arHeta oOT
nunHuAa 70375 pofeHn Kato efuHauum nmaxa
MO-HUCKO XMBO TEr10 Npu paxaaHe, Ha 30 n
70 gHeBHa BB3pacT, a XeHcKuTe arHeTa oT
nvHua 3127 pogeHun kato 6sm3Haum 6axa c
NO-HUCKO »XMBO Tersio Ha 70 gHeBHa Bb3-
pact n npupact mexgy 30-70 peH. Tpwu
KOHKPEeTHOTO NnpoyyBaHe He ce Habnwgasa
ACHO M3paseHa AvdepeHumauns Mmexay nu-
HUWTE BBNPEKN CbLiecTByBallTe [OCTO-
BEPHW Pa3nku Npu HAKOW OT M3cneaBaHuTe
npu3Haum.

KnouoBn gymun: Vin gbo ®paHc,
reHeasIorTMyHn  JIMHUK,  XMBO  TEerno,
cpegHoHeBeH npupact

YBO/,

Cragoto ot nopogata Vn abo ®paHc
B VIHCTMTYyTa MO >XMBOTHOBBAHWU Haykm -
KocTuHbpog e cb3gageHo npes 2003 r. upes
UMMOPT Ha YNCTOMOPOLHM XMBOTHN U BTOPU
BHOC Ha MBbXKW pasniogHuumn npes 2007 r.
B cTagoTto ce M3BbpLUBA JIMHEWHO pa3BbX-
JaHe. 3a nepuoga 2004-2008 r. e Hanpa-
BEHa OLEeHKa Ha reHeanornyHata CTpykTypa
Ha ctagoto (lvanova and Raicheva, 2015).
ToBa e HeobxoAMMO Aa ce npasu nepuo-
[OVYHO C uen Ja ce aHa/mM3vpa HacokaTa Ha
CeleKUMOHHMSA NPoLEeC U HABOTO Ha NPOAYK-
TUBHUTE NokKasaTesnu.

3a TOBa CTafo ca npaBeHWn u3crnepn-
BaHMs Ha ed)ekTa Ha Ce30Ha Ha arHewe,
TMNa Ha paxjaHe W nona BbpXY XMBOTO
Terno v npupacTa Ha arHeTta B npoleca Ha
aknMMaTmMsaums 1 B MO-KbCeH  eTan
(Raicheva and Ivanova, 2005; Raicheva and
Ivanova, 2010). PaspaboteHa e 6asHa
OLEeHKa Ha npupacta Ha MBXKA W XEHCKM
arHeTa C pas/MyeH TuUN Ha paxjaHe
(lvanova et al., 2006; Raicheva et al., 2007).
MpoyyeH e edekTbT OT HOpPMMPaHO
XpaHeHe BbPXY PpasBUTMETO Ha arHerara
(Shindarska et al., 2011) n ynnbTHABaHe Ha
3an1oXaaHeTo U yBenvMyasBaHe Ha M/ofo-
BuTOCTTA Ha oBuete (Metodiev and
Raicheva, 2008; Metodiev et al., 2010).

Llen Ha HacTOALWOTO npoy4ysaHe

average daily gain between 10-30 days
compared to other lines, whereas the
male lambs of the line 70375 born as
twins had lower live weight at birth, 10
and 30 days of age.

The female lambs of line 70 375 born as
single had lower live weight at birth, 30
and 70 days of age and the female lambs
of the line 3127 born as twins had lower
live weight at 70 days of age and average
daily gain between 30-70 days.Despite of
the existing significant  differences
between some of the studied traits, no
clear differentiation between the lines was
observed in this study.

Key words: lle de France,
genealogical lines, live weight, average
daily gain

INTRODUCTION

The lle de France flock in the
Institute of Animal Science - Kostinbrod,
has been started in 2003, through import
of purebred animals and a second import
of male breeding stock in 2007. Line
breeding has been carried out in the flock.
For the years 2004-2008 the genealogical
structure of the flock was estimated
(lvanova and Raicheva, 2015). This is
necessary to be done in order to analyse
the direction of the selection process and
the levels of the performance traits.

Studies on the effect of the season
of lambing, type of birth and sex on the
live weight and gain of the lambs during
acclimatisation and later have been
conducted in the flock (Raicheva and
Ivanova, 2005; Raicheva and Ivanova,
2010). Grading of the weight gain of the
male and female lambs with different type
of birth has also been developed (Ilvanova
et al., 2006; Racheva et al., 2007). The
effect of the ration on the lamb
development (Shindarska et al., 2011),
consolidation of breeding and increase of
fertility (Metodiev and Raicheva, 2008;
Metodiev et al, 2010) has been
examined.

The aim of the study was to



belle Ja ce HanpasBu aHaN3 Ha XWBOTO
Terno v npupacTta Ha arHeTta oT nopojata
Mn gbo ®paHc OoT cTagoto B MHcTUTyTa
MO XMBOTHOBBbAHW Hayku - KocTuH6pog, no
reHeasniormyHn NNHUN.

MATEPVAJT N METOOU

MpoyuBaHeTo Gelle NpoBefeHO CbC
702 6p. pa3nnogHu arHeta ot nopogara n
Ob0 ®dpaHc oTrnexpaHn B WHcTuTyTa no
XMBOTHOBBAHM Haykum - KocTuH6pon 3a
nepuoga 2009-2015 r. ArHeTtara ca oOT
LWeCT reHeaslorMyHn JIMHUM C OCHOBOMO-
JNIOKHULM MMMOPTHU KOYOBE BHOC OT PpaH-
umsa (NeNe 3015, 3127, 3323, 3459, 70368 u
70375). )KuBoTO Terno 6elle U3MepeHo Ha
345 6p. MbXKM U 357 Bp. XEHCKM arHeTa
poaeHu kaTo egunHaum (238 6p.) n 6amnsHaLm
(464 6p.). ArHeTaTa 6fsixa pasgeneHn B
LIeCT rpynu crnopep, nponsxoga Um: mbpsa
rpyna - ot ko4 Ne 3015, BTopa - Ne 3127,
TpeTta - Ne 3323, yeTBbpTa - Ne 3459, neta -
Ne 70368 u wecTta - Ne 70375. HanpaBeHu
6axa 2808 6p. M3MepBaHMA Ha >XMBOTO
Terfo Ha arHetata npu paxgaHe, Ha 10, Ha
30 n Ha 70 pgHeBHa BbBb3pacT KU bGewe
U34uncneH CpefHOAHEBHMSA NPUPAcT Mexay
10-30 1 30-70 geH.

MonyyeHata WuHcopmaumsa  Gelle
obpaboTeHa nNo meToaMTe Ha BapualMOH-
HaTa CTaTUCTUKa CbC CTAaTUCTUYECKUS NakeT
EXCEL, 2003. JocToBepHOCTTa Ha pasnu-
KUTe Mexzay cpefHuTe Ha NpoyyeHuTe noka-
3aresin Gelle onpegesieHa ypes t-kputepus
Ha CTio4eHT.

PE3SYNTATU N OBCbXOAHE

MonyyeHuTe pesyntatu 3a XUBOTO
Terno wn CpefHOAHEBHUSA npupacT Ha
MBXKUTE arHeta pofeHn Kato efuHauum
ca oTpaseHu B Tabnmua 1. XXnBoTo Terno
npu paxpaHe Ha arHeTara OT Ta3u rpyna
e B rpaHumuymte Ha 5.28 kg - 5.88 kg.
JlocToBEpPHO MO-BMCOKO >XMBO Terno ce
HabnogaBa npu arHetaTa oT JiMHUK 3127
n 3323 B cpaBHeHue C Te3n OT JIMHUA
70375 (P<0.05). Ha 10 gHeBHa Bb3pacT
Hall-B1COKO XXWBO TErN0 UMaT arHetara ot
NMHUA 3127, KOeTo € [OCTOBEpPHO Mo-
BMCOKO OT TOBa Ha arHerara OT JIMHUA
3459 (P<0.05). >KuBoTO TErNno npwu

analyse the live weight and the weight
gain in the lle de France lambs from the
flock of the Institute of Animal Science-
Kostinbrod according to the genealogical
line.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The study was carried out with a
total of 702 breeding lambs of the lle de
France flock in the Institute of Animal
Science-Kostinbrod in the period 2009-
2015. The lambs belong to six
genealogical lines started by rams
imported from France (NeNe 3015, 3127,
3323, 3459, 70368 and 70375). The live
weigh was measured in 345 males and
357 female lambs born as single (n=238)
and twins (n=464). The lambs were
divided in 6 groups according to their
origin: first group - from ram Ne 3015,
second - Ne 3127, third - Ne 3323, fourth -
Ne 3459, fifth - Ne 70368 and sixth - Ne
70375. 2808 measurements of the live
weight were done in the lambs at birth, at
the age of 10, 30 and 70 days, and the
average daily gain was calculated
between 10" -30" and 30™-70" day.

Data were statistically evaluated
through EXCEL, 2003.

The significance of the differences
between the means of the examined traits
was assessed by t-criterion of Student.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results for the live weight and
the average daily gain of the male lambs
born as single are presented in Table 1.
The live weight at birth of the lambs from
this group varied within 5.28 kg and 5.88
kg. Significantly higher live weight was
observed in the lambs of lines 3127 and
3323 when compared to the ones of line
70375 (P<0.05). At 10 days of age, the
highest live weight was recorded in the
lambs of line 3127, which was significantly
higher than the one of the Ilambs
belonging to line 3459 (P<0.05). The live
weight at birth and 10 days of age of the



paxgaHe 1 Ha 10 gHeBHa Bb3pacT Ha MbX-
K/ arHeTa efuHauy OT CbLOTO CTago npu
npegulIHO Halle npoyyBaHe 3a nepuoja
2004-2008 r. nokasea aHa/0rMyHu CTOMHOC-
1 (Ivanova and Raicheva, 2015). C gocTto-
BEPHO Hali-HUCKO XuBo Tersio Ha 30 n 70
[JHeBa Bb3pacT ca arHeTtaTa oT NnHuA 3459
B CpaBHEHME C TerfloTo Ha BCUYKN MBXKM
arHeta eguHaum (P<0.001) (Purypa 1), kak-
TO U C TOBa Ha notomuute Ha nuHunM 3127,
3323 n 70368 (P<0.05; P<0.01) (Tabnuua
1). Mpu nNpeauwHOTO Halwe npoyyBaHe
(lvanova and Raicheva, 2015), XuBOTO
Terno Ha 30 AHeBHa Bb3PACT Ha MDBXKU
arHeTta efvHauu Bapupa B MNo-TECHU TPaHu-
un (14.68 kg - 15.71 kg), a Ha 70 gHeBHa
Bb3pacT XMBOTO TEerNno MNPW HaCTOALLOTO
npoyysaHe € 3HauyuMTesIHO MO-HUCKO, KOeTo
MOXe fAa ce O06ACHM C XpaHeHeTo Ha
XMUBOTHUTE.  CpefHOAHEBHUAT  npupact
mexay 10-30 geH e AOCTOBEPHO Ha-HUCHK
npw arHeTara ot MHUA 3459 B cpaBHeEHMe ¢
nnHim 3127, 3323 un 70368 (P<0.05;
P<0.01) a npu npupacta mexagy 30-70 geH
He ce HabngasBaT CbLECTBEHU Pa3/iMuus
(Tabnuua 1). B cpaBHEHWE C NPeanLLHOTO
HW wn3cnefBaHe CpefHOLHEBHUAT npupacT
mexay 10-30 geH n 30-70 AeH e C MO-HUCKK
CTOHOCTM N He CbOTBETCTBA Ha M3UCKBa-
HMATA 3a Tasu KaTteropus Ha nopogaTa
(UPRA, 1991).

male lambs born as single from the same
flock in a previous study for the years
2004-2008 showed smilar values (lvanova
and Raicheva, 2015). The lowest live
weight at the age of 30 and 70 days was
exhibited in the lambs of line 3459 in
comparison to the weight of all the male
lambs born as single (P<0.001) (Figure 1),
as well as to that of the progeny of lines
3127, 3323 and 70368 (P<0.05; P<0.01)
(Table 1). In our previous study (lvanova
and Raicheva, 2015), the live weight at the
age of 30 days in male single lambs varied
between 14.68 kg and 15.71 kg, while at 70
days the live weight in the present study
was considerably lower, which could be
explained by the nutrition of the animals.
The average daily gain between 10 and
30 days was the lowest in the lambs of
line 3459 compared to the lines 3127,
3323 and 70368 (P<0.05; P<0.01). On the
other hand, significant differences in the
weight gain between 30 and 70 days were
not detected (Table 1). When compared
to the earlier study, the average daily gain
between 10 and 30 days, and 30 and 70
days exhibited lower values and did not
correspond to the requirements for this
category of the breed (UPRA, 1991).

Tabnmua 1. Terno M Npupact Ha MbXKU arHeta pPoOAEHM KaTo eAuHaun Ha

pasnuuHa Bb3pacT

Table 1. Weight and gain of single born male lambs at different ages

F'eHeanornyHa nmHnA 3015 3127 3323 3459 70368 70375 Sign.
Genealogical linen = 15 n=34 n=29 n=8 n=20 n=21
MokazaTenu X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE
Traits 1 3 4 5 6
XXviBo Terno npu paxgaxe, kg 2>6*
Live weight at birth, kg 571 0.207 5.88 0.169 5.70 0.128 5.48 0.297 5.73 0.199 5.28 0.167 356+
’Kugo Terno Ha 10 Aen, kg 878 0407 893 0234 879 0240 7.80 0415 879 0318 848 0303 2>4*
Live weight at 10 days, kg
Xveo Terno Ha 30 geH, kg 2>4m
Live weight at 30 days, kg 13.89 0.623 15.12 0.418 14.63 0.373 12.13 0.563 14.69 0.589 13.90 0.579 g:j:*
2>1*
* 70 gem, k 51
"IBO TETNO Ha 70 A€H, kg 2349 1.250 26.99 0.843 2504 0590 2206 0.811 2656 0.969 2542 1.055 5>4*
Live weight at 70 days, kg Py
3>4*
CpegHogHeseH npupact 10-30 2>4*
aeH, kg 0.256 0.020 0.307 0.016 0.294 0.013 0.216 0.024 0.295 0.021 0.264 0.019 3>4**
Average daily gain 10-30 days, kg 5>4*
CpepHogHeseH npupact 30-70
feH, kg 0.240 0.026 0.297 0.019 0.260 0.012 0.249 0.025 0.295 0.021 0.288 0.018 NS

Average daily gain 30-70 days, kg

Note: Significant at: *- P<0.05; ** - P<0.01; NS - not significant
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Blive weight at 10 days 8,71 7,45 8,20 6,87
Blive weight at 30 days 14,41 11,77 14,13 11,26
Blive weight at 70 days 25,48 2147 2475 21,22
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paxpaHe, n= 702

Fig. 1. Live weight of the lambs at different ages according to the sex and type of

birth, n=702

Note: Significant between the average values on the studied traits from fig. 1 and the tables: a — tab. 1;
b —tab. 2; ¢ —tab. 3; d —tab. 4 at *- P<0.05; ** - P<0.01; *** - P<0.001.

Mpun MbXKWUTE arHeta 65M3HaUU
XVWBOTO Ter/io Mpu paxpgaHe Bapupa
mexay 4.57 kg - 5.09 kg (Tabnuua 2).
[loCTOBEPHO MO-BUCOKO >XMBO TErsio ce
Hab6nogaBa nNpu arHetaTa oT MHUK 3127
n 3459 B cpaBHeHMe C Te3n OT JINHWUN
70368 1 70375 (P<0.05; P<0.01). Ha 10
n 30 gHeBHa Bb3pacT AOCTOBEPHO Hai-
HWCKO >KMBO TErs0 umar arHetrara oOT
nnHna 70375 (P<0.05; P<0.01). >XnBoTo
Terno npu paxgaHe, Ha 10 n 30 gHeBHa
Bb3pacT Ha Ta3n Karteropus arHeta ot
CbLLOTO CTaZo Mpu NpPeauwHOTO Halle
npoyysaHe rokKasBa CXOAHW pe3yntartu
(lvanova and Raicheva, 2015). Ha 10 un
30 pgHeBHa Bb3pacT [AOCTOBEPHO Hali-

The live weight at birth of the male
twin lambs varied within the range 4.57
kg - 5.09 kg (Table 2). Significantly higher
live weight was observed in the lambs of
lines 3127 and 3459 when compared to
those of lines 70368 and 70375 (P<0.05;
P<0.01). At the age of 10 and 30 days the
lowest live weight was displayed by the
lambs of the line 70375 (P<0.05; P<0.01).

The live weight at birth, at 10 and 30 days
of age of this category of lambs of the
same flock showed similar results in the
previous study (lvanova and Raicheva,
2015). At the age of 10 and 30 days the
lowest live weight was observed in the



HUCKO Oellie XMBOTO TErNO Ha arHetara
OT NuHMA 70375 B cpaBHEHWE C Tersi0To
Ha BCWYKM MBXKM ardeta 6am3HaLm
(P<0.05; P<0.01) (durypa 1). CpepgHo-
OHeBHMAT npupacT mexay 30 u 70 geH e
[OCTOBEPHO MO-HUCHLK NpW arHetara oOT
nnHuAa 3127 B cpaBHeHue ¢ ivHun 3015 un
70375 (P<0.05; P<0.01) (tabn. 2). B
CpaBHeHWe C NpejuwwHoTO HU uscneisa-
He cpefHOAHEBHUAT npupact mexay 30-
70 geH e ¢ 6nuskm ctoiHocTh (lvanova

lambs of line 70375 when compared to
the weight of all the twin lambs (P<0.05;
P<0.01) (Figure 1). The average daily
gain between 30 and 70 days is
significantly lower in the lambs of line
3127 than it was in the lines 3015 and
70375 (P<0.05; P<0.01) (Table 2). In
comparison to the previous study, the
average daily gain between 30 and 70
days showed close values (lvanova and
Raicheva, 2015).

and Raicheva, 2015).

