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ABSTRACT

This study aims to advance the knowledge of theegy®f spatial planning instruments
and of the Europeanization process, having as gctotf study a country from Eastern
Europe: Bulgaria. The actuality of the topic istifisd by the fact that Bulgaria is one
of the new EU member states and also by the neeadhderstand how the national
system of spatial planning is transformed and Eemoed as a result of this
membership. Understanding and interpreting the gbsiin the planning system after
the fall of the communist regime in 1989 and theinty's preparation for EU-
membership, followed by an analysis of the systémspatial planning instruments and
its implementation in the process of Europeaniratshape out the two main successive
lines of research, which define the main objectiokthe study. The time scope of the
study covers the period between 1989 and 2013 cbinsiding with the end of the first
programming period for Bulgaria as an official menbf the Union. The study follows
the dynamics of the various dimensions of the systé spatial planning, with special
focus on those periods when the Europeanizatiooggsohas had the greatest impact in
the transformation of the system of planning insteats, respectively — the strongest
impact on the spatial instruments - and its impletagon through new ones, in the
context of the European spatial discourse or maded. analysis of the studied literature
and documents, as well as the conducted intervisi®y and argue that Bulgaria has
made significant efforts in introducing new plarmimstruments, mostly related to
regional development planning, but without any mefation and integration of the
system of spatial planning. The implementationhef integrated Plans at the local level
and the National Spatial Development Concept as seatial instruments - an
expression of the coordination of the physical piag and the development of the
territory, although within the legal framework agional development - display the
first attempts for integration of the planning yst discursive integration and transfer

of the ideas of the European spatial model.



RESUMEN

Este estudio pretende contribuir al conocimientd sistema de instrumentos de
ordenacion del territorio (spatial planning) y gebceso de europeizaciéon, teniendo
como objeto de estudio a un pais de Europa del Bstgaria. La actualidad del tema
se justifica por el hecho de que Bulgaria es untosl@wuevos Estados Miembros de la
UE, y también por la necesidad de comprender céentra;misforma y europeiza el
sistema nacional de ordenacion del territorio coesultado de esta adhesion. Las dos
principales lineas que definen los objetivos defudis son, en primer lugar,
comprender e interpretar los cambios en el sistdenardenacién del territorio tras la
caida del régimen comunista en 1989 y la preparated pais para la adhesion a la UE.
Y en segundo lugar, realizar un andlisis del siatdmlos instrumentos de ordenacion y
su aplicacion en el proceso de europeizacion. Bithntemporal del estudio abarca el
periodo comprendido entre 1989 y 2013, coincidieadd con el final del primer
periodo de programacion para Bulgaria como miembficial de la UE. La
investigacion sigue la dinamica de las diversasedsiones del sistema de ordenacion
del territorio, con especial atencion en aquellesiquos en los que el proceso de
europeizacion ha tenido mayor impacto en la transfcion del sistema de
instrumentos de planificacion y, posteriormentejnsplementacion en el contexto del
discurso espacial europeo o modelo de ordenaciétemitorio. El andlisis de la
literatura y los documentos estudiados, asi cormaldrevistas realizadas evidencian
gue Bulgaria ha realizado esfuerzos significativs la introduccién de nuevos
instrumentos de planificacion, en su mayoria refleios con la planificacion del
desarrollo regional, sin reforma e integracion sletema de ordenacion del territorio.
La implementacion de los Planes Integrados a mogzl y del Concepto Nacional de
Desarrollo Espacial constituye nuevas herramieatagl sistema de instrumentos de
ordenacion y son una expresion de la voluntad dedamacion de la planificacion fisica
y del desarrollo del territorio, dentro del marawmigico del desarrollo regional. La
implementacion de estos planes y la difusién deho@pto Nacional de Desarrollo
Espacial representan los primeros intentos de raté@n del sistema de planificacion,
de integracién discursiva y transferencia de lasasd del Modelo Europeo de

Ordenacion territorial§uropean Spatial Modgl



RESUM

Aquest estudi pretén d’ampliar el coneixement dgtkma d’instruments d’ordenacié
del territori Epatial planning i del procés d’europeitzacio, tenint com a olgetestudi
un pais d’Europa de I'Est: Bulgaria. L’actualita¢l dema es justifica pel fet que
Bulgaria és un dels nous Estats Membres de la Uambé per la necessitat de
comprendre con es transforma i europeitza el s&steawional d’ordenacio del territori
com a resultat d'aquesta adhesi6. Comprendre ipirtar els canvis en el sistema
d’ordenacié del territori després de la caiguda régim comunista I'any 1989 i la
preparaciéo del pais per a l'adhesié a la UE, sepait una analisi del sistema
d’instruments d’ordenacio6 i de la seva aplicaci®kprocés d’europeitzacié conformen
dos principals linies successives que defineixanpeincipals objectius de I'estudi.
L’ambit temporal de I'estudi abraca el periode co#spentre 1989 i 2013, coincidint
aixi amb el final del primer periode de programaoés a Bulgaria com a membre
oficial de la UE. La investigacié segueix la dinamide les diverses dimensions del
sistema d’ordenacio del territori, amb especiaheite a aquells periodes en qué el
procés d’europeitzacié ha suposat el major impantda transformacié del sistema
d’instruments de planificacié i, posteriorment,dava implantacié en el context del
discurs espacial europeu o model d’ordenacié detde. L'analisi de la literatura i
dels documents estudiats, aixi com les entrevist&zades demostren i expliquen que
Bulgaria ha realitzat esforgcos significatius enifaoduccié de nous instruments de
planificacio, en la seva majoria relacionats amiplinificacio del desenvolupament
regional, sense reforma i integracio del sistemard#nacié del territori. La
implementaciéo dels Plans Integrats a nivell localdgl Concepte Nacional de
Desenvolupament Espacial, com a nous instrumentseleristema d’instruments
d’ordenacid, expressié de la voluntat de coordimaé la planificacio fisica i del
desenvolupament del territori, dintre del marcakgenvolupament regional, mostre els
primers intents d’integracié del sistema de plaaiid, d’integracié discursiva i
transferencia de les idees del Model Europeu d'@adé territorial European Spatial
Model).



PE3IOME

ToBa wu3cnenBaHe uMa 3a LeN Ja pasliUpH IO3HAHUATA BBPXY CHCTEMara oOT
MHCTPYMEHTH 3a TPOCTPAHCTBEHO IUIAHWPAHE W TpOoIeca Ha EBpOIEH3aIysi, UMaiKu
KaTo 00EKT Ha M3cie/BaHe eaHa cTpaHa oT M3rouna EBpomna: bbarapus. AkryanHocTra
Ha TeMaTa ce ompaBaaBa OT (akTa, 4e bbirapus e enHa OT HOBHTE CTPaHU-WICHKH Ha
EC, HO m Or HeoOXomumocTTa ga ce pa3depe Kak HallOHAJIHATa CHCTEMa 3a
MPOCTPAHCTBEHO TUTAHUPAHE ce TpaHC(HOpMUpa U eBPOIIEHU3NpPa, KaTO pe3yaTar OT TOBA.
Pa3zbupanero u HHTEpPIPETHPAHETO HA TIPOMEHHUTE HA U B CHCTEMATa 3a IIaHUpaHe Ciel
najaHero Ha pexxuma mpe3 1989 m moaroroBkata Ha crpaHara 3a EC-uieHCTBO,
MOCJIeIBAaHO OT aHAJIM3 Ha CHCTeMaTa OT MHCTPYMEHTH 3a MPOCTPAHCTBEHO IUIAaHUpaHE
¥ HEWHOTO MMIUIEMEHTHpaHE B Mpoleca Ha eBporneusanys, (GOopMHUpPAT JBE OCHOBHH
MOCJICIOBATEIHY JIMHWY, JAe(UHUPAINM OCHOBHHTE LENM Ha TOBAa M3CIIE/BAHE.
Bpewmesust o6xBaT Ha mpoyuBaHeTo oOxBamia nepuoaa 1989-2013Fonuna, cpBmagani ¢
Kpasi Ha IbPBUS NporpaMeH nepuoj] Ha bwiarapus karo opunmanen uiaeH Ha Chrosa.
WscnenBanero crefBa AWHAMHUKHTE HA pa3iMdyHd HM3MEpPEHHS Ha CcHCTEMara 3a
NPOCTPAHCTBEHO IUIAHUPAHE ChC CHelUaleH (OKYyC BBPXY OHE3HM INEPUOJH, B KOHTO
EBpPOIEH3aLMOHHUAT MPOLIEC OKa3Ba HAaW-CHIIHO BIHMSHUE B TPaHC(HOPMHUPAHETO Ha
cucTeMaTra OT IUIAHOBH HWHCTPYMEHTH, PECIIEKTHBHO BIIMSHUE BBPXY YCTPOWCTBEHH
MHCTPYMEHTH W TAXHOTO MWMIUIEMEHTHpPaHe C HOBM TaKMBa B KOHTEKCTa Ha
EBporeiickusT mpoCTpaHCTBEeH JUCKypc/ Moziell. AHAIN3bT HA MPOyUYCHATA JINTEPATypa
M JIOKyMEHTH, KAaKTO ¥ TPOBEIACHUTE HHTEPBIOTA, ITOKa3BaT M apryMEHTHpaT, dYe
beirapus e HampaBmia 3HAUMTENHW YCWIHS BBB BBBEKIAHETO HA HOBU IUIAHOBH
WHCTPYMEHTH, CBbP3aHH Haii-BeUe C IUIAHUPAHETO HAa PETHOHATHOTO Pa3BHUTHE, HO 0e3
pedopmanmss W HWHTErpamMs ~ Ha ~ CHUCTeMara  OT  HMHCTPYMEHTH  3a
YCTPOMCTBEHO/TIPOCTPAHCTBEHO IUTaHUpaHe. VIMIUIEMEHTHpPAHETO Ha WHTETPUPAHH
IIaHoBe Ha MecTHO HMBO M Harmmonanna Konmenmms 3a IIpoctpancrBeno Passurue
KaTo HOBU NPOCTPAHCTBEHW WHCTPYMEHTH - M3pa3 Ha KOOpAWHANHWS HAa (PU3HUECKOTO
IUIAHUPAHETO M pa3BUTUE Ha TEPUTOpHATA, Makap M B 3aKOHOBaTa paMKa Ha
PETHOHATIHOTO pPa3BUTHE, IOKa3Ba ITbPBUTE OIMTH 3a MHTETPUpaHE Ha IJIAHOBATa
cucTeMa, JHMCKypCHBHAaTa HHTerpanusata W TpaHcdep Ha unmeure oT EBpormeiickus

NpOCTPAHCTBCH MOJCII.
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Problem context and problem statement

The general structure of any study should be shahit starts by identifying the set of
problems it addresses (Haesbaert, 2011). The ¢uwtoetoral thesis can be defined as a
multidisciplinary study. The part devoted to spajdanning studies refers to the
Eastern European context and the dimension of apdtansformations and

reorganization of national spaces together withialolicies.

With the process of the disintegration of commuregiimes in Europe which started in
the late 1980s, followed by changing geopoliticatt@rns of the political, economic,
social and cultural spheres of life, the countmeEastern and Central Europe faced the
idea of democracy. They became subject to dynamitstormation driven by Western
ideals of prosperity and the new globalization. Bawiet Union collapsed, and with it
the end of political and military tension betweaasEand West marked the beginning of
a turbulent period of transition and profound chlendhe characteristics of this
transformation included economic crisis, negatigendgraphic trends, a radical change

of values, and a swing from extreme communism tr@4liberalism (Yanchev, 2012).

The transition from command economy to various doatipns of liberal democracy
and a free market, led to the recognition of thgdnance of spatial aspects of
development and to an increasing interest of rekeas and policy makers in the role of
geography and spatial planning. The considerableeldpmental changes in the
countries of the former communist bloc were markegd violent processes of
privatization, which became a leitmotif of the postnmunist transition, and called into
guestion the capacity of Eastern European sociébieranage and plan their future,
including their national spaces. These processismed the basic context within
which planning had to function, provoking confli@ad confusion that planners and
other professionals were simply not prepared fart(&hd Stanilov, 2010). Moreover,
the supposed superiority of private enterprisetardree market imposed the idea of a
"legitimation crisis" in planning, and the denialdarejection of prior policy as a bad

memory from another era that would never return.

The slow but peaceful process of unification ok"tast" with the European Union has
become an expression of European integration (HKagk&007). The Europeanization

of Central and Eastern Europe, where national potiakers try to adapt to EU



standards, has quite often, however, led to sigaiti differences in terms of

mechanisms and results (Maier, 2012).

Compared to other countries in the region, and@ajte the others in the Balkans, the
transition in Bulgaria has probably been one ofslmothest in Southeast Europe. The
adoption of a new constitution in early 1991 enleaha relatively rapid stabilization of
the political transition. Nevertheless, the ecormmbcial and political transformation
created a new situation and novel realities fotigpplanning in the country, where the
division between the planning of socioeconomic ttgy@ent and physical (perceived
as urban) planning had been typical since the camshyeriod before 1989. As a
result, two different and uncoordinated systemslpeed planning documents. It was in
that new post-socialist reality that the crisisplanning emerged, together with an
attitude towards it in which terms such as "plaghimnd "spatial planning" were

rejected and even forgotten.

The year of Bulgaria’s EU accession - 2007, reprisg the fifth and the last but one
expansion of the Union to the east and southeast,ttze period thereafter, brought
structural changes to the organization of the pfapprocess as a whole. EU accession
acted as a true catalyst of domestic change (inst@f planning discourse, institutional
change, planning practices and planning document$)vas an expression of the future
expectations of the country. The influence of th&) Eormed and led to the
implementation of regional (cohesion) policy, evienthe pre-accession period. In
Bulgaria, as in other new EU member states fromti@krand Eastern Europe,
legislative models and frameworks for the stratgganning of regional development
were adopted. However, these were not based ohistarical experience which those
countries had been through. To a greater or letsgnee, the reproduction of planning
policies and practices which were recommended byBhropean Commission began.
Those policies and practices were contained inlhen’s legislation in the field of
regional policy, and they were accompanied by timplementation of structural
instruments for the development of European reg{Basov, 2015).

In parallel, efforts towards the development ofioegl policy together with pressure
from the EU to adapt in this area of shared commuete opened up a number of
opportunities. However, in Bulgaria, this has l#fe development of the system of

spatial planning (physical planning) somewhat state of hibernation and isolation; in



a state in which, twenty years after 1989, seriptablems were observed. These

included:

= The existence of development plans and proceduras were drawn up in
another political, economic and social context, eumich do not reflect the real

situation with regard to the development of theitiny;
= A complete lack of plans and schemes (instrumdatsypatial planning;

= A Spatial Planning Act (2001) which failed to irduce an integrated approach
to the planning of the national territory and whaesgulations in the field of
spatial (physical) instruments remained unfulfilléds a result, the legislative
pressure to draw up general spatial plans at th&l level and general spatial

schemes at the regional level remained wholly usfsatory;
= A lack of mechanisms and methodology for studyipatigl planning;

= Spatial practices that could only be described fasgthentary": a lack of
prevention of negative processes concerning spigiadlopment (such as illegal

construction);

= A failure to strengthen the public sector in tharpling process. Instead, an
unprincipled distribution of funds to private cofis\g and design firms in the
implementation of procurement planning services whserved, in tangible

deficit to standards and quality and control;
= |Institutional weakness;

= A lack of spatial data and of a community thatXpegt in spatial planning. The
profession of the planner was still not recognizedficiently. Traditionally,

spatial planning involves architects and to a mesh extent, urbanists;

= The lack of a comprehensive vision for spatial plag and organization,
including the belief that regional planning sholld regarded as part of the

spatial planning concept;

= A lack of transparency and public participatiorirritorial governance.



As part of the European Community and under théuenice of the EU, Bulgaria
conducted a series of planning reforms in the pebigtween 1989 and 2013. However,
they mainly concerned the system of regional plagnnstruments. Spatial planning
remained trapped in those spheres which are omtiajya reformed under the influence
of the EU; while after 2007, the function of sphpéans and schemes was gradually
taken over by regional plans and strategies. Sattanding was adopted, but along
with that the changes in the domestic discourspl@amning, planning education and the
behaviour of policy makers in the process of teridl governance, clearly appeared to
remain insufficient with regard to the implementatiof the ideas of the debate on the
emergence of the so-called European spatial plgnnmiodel of the creation of a

coordinated and integrated system of planning decus

The current work aims to form part of the studiésjpatial planning in Bulgaria. Its
purpose is to clarify important aspects of thegfarmation of spatial planning, namely:
the system of spatial instruments. This transfoionathas been identified in the
framework of the process of Europeanization (oftiapgplanning) and the pan-

European debate on European spatial developmeiné &uropean spatial model.

Europeanization is a broad term that is used in @¢kplanation of all political
transformations in the EU member states (but moitéid to them) once their domestic
institutions begin to interact with the Europeastitutional instruments and also with
the EU debate. Europeanization reflects the conitglexf the process of mutual
influence between the European Union and its merstages, and is an expression of a
transfer which explains the relations between theranational actors and the new

member states after the major “Eastern enlargen{®mtiitrova, 2015).

The Europeanization of planning in the Eastern geam context, as far as the area
studied here is concerned, is a continual procéssivbegan in the mid-1990s. Thanks
to the common association of the region with comisturegimes, the beginning of the
so-called transitional period was associated Wighgrimary task which those countries
had, which was to provide liberation from the rafeplanning experts. It is due to this
that planning and spatial policies in many coustiie the region remain outside the
sphere of the national political interest. Sucthes case of Bulgaria. However, planning
is widely recognized as one of the prerequisitas doccessing the EU funding for

Central and Eastern Europe (Adams, 2008). Theatitee describes the process of



Europeanization in the region as the "Eastern moftiatiaptation” (Maier, 2012) and is
still represented by an insufficient number of stgdsome of which will be discussed

herein.

Research questions and hypotheses

This doctoral thesis is guided by the search fawamns to the following two central

research questions:

A. How did the Bulgarian spatial planning system ahge after the fall of the

communist regime (1989) and up until 20137

B. How has the system of spatial planning instrumie changed and been

implemented within the framework of the Europeantizan of planning processes?

This second central question is complemented Betlsub-questions which facilitate
the task of carrying out the research in a strectand purposeful way, so as to be able
to interpret the reality more profoundly and to\pde the opportunity for more in-depth

analysis. These sub-questions are:
B.1. When and how did the implementation of spatiastruments begin?

B.2. Do these instruments transfer European concepideas and approaches to

spatial planning?

B.3. If so, by what mechanism is European spatigdaburse transferred to this field?

These two central questions fully justify and explthe title of this doctoral thesis:
“Spatial planning instruments in Bulgaria: towardsthe Europeanization of the
spatial model” The first part of the title reflects the needidentify, analyse and
understand Bulgaria’s spatial planning system. whek that offers substantial content
in response to this first part of the title focusas the differentiation of spatial
instruments and their relations to other elemehtd® structure of the system. For this
reason, the first main (central) question relatetheé development of the system from
1989 to 2013. That period was characterized bypthst-socialist reality of violent
transformations and the EU integration processs Biso comprised of a pre-accession

period of reforms, and the initial period of Bulges EU membership, between 2007
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and 2013, which coincides with the second cohegality programming period in the
country.

The second part of the title focuses on the presessthe Europeanization of planning
and reflects the idea of the introduction of thedpean spatial model. The work which
responds to this part of the title chiefly consisfsanalysis of the impact of the
Europeanization process on planning instrumentpafticular, my work focuses on the
ways in which those instruments have been changettheo approaches adopted in
tackling these transformations, and also on how imstvuments have been introduced.
This part of the doctoral thesis is strictly analgt-interpretive and has the character of

a discussion. It is in this context that | posedbeeond central question.

The need for a more comprehensive understandirtpeosituation defines the three
additional questions that open up the analysisheké spatial planning instruments
within a wider realm of research. Here | discusdetail exactly what was implemented
in the system of instruments, together with wheah laow that implementation occurred
in the context of Europeanization. Answering thiedtlspecific sub-question provides
an opportunity for additional analysis of the clueaistics of the transfer of ideas from
the European spatial model and the associated ejetafined in a series of pan-
European documents for spatial development. TheFEiSDhe most important of those

documents, in cases where such transfer supposecilyred.

The hypotheses in turn are related to the two abné'search questions. They are an
expression of the preliminary explanation or a terapy solution to the issue posed
(Elorrieta Sanz, 2013).

The first hypothesisis that spatial planning in Bulgaria was negleaad unreformed

at the beginning of the post-socialist period, dnmat this state of affairs continued
through the 1990s; the period characterized bydthelopment of the cohesion policy.
The lack of active reforms of the system of spailahning in the period between 1989
and 2013 led to the formation of two systems ohpiag instruments: one for spatial
planning and the other for regional developmente Td¢hanges in the technical
dimension of the spatial planning system show rtenition to integrate the spatial
instruments with those for regional planning. Thhere, spatial functions were taken

over by regional development planning (through @eseof plans and strategies) that



was introduced in the process of European intemgraéind the Europeanization of

planning in the country.

The second hypothesisis that the Europeanization of the system of plagni

instruments did not begin until after 2001. Thetesysof spatial plans remained "static"
and did not undergo reformation even after theodhiction of the SPA (2001). It was
only in 2010 that the system of spatial planningudoents was partially implemented.
That implementation involved the introduction oaphing instruments at the national
level, the National Spatial Development Concepd anlocal level, the Integrated Plans
for Urban Regeneration and Development. Those umsnts formed part of the

Europeanization of spatial planning through thendfar of the European spatial
discourse, or the European spatial model, fromEbketo the domestic level. They
represented the first attempt at voluntary transfix common European spatial

development documents designed as recommendations.

Aims and objectives

The identification and achievement of the overalisis part of the contribution this
research is expected to make to the general kngeléd this field. Meanwhile, the
individual objectives are what guide the activitiesdertaken in order to provide that
contribution. The principal aims are therefore eeféd in the two main research

guestions expressed in the preceding section anmd lm stated as follows:

A. To understand the transformations of the spatf@hnning system in Bulgaria after

the fall of socialism, through EU accession, and tp2013.

B. To analyse the changes in the system of spatr@truments and the novel

instruments implemented within the Europeanizati@nocess.

As the specific objectives within the second aifre following have been defined:

B.1. To explain how implementation of novel insgats occurred in the system of

spatial instruments in terms of timing and method.



B.2. To identify ideas, the transfer of ideas, epis and approaches related to the

supranational idea of the EU spatial model anditistruments implemented.

B.3. To verify the mechanism and the charactessticthe transfer of European spatial

documents to new instruments for spatial plannmBulgaria

Research context and key definitions

In theoretical and conceptual terms, the curres¢asch was partially inspired by the
geographic conceptualization of space. The studhisfis part of the science of spatial
planning referred to in geography as "spatial sérffrom the original German term:
RaumwissenschaftStoyanov (1992, 2009) relates the origin of igphacience to the
first spatial (localization) theories and objectiveVly research has been developed
within the framework of Europeanization: space as@al construction and planning in

the context of European space making.

A change of patterns in planning systems and pegtnas been observed over the past
two decades, while studies devoted to Europeanizatbntribute to new explanations
of supra-national policies within domestic instibuis (Reimer et al., 2015). The
Europeanization of spatial planning is part of ploditical project for the construction of
the "EU"-ropean space, i.e., the process througthwBurope is (re-)defined and (re-)
constructed as a unified spatial entity (Luukkor¥i 1a). In parallel to this, however, |
take into account the fact that the developmeritdeas of a common European space
and the creation of a common EU planning modepractice follow the complex and
diffuse connection of competences between the Hithe member states (Elorrieta
Sanz, 2013). Itis also borne in mind that the B¥sdnot have any explicit power in the
field of spatial planning, i.e. there is no specifegulation of spatial planning as a
policy in the Community. Nevertheless, the EU hagetbped various ways to have a
consolidated practical impact on European spatairpng. On the one hand, these are
the series of documents that purport to be there@eée for planning and sustainable
development of the territory. On the other handydaer, in practice there is a clear
tendency to appropriate certain competences (indirect way) through other policies
where the EU has exclusive competence or shavathithe member states. The Union

possesses competences in the development of deptiigies; and those policies,
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together with the financial framework of the Comntynhave an impact on national
spatial planning policies. Of course, this is matearly visible when studying the
process of Europeanization of national planning asdnechanisms, as discussed in

detail in the second chapter.

Meanwhile, Chapter 3 develops the concept of pdtiagsfer within a logical structure.
Although it is rarely used in the social sciendhs,idea of policy transfer complements
some of the mechanisms and directions of Europatioiz These mechanisms - and
the variables which characterize them - are consitlén depth in the search for a
logical methodological model that will allow the udy of spatial planning

transformation in Bulgaria within the conceptualibdaries of Europeanization.

In this way, the current research is based on guscghich have formed the so-called
European debate on spatial development for mone tiva decades. Specifically, this
doctoral thesis covers three main lines of conapenquiry: spatial planning,
Europeanization (of spatial planning) and policgnsfer. Despite the variation in the
literature, the following definitions of these teynmave been selected as the most

representative.

Key concept 1“Spatial planning appeared in the process of singpa European
position in the field of planning and spatial dey@hent, intended as a neutral term and
not directly linked to any particular country”. (Bine, 2002: 11) At the same time,
according to Servillo and Van den Broeck, it regms a socially constructed system
whose core technical dimension is embedded in ad®o "institutional frame"
composed also of a cognitive, socio-political amgtdrsive dimension. More generally

put, spatial planning is a four-dimensional struet{Yanchev, 2012)

Key concept 2“Europeanization consists of processes of a) ¢amsion, b) diffusion,
and c) institutionalization of formal and informalles, procedures, policy paradigms,
styles, "ways of doing things" and shared beliefd aorms which are first defined and
consolidated in the EU policy process and thenripomted into the logic of domestic
(national and subnational) discourse, political wsttures and public policies”
(Radaelli, 2003: 30).

Key concept 3Policy transfer is "the process by which knowledabout policies,

administrative arrangements, institutions and idéasone political system (past or
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present) is used in the development of policiesmiadtrative arrangements,

institutions and ideas in another political systef@blowitz and Marsh, 2000: 5).

It should also be taken into account that the tarstrument (spatial instrument)as
been preferred twol when it refers to spatial plans / schemes or aflbenestic spatial
documents regulating intervention in the territorjze termplanning instruments the
current doctoral thesis refers to those formallypaed by the planning legislation of the
country (at the national, regional or local levahd used for territorial governance, land
use management and development of territorial urAts the local level, spatial
instruments are most often callpthng while at the regional and national levels their
characteristics may be different. For example, ugBria, the ternspatial instruments
refers to general spatial plans (of municipaliteesurban settlements), as well as to

schemes (regions) and concepts (municipalitiespmegr the national territory).

Thesis structure

The work presented in the current doctoral thesidivided into four main parts: the
conceptual framework of the research (Chapters lan@ 3); the methodology,
illustrating how the research has been conductdwf@rs 4 and 5 ); the domestic
context and results of the empirical study (Chap®rand 7); and an analytical part
reflecting how Europeanization had an impact ontigpbanstruments (Chapter 8), as
well as additional interpretation, critical analsanalysis of instrument transfer during
Europeanization, and discussion of the newly inioadl planning instruments (Chapter
9). The final (fifth) part comprises the conclusoand the arguments concerning the

two central hypotheses.

The construction of th€onceptual framework (Part Il) mainly includes an overview
of the existing academic literature, but also @f fiterature of an institutional nature. In
order to understand and study the influence andmkehanisms of action of these
conceptual starting points - which are not founé&mintegrated form in the academic
literature or in the Eastern European context ifey tare poorly studied) (Ladi, 2007),
and more specifically in the literature concernsgatial planning in Bulgaria - it is
necessary to understand the essence of the cosegetsately. In this way the empirical
research is theoretically supported. The chapterspatial planning (Chapter 1)

considers the wide variety of literature availatded for the central academic
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references, sources in English have been choses.chhpter focuses on the idea of

preciselywhatthe research is into.

Europeanization (Chapter 2)is a broad concept, which is used to explain tigigal
transformations in the different EU member statepwing the "contact" between
domestic institutions and European institutionablto The transformations and
dynamics involved are shown as part of the ideatlieremergence or the need for a
European model of spatial planning, which supptirtsdebate on the convergence or
divergence of planning systems and practices within Community. This chapter,
together withChapter 3 (Policy Transfer), is an important starting point for explaining
why Europe's national planning systems are changimdyhow this is possible in the
multi-directional and complex relationship betwdbka EU and the member states. An
important point in focusing on these three concalptund theoretical starting points is
the consideration of each one of them in the Bagteropean context, keeping in mind
that the countries in that region began to chahgé planning systems more recently
and the adaptation pressure and conditionalith@®&U follow different dynamics from

those in Western Europe.

The Methodology (Part 11l) of the study aims to demonstrate the overall etatand
approach to conducting the current research. Thie wigjective of this part of the
doctoral thesis is to develop a design that alltvescentral research questions which
the study addresses to be answered, while clagifiirthe analysis the validity of the
answers and possibly threats to it. The methodotbdramework and research design
adopted define this study as qualitative. It ipired by the need to generate knowledge
and interpret processes and phenomena that aréfigtkrwithin the framework of
Europeanization. Through policy transfer in thatnteat, ideas, discourse and
regulations, related to spatial planning in certge@ographical areas of the EU, can
mutate as it adapts and becomes united under thenoo European model of spatial
planning. Furthermore, this study can be definedxgdanatory research in accordance

with the classification in Saunders et al. (2607)

! Saunders et al. (2007) define three types of ssudieploratory, descriptive and explanatory. The
classification of studies is usually based on tesearch methods; while, depending on the research
guestion, a study can be both descriptive and agpbay.
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Thus Part 11l of this work integrates two central chapte@hapter 4 organizes the
information sources and the methods of gatheringligtive information and data,
including semi-structured interviews of expertsBuolgaria. The chapter justifies the
territorial and temporal scope of the empirical dgtu Chapter 5, within this
methodology section, is of particular importancel dacuses on key approaches to
studying the system of spatial planning, as weligsroaches to analysing the impact of
Europeanization. Within the latter process, antaathl model is presented: a model for
in-depth analysis of the European spatial discotnaesferred to the spatial planning
instruments already analysed in the previous pHrthe doctoral thesis. This analysis
of the process of transfer provides additional ltesier the general discussion on the

implementation of spatial instruments in Bulgassaaresult of Europeanization.

Part IV - The results of the empirical research focus lan évolution of the spatial
development system in Bulgaria during the periodvkm as the New History Period of
the country (since 1878). This part compris@sapter 6 and Chapter 7, and is
deliberately separated from the rest of the resilthe analysis, as it focuses primarily
on the transformations and changes in spatial pigrin Bulgaria.Chapter 6 examines
in detail and provides a descriptive analysis @& évolution of planning since 1878,
paying special attention to the 1989-2013 peribeé (teriod the current work studies).
The results of this chapter represent a basis fature upgrade of the analytical study.
The recapitulation of the development of the spatianning system irChapter 7 is
supplemented by an overview of the ESPON findingscerning Bulgarian spatial
planning (since 1989). Understanding and systeimgtithis information enables the

rest of the study to be completed.

The empirical data (ifPart IV) reveal a number of problems in the system ofiapat
planning that were caused by the specifics of #ierms, as well as the emergence of
different planning instruments: regional and spafisansformations which occurred as
a result of the influence (direct or indirect) betEU, i.e., Europeanization, as well as
the different dynamics of these changes in thenieeh dimension of the system
(Chapter 8) fall within the scope of the analytical studyaft V) of this thesis. In
parallel, a central place iChapters 9 is devoted to the role and transfer of the
European spatial discourse (discursive integratitmpugh the implementation of
concepts and planning principles from key documelgisigned as recommendations

within the system of spatial instruments (as a Itesuthe changes in the domestic
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discourse on spatial planning and the opportunfaeshanging the planning practices

by implementing these new planning documents).

A comprehensive framework for critical review anige tanalysis of transfer are
proposed, as well as an interpretive analysis addseussion of examples of spatial

planning instruments which have been implementecks2007.

Finally, Part VI is dedicated to th€onclusionsorganized at several levels. A table of
the interviews conducted (recorded in audio fornaaw)l their characteristics has been
annexed, as well as the consent form filled in Hy éxperts interviewed in the field.

Figure 1 is a summary of the conceptual outlinthefgeneral structure of this research.
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Figure 1: Conceptual outline of the general structte of this doctoral thesis
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CHAPTER 1: SPATIAL PLANNING AND SPATIAL PLANNING
MODELS

1.1. Conceptual-terminological and linguistic probéms related to the

interpretation of the term “spatial planning”

1.1.1. Space and territory in spatial planning. Gegraphical context and linguistic

features

Space has always been a fundamental concept imaggog For scientists in the field of
physical geography, space is a geometrically omgpahsystem (absolute space), while
for too many representatives of human geograptg,utiderstanding of space stems

from rather relative and relational perspectivasuftkonen, 2011a).

The understanding and the semantic distinctiorheftivo terms - territory and space -
have formed - in their own manner - certain expoess which nowadays reflect the
national (regional) concepts and names used indtmestic planning systems and
spatial planning policy. In this respect, the dsigr of European languages as well as
the variety of geographical, economic, etc. plagnsthools, require clarification,
especially when studying space and planning paligie Slavic countries from the
perspective of Latin or Anglo-Saxon languages. Minguistic features and the abilities
to explain the differences in the denomination g various terms and practices are
undoubtedly related to this issue, therefore —tias been paid attention to in this study

as well.

At the same time, there is no clear definitiorteafitory nor of its relation to space and
time, or as Elden (2010) stated - the concept witaey together with the concepts of
space in geography, remains little explored. EI&€10) rounds out Raffestin’s (1980)
ideas of the territory and territoriality as sonfi¢he most neglected issues in geography

and adds in conclusion that the history of thisoemt is yet to be made.

The conceptualized ideas - through the prism o&rd@hism, naturalism, idealism,
materialism, etc. — create an illusion in geogragtat territory is more complex than
we are able to explain, or as Haesbaert (2011)dnotebrings against its background
the term “hybridity”, so that the territory can Iseen through the idea of multiple

connections of power (as Claude Raffestin clarifi380) - from the material power of
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economic and political relations to the symboliowpo of the relations in cultural

aspect. In this study it is added that such anaggbr reflects the idea that territory
(space) is not just a "land cover". Territory imgmex, evolving in time, integrated,

multi-layered, resulting from the correlation ofs iphysical geographic features,
geopolitics / politics (power), economic evolutiamd culture (an expression of the
territorial-social identity and social relationskjpln other words, studying the process
of spatial organization or spatial planning is iregible without knowing the process of

territory formation and the elements that define it

The territory is the geographic space attachedleiag, a community, an entity of any
nature, physical or immaterial geographical are@d@, 1998). Territory and space are
not equivalent, while their indiscriminate use lead confusion. Territory is generated
from space by actors who territorialize it (Raffiesi980).Territory is a spatial category
and is sometimes parallel to the concepts of regitaice or locality, and as Luukkonen
(2011a: 5) noted - in policy making these termsadten used randomly. Territory can

be regarded as a specific political way of représgrspace.

In German-speaking countries, spatial planning rikep which are based on two
sciences - regional and spatial - space is assdcwith the concept of region. It could
be said that every region is a space, but not eygaige is a region, for it is the level of

organization which distinguishes them (Stoyano@2{6).

Stamenkov (2014: 37) binds the idea of spatial mlam with the German Theory of
geographical dimensions. The Theory is relatedatwl$cape studies. Initially it was
used in technical literature and later on in macigrific fields, not only geographic
ones, which deal with the terrspace (Sandner, 2013). In human geography the
meaning of the geographical dimensions are morept®mand complicated, since
spatial research can be conducted in various wayerdling on what meaning and
concept of space will serve as a basis. Like irspd@af geography, space is a real object
(natural, urban, industrial landscape, etc.) big @lso a social, cultural, abstract space,
such of action, planning, or generally put - basaddeas, perceptions, individual or
collective experience (Stamenkov, 2014: 38). Heribe, Theory of geographical
dimension is a theory of geographical spaces, adfhahe latter are the research subject

of numerous sciences.
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The space is divided into material space and atistace. The first is regarded as one
filled with objects - part of the Earth's surfacer-as structural space with an important
role in physical and human geography. Abstract spadypical for human geography
and is organized by the following subcategoriescepas a functional system (political,
cultural, social aspects); space as a perceptiah idantity (the material world
combined with language, culture, traditions, soo@tions, etc.); space as a political
and planning field of action (object and/or subjeicplanning policy); space as a social
category and part of the social structuring. Thietaoverlaps the new socialist theories
(Stamenkov, 2014). Theory acts as a motor for stigdghe structural parts of scientific
planning and deals with the idea of programmingspétial problems solving. The
theory of planning derives from, and depends orias@&cientific theorizing, while
spatial planning is harmonized through its theoedtipenetration of ethical values.
Space in spatial planning is a multifaceted conteption — with economic to a virtual
significance, which turns spatial planning into tepstowards solving the numerous
problems of various categories. Thus planning tdindted to institutions building, but
to seeking strategies for negotiations betweervéneus partners / actors, while time -
being a technical tool and a resource which is aignperceived subjectively - will be

increasingly taken into account by spatial planning

In practice and in spatial planning policy, spageften understood in absolute terms
(Luukkonenen, 2011a). Sgéh (2005) even divides territorial and spatial pekc
territorial policies focus on the development ofparticular area, whereas spatial
policies include various spatial levels from Eurapeo local ones, in a process aimed at
better coordination and cooperation of space cdiorec Nonetheless, spatial planning
is inevitably territorial, while the conceptualiiat of the notions of space and territory
is important in the political debate on the temab cohesion policy (Luukkonen and
Moilanen, 2012).

1.1.2. Linguistic challenges to the interpretatiorof the term “spatial planning”

Interpretation, translation and explanation of t#reninology related to spatial planning
in Europe is becoming an important challenge cansid the wide variety of languages
in the 28 EU member states. Like the use of cosceyth as "territory” or "space”, the
cultural rootedness of many of the words used actwe and in the explanation of

spatial planning, are bound by aspects of sodietytiding planning practices and tools,
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which only make sense "domestically, in the natiammtext and language” (Duhr, et
al., 2010: 22).

In his book "European Union Spatial Policy and Rlag", Williams (1996) emphasizes

the importance of language and the linguistic pretation and understanding of the
concepts of the EU spatial policy in the contextha official languages of the Union.

Williams himself attaches importance to the différianguage variations of the English
language regarding the term “spatial planning”, &mdhe fact that recognition of the

linguistic significance in understanding the teratogy only started in the 1990s. The
same author defines "Spatial planning" as a Eumgli§m term used as a neutral

expression of different planning styles in Europe warious geographical levels.

However, interpreting the concept of spatial plagnieads to confusion caused by the
fact that its different use depends on the cordagtthe purpose (Nadin, 2007). Duhr et
al. (2010: 26) define two main ways in whidpétial planning is used:

= As a concept of governance system for managingaspvelopment or land
use in a particular place (the national or theaegi planning system);

= As a specific term used to describe the specialtiqular idea or definition of
spatial planning as a coordination mechanism caigid in the debate at the

European level (the spatial planning approach);

In an academic aspect, spatial planning is sometisubstituted with (or parallel to)
terms such as "spatial development”, "strategicnmley” and "strategic spatial
planning." The differences between the terms areenw less subtle and partially
overlap, despite the numerous concepts explaiffirgcomprehensive aspect of these
terms (Luukkonen, 2011Db).

In many cases, the term "spatial planning” is atniesrally translated from English,
while in other cases the term is completely diffierén that line of discussion, it should

be noted, however, that in many cases these tezswside different concepts.
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Figure 2: Official languages in the EU: translationof the term "spatial planning”

Bulgarian NpoCTpaHCTBEeHO NnaHupaH
Spanish ordenacion del territorio
Czech uzemni planovani

Danish egnsplanlzegning

German Raumplanung

Estonian asulaplaneerimine

Greek ywpotalia

France aménagement du territoire
Hungarian prostorno planiranje

Italy assetto territoriale

Latvian pils€tu un lauku planojums
Lithuanian teritorinis planavimas
Hungarian teruletszervezeés

Dutch ruimtelijke ordening

Polish planowanie przestrzenne
Portuguese ordenamento do territério
English town and country planning
Romanian planificare urbana si regionald
Slovak plancvanie rozvoja mesta a vidieka
Slovenian prostorsko nadrtovanje
Finnish Kaavoitus

Swedish fysisk planering

Source: Diihr et al. (2010)

Note: Bulgarian -upocmpancmeeno nnanupan to be considered agocmpancmeeno nnanupane

In Slavic-speaking countries, such as Russia foampte, along with the term
"organization of space" (in Russiampeanuszayus npocmpancmsa) the term

"organization of territory" dpeanuszayus meppumopuu) is also used, but above all -
"arrangement of territory”yempoiicmeo meppumopuu) - in terms of engineering and
technical development, as well as “territorigbéasal planning”; in Croatia - "Prostorno
planiranje", in Poland - "planowanie przestrenria"the Czech Republic - "Uzemni

planovani", in Serbia - "prostorno planiranje",.etc

In Romance-speaking countries, the term “territorg” traditionally used in the
definition of spatial planning. For example in Spand in Spanish-speaking countries,
the term for spatial planning is "ordenacion detiterio”, respectively "ordenacion
territorial"; in France, although with a differectncept and content, "aménagement du

territoir" is used.
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In many cases the direct translation of "spatiahping" is understood as both spatial
planning and territorial planning, which in theissence are both part of a certain
systematic hierarchy; therefore, in various acadesshools various terms have been
introduced which unite the above concept. For exeyrip Diccionario y glosario en
ordenacion del territorio(Vocabulario de uso frecuente en ordenacion delitt@io),
the term “"planeamiento territorial" is defined ga@ymous to spatial plannihgHere

it is necessary to add that the term "planning'itbglf is an instrument of the spatial
development policy, where policy means authorizingociety in a collective action.
Policy should be understood as a form of problenvirsm, whereas planning is
associated with rationalization of the policy. Tdevelopment planning is related to the
need to build a better system of influencing thecpsses. For many decades the idea of
planning as technology has been developing asiqadhyt neutral, that planning is a
philosophy. Until the mid-twentieth century, plangi is preparing the policy
management, policy itself is making decisions alaitérnatives, while planning is a

consequence and an administration activity (Stoya2009).

In German-speaking countries, such as Germany argdria - "spatial planning" is
expressed through concepts such as “Raumordnungdtids organization) and
“Raumplanung” (spatial planning). There Raumordndegnition is quite different in
official and scientific documents respectively. Tiheerpretation of those terms differs
in official papers on the one hand and in scientfapers on the other, which often
leads to misinterpretation not only in everydag lifut also in literature. As Stamenkov
(2014) stated, in the case of Austria "Raumordraeggribes the present condition of a
certain space, as well as the desired conditidgheofame space, and the set of activities
to be implemented in order to achieve this destatition”. On the other hand, spatial
planning deals with regulation and transformatibsgace, pursues the management of
the physical and the material form of space, bsb aleeks to steer certain social
relations (Luukkonen, 2011b). Transformation intebglanning relates to the design
and the implementation of locational and land uslet®ns, or to the distribution of
activities on a certain geographical level (Faladd Waterhout, 2002), together with

building up a framework of policy principles withspatial impact (Healey et al., 1997).

2 "Expresién practicamente sinénima de ordenacidnedetorio y que estareferida, por tanto, a awit
supramunicipales ", while "ordenacién del territdris defined as a policy: "Politica que se ocupdal

presencia, distribucién y disposicidnen el teriitae aquellos hechos a los que se confiere lacgrh

de condicionar o influiren el desarrollo y bienesta sus habitantes”.
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Therefore, when we talk about spatial planning wéemr to something more than
territorial planning. Thus in this doctoral thedise term “spatial planning” is has the
same meaning, linguistically and semantically parab the Spanish "ordenacion del
territorio" or the German “Raumordnung”, despitee thraditional and cultural

differences in the academic and the practical dsheoterms "territory” and "space"

which were explained above.

In Bulgaria, for decades there was no term equitdleits meaning to the German or
Spanish term for spatial planning, as a resulthef dividing of "physical planning"
(vempoticmso na mepumopusma in Bulgarian, literary — arrangement / structurofghe
territory) and "planning of the socioeconomic deypehent” (regional development
planning) (Stoyanov, 2009), despite the fact timguistically the term “arrangement of
the territory" translates into Spanish as "ordedradiel territorio” and into German - as
“‘Raumordnung”. The Bulgarian "arrangement of theritery” (Kovachev, 2009;
Stoyanov, 2009) conceptually stands closer to tiemdh "aménagement du territoir",
but not in its practical meaning, since the laitehighly economically oriented to
reducing the socioeconomic imbalances. The Bulgdaarangement planning” is more
related to technical-arrangement planning (simitathe Russian meaning). Thus the
Bulgarian term for “spatial planning” is actualljoser in meaning to the German
"planning of the land use” (Flachenwidmungsplanung)he Spanish "uso del suelo”,
to the Austrian “planning of the land use" (Flacmatzungsplanung) or to the English

"land use planning"”, which are only part of thetgdglanning concept.

The term "spatial planning" as a literary transliatirom English, replacing the term
“territory” with “space”, legislatively appearsrfthe first time in planning documents
for the adoption of the National Spatial Developm@oncept in December 2012,
although in the relevant act and a number of ofh@nning documentation, the term
“territorial arrangement” is in use. In the Natib@oncept an indirect reference is made
to the need for changes in the existing terminalogyosing the "new" term "spatial
planning”; in the same document it is stated thatcording to the definition of spatial
planning adopted by the Council of Ministers respble for Spatial Planning in Europe
in 2006, which definition was published a year ldig the Council of Europe in the
dictionary of spatial planning terms, in the "Ttary and landscape" section spatial

development is defined as "the evolution of teri#® in all dimensions (economic,
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social, environmental, physical)" (NSDC, 2012:318he Concept officially establishes
the term "spatial planning”, used in parallel oasubstitute for "spatial development”

as Luukkonen (2011b) highlighted, in many practcsdes mentioned above.

1.1.3. The term “region” in the spatial planning cacept

The term “region” appeared in Western literatureirdy the 1930s. The concept of
region has evolved and has reached various spdimménsions - sub-national,
supranational, cross-border, etc. regions (Stoya2@99). As early as 1968 the Council
of Europe recommended in a report the convening abnference of the ministers
responsible for spatial planning, so as to clatif\e concept of region and its
subcategories. The subcategories which were defasednain were: nature region;
homogenous region; cultural-geographical regioncfional region; polarized regions.

Most of the recommendations, however, remain open éday (Stamenkov, 2014).

Jones and Paasi (2013) noted that the conceptegbn;, as well as those of
regionalism, regional boundaries and identity, hiseeome important keywords in
social sciences since the 1990s, both in the adaddiscourse and in management,
planning and policy. The region is a social street(Paasi, 2010) and represents an
important element of comprehending the rapid tramshtion of the countries, the
debates, the practices and the multilevel govemanhtEurope of Regions” (Jones and
Paasi, 2013).

In German geography, for example, studying the ephof region came later than

studying the concept of space, and as opposedhéo geographic schools, preference is
given to the latter term. Region is regarded a®ldiqgally demarcated territorial unit

where the activities focused on meeting human neeesconstructed on a common
cultural base. Due to increasing competition, regiare forced to constantly create new
ideas, concepts and innovative forms of cooperasiomte the idea that the quality of a
state is determined by the sum of the qualitiegsofegions, is becoming increasingly

popular (Stamenkov, 2014).

3 “Spatial development refers to the evolution afiteries in all their dimensions (economic, sogial
environmental, physical)... “Spatial development @gliis a rather recent concept originating from the
1990s (when the ESDP and the Guiding Principlesveslopted) which means a policy promoting the
development of space in accordance with generatiptes. Various public policies (sectoral and non-
sectoral) should converge for the achievement etehgeneral principles described in the Guiding
Principles and in the ESDP” (CEMAT, 2006; CEMAT GESARY OF KEY EXPRESSIONS USED IN
SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES IN EUROPE)
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In Russian geography, as noted by Shuvalov (20d&)ording to the Dictionary of
Concepts and Terms in Socioeconomic Geographyieitie “region” is more often
used as a synonym of the terayon (from French - “rayon” - ray;paiion” in Russian)
and is endowed with its immanent properties. IndRusthe term was introduced in the
late 1800s as a foreign word, which literally medregion". The termgegion and
rayon are conceptually different, says the above-mentiatietionary, thereforeayon

analysis andegional analysis differ by definition.

In Bulgaria, the free interpretation of both corsep region andrayon is a clear
expression of the problem with the use of the ceptual-terminological apparatus. As
elucidated by Slaveikov (2000), the terayonis only used in the former USSR and
Bulgaria; according to the Dictionary of the Forelyords in the Bulgarian language —
1978, cited by the same authoayon means: 1. an area with certain economic and
geographical features; 2. a part of a village oigmeorhood; 3. Administrative-
territorial unit in the USSR; 4. the place whereeatain activity is carried out; field of
activity (ibid: 431).

The term “rayon” was introduced in 1879 by the $bgeographer A. S. Yermolov for
the outlining of agricultural areas. Later the temas imposed by the implementation of
the administrative-territorial reform in the USSRdawith the emergence of the so-
called ‘rayon Soviet school” in the 1920s. That is the period mikenditions for the
emergence of the regional economy (Kovalenko, 200k created. The creation of
the Sovietrayon school as an academic field was due to geographwers as N.

Baranskiy, who was the author of some of the fagbndivisions of the Soviet Union.

Some studies based on the Russian human geogrBph&liaev (1983) and on his
Socioeconomic Geography in particular, adhere t itea that the ternmayon
(meaning “ray” in French) is a Russification of ttkerd and has no territorial content,
as a result of which was only imposed in Russiaogggphy and planning science,
whence to countries such as Bulgaria, the develapwfewvhich was heavily dependent
on the scientific evolution in the USSR. AccordirmgAlaev (1983) the term “region”
has multiple meanings, which fact explains the safwf many Russian geographers to
use the termayon Alaev (1983) analyses the taxayon” and “region”; he defines the
rayon as a territory characterized by a set of elemdrds distinguishes it from other

territories and determine its unity, interconnectand integrity. Therefore - the same
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author stated — the use of both terms makes theangyous. No error occurs in the
substantive and meaningful aspect of their useh wWie exception of some deeply-
rooted phrases such as administrateapons urbanrayons main economicayons etc.

According to Alaev, the term “region” is more command recognized.

An essential element of the definition of “regiois’ the notion of “territory”, which
according to Alaev (1983) is defined as a parthef Earth's surface, possessing both
natural and anthropogenic properties and resountesacterized by length (area), a

specific kind of "spatial” resources, geographioaation, etc.

Kovalenko (2005) explains that the term “region”Rmissian language can be seen as
rayon and he also advocates the need for their synonymeas The same author,
however, adds that history has imposed the termri@micrayon’ as a key element of
the territorial structure as a consequence of pleeialization of the territorial division
of labour. The content of the temayon according to Slaveikov has derived from that
of “region”, which is of German-English origin, aritlerefore, the use of the term

“region” is what is proper.

Maslova (2009) notes that the term “region” does lmve an explicit interpretation
today. According to that author, the temayon is a starting concept not only in
geography but also in economic sciences and rdseasovell as studies related to both
space and territory. The same author arranges Hegrchical order the terms
“territory”, followed by “region” and then byayon Therayonis a part of the territory,
characterized by unity, interdependent componentsgrity — an objective condition
and a logical result of the development of theity. At the same time, the "range” in
which therayon extends varies fromayonsas parts of a city toayonsas parts of a

country.

In Bulgaria, being a post-communist state, the teagon is used to denote
administrative-territorial units but also referssimcioeconomic, economic, tourism, etc.

rayons- along the lines of the Soviet practice of ecormmpionalization.

The economicrayon is a major category in the Bulgarian economic gaphy.
Respectively, economic regionalization, as noteGé@ography of Bulgaria — 1979, is
the fundament of designing an optimal spatial oizgtion of the production and of the

increasing its economic, social and environmentticiency. Concepts for the
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regionalization of the country were developed aslyeas the 1930s. Different
configurations ofayon divisions in the following decades included vasan number,
configuration, territorial scope and economic cahteyons Those configurations,
however, implied the idea of thewyon as a basis of both territorial-economic and

territorial-arrangement planning of the county (Gephy of Bulgaria, 1979).

Along with that, in resemblance to the Soviet mopdedivision of the Bulgarian capital
Sofia intorayonswas introduced after WW Il. Such divisions wereoadpplied in the
cities of Plovdiv and Varna during the 1980s. ThamAnistrative-Territorial Structure
of the Republic of Bulgaria Act, adopted in 199&ydes mandatoryayondivision of
the capital and the cities of Plovdiv and Varnagyutated by a separate act, which
enables the municipal councils of cities with a ylapon of over 100 000 to proclaim

rayons with a population of minimum 25 000 residentshea

Another significant differentiation of regions reda to their purpose: on the one hand,
regions serve as a basis for analysing the contplekispatial relations (regions for
analysis), while in other cases, specific normapiublic action comes in the foreground
(planning regions, regions for management, progragions according to the EU
terminology, etc.). Regions can be used for spatilysis and spatial development
policies — the regions of the NUTS system of the B#ing a typical example, as
explained by Passi (2010). The first of the thrppraaches in the study of regions
regards its interpretation as a statistical, adstiaiive unit, which provides a spatial
framework for phenomena or processes that needtonimgj or comparison. According
to the oldest approach regions are regarded asstraotion, a final product of the
research process. The third approach regards e@®ma social discourse, i.e. regions
are a regional condition and are determined bytips]i culture, economics, and

management and power relations.
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Table 1: Interpretation of the terms “rayon”, “regi on”, “rayon planning” and “regional planning” in Ru ssian geography

Rayon

Region

A territory outlined on the basis of a certain s{gnphenomenon, a process) or a se
elements that distinguish it from neighbouring aregherayonis a major taxonomic uni
in territorial division. Therayon is a major category in geographical disciplines clih
study the territorial organization of society asvhole and its individual component
Various types ofrayons exist: sectorial (industrial, agricultural, etc.jpda integrated
(socioeconomic and / or social — as a result ofgieeral division of the territory). Th
economic, the social and sometimes the political #me culturalrayons occupy an
intermediate / middle position in the system oftsgal and integrated division of th
territory (Kovalenko, 2005).

A polysemantic concept shyon Recently used among many geographer
a synonym of the termayonand endowed with its immanent properties.

Everyrayonis a region but not every region issyon

Rayonanalysis

Regional analysis

Rayonanalysis suggests implementationrajon-creation and creation of a network
rayonsthat will be used for geographical research. Rerdlassical economic-geographi
analysis of severalayons,it is important to show whether they possess ttopgrty of
integrity, and therefore - their inner self-orgatian depends on the choice of approac
and methods of analysis.

Regional analysis can be used for random territaedis. It regards thei
internal structure as secondary and those canpresented as informatio|
points.

S as




Rayonplanning

Regional planning

A type of scientific-design activities aimed atioatl administrative and econom
territorial arrangement, incl. optimal deploymefitiridustry, distribution of settlement
industrial, transport and recreational infrastroefubased on a full assessment of
capacity of the territory, taking into account tehitectural planning, the geographic

the economic, the engineering, the technical aacitvironmental conditions.

In its essence the termayon planning” is close to the term “physical planningi Russia,
following the changes in the legal framework ofrplang and design, and with the adopti
of the Urban Development Code, the termybn planning” was replaced by the ter
“spatial planning”. This has led to gradual weakgniof the term fayon planning”

associated with the Soviet era.

The process of developing plans for socioeconongeebbpment (in its
broader sense) of the regions. At the base of magiplanning, regiona

forecasting lies.

In the regional plans / strategies, strengths amdkwesses of the regional
economy are calculated, as well as its competéiteantages, etc. Regiona
planning forms the future development vision of tegion and the necessary
actions which need to be applied by the authorittee citizens and th

economy, in order to achieve the designated goal$ directions for|

development.

1%}

Source: Author, based on Kovalenko (2005); GorkinA. et al. (2013).
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1.2. Definitions and conceptual approach

Spatial planning appeared in the process of shapigiropean position in the field of

planning and spatial development, intended as &raldarm and not directly linked to any

particular country (B6hme, 2002:11). However, iaig/ell-known fact that spatial planning

is understood and defined in various ways. Eveof dasday, contradictions concerning the
definitions of spatial planning as a public poliegience, technique or empirical praxis,
exist (Merlin, 2002). Depending on the context,imiébns vary between different authors,

with various possible focuses, while the conceptspatial planning as a system, learning
process and social structure, hold a special plaseientific literature.

Spatial planning is an activity that can take ddfe forms in different contexts, depending
on the institutional and legal framework or theigaons in planning cultures and traditions
(Adams et al., 2006). Spatial planning includesafieriments, tools and actors who form a
certain part of the development of a given teryitdt is strongly associated with the
cultural features and the political framework of thation-states; it is a sign of sovereignty
and identity (Yanchev, 2012). Sometimes spatiatqilag is being replaced or is in parallel
use with terms such as spatial development, stcapdgnning, strategic spatial planning,
etc. (Luukkonen, 2011a). More generally put, spatianning is a special form of public
order; it is involved in the regulation and transfation of space (territory) and evaluated
through the prism of its "toolkit”; it is a an ewdce-based policy, as noted by Davoudi
(2006). This approach is based on the idea thatdah®lex of political and socioeconomic
processes can be technicized, led and controlletthdoyscientific process. In the EU, that
approach is promoted by the ESPON (Luukkonen, 2011b

Spatial planning is a key instrument for establighong-term, sustainable frameworks for
social, territorial and economic development, betithin and between countries. Its
primary role is to enhance the integration betwsentors such as housing, transport,
energy and industry, and to improve national anchllosystems of urban and rural

development, also taking into account environmertdakiderations (UNECE, 2008).

Spatial planning can even be studied as a framewlarkying “policies of land use and the

governance of change; discussion about places; theire and territorial change; and
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finally, an activity that has to be understoodhe tontext of political economy, relational
geography and institutional restructuring”, whetanming itself is not a solution; it is
better thought of as a means, a lens, through wiwehunderstand and manage spatial

processes and changes (Tewdwer-Jones, 2012: ix).

Spatial planning stands out as a scientific digogl administrative technique and
interdisciplinary research, policy or a set of p@s, a way, a method or a search; an
integrated process, a development strategy, a @aaange of political and administrative
actions. This comes to show that there is no canseron its conceptualization. For
example, in the European Spatial Planning Chapatia planning is both a scientific,
administrative and technical discipline and pol{8§assiris, 2002). It is a policy and not
purely instrumental, as it expresses a world viewvhich the reduction of differences in

the economic development represents only one {acetaga, 2011).

Spatial planning is a public will and activity tmprove the location and the arrangement of
the facts in a given geographical region, espacialthose regions where we attach more
importance to the needs and the living conditiohthe people who inhabit them. Spatial
planning needs to rely on legal instruments and iaidirative practices, as well as
consolidated principles of various scientific knedde and multidisciplinary inputs (Zoido,
1998).

Teran (1978) too defines spatial planning as aorespto the problems of the occupation of
space and its use considering the utilization dlutation of resources, and adds that the
activity of spatial planning is much more politicather than technical and scientific.
Spatial planning embraces measures of coordinatiagspatial impact of other sectorial
policies, so as to achieve a more even distribugbreconomic development between
regions which would otherwise be created by malidetes, and to regulate the conversion
of land and property use (CEC, 1997). In this rdga similar concept is that of
Hildenbrand (1996), who defines spatial planningplgsical planning at the regional and
sub-regional level, the main purpose of which isctmrdinate the territorial aspects of

sectorial policies, including supra-communal coeadiion of urban planning.
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The need to unravel the complicated tangle of actorthe planning, as well as the
dynamics of their activities and interactions, kad the conceptualization of spatial
planning as a system (the system approach is widedd in political science and in
management). In this regard, Nadin and Stead (26868he spatial planning as a set of
mechanisms for territorial governance aimed atueriting the patterns of spatial
development of a given area. This set of mechanisroien conceptualized as a "system",
which in turn is associated with attempts for digssy the systems for spatial planning in
Europe over the last two decades (Munteanu andillder2014). Spatial planning is a
system that reflects the model of society, theeotibn of common social and cultural
values. The relation between social models and maafespatial planning is a first step
towards clarifying and understanding the evolutainthe national forms and planning
policies, as well as the convergence process inctmext ofthe process of mutual

learning.

Spatial planning is also described as a learninggss, while at the same time planning is
not always learning. Sometimes planning is indeddtwnany planners have seen in the
past: a technical exercise in the production ofemal things, thereby drawing on available
expertise Planning as learningparticularly relates to situations requiring theination

of various actors, each with a perspective on #sias at hand of his or her own,
perspectives that need to be adjusted to each lotfiere action can be taken (Faludi, 2000:
302).

Servillo and Van der Broeck (2008) consider thetesysof spatial planning as raulti-
dimensional and a multi-actor social systemwhose idea is to steer the spatial dynamics
and the processes of "land organization and tramsftions".

According to Knieling and Othengrafen (2015) spat@anning is an operative
instrument of territorial policy in a more comprehensive way. It is bound to situat
specific contexts and has deep and diverse rawtijding the particularities of history,
attitudes, beliefs and values, political and legadlitions, different socioeconomic patterns
and concepts of justice, interpretations of plagrtiasks and responsibilities, as well as

different structures of governance.
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Some approaches highlight how planning systemsshaped by their societal context
(Nadin and Stead, 2008) and their capacity to basplanted to other contexts. Others
elaborate and advocate specific types of plannnythe effectiveness in bringing about
changes in society (Servillo, Van den Broeck, 2012)

In the interpretation of the social structure oatsgd planning, Yanchev (2012) offers two
starting points in its studying. On the one hahéd, duthor raises the issue of the culture of
planning, the definitions of which vary in the sdiéic literature (1). On the other hand,
Yanchev (2012) considers the strategic-relationatitutionalist approach to spatial
planning, and elaborates the suggestion of Serarlb VVan den Broeck (2012) for a model
of a spatial planning system considered in relation the broader socio-cultural
environment; Yanchev (2012) further on argues tplinning systems are socially
constructed, but also that they are articulatedrieal systems with a specific instrumental
mandate of steering the spatial transformation ohyos; the spatial planning system is
embedded in a context-based institutional framppstied and reproduced by a variegated
coalition of actors, the interaction of whiclpesifies in an original way its socio-

political characteristics and the technicality tsféonfiguration.

(1) Spatial planning systems across Europe are vegrsk and reflect local policy
making styles and cultures, as well as specifigtéeral conditions and priorities (Stead
and Cotella, 2011:13). The culture of planning aurd by the collective spirit and the
prevailing attitudes of the actors involved in filanning process, the role of the state, the
market forces and the civil society, i.e. boundtbhg political culture, the beliefs, the
emotions and the values of society (Stead, 2018 fbcus on spatial planning exploits
the planning systems and their "traditions”, aslwseltheir impact on the sets of policy
outcome and instruments (Stead et al. 2015). [@iffees in cultures of planning are
reflected in the variety of tools, planning praeticand professional ethics (Simeonova,
2015).

(2) Spatial planning is a socially constructed syst@enthe core of which its
technical dimension stands, which is embedded ibr@ader “institutional frame”,

composed also of a cognitive, a socio-political andiscursive dimension. More generally
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put, spatial planning is a four-dimensional stroet(Servillo and Van den Broeck, 2012)
(Fig. 3): Socio-political, cognitive, discursive catechnical dimension. The latter is the
focus of this study. The technical dimension cditegd planning consists of all planning
institutions, formal public and private actors,eslland regulations. This is the part of the
planning systems which have always been the cortheofpolicy debate and were also

central to the typological studies.

Figure 3: Spatial planning structure

Technical dimension
Planning instruments, tools, rules, binding plans, formal procedures, formal governmental
C(‘JIII[X:[CIIWS and imcracliuns, cic.

Cognitive dimension
Implicit and explicit knowledge, perception of the spatial issues, monitoring structures, planning
schools with their planning approaches, etc.

Socio-political dimension
Model of society, welfare structure, perception of the role of the State and the public domain,
political configuration, financial resources distribution, political balance of powers, govemance
structures, etc.

Discursive dimension
Values, aims and principles, key words, rhetorics, issues, etc.

Source: Servillo and Van den Broeck (2012)

The role of evidence is central to the processpatial planning. According to Davoudi

(2006), spatial planning is defined aseandence-based policy The role of evidence in

public policy and spatial planning can be descriag@ necessary underpinning to ‘getting
a grip on the problem’ to create a result-oriendggroach, although there is always a
tendency when dealing with challenges, issues oblems, to consider the inputs rather
than the outcomes. The evidence-based policy mdiasgoeen used in three main ways to
identify: “What needs to be done? What has wotkexd or elsewhere? Did this approach

work to solve the problem or improve the outcom@?6rphet, 2011:76).

The acknowledgement of the need for improving tidence base of the EU spatial policy
goes back to the late 1980s (Gestel and Faludi ;20@oudi 2005) when the EC

embarked on a series of studies which resulted naraber of reports, notably - Europe
2000 (CEC 1991) and Europe 2000+ (CEC 1994). Whilsse represented an important
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step towards providing a pan-EU spatial analydieirt scope was confined to data
collection, at a limited level, and a descriptiohspatial development trends (Davoudi,
2007). Hence, for example, during the elaboratiages of the ESDP it became clear that
there was a need for improving the evidence baskeoESDP’s policy framework and in

particular its concern with territorial differentien (Davoudi 2005).

1.3. Typologies of the spatial planning systems

The first attempts for comparing the European apatanning systems date back from the
late 1980s (Davies et al., 1989), although at pleatt we could hardly speak of an existing
“European spatial planning model” (Stoyanov, 200%ke majority of the earlier typologies
designed to compare the European social modelsergment cultures and planning
systems, however, ignore the countries in Cenfftakt and Southeast Europe because of
the fact that they were often defined and treatect@untries in transformation (Maier,
2012). Moreover, the inner division of the Balkgkast and West Balkans), as well as the
diverse dimensions and roles of the European iategr and the Europeanization at the
different levels (national, regional, local), comspte additionally the studies and the
comparisons between these many-sided countriese@iava et al., 2015). The common
ignoring of those countries in terms of planningdipgies and planning models is due to
the fact that their planning agendas at the diffed®mestic levels are likely to continue to
be influenced by elements matured within the N&ktst European dominated knowledge
arenas, therefore, territorial knowledge commasith many of those countries do not yet
appear to be consolidated sufficiently to play\atal role at the supranational level, due to
their “weak and fragmented” natureldier, 2012; Cotella, 2012).

Four specific studies of planning systems are bdiagussed in the scientific literature on

that topic.
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Figure 4: Classification of spatial planning system in Europe

Davies et al. Common Napoleonic
1989° law codes
England DK, DE,
FR, NL
Newman. Nordic British Germanic  Napoleonic East
Thornley 1996 DK, FI, SE IE, UK AT, DE BE, FR, IT, European
LU, NL, PT,
ES
CEC 1997™ Comprehensive  Land use Regional Urbanism
integrated regulation economic GR, IT, ES
AT, DK, FI, DE, IE.UK FR, PT (and PT)
NL, SE (and BE) (and DE)
Farinés Dasi Comprehensive  Land use Regional Urbanism
2007 integrated regulation economic GR.IT, ES
AT, DK.FI,NL, BE,IE, LU, FR, DE. PT.
SE.DE UK (and LE, CY,MT
(and BE, FR. [E (and PT, SE, UK)
LU. UK) ES) HU, LV, LT.
BG. EE. HU. CY, CZ. MT SK
LY. LT PL. RO,
SL. sV
Davies et al. (1989) do not give a specific name to the owo groups but contrast England and other systems
bazed on their legal frameworks.
The EU Compendium identifies ‘ideal types” of planning tradirions. Each country may exhibit combinarions
of ideal types in different (Te;;rec:‘-. The ideal types are dominant in the countries indicated here.
“* The ESPON project took the EU Compendium traditions as a starting point and examined how countries,
including the transition states of central and eastern Europe. were moving berween them.

Source: Nadin and Stead (2008)

A study and a classification of the planning sysemEurope were developed in the 1990s
by Newman and Thornley (1996). They distinguishefidifferent planning families:
Scandinavian, German, Napoleonic, British and [Eastpean. This classification is
entirely based on legal and administrative str@saccording to the existing five European

legal families.

In 1997 the European Commission published the Contipen of Spatial Planning Policies
and Systems in The European Union, in which fouwrugs of planning traditions were
identified: land use regulation, comprehensivegraéed, regional-economic and urbanism.

Several years later this classification was actaedliby the ESPON (2006 - ESPON project
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2.3.2) (Trkulja et al., 2012). The Compendium ugesterm "tradition” in order to bring

the attention to the forms of planning that areptieembedded in the historical complex
conditions in the different countries. Some nati@patial planning systems, according to
this typology, represent a combination of tradiioand models. For example, some
countries may exhibit a strong tendency towardsrgam tradition and be weaker in other

traditions, or may show a tendency of combiningitrans (Duhr et al., 2010: 180).

Figure 5: Planning traditions in Europe
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Source: Dihr et al. 2010

In 2006 the term "traditions" was replaced by '&s$ybf planning.” The new classification

includes more countries and reviews the "statusha$e already typologized. The situation
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is not so clear since a number of countries arssiflad into two, three of four styles of

planning.

The ESPON 2.3.2. Study on Governance of Territaarad Urban Policies from EU to
Local Level (2007) further attempted to extend @@mmpendium, so as to assess also the
new member states in relation to the four EU 1&tesl traditions. These categorizations
of planning systems are quite useful as tlsey some ideal types against which
reality can be compared. However, what is cleadied in all studies is that there is a
whole array and variations of planning systemsendifferent countries, depending on the
criteria which are used for their categorization.addition, it is difficult to “clear-cut”
categorize these planning systems due to the fattaspects of different traditions are
intertwined in each of them. On the other hand, esstudies (Duhr et al., 2007 and 2010,
Nadin and Stead, 2008, the ESPON 2.3.2 projec), gtow that there is a convergence of
planning systems mostly due to the Europeanizgionesses (Allkja, 2012).

1.4. The European spatial planning model

1.4.1. Prerequisites for the formation of planningnodels and existing planning models

in Europe

The word “model” has a wide scientific and pradtit@jectory and is used in many
examples of spatial planning. In this context, gledout the territorial model and the
spatial planning model reappear, according to Z¢&f®6), in the regulatory and technical
language of the late twentieth century in connectigth the new impetus of the regional
spatial planning. Duhr et al. (2010: 178) use #rent"model” in the sense of providing a
simplified but systematic representation of the mproperties of the (in reality) very

complex mix of phenomena and ideas.

According to Wegener (2000), spatial planning msdeklude the regional models of
economic development, land-use and housing manketdels of spatial diffusion,

migration models, urban and land-use models, @mesfrort model, etc. In social sciences
these models rest on complex and space-time dynaystems based on economic

modelling. Worth mentioning are the spatial ecormmmodels of Thinen, Weber, the
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locational models of Ldsch, etc. or the so-callpdtiel economic theories. Those have a
history of more than 150 years and form an impadntent in understanding the spatial and
regional development. Along with those theoriese thtudy of regional models of
production / industrial complexes whose meanind &l explained in the context of the
socialist spatial planning, is important in theeatpt to explain the emergence of regional
disproportions and differences, the reduction ofcWwhwill become a major goal of the

regional and spatial planning policies (Stoyan®09.