Tabnuua 2. Terno M NpuMpacT Ha MbBXKW arHeTa pPoAeHM KaTto 6/in3Haum Ha
pasninyHa Bb3pacT
Table 2. Weight and gain of twins born male lambs at different ages

eHeanornyHa nnHnA 3015 3127 3323 3459 70368 70375 Sign.
Genealogical linen = 29 n=57 n =36 n=27 n=39 n=30
MokazaTenm X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE
Traits 1 2 3 4 5 6
2>5**
>XuBo Terno npu paxaaHe, P
kg 4.79 0.159 5.09 0.091 4.98 0.145 5.08 0.150 4.66 0.115 457 0.128 455
Live weight at birth, kg 456+
XuBo Terno Ha 10 aeH, kg 2>6**
Live weight at 10 days, kg 7.03 0.247 7.47 0.170 7.12 0.197 7.22 0.174 8.73 1.652 6.74 0.150 456+
1>6*
Xuso Terno Ha 30 geH, kg 2>6**
Live weight at 30 days, kg 11.86 0.303 12.15 0.277 11.67 0.299 11.69 0.244 11.98 0.346 10.910.250 156+
5>6*
HKusoternoHa 70 AeH, K9 55 53 5410 2113 0503 21.09 0548 21.63 0703 21.65 0743 21.500559 NS
Live weight at 70 days, kg
CpepfHoaHeBEH npupacTt
10-30 AeH, kg 0.241 0.013 0.232 0.010 0.221 0.010 0.223 0.011 0.243 0.013 0.2100.011 NS
Average daily gain 10-30 ’ ' ’ ' ’ ' ' ’ ' ’ ' '
days, kg
CpefHoaHeBeH npupact
30-70 peH, kg 1>2*
Average daily gain 30-70 0.260 0.007 0.225 0.010 0.235 0.012 0.247 0.016 0.245 0.014 0.269 0.013 -
days, kg

Note: Significant at: *- P<0.05; ** - P<0.01; NS - not significant

MonyyeHuTe pesyntatn 3a XUBOTO The results that we obtained for the

Terno W CcpefHoAHEBHUA nNpUpacTt Ha
XEHCKWUTe arHeta pofeHu KaTo efuHaum
ca oTpaseHu B Tabnuvuya 3. )KMBoTO Terno
npu paxjaHe Ha arHeTtaTa OT Tasu rpyna
e B rpaHnumte Ha 4.92 kg - 5.62 kg.
JlocToBepHa pasnvka nma Mexany NuHus
3459 n 70375 (P<0.05). >XuBoTO Terno
npu paxgaHe v Ha 10 gHeBHa Bb3pacT Ha
XEHCKUTe arHeTta efuHauu OT CbLOTO
cTajo npu npeauvlHOTO Halle uscnejBa-
He nokasea nogobHu cToiiHocTu (lvanova
and Raicheva, 2015). C gocTtoBepHo no-
HUCKO XnBO Tersio Ha 30 n 70 gHeBa
Bb3pacT ca arHetarta oT nuHuA 70375 B

live weight and the average daily gain of
the female lambs born as single are
presented in Table 3. The live weight at
birth of the lambs of this group was within
the range of 4.92 kg — 5.62 kg. Significant
difference existed between lines 3459
and 70375 (P<0.05). The live weight at
birth and at 10 days of age of the female
lambs born as single of the same flock in
the earlier study showed similar values
(lvanova and Raicheva, 2015). The
lambs of line 70375 had lower live weight
at the age of 30 and 70 days in
comparison to all the female lambs born



CpaBHEeHWe C TersIoTo Ha BCUYKN XEHCKU
arHeta eauHaum (P<0.05) (dwurypa 1),
KakTo 1 C TOBa Ha MOTOMUUTE Ha SINHUU
3323 u 70368 (P<0.05) (Ta6nuua 3).
CpepgHogHeBHMAT npupacT mexagy 10-30
[JeH OoTroBaps Ha M3NCKBaHuATa 3a Tasn
Kateropus Ha nopogara (UPRA, 1991), a
TO31 mexay 30 1 70 AeH e No-HUCHK.

as single (P<0.05) (Figure 1), as well as
the offspring of the lines 3323 and 70368
(P<0.05) (table 3). The average daily gain
between 10 and 30 days responded to
the requirements of this category of the
breed (UPRA, 1991), while that
measured between 30 and 70 days was
lower.

Ta6nuua 3. Terno M NpupacT Ha XXEHCKU arHeTa POAeHM KaTo eAuHaun Ha

pa3sindyHa Bb3pacT

Table 3. Weight and gain of single born female lambs at different ages

F'eHeanornyHa nmHnA 3015 3127 3323 3459 70368 70375 Sign.
Genealogical linen =13 n=29 n=20 n=5 n=31 n=13

MokasaTenn X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE
Traits 1 2 3 4 5 6
PKWBO TEINIO NPU PKAAHE, ¢ 33 195 549 0186 537 0.174 562 0344 518 0187 492 0152 4>6*
kg Live weight at birth, kg
KusoternoHa 10 AeH. K 7 g7 5350 832 0276 850 0204 7.78 0601 834 0279 7.53 0.419 NS
Live weight at 10 days, kg
>Xuso Terno Ha 30 aeH, kg 3>6*
Live weight at 30 days. kg 1348 0563 1421 0479 1459 0440 1376 0805 14.68 0503 1270 0663 ;70
XviBo Terno Ha 70 geH, kg 3>6*
Live weight af 70 daye. kg 2406 1138 2417 0622 2504 0611 2520 2523 26.08 0889 22.94 0673 ;..
CpefHoaHeBeH npupact
10-30 geH, kg 0276 0.026 0295 0.015 0.305 0.015 0.299 0.024 0.315 0.017 0.258 0.020 NS
Average daily gain 10-30
days, kg
CpefHoaHeBeH npupact
30-70 AeH, kg 0265 0.026 0256 0.011 0.261 0.013 0.286 0.057 0.285 0.016 0.256 0.013 NS
Average daily gain 30-70
days, kg

Note: Significant at: *- P<0.05; NS - not significant

Pesyntatute 3a XuBOTO Tersio u
CpefHOAHEBHUA MPUPACT Ha XEHCKUTe
arHeta pojeHn karo 65v3Haum ca
oTpaseHn B Tabnuua 4. XXuBoTO Terno
npu paxgjaHe Ha arHeTara oT Tasu rpyna
e B rpaHuumnte Ha 4.47 kg - 4.95 kg.
[loCTOBEPHO MO-BUCOKO >XUBO TErso ce
Habnogasa nNpu arHetata oT NnHUA 3459
B CpaBHeHMe c Te3n oT avHum 3015,
70368 1 70375 (P<0.05; P<0.01). Ha 10
[JHeBHa Bb3pacT simHnua 70375 goctoBep-
HO MpeBuLIaBa XMBOTO TEr/1I0 Ha JINHUA
70368 (P<0.05).

The results for the live weight and
the average daily gain of the female
lambs born as twins are shown in Table
4. The live weight at birth of the lambs of
this group was within the range of
4.47 kg - 4.95 kg. Significantly higher live
weight was observed in the lambs of line
3459 compared to lines 3015, 70368 and
70375 (P<0.05; P<0.01). At the age of 10

days line 70375 showed significantly
higher live weight than line 70368
(P<0.05).



Ta6nvua 4. Terno u NpUpPacT Ha >KEHCKU arHeTa POAEeHU KaTo 6/M3Haum Ha

pa3sindyHa Bb3pacT

Table 4. Weight and gain on twins born female lambs at different ages

>XKnBoTo Terno npu paxgaHe v Ha
10 gHeBHa BBb3pacT Ha XEHCKM arHeta
6/M3HauM He ce passinyaBa CblLLECTBEHO
OT npeguwHOTO wuscnegsaHe (lvanova
and Raicheva, 2015). )XuBoTo Terno Ha
70 pgHeBHa Bb3pacT Ha arHetara oOT
nnHnn 3127 n 3323, Konto ca 6n3kM no
CTOMHOCT, € [OCTOBEPHO MO-HWUCKO OT
nnHnm 3015, 3459 u 70375 (P<0.05;
P<0.001). B cpaBHeHuMe C TernoTo Ha
BCUYKW XEHCKM arHeTa 6u3Haum tesmn ot
nmHuA 3015 rm npeBb3xoxgaT fokKa3aHo
(P<0.05) (durypa 1). Mpu npeguIHOTO
Hale npoyyBaHe (lvanova and Raicheva,
2015), xmBoTO Terno Ha 70 pgHeBHa
Bb3pacT Ha u3cfnejsaHata karteropwus
arHeTta 6elwe nogo6Ho (20.16 kg - 23.02
kg). CpefHOOHEBHUAT MpupacT Mexay
10-30 geH e JOCTOBEPHO Haii-BMCOK Mpw
arHetara oT nnHuA 70368 B cpaBHeHME C
nnHnm 3127, 3323 n 70375 (P<0.01) a
npu npupacta mexagy 30-70 geH gocrto-
BEpPHO Hal-HUCKM ca CTOMHOCTUTE 3a
nmnHuA 3127 n 70368 cnpsamo octaHanuTe
(P<0.05; P<0.01; P<0.001). Taka nonyue-
HWTE CTOWHOCTWM Ha CpefHOAHEBHWUA npu-
pacT Ha XeHckuTe 6/M3HauM He MoKpuBat

nmvntnTe Ha nopogata (UPRA, 1991).

[eHeanornyHa nuHnsa 3015 3127 3323 3459 70368 70375 Sign.
Genealogical linen = 28 n =58 n =43 n=35 n=45 n=37
Mokasatenu X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE X SE
Traits 1 2 3 4 5 6
XXuBo Terno npu 4>
paxpaaHe, kg Live weight 4.56 0.104 4.74 0.088 4.67 0.116 495 0.099 447 0.123 4.68 0.092 4>5*
at birth, kg 4>6*
Hnso Terno Ha 10 AeH, kG 67 5505 703 0140 681 0.194 6.86 0215 662 0159 7.11 0186 6>5*
Live weight at 10 days, kg
HKuso Terno Ha 30 AeH, KG 19 30 641 1126 0220 1097 0.290 11.09 0.374 11.68 0313 1122 0.268 NS
Live weight at 30 days, kg
1>2***
XXuBo Terno Ha 70 geH, kg 1>3*
Live weight at 70 days, kg 22,58 0.612 20.12 0.387 21.07 0.469 2159 0.661 20.99 0.552 22.03 0.358 250
6>2x+
CpeaHoAHEBEH npupacT 5wk
10-30 peH, kg
- . 0.230 0.010 0.211 0.008 0.208 0.009 0.224 0.012 0.253 0.012 0.207 0.008 5>3**
Average daily gain 10-30 g
days, kg
1>2%
CpefiHOAHEBEH npupacT 1>5%
30-70 peH, kg 3>2%*
Average daily gain 30-70 0.282 0.015 0.221 0.009 0.261 0.013 0.255 0.016 0.232 0.010 0.270 0.007 450*
days, kg B>2%k*
6>5**
Note: Significant at: *- P<0.05; ** - P<0.01; *** - P<0.001; NS - not significant

The live weight at birth and at the
age of 10 days of the female twin lambs
did not differ considerably from the
previous study (lvanova and Raicheva,
2015). The live weight at 70 days of age
of the lambs belonging to the lines 3127
and 3323, which were close, was
significantly higher than that of the lines
3015, 3459 and 70375 (P<0.05;
P<0.001). When compared to the weight
of all the female twins, the ones of line
3015 had significant advantage (P<0.05)
(Figure 1). In the earlier study (lvanova
and Raicheva, 2015), the live weight of
the 70 days old animals of the examined
category was similar (20.16 kg - 23.02
kg). The average daily gain between 10
and 30 days was the highest in the lambs
of line 70368 compared to lines 3127,
3323 and 70375 (P<0.01), while the gain
between 30 and 70 days displayed the
lowest values in the lines 3127 and
70368 (P<0.05; P<0.01; P<0.001).

These values of the average daily gain of
the female twins were not within the
range of the breed (UPRA, 1991).



n3BOAM

MbXxkute arHeta ot nunHua 3459
poLeHn Kato efuHauM ca C MO-HWUCKO
XWBO Ters0 U MO-HUCHK CpefHO AHEBEeH
npupact 10-30 pgeH B CpaBHeHMe C
ocTaHa/iMTe JINHUN, a MBbXKATE arHeta oT
70375 pofeHu kato 6nu3HauUM ca ¢ no-
HUCKO XMBO Terno npu paxagaHe, Ha 10 n
30 gHeBHa Bb3pacT.

XXeHckute arHeta ot nunHuMA 70375
poLeHn KaTto efuHauM uMaTt Mo-HUCKO
XUBO Tersio npun paxpgaHe, Ha 30 n 70
[JHeBHa Bb3pacT, a XeHCKWTe arHeTta oT
nnHns 3127 pofeHn kaTo 6/M3Haum ca c
MO-HUCKO >XMBO Terno Ha 70 pAHeBHa
Bb3pacT u npupact mexay 30-70 geH.

lMpn KOHKPETHOTO Npoy4YBaHe He ce
HabnogaBa fACHO wu3paseHa AudepeH-
umauusa Mexay NuHUS BbNpeku Cbliec-
TByBallUTE [OCTOBEPHW pas/iMkym npu
HAKOM OT U3cnefBaHUTe Npu3HaLn.

CONCLUSIONS

The male lambs of line 3459 born
as twins had lower live weight and
average daily gain at 10™ -30™ day
compared to the rest of the lines, while
the male twins of line 70375 had lower
live weight at birth at the age of 10 and 30
days.

The female lambs of line 70375
born as single had lower live weigh at
birth, at the age of 30 and 70 days,
whereas the ones of the line 3127 born as
twins had lower live weight at the age of
70 days and gain between 30™ and 70"
day.

Despite the significant differences
in some of the examined traits, no clearly
defined differentiation between the lines
was observed.
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PE3OME

OctblecteaBaHeTo Ha SWOT aHa-
M3 Ha N4YyenapcTBoTo B obnact Pyce ce
npegwectea ot SWOT aHanM3 Ha 6bh-
rapckoTo nyenapcTeo, 3a UuenuMTe Ha
KOeTo 6s1xa uscnefBaHn MexayHapoiHa-
Ta, HalMoHasiHaTa 1 oTpacsioBaTa 6usHec
cpefa. HacrtoswoTo uscnefBaHe € Cb-
CpefioTOYEHO OCHOBHO BbpXy aHasiM3 Ha
CbCTOSHMETO Ha NYyenapcTBOTO B 0b6nact
Pyce v HeroBua noteHuuan 3a passuTtue.
AHanusvpaHu ca W pasmepute, CTPyK-
Typarta ¥ KOHIOHKTypaTa Ha pernoHasiHite
My nasapu, B pe3yntar Ha KOeTo ca
LeTepMUHMpaHn cuniHUTe u cnabute My
cTpaHu. OT SWOT aHasim3a Ha 6barap-
CKOTO N4yesiapcTBO ca onpefesieHn Bb3-
MOXHOCTUTE W 3anjaxure, CUHuUTe W
cnabute My cTpaHu, a u4pe3 SWOT
aHanM3a Ha pernoHasiHO HUBO — CUHUTE
WU crnabuTe CcTpaHW Ha N4yenapcTBoTO B
obnact Pyce. KomnnekcHute pesyntatu
OoT npoBegeHute SWOT aHanu3m ca

CuHTe3npaH B SWOT wmatpuyya Ha
PYCEHCKOTO NYenapcTBo.
KntovoBn  gymu:  nuyenapcrtso,

obnact Pyce, pernoHasHa 6usHec cpega,
SWOT ananus

YBO/,

EfHOBpEMEHHO C  npoTuyalmTe
npouecy Ha rno6anmsauns, KosTo npo-
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SUMMARY

The development of SWOT
analysis of beekeeping in the Ruse region
is preceded by SWOT analysis of
beekeeping in Bulgaria based on studies
of the international, domestic and sectoral
business environments. The present
study focuses mainly on the analysis of
the state of beekeeping in the Ruse
region and its potential for development.
The dimensions, structure and
conjuncture of its regional markets have
been analysed, and as a result its
strengths and weaknesses are
determined. The opportunities and
threats, the strengths and weaknesses
have been identified based on the SWOT
analysis of Bulgarian beekeeping, and
through SWOT analysis at regional level -
the strengths and weaknesses of
beekeeping in the Ruse region. The
complex results of the SWOT analyses
are synthesized in the SWOT matrix of
beekeeping in the Ruse region.

Key words: beekeeping, Ruse
region, regional business environment,
SWOT analysis

INTRODUCTION
Simultaneously with the ongoing
processes of globalization,  which



HVKBa Mo-6aBHO WM NO-TPYAHO B 3emepe-
nmeTo ce 3abensassar U NPOTUBOMOSIOXKHU
npouecn Ha pernoHasmsauma u nokau-
3auus, Kouto BOAAT [0 HapacTBaHe Ha
TbPCEHETO Ha MECTHW NUYesTHN NPOAYKTU.
Te3n TeHAeHUMW Hanarat paspaboTBaHe-
TO Ha MapKeTUHr 1 gp. cTparernn 3a pe-
TMOHaNHWTe nasapu, C Ues pasrpbliaHe
Ha MNPOU3BOACTBEHMA MOTeHUMasT Ha
pervoHa. OcHoBa 3a pa3paboTBaHeTo Ha
pas/siMyHM  peruoHasiHnm  cTpaTterum e
SWOT aHasmsa Ha pervoHasiHo HUBO, 3a
OCBLLUECTBABAHETO Ha KOWTO Lie uscnej-
BamMe pervoHanHata 6u3Hec cpefja Ha
nyenapcTBoTo B 061acT Pyce.

Cneg npoBegeHna SWOT aHanusa
Ha 6Bb/rapckoTo MyenapcTso OT CTpaHa
Ha aBToOpa, € Bb3MOXHO W JIOTMYHO Aa ce
n3sbpwv 1 SWOT aHanu3 Ha eanH OT He-
roBute aAMUHUCTPATUBHO-TEPUTOPUAIHU
paiioHn — ob6nact Pyce. 3aToBa HacTos-
LLIOTO M3cnegBaHe € HaCOYeHO KbM YycTa-
HOBSIBAHE CHCTOSIHMETO Ha N4YenapcTBoTo
B 06nacT Pyce u onpefensiHe Ha Hero-
BUTE CUMHW W cnabu CTpaHW, Bb3MOX-
HOCTU 1 3an/iaxu, 1.e. SWOT aHanus.

MATEPWNAN N METO4WA

Kato nHchopmaLmoHHa 6a3a marte-
pranu ca M3non3BaHu AaHHW OT MeXay-
HapoAHW W HaUVOHAJIHW  WHCTUTYLUN,
O6paHLOoBN OpraHusauuy 1 aBTOPCKU
n3cnefBaHna OCHOBaBally Ce KaKTo Ha
BTOpMyHM (Lyubenov, 2017a), Taka 1 Ha
MbPBUYHM  U3TOUYHMLUM Ha WHopmaLlms
(Lyubenov and Angelova, 2017). MNMonsBa-
Ha e wuHdopmMaumss M OT pervoHas Hu
CTPYKTYpW, 6paHLOoBM OpraHusauum wu
CO6CTBEHM HabNAEHNs 3a NuenapcTso-
TO B o6nact Pyce. WHpopmaumsata ot
pasnnyHWTE HMBa € CbNocTaBsHa W Moj-
flaraHa Ha KpUTUYeH aHasM3, KOeTo e Crno-
co6CTBasI0 foCTbNa [0 MO-KayecTBeHa
pervnoHanHa nHdopmauus. ianonssaHure
MeToAM Ha u3cnefBaHe BKIOYBAT KOM-
N/IEKCHOTO CbyeTaBaHe Ha WHAYKUMS,
JefyKuus, rpynvpoBka, cpaBHEHWe, aHa-
N3, CUHTE3 U APYTN.
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penetrates more slowly and harder in
agriculture, there are also opposing
processes of  regionalization and
localization, which lead to an increase in
the demand for local bee products. These
trends require the development of
marketing and other strategies for
regional markets in order to develop the
production potential of the region. The
basis for the development of different
regional strategies is the SWOT analysis
at regional level, thus we will explore the
regional business  environment  of
beekeeping in the Ruse region.

After the SWOT analysis of the
Bulgarian beekeeping done by the author,
it is possible and logical to carry out a
SWOT analysis of one of its
administrative and territorial districts — the
Ruse district. Therefore the present study
is aimed at establishing the state of
beekeeping in the Ruse region and
defining its strengths and weaknesses,
opportunities and threats, i.e. SWOT
analysis.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Materials from international and
national institutions, branch organizations
and the authors’ own research based both
on secondary (Lyubenov, 2017a) and
primary sources of information (Lyubenov
and Angelova, 2017) are used as a
database.

Information is also used from regional
structures, branch organizations and own
observations for beekeeping in the Ruse
region. Information from the different
levels has been compared and subjected
to critical analysis, which has allowed
access to better quality regional
information. The research methods used
include the complex combination of
induction, deduction, grouping,
comparison, analysis, synthesis, etc.



PE3YJITATU N OBCBXXOAHE
AHanM3mpaHo e CbLCTOAHMETO Ha
nyenapcTBoTo B o6nact Pyce n Herosus
noTeHunasn 3a passutue. M3cnegsaHu ca
pasmepuTe, CTpyKTypara 1 KOHIOHKTypaTa
Ha pernoHasiHMTEe My nasapw, cneacTsue
Ha KOeTo ca AeTepMUHMPaHU CUHUTE U
cnabute My cTpaHu. KomnnekcHuTe pe-
3yntatn oT nposegeHna SWOT aHanmsa
ca cuHTesnpaH B SWOT wmartpuua Ha
nyenapcTBoTo B 061acT Pyce.
CbCcTOsiHME Ha M4yenapcTBoTO B
ob6nact Pyce
PyceHcka obnacT ce xapakrepusu-
pa ¢ MHOro 6naronpusaTHU NPUPOAO-reo-
rpacpckM M MKOHOMUYECKU AafeHOCTU 3a
pasBuTUe Ha nyenapcTBoTo. [pe3 obnacTt-
Ta MNpemMuHaBaT BaXHW TPAHCMNOPTHU U
TpaHcrpaHWyHu KOpWAOpW, KOUTO Crnocob6-
CTBaT A0CTbNa A0 MeXAyHapoAHu nasapu.
Borata mefoHOcHa pacTUTenHocT, Aobpe
pasBUTOTO PacTeHWEBBACTBO W HUCKATa
CTeNneH Ha WHAOYCTPUasiHW, 3eMefesiCKu |
Op. 3ambpcuTeny npefoctaBaT  [go6pu
yCcnosus 3a passutMe n Ha OUOM0orNYHO
nyenapcTso. 10 OTHOLWLEHME Ha HaaMopcKa-
Ta BMCOYMHA, KOATO e eAuH OT onpeaens-
lwmTe hakTopy 3a NpakTuKyBaHe Ha WKOHO-
MUYecKk/ epekTMBHO NYenapcTeo 1 nocTura-
He Ha BUCOKM go6uBnm — go 200 meTpa,
obnact Pyce e C OT/IMYHM fafeHocTn —
cpefHata Hagmopcka BUCOYMHA € OKOJIo
120 meTpa, a penedbT e NpeaMMHO paBHU-
HeH. Hanuue ca OT/IMYHN BB3MOXHOCTU 3a
npaxkTukyBaHe Ha KOHBEHLMOHasIHO U 6uOo-
NIOTUYHO N4YenapcTBO U MNPOM3BOACTBO Ha
BMICOKOKaYeCTBEH Mef, U MYesHN NPOAYKTH.
Mo gaHHM Ha O6nacTHa Aupekuns no
6e3onacHocT Ha xpaHute (OABX) - Pyce
06LL0 perncTpupaHuTe nNyesiHM cemeiicTea B
pyceHcka obnact npe3 2015 r. ca okono 43
000 6posi pasnpegeneHn B 1185 6pos
CTOMaHCTBA C  pas/iM4yHn  pasmepwu
Tabnvua 1. OT NOCOYeHWTe AAHHU MOXEeM
Ja ycTaHoBUM, 4ye 6poAT Ha npodecnoHas-
HUTe cTonmaHcTBa C Hag 150 nyenHu
cemeiicTBa B pyceHcka 06nacT Bb3/M3a Ha
75 6pos ¢ oTHocUTeneH Asan oT 6,3%, KONTo
€ Mo-roNsiM OT TO3W Ha HaUMOHASIHO HMBO —
5,4%. Cnepggawata rpyna ot 390 6pos
nonynpodyecuoHanHy cTonaHcTea nma Asan
oT 32,9%, KOWTO e 3HAaYUTENHO NO-TONsSM OT
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The state of beekeeping in the
Ruse region and its development potential
are analysed. The size, structure and
conjuncture of its regional markets have
been studied and its strengths and
weaknesses have been determined. The
complex results of the two SWOT
analyses are synthesized in the SWOT

matrix of beekeeping in the Ruse region.

State of beekeeping in the Ruse
region

The Ruse region is characterized
by very favourable natural, geographic
and economic conditions for the
development of beekeeping. Significant
transport and cross-border corridors pass
through the region and facilitate the
access to international markets. The rich
vegetation that allows the production of
honey, the well-developed plant breeding,
and the low degree of industrial,
agricultural, and other pollutants provide
good conditions for development and
organic beekeeping. With regard to the
altitude, which is one of the determining
factors for practicing economically
efficient beekeeping and achieving high
yields - up to 200 meters, the Ruse region
has excellent conditions - the average
altitude is about 120 meters and the relief
is mostly flat. There are excellent
opportunities for practicing conventional
and organic beekeeping and producing
high quality honey and bee products.

According to data from the Regional
Food Safety Directorate (RFSD) - Ruse, the
total number of registered bee colonies in
the Ruse region in 2015 is about 43,000
distributed in 1185 beekeeping farms of
different sizes — see Table 1. From the
data we can establish that the number of
professional farms with more than 150
bee colonies in the Ruse region amounts
to 75 with a relative share of 6.3%, which
is higher than the one at national level —
5.4%. The next group of 390 semi-
professional farms has a share of 32.9%,
which is significantly higher than the one



TO3/ Ha HauuoHasIHO HuBO — 23,8%. Hap
51% cbcTaBnsaBa rpynara Ha crtonaHcTeara
umaum ot 10 go 49 kowepa, KOATO CbLUO €
no-ronfAimMa oT Tas3u Ha HauWOHasIHO HUBO —
41,7%. KaTto uasio0 gaHHuTe nokassat, 4e
nyenapcTtsoto oOT o06nact Pyce e no-
NPOeCcMoHa/IHO  OPUEHTUPAHO  CMNPAMO
HauUMOHa/THOTO.

at national level — 23.8%. More than 51%
is the group of beekeeping farms with 10
to 49 beehives, which is also larger than
the one at national level — 41.7%. Overall,
data shows that beekeeping in the Ruse
region is more professionally oriented
than at national level.

Tabnumua 1. bpoi nyesiHK CTonaHcTBa Mo O6WMHK 1 roleMnHa
Table 1. Number of beekeeping farms by municipalities and size

33#2;1 ity 109 0T10-49 | oT50-149 Hag 150 Eg%cﬁ”ﬁ;‘:j
Bpoi up to 9 from 10 from 50 more than Ranking by
to 49 to 149 150 LS
Number municipalities
[se Morunnu
Dve Mogili 4 45 46 13 6
Bsina / Byala 10 68 68 8 4
LleHoBo / Tsenovo 13 46 23 2 7
VBaHoBO / Ivanovo 36 94 49 8 3
Pyce / Ruse 24 181 87 12 1
Crmeso none 19 97 47 2
Slivo pole
BaToso / Vetovo 3 41 46 19 5
Boposo / Borovo 2 37 24 4 8
O6uo no rpynm 111 609 390 75 1185
Total by groups
PyceHcka obnacTt, % 9,4 51,4 32,9 6,3 100%
Ruse district,%
Bwnrapus, % 29,1 41,7 23,8 54 100%
Bulgaria,%

PyceHcka o6nacTt nonaga B Tton 5
Ha obnacTuTe C Hai-ronsam 6poii nuyenHu
cemeiicTBa — byprac, jo6pud, Cnnnctpa,
MneseH. Mpe3 2015 r. 4OBGUTUAT NuesieH
MeZ B o6nact Pyce Bb3/nmM3a Ha OKOMO
1000 ToHa (Petrov, 2016), wuniuM OKoso
8,8% o1 06wua fobuB B cTpaHarta 3a
cbllaTta roavHa, koito e 11 388 ToHa,
npu cpefeH Ao6ue Ha kowep 19,2 kg.
Tbil kKaToO odhmumanHata CTaTucTMka He
o6xBalla LUAanoTo NpoM3BOACTBO Ha nye-
NeH mepn, OoT aHasorMa C HauMOHaIHOTO
nponseoAacTeo (15 000*0,088) cnepga, ve
B pyceHcka obnact ce npoussexga Hag 1
300 ToHa nyeneH mepn. CpegHusaT nobus
Ha kowep 3a o6bnact Pyce we 6bae
3HaYUTEsTHO NO-rONsM, OT TO3M Ha HauMo-
Ha/NIHO HMBO, NMopaamn No 6naronpuUATHUTE
3a nyenapcTeo npupono-reorpadckn yc-
NIOBUA 3a pervoHa u no-npogyecrmoHanHo
OpUeHTUpaHu cTtonaHcTea — okoso 30 kg

The Ruse Region is in the top 5 of
the districts with the largest number of
bee colonies — Burgas, Dobrich, Silistra
and Pleven. In 2015, the honey produced
in the Ruse region amounts to about
1000 tons (Petrov, 2016), or about 8.8%
of the total domestic yield for the same
year, which is 11,388 tons, with 19.2 kg
average yield per beehive. As the official
statistics do not cover the whole
production of bee honey, by analogy with
the domestic production (15,000 * 0.088),
the production of bee honey in the Ruse
region is more than 13 thousand tons of
bee honey. The average yield per hive for
the Ruse region will be significantly
higher than the one at domestic level due
to the natural and geographic conditions
that are favourable to beekeeping for the
region and the more professionally
oriented beekeeping farms — about 30 kg
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(43000*30 = 1 290), c oTuuTaHe, 4e
pervoHanHaTa cratucTMka obxsala no-
MaJIKO KoLlepw.

AHanusvpaHuTe [aHHW NOoKa3Bar,
ye obnact Pyce chopmupa okono 10% ot
HaLMOHAaIHOTO MPOU3BOACTBO Ha NyesneH
Meg, PECNEKTUBHO M aHaslorTMyHa yacT oT
peasniM3anpaHnsa MKOHOMMUYECKU eqiekT OT
onpawsaHe - 10% oT eguH wMapA.
ne./rog. ca 100 wmnH. nB.rod., KoeTo
onpegena v MoTeHUvasa Ha pernoHas-
HATE nMaszapy Ha MNYenHW MpoOAYKTM
(Lubenov,  2017b). Mo  aHanorus
nyenapcTBoTo B pyceHcka 06s1acTt mMma
6uonornyeH, nNPoun3BOACTBEH M MasapeH
noTeHyman cboTBeTcTBaw, Ha 10% ot
HaUMOHa/IHWUTE nokasaTesnn Ha cektopa —
Tab6nuvuya 2. ToBa gaBa Bb3MOXHOCT 4pes3
onpefeneHns NoTeHuuas Ha pernoHan-
HUTE Mas3apy Ha M4YesnHW MpPoAYKTM 3a
0o6wo okoso 66 MnNH. nB./rog. na npor-
HO3Mpame NoTeHuuasia Ha pernoHasHnTe
nasapu Ha cpaktopu M Ha cpefcTea 3a
npPou3BOACTBO B pasmep Ha 66 MI/IH.
ne./roq. Ako npubaBum K notpeduten-
CKUTE nasapu, KOUTO He ca OT4YeTeHW,
KakTo 1 hakta, Ye M3umcneHusTa ca npu
MUHVMAsIHN LEHU U KOSIMYecTBa, 06Lmsa
NnoTeHUMan Ha pervoHasiHiTe nasapu Ha
nyenHy NpoAykTu B obnact Pyce goctura
100 mnH. nB./rog.

PernctpupaHute 3emefnenckum cro-
naHn B O6nact Pyce no wmsApka 11
,,OMONOMMYHO NueniapcTeo” N Mmspka 214
,arpoekonorns“ ca o6wo Hag 100
cTonaHcTBa. ToBa KaTo 6poi cTonaHcTBa
B MpoLeHTN e no Manko ot 10%, HO kaTo
O6poil NuesiHM cemeicTBa npaBW OKOJI0
25% ot Te3n B obnactta (Petrov, 2016).
CnepoBateslHO OTHOCUTESHUA AAn  Ha
6UOMIOTMYHO  OTI/IeX[aHuTe  NyesHuU
cemeiictBa B ob6nactra e no-roasim ot
TO31 Ha HauMOHa/IHO HMBO. BuonormyHo-
TO nyenapctBo B o6nact Pyce e
KOHUEHTpMpaHO MpeguMHO B rpynara Ha
npodiecroHanHnTe cTonaHcTea -
oTrnexgawyn Hag 150 nyenHun cemei-
cTBa. TO ce pasBuBa AMHAMUYHO W
yCTONuMBO 6GnarogapeHne Ha noaxoas-
lwMTe NPUPOLHN JafeHOoCTH, (huHaHCcoBU-

(43,000 * 30 = 1,290), taking into account
that regional statistics covers fewer
beehives.

The analysed data shows that the
Ruse region accounts for about 10% of
the domestic production of bee honey,
respectively a similar share of the
realized economic effect of pollination -
10% of 1 billion BGN/year are 100 million
BGN/year, which also determines the
potential of the regional markets for bee
products (Lubenov, 2017b). By analogy,
beekeeping in the Ruse region has a
biological, production and market
potential corresponding to 10% of the
national indicators of the sector — see
Table 2. This allows forecasting the
potential of regional factor and resource
markets through the defined potential of
the regional bee markets for about 66
million BGN.

If we also add the consumer markets that
were not considered, and the fact that the
calculations are at minimum prices and
quantities, the total potential of the
regional markets for bee products in the
Ruse region reaches 100 million
BGN/year.

The registered farmers in the Ruse
district under measure 11 "Organic
beekeeping" and measure 214
"Agroecology" are more than 100 farms
in total. This is less than 10% of farms,
but about 25% of bee colonies in the
region (Petrov, 2016).

Therefore, the relative share of organic
bee colonies in the region is higher than
that at domestic level. Organic
beekeeping in the Ruse region is
concentrated mainly in the group of
professional farms — keeping more than
150 bee colonies.

It develops dynamically and sustainably
thanks to the appropriate natural
resources and the financial incentives

14



Te CTUMYNN nNpeaocTaBAHn oT lMNporpama-
Ta 3a pasBuMTUE Ha Cesickute painioHu u
HaunoHanHaTa nporpama no nyenapcrso.
Kakto Ha HauuMoHasIHO HMBO W B
pyceHcka 061acT CbLUO MMa ronsm 6poii Ha
HeperucTpupaHuTe nyefiHM  CToMaHCTBa.
MuenapckiTe cTonaHcTBa OT o6nacTra ce
60pAT exenHeBHO ¢ nNpobiemn Kato oTpa-
BAHWATA Ha NYenuTe OT pacTUTENHO3aLLMT-
HAN MeponpuATMA B pacTeHVeBbACTBOTO,
Kpaxbata Ha kowepu, 6Gonectute n
HenpuaTenute no nuyenute. HepassutuAt
nasap Ha onpaswsaHe B bBbarapua wn
obnactta, BOAU [0 cnabo passBuTe U Ha
NoABWKHOTO MyenapcTBo — nof 2%. Kakto
3a bvarapusa, Ttaka n 3a obnact Pyce,
Bapoato3aTa € Hai-pasnpocTpaHeHoTo
3abon1aBaHe BMSELWO CbLLECTBEHO BbPXY
[o6uBuTe, a Mepk1Te 3a TpeTupaHe cpeLly
Hes — BbpXy KayecTBOTO Ha MYefiHusa mes,
ocobeHo B 6uonuyenapcTeoTo. pobnem e
pasefuHeHoCTTa 1 NpeAcTaBUTeNIHOCTTa Ha
6paHLLoBMTE OpraHn3aumun B nN4esapcTsoTo
KaKTo Ha HaUuMOHaJIHO HUBO, Taka U Ha
pernoHasiHo HMBO — obnacT Pyce.

Tabnmua 2. bBunonornye,

NpPon3BOACTBEH

provided by the Rural Development
Program and the National Beekeeping
Program.

Both at domestic level and in the
Ruse region there are a large number of
unregistered beekeeping farms.
Beekeeping farms in the region are
struggling daily with problems such as
bee poisoning from plant protection
activities in plant breeding, the stealing of
beehives, bee diseases and pests. The
undeveloped pollination  market in
Bulgaria and the region has led to a weak
development of mobile beekeeping — less
than 2%. Both for Bulgaria and Ruse,
varroatosis is the most common disease
affecting the yields, and the measures to
treat it influence the quality of bee honey,
especially in organic beekeeping. A
problem is the lack of unity and
representativeness of the beekeeping
organizations both at domestic and
regional level — the Ruse district.