A solid part of the spatial economic theories dmalitleas of the territorial organization of
the production is represented by the Anglo-Saxbea, American or the French scientific
community, where economic development of spatiatie® have formed the theoretical
and practical basis of modern spatial planningCémtral and Eastern Europe the political
and social changes of the early XX century, thengiron of the Soviet Union and its
sphere of influence, World War Il and the Cold Was,well as the implementation of the
Molotov Plan (as an alternative to the Marshall nPia Western Europe) and the
establishment of the European Community did naivalthe expansion of the scientific
concepts of spatial planning. This part of Europses wtrongly influenced by the Russian
economic-geographical concepts which acquired pawamsignificance for spatial and
regional planning after the victory of the Russiamolution, the development of Russian
GOSPLAN and GORPLAN, as well as the political, emoic and scientific-technical

influence of the USSR in those European countrieghvfollowing World War 1l turned

into its "satellite countries". The territorial @mgzation and location of the production
forces set up the theoretical-methodological bagisormation of the socialist spatial

planning model (inherited by Central and Easterroge - a generic model until the end of
the 1980s), where the identification and analysistle industrial / manufacturing

complexes have direct relevance to the study ofisdpgaatterns (Pratap, 1985). As Pallot
and Shaw (1981) noted, the socialist economy inSbeiet Union and in the countries
which adopted the same model, tends to be spair@fjicient, including more dispersion

than Western capitalist economies.
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1.4.2. The European spatial planning debate on thHeuropean spatial model

European spatial planning is a mix of differentnpleng traditions and cultures, which fact
often leads to confusion in its overall interprigtatin different ways and in different
geographical contexts, as a result of various ggwgcal, historical, cultural, political,
governance, etc. factors. In various academic e idhe European idea of spatial planning
is referred to as a multidimensional process ssdin@ Europeanization of spatial planning
(Luukkonen, 2011a). The idea and the debate okuihepean spatial planning has earned a
particularly wide range of formulations in the sti@c literature, which have been
organized into a discourse on the European sppl@aning and model. This discourse
shapes out and frames "the minds of actors" by ptioigp and creating specific European
spatial thinking (ibid).

It is believed that the EU does not have a legitendirect competence in terms of spatial
planning. The specific actions in this field aré @ the member states. Nevertheless, the
EU is involved in this process and retains its tighh provide guidelines for spatial
planning, offering an open forum for discussionsthase topics (e.g. during informal
meetings of the ministers), supporting the analgsid the scientific debate, especially
within the ESPON programs (Vanolo, 2010). In f&$PON, along with programs such as
INTERREG and AESOP (Association of European SchoblBlanning) have the role of
"key catalyst" in promoting the European spatiahpling.

Despite the lack of formal prerogatives, the Euespédiscourse on spatial planning was
growing especially rapidly in the 1990s, reachitsgciimax in 1999 with the publication of
the ESDP, approved by the Informal Council of Mieis of Spatial Planning of the
European Commission in Potsdam in 1999. The ESDRnignformal document that
launched goals and principles for spatial develapnae regional and the national level. In
particular, the European Perspective promotestibe of a polycentric and balanced spatial
development as key concepts of the European spdiahing, based on the experience of
countries such as the Netherlands and Germanwachnif is the ESDP which initiated the
operating of ESPON, and in parallel to that, th®BSontributed to the justification of a
number of INTERREG programs — part of the Europ@ammission’s tools of promoting

interregional communication and exchange (Kunzmagngg).
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The shaping of the discourse on the European $péaianing, which "promotes” the idea
of a European model of spatial planning, has beeneasing. To a large extent, it is
maintained and supported by the European Commigsicugh the European funding
opportunities for local and regional initiativesr £xample (ibid.).

The idea of the European model of planning has lme&easingly acquiring relevance in
conditions of territorial cohesion, shared compeésnand planning typologies among the
EU member states, together with the possibilit@stifie European Commission to make
legislative proposals on various territorial issu&githin this scenario the idea of a
European model of planning continues to grow, aitfiothe format and the direction of

this evolution remain unclear.

The influence that decision-makers have on diffedemestic contexts as Cotella (2012)
explains, undoubtedly affects the evolution of Bugopean spatial planning. This influence
is marked by the active participation of relevaaksholders and it concerns the European
spatial planning discourse - a product of an epistecommunity admittedly rooted in
North-West Europe. This discourse is unclear ontirdresuch a perspective will be altered

any time soon.

At the European level (scale) numerous recommenaatiave been made on the European
model of planning through the concept of territbrimhesion - now dominating the
European discourse on spatial planning. In otherdsjoas Davoudi (2007) notes, the
European model of planning is described as "speai@dn" of the European social model.
At the same time, it is also noted that there issmgle social model in Europe, but a
number of different models for policies that sharset of common functions, or a set of
shared objectives (Stead and Nadin, 2008; Duhd.e2@10). The European model for

* A network of professionals with recognized exmertand competence in a particular domain and an
authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledgathin that domain or issue-area. As policy-makdtsrodo

not have time and capacity to engage in the ElUodise in order to 'search for lessons', profeskimm#acts
across institutions and geographical boundaries comgtitute an important source of change and plessi
innovation, as 'the likelihood of integration beemedomestic and EU discourse increases the margubéc
policy makers have institutionalised relationshigth epistemic communities that promote EU ruled #re
more that domestic structure are conductive tarifisence of new ideas' (Cotella and Janin Rivo20.10:

18)

43



spatial planning is more of an unfinished projeghich barely extends to the political
arena. Nevertheless, the debate about shapingutiopd&an position in the field of planning
is marked by several important events (Kunzman®620the primacy of Torremolinos
Charter for Spatial Planning (1983); The EU Compemdof Spatial Planning Systems
(1997); the European Spatial Development Perspeqtivblished by CEMAT (1999);
Adoption of the Territorial Agenda of the Europdanion (2007). Here, the emergence of
the EU "Urban Agenda" can also be integrated (da&cus) initiatives, projects).
Documents such as the Leipzig Charter on Sustanabtopean Cities, adopted in 2007,
are today a reference example for common principtesstrategies for urban development
policies throughout the EU. The Charter is builbmpghe recommendations set out in the
Territorial Agenda of EU and promotes the conceptimbegrated urban sustainable
development (Duhr et al., 2010).

The publication of these documents-guidelines t@stias, schemes, charters, principles,
etc.) on behalf of the EU, their implementation adbption, as well as following and
sharing good practices embedded in those documefietsing to different territorial levels,
constitute one of the most representative sampldsdanensions of the impact which the
idea of a common European spatial planning hass@kdecuments are also an expression
of the processes of spatial planning in Europe r(leta Sanz, 2013). Each of those

documents mark the way to the common EU planningciples.

The presence of those documents (though only re@mdatory) in domestic planning
documents, supports the idea of mutual adaptatfodifterent systems and a general
convergence. The idea of convergence of certaiacasf the planning systems has been
noted in the scientific literature on the topiqcg cities and regions are subjected to more
competition within the European space. In additiorthat, there is a process of learning
during working with the European Commission and @meincil of Europe. However, it is
still difficult to talk about a single European nabdf spatial planning. The trend rather
suggests strengthening of the overall planning efes especially in the efforts to

coordinate the different sectorial policies in Hig.

Some shared concepts of spatial planning at th@dean level in documents of the

European Commission such as: "polycentrism", "t@wontry relationship”, "integrated
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urban development"”, "integrated urban restoratemd many others, form the conceptual
basis of the idea of spatial development, whilelem@nting those concepts in a national
discourse (discursive integration) has become exreate for the dimensions of the EU’s
influence on national spatial planning systemsshay, for example, the application of
the ESDP and using it in the planning discourse t@ndtorial policy making, as noted
earlier, has played a particularly important rol¢hat task. The European recommendatory
documents for spatial planning clearly show theddis appeal for more action by the
member states, and can indeed be understood asga sthich justifies strictly the
European dimension of the territory, anticipating tonsolidation of the spatial planning
process (Elorrieta Sanz, 2013). Long after the ipatbn of the ESDP, making and
applying the ESDP has been considered as parteofitier process of Europeanization
(Borzel, 2002; Faludi, 2004; Giannakourou, 201R8)séveral studies, the ESDP application
is presented as an important feature of undersigndine Europeanization or that
supranational idea for interrelation between the &ld the member states. However, the
analyses show that very often the research modslegard other documents at the
European level - a problem reflected in the iddaBahme and Waterhout (2008) in their
"Planning for Europe” - in the attempts for outhgi the construction of a common
European model of spatial planning. The direct iotpd the ESDP in many countries is
but limited - as noted in some complex studies sachhe ESPON’s "Application and
Effects of the ESDP in the Member States” (2007b).

The application of key concepts in spatial planrfiogn supranational to domestic level is
part of the idea of discursive influence of the dpgan spatial planning, or the impact of
the idea of a European spatial model on the ndtidimscourses, or as part of the
"dimensions" (called structure, instruments / tpoiiscourses and practices) which
characterize the interactions between the EU amd ntember states in the overall
framework of spatial planning activities in Eurdj@otella and Janin Rovolin, 2010; 2012).
This discursive influence is an expression and featdtion of the Europeanization
processes where concepts and ideas which have ednarghe EU level, through debates
among participants from all over Europe, have b@ewen able to influence the domestic
spatial / territorial discourse. Internal chandeeréfore, occurs as a result of processes

based on sharing "planning ideas and image", esitielol at the EU level and then acting as
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‘catalysts of change' when (re-) interpreted withim different member states (Cotella and
Janin Rovolin, 2010: 18). This pattern of influensdaken into account in the analytical
study of the transfer of European principles arghglinto new tools for spatial planning in
Bulgaria.
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CHAPTER 2: THE EUROPEANIZATION PROCESS

This chapter refers to the conception and constnucif the theoretical basis for studying
the process of Europeanization and the variatidrdebtnitions describing this term. The
formation of the EU-Europe, in order to be distiistned from the geographical unit of
Europe, is the promoter and leader of a broadecgs® which has historical and
geographical roots, called Europeanization (Fal@@i2). Considering the impact of the
processes taking place in the European Commundytiaa EU, the history of the concept
of Europeanization has shown tendencies to be aqe@ldy EU-ization although the

semantic distinction between the processes asedcwath the EU and those with Europe

as a continent, rules out this option for termigglaise in the scientific vocabulary.

The literature devoted to the Europeanization tduay become a stable component of the
EU studies. The theoretical dimension is arguablgmless contested than the conceptual
one. The dynamics and mechanics of change have dgx#ored and core questions have

emerged for debate, Bulmer (2007) notes.

Lackowska-Madurowicz (2011) marks individual ideasnd criticism of the
Europeanization, its conceptual and content's egoe. For example, from an
anthropological perspective the process is primarml expression of the culture, the norms
and the values of non-European societies, genelstélde European influence. From this
perspective, Europeanization may likewise be vieard compared t@rientalizationor

Americanization

On the other hand, Europeanization can inform @nrtature of the EU and its member
states as a political system, with its own processeboundary building, representation,
and political structures. Arguably, this is theediion in which Europeanization can
penetrate the nature of the EU politics much bedttan the major theories of European
integration (Radaelli, 2004: 16). That is why Ewgapization is often studied through the
prism of political geography because it adds ctugignificance to the re-conceptualization
of the European integration and also to Europeénizan times of crisis (Moisio et al.,
2013).
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The conceptualization of the Europeanization is asid tool in the creation of a
methodological model for the study of this procasd the different mechanisms /ways that
transform the policies of the different countrigSlarification and understanding of
Europeanization is undoubtedly the leading taskhen study of changes in the Bulgarian

spatial planning and policy, following the fall tbfe totalitarian regime in 1989.

2.1. The concept of Europeanization
2.1.1. Definitions and differentiations of the ternf'Europeanization” in literature

Europeanization is not a new term, but perhaps @néhe most modern "topics" in
literature on spatial planning and in the fieldsotial and political sciences in the last two
decades in general (Stead 2013, Faludi 2012; 2@i#kHKonen 2011a; 2012, Lackowska-
Madurovicz 2011, etc.). The term has increasingbinuated itself into the literature on
European Union policy making, with numerous congapformulations, mechanisms of
functioning and descriptions of a variety of pramss that occur at different levels of
territorial governance in the EU (Giannakourou, 20himed at domestic adaptation to the
EU-Europe (Lenschaw, 2006). In fact, the conceptaabn and the definition of
Europeanization is a complex task, since therenisingle theory of the Europeanization
process (Olsen, 2002) and, therefore, it is detexdhiin the literature as a "fashionable
concept” (Olsen, 2002; lonela, 2013) or, as the esauthor puts it, "research on
Europeanization is an academic growth industry’$é@) 2002: 921).

Europeanization has been developed as a modern telative to four main categories,
namely: a historical process, a cultural diffusian,institutional adaptation and adaptation
of policy, and a policy process (Stoev, 2011). Adistorical process and a cultural
diffusion, Europeanization has been describedtardiure as a transfer of cultural norms
and models / patterns, social and cultural behefs perceptions; Europeanization explains
the internationalization of the different nationarceptional and ideological models /

patterns, changing the political culture, redefinaitizenship, etc.

Europeanization is a term that is used in the dasmn of something(a phenomenon, a

process, a policy development, etc.) acquiring peam appearance or features. In a
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historical aspect it has been associated with tdhen@l and post-colonial policy, whose
aim was the establishment of European values, iptes; models and standards.
Europeanization is the growing trend towards glaagibn in the development and the
relationship between countries in modern Europagfevski, 2011).

The EU influence is often described with the termardpeanization (Ladi, 2007).

Europeanization serves to label or describe thegs®o of transformation, but also the
internal dynamics as a consequence of the Eurapezagration or the European institutions
— a discourse in which there is still no consengidgn the variety of definitions and

interpretations (Table 2).

Mourato (2011) summarizes that Europeanizatiorotsamnew theory but a combination of
programs: it is "something to be explained" and 'soimething that explains” (Radaelli,
2004). It is a process, a problem, but not a smiutAll things considered, Europeanization
is a "framework for analysing difference and vaoiatin the processes of mutual adaptation
and change (and of resistance to change) affegteg\w patterns of transnational-national
relations: it (...) puts the explanatory burdengfanfactors, mechanisms and dynamics of
mutual adaptation and change (as well as of registtp adaptation and change) "(Gualini,
2004: 24).

Table 2: Some leading definitions of the term “Eurpeanization”

Ladrech (1994:70) an incrementi processreorienting the direction
and shape of politicsto the degree that EU
political and economic dynamics become part of
the organizational logic of national logic, pf
national politics and policy making

(Lawton, 1999: 92) de juretransfer of sovereignty to the EU level

(Borzel, 1999: 574) a process by which domespolicy areas become
increasingly subjectto Europearolicy making

(Radalli, 2003; 30) processes of (aconstruction (b) diffusion (c)
institutionalization of formal and informal rules,
procedures, policy paradigms, styles, “ways| of
doing things” and shared beliefs and norms which
arefirst defined and consolidated in the making of
EU decisions and then incorporated in the logi¢ of
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domestic discourse, identities, political strucs.
and public policies

Lendschow, 2006 Domestadlaptation to the EU-Europe

Source: Author

Europeanization is reorienting the direction anapshof politics (Ladrech, 1994), a process
of transfer of sovereignty (Lawton, 1999), whicingeates power for making policy in the
member states (Borzel, 1999; Saurugger and Rad&€08). Particularly often, the
definition of Radaelli (2003) is integrating allndensions of Europeanization for three
reasons: he sees Europeanization as a processtinitional and political changes on both
EU and national levels, i.e. as a two-way proc@$e importance of policy transfer is
defined and that leads us to a broader definitidhe political change, as Stela Ladi (2007)
adds.

The study of Europeanization, as interpreted byadbtand Nadin (2011), is not just an
attempt to understand the time in which a natioBusopeanized or not, but rather seeks to
explore the complex dynamics - vertical, horizont circular, which intertwine and

contribute to the modification of various natioaald supranational spheres.

Europeanization consists in the processes of faomadliffusion and institutionalization of

rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, “wafgloing things”, shared beliefs and
norms which are initially defined and consolidaitedhe EU (Radaelli 2000, Bulmer and

Radaelli 2004 ).

A basic interpretation of Europeanization is alse tdentification of the process with the
EU enlargement. In this respect, many researclgsost the view that Europeanization in
the EU stimulates and has a strong impact on thagds in the political system of Eastern
European countries in particular. The accessidhede countries into the European family
means that they have completed their transformatrotheir process of political, social,

cultural and economic transition, and have adaphede integrated into the Western
European model, or what is known as "Europeanigagdfect” on Eastern Europe

(Tsachevski, 2011).
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Europeanization as a spatial phenomenon deals waitious political discourses, norms,
formal and informal rules, procedures, policy pa&gats, modes of action and opportunities
for competition, for maintaining a certain territdr objective in Europe (Luukkonen,
2012). In this context, the Europeanization of Badkans, for example, has acquired a
particularly special significance due to the fd&ttin a region where relationships between
territory, identity (culture) and strength (poweyeopolitical past and present), are of
paramount importance in the dynamics of the deveto. Some studies even clarify the
role of Europeanization as "concern for accultordtiSimeonova, 2015).

Bache (2003) tries to group different types of wiébns of Europeanization, their
analytical tricks and characteristics. He separtie=e types of processes. The first type of
definitions refers to the synonymous use of Eurojzedion and the concept of European
integration. The focus is put on the authority @hd competence of the actors and the
institutions at the EU level. The second type edahe impact that those authorities and
competences have on the national policies. Thd tigpe of definitions of Europeanization
is based on the interconnections and the mechannsnsfer between then member
states, with or without the EU intervention. Institase “Europeanization has concehad
are often separated from the EU”. On the other hamdtype two, Europeanization
incorporates pressures from the EU, as well aspthesible varying responses to that
pressure. This perspective gives the idea of theeway nature of the process. For that
reason Bache (2003: 7) defines Europeanizationaasedirection of policies and / or
practices and / or preferences in the domesticaatewards those advanced by dominant

EU level actors / institutions".

2.1.2. Relations between Europeanization and Europa Integration

The evolution of the termSuropeanizatiorand European Integratioencounters different
interpretations with different functions which, & generalized manner, can be called a
centrally organized concept of what is happeningunope, or whether Europeanization is
simply a regional type of globalization or just aywto talk about integration (Pirro and
Zeff, 2005). Europeanization is an influential gadhionable term in the social scientific

terminology, as well as the common discourse ofogey in its multiple dimensions
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(Anastasakis, 2005). Europeanization may reflecew step in the theoretical ideas of
European integration, although - as stated by @raziand Vink (2013) - quite many

conventional studies were not clearly related sidfitly to this issue. As far as Radaelli
(2004) is concerned, the issue of the balance wfepas important in distinguishing the

theories of European Integration and EuropeaniaatBirzel's conclusion (2005) is that

integration theories are not well suited to una@erdtEuropeanization, as their main puzzle
is the explanation of the dynamics and the outcoafdsuropean integration, rather than
domestic effects (Radaelli, 2004:3).

Lenschow (2006) makes a clear differentiation betw&uropeanization and integration,
given that the first refers not only to the top-aopolitical influence but also to a mutual
learning process and any other kind of cooperatioithis sense, integration appears to be
the connotation of the member states' loss of iyertie argues that the mutual learning,
the vertical and horizontal political co-operatiostween the nation states, can be seen as
an entire process of EU governance, rather tharsfea of policies between EU levels
(Yanchev, 2012). According to Ladrech, (2001) Ewapzation is the actors’ response -
institutional and otherwise - to the impact of Bugan integration. Of course, in many
conceptualizations of integration and Europearorgtithe question of their analogical
interpretation is also considered, by using Euraop@gegration as a linear concept of an
average rank for theorization of the EuropeaniraticSome researchers limit
Europeanization to the impact of EU integratiors{jiintions and national policies), while
others interpret the impact of integration in a evidlange, or as Stead (2013) indicates,
Europeanization is one of the three means, instntsnef convergence, of the territorial
policies of the EU. However, Europeanization shauit be confused with "convergence”
or “harmonization”, still less with European Intagon. As Graziano and Vink (2013)
point out, the process of convergence may be aecuesce of the integration, but should
not be cited as synonymous to Europeanization. &ad@003) also notes that the
difference between those two terms should be soumghite differentiation between the

process itself and its consequences.
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2.1.3. The Europeanization as a policy transfer

Often, Europeanization is also conceptualized tiinothe focus of policy transfer as a
process where knowledge, norms and political ideasulate and interact between the

different administrative and territorial levels.

Naturally, there are a number of case-studies wéxamine the political changes in the EU
member states, including cases where candidatetresiiof the EU are also considered.
However, only a few attempts where the possibfiy bringing the Europeanization and
the policy transfer frameworks together, exist (Beenberg and Peterson, 2000; Radaelli,
2000, 2003; Bulmer and Padgett, 2004; Ladi, 2007).

Bomberg and Peterson (2000) link the transfer dicigs and Europeanization, and raise
guestions about the "Europeanization by stealtlitcofding to these authors, these two
fields share common concepts in the EU policy mgHKiterature, but the links between
them remain unexplored. The same authors concluted more evidence of

Europeanization can be found in cases where potaysfer has occurred. The authors
accepted that the EU has a political process endskdd procedures and treaties, and
investigated the extent that the established psoaeshe EU level still provides the main

impetus behind policy making in Europe (Howell, 2D0

Radaelli (2000) too questions the relationship eetwEuropeanization and policy transfer
in the context of the EU. He sees the Communitya dsnassive transfer platform” that

offers increased policy transfer opportunities. ®@vidence of Europeanization can be
found in cases where policy transfer has occurRatigelli, 2000; Bomberg and Peterson,
2000). The definition for Europeanization which Ralli (2003) provides, complements

that idea - he focuses on policy transfer and siff¥, defines the political changes, and
attaches importance to the national paradigm focessful transfer from European to the
national level. For this reason, in this doctoréddy, | understand and construct a
theoretical-methodological model of the statembat:t

Z Scientific literature distinguishes the conceptsrafsfer and diffusion and their mechanisms. Riigas of
the importance that defines those in the procegmlitfical change, policy diffusion and policy tisfar are
regarded as complementary in literature (Marsh&tmarman, 2009: 269). See Chapter 3.
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“Europeanization consists of processes of (a) awasion (b) diffusion (c)
institutionalization of formal and informal rulegrocedures, policy paradigms,
styles, “ways of doing things” and shared beliefglaanorms which are first defined
and consolidated in the making of EU decisions #reh incorporated into the
logic of domestic discourse, identities, politituctures and public policies”
(Radaelli, 2003:30).

The research of Stella Lady (2007) also complemémts idea. According to her, the
Europeanization framework is more useful for thalgsis of cases where the EU plays a

central role in the process of transfer.

Borzel (2001) insists on separating the proces&wbpeanization from that of policy
transfer, since the first is a two-way processdaivinloading” and "uploading" preferences
from Brussels. However, Europeanization can beidensd as a tool that focuses not only
on formatting and exporting policies, but also asaional spaces’ reaction to policies in
(Featherstone and Radaelli, 2003).

Bache and Jordan (2006) see Europeanization agizotial transfer of concepts and
policies between the EU member states. Radaell4Rfaintains that these transfers are
the result of the exchange of ideas, power ancipslibetween the member states, which
complements the idea of a horizontal approach & rttechanism of Europeanization
(Hang, 2011).

The analysis of this relation, including the resuif the two processes in terms of a
domestic adaptation, clarifies the concepts andiuhetions of the policy transfer theories.
2.2. Europeanization of the national spatial planmg

2.2.1. The Europeanization of planning in the EU

Numerous studies confirm that, considering the ctfféhat the European Spatial
Development Perspective has on national policiesdiscourse devoted to spatial planning
has become more or less "Europeanized". Althoughog&anization has become a

"fashionable” topic in literature (Olsen, 2002)ll ste continue to understand only to some
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extent the reasons and conditions for the Europation of the different planning systems
(Giannakourou, 2012). Europeanization of spatiahping is a process which Duhr, et al.
(2010) describe as the increasing influence ofBEhkpolicy on the member states, the
support given to transnational cooperation in gpatlevelopment, and the learning effects
that are expected to come with such a cooperalibis process is directly related to the
debate on the European model of spatial planninthenetwork of the member states and
their planning systems, whose cooperation and exghaf knowledge covers a different
spatial scale (the EU motto "united in diversitygsdribes very accurately that process).
Faludi (2012) explains that the Europeanizatiorplainning is a result of the ideas and
practices crossing borders and from the elitesli@gbattempting to let planning share in
the building of EUrope. Success has eluded theffiarsdout there has been much mutual
learning, including the creation of a common evidebase for territorial development and

cohesion - the European Spatial Planning Observitetwork (ESPON).

Considering the national spatial planning syste@snnakourou (2012) states that the
process of Europeanization has many variationsrdogpto the prism of the analysis and
the chosen analytical framework. Simeonova et2811%) agree with the statement that the
Europeanization of planning is perceived as: a gsscof governing; an institutional

transformation; a policy transfer and a lesson-drgwprocess; a discourse process
generating new mechanisms, practices and "powdiegy” connections, where the

planning actors are involved under the conditiagishy the EU-based policies. Therefore,
Europeanization may produce different effects omestic planning systems and policies,
ranging from changes in the planning discourseictire and instruments, to shifts in the
domestic planning styles and patterns of territaqyevernance (Giannakourou, 2012: 131).
Reimer et al. (2015) add that domestic institutiassimilate the objectives driven by the
process of Europeanization, where the convergencivergence of planning depends on
the country’s specifics, on the relevant politisaictor and on the timeframe. However,
European planning systems cannot be understoa@dtasrmodels of formal regulations for

planning activities, but rather as dynamic and #depstructures. The trends of

comparative studies in Europe, according to thevedmentioned authors, identify

opportunities for convergence. Nevertheless, thewars to the questions about the

mechanisms of adaptation to such spatial objecteesin unsatisfactory in literature.
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2.2.2. Action mechanisms of the Europeanization @lanning
2.2.2.1. Directions of impact: towards an integhend complex approach

Almost all researchers believe that Europeanizaisoa two-way process or a top-down
(and vice versa) interaction. This vertical relasbip is explained by the directions
“member state — EU” (bottom-up) and “EU — membatest (top-down). Lenschow (2006)

adds a horizontal direction (“member state — memstse”) and its variance “member state
— EU — member state”, which according to the madééhme and Waterhout (2008) can

be defined as cyclic.

Graziano and Vink (2013) also emphasize the facbanization is more than a top-
down and a bottom-up process, although much okmlegvn studies in literature regard the
impact of Europeanization on domestic planning eayst only as a vertical process.
Europeanization needs to be presented as a predd#ssa horizontal direction. Such
horizontal Europeanization results from the faeit tim an integrated Europe, actors - civil
servants, lobbyists, entrepreneurs, etc. - inanghsihave cross-border contacts and
exchange information and expertise. In such a quiarg Europeanization is not about a
Brussels-induced top-down domestic adaptation,iduather about a change induced by
policy learning and diffusion (Graziano and VinkQ13: 47) (Fig. 6). This direction is
particularly important in studying the Europeaniaatof the national planning systems in
Europe, the establishment of international netwddtsthe exchange of information and
experience, and the interpretation of spatial plasnas a learning process, as Faludi (2005)

notes.
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Figure 6: Directions in the Europeanization process
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- The top-down (EU— national state) approach

The beginning of the debate on Europeanizationsstath the top-down understanding and
interpretation of the process, focusing on the weadional impact of the European
integration on the member states of the Union (H&@41). The earliest definitions of
Europeanization are based precisely on this petispe@s noted already, according to
Radaelli (2003, 2004), Europeanization is a processconstruction, diffusion and
institutionalization of formal and informal ruleprocedures, policy paradigms, styles,
“ways of doing things”, defined and consolidatedimally in the political discourse of the
EU, and subsequently incorporated into the logioational and sub-national discourses,
political structures and public policies. This makbe idea of transformation of national
policies dependent on the European policy making.

The top-down direction generally can be summaraethe impact which the EU sectorial
policies and the European integration have on natigoals, choices and tools in spatial
planning. The top-down perspective in the studwfopeanization is especially typical for
the so-called first generation of Europeanizatesearch, which started in the early 1970s.
A decade later, the second generation of reseamdrged, focused primarily on the

bidirectional nature of Europeanization and theumtdry adaptation of national policies (of
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planning) by policy transfer and training, whicheao be clarified in the next chapter
(Table 3).

Table 3: Summary of some common characteristics 6Two generations of
Europeanization research”

First Generation of Europeanization | Second Generation of Europeanization
Research Research

Top-down perspective, seeking to expl| Emphasizes both T-down and Bottol-
domestic reactions to pressures frpap, vertical and horizontal dimensions
above
Assumed “mismatch” between Europe¢| Greater emphasis on interests, values
and Domestic levels: particularly legaldeas: the “political” dynamics of fit

institutional and procedural

Emphasized reactive and involunti Greater emphasis on voluntary adapta
nature of adaptation through policy transfer and learning

Focused on policy and polity dimensionsGreater emphasis on politics, €
identities, electoral behavior, parties and
party systems

Expected increasing cre-national| Emphasis on differential impact of Europe
convergence

Defined Europeanization in substant| Emphasizes impact of Europeanion on
terms — focus on the “end state” effects| domestic political, institutional and poligy
dynamic.

Source: Bache (2003)

The top-down pressure on national policies lead®liservations and development of
possible typologies relative to the type and extérthe changes in national planning. For
example, Lackowska-Madurowicz (2011: 45) synthebihe ideas of Radaelli (2003) and
those of Borzel and Risse (2003) about distingagtthe domestic changes. Bérzel and
Risse (2003: 69-70) found that the domestic charagesed by the EU membership is
divided into three main categories. They call thesategories Transformation,

Accommodation and Absorptiazharacterized accordingly yigh, Modest / Poor and

Weakdegree of change. These categories of changédevidinalysed in the context of the

changes that accompany the Bulgarian system ofasgdénning during the 1989-2014
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period, in the empirical and the analytical partled study. The difference between these
categories can be explained based on whether ttienakaspatial policies will change
fundamentally, will adapt, or new policies will becorporated in the already existing ones.
The study shows that a high degree of change i podsible inan overall change of

government policies and practices and / or replgdimem with others.

The possible responses to the EU adaptation peessarsynthesized and grouped in the

following table by Laskowska-Majerowicz (2011: 45):

Table 4: Types and categories of possible domestibanges

Characteristics of
the Process of Category of change Degree of
Type possible reactions | according to Bérzel and change
according to Risse (2003)
Radaelli (2003)
Inertia Lack of change Lack of change -
Absorption Shallow adaptatio | Accommodation/Absorption Modest/Low
change.
Transformation Deep adaptatio Transformation High
change
Retrenchment | Active contradictior -
against imposed
requirements

Source: Author’s adaptation based on Lackowska-Madrowicz (2011:45)

The type and categories of the proposed changeshigldy dependent on different
variables in the national context, combined in desimediators / facilitators. These may
include: multiple veto points, training, politicalonflicts, political and organizational

culture, facilitating formal institutions, empowegi of actors, ett.

® In regional aspect, much of the factors-mediatans be grouped by region. While in Eastern Eurape,
number of these factors are associated with itigtital and economic transition, territorial ownépshand
land use, etc., the Balkans (in their variationt&asand Western Balkans) form another region cterized
by some common variables (Allkja, 2012).
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Bache and Jordan (2006) emphasize that withoutatiaptation pressure from the EU,
Europeanization cannot reasonably happen and éeeigh the top-down approach in the
study of the process is significant in the explenmabf domestic changes, this approach has
been criticized in literature for ignoring the Wéeal interaction between the European and
the national level (Hang, 2011). For this reasanstudies dating mostly from the last 10
years, the bottom-up approach has an essentiale plac the understanding of

Europeanization and in the explanation of the cempélationshigEU - member state”

- The bottom-up approach

The bottom-up approach, called "second generatibnEwropeanization” helps us
understand how the "upload" of domestic policiespsis the policies, politiésand
institutions of the European Union. Ladrech (1994)the very beginning of his research
on the issue of Europeanization, sees the needl lfottom-up analysis of this phenomenon
and the impact that the EU member states may haveeostructures of the EU.

Marshall (2005) structured the Europeanization amwnload (top-down) change of the
local systems of governance resulting from the hatjon and implementation of EU

programs, but also as a process of an upload darahsfer of innovative practices at the
supranational level.

Another characteristic of the bottom-up Europediorastudies is that they cover not only
the vertical dimension - from the EU to the donwdsével - but also the horizontal

dimension. In Radaelli's words (2004: 5) "the EUynpaovide the context, the cognitive

and normative frame, the terms of reference, or dpportunities for socialisation of

domestic actors who then produce exchanges" (@fsidgower, policies, and so on), one

with another. Finally, this new generation of saglidraws a careful line between the

" Domain of Europeanization according to Bomberg Ratkrson (2000):
» Policies e.g. agriculture, monetary, competition, etc.;
» Politics: the Europeanization of parties, interest groupgs“aational political discourse”;

» Polity: or national institutions, i.e. the effect of Epean integration on political and administrative
structures and processes arising in particular frmw states organize themselves to handle EU
affairs.
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definition of Europeanization and its potential @uhes in terms of convergence or
divergence (Mourato, 2011: 49).

Laskowska-Majerowicz (2011) offers two sub-appre@scin the study of the bottom-up
Europeanization. The first one has to do with ttetesactivity aimed at activating the
international position of the countries, which deato influence the EU. On the other hand,
the second approach is related to the conceptaafifig and tries to understand who, at

which stage and how, sets the EU political agenda.

- The multidirectional / complex approach

Europeanization refers to a process, a change amhagement, and as explained so far, it
has both a vertical (top-down and bottom-up) ammbmplementary horizontal (stae-state)
dimension (Fig. 7). The latter, as Yanchev (201p:4@8ds, refers to the processes of
cooperation and mutual learning, especially throtrghsnational, cross-border and inter-
regional territorial cooperation, but also to theqgess of "spatial positioning” (Williams

1996), which relates to the growing awareness @fdibmestic actors that they are part of
something larger than the member state. The satheraaiso adds the so-called cyclic or
roundabout (national state> EU — national state) dimension in the directions of
Europeanization. This dimension refers to the medey which national discourses and
positions / ideas are "loaded" at the European,lew@ch subsequently, as a cyclic effect,

leads back to the domestic systems of planningifgband Waterhout, 2008).
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Figure 7: Europeanization — the incorporated approah
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The combination of perspectives and directionsgav@ew understanding of the process of
Europeanization and the opportunities for influeheeveen the EU and the member states
on the one hand, and between member states thesss@n the other (Bache, 2008).
Moreover, the horizontal approach sees Europeaniizat a horizontal transfer of concepts
and policies between the EU member states, whexarémsfer is a result of sharing ideas,
power and policies between national actors in thiecéntext. The literature argues that
Europeanization is a crossloading process throughhathe member states exchange ideas
and practices. This exchange may be independent the EU, but the EU can be a

facilitator in this horizontal process (Hang, 2011)

Bohme and Waterhout (2008) (Fig. 8) summarize Haopeanization of planning is a

three-dimensional process which involves:

1. Planning for Europe (the concept of spatial planning at the EU level).

This includes policies for supranational and crhossder territorial development
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(the ESDP, ESPON, Territorial Cooperation, the if@ial Agenda of the EU, the

Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion)

2. The influence of planning-for-Europe policies on tke planning in
Europe (systems, practices and policies for spatial plagait the national level in

the member states)

3. The impact of the EU sectorial policies and the Ewpean integration

on planning in Europe.

Practice shows that the establishment of formal [Ebkctices aimed at facilitating the
horizontal transfer and the learning process, @a good example of this multidirectional
and complex approach to Europeanization. For exangule of the management tools of
the EU that combines the bottom-up and the top-dpvaspects is th©pen Method of
Coordination (OMC). This is a mechanism, a device for trangférmodels of good
practices, especially in areas where the EU isabt# to provide a top-down pressure. The
OMC has been promoted after the signing of the dnsistrategy and is based on
cooperation (exchange of experience) and mobitima{lLackowska-Madurowicz, 2011).
The OMC is part of a broader set of instruments'soft" or "cognitive" Europeanization
and the ESDP show features of OMC. The same autbscribes the process as an
encouraging adaptive approach, an unlimited hot&and vertical mutual learning (Duhr
et al., 2010).
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Figure 8: Europeanization of planning
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Zonneveld and Waterhout (2009) add that the Eumupation of spatial planning refers to
the influence of the EU on domestic practices, Whi&cnot exactly the same as assessing
the territorial impact, and provide a useful ovewiof the types of impacts that can be
expected. The impact of the EU policies should Ibetregarded as a linear top-down
process, as they are the result of two processes-down and bottom-up, in which the
member states reinterpret the Union’s policy frémait own perspectives (Radaelli, 2003;

Lenschow, 2006 and others).

2.2.2.2. Catalysts of the Europeanization of plagni

Some authors emphasize the role of strategic-@tedbcuments such as the European
Perspective of Spatial Development or the TeraloAgenda of the EU, as some of the
main catalysts for the Europeanization of plannangd their impact on the member states
(Mourato, 2011; Mourato and Tewdwr-Jones, 2012)e Mery idea of shaping the

European policy for spatial development at the anigtional level is refered to by the same
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authors as a complex "catalyst environment”, withatiich national planning systems
cannot identify themselves. The three fundamem@lges of the European spatial policy,
whose influence can be identified in this "catasvironment®, are: strategically oriented,
informal focus; formal acts; monetary incentiveteys (Reimer et al., 2015).

Figure 8 reflects a matrix of links between the ngeand the effects of the Europeanization
of planning, and shows the different catalyststeinge and the effects that the EU policy
has on national planning systems, proposed by Bohnte Waterhout (2008). These
authors distinguish three different types of pelsi with the respective directions of
impact, and approximately four different effectsoigped into effects with a short-term and
a long-term impact). These are: (1) the EU reguoitesti (2) the EU spending policies and (3)
the EU discourse on spatial planning. The firsugroomprises all "hard" rules — directives
and regulations of the European Commission, whigbehbeen accepted by the member
states and directly or indirectly regulate the psses of spatial planning in those countries.
More interesting, however, is the issue of the ated spending policies of the Union,
which is related to financing and how it is distitied between priorities and projects. The
discourse of the EU is related to the idea of thealled European spatial planning model,
described in the previous chapter. As added by samuhors (Waterhout, 2007),
Europeanization of planning will always be the tesd the combination of these three

groups of catalysts (Yanchev, 2012).

The first two groups of effects include the chamgéhe use of terminology, the temporary
use or application of new terms and concepts, hadrmplementation of single concrete
actions. The long-term effects are dictated pritpday the significance and the application
of documents such as the ESDP, the EU regulatindssatuctural funds, the cooperation
and mutual training through the INTERREG prograrhthe EU, etc. The typology shows
that the Europeanization of planning affects theittey, the national policies and the
management systems (Zonneveld and Waterhout, 2@#)me and Waterhout (2008)
summarize the four potential channels of Europedioz of planning: 1) the top-down
effect of the EU spatially-defined sectorial padigj 2) the EU non-spatially-defined

sectorial policies; 3) the EU legislation with aeadit impact on national legislation; 4)
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specific initiatives, programs and tools for thearpling of the EU territory, called

"Planning for Europe” (Giannakourou, 2012).

Figure 9: Typology of the Europeanization of plannig
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ESDP application,
ESPON use

EU regulations in
varionus sector
fields, Structural
Funds regulations

Structural Funds,
organizational
learning through
INTERREG,
LEADER

ESDP application
at national level in
rare cases

Formal terminology

put down in regula-
tions

INTERREG,
Structural Funds

ESDP application,
ESPON

Application of EU
directives in general

Where EU provides
cofunding, infra-
structure projects,

INTERREG

Source: B6hme and Waterhout (2008)

The catalysts of Europeanization of planning can sigathesized into three groups
according to Bohme and Waterhout (2008). Some asitlegard the European Perspective
for Spatial Development as a leading part of thdewing process of Europeanization
(Borzel, 2002). To date, the only attempt to depeddransnational comparative analysis of
the impact of the application of the Perspectives waveloped by the European Spatial
Planning Observation Network (ESPGN$even years after the final version of the ESDP,
the ESPON project 2.3.Application and effects of the ESDP in the memlates
undertook to assess the implementation and thedmphich the ESDP has on national
planning. The assessment focuses on identifyingrete evidence of the impact of the
ESDP at the national, regional and local level,alh EU member states, as well as

neighbouring countries which also participate i BESPON program.

® Currently it is “The European Observation Netwfwk Territorial Development and Cohesion.”
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2.2.2.3. Hard / Soft types of mechanisms of thefganization of planning

The literature on Europeanization proposes a nunabemechanisms that range from
“hard” to “soft”, depending on the level of coemsidhat can be observed (Ladi, 2005).
“Hard” and “soft” approaches towards studying thedpeanization are related to “hard”
and “soft” EU policies, related in turn to the degrof adaptation pressure, which is an
important factor by itself in determining the rdsubf Europeanization. Hard policies
require the member states to apply the relevantidgfislation, whereas soft policies are
those that create structural opportunities for geanat the national level. Whether
domestic actors will accept those opportunitiesatr depends on the national institutional

and political context (Gemenis and Lefkofridi, 213

Giannakourou (2012) distinguishes two basic medmsiof Europeanization of national

planning, in search of a methodological framewankanalysis of the problem (Table 5).

Table 5: Hard / Soft types of Europeanization accating to Giannakourou (2012)

Soft Coordination and Learning Hard Requlation and Compliance

- Related to the idea othe Europear| - Refers to nstitutional changes ar
spatial pattern and suggests (works astransformation of the domestic regulatory
platform for political coordination angdframeworks in compliance with the EU
accumulation of knowledge and gopd

practices) networking, policy transfer and Relies on channels of impact which difter
learning among member states from those of the soft Europeanization, such
as sectorial policies (e.g. environmental
- Doesn’t suggest a top-down pressure | policy), in a direct way - by changes in the
national planning legislation and procedures;
- Voluntary change or through an indirect influence - by
changing the spatial organization and
- Can be linked to the idea of tlf@pen| development models, (e.g. the cohesion
Method of Coordination policy); or by altering the procedural and
substantive rules in specific policy fields
producing this spill over (e.g. the EU
competition policy)

- Mainly coercive change

Source: Author’s adaptation

67



On the basis of various theoretical approachesyr@igourou (2012) considers this process
as a series of several major mechanisms. On oree #d Europeanization of spatial

planning through soft coordination and learning,ilevhon the other side we have

Europeanization through hard regulation and comp&a Giannakourou defines also the
so-called group of other types of Europeanizationyhich he adds the growing role of the

judicial policy making. However, whether these matbms may be activated in the real
world of domestic planning depends on the nati@ediings and the mediating actors in
each domestic context (ibid: 131).

2.3. Eastern European context

The process of Europeanization of spatial planhiegomes more and more consistent in
Eastern Europe, despite the certain degree o€ieriti which it is being interpreted with.
With the EU enlargement to the East and Southepstific Eastern patterns of adaptation
emerged (Maier, 2012; Yanchev, 2012). It is beliktreat the degree of change in the new
member states may be even more profound than iriedieEuropean countries (Duhr et
al., 2007). Therefore, as Zolkina (2013) points, daé impact of Europeanization on the
domestic transformations of the CEE countries hesoime one of the most significant
current aspects of research concerning Europeamazatgeneral. In this context, the same

author offers a typology of the process of Europesion, distinguishing:

* Membership Europeanization;
* Enlargement Europeanization;

* Neighbourhood Europeanization

Zolkina’s interest is focused on the clarificatiohthe last two types, the first of which
implies a clear perspective for EU membership, atihe second type relates to the
neighbouring countries of the EU which have notbgieen the prospect of membership as

an inalienable part of their relations with the &ean Union (Zolkina, 2013: 7). An
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example of such type of Europeanization (of plaghitan be considered Serbia

(Simeonova et al. 2015).

2.3.1. The Eastern European planning systems in theew European context

East-Central and Eastern European planning inlefiten the communist period its strong
legal position with a top-down hierarchy of plargiand building offices, equipped by

respective state directives to control the qualftgevelopment, and binding plans (Maier,
2012). Coming out of communism, the countries &t fart of Europe passed through (in
varying degrees) a set of similar spatial dynanftszatization and property disputes, de-
industrialization, environmental problems, inforihalin housing construction and in

business, emigration and marginalization of vulbkrgroups (e.g. the Roma ethnic group)
and deepening of spatial disparities, have pub#gnning of a common (planning) trend
that goes in line with widespread corruption andakvéaw enforcement (Munteanu and
Servillo, 2014). This new order of planning andparticular - of urban planning - as

Stanilov and Hirt (2009: 3) elucidate, is perhapstlyeferred to as "laissez-faire planning,”
tended to support the short-term interests of gicapital. Yet, critics claim, in some cases

the new approach amounted to no planning at all.

Raagma and Stead (2014) note that spatial planni@gntral and Eastern Europe (CEE)
differs from that of Western Europe due to the agpthanging economic, organizational
and political landscapes, lower levels of trusthe role of government, the position of
planning in society (Maier, 1998) and the fact thadtial planning has had a longer history
in Western Europe (Adams, 2008). Regardless of thate often the planning ideas of the
Western schools and countries have been offerédet€EE as better social and cultural
models, based on the assumption that these mofiplsrming are more appropriate, as
new democracies in the region move to a market @ogn(Raagmaa and Stead, 2014),
which regards "the market as a driver for develampthéMaier, 2012: 149). Spatial

planning in Eastern Europe at the beginning oftthasitional period was assigned to a
separate group, different from the Western Europeadels. This is the case in the works
of Newman and Thornley (1996), according to whomw pdanning systems in the region

did not yet exist. As noted by Maier (2012), earligpologies of the European social
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models and planning systems ignore Central andeBa&urope and / or characterize the

countries in that region simply as countries imsfarmation.

Some countries, such as the example of some Batdttes, attempted - in their efforts to
secure funds and forms of financing by the EU -adaptation of various elements of
Western models of planning, in which, as confirmi®d some authors, there are clear

examples of policy transfer in the field of planpifStead et al., 2008).

Despite some similarities between the new EU menstates (from the CEE region),
generalizations concerning their development isd®a in literature. Some authors even
emphasize the extremely diverse / heterogeneaugtisit given the significant differences
in the degree of fiscal and administrative decdimrtiion (Altrock et al., 2006). On the one
hand, this is due to different geographical featurehile on the other - because of the
specifics of their past, which defines differentdals of transition. Despite the general
trend of research on transformation in Eastern jiréhis macro-region can be divided
into three other regions, based on geographicébrfacThese are: 1) the Baltic region; 2)
several countries in the CEE region, situated atbedgorders of some older member states
from Central Europe, part of the 2005 enlargem8ptthe region of Southeast Europe,
where Bulgaria and Romania are situated, part@R007 enlargement and representing a

special focus of transformational change.

2.3.2. Limited Europeanization of spatial planning

The process of Europeanization in Central and EBagiarope during the post-communist
period is one of the most topical issues in thédfaf Europeanization studies (Zolkina,
2013). In the early 1990s, new independent statethe CEE region developed under
relatively similar democratization and European egnation starting conditions,
predetermined mainly by common post-communist @isl in the political, the economic
and the social realms. As of today, many specifathodological and empirical studies of
the Eastern European post-socialist planning, enctimtext of the European spatial model,
have already enriched the scientific literaturewdweer, the majority of those studies are
not thorough, as they only concentrate on speagpects of the process, consider a limited

time frame, or are simply case studies of the dyosin a given country. Nevertheless, in

70



the last few years some studies of the spatialnplkgnsystems require special attention,
such as the studies concerning the Baltic regiee @aagmaa and Stead, 2014; 2015),
Estonia (see Raagmaa, Kalvet and Kasesalu, 20iBkr#a (see Peterlin and Mackenzie,
2007), Albania (see Allkja, 2012), Romania (seeelan 2013; Munteanu and Servillo,
2014), Bulgaria (see Yanchev, 2012, Dimitrova, 2088 well as some general studies of
the Europeanization of spatial planning in the oag(seeMaier, 2012), etc. Special
attention to Eastern Europe is paid in the ESPQijept 2.3.1 (2007b: 8), whose main task
iIs to monitor the effects of the application of tB&DP across the member states. The
document explains that the new Eastern Europeatextoillustrates how a number of
countries have been faced with the discussion ath@UESDP and its contents, which has
been taken into account in the creation of new rptan systems and institutions. At the
same time, the ESDP should be seen, however, adimgp more of a “helping hand”
within the context of the process of EU accessiather than a clear guidance document.
And despite the transfer of the ESDP to the Eadtemopean context, certain criticism of
the ESDP from the Eastern European point of vieisteecauseit'did not fully reflect

the spatial development problems of Central and Edsrn European countries the
numerous implications of the accession procesthfse countries and the issues relating to

the enlargement of the EU territory"”.

Maier (2012) concludes that the structural fundgeha much larger role, while formal
requirements associated with them, have led toesttablishment of many new tools for
spatial planning, created only for the purpose Of finding. Raagmaa and Stead (2014)
summarize that the absorption of EU grants, foltmywthe accession period, in many
Eastern European countries is associated with dheaked double standards in national
policies, which trend has been expanding. If ingheeaccession period the administrations
and the political elites of the region dealt withr&pean programs / agendas with care and
were willing to learn from their Western countetgartoday a combination of that
behaviour is observed — a combination between ¢we BU rules and the local programs /
agendas, which generally reflect the interesthefliusiness elites. This new situation puts
the brakes on different plans for institutionalorafis and limits the Europeanization of
planning, generally said. As a result of that, sooh# bureaucratic structures haven't
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changed significantly after the EU accession. Sexdimples can be seen in some Baltic

States, Romania, Bulgaria, etc.

2.3.3. The Europeanization of planning in Eastern Hrope: Southeast-European

context

According to Castelan (2002) the revolutions whighre projected across the Balkan
territory after the collapse of the Soviet Unionarked the beginning of a period, which
due to lack of homogeneous characteristics and plespects, is described by the vague
concept of "post-communism"”. The democracy whit¢lsedk, whirled the political, social
and economic transformations in the countries ef Balkan$ into a vicious circle. The
spatial and geographic structure of Southeast Eueopgompasses the national territories of
many countries which - based on specific criterfarm also the territory of the Balkans.
The collision of diverging historical and geopdaél impacts on this relatively small in size
region, has deprived it to a large extent of thespality to catch-up with the rest of the
territories of the European continent in terms ddlitigal, social and economic
development. The significant states’ and natiomagmentation, along with some other
political and geographical characteristics of tlgion, directly result in the general
political weakness of the Balkan Peninsula (Kangmtov, 2002), and thus - in the

evolution and the transformation of the spatiahplag systems as well.

The modern ideas of the EU enlargement show treswlards Southeast Europe - part of
the territorial ambitions of the Union. In 2013 tRepublic of Croatia, whose planning
system - like other countries of the region - waarked by the planning ideas of former
Yugoslavia, accessed the Union. In Croatia, howeagrin the whole of Eastern Europe,
there are ongoing processes of searching solutimnsconcrete problems and
misconceptions about the economic and culturalifeatof the countries, as well as the still
undefined borders, separating physically, admiaistely and psychologically the nations
in that region. This is yet another feature thagtaleilizes the processes of integration and

Europeanization. In this context, an importantdacs the culture of the region, regarded in

° Today the geographical term “Balkans" is beingeasingly replaced by the regionally determinednter
"Southeast Europe", whose use is becoming morespidad with the expansion of European integratimh a
the opportunities for multilateral cooperationfitens (Tsachevski, 2011).
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a more general sense. Culture has horizontal (gebgral) and vertical (historical)
dimensions. It has the ability to spread unlimiyedi space and time, irrespective of
political and administrative constraints, and thalkBns are a good example of this
(Stojkov, 2002).

Establishing common denominators and codes indhatoes of Southeast Europe, which
should indicate the path of economic integrationl @ooperation, is mentioned in the
European Spatial Development Perspective, whidkatsfthis fact. Documents such as the
Spatial Planning Priorities for Southeast Europe gikample, also stress the importance of
culture as one of the main priorities and factms dpatial development and territorial
integration of the Balkan countries, which perhapsuld accelerate the process of

Europeanization of the national policies (Table 6).

The political and the military events following tfel of the "Iron Curtain" and the crack
of the socialist system (in its variations), togethvith the subsequent wars for national
differentiation, have led to the provisional diasiof the region into Eastern and Western
Balkans. This allows us to see the "transitionbtigh both — the prism of socioeconomic
failure and the crisis of the 1990s, and througheiies of the new political borders in the
context of European integration and the commonreefir "Europeanization” of the

countries across the peninsula.

Table 6: An overview of some of the basic facto@nd preconditions, and their spatial
dimensions characterizing the limitations and the ppblems of Eurointegration and
Europeanization of the countries in Southeast Europ

Border spac

Political-geographical Strategic transport
Certain geopolitical conflicts of influence
Discussion about the political boundaries| of
the region

Historica-cultural regiol

Socio-cultural Ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity
Identity and image problems
Weak organizational capacity of social actors
and weak civil society
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Ethnc-religious fragmentatic

Nationalism

Deepening social crisis

Slow development and integration probl
Political-economic Socio-political fragmentation (Balkanization)

Incomplete or “superficial” democratization

and re-institutionalization

Inexperience of political division and

pluralism

Nationalist and regionalist movements

Socialist past

Market economy (transition)

Privatization-caused problems

Monocentric development models

EU enlargement

Source: Author, based on Jelavich (1993); Karastoy®v (2002); Demetropoulou (2002).

Today the countries of Southeast Europe form agfatie so-called Planners Network for
Central and Southeast Europe (PlaNet CenSE, 15treesiincluded), which serves as a
gateway for the mutual transfer of information &mbw-how between non-EU states and
EU member states, and facilitates the integratibspatial development institutions and
actors into the European Spatial Development Neksv@iratzberger and Schindegger,
2008).
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CHAPTER 3: POLICY TRANSFER THEORIES AND POLICY TRAN SFER
IN THE EU

3.1 What is policy transfer?

Policy transfer (PT) emerged as an important canegghin the public policy analysis,
guiding both theoretical and empirical researclhnsiing many venues and issues areas. PT
represents a niche topic for some researcherguaglthsuccessfully advocated into wider
debates on topics such as Globalization, Europatoiz / Policy innovation. PT is a
relatively uncomplex or even a simple concept, wgtbwing interest in it among both
academic and management circles since the begimmfitige 1990s. This is due to both
communities, which are becoming aware of the pakmfluence which foreign ideas and
models have had and still have on the changingdwvofl modern governance. As the
awareness of policy transfer spreads and concesues related to the globalization of
decision-making, the interest has been growing amw fpolicy transfer relates to the

activities and decisions of international governoglies such as the European Union (EU)

PT has become a fact of everyday life in variouantdes, given the impossibility of
isolation (Stead, 2008), while the increase ofrthember of studies in this area over the last
decade is an indication of the growing important®™ in the circulation of policies and
also a sign of the growing interest in policy tf@nsamong scholars outside the political
science (McCann and Ward, 2013).

3.1.1. Policy transfer in the process of geograptatresearch

Understanding the policy transfer in planning arebgyaphy in general is a complex
phenomenon, undoubtedly linked to both the paégolicy mobility (or transfer as a
mobility) and that of policy making. Policy makings Ward notes (2006:70), is a deeply
geographical process, in and through which diffeptsces are constructed, while the ideas
for policy mobility can be defined as by no means less "hot" a rdsdiaes, studied in
recent decades, mainly by Anglo-American, Germarscaindinavian human geography
(urban geography and urban planning), politicagésce, anthropology, etc. Undoubtedly,
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while attempting to understand the termsnudbility and transferin the field of policy
making, it should be noted that they do not shaparallel / synonymous use, although

their analytical interpretation is a kind of ciratibr™.

Since the 1990s there has been a growing intereshda research on PT and in the
theoretical and conceptual ideas for circulatiompalicies in general, by scientists outside
political science - including geographers - whoéhalso played an important role in these
debates (McCann and Ward, 2012). The focus of gebgrs orplace, spacendscale
along with the sociological and anthropologicaluie®n policy making - both within and
beyond institutions of governance - offers a goeatl to the analysis of how policy making
operates, how policies, policy models and policyowledge circulate and how these
moblities shape places. The imposing interdiscgsifmature of the topic turns the debate
on PT into a research framework within the reachardy of political science, but of a
number of other scientific fields such as hist@gciology, planning, etc. (McCann and
Ward, 2013). Nevertheless, the links between Pagtmres (good and bad), knowledge and
topics such as spatial planning - which in the ewnhtof the EU are becoming more
interesting and are often part of multidimensigmalcesses such as Europeanization - are
still insufficiently explored by scientists in thigeld of geography. The latter process
(Europeanization) is an expression of the impoegaoicthe EU as an important agent of
change in the contemporary governance and polidgingan Europe, where EU decisions
pervade the policy making activities of individualiropean countries and the lives of

European citizens (Wallace et al. 2015).

3.1.2 Understanding policy transfer

Banson and Jordan (2011) examined PT as an analagogept of lesson-drawing (LD) or

a common currency within policy studies and pulgalicy analysis. Policy transfer is

19 Policy mobility combines three types of literaturéhe long-time research on policy transfer initjmall

science; ideas and approaches to testing mohiligotiology and those in the geographical integpi@t of
scale(Temonos and McCann, 2013: 34%his comes to show that the study of policy mitbis much more
complex and more extensive and legitimate in sifierliterature. In this regard, for the purposestioe

current PhD, policy transfer is regarded as onth@fmumerous important actors relevant to the difinof

policy mobility.
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commonly employed in the analysis of broader phesramsuch as Europeanization,
Globalization and Policy innovation. For examptethe literature on Europeanization, PT
is used as a way of explaining the policy convecgealthough the archetypal theory of PT
described in 1996 by Dolowitz and Marsh, was ddaféeess an accumulation of policy

diffusion, policy convergence, policy-learning aledson-drawing processes. All those are

united as dimensions of the PT concept (Evans,)2013

Academically, the process by which knowledge ofiqie$, administrative arrangements,
institutions and ideas in one political system (mgresent) is used in the development of
similar features in another, or in other wordse grocess by which the policies and / or
practices in one political system are fed into, atiized in the policy making arena of
another political system, is known as policy trangDolowitz and Marsh 1996; Dolowitz,
2000; 2003).

"The process by which knowledge about policies, imaidimative arrangements,
institutions and ideas in one political system (pas present) is used in the
development of policies, administrative arrangersemstitutions and ideas in

another political system" (Dolowitz and Marsh, 206D

The development of the PT ideas by Dolowitz and9gfi996; 2000) and others, are the
result of research on questions that PT has to@mswhat is transferred, where from and

where to, the degrees of and the constraints otrdhefer, its success once transferred, etc.

Over the past two decades PT has been imposedidgelst used concept of classifying and
explaining the numerous processes occurring withid between different political
contexts. It also operates as a form of evidensedaolicy makiny (Legrand, 2012); PT

covers voluntary and coercive forms of practicéhalgh the latter may appear as "one

1 Evidence-based policy has been defined as an agprehich “helps people make well informed decision
about policies, programs and projects by putting tiest available evidence at the heart of policy
development and implementation”. The pursuit oflenice-based policy is based on the premise thatypol
decisions should be better informed by availablelence and should include rational analysis. This i
because policy which is based on systematic evelenseen to produce better outcomes.
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government or supranational institution is pushimmgeven forcing another” to adopt a set

of policy innovations (Banson and Jordan, 2011).

Policy transfer represents a mechanism of gloh#biza leading to convergence /
divergence of institutions, policies and paradigmikich provide further opportunities for
policy transfer to occur. Policy transfer is a &athfor the processes of globalization
leading to policy convergence and / or divergefi¢e latter two occur (or are supposed to
occur) between countries with close cultural praginfpolicy convergence) or in cases of
cultural diversity (policy divergence) (Ladi, 1999s for the territorial reforms, the policy
convergence discusses the results of transfer gsese(incl. policy diffusion), but not

always the latter may or must provoke policy cogeece.

Diane Stone (1999: 51) also determines PT as antgnavhereby knowledge about
policies, administrative arrangements or institasio used across time or space in the
development of policies, administrative arrangement institutions elsewhere. Lesson-
drawing, emulation and harmonization are all tethad convey a sense of transfer being a
voluntaristic activity. Policy convergence and pylidiffusion give an impression that
transfer arises as a consequence of structuraédoreolicy learning or social learning is
another matter relating to the PT, but this congégmnalytically different. According to

Stone (1999) the subject of transfer may include:

* Policies

* Institutions

* ldeologies or justifications
» Actions and ideas

* Negative lessons

This makes the studying of PT useful from a difféngerspective:

1. At the practical level - in the EU-territorial context and the significanof the
EU in general - it is increasing the importancetoidying the EU affairs, where the
logic of the single market emphasises the harméinizaand standardization. PT

occurs at the sub-national level. For example,ttaasfer of practices developed
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within a local institution to another local one;poptunities to strengthen the

rationality of the policy making, etc.

2. At the scholarly level- it contributes to comparative studies - of pulpiolicies
for example and to studying policies as a wholee P concept problematizes the

division between domestic and international.

The PT approach was pioneered by Dolowitz and M&t986, 2000). A central spot in
their concept is taken up by the questioMfat is transferred The idea which is brought
to the fore is that policy goals content, policgtmaments, policy programs, institutions,
ideologies, ideas and attitudes, and negative mssesan all be transferred (Dolowitz and
March, 2000:12). The framework the two authors tiged drew explicitly upon Rose and
Hall's notions of lesson-drawing and policy. Acdoglto the author, policy-learning is
self-evidencing, significant and relates to thensraission of policy knowledge between
policy actors. PT is about knowledge, evidences laadhing. It is apparent that policy
officials seek lessons from policies with both negaand positive outcomes, and such

lessons are grounded in evidence.

Although theoretically connected, a differentiatioetween PT and LD is required, given
that both terms refer to transpositioning / tramsgieon of policies and / or practices

already in operation in one jurisdiction to anotheage (2000) groups in a synthesized
manner the various accents that policy transferditire and lesson-drawing literature have,

and how their differentiation is related to a chengthe analytical discourse.

The emphasis of the policy transfer literature adio to Dolowitz and Marsh (1996) has

tended to be on understanding the process by whadicies and practices move from

exporter to importer jurisdictions, above all thgeats of policy transfer or, in the case of
the diffusion of innovation literature, the patterbny which practices spread. The prime
object of the analysis is to throw light on deamsibaking processes. This is not to say that
the purpose is purely intellectual, an understapndihthe process may also have direct
practical implications — that some ways of transifgy policies and practices are better or

worse than others.
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The emphasis of the lesson-drawing literature @ese 1993) is on understanding the
conditions under which policies or practices opeiiatexporter jurisdictions and whether
and how the conditions which might make them warlaisimilar way can be created in
importer jurisdictions. Here one of the prime oltgeis to engage in policy transfer — to
use cross-national experience as a source of paficice. However, the practical purposes
are also supplemented by the academic-theoretibgciive of understanding the
distinctive political, administrative, social, e@mic or cultural conditions that sustain
cross-national policy differences. In the lessoamdng literature, the focus of the analysis
is on how policies operate in the exporter jurisdic, how they may be applied in the
importer jurisdiction and what modifications areeded to transpose between them. The
studying of LD is related to the comparison of ttenditions of the exporting and the
importing jurisdiction and the ways those differescan be bypassed and compensated

3.1.3. Types of policy transfer and variables chaxaerizing the policy transfer

The studying of policies of the exporting jurisdbecis and their application in the importing
jurisdictions includes the identification of a nuenlof variables related to basic questions
such asvho, what, where, when and why such a transfer isahe, while a starting point

is the single individual or collective transfer agets (Page, 2000).

The paper of Dolowitz and Marsh (1996) can be mgaras a landmark both in the
development of the concept, cited above, and o$aheariables which characterize the
process, which can be synthesized into six basiupy of questionsWhy do actors
engage in policy transfer? Who are the key actamgolved in the policy transfer process?
What is transferred? Where are lessons drawn froM/hat are the different degrees of
transfer? What restricts or facilitates the policfransfer process?Subsequently the
question of how the process of PT connects to tieyp"success" or policy "failure” is

also added (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000). The lattan ®e analytically related to and

 Rose (1993) suggests 4 stages of the LD procesarching”, “making a model”, “creating a lessonta
“prospective evaluation”.
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debated together with ideas about "transfer of gbbdst practices” developed by Stead
(2008; 2012), which will be discussed further orhis chapter.

A. WHO transfers the policy?(Actors involved in the policy transfer)

Six types of actors associated with the activibésransfer have been identified: Elected
officials; Political parties; Bureaucratic / civiservants; Pressure groups; Policy
entrepreneurs / experts; Supranational institutiohe first 4 types have become the center
of discussion, so the two authors focus on the ableolicy entrepreneurs / experts and that
of international bodies such as the EU. These ttegories of experts, as well as the EU,
have been of growing importance and so has beeattdeation paid to them. Dolowitz and
Marsh (2000) also study two other groups of actdngh they callpolicy consultantsand
non-governmental institutionsOther researchers identify non-governmental dgper
associated with the promoting of norms transfeosgmnational borders, as a transnational

advocacy network, think-tanks, epistemic commusi{Banson and Jordan, 2011).

Page (2000) classifies the actors involved in R®:ifh) Individual agents - ones acting on
their own initiative or institutional (on instruotis) and 2) Organizations (group agents) —
such as the World Bank, the UN, NATO, the EU — \ahtigke models for best practices and
use them as models for adoption. Policy networks alao be regarded as collective or
group agents - usually informal grouping of indivédis belonging to different organizations
that share a common interest in specific issuadlems and policies (which can take the
form of transnational expert community or of an seginic community with similar
professional beliefs and standards for assesswénth share common policy concerns).
The relationship between individual entreprenemd @ollective organizations is often not
made very clear because of the difficulties of ustdanding precisely how an idea came on

to the agenda of an organization (Page, 2000).

B. WHAT is transferred?

In the study of PT this question is perhaps moablematic and complex than in the study
and analysis of LD where, according to Page (200@),go back to one of the main

research issues of PT - establishing causalityesponse to what is transferred, Dolowitz
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and Marsh (1996: 349-50) include a number of thihgs$ could theoretically "transferred”,
namely: policy goals, structure and contents, poliostruments or administrative
techniques; institutions; ideologies; ideas, atisiand concepts; negative lessons. Banson
and Jordan (2011: 370) observe that initially tluelies of what is transferred were focused
on "hard" transfer instruments, institutions and prograntsvben governments, but on the
other hand the importance t$ofter" transfer of ideas, concepts or ideologies is also
referred to: policy elements that move freely amoiog-state subjects in conditions of
increasing globalization. Thieard and soft forms of transfer coexist and may very well
complement one another. Bulmer et al. (2007) inelatbo different subtypes as semi-

coercive, conditionality and obligated transfer.

Dolowitz and Marsh (2000: 12) emphasize the disibmcbetween policies (divided into
policy purposes, policy content and policy toolsdgrograms. In their original, initial
typology - as in most concepts of PT - programs anoticies are both included or
incorporated into a single category. This accordmBolowitz and Marsh is not right since
policies are seen as broader declaration of intentions and which gellgr denote the
direction policy makers wish to takrograms on the other hand, are the specific snefan
the course of action used to implement policieshEaolicy can have several programs,
whereas the program is a complete course of atiand of itself.

C. WHEN?

The concept of PT gives but little information abthe time period or at what point in time
the actors get involved in this process. PT mag takextended period of time and depends
on other variables such as actors (who is involwetthe transfer?), similarity between the
policies of the exporting and the importing juridéhn, etc. Dolowitz and Marsh (2000) do
not clarify when PT is done and when the actorsmgeilved in it, although in the context
of the study, this variable can be analysed by di&aly, minding the other variables and the
extent of the transfer. According to Page (2000),i$?not necessarily based on a single

instrument, and may be carried out over an extepdeidd of time.

D. WHY? (Motivations)
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The reason why policy officials choose to adaptadopt policy from elsewhere are

potentially as varied as any form of social or gpldecision-making. In the original PT

framework, Dolowitz and Marsh make a distinctiotvzen voluntary and coercive PT. A

distinction predicated on power. Voluntary mecharsisof transfer are subject to agents'
perception and knowledge of their environment. Cioer clearly describes a two-way

relationship where agency / institution / countryhAs the ability and resource to force
country / institution / agency B to adopt a certaglicy in one form or another (Legrand,

2012).

Page (2000) examines the “Why” variable in 4 catiego one of which can be separated as
another variable of the transfer, and explainsttatjuestion "why a country borrows from
another?" is probably the most asked question &wedntost complete - in terms of
information - variable. In their matrix, Dolowitnd Marsh (2000) explain the “Why” with
the understanding of the continuum between forbedd to be transferred) and voluntary
transfer (want to be transferred). For example,esdeveloping countries are often forced

to adopt practices in order to obtain a loan ongra

Another dimension to the question “Why” is assaaiatvith the circumstances / conditions
where a given country has to borrow policies framther country. There is a great variety
of reasons as to why the importing country looks gmograms or inspirations / ideas in
another jurisdiction — those reasons could be: tharacteristics of the importing

jurisdiction (for example — it has to quickly deeplcertain policies); the characteristics of

the policies to be transferred; the characteristidhe exporting jurisdiction, etc.

A third dimension of the issue is related to thgeotives pursued in the transfer - the

benefits of policies or programs, or their abilioyhave an effect on / or support another
policy.

A fourth dimension of this variable, as Page (2Q@ihts out, is related to the choice of the
country which to borrow from. According to the sameéhor, this can be given as another
variable: "Where from". The ideological proximityetween governments is the most

common explanation in this case.
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E. WHERE from?

As for the question “Where from”, Dolowitz and Mhar§2000) group sources of policy
export depending on the levels of governance, agghan the original study Dolowitz and
Marsh (1996) talk about endogenous and exogenauses of learning. They argue that
policy makers can look to three levels of govermarice international, the national and the
local. Politicians in one country can learn fronheat political systems or units. Sub-
national government units can teach each other.ngtienal government can borrow and
learn (draw lessons) from lower levels of govermamand vice versa. Lessons can be

learned at the international level as well.

The literature devoted to PT is still exploring ttdferent dimensions of the question
“Where from” and the implementation of transfer vbe¢n individual national
governments. In this regard, studies on processels a&s Europeanization, globalization,
multi-level governance and policy network perspagthave suggested that lessons are also
drawn from and transfer readily between many d#ifévenues, spanning multiple spatial
and temporal scales. Internationally, national goreents actively demonstrate "upload”
and "download" of policies, ideas, norms and so tmwpugh NGOs, think-tanks,
intergovernmental organizations, etc. A typical rapée is the participation of member
states in downloading and uploading policies frord at the EU level (Banson and Jordan,
2011: 371).

F. HOW?

Not only is it important to examine what motivatee policy transfer process, it is just as
important to consider how and in what way a sedamhlessons can be conducted
(Dolowitz, 2004: 6). Very often the answer to theegtion of “How” PT occurs is related to
the question of “Why”. If a country was forced tdopt a set of practices, then to a large
extent the answers to how and why are likely tothieesame (Page, 2000: 6). The definition
of how the transfer is implemented depends on véraths voluntary or a forced adoption

of a set of practices.
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Dolowitz and Marsh (2000) regard the connectionvieen the two "types of adoption” as a
continuum that runs from lesson-drawing to the diieposition of a program, policy or
institutional arrangement on one political systemn dnother (Fig. 10). Each of the
identified categories in this continuum may itseéirve as a conceptual framework for
empirical research - something that will be takemoiaccount when drafting the

methodological model for the study of European@ain Bulgaria.