M OpraHuMsauMoHeH MasapeH

NoTeHuMan Ha 6b/IrapckoTO NYe1apCTBO N Ha NYelapcTBOTO B obnacT Pyce
Table 2. Biological, production and organizational market potential of Bulgarian
beekeeping and beekeeping in the Ruse district

MuesiHn [o6us Konuyectea LieHn HaunoHanHu nasapv |PernoHanHu nasapu
npoayKTU Yield Quantities Prices Domestic markets | Regional markets
Bee products kg/piece tons (no.*) BGN/kg (no.*) million BGN/year million BGN/year
Mep, 25 (0.6) 15 000 5 75 7,5

oney
BoCbK
Beeswax 0.3 300 10 3 0,3
Mpononuc 0.2 200 50 10 1
Propolis
Mpawe, 3 3000 25 75 75
Pollen
Eema 2 2 000 50 100 10

archment
Mneunye 0.3 300 500 150 15
Royal jelly
TbPTEEBN JINUMHKN 1 1000 40 40 4
Sucker larvae
OTpoBa
Bee venom 0.004 4 40 000 160 16
Ml4enm Maviku - 200 000* 25+ 5 0,5
Queen bees
Onpausate - 1,000 000* 40* 40 4
Pollination

Total 658 65,8
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BaxHa posiga 3a pasBuTUETO Ha
nyenapcTBoTo B pyceHcka obnact u
npeogonsisaHe Ha npobnemuTte, npeg
KOUTO € u3NpaBeHO wumaT MecTHarta
BNacT M VHCTUTYLUUW, KAKTO U MECTHUTEe
nyenapckn 6paHLLOBU CTPYKTYPU. AKTUB-
HaTa MecTHa M obnacTHa nonuTuka 3a
HacbpyaBaHe Ha OWOMOrMYHOTO pacTte-
HMEBBACTBO 1 060C06ABaHe Ha rosiemu
TepuTopumn camo 3a 610I0rMYHO 3emese-
e, LWe nokayn eKonornyHuTe nokasare-
I Ha Te3n palioHn W We Aaje Bb3MOX-
HOCT 3a npakTuKyBaHe Ha 6MON0rMYHO
nyenapcTeo. PaswupsiBaHeTo Ha 6uoo-
TMYHOTO pacTeHWEeBBACTBO Le paswupu
3HAUUTESIHO TepUTOpUasTHUTE Bb3MOX-
HOCTW 3a NpakTuKyBaHe Ha 6MON0rMyHO
nyenapcTBo, Thbil KATO eIMMUHMpa onac-
HOCTTa OT 3aMbpcsiBaHe C nectuumam u
OTpaBsHUA Ha nyenute. [ObpxaBHUTE
WHCTUTYL MM 1 BpaHLIOBUTE opraHusalum
Tpa6bBa fa 6bAar eAuMHHUM W Ja u3p-
aboTsBar 00l NOMUTUNKM 3a TO3WN CEKTOP.

OTunTaikm no-rofiemMuTe pasmepu
Ha nuenapckiTe cTtonaHcTBa OT obnact
Pyce cnpsamo cbluTe Ha HauMoHas/IHO
HMBO, KaKTO W Mo-rosiiMaTa UM cneuua-
nm3aumss KbM OGMONIOTMYHOTO MNPOM3BOA-
CTBO, MOXeM fa NpPeanosioxnMm, ye nasa-
puTe Ha nyenHW NpoaykTn B obnactra ca
npeobnagasalo opraHm3aunoHHW. [po-
n3BeX4a Ce OCHOBHO MYesiIeH Mef, KOWTO
ce npofaBa KaTto CypoBMHA, KOETO He
ocurypsiea BucOka [JobGaBeHa CTOMHOCT
Ha nyenapckutTe ctonaHcTBa OT ob6nact
Pyce. OcHOBHUWTE KynyBaun Ha opraHusa-
LMOHHNTE Ma3apu ca TbproBuuTe Ha efn-
PO, KOUTO OMpefensaT LeHata U U3Kyny-
BaT [0pWv OWONMOTUYHUAT MeL U Apyru
NnyesiHn MPOAYKTN NO LIEHUTE Ha KOHBEH-
UMOHa/IHTE MM aHanosu. [opu ronemute
nyenapcku cTonaHcTBa OT o6nactta He
pasnonarat C HY>XXHOTO KOMIMYECTBO MUYeSHM
NPOAYKTM U KOMNETEHLUN 3a U3fm3aHe Ha
MeXAyHapoAHUTe nasapu, KbAeTo MoraT Ja
peanusnpat MHOro NO-BUCOKW LIEHW.

Mpe3 nbpPBOTO TpUMeEceune Ha
2017 r. cpepgHaTa MeceyHa paboTHa
3annaTta Ha HaeTuTe nvua no TpyaoBo U
cnyxe6HO npaBoOTHOLWeEHWe B 065acT

The local authorities and
institutions, as well as the local
beekeeping branch structures play an
important role for the development of
beekeeping in the Ruse region and
overcoming its problems. An active local
and regional policy to promote organic
plant breeding and to designate large
areas solely for organic farming will
increase the environmental performance
indicators of these areas and will enable
the practicing of organic beekeeping.

The expansion of organic plant breeding
will significantly extend the territorial
opportunities  for  practicing organic
beekeeping as it eliminates the threat of
pesticide  contamination and bee
poisoning. The governmental institutions
and branch organizations need to unite
and develop common policies for this
sector.

Considering the larger sizes of
beekeeping farms in the Ruse region
compared to the same at domestic level,
as well as their greater specialization in
organic production, we can assume that
the markets for bee products in the region
are predominantly organizational. Mainly
honey is produced, which is then sold as
raw material, which does not provide high
added value for beekeeping farms from
the Ruse region. The main buyers at
organizational markets are wholesalers
who determine the price and buy even
the organic honey and other bee products
at the prices of their conventional
analogues.

Even the large beekeeping farms in the
region do not have the necessary
quantity of bee  products and
competences to go out on international
markets where they can realize much
higher prices.

In the first quarter of 2017, the
average monthly salary of the employees
under labour and employment
relationship in the Ruse region is 814
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Pyce e 814 nB., koeTo e cbC 192 nB. Nog,
cpegHata 3a cTpaHata — 1006 niB.
(www.dunavmost.bg, 28.05.2017). Nogui-
HUAT 06l [oxoh4 CpefHo Ha vue oT
[OMaKMHCTBO B 06s1acT Pyce 3a 2017 roa. u
npeaxogHn rogmHn ce konebae OKOJO
HaumoHasHma — 12 000 nB. (www.nsi.bg,
2017). ToBa oOrpaHM4yaBa pasBUTMETO Ha
notpebuTtenckute nasapv npegsug no-
HUCKMTe  goxoAu  CNpsMO  Te3n  Ha
HaUMOHa/IHO  HMBO. HaceneHneTo Ha
obnactta kbm 2016 1. e 225674 payww,
KoeTo e okofio 3,2% OT HacefieHMeTo Ha
Bvarapusa (www.nsi.bg, 2017). Pyce e 5-aT
no rofieMvHa rpajg B CcTpaHaTa C OKOJO
145 000 paywwn, AoMUHMpaLy, oce3aemMo B
HaceneHneTo Ha obnactra — 65% OT Hero.
KakTo 3a cTpaHaTa, Taka v 3a obnacTra ca
XapakTepHu oTpuuaTtesiHute gemorpadickm
npouecn — HamasisiBaHe W ocTapsiBaHe Ha
HaceneHneTto. PyceHcka o6nact Bce olle
He u3non3Ba Mb/HOLEHHO TypUCTUYECKUS
CV MOTeHLUMas, KOeTO B/MAEe HeraTvBHO U
BbpPXy TbProBCckMsa 11 noTeHuman. Hsama
CEepuo3HN MNepcrnekTMBM 3a yBennyaBaHe
KOHCYyMaLusiTa Ha Mef W NYesiHU NPoAyKTU
Ha pernoHasiHo HUBO.

Mpuemaiikm HaLMOHa/IHOTO CpeaHo-
roavwHo noTtpebnieHne Ha Mefn OT OKOJO
0,6-0,7 kg/yoBek Moxem pfga onpegenum
pasmepuTe Ha NOTPebuTesicKMTe nasapun Ha
nyeneH Mej 3a pyceHcka o6nact -—
225674 * 0,6 (0,7) = 1354 (157,97)
ToHa/rog. Kato oTuutame, Ye Ha HauuoHal-
HUTE noTpebuTencky nasapu Ha nyesneH
Mepn okosio 25% OT Hero, ce peanusupa
OVPEKTHO OT MpOW3BOAUTENIUTE, KaKTO U
TbProBCKUSA NOTEHLMaN Ha cknagupaHns 3a
nogxpaHeaHe © cob6CTBeHa KoHCymaums
Mef, KOWTO cbCTaBnsBa okono 20% ot
obwma Moxem fga  [OONyCHeM, 4Ye Ha
notpebuTenckMTe nasapy Ha pyceHcka
o6nact ce koHcymumpat oT 200 go 300 ToHa
Mes Ha roguHa (1300 * 0,25 = 325). Mpu
LeHW Ha ApebHO Ha NYenHusa mMefd OT OKOJo
10 nB./kg ce dhopmupar noTpebuTtencku
pervoHasiHM nasapu 3a Haj 2 A0 3 MJIH.
ne./rog., Kato 3a cO6CTBEHA KOHCymauns 1
nogxpaHeaHe octasat 0kKosio 280 ToHa mef,
Ha roguHa.

Mopagn nuncata Ha odwmumanHa
cTaTuCTMKa 3a KonmyecTBata nyesieH mep
Ha pervoHasH1UTe OpraHu3alMoHHU nasapwu

BGN, which is 192 BGN less than the
average for the country — 1006 BGN
(www.dunavmost.bg, 28.05.2017). The
annual total average household income in
the Ruse region in 2017 and in previous
years fluctuates about the national one -
12,000 BGN (www.nsi.bg, 2017). This
limits the development of consumer
markets considering the lower incomes
compared to national ones. The
population of the region by 2016 is
225,674, which is about 3.2% of the
population of Bulgaria (www.nsi.bg,
2017). Ruse is the 5™ largest city in the
country with about 145,000 inhabitants,
with a tangible presence in the population
of the area — 65% of it. Both the country
and the region are characterized by
negative demographic processes -
depopulation and aging. The Ruse region
has not yet fully exploited its touristic
potential, which negatively affects its
commercial potential. There are no real
perspectives for increasing the
consumption of honey and bee products
at regional level.

By adopting the national average
annual consumption of bee honey of
about 0.6-0.7 kg/person we can
determine the dimensions of the bee
honey market for the Ruse region -
225674 * 0.6 (0.7) = 135.4 (157.97)
tons/year. Considering that about 25% of
the domestic bee honey markets are
realized directly by producers, as well as
the commercial potential of honey stored
for feeding and personal consumption,
which accounts for about 20% of the
total, we can assume that from 200 to
300 tons of honey are traded at the
consumer markets in the Ruse region per
year (1300 * 0.25 = 325). At retail prices
of honey of about 10 BGN/kg consumer
regional markets for over 2 to 3 million
BGN/year are formed, with about 280
tons of honey per year for personal
consumption and feeding.

Due to the lack of official statistics
on the quantities of bee honey on the
regional organizational markets, we will
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we rm onpegenum Ha 6asata Ha
JeTepMUHUpaHUTe Mo-rope NoTpebuTencku
nasapuv v 3anacu ot mef 3a obnact Pyce.
Ha pervoHanHuTe opraHuM3auMoHHM nasapu
Ha nyeneH mMen ce TbpryesaT oOkoso 720
ToHa (1300 — 300 — 280 = 720). Npu ueHn
Ha efpo Ha nyenHua med OT OKoo 5
ne./kg, ce dopmmpaT perMoHasiHu OpraHu-
3alMOHHM nas3apu 3a OKo/lo 3,6 M/IH.
ne./rog. OpraHu3aunoHHUTE U noTpebuTen-
CKUTE nasapu Ha nyesieH Mef B pyceHcka
o6nacT Bb3M3aT Ha OKoMo 6,6 MJIH.
ne.froa. Vimaiikn npeggua, ye He otumtame
nasapuTte Ha ocTaHanuTe NYesiHN NPOAYKTU
(BOCBK, mponosuc, npawew, maeuynde wu
Op.), BbNpekun 4e ca MNo-MankM Ccrnpsmo
nasapbT Ha nNyesieH Mefd, MOXeM Ja
NpeanonioxuM, 4e nasapute Ha n4yesiHn
npoayktn B obnact Pyce HagxBbpnar 8
M/H. NnB./rog. MNocnegHOTO No3BoNsBa Aa
NnporHosupamMe pernoHanHWTe nasapn Ha
hakTopu 1 Ha cpeacTBa 3a NPoM3BOACTBO B
obnactta 3a Hag 8 MAH. nB./rog. Tesn
CTOMHOCTM ca Hag 8 nbTM nog NOTeH-
UMasTHUTE BB3MOXHOCTM Ha MyesiapcTBoOTO
oT o6nact Pyce — Tabnvua 2.

Bbnpeku, ye B Pyce uma HaunoHan-
HO npejcTaBeHa CTOkOBa 6opca, TA He ce
M3non3ea B KayecTBOTO M Ha BUCOKO
opraHusvpaH nasap Ha egpo 3a n4yesieH
Men. OcTaHa/IMTe Ha/IMYHU OpraHu3vpaHy
nasapy B 06nacTrta Karto Tbpxuwara wu
TbproBeTe CbWO He ce wu3nonssar or
nyenapute B pyceHcka obnact. MNuenHuat
Men W Apyrute n4yesiHn  Npoayktu ce
peanm3vpar Ha HeopraHusvpaHu nasapw,
Ha KOWTO nuyeslapckuTe CTOMaHcTeBa oOT
obnactrta He moraT fa nosyyar crpasef-
/MBa LeHa, HamansBaHe Ha pucka 1 nogo6-
psiBaHe Ha nevyasnbarta v IMKBUAHOCTTa. Ha
Te3n nasapu nyenapckute CcronaHcTBa
UmMat MHOM0 Ma/lkM BB3MOXHOCTM fa
NOCTUrHaT NO-BUCOKa LeHa, 3aLl0To peasiHo
He yyacTeaTr B Cb3[aBaHeTo Ha fobaseHa
cToHOCT. Konabopauuata mexay nyenap-
CKUTe cTonaHcTBa OT obnactra npu peasu-
3upaHe Ha NpoayKuuaTa € Ha CpaBHUTESTHO
HWCKO HWBO, Mopagu KOeTo He morat Aa
NOCTUrHaT No-A406pK NasapHy NO3NULUN.

Ha noTtpebutenckute nasapu Tpaju-
LUMOHHATa TbProBus C MeA WU NyYesiHu npo-
OYKTV uma goMuHMpalla pons B PyceHcka
obnact. MNuenHuAT Men W nNyesHUTE MNpo-

determine  them based on the
abovementioned consumer markets and
stocks of honey for the Ruse region. The
regional organizational markets for bee
honey trade around 720 tons
(1,300 — 300 — 280 = 720). At wholesale
prices of honey of about 5 BGN/kg,
regional organizational markets are
formed for about 3.6 million BGN/year.
The organizational and consumer
markets of bee honey in the Ruse region
amount to about 6.6 million BGN/year.
Considering that we do not take into
account the markets for other bee
products (wax, propolis, pollen, royal jelly,
etc.), although smaller than the market for
bee honey, we can assume that the
market for bee products in the Ruse
region exceeds 8 million BGN/year. The
latter allows us to predict the regional
factor and resource markets in the region
for over 8 million BGN/year. These values
are more than 8 times below the potential
of beekeeping in the Ruse region — see
Table 2.

Although Ruse has a nationally
represented stock exchange, it is not
used as a highly organized wholesale
market for bee honey. Other available
organized markets in the Ruse region,
such as marketplaces and auctions, are
also not used by beekeepers. Bee honey
and other bee products are realized on
non-organized markets where beekeeper
farms from the region cannot obtain a fair
price, reduce risk and improve profitability
and liquidity. On these markets,
beekeeper farms have very little
opportunities to achieve a higher price
because actually they are not involved in
creating added value. The collaboration
between beekeeping farms from the
region in the realization of the production
is at a relatively low level and therefore
cannot achieve better market positions.

On the consumer markets,
traditional trade with honey and bee
products has a dominant role in the Ruse
region. Bee honey and bee products are
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OyKTn ce npegnarat NpegyuMHO AMPEKTHO
OT Npou3BOAUTENNTE UM B MecTata Ha
npon3BOACTBO, Ha (hepmepckus nasap B
rpag Pyce, kKakTo ¥ Ha MHOTO OBLUMHCKM 1
Apyrv nasapu, CMECeHn 1 cneunannusmpaHu
MarasvHu. MofepHata TbproBusi ¢ Mef 1
nyesiH1 NPOAYKTU BBINPEKW, Ye e HacoueHa
KbM MacoBM3auMss U HamanisiBaHe Ha
LeHuTe, 3aema CpaBHUTENTHO MauTbK AN OT
pernoHasiHNTe NOTpebuTencku nasapwu, no-
paan feduumT Ha foBeEpUe B MeToauTe Ha
o6paboTka 1 pasdhacoBka Ha npegnaraHu-
Te UyXAaM N4enHu npoayktTn. Peanunsaumsata
Ha Mef W nuesiHM NPOAYKTU B CEKTOpa Ha
06LLEeCTBEHOTO XpaHEHE CbLLO € HULLOXHO,
HO UMa 3HauuTeneH NoTeHuuasn, KolTo Bce
olle He e pa3paboTeH u ycBOeH. bpaHau-
paHeTo Ha Mpou3BeAeHNTE B pervoHa
nyesHNW NpoAykTM 3a noTpebutenckute
nasapu € Ha CpaBHUTE/IHO HUCKO HMBO.

SWOT aHasin3 Ha N4enapcTBOTO
B o6nacTt Pyce

VaoeHTudunumpaHnte cuniHu 1 cna-
61 CTpaHN Ha 6GBAraPCKOTO NYeNapcTBO U
Ha ToBa B 0bnacTt Pyce, KakTo 1 Bb3MOX-
HOCTUTE M 3annaxute, npousTuyawn ot
ycnosusiTa Ha 6u3Hec cpefaTa, MOXe Aa
ce B3emart npegsug npu paspaborsaHeTo
Ha HoBaTa HauuoHasHa nporpama no
nyenapctso HIM 2020-2022 rog. v Ha
HoBaTa [lporpama 3a pasBuTUe Ha cef-
ckute paiioHn MNPCC cneg 2020 rog.
MpoBegeHute SWOT aHa/iM3n Moxe aa
nomorHat 3a ornpefensiHe Ha KOHKYPeHT-
HUTEe npeavMMcTBa Ha ObNrapckoTo U Ha
nyenapcTBoTo B obnact Pyce, koeTo OT
e/lHa CTpaHa e BaXHO 1 3a PermoHasiHoTo
pas3BuTME K Ccbl1acyBaHe C arpapHara
nonutuka Ha EC, a ot gpyra 3a no-gobpa
nasapHa peanusauua Ha MexayHapoaHo,
HauWoOHaNIHO M pernoHasiHo HUBO Ha
npovseexzaHuTe nyesHu npoaykKTn u
ycnyru. VI3BbpLUBaHETO Ha Te3n aHausn
LLle NO3BOJIM Aa Ce YCBOM MoTeHuuana Ha
n4yenapcTBoTO B MO-fofiiMa CTeneH, Aa
Cce ouepTasdAT HaCcokMTe Ha HeroBoTo
pa3BuTUe, U Aa ce NPeooNedaT NpeykuTe
1 3annaxure.

e aHanusnpame yeTmpute
OCHOBHU Tuna B3avMOAelNCcTBME MeXAy

mainly offered directly by their producers
at the sites of production, on the farmers’
market in Ruse, as well as on many
municipal and other markets, mixed and
specialized shops. Modern trade with
honey and bee products, despite the fact
that it is targeting mass sales and price
reductions, occupies a relatively small
share of the regional consumer markets
due to a lack of confidence in the
methods of processing and packaging of
foreign bee products. The realization of
honey and bee products in the public
catering sector is also negligible, but it
has considerable potential that has not
yet been developed and absorbed. The
branding of bee products produced in the
region for consumer markets is at a
relatively low level.

SWOT Analysis of Beekeeping in
the Ruse District

The identified strengths and
weaknesses of Bulgarian beekeeping and
the one in the Ruse region, as well as the
opportunities and threats arising from the
business environment can be taken into
consideration when developing the new
National Beekeeping Program NBP
2020-2022 and the new Rural
Development Program after 2020.

The developed SWOT analyses can help
determine the competitive advantages of
beekeeping in Bulgaria and in the Ruse
region, which on the one hand is
important for the regional development
and coordination with the agrarian policy,
and on the other hand for better market
realization at international, domestic and
regional level of the produced honey
products and services. Making these
analyses will allow the mastering of the
potential of beekeeping to a greater
extent, outlining the directions of its
development, and overcoming the
obstacles and threats.

We will analyze the four main types
of interaction between the strengths — S
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cunHute (strengths — S) u cnabute
(weaknesses — W) cTpaHu Ha nyenapcku-
Te cTonaHcTBa OT obnact Pyce, Bb3MOX-
HocTuTe (opportunities — O) n 3annaxuTte
(threats — T) Ha 6usHec cpepa:

- CUJIHN CTPaHN N Bb3MOXHOCTU —
Npon3BeXAaHNTE BUCOKOKAYECTBEHU KOH-
BEHLMOHANIHN MU BUOMOTMYHU NYENHU MNpo-
Ayktm (S1, Sy, Ss, Ss) morat ga ce peanu-
3Mpart He camo Ha opraHv3aLvoHHW nas3apw,
KbAETO UEHWTEe ca MO-HUCKU, HO W Ha
MecTHU nasapu (O,, O,, O3, O4), KOUTO ca C
MO-HUCKMN JIOTUCTUYHU Pa3xoau W No-BUCOKU
LeHn. HannuneTo Ha TpaHCrpaHW4HN Kopu-
Aopv 1 ppyra WHpacTpyktypa (Sg) nos-
BONSABA TPAHCIPAHNYHO CbTPYAHUYECTBO U
[OVPEKTHU NPOAaXK6UM Ha PYMBHCKUSI U ApYTU
cbcefHu Ha obnactta MmecTtHu nasapu (Og).
JocTbnbT o ob6pasoBaresiHu n
WHOBALMOHHN WHCTUTYLUUW — ABe BWUCLUK
yunmiia M MHCTUTYT Ha CesickocTonaHcka
akagemusi, kpegutm un cybeugnun  (S,)
NPOV3BOACTBOTO Ha YHUKaNHW pervioHaHu
nyesiHn Npoayktn (Ss) M Ha/MYMETO Ha
UHppacTpykTypa (Se) hopmupaT cpega 3a
TpaHCrpaHW4HO cbTpyaHuuecTBo (Og) 1 Mo-
TeHUMan 3a cb3gaBaHe v pasBuTUe Ha nye-
Napckn KMbCTbP, BKIOYUTESIHO M TpaHC-
rpaHnyeH (Os). CunHUTE CTpaHM Ha nye-
napckute cTtonaHcTBa OT o6nacTt Pyce we
UM NO3BONSABAT, [ia Ce Bb3Non3saT OT Bb3-
MOXHOCTUTE MNPV HaMyYMe Ha MapKeTUHT
cTpateruy 3a pervoHanHuTe ©  Apyru
nasapu;

- CUWIHM CTpaHn W 3annaxv —
BbMPEKN Ha/MYMeTo Ha peuua CUMHW
ctpaHn (S;, S», S, Sa4 Ss, Sg), KOUTO
ocurypsieat no-rofiiMa KOHKypeHToCcnocoo6-
HOCT Ha MyenapckuTe CcTOMaHcTBa OT
pyceHcka 06/1acT CnpsAMO HauuoHaHuTe,
YCMELHOTO MNPOTMBOAEWCTBME Ha r106aJ1-
HUTE KOHKYpeHTn wun 3amectutenun (T,)
M3MCKBa koonepupaHe nomexay um, 3a fa
NOCTUrHAT MO-TONIsIMa KOHKYPEHTOCMNOCO6-
HOCT. HannuveTo Ha 3annaxu kato 6onec-
TW, OTpaBsAHUA, Kpaxbm Ha kowepwn (T,) n
HOpPMaTMBHO OrpaHM4yaBaHe Ha Bb3MOXHOC-
TUTE 3a AUPEKTHa peanun3auus Ha MyesHu-
Te NpoAyKTV Ha pervoHasHuTe 1 Ha cbcef-
HU Ha Tax nasapwu (T,), Hanarat m3rpaxga-
HEeTO Ha No-CU/IHM GpaHLIOBY opraHu3auum
Ha nuyenapuTe OT 0651acTTa, 3a 3aKOHOAa-

and weaknesses — W of the beekeeping
farms in the Ruse region, the
opportunities — O and threats — T of the
business environment:

- Strengths and Opportunities — the
high quality conventional and organic bee
products (Si, S,, Sz, Ss) can be realized
not only on organizational markets where
prices are lower, but also on local
markets (O, O,, O3, 0O,), which have
lower logistics costs and higher prices.
The presence of cross-border corridors
and other infrastructure (Sg) allows for
cross-border cooperation and direct sales
on the Romanian and other neighbouring
local markets (Og). Access to educational
and innovation institutions — two higher
education institutions and an institute of
the Academy of Agriculture, credits and
subsidies (S4), production of unique
regional beekeeping products (Ss) and
the availability of infrastructure (Sg) form
a cross-border cooperation environment
(O¢) and potential for establishing and
developing a beekeeping cluster,
including a cross-border one (Os). The
strengths of the beekeeping farms in the
Ruse region will allow them to take
advantage of the opportunities offered by
marketing strategies for regional and
other markets;

- Strengths and Threats — despite
the presence of a number of strengths
(S1, Sz, Ssz, S4, Ss, Se), which provide
greater competitiveness for beekeeping
farms in the Ruse region than the
domestic ones, successful
countermeasures towards global
competitors and substitutes (T,) requires
co-operation between them in order to
achieve greater competitiveness. The
presence of threats such as diseases,
poisoning, theft of beehives (T;) and
normative limitation of the opportunities
for direct realization of bee products on
regional and neighbouring markets (T,)
require the establishment of stronger
branch organizations of beekeepers in
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Te/IHW 1 OpYrM NPOMEHW B Te3n PUCKOBU
chepu. OO6e3NAABAHETO Ha CeJicKUTe
paiiloHn 1 HepocTura Ha paboTHa pbka B
pervoHa (Te) Hanarat BHeApsiBAHETO Ha
HOBM TEXHOMOTMXW W  OpraHuM3aums Ha
nyesapckute crTomaHcTea. [lo-ronsiMaTa
BONATU/IHOCT 1 CMaj B LLeHUTe Ha nuenHuTe
npoayktu (Tz) N CBUTUTE pervoHasiHW nasa-
pu (Ts) M3ucKBaT U3rpaxgaHeTo Ha cobce-
TBEHW perMoHasiHu nasapuv u aMeepcudgmka-
uua Ha cTonaHcTBata. CuiHUTE CTpaHu Ha
nyeslapckute CTOMAHCTBA OT  PYyCEHcKa
o6nact He M 3awutaBaT Hanb/AHO OT
3annaxuTe, Nopajgu KoeTo e Heobxoaumo
KoonepupaHe, auBepcudumpaHe, HOBWU
TEXHOMOTMN 1 OpraHn3aums;

- cnabu cTpaHW U Bb3MOXHOCTU —
chabarta fveepcudukauma 1M opueHTaums
KbM PErnoHasiHA nasapu 1 npegfaraHe Ha
CypoBuHK 3a ekcropT (W;) He nossosnisBar
Ja ce ycBOAT MHOIO OT Bb3MOXHOCTUTE
CBbp3aHn C pernoHanHuTe nasapu (O;, Oy,
O3, 0,). Mankmat pernoHaneH mawab Ha
nasapuTe Ha nyenHu npoayktn (Ws), cnabo
passuTna n obesnwgasaly, pernoH (W,) u
Hefobpe pas3BuTuA cenckn Typusbvm (Ws),
M3NCKBAT 3HAUMTESHN MHBECTULMN 3a pas-
BuTHeTo uMm (O,), KaKTo 1 3a HanaraHe Ha
pernoHasiHna nuefieH Mefd Ha MecTHuTe
nasapw, kaTo no-34paBOC/IOBHA aiTepHaTU-
Ba Ha rnobanHute nogcnagutenm (Os).
HepoctaTbyHO pas3BMTOTO MNapTHLOPCTBO
Mexay nuenapu, GpaHLLIOBM OpraHv3auuu,
obpazoBaTesIHX UHCTUTYLUKN U arpobusHec
(W,) 3aTpygHsBa cb3faBaHeTo Ha nyenap-
ckn kKnbeTbp (Os). Huckata crteneH Ha u3-
non3sBaHe 1 Cb3faBaHe Ha WHTeNeKTyasHu,
WHOBALMOHHU, GpaHaupaHy U pervioHasHu
nuesiin  npoayktn (Ws) Bb3MNpensatcTsa
Bb3MOXHOCTUTE 3a AUdIepeHLMpaHeTo UM
cnpsamMo rnobasnHuTe KoHKypeHTu. Cnabute
CTpPaHM Ha M4yenapckuTe CTOMaHCcTBa OT
obnacTt Pyce Bb3npenATcTBaT 3HaYMTEsHO
peanu3npaHeTo Ha MOBEYETO OT Bb3MOX-
HOCTUTE, Mopaju KoeTo ca Heobxoaumu
WHBECTULMWN 3a pa3BUTME Ha MeCcTHUTe
nasapu, anuTypusbM U1 OGpaHaupaHe Ha
pernoHasIHNTE NYesIHN NPOAYKTY;

- cnabu cTpaHn U 3annaxv  —
npeofofiiBaHeTO  Ha  3anjaxu  kato
60n1ecTun, OTpPaBAHUA U KPakKOW Ha Koluepwu
(T1), cunHa KOHKYpeHuust Ha rnobasiHu
KOHKYPEHTW W 3amecTUTenn Ha nuyesiHus

the region, for legislative and other
changes in these risk areas. Rural
depopulation and labour shortages in the
region (Tg) call for the introduction of new
technologies and  organization  of
beekeeping farms. The greater volatility
and falling prices of bee products (T3) and
shrinking regional markets (Ts) require
building their own regional markets and
diversifying farms. The strengths of
beekeeping farms in the Ruse region do
not fully protect them from threats, which
requires cooperation, diversification, new
technologies and organization;

- Weaknesses and Opportunities —
the poor diversification and orientation to
regional markets and supply of raw
materials for export (W;) do not allow
making use of many of the opportunities
associated with regional markets (04, O,,
O3, O4). The small regional scale of the
markets for bee products (Ws), the poorly
developed and depopulating region (W)
and the underdeveloped rural tourism
(Ws) require significant investment for
their development (0O,), as well as
imposing the honey from the Ruse region
on the local markets as a healthier
alternative to global sweeteners (Os). The
underdeveloped partnership  between
beekeepers, branch organizations,
educational institutions and agribusiness
(W4) makes it harder to create a
beekeeping cluster (Os). The low level of
use and creation of intellectual,
innovative, branded and regional bee
products (Ws) hampers the opportunities
for differentiating them from global
competitors. The weaknesses of the
beekeeping farms in the Ruse region
considerably hinder the realization of
most of the opportunities, which is why
investments are needed for the
development of local markets, api-tourism
and branding of regional bee products;

- Weaknesses and Threats -
overcoming threats such as diseases,
poisoning and theft of beehives (T,),
strong competition from global
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Megn (T,), KakTO U Ha agMUHUCTPaTUBHU
OrpaHvuyeHnst 3a AMpeKTHa peanunsaumst Ha
nyesHNTE NPOAYKTM Ha MECTHM W Ap.
nasapn (T,), wn3uckeaT pgobpe pasBuTU
6paHLIOBY OpraHM3aLun, NPOoU3BOLACTBEHO
U MapKeTVHT KoonepupaHe Ha nyenapckute
cTonaHcTBa OT 06/1acTTa, KOETO peasiHo e
TaAxHa cnaba ctpaHa (W,), KoATo TpsibBa aa
npeogonent. Mo-ronamara BOAATUIHOCT U
cnafa Ha LUeHWTe Ha pervoHaHuTe
npoayktn (T3) Hanarat gveepcuduumpaHe
Ha MyesapckuTe CTOMAHCTBA OT PYyCEHcKa
obnact. WsrpaxgaHeTto Ha pervioHaneH
O6paHf nuenHU NPOAYKTU M3UCKBA Oa ce
npeofosiee HACKaTa CTeneH Ha usnon3saHe
W Ccb3jaBaHe Ha WHTeNeKkTyasHu U
MHOBaLMOHHM npogyktn (Ws), koeTo e
TylUMpa B U3BECTHA CTEMNeH BOMATUIHOCTTa
n cnaga B ueHute (T3). CBUTUTE MECTHU
nasapu (Ts) Hanarat ga ce uHBecTupa B
pa3BMTMETO Ha COBCTBEHW TakvMBa N B KbCU
BEpWry 3a A0CTaBKa Ha MYesiHW MPoayKTW —
cenckn un anutypussm (Wg). Cnabute
CTpPaHM Ha M4yenapckuTe CTOMaHcTBa OT
obnacTTa MM npeyaT ga ce agantupar KbM
3annaxuTe, nopaauM koeto TpsibBa Aa ce
KoonepupaT nomexay cu, Aa ce uHTerpypar
BbB Bepurata Ha pfocTaBkM, U AOa ce
Aveepcudmumpar.

Kakto Beue o6bpHaxmMe BHVMaHUe
B3aVMOBpb3KaTa MEXAYy CUHUTE CTpaHu
Ha nuyenapcku ctonaHcTea oT obnacT Pyce
M  BB3MOXHOCTUTE Ha  pervoHanHaTa
cpefjaTa e npuopuTeTHa 3a TAXHOTO Gbje-
L0 pa3BuTHEe, PECNEKTMBHO U 3a pa3paboT-
BaHe Ha MapKeTuHr u Ap. cTpaterun Ha
perMoHasiHo HMBO. BaxHO e cblo Aa ce
aHanMsmpa kak Tasu B3avMOBpPb3Ka, MOXe
Ja ce u3nonssaT 3a NpeojosisiBaHe Ha
cnabvTte cTpaHM Ha nyenapckute cTonaH-
CTBa OT pyceHcka 061acT 1 Ha rnobanHute
W pernoHanHuTe 3annaxv. To3u aHanms e
no3Bo/IM Aa ce onpejenu cTparermyeckara
OpveHTaLMss Ha nyenapckMTe cTonaHcTBa
oT obnact Pyce, upe3 u3non3BaHe Ha
CUNHWTE VMM CTpaHu 3a peasM3vpaHe Ha

Bb3MOXHOCTUTE, npeogonsiBaHe Ha
€NabocTuTe U TyluMpaHe Ha 3anjiaxuTe.
OCHOBHWUTE  CWU/THM  CTpaHu Ha

nyesiapcTBOTO B pyceHcka ob6nact ce
n3passasar B TOBa, Ye TO OCUrypsiBa OKOJ1O0
10% oT HauMOHaNHOTO NPOM3BOACTBO Ha
KOHBEHUMOHa/IEH 1 6ruonormyeH mepq o6uo,

competitors and substitutes for bee
honey (T,), as well as administrative
constraints for the direct realization of
bee products on local and other markets
(T4) require well-developed branch
organizations, production and marketing
cooperatives of beekeeping farms in the
region, which is actually their weakness
(W,) that they have to overcome. The
greater volatility and falling prices for
regional  products (Tg) call for
diversification of beekeeping farms from
the Ruse region. The construction of a
regional brand for bee products requires
overcoming the low level of use and
creation of intellectual and innovative
products (Ws), which to some extent will
limit the volatility and the fall in prices
(T3). The shrinking local markets (Ts)
require investing in the development of
their own brands and in short supply
chains for bee products — rural tourism
and api-tourism (Wg). The weaknesses of
beekeeping farms in the region prevent
them from adapting to threats, so they
need to cooperate with one another, to
integrate into the supply chain, and to
diversify.

As we have already pointed out,
the relationship between the strengths of
beekeeping farms in the Ruse region and
the opportunities of the regional
environment is a priority for their future
development, respectively for the
development of marketing and other
strategies at regional level. It is also
important to analyse how this
interconnection can be used to overcome
the weaknesses of beekeeping farms in
the Ruse region, and global and regional
threats. This analysis will allow
determining the strategic orientation of
bee farms from Ruse region by using
their strengths to realize the
opportunities, overcome the weaknesses
and mitigate the threats.

The main strengths of beekeeping
in the Ruse region are that it provides
about 10% of the total domestic
production of conventional and organic
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HO MpU MNO-BMCOKA MPOM3BOAMTESIHOCT W
KauyecTBO, PECNEKTVBHO U MpU MNO-HUCKA
cebecToiiHocT. ObnacTta vMa OTNYHU ©
YHUKa/IHW Npupoao-reorpadicky ycnoBms 3a
Npon3BOACTBO HA PEeruoHasHU  MyesnHu
NPOAYKTW, XPaHW, HanUTKW, anuTypu3bM.
Nma wnHdpacTpykTypa C TpaHCrpaHmyHmu
TPaHCMOPTHN  KOPWAOPWM W  HauMOHasHa
cTokoBa 6opca pasawy  JocTen A0
HaLVOHa/THWN, PErMOHA/IHU U MEXAyHapos-
H/ nasapu. B pyceHcka o6nact wuma
obpasoBaTesiHX 1 pa3BOiiHM 3BeHa — [ABE
BMCLUW yuyunumuia C arpapHa Haco4eHoCT ”
WHCTMTYT no 3emefenve U cemesHaHue
O6pasyoB unavk kbMm CesickocTonaHcka
akagemMusi.