Figure 10: From Lesson-Drawing to Coercive Transfer

Obligated Transfer (transfer as a result of treaty obligations, etc.)

Lesson-Drawing < l I ! i > Coercive Transfer
(perfect rationality) (direct imposition)

Lesson-drawing Voluntarily Conditionality

(bounded rationality) but driven by perceived
necessity (such as the
destre for international

acceptance)

Source: Dolowitz and Marsh (2000:13)

According to Stead (2008), PT can be both Voluntargiogenously driven - and Coerced -
exogenously driven. Holm-Hansen (2005) suggeststiiegamost real examples of PT lie in
a continuum somewhere between these two extrenmescdntinuum undoubtedly reflects
opportunities for transfer involving both voluntaapd compulsory elements that help its
more profound study.

In the direction of the "coercive" end of the lipatterns where national governments are
forced to adopt programs and policies can be obdgemven more so when it comes to a
membership  in  an international  organization (suchs athe EV).
The scientific literature does not provide a claaalysis of realization mechanisms of the
different types of transfers, especially when imes to transfers which Dolowitz and
Marsh (2000: 13) indicate in the continuum betweatuntary and forced transfer.

Regardless of how policy transfer takes place, tthe authors associate it with the
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limitations, the delivery methods and the oppotiasifor "positive" or "negative" result of

it (see Fig. 11: Policy Transfer Framework / Valie).

Although many studies of PT are focused on successall PTs have been successfully
completed. While theoretically and practicallystdifficult to ascertain what successand

failure, an important place in the study of the mechanisfrieansfer takes the result of the
transfer and the factors determining it. Even if agsume that the "success" of a policy in
one country is obvious, it does not always mearn tha transfer and development in
another country would be successful and justifi2olowitz and Marsh (2000) summarize
the possible "failures" as a result of three maictdrs: incomplete information about the
policies that are transferred (uninformed transfenjcial elements of what made the policy
or institutional structure a success in the orifngacountry may not be transferred, leading
to failure (incomplete transfer); differences betwesocial, economic, ideological contexts,

leading to failure of the transfer (inappropriatnsfer).

G. DEGREE of policy transfer

There are basically four main degrees or gradatairsansfer that Dolowitz and Marsh

(1996) developed based on Rose's (1993) categahedésson-drawing level, which four

degrees are generated depending on the form ofmggovee, causing different outcomes of
the transfe(Bulmer and Padgett, 2005). Those are:

= Copying: which involves direct and complete transfer;

= Emulation: which involves transfer of the ideas behind theéqgy or program;

» Combinations: which involve mixtures of several different padis;

» Inspiration: where policy in another jurisdiction may inspaeoolicy change, but
where the final outcome does not actually draw ugran original (Dolowitz and
Marsh, 2000: 13).

According to Banson and Jordan, (2011: 3Zajnbinationsare the result of the combining
of hybridization and synthesis, in order to denmistances where policy elements are
drawn together from different contexts. Stead (20#180 supports the idea that there are

different degrees of transfer, ranging from puwepying of policies, legislation or
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techniques, as well as various forms of emulatgymthesis and hybridization or - in its

most simple form - inspiration and ideas.

Examining the EU as a platform for policy transfi@ulmer and Padgett, (2005) present a
complementary structural classification of the tyé transfer (adapted from Rose (1993)
and from Dolowitz and Marsh (2000)):

= Emulation / Copying - the strongest form of transfer. Leads to "boirgh a
policy model from a given jurisdiction;

» Synthesis- combining policies of two or more jurisdictions;

» Influence — suggests a weak form of transfer. The outer gi@itaken into account
serves as a means of inspiring a new policy;

= Abortive variant - the transfer is blocked by a veto of the actomoived in the

borrowing institution.

Which of these types of transfer has the strongestession and evidence depends on the

form of governance and the research context,iaiitlined bellow.
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Figure 11: Policy Transfer Framework / Variables

How
Who How To Transfer
Why Transfer? Is What Degrees Constraints Demonstrate  leads to
Continuum Involved in Is of Policy Policy
Want To.............. Have To Transfer? Transferred? From Where Transfer Transfer Failure
Within-a Cross-
Voluntary Mixtures Coercive Past Nation National
Lesson Lesson Direct Elected Policies Internal State International Copying Media Uniformed
Drawing Drawing Imposition Officials Governments Organizations Transfer
(Perfect {(Bounded ({Goals) {Newspaper)
Rationality) Rationality) (content)
) ’ (instruments)
International Bureaucrats Programs Global Gity Regional Emulation Past Policies Reports Incomplete
Pressures Civil Servants Governments State Transfer
Local
Governments
(Image) {Commussioned)
(Consensus) (uncommissioned)
(Perce ptinns]
Externalities Pressure Institutions Local Mixtures Conferences Inappropriate
Groups Authorities Transfer
Conditionality Political [deologies Inspiration Feasibility Meetings/
Parties Visits
(Loans)
(Conditions
Attached to
Business (tufhnulu‘gl\'}
Activity)
(bureaucratic)
Obligations  Policy Attitudes/ Statements
Enm?}mrm.'u:‘s/ Cultural Values (written)
Experts (verbal)
Consultants Negative Past Relations
Think Tanks  Lessons
Transnational
Corporations
Supranational
Institutions

Source: Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000:9
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3.2. Policy transfer in the EU

The study of PT in the EU is a topic that has aeglincreasing importance and interest
ever since the year 2000 regarding the enlargemeft the Union.

Recent research suggests a focus on the potehtibhbdU and its role as a "transfer
platform”, according to Radaelli (2000: 26) or aigsanational idea hopper ", according
to Bomberg and Peterson (2000: 7), though exiditegature does not focus on the
potential which the EU has so as to facilitatetthasfer to, and between member states.

Bulmer et al. (2007: 6) highlight the unsatisfagtoature of the theoretical foundations
of PT, although the existing ones do impose theseonsus that the EU's transfer potential
lies in its multi-level character. Interaction witha multi-level system of governance, it
is argued, is highly productive of emulation. Tt of the key theoretical questions is
"what happens when policy lessons are pulled ohgadisip or down between levels of
European governance?" (Bomberg and Peterson, Z)0@oth the motivation and the
organizational elements of the national institusioas well as the coercion imposed by
supranational institutions, are considered as itapbrelements of the effective policy
transfer. In this sense, the EU has become theoppate laboratory for testing and
analysis of this phenomenon - on the one hand,usecaf decades of integration and
convergence attempts in different policy areas, badause of the changes and the
conditional policy, which the EU imposes in thegass of enlargement towards the East-
Southeast, on the other (Conde Martinez, 2005).

In the EU, the Europeanization of national (and-sabonal) policy making has both
encouraged research on convergence and questitieednalytical value of policy

transfer as a causal process (Bulmer et al., 2G0i)ough as identified above, more
research is required into exogenously driven Edsfier activities (Banson and Jordan,
2011: 375).

3.2.1. Policy transfer opportunities in the EU

Still, the influence of international organizationas proved to be most popular among
the actors of the transfer and in particular - aghoesearchers of Europeanization.

Radaelli (2000) argues that the EU has evolved dsnassive transfer platform"
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spreading various aspects of policy among the mesthges. Subsequent studies reveal
just how far the EU influence has spread: from emrmental policies, to foreign and
energy policy and from policy objectives to poliagtruments. PT occurs in a horizontal
and in a vertical network of actors where sub-matianstitutions such as regional and
local governments have been identified as impotiamsfer agents (Banson and Jordan,
2011).

According to Bulmer et al. (2007), PT has contrdslto the study of the EU policy

process in three key areas:

* "Mainstreaming” provides an escape from "the gréabate” about national
versus supranational actors in the EU. In particidg focusing on the exchange
of ideas and policies. The PT approach avoidsbating to the policy process,
but at the same time it draws parallels with whegtgens in other con-federal or
federal systems, particularly that of the USA.

* An attempt for applying the notion of policy traesfin a "joined-up" manner
which links policy making in the EU. Here the authanclude the "upstream”
perspective typical of the policy making and intggm literatures on the EU with
the "downstream" focus that is typical of the Ewapization literature. PT is
used to track the flow of ideas, policy content amgtitutional models from the
creation of a EU-level policy through to operatitiretion, including in domestic
regimes giving effect to EU rules. Bulmer et alD@2) emphasize that the study
of the PT should not lead to binding all nationaliqy changes in the process of

Europeanization.

* The identification of three modes of governanceegatiation, hierarchy and
facilitation. These models show how the different institutionahfigurations
affect the preferences and interests of actorswig they interact with each
other, and the resultant patterns of policy transfe

90



Bulmer and Padgett (2005) identify three distinetforms of governance in the EU.
Different types of structures, which coexist in tBE, can generate different types of
transfer. This makes the EU a laboratory for theettioment of the concept of PT. The
following types of governance in the EU have beefingd (Fig. 12):

» Hierarchical governance- distinctive for places with a single market, wh&U

institutions exercise supranational authority legdbcoercive formof transfer.

* Negotiation - policy transfer by negotiation. The EU seeksatpeecommon

rules or normsby common consent.

» Facilitated Unilateralism - unilateral Aoluntary exchangdacilitated by the EU.

The parties retain sovereignty, but coordinatecpesi

Studies on PT in the EU have also concentratedhensb-calledOpen Method of
Coordinationand especially on the voluntary form of governabased on persuasion or

diffusion, where PT takes the form of a horizomethange between national actors.

These three forms of governance generate quaétgtidifferent types of transfer and
outcomes of the transfer. In the evaluation of éhestcomes, Bulmer and Padgett used
the basic typology adapted from Rose, 1993, and\Wwitd and Marsh, 1996.

According to Bulmer and Padgette hierarchical management generates the strongest
form of policy transferwith results falling within the scope of emulatito synthesis.
Negotiations can produce emulation (the EuropeamdWosy Union, for example, is
essentially based on the German monetary modelpallys competition between
member states in shaping the EU policy accordingldmestic norms will result in
synthesis or mere influence. The facilitated uetalism as a form of governance leads to
a diffuse form of mutual influence or in the wocstse - to a failed or abortive transfer
(Bulmer and Padgett, 2005: 106).
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Figure 12: Mode of Governance, Institutional Varialles and Transfer Outcomes

Mode of Range of likely transfer

governance Institutional variables outcomes
Hierarchy Authority/normative mandate
accruing to EU institutions Emulation—Synthesis

Density of rules
Availability of sanctions/incentives

Negotiation Decision rules/Mode of negotiation:
QMV + problem solving Emulation—Synthesis
Unanimity + bargaining Synthesis — Abortive
Facilitation Institutionalization:
Treaty incorporation of objectives
Specificity of guidelines Influence — Abortive

Quantifiable benchmarks
Density of exchange networks

Source: Bulmer and Padgett (2005: 107)

PT also can be instigated by EU institutions actorg their treaty powers. Treaty
obligations are another potential source of potieysfer. The treaty rules served as an
external tiglvincolo extern® binding domestic authorities to budgetary diog

The limited literature that deals explicitly witlolcy transfer in the context of the EU
focuses mostly on the innovative, horizontal gogee mechanism of the Open Method
of Coordination (Bomberg and Peterson, 2000). Thelemce of the existing EU
literature suggests that it is a mistake to eqiddepolicy transfer with the OMC or to
confine investigations to new methods of EU goveoea More compelling evidence of
the phenomenon can be found in the traditional rénahical" modes of governance
where supranational actors are endowed with greaséitutional resources to promote

policy transfeBulmer et al., 2007: 9).

3.2.2. Eastern European context

Stead (2012) defines the PT to the Eastern Europmeaon as a variety of PT and studies
the West-East policy transfer to post-socialistntoas, given that the latter have been
particularly prone to emulating the West since bleginning of 1990s. PT can also be

demand-led - an initiative and acknowledged needhef recipient administration, or
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supply-led — an initiative of the donor and the aité perception of the needs of the
recipient. Supply-led PT was more predominant i@ ¢#arly 1990s at the start of the
transition in many CEEC (Central and Eastern Eumapeountries), where by the late

1990s institutions became more proactive in PTlAd@Randman-Liiv, 2005).

The fact that Eastern and Central European cosnaire seeking to draw lessons —
positive or negative - from the West or the EU, esnmas no surprise, as this can help
decision-makers prevent problems and avoid newlerged costs. Nevertheless, as
observed by some authors, there is much to beedesirthe field of PT and LD. The fact
that a given policy works in a given situation wstbme, does not necessarily mean that it
will work in another situation or territorial andational context. PT requires the right
combination of people-actors, ideas, incentivetgrests and time (Stead et al. 2008). It
should be born in mind that many factors "cont@uib bad practices defined by the
new post-socialist policy making and more than 2@rjiong transition period of
deteriorated economic and social conditions, etesé factors indicate why and what
usually went wrong in the transfer between the Weéke EU and the East. Among the
bad examples are: the blindly and uncritically sfanring of policies, where sometimes
the donor benefits more than the recipient; thk tdeequipment, enough funds and time;
problems related to decentralization and admirtisgaapacity; corruptive practices, etc.
Pojani and Stead (2015) also indicate that manytci@s in the region which have long
been EU members, or even ones which have been Eubers for not so long, observe
an increasingly reduced pressure for harmonizaifahe EU-policies, while the pace of

reform has slowed down.

In the policy transfer and the transfer of rulesnirthe EU to the Central and Eastern
European countries, Schimmelfenning and Sedeln(2@)4) explain that the transfer is
best expressed and explained by the so-ca@lld¢drnal incentivesnodel of governance.

The external incentives model in the enlargementhefUnion to the East and to the
countries in this part of Europe, is a rationatiatgaining model, in which the external

governance.
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The EU external governance mainly follows a stratefgconditionality in which the EU
sets its rules as conditions that the CEEC havelfib in order to receive EU rewards

(ibid. p. 662).This type of transfer refers mostly to non-memlates.

According to Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier (20@H¢, EU policy aimed at CEE
countries is a policy of conditionality. The use"abnditionality” in the EU, however,
does not always say much about the base managenuetgl and / or the conditions
under which the transfer (of rules) to the CEE d¢oas is made. The EU conditionality
can be comprehensive but not always effective meatng transfer of rules concerning
certain issues or to certain countries. The mopbmant statement in this model is that a
country adopts EU rules if the benefits of the EWards exceed the domestic adoption
cost (ibid: p. 664).

It can be concluded that the transfer is feasihb @otentially effective (the outcomes -
negative or positive) when it is set as a conditamong the EU member states,
especially in matters where the EU has full or slarompetencies. The conditionality of
the transfer of rules / practices is above all abimrized by a “top-down” coercive
transfer (especially in countries with a crediblemibership perspective, where this type
of transfer is particularly successful).

3.2.3. Policy transfer in spatial planning

Planning ideas from elsewhere often provide insipinafor policy makers but these do
not often lead to changes of the formulations dicygar practice. The last few decades
have witnessed an upsurge in knowledge and patimster related to planning. Various
factors have been put forward to explain this phegrmon. These factors range from

global to micro in scale (Pojani and Stead, 2013: 2

The growing interest in the heterogeneous landsaapespatial planning and the
multidimensionality of space in this context crsatee notion that the organizing of
policy making is increasingly becoming a major aate. This undoubtedly has led to
increased attention to spatial policies in the tiich nevertheless, can be considered as
an expression of the universal desire of the Unmmronsolidate a kind of territorial

governance model. In this model, as observed byesaunthors, European spatial
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planning works as a form of meta-governance rajatnthe management of systems in a
way which aims to ensure that policy actions arenglementary and mutually

reinforcing one another (Haughton et al. 2010).t@nother hand, that model allows the
consideration, as well as the conceptualization @nedstudy of the European spatial
planning, not just as multi-scale governance, b enulti-scale meta-governance, aimed
at promoting the transfer of ideas, policies, pangs and approaches. This focus,
however, is usually seen in the framework of a 8evaphenomenon known as

Europeanization of spatial planning (Nunes et24lQ9).

The literature that examines the process of Eumpaton of spatial planning currently

does not offer enough information on the methodplmgon the creation of an analytical

framework of what the mechanisms of this transfer. & some theoretical research
aimed at adaptation and transformation of the plansystem in the new EU member
states from Eastern, Central and Southeast EutlipéPT — planning” relation has been
brought out, however, lacking particular clarity the question of how the PT in the EU
spatial planning is carried out (Duhr et al., 20R&daelli 2004; Rabdman-Liiv, 2005;

Nadin and Stead, 2008; Adams et al. 2011; 2012eNwt al., 2009; Bache 2008, etc.).
Other studies and authors such as Stead (2008, 2013), Stead et al. (2008), Ferry
(2014), Pojani and Stead (2014, 2015) and othéfes, possible ways of tracking the PT

in the CEE countries in the field of planning, tolled by the appropriate means of
evaluation of the PT as good or bad. Within thedaoac literature on the subject, topics
related to strategic transport planning, cohesioredional policy, strategic urban

planning, housing, etc., have been studied in gred¢pth and that, to some extent,
complements the idea of how the transfer of idpakcies, programs, etc., occurs in this
field.

In the early post-communist period, spatial plagnias denied, while regional policy in
Central and Eastern Europe was uncoordinated aategically weak. There was also
significant conditionality: in order to access tB& funds, the CEE countries had to
develop a strategic framework and administrativpregches to keeping with the EU
practices. According to Borzel (2010), accessiond@mnality gave the EU a powerful

tool to pressure the CEE countries toward downlugdihe comprehensivacquis
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communautaireand introducing institutional reformslowever in the CEE context, “EU

pressure has been only one of several driversaigdi (Ferry, 2013: 12).

The difference between the context and traditidnsational institutions in the EU on the
one hand, and the countries of Eastern and Cedatnalpe on the other, are significant.
Nevertheless, when it comes to (regional) planni®fifj,can act as an important catalyst

for some kind of institutional change (Ferry, 2Q14)

One of these options includes the comprehensiontlaadstudy of good (better, best)
practices, since best practités spatial planning are transferable, especialhemvit

comes to transfer between Western and Eastern &uiidye concept of best practice or
good practice is rife in European policies and paots. In the area of spatial planning,

best practices have been developed under a rarifgrapean programs and projects.

Examples of best practices in the context of spatlanning include numerous,
widespread European research programs and inggtiwmany of those financed by the
ERDF - INTERREG, pre-accession funds, research ramg, rural development
programs, etc. However, it is considered that thaieability of these best practices in
another territorial context - the new EU membeitesta is insufficiently studied or
limited (Stead, 2012: 102). A large number of stgdihowever, pay a lot more attention
to the detection and installation of best practeesmples and not to the question of how

best practices can be helpful in influencing pekcin other situations.

B The term can be found in various EU policies ralgvto spatial planning: The European Spatial
Planning PerspectivesCEC 1999 (define that the exchange of best grastiin sustainable urban policy,
for example , offers aimteresting approach for applying ESDP policy opars (CSD, 1999:22); The EU
white paper CEC 2001(emphasizes the role of the Open Method of Coetitin as a key factor for
improvement of the EU governance, which suggestsiites such as cooperation, good practices
exchange in the agreement on common targets aectidins); the EU Sustainable Development Strategy,
CEC 2005; Green Paper on Urban Mobility 2007; Tteeriforial Agenda (DE Presidency, 2007) (best
practice of territorial cooperation); Leipzig Charbn Sustainable Urban cities, DE Presidency Z68ls

for a “European platform to pool and develop beasicfice, statistics, benchmarking studies, evaiuati
peer reviews and other research to support actecdvied in urban development), etc.
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In Bulgaria, in the context of spatial planningetidea of best / good practices in
planning is addressed in the Methodological gumsi for the development of the

National Spatial Development Concept (2010: 11):

".... Adaptation of best foreign practices sho@tdlow the NSDC'’s logic of
continuity and scientifically-based consensus apphg It is appropriate to use
the results of research on spatial development gotadl by leading European

universities within the ESPON program”

Some authors (Shishmanova, 2011) also appreciatenortance of good practices for
the improvement of the exchange of experience bamrplanning, for example. The
ideas of good / best practices of the Europeaslkgn - studying the German system of
spatial planning in particular - are reflected aome projects for a legislative change in
the field of spatial planning, regional developmemban planning, investment planning

and construction.
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PART Ill. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

CHAPTER 4: METHODICAL POSITIONING AND RESEARCH DESI GN
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THE CONTEXT OF EUROPEANIZATION
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CHAPTER 4: METHODICAL POSITIONING AND RESEARCH DESI GN

The main methodological problem of any researckoitial sciences generally relates to
what the design of the study should be and howape out the collection of data and the
strategies for analysis, so as to achieve maximelmbility and validity at a certain
research topic and a theoretical framework. Theeeféthe methodological task of
studying Europeanization is conventionally dividetb three interrelated foci. On the
one hand - as a methodological contextualizatian overview of the need to create a
unified methodological framework for studying ther&peanization of national spatial
planning has been made, incl. in the post-sociaetistext. For this purpose, some of the
key methodological templates and proposals (inéthmdologically unjustified ones or
ones with no clear empirical research model) fardging the process, have been
reviewed. A second important point emerges by bigpdwo of the main theoretical
concepts - that of Europeanization and that ofcgdfiansfer.

The “content” of Europeanization incorporates ppliansfer, as identified by Bomberg
and Peterson (2000), as well as shared beliefsitiieel by Radaelli (2001), Olsen
(2002) and Howell (2002). The links between thege processes and / or phenomena
are realized within the second part of the thecaétdevelopment of this study, where
linking these two frameworks is regarded as a nulogical challenge. On the other
hand, identifying the changes in the Bulgarian esysbf spatial planning is associated
with the impact of the European territorial poliqyerceived as Europeanization (as a
multidirectional, voluntary and / or compulsory pess). Last but not least, based on the
understanding of policy transfer, the presenceushsa process - in cases where the
system of spatial planning instruments has beeneimgnted - has been identified and

analysed.

The creation of a methodological design was inspbia¢éso by a number of studies

devoted to the topic of Europeanization of spap#dnning (see Yanchev 2012,

Luukkonen 2011a) and by some original theoretical enethodological approaches to
empirical research, suggested in studies by autwml as Giannakourou (2012), Stead
(2012), Haverland (2008), Bulmer (2008), etc.
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4.1. Empirical material and data collection

The selection of empirical material can be lingaoaty unified by the ternmtexts As
texts, as Luukkonen (2011a) notes, in its broachkeeutic sense, should be regarded all
actual cases of use of language, whether they atgenvtexts, both in political and
planning documents and / or spatial strategies (naterial), or transcriptions of direct or
indirect interviews (complementary material, inchglemail interviewing as a research
method according to Burns, 2010). In this studwtigp-planning policy documents such
as strategies, concepts, acts, plans, directiab®nses, etc. (also referred to as spatial
development strategies - as a particular spheneegibnal political texts according to
Luukkonen (2011a) and Fairclough (2003) - whoserpretation and analysis (incl. the
discourse they generate in the public and theipalispace) are usually classified as
gualitative analysis of secondary sources and as@ipned at the base of the study, are
regarded as important points of articulation in pinecess of policy- and space-making.
Those documents are public products in which tiselte (often contested) of political
negotiations over the spatial development prinsidad objectives are announced. As
such, they represent the official statement abletcdourse of spatial policies, through
which the policy practices are justified and to evhithe stakeholders refer, once the
policy guidelines are (re-) negotiated, if, fortarsce, it turns out that the chosen course
appears to be inappropriate (Luukkonen 2011a:1hhsd& documents reflect different
spatial planning, cultural and political discoutsesd are an "indicator® and / or a
"tangible" expression (the document as an artifaicthe spatial identity and a model of a

given geographical (national) space.

An important moment in the design of the empiricedearch is the accumulation of
information on the history and the changes of Budgaplanning for the period following
1989 and prior to that moment. This process caddimed adimitation - for lack of
available literature in that field in Bulgarian tarage. However, semi-structured expert
interviews have largely managed to provide the s&mgy missing information on those
points in time, for which there is no sufficienttaaor lack of data in literature.
For the empirical research, several types of seunege been used:
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- Academic literature on spatial planning, Europeanization of nationmt®l planning;
case studies of the mechanisms of Europeanizatioat@mnal planning; Policy transfer.
These are adopted as key concepts in the develapohehe theoretical part of this

doctoral thesis and their dimension in the Eadienmopean context has been discussed.

Figure 13: Key concepts for developing a methodolazal basis

2 SPATIAL PLANNING EUVROPEANIZATION POLICY TRANSFER = -

| ~ N . Y i, T ol
Furopean Spatial Model

Source: Author

- Official documents (EU, national, regional and local level): Direesy Regulations at
the EU level, International reports (ESPON; PLURML National Legal Acts (the
Spatial Planning Act, the Regional Development Atk Administrative-Territorial
Structure of Bulgaria Act; the Local Government Aetc.); Strategies and National
Concepts (Regional Development Strategy 2005-20D8&centralization Strategy,
National Regional Development Strategy; Nationaht&h Development Concept 2013-
2025), agendas, policies and national programsjrdeats, plans, projects of plans, the
Methodological guidelines for the preparation cditigd planning instruments (the NSDC
and the IPURDSs);

- Opinions of experts and key figuresexpressed in semi-structured direct or indirect
interviews (Table 7), opinions expressed in jowsnalused to collect, to verify and to
evaluate the data on practices, experience, plgnhoiperation, and planning and
governance culture. The interviews were conductetivien March 2015 and July-

August 2016, and have been transcribed in Bulgafiaeir implementation is consistent

“PLUREL (Peri-urban Land Use Relationships — Stiateg@nd Sustainability Assessment Tools for
Urban-Rural Linkages) is an Integrated Project &dhdiithin the 6th Research Framework Programme of
the European Union (EC FP6 036921). During itstiifie, 36 partners from 14 European countries and
China have participated in the project. The projgetjan in 2007 and terminated in March 2011. For
further details, see www.plurel.net
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with a predefined indicative questionnaire (14 gowf questions (Table 9), consistent
with the assumptions and the objectives of thissaesh, addressing the following

problems, supplement information and critical /clgdive analysis:

*Designation of planning episodes in the 1989-2@E3iod (all questions);
*Features and characteristics of the planning gobefore and after the adoption
of the SPA and before and after Bulgaria’s accessidhe EU;

*A system of planning instruments — according t® 8PA and from 2007 on -
essence, features, functionality (with expert asialyand application) and
coordination between the planning instruments armd bther instruments for

sectorial or regional planning;

*Good and bad planning practices (policy transéeg new principles of spatial

planning in Bulgaria from 1989 on;

*Legislative and institutional framework of spatiplanning - opportunities,

weaknesses, advantages and changes;

*Competence, education and academic environmentspattial planning -
specialists and experts (associated with the cegnilimension of the system of

spatial planning);

eEvaluation of the Europeanization and the genandlerstanding of this process
in Bulgaria (positive or negative, opportunitiehanges and lacks). New spatial

planning instruments as an expression of Europatoiz— evaluation;

*Culture of planning — definition options and aisim. Proximity and differences

between the planning process / culture of BalkahEastern European countries.
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Table 7: Conducted expert interviews with key figues to the planning process in
Bulgaria

) . Date and
Name | Oseupaton) Postlon et ient® | duraiono
P gp P interview

University professor in Geography a
Dr Petar Stoyanov Regional Development (Sofia University)] 229 Mmarch 2015:
stoyanov@gea.uni

sofia.bg

Former consultant at the NRDC; Online / Via
Spatial planning in Germany; Email
Planning and development in the EU

o . 20/22" March
University professor in Geography anpd 2015:
Regional Development (Sofia University); ’

n_dimov@mail.bg | o ctor of the NCRD (2002-2005): Online / Via

Dr Neno Dimov

_ _ Email
Planning development and planning 0:39 h
Architect / Professor at the University
: 1 Architecture,  Civil Engineering and
Dr Vesselina TroeVdGeodesy/Director of the National Center for
vtroeva_far@uacg.h Regional Development; 20th March 2015
g Team coordinator for the NSDC and the 1:39 h
IPURD of Sofia;
Spatial planning; Planning diagnostics;
Spatial plans
Dr Irina
Mutafchiiska : : :
Urbanist / Professor at the University |of 2" July 2016

Architecture, Civil  Engineering and
Geodesy; Projects of IPURDs and General 1:22 h
Spatial Plans

irina.mutafchiiska@
gmal.com

Nurhan Redjeb

nurhan.r@gmail.co Urbanist / Planning consultant; elaboration of 4™ July 2016
General Spatial Plans; local planning, _
General and Detailed Spatial Plans 1:12h

m
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Stoycho Motev,
architect

office@ncrdhp.bg

Architect / Chief expert in “Regione
and development,
tourism” at the NCRD
(investment planning,
strategies, IPURDs, General and Deta

Spatial Plans;
NSDC team

since

analyses, urban planning, spatial plann
housing policy and
198
developme

ing
g 5" July 2016
nt

1:14h
led

Dr Petko Evrev

office@ncrdhp.bg

Architeci; Doctor of spatial and landsca

planning and development, housing pol
and tourism” at the National
Regional Development since 1968;

NSDC team;

Spatial plans, development plans, natio
and regional development strategies, etc.

planning and urban planning / Chief expert
“Regional analyses, urban planning, spa

Center f

in

tial

CY 5 July 2016
or

1:09h

nal

Stoyko Doshekov,
economist

office@ncrdhp.bg

Economist / Chief expert in “Reginal
economic analyses and social services” at
NCRD since 1979

NSDC team:;

Spatial research at the municipal
spatial plans

ley

the o
57 July 2016

0:30h
el,

Dr Angel Burov

ange.gang@gmail.c

m

Urbanist / Professor
OArchitecture, Civil

at the University
Engineering

Spatial Plans

and . .
Geodesy; Projects of IPURDs and General Online/ Via

of 20" July 2016

Email

Pavel Yanchev,
architect

pavel yan@yahoo.

0.uk

Master in Architecture;

s Author of “Changes in spatial planning
Bulgaria and the process of Europeaniza
till 2011 (2012)

I: 5" Februar
2016

in Online / Via

[ionEmail II: 2nd
August

201601:01h.

Source: Author
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Table 8: Formal consultations and meetings relatetb specific questions concerning
the elaboration of this PhD thesis

Meeting /
Name Occupation / Position Correspondence
Dr Ginka Executive Director of the Nation| 27" June¢201:

Chavdarova Association of the Municipalities in Via Mail
Bulgaria, spatial development expert, local
self-governance and municipal finances;

)

namrb@namrb.org

Municipal spatial plansf;

Dr Boris Kole\ National Instiute of Geophysics, Geode
retired and Geography at the BulgarianAcademy obqh \1arch 2015

/bkolev@bas.bg | SClences:; 0:40
Senior research fellow in Economic and ' '
Social Geography, Regional Development

and Tourism;

Coordinator of ESTIA (INTERREG) for
Bulgaria.

Source: Author

Table 9: Indicative questionnaire for conducting smi-structured expert interviews

Indicative questionnaire / groups of questions whit the interviews were
based on:

S

1. How would you best describe briefly the proce$surban / spatial planning i
Bulgaria since the beginning of the 1990s?

2. What has changed, and how, in the process ajpgean integration after Bulgaria's
accession to the EU (2007)? What are the fundarpnteiples that characterized, and
still do, the system for spatial planning in Bulgaat the moment?

3. What is your expert opinion on the system otigpplanning instruments?
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4. What do you think is the role of the politicaindlicts in the country in recent years f{

the Bulgarian spatial planning - legal frameworkgcdl authorities, funding, etc|”

a. How would you comment / assess the difficultishich local authorities
municipalities have in preparing and elaboratingn&al Plans and Municip:
Development Concepts?

b. What are the main difficulties which the munalipes face in the elaboration
General Spatial Plans and Urban Spatial Plans?

5. Why the national and the regional developmehes®s — provisioned by the SFH
(after its adoption in 2001) - were never adoptea¢pt for one)?

6. A unified terminology system coordinating theAS&nhd the RDA, and the plannir
process of one and the same territorial unit, mMedebn the example of the tern
“region- rayon"? Was the adoption of the Nationgattal Development Concept witho
a new legislative framework a "positive" step todsameformation of the Bulgaria
spatial planning? Why a National Concept and ngaaonal Plan / Strategy?

7. Does a new legislative framework in the fieldspatial planning in Bulgaria needs
be elaborated and how, in your opinion?

8. How do you think the planning process at théonat, regional, district and local lev
needs to be organized? What instruments have lokgatesl and need to be implemen
so as to optimize spatial planning in the countWyfat have we learned from tf
“European guidelines” (documents), incl. policieghwa direct and indirect impact @
spatial planning (reg. planning) and what rolefluence have they had so far?

9. Is the Bulgarian system of spatial planning 4p&anized"? If yes - how do you ass
this process? If not - why and what is missing?

10. What practices and "best practices" (from Wadkirope and / or defined as such
the EU) the Bulgarian system of spatial plannirggriiments implements?

11. Can you define such thing as a Bulgarian “distiaculture of planning, in you
opinion, and if yes - what does it have in commadthwhe practices and the spat

or
f)

=

—

(0]

ted
ne
n

eSS

by

jal

planning instruments of the post-socialist andEkkintegration period?
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12. Does our country exhibit touchpoints in spgplainning with other Balkan / Eastern
European countries and what are they? If yes -vaarsum up a "model / culture” of
planning? What are its perspectives in the cordeigU integration and Europeanization
of the region?

13. How is "spatial planningteatedin Bulgarian higher education? What concepts [and
training programs need to be implemented in thecational process? So far, planning

has been an exclusive competence of architectsfoDdhink that the profession of|a
planner should be open to other scientific fieldsl & or specialties that deal with the
development of the territory (for example Geogrgphy it is in many Western European
countries?

Source: Author

4.2. Spatial and temporal scope
4.2.1. Studied space

The spatial scope of the study covers several ke®g@phic levels - as implied by the

very title of the thesis: on the one hand — theogean territorial scope (the one within

the EU's borders), where the ideatbé Europeanization process, respectively — the

Europeanization of spatial planning policies - wasceived. In a broader scientific
context, the impact of this process, however, matyamly be limited to the EU alone,
since it affects Europe as a whole (particularly thrritories of Eastern Europe and / or

the Balkans), as well as other global macroregioabjects of other studies.

An important geographical reference for clarificatiof the theoretical and conceptual
chapters is the differentiation of Eastern Europecause of "the model of adaptation” of
countries representing that region to the requireem@or membership) of the EU, and
the specifics of the processes of Europeanizatnaholicy transfer, the historical and

the current planning practices and policies.

A central focus of the spatial extent of the stadga holds the national space of the

Republic of Bulgaria. Studying the national spa&®,Grozeva and Kolev (2015) point
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out, following the country's membership in the Ethposes new rethinking of the

meaning and the role of Bulgaria as a part of thexall geographical space of the Union.
Without identifying, in the empirical research, apecific regional cases of the national
territory, the national space is viewed as a ggugcasystem represented by three main

levels: national, regional (district) and local.

4.2.2. Periodization and episoding

The temporal scope that accompanies the studyedaghce, generally defines this study
both as retrospective and prospective. On the and,hthis has to do with the historical

nature of the sources and with the temporal lofiamalysing the acquired data: in the
direction of the closest proximity to the curregality. The time focus of the study is the
period from 1989 to 2013, although it is also neaegto provide some clarification of

the planning reality in the period prior to 198&rhed by important events, starting with
the Independence of Bulgaria, till the beginninghed communist regime and the fall of

the latter.

Determining the timing and the episodes of the Reamization of spatial planning in
Bulgaria has been possible after the fall of theliBeWall and the collapse of the
totalitarian regime in 1989. This moment of pobfic social, economic and spatial
changes is referred to - in short - as the "postadiet” period and / or “the transition”
(the transitional period). This research focusegigely on this period, by dividing it into
spatial planning episodes, whose analysis will g®vthe basis for identifying the

Europeanization process, as well as the policystearprocess.