BnaronpusatTHUTE BB3MOXHOCTM ca
CBbp3aHM C HapacTBallOTO TbpPCEHE Ha
pervoHasiHn  NYenHu NpPOAYKTU,  XpaHwu,
HanUTKM W YCNyrK Kato oOnpalliBaHe U
anuTypusbMm. HanaraHe Ha perMoHasHus
nyesieH Mej, Ha MeCTHUTE MOTPeBUTENCKM
nasapy M KbCW BEpuUrn 3a [OCTaBka, kaTto
no-34paBOC/I0BHA anTepHaTBa Ha rnoban-
HWTe noAcnaguteny u 3amecTuTenn ot
Tuna Ha 3axap, acnaptam u gp. Hanvue ca
N 6naronpusaTHY Bb3MOXHOCTU 3a TpaHc-
FPaHWYHO CbTPYAHUYECTBO W AUPEKTHU
npogax6éy Ha PyMbHCKUS M ApYrn MECTHM
nasapu, KOMTO ca CbCeAHM Ha obnacrtra.
Wma  mHOrO  pgobpu  ycrioBusi  3a
Npov3BOACTBEHO KOonepupaHe, CbBMeCTeH
MapKeTVHI U U3rpaxgaHe Ha cob6CTBeHU
MECTHWN OpraHun3aLMoHHN U NOTPEBUTENCKN
nasapu Ha nYesiHN NPOAYKTU.

3a npeogfonsBaHe Ha cnabuTe cu
CTpaHM nuyenapckuTe cTomaHcTBa OT 06-
nact Pyce Tps6Ba ga ce gueepcudpmumpar,
U Aa NpeMyHaT OT CYpPOBUHM KbM MUEeSHW
nNpoaykTn € BUCOKa [ob6aBeHa CTOMHOCT.
HeobxoavMo e fa u3rpagsaT MecTHU opra-
HM3ALMOHHN W NOTpebuTenckn nasapn u
KbCW BEpUrM 3a [0CTaBKa Ha pPervioHasHu
nyesHn npoAaykTu. luenapckuTe CcTOnaH-
cTBa OT ob6nactta Tps6Ba ga nogobpsT
NapTHLOPCTBOTO NOMEXAy Cu, ¢ BpaHLIOBY
opraHu3auun, obpasoBaTesiHi U pa3BoliHU
3B€Ha, 3a MNPOM3BOACTBEHO W MapKeTWHT
KoornepupaHe, C Les NoCTUraHe KOHKYypEeH-
TOCNOCOGHOCT Ha rn1o6asiHo, HaUMOHa/THO 1
pernoHasiHo HMBO. Heobxoaumo e cb3ga-
BaHeTO M YTBbPXJaBaHeTO Ha pa3no3HaBsa-
€M pervoHasieH bpaHz nyYesTHU NPOAYKTU.

honey, but with higher productivity and
quality, respectively, at lower cost. The
region has excellent and unique natural
and geographical conditions for the
production of regional bee products,
foods, drinks, and api-tourism. There is
an infrastructure with cross-border
transport corridors and a domestic stock
exchange giving access to domestic,
regional and international markets. In the
district of Ruse there are educational and
research units - two higher schools with
agrarian orientation and the Institute of
Agriculture and Science of Seeds at
Obraztsov chiflik and at the Academy of
Agriculture.

The favourable opportunities are
related to the growing demand for
regional bee products, foods, drinks and
services such as pollination and api-
tourism. Imposing regional honey on local
consumer markets and short supply
chains as a healthier alternative to global
sweeteners and substitutes such as
sugar, aspartame and others. There are
also favourable opportunities for cross-
border cooperation and direct sales on
the Romanian and other local markets
neighbouring the region. There are very
good conditions for production co-
operation, joint marketing and building of
own local organizational and consumer
markets for bee products.

To overcome their weakness,
beekeeping farms in the Ruse region
have to diversify and to switch from raw
materials to bee products with high added
value. It is necessary to establish local
organizational and consumer markets
and short supply chains for regional bee
products. The beekeeping farms in the
region need to improve their partnerships
with branch organizations, educational
and research units, for production and
marketing  cooperation to achieve
competitiveness at global, domestic and
regional levels. It is necessary to create
and establish a recognizable regional
brand of bee products.
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TywwmpaHeTo Ha 3annaxuTe Hanara
nyeslapckute CTONAHCTBA OT  pYyCeEHcKa
06n1acT Aa ce Koonepupar, 3a ga nocturHat
no-rofisiMa LieHOBa M HeLEeHOBa KOHKYpPEH-
TOCMOCOOHOCT CNPAMO [/106a/THUTE KOHKY-
PEHTM U 3aMeCcTUTeNIM MpU eKCrnopT Ha
nyeneH Mes Ha MexzyHapoaHuTe nasapwu.
Te TpsibBa ga ce uWHTErpupaT C MECTHU
npepaboTBaTenu, TbProBuUW, XOTEN N pec-
TopaHTK, 3a nogobpsiBaHe AocTbna Ao pe-
rMoHanHu nasapu. Heobxoauma e aueepcu-
hvKaLusi KbM permoHasiHu N4esiHv Npoayk-
TW C BUCOKa JobaBeHa CTOMHOCT, 3a Tylu-
paHe LieHoBaTa BONATUIHOCT Ha pervoHa-
HWTe nasapu 1 nogobpsiBaHe Ha [0XO0f4-
HocTTa. lMyenapckuTe cTOnaHcTBa OT 06-
nactta TpabBa fa unsrpaxpgar cuiHn 6paH-
LIOBU CbHO3W, Aa NOA06pPsIBAT HOpPMATMBHA-
Ta 6asa Ha nuyenapcTBoTO M Hamanssat
oTpaBsiHUSITA U KpaxkbaTa Ha Kowepu, aa
npoTmBogeiicTBar Ha 6onectu u BpeanTe-
N1, Aa BHeApsiBaT HOBW TEXHOJIOMN.

The mitigation of threats directs the
beekeeping farms from the Ruse region
towards cooperating to achieve greater
price and non-price competitiveness over
global competitors and substitutes for bee
honey exports on international markets.
They need to integrate with local
processors, traders, hotels and
restaurants to improve access to regional
markets. It is necessary to diversify in the
direction of regional bee products with
high added value, to mitigate price
volatility on regional markets and to
improve profitability. Beekeeping farms in
the region have to establish strong
branch unions, to improve the legislation
related to beekeeping, to reduce the
poisoning and theft of bee hives, to
counteract to diseases and pests, and to
introduce new technologies.

Tabnuua 3. SWOT aHa/IM3 Ha nN4enapcTBoOTO B ob6nacT Pyce
Table 3. SWOT Analysis of beekeeping in the District of Ruse

CwvnHu cTpanu / Strengths:

Bb3amoxHocTu / Opportunities:

S No-A06py NpUpoao-reorpaddcky YCnoBus 3a
NPOM3BOACTBO HA BUCOKOKAYECTBEHW KOHBEHLMOHAHU 1
6WOMOTMYHN  NUENHW  MPOAYKTM ChpsiMO  o6LiMTe  3a

OTpaC'bl'Ia'

S; better natural and geographic conditions for
the production of high quality conventional and organic

bee products compared to the general ones for the sector;
. S,

3a CTpaHaTta,

S, higher number of professional beekeeping
farms specializing in organic production - more than 25%

for the region compared to more than 21% for the country;

Sz 0651acTTa e B Ton 5 Ha cTpaHarta no Ao6ve 1
NpPOM3BOACTBO HAa 6MOMOTMYEH U KOHBEHLMOHANEH Mef, —

0K0/10 10% OT HaUMOHA/THOTO NPOU3BOACTBO;

. S3 the region is in the top 5 in the country in
production and yield of organic and conventional honey -

about 10% of the domestic production;

S4 [8OCTBN A0 cy6Cuanm, (PrHAHCOBN KPeanTH,
WHCTUTYUMM 32 06pasoBaHie M WHOBALUUU — [IBE BUCLLM

qunmma 3BeHa Ha CesicKoCTomnaHcka akagemusi;
S, access to subsidies, financial

schools, units of the Academy of Agriculture;

Ss MPOM3BOACTBO HA YHUKA/IHW PETNOHASTHU
nyesHM NpoayKTW (XpaHW W HanuTKu), NYenm Maiku,

aI'IVITypVIB'bM'

Ss production of unique regional bee products

(foods and drinks), queen bees, api-tourism;

Se Ha/MuMe Ha TPaHCTPaHWYHW TPAHCMOPTHM
KOpUAopY, HaumoHa/Ha CTOKOBA 60pca, NpucTaHuwHa 1

no-ronam 6poii Ha npodecnoHanHuTe
nyesHNW CTOMAHCTBA Cheunann3vipaHn B GUOMOTMYHOTO
NPOM3BOACTBO — Haf, 25% 3a obnactTa cnpsMo Hag, 21%

credits,
institutions for education and innovation - two higher

O; HapacTBa TbPCEHETO Ha pervoHasHu
nyenHN MPOAYKTY (XPaHu U HamuTKWU), N4Yenn Maiiku,
onpatluBaHe, anuTypu3bM 1 APYTK, KaKTO U Ha TeXHUTE
KOHBEHLIMOHa/THW, GWONOTNYHW, OHNalH W odnaiH
nasapvr

O; increasing demand for regional bee
products (foods and drinks), queen bees, pollination,
api-tourism, etc., as well as their conventional,
organic, online and offline markets;

. O, pasBuTME Ha pervoHasHWTe nasapu u
KbCW BepuUrM 3a [AocTaBka Ha MNYesIHW NpoAyKTH,
anmypmsbm NOABMXHO NYeNapcTBo U Apyru;

O, development of regional markets and
shon supply chains for bee products, api-tourism,
mobile beekeeping, etc.;

O3 HanaraHe Ha pervoHasHWsA N4eneH Mefq,
Ha MecTHWTe noTpe6uTesnickv nasapu kato no-
34paBOC/IOBHA  anTepHaTMBa  Ha  r1o6anHute
no,qcna,qmenm — 3axap, acnapTam u fpyru;

O3 imposition of regional bee honey on
Iocal consumer markets as a healthier alternative to
global sweeteners - sugar, aspartame, etc.;

. O, nyenapcTBoTo €  reHepartop
pasBMTmeTo Ha MHOTO MEeCTHV nasapu;

O, beekeeping is a generator for the
development of many local markets;

. Os 6naronpusiTHa cpega W noTeHuuan 3a
cb3faBaHe ¥ pasBUTME Ha MYenapcky KibeTep,
BK/TOUYUTE/THO W TPaHCrpaHUYeH;

Os favourable environment and potential for
the creation and development of a beekeeping cluster,
also a cross-border one;

Og  TPAHCTPaHW4HO

3a

CbTpyAHNYECTBO U
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,u,pyrm UHPpacTPyKTypa.

Se¢ existence of cross-border transport
corrldors national stock exchange, port and other
infrastructure.

OVPEKTHW NPOAaX6OM Ha PYyMBHCKUA WU ApYrM MECTHW
nasapvl cbceaHn Ha obnacTTa.

O cross-border cooperation and direct
sales on the Romanian and other local markets
neighbouring to the region.

Cnabw ctpaHu / Weaknesses:

3annaxu / Threats:

W, eKcnopT Ha M4e/lHW CYPOBWHW, MHOFO
cna6a avsepcudivkauma n cnaba opueHTauust KbM
perVIOHaJ'IHVI nasapw;

W, exports of bee products as raw materials,

very low diversification and poor orientation towards
regional markets;
. W, pyceHcka 06nacT € agMUHUCTPaTUBEH
LleHTbP Ha CEBepeH LieHTpasieH palioH, KOWTO e eAnH OT
Haii-cnabo passutTe B EC cbc 3acTapasalim u
oﬁesmo,qasau.m MasIku HacefleHn MecTa;

W, the District of Ruse is the administrative
centre of the North Central Region, which is one of the
least developed in the EU with aging and depopulated
small settlements;

W3 ManbK pervoHaneH nasap cbc cnabo

pasBuTM MeCTHM odiaiH 1 OoHfaliH  nasapyu  Ha
KOHBEHLIMOHA/THW 1 6UOMOTMYHN MYESTHW NPOAYKTY;

. W; small regional market with poorly
developed local offine and online markets for

conventional and organic bee products;

W, HEeAOCTaTbYHO pPasBUTO MAPTHLOPCTBO
Mexay nuenapwm, 6paHLLIoBY opraHusauum,
o6pasoBaTesiHM  MHCTATYUMM W arpobusHec, 3a

KﬂbCTepVBaLI,VIFI n apyru;

W, underdeveloped partnership between
beekeepers branch organizations, educational institutions
and agribusiness, clustering, etc.;
. W5 HUCKa CTeMeH Ha 13Mnosn3BaHe U Cb3gaBaHe
Ha WHTefNekTyasHW, WHOBAUMOHHW, 6paHauMpaHn u
pervoHasiHy NYenHn NPOAYKTY;

W5 underutilization and creation of intellectual,
innovative, branded and regional bee products;

We He pAobpe pasBuT Cenckn TypusbM 1
ﬂO,D,BVI)KHO n4yenapcrao.

Ws underdeveloped rural tourism and mobile
beekeeplng

T, ONacHOCT OT HaB/MM3aHe B PermoHa Ha
HOBW BpeanTeNnu n 601ecTy No pacTeHusTa u no
nyenuTe, OTPaBAHUA 1 KPaXXOU Ha NUYESHK KoLLepw;

T, danger of entering new pests and
diseases of plant and bees, poisoning and theft of
beehives in the region;

T, cuHa LLeHoBa M HeLLeHOBa KOHKYPEHLMS
OT r106a/1HN 3aMeCTUTENN N KOHKYPEHTMN Ha
pervoHanHusa meg, KOTO € OCHOBEH NPOAYKT Ha
I'I'-IenapCTBOTO OT pyceHcka 06n1acT;

T, strong price and non-price competition
from global substitutes and competitors of regional
honey, which is the main product of beekeeping in the
Ruse region;
. T3 Ha/IMUME Ha CUB CEKTOP, NO-roNnsMa
BOJTATU/THOCT M CNaf, Ha LieHNTe Ha PErMOHaUTHUTE
nyesiHy NPoayKTY;

T; existence of a gray sector, greater
voIat|I|ty and falling prices of regional bee products;

. T, Hapenba 26 orpaHuyaBa gupekTHaTa
peanusauusi Ha N4YesHW NPOAYKTWN Ha MECTHUTE
nasapu v B Apyr1 061acTu Ha cTpaHaTa;

T4 Ordinance 26 restricts the direct
realization of bee products on local markets and other
regions of the country;

. Ts CBAUTM MECTHM na3apu Ha bbarapo-
PyMBHCKUSA TpaHCrpaHU4YeH PeroH — euH OT Haii-
6e,u,HV|Te B EC;

Ts shrunken local markets in the Bulgarian-
Romanlan cross-border region - one of the poorest in
the EU;

Te 06€3/11045BaHE Ha CEe/ICKUTE paiioHn 1
Hep,ocwlr Ha paboTHa pbka B pyceHcka obnacT.

Te rural depopulation and labour shortage in
the Ruse region.

n3BOAM

B pesynTart Ha npoBefeHus Teope-
TUYEH U anpuUOpPeH aHa/iM3 3a CbCToS-
HMETO Ha nuyenapcTBoTO B obnact Pyce,
Morat ga ce HanpaBsiT U3BOAW B crepg-
HUTE OCHOBHW HamnpaB/EHUS:

MbpBO MO OTHOLIEHNE CBLCTOSHME-
TO Ha n4yeslapcTBOTO B 061acT Pyce:

- obnact Pyce uma cpegHa Hag-
MOpCKa BMCO4YMHa okosio 120 meTpa, 60-
rata MefoHOCHa pacTUTENHOCT U HUCKaTa
CTEMNeH Ha VMHOYCTPUasiHW, 3eMefenckn un
ApYyrv 3aMbpcuTen, NpegocTaBawm 4o6-
pv yC/noBusl 3a pa3BuTMe Ha GMOMOrMYHO
nyenapcTBo M NPOWM3BOACTBO Ha BUCOKO-
KayeCTBEH Mep, 1 M4esHn npoaykTu. MNpes
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CONCLUSIONS

As a result of the theoretical and a
priori analysis of the state of beekeeping
in the Ruse district, conclusions can be
made in the following main directions:

Firstly, regarding the state of
beekeeping in the Ruse region:

- The Ruse district has an average
altitude of about 120 meters, rich
vegetation appropriate for the production
of honey, and a low degree of industrial,
agricultural, and other pollutants, thus
providing good conditions for the
development of organic beekeeping and
the production of high quality honey and




obnactra npemuvHaBaT BaKHW TpaHCNopT-
HW KOpuaopw, Aasally AOCTBN A0 MEeXAy-
HapoaHWN nasapwu;

- MYenapcTBOTO OT 06nact Pyce e
no-npod)ecroHanHoO OpUEHTUPAHO 1 C Mo-
ronsam cpepeH [o6uvs cnpsmo
HauuoHanHoto — okono 30 Kkg/kowep.
PyceHcka obnact ocurypsisa okoso 10%
OT HaUMOHa/IHOTO MPOU3BOACTBO  Ha
nyeneH Men v MNpPonopuMoHasieH MKOHO-
Muyeckn ediekT oT onpaiwBaHeTo — 100
MAH. nB./rof. JlokanHuTe nasapu ca Ha
HMBO Mog, 8 MbTU OT MOTEHUWaSTHUTE UM
Bb3MOXHOCTM 3a pas3BuTue,;

- BMONOrMYHOTO  MYenapcTsBo B
o6nacT Pyce e KOHUEHTpPUPAHO NpeaMHO
B rpynara Ha npogecroHasiHMTe cTonaHc-
TBa ¢ Hag 150 nuesiHM cemelicTBa. bposT
Ha O6uoNorMYHNTE nNYesHM cemelicTea
cbhCTaBNsBa Haj ¥4 OT Te3n B obnactra.
Mpomssexaa ce OCHOBHO MYesieH Mef,
KOMTO ce npofasa Karo CypoBWHA, KOETO
He ocurypsiea BUCOKa JobaBeHa CTOMHOCT
Ha nuenapcknTe cTonaHCTBa OT 061acTTa;

- noTpebutencknte nasapu  Ha
nyeneH mepn B obnact Pyce ca oT 2 o 3
M/IH. NB./rof,., a OpraHu3auvoHHWUTE 3a
0Kono 3,6 MAH. NB./rod. nam obuwo oOKoso
6,6 MAnH. nB./rog. PervoHasnHuTe nasapwu
Ha MyesiHW NPOAYKTU HaAXBBLPAAT 8 MIIH.
ne./rod., nopagy HeoTyuMTaHe nasapuTe
Ha  OCTaHa/IMTe  NYesiHM  MPOAYKTU.
BpaHaupaHeTo Ha pernoHasiHUTE MYesiHun
NPOAYKTW 3a NoTpebutesickuTe UM nasapu
€ Ha CpaBHUTENHO HNUCKO HUBO;

- anTepHartMeBa Ha TPYAOEMKOTO U
HUCKO e(PEKTUBHOTO Ao6MBaHE Ha NyeneH
Mel, B pyceHCcka 06nacTt e LUBETHuAT
npaweysT, neprara, anunapHuIbLT, nyen-
HOTO MJleuMue 1 nyenHaTa oTposa. Mko-
HOMWYECKMAT MNOTEHUMaN Ha nyesiHuTe
NPOAYKTN KaTo OTPOBa, M/leyuLe, nepra u
Op. € ronsAm, HO M3MCKBa cTpaTernyecka
opveHTauma KbM NpasuHMUTeE nasapu;

- MYenapcTBOTO B pyceHcka obnact
MMa noTeHuyman cboTBeTcTBaW, Ha 10%
OT HaumoHasHuA. TloTeHumansT Ha
pervoHasiHMTe oOpraHusauuMoHHV nasapu
Ha MYesiHN MPOAYKTM e OKo/10 66 MIH.
ne./rof., pecnekTMBHO MoOTeHuMana Ha
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bee products. Important transport
corridors pass through the region, giving
access to international markets;

- Beekeeping from the Ruse region
is more professionally oriented and with a
higher average vyield compared to the
domestic one — about 30 kg/beehive. The
district of Ruse provides about 10% of the
domestic production of honey and a
proportional  economic  effect from
pollination — 100 million BGN/year. The
local markets are at a level which is 8
times lower than their potential
development potential;

- Organic beekeeping in the district
of Ruse is concentrated mainly in the
group of professional farms with more
than 150 bee colonies. The number of
organic bee colonies is more than ¥4 of
those in the region. Mainly honey is
produced, which is sold as raw material
and does not provide a high added value
for the beekeeping farms in the region;

- The consumer markets for bee
honey in the Ruse region are from 2 to 3
million BGN/year and the organizational
ones for about 3.6 million BGN/year or a
total of about 6.6 milion BGN/year. The
regional markets for bee products exceed
8 million BGN/year, due to the lack of
consideration of the markets for other bee
products. The branding of regional bee
products for their consumer markets is at
a relatively low level.

- Alternative to the labour-intensive
and low-efficient production of honey in
the Ruse region are the pollen, the
parchment, the sucker larvae, the royal
jelly, and the bee venom. The economic
potential of bee products such as bee
venom, royal jelly, parchment, etc. is large
but requires a strategic orientation
towards the right markets;

- Beekeeping in the Ruse region
has a potential corresponding to 10% of
the domestic one. The potential of the
regional organizational markets for bee
products is about 66 million BGN/year,
respectively the potential of regional factor



pernoHanHuTe nasapu Ha haktopm n Ha | markets and means of production is also
cpeAcTBa 3a MpPOM3BOACTBO € Cblo 66 | 66 milion BGN/year. The maximum
MAH. nB.frog. MakcumanHuaT noteHuman | potential of the regional markets for bee
Ha pervoHanHWTe nasapy Ha n4yenHu | products is 100 million BGN/year.
npoayktu e 100 maH. nB../ropg,
BTopo npoeegeHuaTr SWOT aHa- Secondly, the developed SWOT
nn3 Ha pernoHanHo Huso (Tabnuua 3) | analysis at regional level (Table 3) shows
nokasa, 4e OCHOBHMTEe chakTopn 3a | that the main success factors for
ycnex Ha nuyenapckute crtonaHcTBa OT | beekeeping farms in the Ruse region are
obnact Pyce ca aHasiorMuyHu Ha Hauumo- | analogous to the domestic level but with a
HaNIHOTO HMBO, HO C U3paseHa pervoHan- | pronounced regional specificity:
Ha cneuunduka:
- KoornepupaHe — CbBMECTEH Mapke- - Co-operation — joint marketing to
TUHT 3a MocTuraHe Ha KOHKYPEHTOCMnocob- | achieve competitiveness on international,
HOCT Ha MexayHapoAHuTe, HaunoHanHute U | domestic and regional markets; creating
pernoHasiHnTe nasapu; cbh3fjaBaHe Ha UHO- | jnnovative, branded, and unique local bee

BaTUBHM, OpaHANpaHu, YHUKalHW MECTHU | products for a recognizable regional brand
NYesnHv NPoAYKTI 3a pasnosHaBaeM Pervo- | of hee products;

HasieH 6paHf, NuesiHW NPoayKTY;

* UHTEerprpaHe — KbM pernoHasiHnTe - Integration — to the regional
nasapn Ha cpejcrea 3a NpousBOACTBO W | markets of means for production and
PETVIOHANHNTE Nasapn 1 KbCU BEPUTW 3a | regional markets and short supply chains
AOCTaBKa Ha M4e/NHN NPOAYKTW, BKIIOYNTEN- | 4 hee products, also by building their
HO 11 Hpes gsrpa»(,ane Ha COBCTBEHN TaKi- | 5y ones to improve market access;

Ba 3a NOACLPABARE Ha NasapHnA AoCTe, - Diversification — reorientation from

- AMBEpCUMLMPaHE — NPEOopPUEHTU- . .
AvBEpCADULD peop raw materials to high value-added
Pane ot CyPOBMHI KbM PETMIOHANHN MACNHN | o vional bee products; offering services
NpoayKT! C BWCOKA [06GaBeHa CTOMHOCT; 9 - proc ' g se
such as api-tourism and pollination to

npegsaraHe Ha ycnyru kato anuTypusbMm W " -
onpallBaHe, 3a HamanssaHe Ha Mocnes- mitigate the effects of the volatility on the

CTBUSTA OT BONATUAHOCTTA Ha nasapute nHa | Markets for bee products.
nYesiHy NPOAYKTH.

PyceHcka 061acT pasnoniara ¢ MHOTO The Ruse region has a very large
ronsm 6MonornyeH, nNpousBOACTBEH, 06p- biological, productive, educational and
asosaTefieH W MHOBALMOHEH MoTeHuman B | iNnovation potential in beekeeping for the
nyesapcTBOTO, 3a peanun3npaHeTo Ha KoiiTo | realization of which marketing and other
ca HeobXxoaVMN MapKeTUHT U gp. cTpaTtervun. | strategies are needed.
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PE3IOME

HanpaBeH e aHann3 Ha NpPou3BOL-
CTBOTO Ha CBMHCKO Meco B bbarapus B
nepuoga 2000-2014 roguHa. lNpe3 2000
roguHa Hai-manko e 6uno npou3Boa-
CTBOTO Ha CBMHCKO Meco B HOrosanageH
paiioH — 4.817 xwn. T., a Hail-MHOro
(11.66 xun.1.) B CeBepo3anafeH paioH.
Jo6GMBBLT Ha KMaHWYHO CBUHCKO MECO €
CpaBHMTENIHO MapasiesieH npe3 roguHuTe
Mpv BCUYKN paiioHn, 6e3 pe3kn aMnuTty-
AN B cToiiHOCTUTE. W3KMHoueHne npasu
CeBepou3TOYHMAT palrioH B AuanasoHa
2006-2008 roguHa, Kato OT CpaBHUTESTHO
YMEpEH ce npeBpblia B LEHTbP Ha Npo-
N3BELEHOTO KOMIMYECTBO KMNAHWYHO Meco
¢ 22.95 xun.1. npe3 2007 r. Haii-ronsam
OpOoi1 KNaHULUW 3a CBMHE Ca perncTpupaHmn
npe3 2000r. — 262, a Hail-mauTbK (66 6p.)
npe3 2010, 2012, 2013 u 2014 r. Hai-
MHOFO >XWBOTHW M HaW-ronsiMo Kosinyec-
TBO Meco e [obuto B KnaHuuute npes
2014 r. C Hail-MaJ/iKu CTOMHOCTM NO Tesun
[lBa nokasare/sisi ce xapaktepusupa 2001 r. —
536 xun 6p., n 31.85 xun.1. CbOTBETHO. B
cTonaHcTBata ca Ouan 3akiaHu Hali-
MHOro cBuHe npe3 2006 r. — 494.8 xun.6p,
a npe3 2014 r. egea 159 xun.6pos. Haii-
MHOFO XMBOTHU B Bbarapus ca 3aknaHu
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SUMMARY

An analysis was performed of the
pork production in Bulgaria in the period
2000-2014. In the year 2000 the pork
production was the lowest in the south-
western region - 4.817 thousand tonnes,
and highest (11.66 thousand tonnes) in
the north-western region. The vyield of
pork carcass has been relatively parallel
through the years in all regions, without
large amplitudes in the values. The north-
eastern region made an exception in the
period 2006-2008, as from relatively
moderate, it turned into a centre of the
produced quantity of carcass meat with
22.95 thousand tonnes in 2007. The
highest number of slaughterhouses was
registered in 2000 — 262, and the lowest
one (66) was in 2010, 2012, 2013 and
2014. The highest number of animals and
the largest amount of meat was produced
in the slaughterhouses in 2014. The
lowest values of these two indicators
characterize 2001 — 536 thousand pigs
and 31.85 thousand tonnes, respectively.
The most pigs were slaughtered in the
farms in 2006 — 494.8 thousand pigs, and
in 2014 only 159 thousand pigs. The
highest number of slaughtered animals in



npes 2006 r. — 1056.6 xun.6p.Cneg 2011
r. ce ycTaHOBsiBA WM3BECTHa CTabuIHOCT
npv NpPoM3BOACTBOTO Ha MECO, BbLMPEKU
He3HauyMTeNHOTO Hama/nieHne Ha nokasa-
Tenute npe3 2014 .

KntovoBn Agymu: CBUHEBBLACTBO,
CBUHCKO  Meco, KNaHW4yHO  Terso,
npon3eoAcTBo, (S)EUROP

YBO/,

CBUHEBBACTBOTO € CEKTOp, KOWTO
3aema CbLLEeCTBEHO MSACTO Mpu NPOU3BOL-
CTBOTO Ha 4yepBeHO Meco B Bbwbarapus.
Mpe3 nocnegHUTE HAKOKO rOAMHN 0bauve,
B CTpaHata HU ce OoTynTa HenpekbcHat
cnag B 6pos Ha cTonaHcTBara, oTrnexaa-
WM CBMHE, a TMOrosioBMETO HaMasisiBa
noseye OT neT NbTU. Peguua npuynHmW
MoraTt ga ce M3TbKHaT 3a Tasu Hebnaro-
npuaTHa TEHAEHUUS — orpaHuyeHa 3ems
3a NPom3BOACTBO Ha COOGCTBEHUN dhypaku,
nmMnca Ha obyveHne Ha 3emepfesncku
npoussogmTenn un ap. Otouzbirov and
Zhelyazkov (2008) no Malamova (2007)
onpefenaTr BUcOkaTa CeBEeCTOMHOCT Ha
npoaykuusita u ckbnute dypaxu kato
Hali-3HauMMM TpyAHOCTM B CekTopa 3a
[06MB Ha CBMHCKO MECO.

Cnep BK/IKOYBAHETO Ha CTpaHaTta
HM B EBponeiickusi cbio3 OTpach/IbT ce
3afb/kaBa fa npunara esponelickara
cucTeMa 3a oKayecTBsIBAHE Ha K/IaHU4YHU
Tpynose oT cBuHe (S)EUROP. ToBa Bogu
[0 3HaunTesiHO nofobpeHne Ha cenek-
LUMOHHUA Npouec, a B NocneacTsne n fo
nosulaBaHe Ha MNPOAYKTUBHUTE WU Kna-
HUYHM KayecTBa Ha CBUHETE, HO €fHOo-
BPEMEHHO C TOBa Le MOBUWKN W LieHaTa
Ha CBMHCKOTO MECO KbM KpaliHUsi noTpe6u-
Ten (Otouzbirov and Zhelyazkov, 2008).

3a fga ce nNoBuMLWIM peHTabuHocTTa
N ga 6bAAT MO-KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOOGHU Ha
nasapa, CBUHeBbAWTE TpsibBa pJda ce
cbCpefoToyat noseve BbPXY NoOBULLABA-
He Ha e(eKkTMBHOCTTa Ha NPOWU3BOACTBO-
TO 1 YCTOMUYMBOCTTA Ha CeKTopa.

Llenta Ha HacToswara paspaboTka
€ [Ja ce HampaBu aHa/M3 Ha MpPOu3BOA-
CTBOTO Ha CBMHCKO Meco B bbarapus B
nepuopa cneg 2000 roguHa.
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Bulgaria was from 2006 1056.6
thousand pigs. After 2011 there has been
certain stability in meat production,
despite the insignificant decrease of the
indicators in 2014.

Key words: pig breeding, pork,
carcass weight, production, (S)JEUROP

INTRODUCTION

Pig breeding is a sector which
takes a significant place in the production
of red meat in Bulgaria. In the last several
years, however, there has been a
continuous drop in the number of the
farms breeding pigs, and the livestock
population has decreased more than five
times. A number of factors can be pointed
out for this unfavourable trend — limited
land for the production of own feed, lack
of training of farmers, etc.

Otouzbirov and Zhelyazkov (2008)
according to Malamova (2007) defined the
high cost price of the production and the
expensive feed as the most significant
difficulties in the pork production sector.

After our country joined the
European Union, the field had to start
applying the European system for grading
of  slaughterhouse pig  carcasses
(S)EUROP. This leads to a significant
improvement of the selection process,
and, subsequently, to an increase of the
productive and slaughterhouse qualities of
the pigs, but at the same time it will
increase the price of the pork to the end
user (Otouzbirov and Zhelyazkov, 2008).

To increase the profitability and to
become more competitive on the market,
pig farmers have to focus more on
increasing the effectiveness of the
production and the sustainability of the
sector.

The purpose of this development is
to make an analysis of the pork
production in Bulgaria in the period after
the year 2000.



MATEPWNAN N METO4WA

Mpu aHanMsa ca U3No0A3BaHU
JaHHW oT oTaen ArpoctatucTnka Ha M3X
(2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006,
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012,
2013, 2014, 2015), HauwnoHanHa
cTpaTterus 3a pasBuTue Ha 3emenenneTo
B bbarapmsa 3a nepuoga 2014-2020 .
(MAF, 2013), TloguwHn pgoknagn 3a
CbCTOSAHME N pasBUTUE Ha 3emenesnimeTo
(2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006,
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012,
2013, 2014, 2015).

PE3YNTATV N OBCBbXOAHE

Ha dwurypa 1 e npepctaBeHa Aeii-
HOCTTA Ha KnaHuuuTe 3a CBUHE Mo
palioHn. CbrnacHo kaprara Ha couuaHo-
MKOHOMUWYECKOTO paioHupaHe Ha bbra-
pus, cTpaHata HW ce pasgena Ha 6
paiioHa — CeBepo3anageH (BkIoYBalLL
apeasnia Ha BuguH, Bpaua, JloBey, MoHTa-
Ha n MNneBeH), CeBepeH UeHTpasneH (BK.
Benuko TbpHOBO, MabpoBo, CuaucTpa,
Pasrpag n Pyce), CeBepousToueH (BK/I.
BapHa, [Oo6pwuu, Tbprosulle u LlymeH),
OromstoueH (Bkn. byprac, CnuBeH,
Am60n u Crapa 3aropa), HOrosananeH
(Bkn. Bnaroesrpag, KiocteHann, MNMepHuK un
Codmsi) n KOxeH ueHTpaneH paiioH (BKA.
Mazappxkuk, Mnosgme, CMoNsAH, XackoBo
n Kbpmxann).
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MATERIAL AND METHODS

The analyzed material consisted of
data from the bulletin of the Agrostatistics
Department of Ministry of Agriculture and
Food (MAF) (2001, 2002, 2003, 2004,
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010,
2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015), National
Strategy for stable development in
Agriculture in Bulgaria in 2014-2020
(MAF, 2013), as well as Annual Report on
the Status and Development of
Agriculture in the period from 2001 to
2015.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figure 1 presents the activity of the
pork  slaughterhouses by  region.
According to the map of the social and
economic regions of Bulgaria, the country
is divided into 6 regions — North-western
(including the area of Vidin, Vratsa,
Lovech, Montana and Pleven), Northern
Central (incl. Veliko Tarnovo, Gabrovo,
Silistra, Razgrad and Ruse), North-
eastern (incl. Varna, Dobrich, Targovishte

and Shumen), South-eastern (incl.
Burgas, Sliven, Yambol, and Stara
Zagora), South-western (incl.
Blagoevgrad, Kyustendil, Pernik, and

Sofia) and Southern Central region (incl.
Pazardzhik, Plovdiv, Smolyan, Haskovo,
and Kardzhali).

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

—i— Cepeped Uentpanen/North central

e OrOM3TOUEH/SOUtheast

@ lOmeH ueHTpanen/South central

dur. 1. Mpon3BoacTBO Ha CBUHCKO MeCO B KNaHUYHO Tersio no panoHn (Xun.T.)
Fig. 1. Pork production in carcass weight by region (thousand tones)
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Mpe3 2000 rogmHa Hal-mMasiko e
6110 npou3BefeHOTO CBUMHCKO Meco B
KOrosanageH paiioH — 4.817 xun. T., a
Hali-mHoro B CeBeposanageH — 11.65
Xun.1. B npoueca Ha npoyyBaHe ce
yCTaHOBABa, 4Ye C U3K/NKYEeHMe Ha
TpuroguwHna nepuog ot 2005 go 2007
r., palioHbT Ha bnaroesrpag, KiocteHann
n Codhua octaBa Ha nocnegHo MACTO No
npov3BoACTBO.