In his works on the Europeanization of spatial plag of Bulgaria during the 1989-2011
period, Yanchev (2012) distinguishes four sociatall episodes which initially serve
as a basis for this doctoral thesis and are sumpited in the context of this extended
study of the Europeanization of spatial planninige Buggested episodes are as follows:
1) 1989-1998 (in search of political identity), 2999-2001 (the reformist period), 3)
2002-2007 (the rise of real estate mortgage loang)4) from 2008 on (Bulgaria being a
EU member state). These episodes have been seleased on the general political
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trends - political continuity, the reformist patiéil will and the stages of European
integration in the field of spatial planning andel®pment.

However, it is considered that the so shaped "dmgP takes the attention off the main
accents in the development of spatial planning,cesint focuses more on the
implementation of reforms concerning the processmwbducing regional development
planning, reflecting mostly the historical stagésh® development policy, identified by
Marinov (2006). The review of the Bulgarian litared on the topic, as well as the
existence of important legal and strategic documeartd the series of expert interviews
with key figures in the field (the purpose of which complementary in terms of
information), show that the most logical divisiohtbe 1989-2013 period into episodes
should be defined by the adoption of the SPA, whitdrks the beginning of a new
planning period after the denial of planning of 1#0s and the transformations related
to the process of Europeanization. The 2001-20isbdp is divided into two phases, the
main divisive event of which is the formal EU mermrdiép of Bulgaria as of January,1
2007. P. Yanchev himself reports that the most mamb benchmarks in determining
episodes within the 1989-2013 period are the y2a@fsl and 2007, rather than 1998,
when the banking reform which formatted the invesitnpressure was carried out
(personal communication, August, 2016). The adoptd the SPA (2001) is mostly
associated with the regulation of spatial planrang not so much with the prerequisites
for investing capital and the capitalist environmiengeneral. Therefore, the formatting
of the Europeanization into episodes in the 198B32(@eriod is logically better
substantiated if it is done depending on the pisEesf regulation, expressed through the
adoption of the SPA.
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Figure 14: Spatial framework and episodes of the earch

Bulgarian planning system
1989-2013

Episode 1 (1989-2000) l Episode 2 (2001-2013)

Part 1 (2001-2006)  Part 2 (2007-2013)

Time-frome 1998 |
g o 0 o
1999 2001

Source: Author
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO STUDYING
THE SYSTEM OF SPATIAL PLANNING INSTRUMENTS IN
BULGARIA IN THE CONTEXT OF EUROPEANIZATION

The development of the methodological model of shedy is a consistent process
composed of different, but logically bound, applwes; whose sequence follows the
order of the research questions and hypothesdéiislistudy the constructivism position
on the ontology of the research has been adoptedhvin turn means that the reality is
socially constructed, or spatial planning is regdrds a social and multi-actor system,
while the process of Europeanization is a resulttioé perceptions and consequent
actions of social actors and therefore it is a phenon under constant change"
(Dimitrova, 2015: 25).

In terms of its epistemology (the nature and sadgenowledge) this study is steered by
the interpretivist position, as it seeks to underdtthe issues being examined, while
interpretivism sees the researcher as relatedegptbblen®. Saunders et al. (2009)
distinguish different research approaches useadmksciences. This study generally
falls in the case study approach (the case of Bialgan the context of Central and
Eastern Europe. In this context, Bulgaria is likedybe considered a case with similar

characteristics to other case studies of the sgpge(Dimitrova, 2015).

Among the methodological tools for building thixsen of the research methodology
and the research design of the study, as welleaddkelopment of models for analysis,
operationalization of the theoretical part has dleen used. The operationalization of
concepts is a process in which empirical connestiboorrelations are found, which
allow evaluation of the concepts’ effect and bebavin a given context. In order to use
a selected concept at the empirical level, it ixessary to find those specific
dimensions, elements, indicators or operations hhadlow its (of the concept)

measurement (Reguant and Martinez-Olmo, 2014).

The methodological approaches are discussed ire thomsecutive sections which
reflect the logic of organizing the theoreticaltsmts and the chronological work on the

whole dissertation, as well as the sequence oihgstie research questions and the

'® The researcher in this case comes from Bulgdr@efore is not indifferent to the problems of &dat
planning and development of the country. The pgiteml and academic background of the author ef thi
doctoral thesis is closely related to spatial agianal planning and development.
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"building" of their answers. For this reason, atbeidifferent points of this chapter’'s
structure, their sequence should be understood lnggal way and in a related

sequence.

5.1. Study of the national system of spatial planng

As explained in the theoretical part of the stuspatial planning is defined differently
and the definitions can be summarized as an agtiwvitose development and evolution
is strongly dependent on the spatial and politicaitext and variations of the planning
traditions, established over time. Spatial plannoan be considered as a set of
territorial governance arrangements aiming to @ifilce the patterns of spatial
development in a given place (Nadin and Stead, R008s set is often conceptualized
as a (spatial planning) "system" (Munteanu and is@&n2014). It is a hierarchical,
multidimensional and multi-actor process in whibke knowledge related to the spatial
development transfers systematically between tfferdnt levels of administration in
the conditions of a decentralization process incWwhthe different actors interact
between each other. This not only confirms spal@hning as a complicated system in
which the different territorial levels influence abaother, but it also enriches and

coordinates them (Simeonova and Romero-Torres,)2016

The theoretical model of the system of spatial pilag proposed by Servillo and Van
den Broeck (2012) has been chosen for organizimgsamucturing the results of the
descriptive analysis of the dynamics in the devalept of the planning system in
Bulgaria. This way, the planning system can be sesea technical device embedded in
an institutional frame and produced by groups dbmc The two above-mentioned
authors distinguish a technical, cognitive, soaititigal, and a discursive dimension
within the institutional frame of a planning systdibid, p. 48). The operationalized
review shows that the system of spatial developneer@ multi-actor system of four
dimensions -social, political, technical, cognitive and discuiige. Tracking the
changes and the evolution of each dimension okyséem over a given time interval
allows the revealing of the dynamics in those cleandirectly or indirectly modified by
the influence of external factors and / or elements. processes such as
Europeanization. A similar, but reduced in contenthe methodological model applied
in studying the system of spatial planning by Yancti2012), whose study can be
classified as the first review of the Bulgarianteys since the full EU membership of
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the country. For each dimension, the proposed byil®eand Van den Broeck (2012)
variables have been taken into account, with aiquéar emphasis on the technical
dimension, defined as the center, or the "heartthef system to which all planning
institutions and formal actors (public and privatejes and regulations, are related. It is
the technical dimension where the research focusrisnted to, as it (the tech.
dimension) binds together the system of plannistriment¥’. For the defining of the
dynamics of the system of instruments, as welloaghe factors which determine the
changes and the elements related to it, an additisab-frame for monitoring the
dynamics of the technical dimension has been orgdnibased on the European
Compendium of Spatial planning (1997). The struetof the technical dimension,
clarified in the Compendium, is presented in thikofaing sequence: analysis of the
scope (scope of the policy topic over which thenplag system has some competence
or influence; integration between spatial plannamgl planning as a general activity);
the focus of the government or locus of power {eslato the decentralization of
governance and the distribution of competencieshen system of various territorial
levels); planning documents (planning programsatsties, plans, systems of
instruments and their implementation); actual piagnpractices (usually related to
administrative, legislative and other traditiore)tors and territorial levels in the system
of multi-level governance (public and private papation, reasons which determine

them, etc.).

The two methodological frameworks for tracking thelution of the system of spatial
planning in Bulgaria for the 1989-2013 period, whicomplement each other, have
been implemented based on the performed episoéipigdde 1) and periodization of

the episodes (Period 1 and Period 2 of Episode II).

The results of the two episodes are synthesizedamplemented by the features of the
spatial planning system, provided by the interma&loESPON reports. Reports 2.3.2
and 2.3.1 from 2007 have been taken into accoumtrevusing a content analysis, the
data for the Bulgarian planning system - obtaimedhfthe analysis of the results of the

changes since 1989 - have been interpreted.

'® The termplanning instrumentamplies plans, strategies, programs, etc. in the@®mpendium. In this
context, due to different definitions found in fiure, here the ternteols andinstrumentsas planning
documents are referred to, are considered synonynnlike Spanish or English language whierals
andinstrumentsare two different words, in Bulgarian languageyoword stands for the two terms in
discussion.
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Table 10: Operationalization model of the spatial @anning system, applied in the

study of the system in Bulgaria

Spatial Planning System

(Domestic context)

Dimension

Variables

Source of information

Socio-Political
Dimension

Spatial patterr

Model of society, perception of th
role of the State and the public
domain, political configuration,

political balance of powers,
structures of governance;

Spatial expression of the
development models

e
Academic literature,

interviews, official

documents (institutional,

legislative, planning,
etc.)

Planning instruments, tools, rules
binding plans, formal procedures
formal governmental competence

and interactions.

Py
H

$S

Academic literature, the
press, interviews; other

Technical official documents
Dimension Scope (institutional,
legislative, planning,
Locus of power g P g
etc.)
Planning documents
Planning practices
Territorial governance
Knowledge, planning theories, | Academic literature, the
Cognitive educational models, etc.; structuring press, interviews;
Dimension the reproduction of a planning official universities’
system by planning schools, law webpages
schools, professional organizations.
: . Academic literature,
Discursive . - .
. . Values, aims and principles, official documents;
Dimension

keywords, rhetorics, issues

interviews

Source: Author (based on Servillo and Van den Brodg 2012)
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5.2. Analytical study of the Europeanization proces

The European studies focus on the impact of thertelthbership on the member states,
while Europeanization is a theoretical advanceha research of European integration
(Graziano and Vink, 2013).

As shown in the preceding chapters, Europeanizaignesented by a large number of
different definitions in literature. Definitions difiis concept, such as the one of Ladrech
(1994) and Radaelli (2003), and even that of Ba@®®3), show segregation of the
process’s components and emphasize the top-dovapgebof the process, despite the
criticism that Europeanization is much more thaat thit is a cyclic process "which is
not merely about 'downloading’ or ‘'uploading’ betwehierarchical levels of
government, but the complex circulation of spati@ions, ideas and knowledge,
between individual policymakers that often takescplbeyond the formal structures of
policymaking" (Luukkonen, 2015: 177).

It is a spatial phenomenon (Luukkonen, 201l1a; 2(®L7) which occurs as both
technical (legislative change and / or change ohektic policies in compliance with
the EU directives) and a discursive process (a \‘esble dimension of the styles of
thought, which are accepted and legitimized witi@ European policy) (Luukkonen,
2011a).

In organizing the analytical part of this studyge titonceptual framework of the
Europeanization process of Bohme and Waterhout3288s been adopted for studying
the spatial planning system. The two authors combime idea of Europeanization of
planning by the top-down influence of the EU on $patially defined sectorial policies;
the EU legislation which has a direct impact on treional legislation; specific
initiatives, programs and instruments for planning EU territory, called "Planning for
Europe." The three main catalysts of the Europesioiz of planning are: the EU
regulations; the EU spending policies and INTERRE®; European spatial planning
discourse. The first two can be generally definedhard mechanisms of change
(indirect, rather than direct, since there is nect impact on the national system of
spatial instruments), while the third one can bgarded as aoft mechanism with
elements of a possible convention (hard elemehts)ing in mind that the territorial
cohesion concept (which is the basis of regiondicpptoo is a part of the EU

discourse.
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Table 11: Operationalization of the Europeanizationof planning

EU spending policies

Europeanization of spatial

) EU regulations
planning

European spatial planning
discourse

Source: Author, based on Bohmar Waterhout (2008)

Based on the synthesized periods which have beglied{ as Bohme and Waterhout
(2008) suggest, the effects of the three driverBuwbpeanization have been indicated,
by giving particular importance to the effect thassalysts have on the new spatial
planning instruments in Bulgaria. The assessmenthef Europeanization effect is
supplemented with comments and professional assessrof the interviewed experts,
some of whom patrticipated in the drafting of thdeeuments, or have had the role of

direct observers and researchers in the procegsatiil planning in the country.

The discursive integration at the domestic levelhasatalyst for Europeanization of
planning, has multiple options, the most importahtwhich are: the EU sectorial

policies (regulations and spending policies) ané tBuropean spatial planning
discourse, which has developed through the Teialtérgenda; the implementation of
the ESDP; the ESPON programs such as INTERREG;attoption of other pan-

European documents (The European Spatial Guidglia&s It is in the analytical part
of the study, where the necessity of using the Spet discourse (not only Europe’s
funding channels and sectorial policies - hard legan and compliance - which have a
direct or indirect impact on the national spatiEnming), acquires some priority, in
order to answer the second central research qunestidhis type of discursive

integration - based on knowledge, European spatiatiset (linked to the idea of a
European spatial model) and according to Giannako(2012) - a voluntary change,
has been focused on in the second part of the tasalgtudy. The implementation of
the ESDP ( "the mother document” of European dpptanning as referred to by

Luukkonen, 2012: 403), being an expression of thegean planning discourse in the
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different member states, is particularly referdntia the context of discursive

integration. Therefore, the implementations of #88DP ideas will be taken into
account in the analysis of the new spatial planmsgruments in Bulgaria (such as the
National Spatial Development Concept). Moreovewegi the lack of direct EU

competence in the field of spatial planning, thiéeation of the conceptual framework
of the EU spatial model in the spatial instrumestslirectly related to sustaining or
rejection of Hypothesis 2, regarding the preseriamnceptual ideas of spatial planning
from the European Spatial Guidelines or from ampnemendatory EU documents, and

the way the ideas in those documents have beesféragd to the national level.

5.3. Bringing in the Europeanization and policy transfer frameworks for studying
the transfer of the European spatial discourse tohe spatial planning documents of

Bulgaria

5.3.1. The Europeanization as an expression of eeidce of policy transfer between

the EU and the member states

Few studies in the academic literature have useddda of policy transfer in studying
the Europeanization process or its framework (Bagplaed Peterson, 2000, Radaelli,
2000, Bulmer and Padgett, 2004, Ladi, 2007). Theogeanization framework is more
useful for the analysis of cases where the EU plysntral role in the process of
transfer (Ladi, 2007), while the in-depth analysishe transfer can show the resistance

of the national systems against changes comingn"totside”, i.e. from the EU.

Policy transfer to Eastern European countries i@rgmthe varieties of transfers in
Europe that follow the West-to-East direction, astgsocialist countries have been
particularly prone to emulating the West sincedhdy 1990s (Stead, 2012). In a more
general scale, the EU-to-Eastern European courttaasfer follows the same deductive
logic, given that the EU is regarded as a symbehpression of Western values.
Therefore, the post-socialist countries’ adaptatorthese “Western (EU) values and
political ideas" is possible through their verticalationship with the EU, where it plays
a role of imposing ideas and policies. The EU potawards the CEECs is generally
described as predominantly a policy of conditiayaltherefore, basically a forced /
coercive, conditional transfer of rules and pobci&chimmelfennig and Sedelmeier,
2004).
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The institutional evolution of the EU shows a sfHiiim coercive forms of transfer to
voluntary ones (Bomberg, 2000). The vertical poli@nsfer occurs through the EU or
the European integration processes. Horizontakpdhansfer includes learning from,
and adopting another member state’s policies, withtbe participation of the EU

(Howell, 2002). Horizontal, state-to-state (or megto-region) transfer may take place
independently from the EU, but can also be fatdieby the EU providing the arena for
interstate or interregional cooperation or cometit(Bohme and Waterhout, 2008:
229). Therefore, the horizontal transfer has nanbtaken into consideration in the
analytical part of this study. It is only the dins@m in which vertical transfer between
the EU and Bulgaria is realized in the elaborataord implementation of spatial

planning instruments.

The review of the academic literature on policynsfar has shown that in the
framework of Europeanization both the EU and themiver states share similar
directions of influence, where policy transfer st fimited to just transfer of policies,
but also of ideas, principles, concepts, forms @fegnments, best practices, negative

lessons, etc.

Table 12: Directions of Europeanization and Policyransfer

Europeanizationdirection PolicyTransfer General type of
dimensions Policy Transfer
Voluntary
Vertical: Bottom-up
Uploading (by consent)
(Uploading process)3oft
Soft Transfer
Vertical: Top-down Coercive
Downloading

(Downloading process) /

Hard Hard Transfer
Unilateral
Horizontal (Cross-loading . (mte.rgovernmenpal
Horizontal learning and sharing)

process) Soft
Soft Transfer

Source: Author
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| have adopted the conceptual framework for potieysfer offered by Dolowitz and
Marsh (2000), which states: policy transfer is "giecess by which knowledge about
policies, administrative arrangements, institutiand ideas in one political system (past
or present) is used in the development of polici@dministrative arrangements,
institutions and ideas in another political systdinld:5). In this conceptual framework,
the idea of Bomberg and Peterson (2000) has bemrted] according to which the EU
works with a set / mix of "forced" and "voluntargiethods for the Europeanization of
policies or a mix of “push” and “pull”. Accordingptthese two authors, the policy
transfer is rarely forced (vertical), but is moiffeea voluntary (vertical and horizontal).
Bomberg and Peterson (2000), as well as RadaéliQ)? see the European Union as a

platform that offers increased policy transfer appaities.

5.3.2. Transfer analysis of the implementation ofhle European spatial discourse
into the new spatial instruments implemented throuf Europeanization (studying

of cases)

Although the idea of thEuropean spatial model, or the European spatiabdise, still
does not close the debate on the difficulties gaaizing the latter, the EU manages to
impose a number of principles through various ageygs and directives of the
sectorial policies, as well as financial resouredsch can serve as a clear example of a
vertical, top-down transfer of conditions, ideastms, rules, etc. (Ladi, 2007). In other
words, the presence of EU pressure or a strategpraditionality which defines a top-
down vertical Europeanization, is a feature of toercive form of policy transfer,
especially in cases where the EU plays a centlalimadictating the rules and has full or
shared competence (Giannakourou, 2012). | belibna this type of transfer and
direction are easily detectable and more visiblgpaticy making (ibid.), with more
evidence in the dynamics of the EU influence omomat planning and on the system of
planning instruments (such as the ones for regideatlopment). Moreover, the lack of
direct competence for spatial planning at the Eeaoplevel stimulates the use of a
number of documents in the distribution of the digse in the making of territorial
policies. The discourse, in general, should be tstded as an ideological part of a
hegemonic project (European spatial planning), twhio turn is linked to the
institutional dimension. It includes the considenatof new symbols, concepts or

vocabulary, creation of specific practices, corcdtamn of ideology around a specific
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hegemonic principle (Béhme, 2002). Discourses becantualized in spatial strategies
as they articulate the guidelines for spatial plagrand development (Luukkonen,
2012).

According to Giannakurou (2005, 2012), it has begeaven - theoretically and

empirically - that the vertical transfer can beexpression of a voluntary acceptance
("downloading") or transfer of EU-generated dissa®; concepts and principles of
spatial planning to the national (or to the lodaljel. Therefore, consideration of the
vertical, top-down transfer, initiated by the domiesplanning actors through

"downloading" from top-down (the initiative come$dm below") the conceptual

framework for spatial planning from EU documentsedommendatory nature (such as
the ESDP ), allows a discussion about the evolutfdihe domestic spatial thinking and
the options for other forms - examples of discwgsintegration. In this sense, the
identification of variables / indicative questiof@r policy transfer analysis in the

theoretical section devoted to it, are referencetthé transfer analysis in addition to the
analysis of the discursive integration through rgwatial documents. In the current
case, two types of new planning instruments (a €phand plans) in Bulgaria have
been selected - the National Spatial Developmemic€gat and the Integrated Plans for

Urban Regeneration and Development.

Table 13: Operationalization model of the policy tansfer, applied in the study of
the system in Bulgaria

Source of

Dimension Variables : .
information

Who executes the transfer?

X .

% % Vertical What ideas are transferred? Pla&gph%ggﬁ)%?;?ts
c 3| (voluntary) VIS

S 5 When are they transferred?| guidelines for the
'; 17 MS->EU elaboration of the
° g Where are they transferred | planning document ;
£ 8 MS<-EU from? academic literature,

interviews; other

Why are they transferred? official documents

How?

Possibleoutcomeor degreeof
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transfer?

Vertical

(Coercive)
EU->MS

Unilateral

(Voluntary) X -
MS<->MS

Source: Author

In addition to the transfer analysis - in respottséhe specific research questions and
the second central hypothesis - a content anabyfsithe Bulgarian NSDC and the
Methodological guidelines for its elaboration ha&sib performed, as well as a content
analysis of the Methodological guidelines for tieberation and implementation of the
Integrated Plans for Urban Regeneration and Dewedop. The latter had not yet been
completed (a total of 67 ) at the time of writitgstdoctoral thesis, therefore, in order to
avoid subjectivity of the results, only the Metbémbical guidelines for the IPURDs
have been taken into consideration, whereas regartie NSDC, both have been
considered — the NSDC itself and the Methodologigatielines for it. In tabular form,
the main characteristics of these two planning dwnts have been organized and
presented. As a planning instrument at the natilenall, the analysis and the discourse
on the NSDC have been reinforced by an additionatent analysis of the 13 policy
objectives of the ESDP based on keywords and tegitorial adaptation (diagnosis) to

the domestic context.
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The tracking of the "downloading of ideas" from the down without EU pressure, but
with possible hidden or seemingly vague conditiimdfom above (the EU) or below
(inter-governmental), indicates that the "downloadiof ideas (principles, keywords
approaches, etc.) is a typical example of a vdrtreasfer, but with the possibility of
combining different directions, which can be disagwith the answer to the questions
(the variablesVho, What, Where frometc.) proposed by Dolowitz and Marsh (2000).
The transfer type continuum of Dolowitz and Mar20Q0), reflects the potential for
transfer involving both voluntary and coercive edents, which helps deepen the
discourse on the domestic context of spatial plaprinstruments implementation.
Furthermore, in the direction of the "coercive" efdhe continuum, certain patterns are
observed, where national governments are forcedlopt EU programs and policies in
areas where the EU has full or shared competendiesever, with regard to spatial
planning, it is assumed that the transfer type titlay tend to incline towards that part
of the continuum, where there is possible takintp iaccount the rational-based
solutions or transfer (governments borrow polic@®grams and institutions with the
expectation that the transfer will lead to succeskere, policy makers’ transfer
processes start when they voluntarily engage iacive search for new ideas, when

they perceive a condition becoming problematic (&ima2009).

The answer to the questions follows the discurstaext of Cotella and Janin Rivolin
(2010) for possible influence of the EU discoursglte domestic discourse and hence -
directly on the change of the instruments and enpbssible changes in the domestic
planning practices and the system’s structure, inecases where the new spatial
instruments are the result of changes in the domepttial discourse. The planning
instruments are determined by the structural dimsensf the institutional context, and
also by ideas, concepts and approaches, validatedgh the policy discourse, and
have a direct impact on practices in the phaseoti€ypimplementation (Cotella and
Janin Rivolin, 2010) (Fig.15). This pattern of udhce provides opportunities for its

application in future studies of discursive spatigégration of Bulgaria.
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Figure 15: From the EU discourse to the member stat discourse
(Europeanization of territorial governance)
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS: THE SPATIAL PLANNING SYSTEM OF
BULGARIA

The history of Bulgarian planning can be conditiynalivided into three periods
(Alexandrov, 2006):

« The period between the Liberation from Ottomale (1878") and the end of
World War Il. This is a period of efforts to overne the consequences of the age-old
isolation from the rest of Europe, wars and dramektianges of borders, followed by
long delayed modernization, aggressive and expaissitbreign policy; parliamentary
democracy and social changes, followed by quasiesitarian regime (Giatzidis,
2002). During this period the first legal acts tbe organization of the urban network

were formulated and the development of spatialmpteqn(although partially) started;

* 1945-1989 — a change of territorial values bynituy the country into a
satellite, strictly following the ideology and piidis of the USSR; total state control,
separation of the physical and the economic planradoption of the Soviet model of
development;

» The period following 1989, or the so-called titinsal period: post-socialist
transition; "Right turn" of the development towarasnarket economy, privatization
and denial of planning; severe economic crisis @augssion in the 1990s. The years
between Bulgaria's application for EU membership9@) and its accession to the
Union, when the first structural changes in the ellgwment approaches were

implemented, can be considered as a sub-pericleor a separate period.

As it was made clear at the outset, the empirioau$ of this study is the spatial
planning of Bulgaria during the period following However, clarification and
taking into consideration of some of the featurésplanning after the fall of the
communist regime in the country (and in the erfficaitheastern / Central and Eastern
European region) would not be possible without spnéing the system of spatial
development and its transformations during the ated New Bulgarian History and
Modern Bulgarian History periods - the years betwek878 and 1989, divided

7 In 1878 the San Stefano Treaty was signed. Bulgaowever, was only declared an independent state
in 1908.
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conditionally into two periods, namely: before after the presence of the communist

regime in Bulgaria.

For this reason, the synthesized presentationaritst sub-chapter aims to show some
key moments in the history of spatial planning ine tcountry, so that the
transformations and the processes of Europeanizatiothe rest of the empirical

research are better understood.

The changes following the fall of communism in Barig marked a period that can be
best described as a "crisis of transition." Thstfien years of that period were marked
by a complete denial of spatial planning. The coumient through one of its worst
economic crises, devaluation of the national cuyerigh unemployment rates and
inflation. In 1995, the new government whose maisktwas to overcome Bulgaria's
severe financial crisis, submitted an applicationBEU membership. This decision was
crucial for the future development, while the splateform began with the introduction
of two new legal acts related to spatial planning aegional development, aiming to
prepare the country for a greater consistency with European legal and financial

framework.

The period following 1989, the fragmentation and thcus of which were justified in
the methodology chapter of the study, can be g#nesynthesized or considered as a
period or a sequence of episodes of transiti@mgitions) to democracy or as a cultural
shift towards Euro-Atlantic values. With the exdeptof the first period discussed in
this chapter, the subsequent ones are diagnosdudgirer detail in the proposed
multidimensional structure of the study of the gdagilanning system. Considering the
research issues of this doctoral thesis, spedihtain in its structure was paid to the
technical dimension of planning and the plannirgjrimments, which determine it as an
important step towards understanding the Europatiaiz of planning in Bulgaria and

the process of policy transfer.

The first main episode and the two subsequent gewd the second episode, which can
be identified in the system of planning during th&89-2013 period, provide

information on the socio-political and economic dimsions of the country, with basic
qualitative data on the characterization of thetispdevelopment model; that data are
followed by a diagnosis of the technical dimensibthe planning system, as well as its

cognitive and discursive dimensions. In this coftéx the diagnosis of the technical
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dimension, we have adopted the model elementseofetthnical structure, relying on
the European Compendium of Spatial Planning SystamdsPolicies (1997), according
to which the technical dimension is in the centethe spatial planning and it consists
of all planning institutions and formal public apdvate actors, rules and regulations.
This is the part of the planning systems that Hasys been the core of the policy
debate and was also central to the typologicalissudlhis allows us, as Yanchev
(2012) explains, the possibility of organizing atd#éional sub-frame for monitoring the

dynamics of the technical dimension, expressedéyanalysis of:

* the scope, the stated goals of the spatial ptansystem (scope and objectives

of the system - this is where the legal acts cootg o

« the scales at which planning has competenceslation to the locus of power

(decentralization and levels of management, asasgatlistribution of competences);
* the related plans and programs (planning docusiient

« the actual planning practice (usually relatechdininistrative, legislative and
other traditions);

« the territorial multi-level-, multi-sector-, and tactor-governance

arrangements (public and private participationsoea which determine them, etc.).

6.1 Spatial planning in Bulgaria before 1989
6.1.1. Spatial planning during the period between878 and 1944

The transformation of the spatial planning of tloei@ry in the late 19th century is a
dynamic process that follows the political turmaid the disruptions of the political
programs of Bulgaria. The Liberation from the Ottomrule and the signing of the
Treaty of San Stefano (March 1878), followed by ffreaty of Berlin (July 1878),
marked two of the first major spatial transformasioof the physical boundaries of
Bulgaria. The lack of social elite turned Bulgaualike other Balkan states) into one of
the Eastern European countries with egalitarianesp@nd ill-defined nationalism. A
number of territorial changes occurred under thesstof the ensuing Balkan wars and
the First World War. New territorial changes ocedrafter the signing of the Treaty of
Neuilly (1919) and the Treaty of Craiova (1940).
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The new socio-political system adopted capitalism the first steps of industrialization
and urban growth began as an attempt to attraestment and cultural influence from

Western Europe, and to stimulate the private imvia

Yanchev (2012) states that the institutionalizatéspatial planning in Bulgaria during
that period began with the formation of the modstructures of the Bulgarian
government following 1878, and the adoption of fhiet Public Works Act of the
Kingdom of Bulgaria in 1882, updated and amendectrse times over of the next
thirty years (1889, 1901, 1905, 1907, 1911). Thaegulated the development of areas
within settlements, which however, boiled down glgblanning to regarding it as a
mere urban planning and urban practices that fahimvthe competence of only a
narrow circle of experts, namely: architects aamtlscape architects. Some larger urban
settlements, including the capital of Bulgaria, d&@go rapidly change their appearance
in the mid-1880s. According to Parusheva (2014s¢haere some of the first signs of
Europeanization in spatial aspect. In 1908 the &tada@f Land Act was adopted, which
was imposed by the need to elaborate the firststeagplans in the country after the
Liberation (Kovachev, 2009).

Educational and planning practices were strondlyémced by the Austrian-Hungarian
Empire and the German traditions. The new generatidulgarian architects acquired
their education outside Bulgaria. Under their leadm, some of the first plan-schemes
of some of the larger Bulgarian cities were devethpvhich however, did not consider
anything but their street patterns. During thetfitecades of the 20th century, special
regulations for urban planning and for the constomcworks taking place in the capital,

came into force; in the 1930s, spatial plans wkehe more detailed, were adopted.

The plan of Sofia (the history of its spatial planghdates back to the Liberation), as
well as those of other major Bulgarian cities, wésborated immediately after the fall
of the Ottoman rule. Some urban settlements — sisclPlovdiv - were designed in
accordance with the existing natural environmeme®plans — such as the first plan of
Sofia (the Amadier Plan of 1880) - completely chethghe “urban fabric” of the
settlement (Yanchev, 2012).

After the First World War some urban plans begafotiow the ideas of the "garden
city" and later — the European modernist movemantgban planning. Thus the urban

plan of Sofia by Adolf Muesmann appeared in 193% symbol of the "garden city
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“model. Although it remained unrealized, the plaarked an important moment in the
evolution and the development of modern urban {@pgilanning in Bulgaria at that
time, but with the start of World War Il it was eefed, together with its supporting
projects. (Angelo Emmanuel, 2011). The plan pradidedern transport networks and
the use of functional areas; it was influencedtsy ideas of monumental restructuring
of the city (a large civic center was proposedlipfeing the example of cities such as
Paris (Stanilov and Hirt, 2009).

A legislative change in planning was made in 194rmva New Public Works Act was

adopted (affecting solely the land within the boames of the settlements and therefore
cadastral plans were elaborated) which function teasplit the urban area into sectors
by the use of planning tools. Some plans regultitedstreet structure, others — the land
plots, etc. This act led to the adoption of corgtomn standards as a requirement. The

act only remained in force until 1949 (KovachevQ2p

6.1.2. The period between 1945 and 1989: Planning the People's Republic of

Bulgaria

During the period between the end of World Warntahe mid-1980s Bulgaria was
exposed to Soviet influence — including in thedi@f planning, urban planning and
architecture. The period began with a new transitdhere the ideology of planned,
single-centralized management of the economy, ahdiccioeconomic transformation
and central planning of the settlement network oat@d. That period coincided with
the imposition of the zonal urbanism (expressiothef Athens Charter / doctrine) and
the doctrine of functional planning, the devastatid war and the need to quickly solve
the housing problem (the appearance of large nesa&deomplexes), the rapid growth
of cities and search for "satellite vents" (Alexemd 2006).
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Figure 16: Geographic location of Bulgaria within he region of Central and
Eastern Europe during the communist period
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The consolidation of Bulgaria as a satellite of 8wviet Union in the late 1940s implied
huge changes in the spatial values and the comtiemtrof the planning process in the
hands of the state. This meant that the state fislblcontrol over the territory. Like
other communist countries in the region, the plagnprocess was centralized,
technocratic and subordinate to the national ecamagpals. An institutional and
ideological framework of the one-party system weasntained, together with limited
local autonomy, which explained the fact that logathorities simply channeled down

state decisions to the local level (Hirt, 2005).

In late 1947, a process of nationalization of tidustry, the banks and the foreign trade

began, and in 1949 the new Planned ConstructidgheoSettlements Act was adopted,
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which covered the planning of not only urban spadag beyond. The act was
repeatedly amended and supplemented, but for thetfine it concerned problems
related to the construction works in plots of laoutside the regulation limits of the
settlements. The act remained in force until the fialf of the 1970s. In the late 1940s,
implementation of the so-called five-year plansesbnomic development began, in

parallel with the process of intensive industriatian.

Elaboration of new plans and conduction of planmiegtests was launched with the
active support and influence of Soviet experts aityl planners. Some authors define
this almost a fifteen-year long period as a pedabdoctrine change, during which three
main factors or components of the reprogrammingewarserved. First, those were
Bulgarian experts educated in Western countriexyree- a growing number of experts
bearing a Soviet influence, and third - alreadystartted urban centers that exhibited
already established spatial structure (Alexandr@06). The Soviet model of

development planning and economic planning was tedof he industry was now fully

nationalized, and in parallel, a huge number ofdpation centers emerged without
being complied with either demographic or natumgources. Spatial planning was

divided into physical planning and centralized depment planning.

In the years 1950-1951 regional planning was laedch defined at the time as
territorial and “rayon” planning (in compliance tithe “rayon” planning of the USSR).
An Agency for regionalization and allocation of theductive forces was established,
operating within the State Planning Committee StB®lanning Commission) - a
national institution responsible for coordinatifge tcommand economy. The Agency
aimed at developing the economic fundamentals efréigional planning and later - at
the elaboration of the General Scheme of Allocatbrihe Productive Forces in the
country. In June 1960, The Institute for Region#&nRing at The Committee for

Architecture and Public Works was established. &egi territorial plans, which

concentrated large investments for constructionkejomvere designed. The major
industrial, agricultural, resort “rayons” (not regs) and complexes were defined
(Dimitrov, 2000).

In July 1965, a new part was added to this actiaityl The Institute for Regional
(“Rayon”) Spatial Planning was established. Theatom of the General Scheme of

Allocation of the Productive Forces and The Unifiggdatial Development Plan of the
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country had the potential to turn these into twoyy@owerful accomplishment tools for
the spatial planning of Bulgaria. The General Salhevas committed to the allocation
of medium and large enterprises across the coubtityalso to their maintenance - by
providing direct and indirect subsidies for thepexgive economic activities. As a result
of this document, the industrial and agriculturategeprises became much stronger
factors of regional development than local commesitvith all their resources. The
distribution of these enterprises served to sohe \arious spatial issues - ensuring
employment, conducting industrial policy or dirandustrialization, stimulating the
development of certain "priority" sectors of theoeemy, etc.; the planning of
enterprises was based on a political decision takethe state (central) level and not
according to the local needs, resources and egisfiportunities. As a consequence of
this model of spatial and regional developmentdéid problems emerged after some

decades, or with the beginning of the post-sotiatssitional period (Yanchev, 2012).

In 1973 a new Spatial and Urban Planning Act warptet that would only be canceled
at the end of the 1990s. The act distinguishednam planning zones so as to manage
the growth of the cities, namely: urban and cowsitly zones. This act practically gave
start to the first research and development ofilketyuments such as the Unified Spatial
Development Plan of Bulgaria (USDP). According eong authors (Dimitrov, 2000), in
its elaboration, the experience of the "developmehtries" working on the development
of the so-called "Integral plans" (USA, UK, etc.psvtaken into consideration. The
development of the USDP, its functional and intdgea systems, had a huge
methodological and applied significance for thecpicg of spatial planning in the
country in the 1970s and 1980s, although this prepndocument did not eliminate the
dominance of the sectorial approach to planningzédehiev, 2011). The improvement
of the USDP was later commissioned to a specialiastitute, established within the
Ministry of Construction and Architecture in 19768he Complex Research and Design

Institute in Regional and Urban Planning (Dimitr@@00).

The USDP is among the most important and intergsipatial measures in Bulgaria the
second half of the 20th century. It was completetld79 and adopted by the Council of
Spatial and Urban Planning at the Council of Migistin December that same year. In
its essence, the USDP was defined as a systenmyirebensive projections, programs
and plans that includes and links individual eleteecharacterizing the spatial and

urban planning - settlements, non-residential ardas natural environment and the
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population. Three spatial levels were defined tomat, regional and local - specifying
the content of the tasks and elaborations.

Figure 17: The USDP of the People's Republic of Bghria. Formation of the
spatial structure at the national level through theUnified regimes of spatial
planning
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Source: Evrev (2015)

In parallel with the USDP, the Complex Research Redign Institute in Regional and
Urban Planning designed spatial development platisearegional and local level, and
the period of the 1980s can be summarized by thgpamn of large-scale elaboration
of spatial development plans at the local levehat tof the then existing settlement
systems (municipalities). Each of those plans midid the same mode of spatial
planning, since the regimes existed as a "unifégiine of planning". The applicability

of the plans during that period was good, accordmdevrev (2015). Agglomeration

plans and urban development plans were also eledabréhe main disadvantages of the
construction and the planning of the Bulgarianesiti however, were due to the
inefficiency of the socialist economy. The direeBvon land use did not arise in

response to the needs of the settlements, butrrakea symbol of power and
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enforcement of irrational ideas. Socialism imposadurban space the so-called “layer

of reflection ", legitimized through artifacts asgmbols (monuments, squares, quarters,

etc.) (Zlatkova, 2010), and tlggeatnessf the public projects (such as the "bedroom-

suburbs” for example) showed the huge state power the territory (Hirt, 2008). All

this featured the development of socialist citiélstie end of the 1980s - in stable

economic conditions, with quantitative charactesssuch as: growth, intensification

and efficiency, technological progress, rapid urbaiion and growth of the cities as

industrial centers, planned by the government ek@gua strong intervention

(Smolyanov, 2011).

Table 14: Key characteristics of the planning procss in Bulgaria during the
period between 1878 and 1989

Main features

1878 — 1944
Planning in The Kingdom of

Bulgaria

1945 - 1989
Planning in socialist

Bulgaria

Political-economic
conditions of
development and

planning process

Initial stages of capitalism

Totalitarianism /
Communist ideas of centralize
national development and
planning in compliance with th

ideas and principles of the USS

1%

R

Legislative
framework of

spatial planning

Public Works Act of the Kingdom
of Bulgaria (1882);
Construction of the Capital Act
(1934);

Public Works Act of the Kingdom
of Bulgaria (1941) — sectorial
division of the planning
instruments;

Cadaster and Land Consolidatio
Act (annulled following 1944)

Planned Urban Construction A
(1949);

Spatial And Urban Planning Ac
(1973)

—
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Some basic
instruments for
spatial planning at
the national,
regional and local

level

Spatial urban plans of large urba

settlements such as:

Urban plan of Sofia (1880), Urbat

plan of Plovdiv (1891), etc.

The Adolf Muesmann plan of 193
(Rejected with the start of WWII)
Since 1941 — Spatial plans of urb:z

settlements and their adjacent are

detailed urban plans

=]

USDP
1 Spatial development plans of
regions and settlement systems
3 (municipalities) (partially
elaborated)
anUrban Development Plans and
as, Detailed Spatial Plans
(partially)

(In Sofia: 1945-1961 — The
Urban Master Plan of Totev;
1961-1972 — the Compact
Development Plan of Neykov
1979-1989 — General Urban

Development Plan (not adopted)

Source: Author

The planning of regions and cities was seen ashamteratic process. This is a period in

the development of spatial planning when architaot$ planners were given enormous

power to "shape out" territories and cities acaaydio their own understandings and

values. The lack of private initiative and totaiiéa form of government ensured that no

civic groups or other participants took part in ghenning process (Yanchev, 2012).

6.2. Episode 1: Spatial planning in the period beteen 1989 and 2000

The period following 1989 can generally be chandmtel with the transition theory,

which in turn is rooted in the theory of democrasich regards the transition as a

political process. In terms of spatial processas@renomena, the transition could also

be considered as economic or political, but mighttdiffer from transition as a whole.

The transition is characterized by continuity /c@ssion and regards the state socialism

as part of the European modernity (Tsenkova e2@06). There are currently no strong

opinions about whether the transition period hagednor not, although the country's
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accession to the EU (2007) is considered by sonits agd. This is a matter of studying

the transition’s history and its present.

The transition began with a legacy of broken, poaedordinated systems of (socio-)
economic planning and physical planning (referriegpecially to the planning of
settlement systems and urban areas), as a resittxplained above - of the centralized
command economy and almost total implementatiorihef directive planning with

dominating hierarchical (top-down) approach (Mavind999; Yanchev, 2012).

6.2.1. Socio-political dimension

The period of political changes in Bulgaria started day after the fall of the Berlin
Wall on November 9th, 1989. Yanchev (2012) statesrhain reasons identified behind
the unrest against the communist regime. On the hamel, this is the violation of
human rights in the period between 1970 and 1989 (frocess of forcible change of
the names among the Muslim population, or the dledcdRevival Process"). On the
other hand, another reason is related to the emviemt and the wave of emerging

environmentalists in care of nature, being destidyethe state industrial enterprises.

Although the change of power is described as ativelg "calm" process without

making sacrifices, the end of 1989 was marked bsestprotests supporting both the
new democratic changes and the former communistepoWhe organization of the
National Round Table following the resignation afdbr Zhivkov — the Chief Secretary
of the Bulgarian Communist Party - aimed at conngra. Grand National Assembly

and drafting and adoption of a new ConstitutiolBofgaria.

The first attempts to introduce reforms towards arkat economy system came from
the National Chamber of Commerce of the USA (thalRUtt" plan), which remained

unimplemented until 1997. The main reason for tixas the so-called "political chaos”
expressed in the conflict between the new politicamations and the confrontation

between political ideas and visions for development

In the course of the serious economic crisis in61&3d 1997, a further major reduction
of state payments was accompanied by high inflatimies. The new government
stabilized the country and undertook one of thst firanking, financial and planning

reforms. In order to stabilize the economy, a quyeboard was introduced under the
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aegis of the IMF and the BGN was coupled with treuBche Mark (later the Euro)
(Ermann and Waack, 2000: 42).

During the period between 1990 and 2000, the fim8trmal and formal relations

between the country and the EU began, or in otleedsv- that was the beginning of the

process of European integration (Table 15).

Table 15: Timeline of the negotiations of Bulgaridor EU accession and integration

between 1990 and 2000

1990, 299 December

Resolution for full membership in the EU, adopteyd the

National Assembly of Bulgari

1993

The EU introduces criteria for the extension of @emmunity
applying for the Eastern European countries as, \aékr the fa
of the communist regime (the Copenhageiie@a) affirmed a

mandatory in 1997 (Treaty of Amsterdam);

1995, 18" December

Bulgaria applies for full membership in the EU;

1997, 18" July

The European Commission gives opinion on Bulg:
application. Bulgaria is rated as a candidate, fiirtsently

prepared to start accession negotiations;

1998, 28' March

The Council of Ministers of Bulgaria adopts a Natb Strateg

for EU accession;

1998, April

Multilateral analytical screening of the legislatiof Bulgaria;

1999, 18" March

A Council of European Integration is establishexyether witl
action groups coordinating the process Billgaria’'s EL

accession;

1999, December

In Helsinki, The European Commission decides tort

negotiations with Bulgaria,;

2000, February

Formal / Official opening of the negotiations fdd Enembership

Source: Author
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6.2.2. Spatial development model

The new political "right" turns required signifidanspatial and territorial
transformations, expressed in the deep land refdmmBulgaria, as well as in all other
countries of the Soviet Union communist regime r@cess of privatization began (the
Privatization of State and Municipal Property Aitgm 1992 to 2002 - Privatization
and Post-Privatization Control Act), concessionshg(TConcessions Act, 1996)
restitution of property (the Restitution Act, thev@ership and Use of Agricultural Land
Act) - a consequence of the nationalization of land property following 1944. As a
result of the change and the restitution, manyzeits and former owners regained
ownership. According to Yanchev (2012), approxiyaf@®0 000 residential units in
social housing blocks built by the state during pleeiod between 1958 and 1989 were

privatized in favor of their current owners.

An important point in the development of spatialnsformations of Bulgaria were the
processes of decentralization stipulated in thes@iotion of Bulgaria from 1991 and in
the Local Government and Local Administration At®91), by the power of which the
municipalities and their settlements were entitied manage and develop their
hinterlands. According to the Constitution of Buiga(1991):the territory of Bulgaria

is divided into municipalities and districts, whetbe municipality is the main

administrative-territorial unit, which carries odbcal governance, while the district is
an administrative-territorial unit for the implemiion of state governance at the local

level.

The decentralization process occurred at a vargate and was often accompanied by
contradictory assessments and results, as well ewmpdrary interruptions
(Decentralization Strategy 1996-2015; DecentraliratStrategy 2016-2025). The
decentralization process in the country went thhotlyee main stages: 1990-1995;
1996-2000 and from 2001 on. The first two stepsewessential because of the
clarification of the principles and forms of deaatization, the preparation and the
enactment of some of the first administrative-terial reforms (the Administrative-
Territorial Division of the Republic of Bulgaria £c1995). Serious attention was paid
to the implementation of the administrative decaization and the defining of the local
authorities’ competences (264 municipalities, geximto 9 districts — a territorial unit

with controlling functions mostly). The second &agas related to the development of
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the property-financial basis of the local governtm@mancial decentralization). The
Municipal Property Act was adopted in 1996, and earylater — the financial

independence of the municipalities was launcheuke-af the most current and effective
criticisms of the decentralization process follogviB001 and 2007. In 1995 Bulgaria
ratified the European Charter of Local Self-Goveenmin its mandatory part, and in

1996 the first Decentralization Strategy for th®82015 period was adopted.

With the reformation of the administrative-terriedrdivision in 1998, the number of
districts was increased from 9 to 28. In additian that - six planning regions
corresponding to the NUTS Il (System EUROSTAT NUT&8)el were established in
2000, which are not administrative-territorial @nitut are only used for the purposes of
regional statistics, regional policy and planningatinov, 2006). Meanwhile, the
system of spatial planning remained without refoand to the last years of the 1989-
2000 period, planning was often regarded as ay'eidrd”, denied based on the idea
that market economy does not need planning (E\26%5; Marinov, 1999; Yancheyv,
2012). However, efforts in the integration processl the EU recommendations for
planning, as well as the adoption of European fuledkto the start of a number of new
processes, including that of regionalization, whids accompanied by the adoption of

the first Regional Development Act (1999) in Bulgar

In parallel, the patterns of the post-socialidiaur development — indiscriminate, often
illegal, building, an individualist approach to pesty, weak or almost no public

contribution in the infrastructure and the publmse — had strengthen those patterns’
presence in the urban fabric. Certain protectedisateve been invaded lag hoc

investment projects (Yanchev, 2012:38).

6.2.3. Technical dimension

The closure of all institutes for spatial plannimigich used to elaborate all types of land
use plans during the communist regime, was amoadjriét transformations associated
with the technical dimension of the planning sysiarBulgaria. Almost all of the land
use plans’ development was redirected from the ipulstate) sector to the private
sector. The emerging private architectural (and ti@paplanning) companies
(subsequently - design companies) founded by pebpl® liquidated companies

working on government projects prior to1989, wene of the signs of transition during
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the 1990s. The exception was Sofia where the npadigdlanning was focused in
"Sofproekt" Company - part of the Municipal Urbatamhing and Development
Department. The National Center for Regional Dewelent became part of the
Ministry of Regional Development and Public Worksit remained without subsidies
and completely dependent on the dynamics of thé&ehand on the competition - as far
as public procurements and tenders were concefiredmain act which regulated the
process of spatial planning, as mentioned eanlias the Spatial and Urban Planning
Act (1973), which was cosmetically reformed and adesl repeatedly so as to regulate
mainly the process of issuing building permits e tmarket environment, while
planning instruments (spatial plans) in their eseeemained the same - as regulated by
the communist regime. The inherited methodology poe-planning and research
(diagnosis) did not reflect at all the current céempsituation, which the planning
system was in. Planning instruments can generallgrbuped into two main categories
- spatial schemes (originally regulated by the @&pand Urban Planning Act as
“plans”) and spatial plans, organized in a hiermah order. The schemes were
designated for areas of larger scale - nationgional (district), whereas plans were
elaborated for municipalities, settlements and meeghoods. Plans were also divided
into General Spatial Plans and Detailed Spatiah$I&imilarly to the principles of
communist planning, all spatial documents were ettbio the planned (but never
accomplished) National Spatial Development Schemméch in turn was subject to the

National Plan for Economic Development (Yanchew,20

Following the totalitarian principles, spatial landse plans were not able to
communicate a planning concept and thus becamartra for debate and concord.
That is why these are perceived by the public amsinesses primarily as restrictive
technocratic documents which hinder the freedomlawfd development. Spatial

planning is seen as a bureaucratic step, merely @®l for issuing building permits

(ibid.).

The withdrawal of the state from the possessidamd and from land management, the
restoration of private property and the privati@atprocess during the 1990s, created a
sort of vacuum in which various entities, actinglifferent ways, operated in this new

reality with or without training. The most unprepdrand least active happened to be
the local authorities (municipalities), albeit thequired competencies regulated by the

adoption of a new Constitution and new legal doaushand strategies at the national
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level.

While planning at the national level was deniedjatied" due to "trauma” of another
period, the local authorities were definitely noepared for independent decision-
making, i.e. "they work on inertia, the way they accustomed to" (I. Mutafchiiska,

personal communication, July, 2016).

Several key moments affected, more or less sigmiflg, the technical structure of the
system of spatial planning in the 1990-2000 peribde Bulgarian Black Sea coast
plans campaign (1); The legislative changes andoviations in the field of

environmental management (2); The beginning oforeaji development planning (3).

(1) The spatial development plans for the Bulgarian Black Sea

municipalities project

The project for the preparation of the coastal rmipalities’ spatial development plans
began as an initiative of the World Bank in 1995iag at an integrated management
of the Bulgarian Black Sea coast. This "large-scalerestomathically elaborated
program”, carried out jointly with the Ministry &egional Development and funded by
the Global Environment Fund in 1996, was amondfitisé revealing opportunities for
the experts in the field of planning. It was witkist program that the field of spatial
planning was first connected to a new tool calleeb@aphic Information Systems
(GIS) (Troeva, 2015). The project aimed at plannafigthe most important seaside
resort municipalities with regards to the exhausbtbtheir capacity. It was "tailored by
the book” and demonstrated exactly how this (plaghictivity should be organized.
The planning of the territory had to be done iroanpletely different way - something
which few people had the knowledge®ofAn important element of this task was the
preparation of a methodological guidance and ampnehry spatial scheme of the entire
coast, on the basis of which the provisioned plemsthe announced 14 Black Sea
municipalities had to be elaborated. However, pnecess was still difficult at the time
for a number of reasons. Among them were the wifed processes of restitution

(including those concerning the towns’ centers) theginning of the so-called

¥ "In a poor country where people were deprivechefability to manage their own property for 50 ygear
just like the effect of the pendulum — a turn te thpposite direction was observed - everyone starte
wanting to get maximum profit from their acquiretbperty, not always entirely legally" (V. Troeva,
personal communication, March, 2015).
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“construction boom" in all resorts, the participati of municipal authorities and
mayors, etc., which eventually lead the overallcpss of spatial planning to a non-

compliance with the provisioned plans and theirstant violation (ibid.).

(2) Introduction of the Environmental Impact Assesment (EIA) and the

Environmental Protection Act

After the completion of most of the plans along Biack Sea coast, Bulgaria undertook
the introduction of yet another document, alonchviite rest of the EU countries (the
EU Directive 85/337/EEC). This was the Environmértapact Assessment (EIA)
which document can be regarded as a maximum expnesisthe EU's influence for the
period from 1989 to 1997, when speaking about apatianning policies in the

environmental sector in general.

Environment and its conservation became a majocceronafter a long period of
centralized planning, resulting in the creationafe industrial structures, complexes
and systems across the country. Until the early049his field in Bulgaria was
regulated by the Nature Protection Act, adoptet9ié7, which, however, did not oblige
the recognition of problems, nor the dealing witlolppems related to pollution and
threats to biodiversity. After the fall of the coramist regime, the changes that followed
defined the solving of these environmental probleas well as the environmental
management and protection - reflected in the Enwrental Protection Act, adopted in
October 1991.

The introduction of EIA as an important tool ofedit influence on the process of spatial
planning, led to the requirement for a multidisicipty evaluation of each plan. This in
turn led to attracting new specialists / expertarfrdifferent fields, who, however,

lacked experience, sufficient information and krnedge (Yanchev, 2012).

(3) The adoption of the Regional Development Act ahthe beginning of

regionalization

The reforms in Bulgaria in the process of Europ@dagration were followed by a
reform of the regional administrative structure &sdole in spatial planning. Parallel to
this, the policy of economic and social cohesiotdd@ key position and apart from

providing significant resources from the Communitige cohesion policy also sets
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specific requirements for the member states andecgly for the membership
applicants® (Marinov, 2001). This is why the discussion abthe need for regional
policy in Bulgaria started as early as the begigrahthe 1990s (at the time concerning
mostly mountainous regions, the development of Wwhiwas lagging behind
considerably). However, the overall developmentgflanning system didn’t find its
manifestations until the 1998-1999 period with ésgablishment of a number of events
such as: the preparation of the first medium-teutlip investment program (1998) and
especially with the adoption of the Regional Depetent Act (March 1999); the
foundation - in parallel to the same legal act -tbé Regional Development Council at
the ministerial level, with the participation ofykeninistries responsible for the policy
development; the preparation of the National PlamRegional Development and the
District Development Plans (October 1999). A spegigparatory program for the
structural funds, as well as a regional Operatidtralgram, was also launched. As in
most post-socialist countries of Central and Easkrrope, the expected EU accession
and the access to EU funds gave impetus and hagificant influence on introducing
and designing regional development approachessl&igin and planning. With the
adoption of the Regional Development Act the elabon of a whole new set of
strategic documents for development began. St@atglginning is considered a better
way of achieving public investment in spatial depghent than the existing inflexible

land use plans.

In the first years after the adoption of the RDAna of the required strategies was
elaborated - the actual design and implementaifotmose planning documents only
began years later (from 2004 on). The reason fatrtas that after the introduction of
such a completely new set of planning documentsiy thurpose was not explicitly
formulated by the commissioning authority, nametie Ministry of Regional
Development. Furthermore, those documents were cledrly linked to financial
resources. The lack of experience, the limitedigipgetion of local and regional actors,
the deadlines for completion of many of the docutsieas well as other prerequisites,

were among the main factors.

¥ Regional policy is a direct object of the accessiegotiations, of the regular progress reports afnd
the National program for adoption of tlequis (Chapter 21: "Regional policy and coordination of
structural instruments")
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In parallel to all that, a process of regionaliaativas launched. That process should not
be regarded as a process of regional decentralizabut rather as a process of
deconcentration. Bulgaria adopted the NUTS (Nonsncd of Territorial Units for
Statistics) system of Eurostat and depending oir teracteristics and those of the
RDA, the country’s territory was divided into thellbwing three levels: NUTS | (2
regions), NUTS Il (6 regions), NUTS Il (28 distis3 and LAU 1 (264 municipalities).
In order to gain access to the EU funds, Bulgaad to develop strategic planning
documents for all those territorial units, so ttegfional and local development priorities
were formulated. The environmental impact of albsth priorities also had to be
evaluated by the EIA tool. Of all three newly admptevels of planning, only the local
level units (the municipalities) have an actualgovnment, democratically elected by its
residents. The governors of the 28 districts ap#yed by the Council of Ministers.
All other higher territorial units have Developmé®duncils, consisting of the regional

governors and the municipality mayors.
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Figure 18: Spatial Planning Instruments in Bulgarig 1989-2000

Spatal Levels of

Economic developm ent planning

Regional development planning

Spatial planning/ Territorial stbructure

Planning planning
Regional De 72t Act; Loced Seif-
Lacal Self-Gavernment and Local o velopment Act; Local Selfs | 4 cotr Government and Local Administration
Legod Freomwark Feradrais, iordct: 5 Brediget Act Government arxd Local Adiministration Ack; Act
5 State Budget Act
General Scheme of
Arrangement of ) .
productive forces National Development Onified Spai;al;IIl)evelupmmt
National Level National Economic Plan
Development Strategy —>
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- I e Y
NUTS I (6 Planning —| Regional Developm ent Regional Spatial Plans
regians) Plans (6)
_____________________________________________________________________________________ i
NUTS T (28 District Developm ent Spatial development plans fer
Districis) Plans (28) non-residential territories
""""""""""""""" k. e [ e [ """'"'""'"I"""""""'"""" o
LA 264 Municipal Sectoral Mumnicipal Development
Mieriicincdities) Strategies Plans 264) L General Spatial Plans
General and
Detailed Spatial
EALT 2 {Setticmernts) Plans
h Building
permisdons
.. . n ) .. | NEnistzy af Regional Develapmeni; Cowgc i of Adinistry af Regionoal Development; Conncil of
Acirrs frvalved Minisiry of Regional fopmeni; (o # Ndinisters; District Develapment Council; Nfipisters; Mmmicipaiitics Lond owners, Schofars,

af Mdinisters

Adunicipal Camuncils, Scholrs

Civil soci iy, Credit Frsidtutions

Source: Author

149



6.2.4. Cognitive dimension

During this period too — as during the communigfime - spatial planning is almost
entirely in the hands of professionals architectany of whom specialized in the field of
urban planning - given that the main educationatexein this area is the University of
Architecture, Civil Engineering and Geodesy (UACE®)Sofia (known as the Civil
Engineering Institute until 1963, the Higher Cizihgineering Institute until 1977 and the
Higher Institute of Architecture and Civil Engineegy until 1992). The architecture
institutes, as well as the UACEG, have been calsadf knowledge for spatial planning,
and a place where expert-architects in the fielpglahs elaboration have been trained not

only till the end of the communist regime, but taas well (Yanchev, 2012).

A major element in the preparation of Bulgaria ttee EU accession following 1989 (as
well as any other country in its pre-accession geavas the training of personnel
involved in the process of successful participationthe EU structural funds. The
development of plans for recruitment and trainifgecialists in the field of structural
funds became an important commitment that the datelicountries made during the
accession negotiations. This was related to thel fiee strengthening the capacity of
local administration in the process of absorptidntlee pre-accession EU financial
instruments (PHARE, ISPA and SAPARD). The succégsuticipation of candidate-
countries in the integration process required iegrprocesses, knowledge and exchange
of knowledge and information, as well as activetipgration in the cooperation with
partners of different territorial levels, particifmn in European projects, influencing the
process of decision-making, etc. Bulgaria ratifiesdparticipation in the co-financing of
ISPA (in 2000), SAPARD (in 2000) and PHARE (in 199®cl. PHARE cross-border
cooperation). In 1994 the spatial cooperation betwborder regions of Bulgaria and
Greece through the INTERREG program (INTERREG 194:9999 and subsequently
INTERREG Ill 2000-2006) was introduced. Cooperatiasith Romania was also
launched (1999), and some years later - with dBatkan countries such as Macedonia,

Serbia and Montenegro (at the time) and Turkey.s Was possible thanks to the
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CADSES® (INTERREG Il C) initiative. Key acting participawere the UACEG, the
Technical University of Sofia, Sofia Municipalitthe National Association of the
Municipalities in Bulgaria, as well as municipai and cities with a considerable expert-
administrative capacity. Although INTERREG is ratesdone of the most successful pre-
accession programs, it has not won great populamnitydulgaria. The projects have
started, but as Yanchev (2012) specified, the effat the process of knowledge
exchange is not as fast as it is in other Eastemgean countries (P.Yanchev, personal

communication, July, 2016).

A major result of INTERREG - CADSES was the inctsiof Bulgaria in the ESTIA
(European Space and Territorial Integration Altéues: Spatial Development Strategies
and Policy Integration in SEE) project. The projaotned at developing a common
framework for coordination / integration of spatiplanning priorities in Southeast
Europe (ESTIA, 2000). The Bulgarian partner in tbigirely Greek initiative was the
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences in the face of ttsitute of Geography and Prof. Boris
Kolev, who led the project. However, no attemptsenbeen made for interdisciplinary
research in the field of spatial planning, whilethe report on the state of the Bulgarian
system of spatial planning, the information proddeas reflected in the then Spatial
Planning Act without commenting on the planning wloents’ status or the rejection of
any planning practices. Bulgaria's participatiorEBTIA remained almost unnoticed, so
was its participation in the next edition of theject (2000) — the ESTIA-SPOSE project,
which theoretically was to be based on the knowdedgd experience gained from its
predecessor — the ESTIA project. Among the objestigf the second edition was the
elaboration of Actions for a Spatial Planning Obaésry in Southeast Europe, based on
an integrated system of territorial indicators yutlompatible with the approach of the
ESDP and the ESPON.

The geographic community in Bulgaria has been fioguis research on space using a
different methodological approach — one much cldésethat of Russia's socioeconomic

geography imposed during the communism period. Ggbgrs are more competent in

20 CADSES - Central, Adriatic, Danubian and Southe&sropean Space) programme zone of the
European INTERREG Initiative
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matters related to the regional and the economi@ldpment of the territory, which
require complex geographic analysis, whereas pt@nims a technical discipline that

requires the work of architects and designers.

6.2.5. Discursive dimension

The main debate in spatial planning slowly acquaatew role in the free market which
over the first 10 years had been creating "thesfuté the necessity of such a debate,
even more so because such planning was typicalnother period which no one wanted
to even talk about. Despite the overall attitude@fieed to develop plansome cities,
including Sofia, began to express directly or iadily the need for such planning,
considering the turbulent transformations of thdvawor environment which created
problems with the privatization of public spacesdiscriminate construction models,
transportation and infrastructure problems, inalgditraffic jams, the still existing
buildings and colossal ideological monuments witlglimpse of the totalitarian past.
Naturally, civil calls for planning were heard dyetsuccessors of the communist party
who announced themselves pro-planning. Thus plgnais such, hardly found any

supporters outside the planning community.

An important input of the new spatial planning discses came from the presence of
Bulgaria at the CEMAT meetings. Those influenceswéver, affected only few
professionals as the language problem was stitraids for absorbing knowledge and
concepts from abroad (Yanchev, 2012). The Spatiahrihg Charter signed in
Torremolinos (1983) was among the main discoursesregional development and
planning from the late 1990s, which confirmed tiheai of the region as the best planning
scale. Along with the process of regionalizatitms bpened the discourse on introducing
a second (regional) level of local governance (#mdpatial scope — the district or the
region), which process continued even after the efahe Bulgarian EU membership. In
parallel, the idea of imposing environmental awassnand the formation of ecological
discourse emerged - thanks to a number of intenmaltievents. For the first time
documents such as the Water Act, the ProtectedsAdes the Energy Efficiency Act

and the Clean Air Act, were introduced as a resiilthe adoption of a number of
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international documents on sustainable developnieeitiding the Global Plan of Action
(Agenda 21) from 1992 (Rio de Janeiro) and projemtsustainable human development
(ibid.).

6.3. Episode 2: Planning and EU membership, 2001-28
6.3.1. Spatial planning in the 2001-2006 period
6.3.1.1 Socio-political dimension

The period following the year 2000 was marked mew governance of the country (the
Saxe-Coburg-Gotha government), which however didonavide satisfactory solving of
the internal political and economic problems sustpaverty?, rising crime levels, etc.
Dimov (2007) summarizes the period following th&Q@9 (from 1997 on in particular) as
a period of socioeconomic development of Bulgar@nty through the application of
external models and programs, without implementimegresults of research and targeted
analyses of the research teams. However, reformbanfinancial system and some
financial stabilization of the country, led to tleeeation of a favourable investment
environment for private (local and foreign) investity especially in real estate. During
its first year, the new government was passive andacting reforms in the field of
spatial planning and development. The main prionfs the European integration. That
period coincided with the successful completionthed negotiations for membership in
the Community (December 2004) and with the Europ@amliament’s voting for
admission of the country in April 2005 (534 votes &nd 88 against). In this context, the
outcome of the vote was particularly positive cdesing the reserved public opinion
among the "old" member states of the EU from thg beginning of the negotiations for
admission of countries such as Bulgaria and Rom@fimann and Waack, 2007). In
September 2006 the European Commission recommehdecountry's membership to
be formally regulated by January 1st, 2007.

2L According to data of the Institute for Market Eoarics, the GDP per capita as of 2002 and 2003 was
approximately ¥ of the EU average.
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In parallel with the integration process, severgpaltments at the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs were created, commissioned with tasks egldb the acceleration of the country's

membership (along with a corresponding EuropeanisfiMinister).

6.3.1.2. Spatial model

The first efforts for planning (of the regional @éspment) were not particularly

successful at both the regional and the local Jeahl result of lack of coordination and
balance between the planning documents (developdwmniments and spatial planning
documents required by the EU), limited public gapttion, lack of appropriate analysis
of the growing spatial / regional disparifiésetc. (Dimov, 2007). The latter were mainly
related to the distribution of the urban networkathe regional differences between the
urban settlements. The intra-regional disparitiesrewto be regarded as differences

between the cities and their peripheries.

The system of spatial planning was partially refedwith the repeal of the Spatial and
Urban Planning Act (from 1973) and the adoptiontlod new Spatial Planning Act

(2001).The period coincided with an economic growatid an increase of the share of
direct foreign investments. The latter had a sigaift impact, especially on the real
estate sector, and following 2002 led to the steddlboom” of the development of the

real estate market. The process was intense arampenied by a rise of mortgage
lending and indiscriminate issuance of buildingnpes (for lack of a spatial and urban
planning concept) in major Bulgarian cities, regibeenters and tourist (coastal and

mountainous) areas.

Despite the practice of EIA issuing, sustainableetigpment was not the focus of public
influence. All those led to speculations with thee@ll system of planning documents
(where those were available at all), which failedrégulate the process of the private
investment management as well. V. Troeva expldiasthis trend was complemented by

a full incompliance with the prescriptions for rdsareas governance with regard to the

?2 As of 2002 the GDP per capita of the most develdpelgarian planning region (NUTS 2) was 41.7% of
the EU-25 average. In other regions, this figurgegabetween 23.2% (South-Central) to 25.5% (North)
while the national average was 28.3% of the EU\25age (Marinov, 2006).
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environmental protection and optimal developmentasfous tourist and sports activities
(V. Troeva, personal communication, March, 2015).

6.3.1.3. Technical dimension

The extreme development of the real estate magket gse to a planning practice known
in Bulgaria as "fragmented planning”. Many tounissorts and cities were trying to
attract more investments, which was accompaniedroincrease of the construction of
houses / apartment buildings, hotels, holiday aoll gesorts, etc., whose building
permits were often issued based on a new Detapedich Plan uncoordinated with the
already existing one, or in the complete absence spatial plan. It is known, however,
that the General Spatial Plan largely limits thelilitgb of local administrations
(municipalities) to operate freely and to decide an"fragmented” mode on newly
emerged needs (of private character). The Gen&mali®able, if not to thwart, at least to
slow down the investment plans whenever it is neangsfor those to be amended, since
the amending itself is a long and complicated pdace. Therefore, as Evrev (2008)
states, the General Plans were "unpopular”, sineg hindered the realization of such
intentions. When there is no plan to limit the noijjpal administrations, it is easier to
come to partial solutioAd This overall process of "fragmented planning” led
indiscriminate construction and urbanization of naneas of the country, which are of

significant importance for the natural balance tedecology.

Three important events defined the developmentpatial planning in the 2001-2006

period, and those should be considered separdtefse are the adoption of the Spatial
Planning Act of Bulgaria (1); the adoption of th@anRegional Development Act (2); the

Domestic legislation alignment (under pressurehgyEU requirements) (3).

% According to the SPA, the provisions of the Geh8gatial Plans, which determine the overall sttt
and the predominant purpose of the territories, tipe and purpose of the technical infrastructure,
environmental protection and protection of culturatitage objects are required in the elaboratioth®
Detailed Spatial Plans. In other words, the Detiaiddan can be only elaborated if a General Plast&xi
with whose provisions it has to comply.
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(1) The Spatial Planning Act

The most important change since 1989, which mdmkslevelopment of spatial planning
in Bulgaria is the adoption of the Spatial Plannkg (SPA) in March 2001, repealing
the Spatial and Urban Planning Act (SUPA) of 19¥Be new act was not affected by
EU regulations but offered a new framework for rteggmns between landowners and
for spatial planning (Yanchev, 2012; P. Yanchevispeal communication, August,
2016; S. Doshekov, personal communication, JulsLt620A fundamental change in the
understanding of the country's territory was introeld. The previous act of 1973 focused
mainly on the difference between the two types esfitory - urban and rural (non-
residential), while the new SPA sought to eliminidwe division between urban and rural
areas, and to create a regime that depends onhtdracteristics of the territory with
regard to its purpose, according to the adoptedspl&he main spatial categories were
the urbanized areas, followed by the agriculturaha (arable land and some uncultivated
land), uncultivated areas (forests) and protectedsa Some concepts were replaced - for
example, “plot” was now called “land property”. Baland property could be regulated
by a General or a Detailed Spatial Plan so as $@date the status and the functions of
that piece of land. Thus all the power of land wse effectively transferred to the plan
itself, which now had the status of a legislatie¢ &dand properties could be grouped in
spatial and development zones, which were detednimeccordance with the General
and the Detailed Spatial Plans, while constructi@s considered legal only if it had

been approved by an enacted Detailed Spatial Plan.

The adoption of the SPA regulates the elaboratiod the existence of a series of
hierarchical documents at the different levels, alihpractically do not differ from the
earlier known plans (at the municipal and at tty leivel) and schemes (at the regiéhal
and at the national level). The plans maintaindtweditions of the planning schemes and
yet offer much more detailed and specific informatihanks to their spatial delimitation.

In the hierarchical system the plans are dividew iGeneral Spatial Plans, Urban

** The act uses the term "rayon", respectively - ‘Raglevelopment schemes", without precisely defining
their extent. l.e. the rayon can comprise a grdupunicipalities or districts.
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Development Plans (of cities or regional centerxational importance) and Detailed
Spatial Plans.

Plans (where they existed at all) remained unchdnyés explicitness and technocracy
in regard to private or public interventions. Th@piples of their contents, structure and
the way they were elaborated, were still unchangestpetual and non-transferable.
Later, as it proved, at the time of the rise of {gage loans, the SPA became one of the
most amended acts in the country (over 50 amendmm®n2013). The structure and the
type of the planning documents and their hierarchgwever, (with some minor
exceptions) remained unchanged. The SPA is thé lBgal act that introduces the
concept of "scheme", respectively, in documentd sag the national and the regional
schemes. A kind of “novelty” was the National Spatevelopment Scheme, which
completely replaced the Unified Spatial DevelopmBlan. Since there are no strictly
appointed deadlines for the elaboration and updatinthe spatial schemes and plans,
there has been a long delay of the National SpBtalelopment Scheme and a lot of
other plans even to date. More than 50 % of theicipalities™ follow the example of
the Ministry and have not developed General SpRiahs due to low expertise capacity
and weak political will. Many local governments tjis this fact with the lack of
development schemes / documents at a higher Ievilei hierarchy (national, regional,
district), so they do not have guidelines for sgapriorities at the municipal level.
Another problem is the financial instability of Elcauthorities and the lack of funds for
the preparation of planning documents - primarily $small and medium-sized
municipalities. However, the preparation of regilos#&rategic documents was very
important for the integration of Bulgaria as a fetmember of the EU. It created a boost
of the political awareness for strategic planntogether with the emergence of a culture
of strategic spatial planning and practice, espigad the municipal level. The reports of
the United Nations Development Program for thatiqeen2004-2006) showed that
municipalities had gained experience, knowledge amdreness of the possibility to set
strategic priorities and to implement those thropghjects (Yanchev, 2012).