MpaBu BnevyatsieHue, ye AOOGUBBLT
Ha KNaHW4YHO CBMHCKO MeCO € CpaBHU-
Te/IHO napasiefnieH npes roguHuTe npu
BCUYKM paiioHn, 6e3 pe3kn amnavTygm B
CTOMHOCTUTE. W3kntoueHne npasu
CeBepOM3TOYHUAT paiioH B AuanasoHa
2006-2008 roguHa, Kato OT CpaBHUTESTHO
yMepeH ce npesBpblia B LEHTbP Ha
npon3BefeHOTO KOMMYECTBO  KNaHU4YHO
mMeco. NMpe3 2007 rognHa apeanbT 0KOJ0
BapHa, [obpuy n LUymeH npeBb3xoxaa
To3n Ha byprac, CnuBeH u fAmb6on c
67130 21 xun.T., u ¢ 67130 16 Xun.T.
FOrosanageH n HOxeH LeHTpasieH pawoH.
Ot 2011 roguHa Hacam, B KOxeH ueHTpa-

NleH paiioH ce pgobumBa Hail-MHOro
CBUHCKO Meco, cnegsaH o1 CesepeH
ueHTpaneH u CeBepou3ToyeH. Haii-

MaJIKO e KO/IM4eCcTBOTO Ha Meco, [A06uTo
B KnaHuuute Ha HOorosanageH parioH,
KaTto TeHAeHuusATa e MoCToAHHa npes3
nocnegHnTe neT roguHu.

Mpe3 2000 roguMHa 6poAT Ha
KnaHuuute, B KOUTO ce AobuBa CBUHCKO
Meco e Hai-ronam — 262 (durypa 2).
O6wusaT 6poii 3aknaHnm CBUHE € 67130
625 xun. 6pos, ¢ 4OBUTO KNaHUYHO Terno
48.75 xwun.1. lNpes3 cnegpawara roguHa
ce Habnwogasa cnag v npu  TpuUTe
nokasarenss — HamansiBa ce 6poOAT Ha
KNaHuuuTe u 3akiaHUTe CBUHE, a KOMn-
4ecTBOTO Ha [J06UTOTO Meco focTura
cBOs1 MYHMMYM (31.85 xnn.T.), OTAaBanku
ro Ha Mo-HucKara cpefHa Xvsa maca rnpm
KnaHeto. lNpe3 cnegsawuTe OBe KaseH-
JapHW ToguHU ce OoTyuMTa NOBULLIEHUE B
6pos Ha 3aKNnaHUTE XXUBOTHWN U B KNaHWy-
HOTO Tersio oT TAX. 3ak/1aHNTe B KnaHuum
csuHe npe3 2005 roguHa ca ¢ okoso 88
XUn.p. no-Manko B CpaBHEHWe ¢

In the year 2000, South-western
region was the one with the lowest
amount of produced pork - 4.817
thousand tonnes, and the North-western
was the one with the highest — 11.65
thousand tonnes. In the process of
studying it was established that with the
exception of the three-year period from
2005 to 2007, the region of Blagoevgrad,
Kyustendil and Sofia remains on the last
place in production.

It is noticeable that the yield of
carcass pork has been relatively parallel
through the years for all regions, without
large amplitudes in the values. The only
exception was the North-eastern region in
the period 2006-2008, as from relatively
moderate, it turned into a centre for the
produced quantity of carcass meat. In
2007, the area around Varna, Dobrich,
and Shumen surpassed the region of
Burgas, Sliven and Yambol with almost
21 thousand tonnes and the South-
western and Southern Central regions
with almost 16 thousand tonnes. Since
2011, Southern Central has been the
region with the highest production of
pork, followed by the Northern Central
and North-eastern. The lowest amount of
meat has been produced in the South-
west region, as the trend has been
constant for the last five years.

In 2000 the number of
slaughterhouses producing pork was the
highest 262 (Figure 2). The total number
of slaughtered pigs was almost 625
thousand with acquired carcass weight of
48.75 thousand tonnes. A drop in all
three indicators was observed in the
following year — the number of the
slaughterhouses and the slaughtered
pigs was reduced, and the amount of the
acquired meat reached its minimum
(31.85 thousand tonnes), due to the lower
live weight at the slaughtering. In the next
two calendar years there was an increase
in the number of the slaughtered animals
and in the carcass weight from them. The
pigs slaughtered in slaughterhouses in
2005 were with around 88 thousand
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npeaxofHara roguHa, a [obutoTo Meco e
Cc okono 15% no-manko. Ha npakTuka
6pPOAT Ha 3ak1aHuTe B K1aHULUM CBUHE 3a
Luenuns aHanMsupaH nepuog e Han-Mastbk
npes 2005 r - 533.8 xun.6p.

fewer compared to the previous year, and
the acquired meat was with around 15%
less. Practically, the number of the pigs
slaughtered in slaughterhouses for the
entire analysed period was the lowest in
2005 - 533.8 thousand pigs.
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EEZER Knanuum 3a ceuHe, bp/Slaughterhouses for pigs
E==A6poii 3aknanu cenne,xun.bp/slaughtered pigs /thousands

KnanuuaHo Terno,xun../carcass weight,thousand tonnes

dur. 2. leiHOCT Ha KNnaHUUUTe 3a CBUHE
Fig. 2. Activity of the slaughterhouses

Ot 2006 go 2010 roavHa 6posaT Ha
KnaHuuuTe nocTeneHHoO Hamansea, 3a-
KnaHuTe TaM CBWHE ce yBenuuasaT [0
2008 rognHa, korato gocturat 611.7 xun.
6p., cnepn KoeTo OTHOBO 3anoysaT fJa
Hamanssat. KnaHnyHOTO Terno e ¢ Hai-
ronsima CcToiHOCT npe3 2007, a Hain-
Manka npe3 2010 roguHa. Tlpes 2011
roguHa e npekpaTeH HeraTUBHUAT TPEHA,
XapakTepeH 3a npeaxogHuTe 4yetupu —
net roguHn — OpPOAT Ha 3akiaHuTe B
KnaHuuute cBuHe ce ysenunyasa c 203
Xun. 6pos, a KnaHM4yHo meco ¢ 11 xwun.
TOHa B CpaBHEHWe C npeaxojHaTa roau-
Ha. Cnep NekoTo HamasleHMe Ha pei-
HOCTTa Ha KnaHuuute npe3 2012 roavHa,
cnejga MnocTeneHHoTo yBesIMYeHne 1 no
Tpute obCbXAaHn nokasatens. Makap u
NeKo, No AaHHW Ha oTAen ArpoctaTucTu-
kKa kbm M3X (2015), B kpasa Ha 2014
rogvHa, 6poAT Ha XMBOTHWUTE, 3aK/aHn B

From 2006 to 2010 the number of
slaughterhouses gradually decreased,
the number of pigs slaughtered in them
increased until 2008 when it reached
611.7 thousand pigs, and then started to
decrease again. The carcass weight was
highest in 2007, and lowest in 2010. In
2011, the negative trend, typical for the
previous four - five years, ended — the
number of pigs slaughtered in
slaughterhouses increased with 203
thousand pigs, and carcass meat with 11
thousand tonnes, compared with the
previous year. After the slight decrease in
the activity of the slaughterhouses in
2012, a gradual increase followed in the
three discussed indicators. Although
slightly, according to the data of the Agro-
statistics Department of the Ministry of
Agriculture, Food and Forestry (2015, at
the end of 2014, the number of animals,
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KNaHUuM 1 KONMNMYeCTBOTO Ha [A06MTOTO
MeCcO [OCTWUraT Hai-rofiemMm CTOMHOCTMW.
Cnopef, aBTOpUTE Ha ArpapeH foknaj,
(2015), eanH oT hakTopuTe, BOoAELLM A0
cTabunusmpaHe Ha CBMHEBBAHNA CEKTOP,
e cTaptupanarta B kpasd Ha 2012 roguHa
cxema 3a AbpxasHa NoMoLl, 3a peanunsu-
paHe Ha AOGPOBOJIHO MNOETU aHraXMMeH-
TW 3a XyMaHHO OTHOLLEH/E KbM CBUHETE,
3a nepuof oT 5 roguHu. OTnyckaHUTe
cybcmamm nokpmeaT pasxoau, CBbp3aHu ¢
NoeTUTe aHraXUMEHTN.

Cnep He3HauuTeNHOTO YyBenuye-
HMe B OposA Ha 3aknaHuTe CBUHE B
cTonaHcTBarta npe3 nepuoga 2001-2003
roguHa, ot 2004 pgo 2006 yBeniMyeHUeTO
no TO3M nokasaTen e no-psAsko. B cpas-
HeHne ¢ 2001 rogmHa 6poAT Ha 3aknaHu
cBuHe npes 2004 e ¢ 69% noseye, a npes
2006 rognHa — ¢ yBenuyeHuneTo e ¢ 123%
(®urypa 3). MNpe3 2006 roguHa e peruc-
TPUpPaHO U Ha-MHOro A[06UTO TPYMHO
Meco B cTonaHctBata — 39.23 xwi. T.,
KoeTo e ¢ 6/1M30 21 Xun.T. NoBeye B
cpaBHeHne ¢ 2001 roguHa. Cnepn 2006
roguHa HacTbnBa TEHAEHLMA KbM Hama-
NeHvie n nNpu asarta nokasartens. AHasnu-
3bT Ha JelHOoCTTa Ha cTonaHcTBara,
oTrnexgaly CBMHE TMokasBa, 4Ye Hai-
Masiko 3aknaHu csBuHe uma npe3 2014
roguHa — epBa 159 xwun.6p. Tasu
cToHOCT e ¢ noytn 336 xun.6p. mno-
Masika B CpaBHEHME CbC 3ak1aHuTe
cBMHe B cTonmaHcTBara npe3 2006
roguHa. MNpes nocnegHata HabnogasaHa
roAvHa ce perucTpupa M Hai-MasikoTo
KNaHW4HoO Tersio 3a Uuenua npoyysaH
nepnog. Tllo Havano pgo6butoto B
cTonaHcTeara Meco He ce npegnara Ha
nasapa, a ce M3non3ea 3a HyXaute Ha
JOMakvMHCTBaTa, WM Cce fJdaBa Ha
paboTHUUMTE KaTo  Bb3HarpaxaeHve
(Otouzbirov and Zhelyazkov, 2008).
Cropef, aBTOpUTE TO3M HEMaTBK [06UB
He Moxe pfa 6bae knacuduuupaH u
peanHo ougeHeH, HUTO fa 6bae BKNOYEH
B Mb/iHaTa cxema 3a npocnefAaemMocT Ha
MEeCOTO 1 NPOAYKTUTE OT HEero.

slaughtered in slaughterhouses and the
amount of the acquired meat reached the
highest values. According the authors of
Agricultural report (2015), one of the
factors leading to stabilization of the pig-
farming sector is the scheme for state
aid, which started in 2012, for support of
the realization of the voluntary
commitments for pig welfare, for a period
of 5 years. The granted subsidies cover
costs, connected to the commitments.

After an insignificant increase in
the number of slaughtered pigs in the
farms in the period 2001-2003, from 2004
to 2006 the increase in this indicator was
sharper. In comparison to 2001, the
number of slaughtered pigs in 2004 was
69% higher, and in 2006 the increase
was with 123% (Figure 3). The highest
amount of carcass meat was produced in
farms in 2006 — 39.23 thousand tonnes,
which was almost 21 thousand tonnes
more, compared to 2001. After 20086,
there is a trend towards a decrease in
both indicators. The analysis of the
activity of the farms breeding pigs
showed that the Ilowest number of
slaughtered pigs was in 2014 — only 159
thousand pigs. This value was with
almost 336 thousand pigs lower
compared to the pigs slaughtered in
farms in 2006.

The lowest carcass weight of the entire
analysis period was registered in the last
observed year. Generally, the meat
produced in the farms is not sold on the
market but it is used for the needs of the
households or it is given to the workers
as remuneration (Otouzbirov and
Zhelyazkov, 2008). According to the
authors, this considerable yield cannot be
classified and actually evaluated, nor can
it be included in the complete scheme for
traceability of the meat and the products
from it.
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dur. 3. Bpoii 3akfiaHM CBUHE /XUN.6p/ N KNaHNYHO Tersio (XWa.T.) B cTonaHcTBarta
Fig. 3. Slaughtered pigs /thousands/ and carcass weight (thousand tones) in

farms

Ha durypa 4 e npepcraBeHo
006006LEHO MPOM3BOACTBOTO Ha CBWMHCKO
Meco B bbarapus, Koeto BkawuBa 6poli
3aKnaHy CBUHe M JO6GUTOTO MEeco B Kna-
HUUKM 1 cTonaHcTBa. Cnen BPEMEHHOTO
yBe/iMyeHne no apara nokasaresis npes
nbpBUTE TPU rOAMHM OT nepuopa, npes
2005 roguHa Mma fleko HamaJslieHue — C
6/M30 5 % npu 3aknaHUTe XWBOTHU U
KNaHWYHOTO TEerso, B CPaBHEHWE C npej-
xogHarta roguHa. B cneppauwimrte uetupmu
roAUHN NO-0Ce3aemMo € yBeNIMYEeHMETO Ha
6pos 3aknaHy >XUBOTHW, OTKOJSIKOTO MpK
[obutoTo meco, kato npe3 2010 roguHa
Ce peructpupa HOB cnaj, npu npoy4sa-
HWUTE mokasaTenu, KOWTO BbMPEKN BCUYKO
He pgoctura HuBata ot 2001 m 2002
rogvHa. lNpe3 2006 rogmHa ca 3akiaHu
Hali-MHOro XuBoTHN — 1056,6 xnn. 6pos.
Mpe3 chbuwara roguHa KOMYECTBOTO Ha
[o6UTOTO Meco gocTura HMBOTO OT 2004
roguHa, Korato e perucTpvpaH BpbX No
TO3X nMokasaten npes nocnegHute 15
roguHn. 3aknaHute XnMBoTHU npe3 2010
roguHa ca 925 xun.6p, koeto e cbc 70
XUn.6p no-masko B cpaBHeHue ¢ 2009
roguHa. HamaneHueto npu KOMYECTBO-
TO Ha [obuTtoTo Meco chnpaMo npea-
XogHata rognHa e B paMKuTe Ha OKOJo

Figure 4 presents the summarized
production of pork in Bulgaria, which
includes number of slaughtered pigs and
the produced meat in slaughterhouses
and farms. After the temporary increase
in both indicators in the first three years
of the period, in 2005 there was a slight
decrease — with approximately 5 % in the
slaughtered animals and the carcass
weight compared to the previous year. In
the next four years, the increase in the
number of slaughtered animals was more
notable than in the produced meat, as in
2010, a new drop was registered in the
studied indicators, which, nevertheless
did not reach the levels from 2001 and
2002. Most animals were slaughtered in
2006 — 1056,6 thousand pigs. During the
same year the quantity of the produced
meat reached the level of 2004 when this
indicator reached its peak for the past 15
years. The slaughtered animals in 2010
were 925 thousand pigs which was 70
thousand pigs less compared to 2009.

The decrease in the quantity of the
produced meat compared to the previous
year was within 5 %. Certain stability in
the production of meat has been
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5%. Cneps 2011 roguHa ce ycTaHoBsiBa | established after

M3BECTHA CTAGWUMHOCT NPY NPOM3BOACTBOTO
Ha MeCo, BbMPEKU HE3HAUMTESTHOTO Hama-
NeHue Ha nokasatenute npes 2014 roguHa.
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I 3aknanu ceuHe /xun.bp./slaughtered pigs /thousands
—— KnanudHo Terno /xun.t./carcass weight,thousand tonnes
dur. 4. NMpon3BoOACTBO Ha CBMHCKO Meco B bbirapusa
Fig. 4. Production of pork in Bulgaria
N3BOAN CONCLUSIONS
Mpe3 2000 roguHa Hali- Masko e In the year 2000 the pork

6110 NPON3BOACTBOTO HA CBMHCKO MECO B
tOrozanageH paitoH — 4.817 xun. T., a
Hali-mHoro (11.66 xun.t.) B CeBepo3sana-
[A€eH paiioH. [obBbT Ha KIAHUYHO CBWH-
CKO MeCcO e CcpaBHUTESIHO napasneneH
npe3 roguHWTe Mpu BCUMYKU paiioHKn, 6e3
peskn aMnanTyam B CTOMHOCTUTE. M3KH0-
yeHne npasu CeBEPOU3TOYHMAT paioH B
AnanaszoHa 2006-2008 rogvHa, kato OT
CpaBHUTENHO YMEpeH ce rMpesBpblia B
LEeHTbp Ha MpOM3BEAEHOTO KOJIMYECTBO
KnaHM4Ho mMeco ¢ 22,95 xun.T. npe3 2007 r.

Hali-ronsim 6poii knaHuuy 3a cBMHe
ca peructpupaHn npes 2000r. — 262, a
Hali-manbk (66 6p.) npes 2010, 2012,
2013 »n 2014 r. Hali-MHOro XXVMBOTHM W
Hali-rofi Mo  CBMHCKO Meco e [obuto B
KnaHuuyute npes 2014 r. C Hai-masku
CTOMHOCTM NO Te3n [ABa Nokasartesa e
2001 rognHa.

B cTonaHcTBaTa ca 6unn 3aknaHu
Hai-MHOro cBuHe npe3 2006 r. — 494,8
xnn.bp, a npe3 2014 r. egBa 159
Xnn.bposi.

2011, despite the
insignificant decrease of the indicators in
2014.

production was the lowest in the south-
western region — 4.817 thousand tonnes,
and highest (11.66 thousand tonnes) in
the north-western region. The vyield of
pork carcass has been relatively parallel
through the years in all regions, without
large amplitudes in the values. The north-
eastern region made an exception in the
period 2006-2008, as from relatively
moderate, it turned into a centre of the
produced quantity of carcass meat with
22.95 thousand tonnes in 2007.

The highest number of slaughter-
houses was registered in 2000 — 262, and
the lowest one (66) was in 2010, 2012,
2013 and 2014. The highest number of
animals and the largest amount of meat
was produced in the slaughter-houses in
2014. The lowest values of these two
indicators characterize 2001.

The most pigs were slaughtered in
the farms in 2006 — 494.8 thousand pigs,
and in 2014 only 159 thousand pigs.
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Mpe3 2006 rogmHa B bbarapus ca The highest number of slaughtered
3aKnaHy Hai-MHOro »uBoTHM — 1056,6 | animals in Bulgaria was from 2006 —
xun. 6pos. Cnepg 2011 rogmHa ce | 1056.6 thousand pigs. After 2011 there
yCTaHOBsiBa W3BEeCTHa CTabunHocT npu | has been certain stability in  meat
npon3BOACTBOTO Ha Meco, Bbnpeku | production, despite the insignificant
He3HaYMTeNHOTO HamasneHne Ha | decrease of the indicators in 2014.
nokasarenure npes 2014 roguHa.
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