* As of June 2013, a total of 117 municipalities lm@eneral Spatial Plan, out of which 7 had been
adopted over the past seven years. 33 municifmbtie at different stages of preparation, cooratinadr
adoption of General Plans, 114 municipalities desing on possible projects till 2013, but onlyeaf
being provided with financial resources (G.Chaveargersonal communication, June, 2013)
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(2) The new Regional Development Act

Nevertheless, a number of problems in the fieldswétegic planning became more
visible. The RDA (of 1999), which was the firsteattpt to settle and regulate the public
relations in the field of regional development gia@nning, was not in compliance with
the European legislation and the provisions of Re@gn 1260/1999 of the EU,
governing the terms and the general conditionsii®obtaining of financial support from
the structural funds, which in their turn representhe basic requirements for successful
negotiations for the country's EU membership on pgi#ra21: "Regional policy and
coordination of structural instruments” (Galabino2@06; IME, 2006).

Criticism of the completion and the implementatafnthe RDA (Marinov et al., 2002),
together with the “quiet” period between 2001 afid4£ - when some of the planned
activities, implementations and monitoring actestipractically stopped (except those at
the municipal level), eventually led to the adoptmf the new RDA in February 2004.
The new RDA did not overcome the main shortcomiafysts predecessor. The two
systems of planning documents (related to strucfurals programming and to regional
development planning), as well as the two plannapproaches ( "top-down" and
"bottom-up") were "integrated" rather mechanicallfze new planning process was much
more complex in terms of procedures, documentspamticipants as compared to 1999-
2000, and at the same time much more real in tefnke desired outcomes. Marinov
(2006) argues that the quality and content of ta@mpng documents could have been
improved. At that moment, three parallel planningtiuments were used to plan the
territory of Bulgaria. All three lines of planningere under the Ministry of Regional
Development and Public Works: the economic devetamrstrategies; the regional plans

and programs; the land use schemes and projects.

Scientists have been paying attention to the asilfpartitioning of the planning process
and have been recommending over the years thaprtieesses of planning, regional
development and land use be connected and harndomzsome way. (Marinov, 2006;

Dimitrov, 2010). Marinov (2006) also explains thagional planning has developed
good practices in the preparation of projects abua administrative levels, but there is a
risk of "planning for the sake of planning". He adthat plans have been mostly
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developed only to meet the EU requirements — that simply to demonstrate that such

plans exist.

NGOs also did not appear to be sufficiently pregdceenter the planning process. New
players emerged in the process of creating neviegitaand development documents.
The consultants who develop documents for regigrlahning are mostly private
contractors, some of which without even the swgfitiknowledge in that field. The low
financial and expertise capacity of the municipadithas led to the gradual withdrawal of
specialists from the public administrations so thate can later start operating as private
consultants. The practice of certifying individuafs the preparation of development
plans has been often criticized. Assessing thefeness and the quality of those plans,
therefore, is not clear enough (Yanchev, 2012).

(3) Domestic legislation alignment

So far, some new legislative documents of a spdimkension have been introduced.
Such are the Energy Efficiency Act (1999/2005), Biediversity Act (in 2002, after the
NATURA 2000 network of protected areas), the Waddi@agement Act (2003), the
Chambers of Architects and Engineers Act (2003, Rablic Procurement Act (2004).
All these legal documents have set, to a certaientxsome new rules and restrictions in
the process of spatial governance. The Public Peooent Act is particularly important
since it applies the European practice through diive 2004/18 / EU. The act has no
spatial aspects but is related to spatial planrbggregulating spatial planning and
architectural contests. The latter could potentialkcome more transparent and easily
accessible to a greater number of professionalshande - the results to become more
open to the general public and the media. The agt pnovide opportunities for debate
and inclusion of various representatives in thecpss of spatial planning (Yanchev,
2012).
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Figure 19: Spatial Planning Instruments in Bulgarig 2001-2006
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6.3.1.4. Cognitive dimension

Till 2002 spatial planning in Bulgaria was domirchtey architects, mainly because of the
domain of urban planning (P. Stoyanov, personal mamcation, March, 2015;

Yanchev, 2012). In 2002 the UACEG launched an artwus Bachelor's degree in
urban planning under the guidance of prof. V. Teoaxd in 2006 - a Master's program in
the same specialty. The degrees were establisited sdliciting students input and

reviewing the curricula of several leading plannsafpools in Europe. However, faculty
from the university have identified some impedinsetat the development of degrees in
integrated planning, including the mere fact thader Bulgarian law, the UACEG cannot
hire, in permanent positions, faculty with degredbker than the ones identified as
primary (other than architecture). In other worfdsulty with training in, say, economics
or law, can only be employed as temporary. Thigllganelps the development of an

interdisciplinary curriculum (Stanilov and Hirt, @9 116).

It is believed that the professionals who will bairied in these educational programs
should equally know the European trends in spatahning and traditions, as much as
they do the local / domestic planning. The “Urbariispecialty (urban / city planning)
was introduced to the National Classification ot@uations in Bulgaria. However, as V.
Troeva noted, the specialty is not quite positivetgepted among architects (the Union
of Architects in Bulgaria) and even by the MinistifyRegional Development and Public
Works (V. Troeva, personal communication, March1%0 The introduction of that
specialty led to further controversy about whethéully covers spatial planning, given
that the word "planners” in Bulgaria is hardly ewesed and therefore - not well
understood, as opposed to titles such as “architectengineer”. This is one of the
reasons why that specialty (Bachelor's and subsetyue Master’s degree) was changed
to "Urbanism" and the experts - "urbanists" (ibhiddnd despite the fact that urban
planning has particularly strong roots in the caestin transition, and training is carried
out in Architecture universities or within that ragj(Architecture), in a neighboring
country such as Serbia, the major “Spatial plarinimgs been taught in the Faculty of
Geography at the University of Belgrade since 1@&ténilov and Hirt, 2009).
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Another key point in teaching planning is the lauing of a Bachelor's program in

Regional Development and Policy at the Faculty @bldgy and Geography - Sofia
University (SU), in 2005. The curriculum has beeodeled based on similar majors in
countries such as Germany, the Netherlands andkh&he program was introduced as
a response to the political turn to the EU disceurns regionalization of spatial planning.
Emphasis is placed on the political, geographical social dimensions of the planning
and the territory. According to the qualificatiomaracteristics of the specialty, the
students acquire skills in regional development polity, and in particular - in the field

of programming, implementation and monitoring ofand, strategies, regional
development programs and other areas.

The curriculums at SU and the UACEG try to provideowledge of European
magnitude. GIS training was introduced in bothutiio GIS at SU was introduced much
earlier (in the “Geography” major), and has reachedain success in the training of

experts.

6.3.1.5. Discursive dimension

The whole discourse on spatial planning in thegmeession period (till 2006 including),
acquired a European dimension in trying to showwecan adapt to the requirements of
the EU and the forthcoming membership of Bulga@oncepts such as regional
sustainable development, spatial cohesion, competgss and strategic planning, are
used in high level documents and in the overalldapac discourse which tries to

demonstrate progress in the field of regional plagand development.

The prioritization of certain projects, howeverpgls that spatial planning in Bulgaria
still revolves around two main central locationthe Bulgarian Black Sea coast and the
territory of Sofia (Yanchev, 2012). This is follodidy discourses on privatization of
public spaces in the large Bulgarian cities — adrehat follows the overall development

of post-socialist cities in Eastern and Centraldpet
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6.3.2. Spatial planning in conditions of EU membetsp, 2007-2013
6.3.2.1. Socio-political dimension

The EU membership as of January 1st, 2007 was aimasediately accompanied by the
start of the European financial and economic crisie socialist government at the same
time did not recognize at all the signs of an upiogncrisis, even long after the first
strong reminders such as the bankruptcy of LehnrathBrs in September 2008. Indeed,
some political figures spread the belief that thaégBrian economy was immuned to the
turmoil in the global financial markets. The crisias felt in Eastern Europe long after
2009 (Yanchev, 2012:53). The crisis and the gover@anandate of the new center-right
conservative party (the Borisov Cabinet) set atesfiiaof maximum benefiting from the
EU funds and the EU funding. Nevertheless, Bulgageame the poorest country in the

Community.

6.3.2.2. Spatial model

A new Regional Development Act and its implementatregulations was adopted,
which aim was to introduce changes to the macramoon social and political
environment, as well as achieving the objectives stfuctural adjustment and
development of the various territorial units in tentext of the EU cohesion policy. As
far as economic development indicators are conderBalgaria is among the poorest
countries in the Union. The infrastructure and sport projects, energy projects (those
for renewable energy) - projects subsidized andiramg sustainability — did not reduce
appreciably the regional disparities. The unempleynrate rose significantly following
2008 (Yanchev, 2012).

The lack of approaches and of linkage between tiadysis of the current situation and
the project solutions, combined with the lack ofreat information, professional and
administrative capacity, together with outdated nmgr eventually leads to making
inappropriate decisions in the field of spatialnpieng. An example of such a solution is
the practice of increasing the cities’ area withauteal and logical need in times of
demographic crisis and shrinking cities trend (Rbdjnd Chakarova, 2016).
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6.3.2.3. Technical dimension

With the EU membership, the urban and spatial dgméent was again in the focus
under pressure from - and in line with - the EUiges and priorities. This agenda led to
the campaign mode of commissioning the elaboratiba number of structural and
strategic plans, including a new category of insteats called Integrated Plans for Urban
Regeneration and Development (Redjeb and Chakar20a6). However, at the
beginning of that period, no changes in the inkttend of underestimating the process
of spatial planning as a whole, were observed, whed to some difficulties with the EU
funds absorbing. The multiple changes of the Sp&l@nning Act and the RDA were
treated separately, and the variety of plans (dgveént plans, forest management plans,
protected areas plans, conservation and managevhenttural heritage, development
and sectorial plans, etc.) for spatial governamdgch overlap to a certain extent — in
terms of information - suggests the need for protbreforms. The SPA is an extremely
"heavy" document since it integrates spatial plagniconstruction and the investment
process. At the local level the situation is eveorencomplex. The municipalities are
those actors which experience the most problents tivé absorption of funds and it is in
their case where the acknowledgment of the neegléors is the greatest, while in the
same time the public is generally unaware of wiaatlheen promised in these documents
(Dimitrov, 2011).

The period from 2007 to 2013 coincided with thepeestive programming period of the
EU and therefore exhibited certain implementationsegional development. In Bulgaria
this was accompanied by adoption of the third ne®ARand (re)organization of the
structure of the Operational Programs for the ndawvnmping period (1). An important
moment in the development of the system of spailahning instruments was the
introduction of changes related to the implemeatetiof the system of instruments,
which system had been characterized by its statiocdiion for over ten years
approximately — since the adoption of the SPA. Tihiplementation is related to the
development and the adoption of a key instrumenhatnational level — the National
Spatial Development Concept (2012) (2) and theodhiction of integrated urban
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planning, through the development of Integratedn®léor Urban Regeneration and
Development (3).

(1) The Operational Programs and the new RDA

The reforms in the system of regional planning mestly related to the utilization of
financial resources from the EU structural fundscéyding to the proposed (by the
European Commission, in the early 2004) finanaiaimfework for Bulgaria, funds that
are intended to be allocated and utilized by Budgéor the 2007-2013 period totaled
approximately € 11 billion from 7 Operational Pragrs (OPs) : OP “Transport”, OP
“‘Regional Development’, OP “Environment”, OP “Admstrative Capacity”’, OP

“Human Resource Development”, OP “Competitivendshe® Bulgarian Economy”, OP
“Technical Assistance”, and the Operational ProgfanRural Development through the
European Agricultural Fund for the development wfal regions (Galabinova, 2012).
Operational Programs "Transport" and "Environmeas'well as a certain set of priority
projects within OP "Regional Development”, receilegher total budget compared to

other Operational Programs.

In parallel, a new legislative reform in regionavélopment was carried out in 2008 with
the adoption of the new (third) RDA, currently ioréde. The new RDA is based on the
need to change the national legislative framewaorkhe field of regional policy and

regional development, making it consistent with tiwens of Bulgaria's full membership
in the EU. Some important directions of the reglatevelopment policy at the European
level have been taken into account, which areedlad the implementation of the Lisbon
Strategy, the EU sustainable development policythaduropean territorial cooperation.
According to this new version of the RDA, the systef instruments for strategic

planning and programming covers: the National Degwelent Plan, the National

Strategic Reference Framework, the Operational@mog co-financed by the EU funds,
the National Strategy for Regional Development,iBeg Development Plans, Regional
Development Strategies and Municipal Developmean$|

Among the major infrastructure priorities are thenstruction of four highways, the

subway system in the capital city, major railwayricors to Turkey and Romania, a
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second bridge over the Danube River. In the fiesirg, abuse of power and fraud with
concerning the absorption of EU funds were observeae problems were mainly due to
the unclear management of the "European money'chwitasulted in freezing of part of
the funds by the EU and led to administrative nefrof the EU funds management,
together with audit and control of all expenditusesd practices associated with these
funds. This has helped strengthen the partnership the cooperation between the
national institutions at the different levels oe ttne hand, and the EU authorities, on the
other. The main emphasis of the priority projectaswon transport. Transport
infrastructure is still seen as the factor thatl wiWentually drag Bulgaria out of the
economic and financial crisis and will foster growin the different regions. This
decision was a continuation of a line of thought @nvision from back in the 1970s-
1980s, according to which Bulgaria was seen a®ssovad on the Balkans and a bridge
between the continents. The country was laggingnbetvith the development of the
road infrastructure - projects for motorways, roadd railways, had stayed unfinished in

appalling condition (Yanchev, 2012: 54).

During the first three years of the period of falU membership, the system of spatial
planning instruments remained without reforms andoeding to a statement of the
chairman of the Regional Commission at the Natigksdembly, as of 2013 over 220
municipalities had no current active General Sp&tian (Yordanova, 2013).

(2) The National Spatial Development Concept (2012)

In March 2012 the National Assembly of Bulgaria mitited another draft amendment
and supplement to the SPPA According to the proposal made by the Council of
Ministers, the National Complex Spatial Scheme urtde SPA was to be replaced with
the National Spatial Development Concept, whileapgpearance, contents, method of
procurement and design are to be defined underdheRDA. The aim is to complement
the National Regional Development Strategy witlteaelopment scheme, so that there is

concord between strategic documents not only ah#tenal level but at the district and

% Transcript; Ne 202-01-10, submitted by the Council of Ministers Bebruary, 2012. Availablaere
{consulted on 20/11/2016}
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at the municipal level as well, while in parallsgcond level schemes are provided — for
the six planning regions, as well as spatial dgualent concepts at the district level and
such at the municipal level (regulated additionaily2012 following the amendments to
the RDA). In parallel to that, the mandatory consiuring (by the municipalities) of
elaboration of General Spatial Plans by 2016, haded into a major requirement
regulated by a new amendment to the SPA (despke fithancial deficit of the
municipalities and of the MRDPW for commissioninf) gpatial plans). This activity
began with a temporary interference of a new niyist the Ministry of Investment
Planning, which however was dismantled after a,yegether with the resignation of the
then cabinet (the Oresharski Cabinet, 2013-2014)ilewthe General Spatial Plans
"campaign” was preceded by that of General DevetopnPlans elaboration for the
2014-2020 period.

The amendments to the SPA were launched as a ofsliticussion and analysis that had
taken place a year earlier, when a tender for ediom of a National Spatial
Development Concept within six months was announttezl financing of which was to
be carried out under Priority Axis 5: "Technicalsiatance" of OP “Regional
development”. The document was commissioned by aistry of Regional
Development and Public Works, while the contrackas the National Center for
Regional Development (NCRD) with a team lead byf.Pbw. Vesselina Troeva. In its
basic characteristics, the NSDC is a medium-terateggic document for the 2013-2025
period, which provides guidelines for the developtmethe governance and the
conservation of the national territory and the iterial waters, aiming to create
conditions for spatial orientation and coordinatafrthe sectorial policies. In their nature,
the Concept and the National Regional Developmeérattedyy for the 2012-2022 period
are essential documents and instruments for inesgjpalanning and sustainable spatial,

economic and social development.

The document was adopted by the Council of Minssédrthe end of 2012 and came into
force by January 2013, although, as V. Troeva dtdhe issue of the institutionalization
and the continuous maintenance of this documentdrawpede its further development

and its amending, given the impossibility for thecdment to be completed within the
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provided deadline (personal communication, Mar€i,53). The lack of theoretical clarity
among the team of specialists and the time perwdcdmpletion of the order had a
significant impact on the quality of the Nationabr@ept as a spatial instrument.
However, a number of urban planners recognize ttetdevelopment of the Concept
within 6 months can be assessed positively, "veofgssionally, considering the time
and resources that we had", even if the Concepminig regarded as a "product”, a
“conditional means” of activating the financial ile (OP “Regions in Growth”, 2014-
2020) and channeling the EU funds for sustainabtem development (the Plans For

Urban Regeneration and Development).

The elaboration and the adoption of the NSDC aes s an important reform, but not
substantial enough, considering the gaps and imtensies in the legislation.

(3) Integrated urban planning

In the 2010-2011 period the MRDPW undertook theouhiction of a new planning

instrument, which aimed at incorporating varioust@es into the the urban development
of 36 agglomerations of settlements in Bulgarigptactice, this idea was implemented in
creating the so-called Integrated Plans for UrbaggeReration and Development
(IPURDSs). The integrated spatial planning was tadbee at the municipal level and to
continue not only during the remaining two yearshaf 2007-2013 period, but in the next
period of EU budgeting (2014-2020) as well. IntégdaPlans follow the discourse of
European documents such as the Leipzig Charter7§28@d the Declaration of Toledo
(2010), where it is indicated that an integrateprapch to urban development is going to

be a mandatory requirement for obtaining suppornfthe EU financial instruments.

The policy of integrated territorial investment farlated by the IPURDs is the main
policy embedded in the Bulgarian planning systes.“landing”, however, as a "good
European practice” is not the softest and painles® (A. Burov, personal

communication, July, 2016).

The IPURD project is aimed at sustainable and &éinfasovercoming of the high

concentration of economic and social problems, eltas environmental problems, in 36
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cities, centers of agglomeration areas, which wemanced within OP “Regional
Development” 2007-2013. According to the RDA (2008k Integrated Plan for Urban
Development is a plan for economic and social dgmekent or reconstruction of a
settlement — a town or a part of it, elaboratedthfa implementation of OP “Regional
Development ", as well as other operational andeptdfinancing programs. The 36
urban settlements fall within the first three hreracal levels of the classification of
urban settlements, developed within the NSDC (E1).

Table 16: Classification of the urban centers intdive hierarchical levels

The capital city of Sofia a center of Europe
Level 1 o . .

significance for the national territory

Large cities centers of national significance
Level 2 . )

the territory of the regions

Mediumsized towns of regional significance
Level 3 , L

the territory of the districts

Small towns of micraegional significance f
Level 4 _ L

the territory of a group of municipalities

Very small towns and villages acting as cet
Level 5 S

of municipalities

Source: NSDC 2013-2025
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Figure 20: Large and medium-sized urban settlementscluded in the project for
elaboration of 36 Integrated Plans for Urban Regemation and Development

Silistra

Source: Tasheva-Petrova, M. (2012)

According to some scientists, the methodologicadglines designed for the preparation
of the Integrated Plans are not sufficiently cleé@me critics fear that the lack of clarity
on how the Integrated Plans should be elaborated @bses a risk of developing the
same standard plans, some of which will have theeamnce of a written strategy, and
others — of an analysis of the current situatiomother significant problem has also been
pointed out - the question about the lack of rexyugnts for certification under which
those plans are to be elaborated by companies avittertain professional profile
(Dimitrov, 2010; Yanchev, 2012).

With the finalization of the NSDC, the initial pegt for the development of the IPURDs
was completed. This includes the addition of trersall towns across the country (Level
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4) which are regarded as a key to the developmepempheral, rural and border areas,
and therefore, should be funded in the new progragmeriod of OP “Regions in
Growth” (2014- 2020). Thus the total number of urlsttlements to be provided with
IPURDs increased to 67.

Figure 21: Urban settlements eligible for support nder OP "Regions in Growth"
2014-2020 (a total of 67)
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An important condition for elaborating the IPURDBsthe existence of a spatial plan,
which the IPURD could be based on. Complementimgrthmber of urban settlements
with those of Level 4, however, makes the impleragom of their Integrated Plans
virtually impossible, since almost none of thoserte have a spatial development plan or
a current one, which is why the linkage betweenviddal planning documents is
impossible or dysfunctional (Burov, 2015). None#issl the MRDPW published new

Methodological guidelines for the elaboration olURDs for towns of Level 4, that
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enable the elaboration of an IPURD based on anyada strategic document (not just
spatial plans), or based on the national, regiamal municipal sectorial strategies and
programs.

In mid-2013 the first IPURD — that of Sofia - wasnpleted, under the leadership of
Prof. Dr Vesselina Troeva.
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Spatial L evels of

Figure 22: Spatial Planning Instruments in Bulgaria,2007-2013
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6.3.2.4. Cognitive dimension

No significant changes in the educational systerthenfield of spatial planning have
been observed. Tendentious initiating of variousdgate programs in Regional
Development and Project Management has begun inotder and elite public
universities of Bulgaria (UACEG, the University dfational and World Economy,
Sofia University, Veliko Tarnovo University, the iSktov Economic Academy, etc.),
the main goal of which is the training of specialiwith knowledge mainly in the field
of regional planning and development. Some of tlegqams (such as the one at Sofia
University — “Regional Development and Managementinmunicate quite well with
organizations and centers such as the NCRD and\#i®mnal Association of the

Municipalities in Bulgaria.

On the other hand, urban planners and all thoséegsimnals with Bachelor's and
Master's degree in "Urbanism" from the UACEG, hawvet accumulated enough
knowledge so as to create their own professiondy lamd thus strengthen their position
in the process of spatial planning, while the pssien remains insufficiently

institutionalized and incorporated into the leganiework of the country (Yanchev,

2012; V. Troeva, personal communication, March,3301

An important contribution to the learning process the 2007-2013 period are the
European Territorial Cooperation programs, in patér INTERREG (INTERREG V)
— a EU initiative aimed at stimulating the economid social cohesion in any part of
the EU, by promoting balanced development througisszborder (INTERREG IVA),
transnational (INTERREG IVB) and interregional (IERREG IVC) cooperation.
INTERREG is part of the so-called "soft" approactieplanning measures at the
European level that encourages collaboration amdanking at the expense of “hard”
regulatory policies. The main objective of the padg in this framework is "learning by
doing”, through working with people from differeatitural contexts and professional
backgrounds. However, the effect upon the Eurozeséion of the planning systems can
hardly be measured objectively beyond the stasisticnumber of projects approved
and budgets absorbed (Yanchev, 2012; P. Yanchespome communication, August
2016).

In Bulgaria, a total of five programs were fundedhim INTERREG IVA for that

period: two internal (within the EU) - Bulgaria-Rama and Bulgaria-Greece, and three
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external - Bulgaria-Macedonia, Bulgaria—Serbia Batharia-Turkey. INTERREG VB
funded 13 transnational programs for cooperationlg&ia is also part of the SEE
Program. Another project for cooperation is the W@ Strategy, which covers five
countries. INTERREG IVC finances the interrelatiofn different countries from
different EU regions, as well as three network paags - URBACT II, INTERACT I
and ESPON.

6.3.2.5. Discursive dimension

The accumulation of experience at the end of th®geas well as the implementation
of the European spatial cooperation programs imonad planning, has updated the
discourse on the application of new approachestunmg in Bulgaria. Yanchev (2012)

and N. Redjeb (personal communication, July, 20dgue that a slight change in
professional generations and a change of the fo€ukis process can be detected,
thanks to the greater involvement of people whoehasquired their education abroad
and who later return to Bulgaria with their new Wwhedge and approaches to working
in that field. Regional planning is gaining a styen spatial dimension, so is the
multidisciplinary nature of the study and the geaerce of the territory. According to

the ESPON reports, as well as some of the firgtistuon spatial planning in Bulgaria
carried out abroad, the informal organizing of rets of young professionals in

various areas begins to regenerate the discourfieecapplication of best practices and

external expertise in the national context in ib&lfof spatial planning.
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CHAPTER 7: RECAPITULATION: DEVELOPMENT OF THE SYSTE M
OF SPATIAL PLANNING IN BULGARIA DURING THE PERIOD
BETWEEN 1989 AND 2013

Chapter 7 is the result of the idea to outline tfie form of a recapitulation) some
important findings concerning the development oé tpatial planning system in
Bulgaria during the three periods which were alyedidcussed within the timeframe of
this study. Furthermore, this recapitulation of ¢anges aims to define and accurately
summarize - within the outlined sub-frame of thelgt- the technical dimension of that
system, so that it can be analysed in depth - gakito account the central spot which
the technical dimension has in the system for apatanning - something which has
already been emphasized in this PhD thesis. Inllphta these synthesized results, a
review of the Bulgarian planning system done in twmain ESPON reports (2007a,
2007b) has also been added. One of the main reés@h®ose to do so has to do with
the percepting and understanding the Bulgariaresysif spatial planning from1989 on,
at the EU level (a vision against the backgroundhef European spatial practices and
systems), but also in order to reveal and disdussekposed information, the existing
gaps or the possible discrepancies with the asteddindings about the development
of the spatial planning system so far (based orexaenple of the implementation of the

European Spatial Development Perspective).

7.1. Socio-political dimension and spatial model

During the pre-accession period many attemptsabilste the economy, to harmonize
the Bulgarian legislation (or part of it) with that the EU, and to introduce European
standards in various economic sectors and actitz’e been made in the country. The
overall review of the political instability, confis and events up to 2013 , the dynamic
socioeconomic transformations - regardless of thiegration process and Bulgaria's
membership in the EU - show that the debate abwmait"transition” and the post-
socialist confusion is still relevant and yet dianoal in the interpretation of their effect
on the country. A part of the old approach to "hinwngs are done" has been reserved,
but with the integration of new priorities and diey@nent models financed through the

European structural funds and later "disciplinegithie European programs.
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Adaptation to EU values is a slow and gradual mecbkut still questioned in a country
of a political instability, a clear population ded trend (for both natural and
emigrational reasons), an uneven development of¢tigement network provoked by
the general population trend of the 1990s of miggato large urban centers and above
all —to the capital city, in search of economipoyunities and an increased dominance

of the private sector initiative.

The crisis of 2008 exacerbated the negative derpbgraand socioeconomic trends in
the country, the inequality between Sofia and #s of the municipalities, and affirmed
some of the NUTS 2 regions (the North-West and Nloeth Central region) as the
poorest regions in the EU by a number of socioeson@nd population indicators. In
parallel to all that, the mass concentration ofydafon in some of the regional centers
and the subsequent outflow of population from thagheral areas of the country, has
predetermined the development of the industry, tthasport and a number of non-
agricultural sectors since 1989 - traditionally retzéerized by spotted distribution
across the country - which makes the question efrédpeated reorganization of the

statistical units-regions a permanent issue (Aaveand Naydenov, 2016).

Spatial planning remained a prohibited activitydafter 1989. The liberal environment
of free markets, together with the private inittatiand the development of the banking
system, prevailed in the new model of territoriavgrnance. Spatial planning, which
initially had accumulated hatred among the memloérthe society because of "its
sentimental connection" to the centralized modgdlahning, became a "panacea for the
strategic structuring of public priorities and fumgl', following 2000 (Yanchev, 2012:
61). The emergence of regional planning in the g@gsf European integration did not
bring together experts on the issue that regiomahning should be treated in the
context of spatial development, but on the contrdie lack of knowledge, priorities
and clarity on spatial planning from 2007 on, hazaled the majority of the EU
fundings towards infrastructure projects, which evdrought (with the beginning of the

crisis) to be able to revitalize the stagnant econof the country.

After the fall of socialism urban planning was aoganied by the end of the state
control over the land, which gave rise to a sesieBansformations, covering both the
architectural and the spatial aspect of the citye Bulgarian urban settlement - like

many post-socialist cities — was becoming a majeancel linking the national

178



economy to the global system of cities. The citthes scene of transformations resulting
from the action of the triad “transition to demaxyafree trade; a new decentralized
governance system. In this line of analysis, ciiles Sofia began to suffer increasingly
from bad practices in urban management and becastaralard example of post-
socialist urban development with a legitimacy sisan aggressive application of
restitution laws without concern for public spacean intense process of
commercialization of the architectural structurerH2008), formation of marginalized

urban neighborhoods and slums (inhabited predortiindoy minorities) and other

negative processes and phenomena. However, thdalcapimained chosen as
representative of Southeast European cities the¢ mamained outside mainstream

scholarly work on post-socialist urban spatial ge(Hirt and Kovachev, 2009).

7.2. Technical dimension

The balance of changes in the technical dimensfoine system of spatial planning
from 1989 on, follow the proposed structure, namstppe, scale and locus of power,
planning practices, planning instruments and goumaca. A special emphasis has been

put on the balance of planning documents.

7.2.1. Scope

The Bulgarian system of spatial development is pmdrtthe so-called systems in
transition, part of the group of Eastern Europeamtries, which are highlighted for the
important role of an "effective" and "transparertbnducted" planning process (Burov,
2015).

By the end of the 1990s the scope of spatial ptapnemained without reforms. The
"space-planning crisis" which occurred with the idermf the centralized economic
planning practiced in the People’s Republic of Buig, led to a huge deficit of
planning documents at all territorial levels. Thdoption of the Environmental
Protection Act (1991) and the regulation of the B compliance with the EU
directives, introduced the bases of environmeritalpng and management. Following
the practical development of the EIA process indaub and according to the
experience and expertise in its implementatiotherrhember states, the Environmental

Protection Act (EPA) has been amended several timés EIA part, thus improving
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the rules and requirements of the EIA. The mostiB@ant in volume and nature was
the 1997 amendment, when specific criteria forysagr out a mandatory EIA and a

clear regulation of the competent authorities veste

The transformations imposed "from outside”, as dfece of the process of

Europeanization, arose with the adoption of thst fRDA (1999) and the introduced
environmental planning, which, however, did nongran impulse nor did it have any
direct influence on the system of spatial plannieggn more so when it comes to the
relationship between local authorities and landaan&his relationship underlies the
establishment of almost all bad development prastin conditions of land reforms and
"unleashed" private initiative. The slow responsejn other words - the inability to

respond - to the existing planning instrumentsnlat the local level) defines the entire

1990s period as a non-planning period.

A major milestone in the development of spatiainpiag was the introduction of the
Spatial Planning Act (2001) - an extremely compliecument, tenfold amended over
the years, which regulates the planning instrumemis land use from national to
individual land lots. Two parallel planning systeimsve been created, which fail to
coordinate with each other and operate independavithout explicitly mentioning
each other or sharing spatial planning responsésli The strong differentiation was
born after introducing the region as an importantitorial unit. The political decision
for that implementation, as it seems, took for tgdnthe EU regionalization policies
while trying to foster development and investmeMarichev, 2012). The EU
membership from January 1, 2007 failed to "disoigliand improve that process.
However, the EU managed to conditionalize the imygletation of the spatial planning
system, but without solving the old problems anthaut the conditionality which the
EU imposes on national systems for regional dewvetyg planning. Many soft
measures of the European spatial planning, suchhasEuropean programs for
cooperation and exchange, represent an opportinllying new networks of planning
professionals and to raise unaddressed issuesinflbence of European documents
such as the European Spatial Development Perspatitivnot have a significant effect
until 2010.
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7.2.2. The locus of power

The changes in the distribution of power and intéretorial levels of decision-making
and competence, is probably the first most sigarfictransformation of the overall
system of planning and policy making in Bulgariteathe fall of communism in 1989.
The emergence of a decentralization process anddiadblishment of local authorities
became a key step in the democratic transformatio@entral and Eastern Europe in
the 1990s.

Today Bulgaria is defined as a centralized unitaountry with a strong, but an
unitegrated local level, showing poor control pdinresulting from the national
government and planning system (PLUREL, 2010). Z68& municipalities represent
the basis of the administrative-territorial divisjovhere local governance is executed.
During the years of democratic development, mamctions and powers have been
decentralized from the government to the munidileslj albeit the obvious imbalance
between rights and responsibilities. The main moblthat has been gradually
increasing is the limited financial resource anel ithposed responsibilities, which two
are quite disparate. The delay of fiscal decetibn and a large part of the tasks set
out in its concept, have only remained "on pape&Hich seriously affects the ability to
provide spatial planning at the local level in md&wlgarian municipalities. Parallel to
this, the idea that the model of development comnto depend on decisions made at
the national level creates a notion that somettcadi from the communist era still have

not changed.

With the subsequent artificial and unfounded dividiof the municipalities into rural
and urban at the beginning of the EU programmingpds, approximately 30 % of the
settlements in Bulgaria remained as "white spotghaut any chance of developing
their infrastructure within any development programiore than half of the
municipalities (152) are small and without a mastéel center, which is the basis of
their inability to plan effectively their territoyyor - the least to say - limits their ability
to elaborate spatial planning documents. Most eéhmunicipalities are regarded as
"areas for targeted stimulation” which a priori sk for an internal inequality (G.

Chavdarova, personal communication, June, 2013).

For the purposes of the regional analysis and ptgnBulgaria has six NUTS 2 regions

(“rayons”), without any administrative competenciesgional councils or functions in
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regional planning, which regions are especiallytainle in terms of changes in their
social and economic indicators necessary for tbelmeation. For many years, the
NUTS 2 regions have been a part of the discoursdrawing a second level of local
governance along with the administrative-territotmits called districts (“oblast”),

introduced in 1999. The latter are responsiblarfgslementing the government's policy
at the regional level, without an elected distgovernment, but with competences to
supervise the legal decisions of local authoritied to participate in the preparation of

regional development documents.

7.2.3. Planning instruments (plans and programs)

The apparent distinction between the two systeti®-one for spatial planning and the
one for regional planning, together with the lack atear opportunities for their
integration throughout the whole period up till 201 despite the academic and the
planners’ appeal - is the main problem which tlenping instruments reflect - a result
of lack of synchronization between the legislatiorihe field of regional development
and that related to planning. This legislative miderstanding is one of the main
reasons for the strategic and planning documenit® tprepared without a clear spatial
concept and specification, which often makes theok Imore like a list of wishes,
rather than working instruments for planning andegaing the territory. On the other
hand, the lack of certain functional and structunaks between regional and urban
planning has turned the spatial plans into isoladleduments, which, according to
Dimitrov (2010), can additionally fragment the &kl space. The plans in most cases
are initiated and driven by specific investmenivgte) interests, often mismatched with
the defined national or local interests. A majoawvdoack of the system of plans and
strategies is the problem of cyclicity which sonfieghe documents have, as well as their
hierarchical subordination. The long provided bg DA National Complex Spatial
Scheme (until the adoption of the NSDC in 2012) #ral Regional Spatial Schemes
(with the exception of one scheme of a group of &nicipalities), which strategic
documents are supposed to state the national shtierestablishing relevant models of
spatial planning and land use, have not been prdpalespite the adoption of their
territorial equivalents in regional developmenteTrdeasons for this are, one hand - the
lack of a set cyclicity in the SDA documents (intle plans) and the lack of well-

defined functional and structural connection witte tplans, the strategies and the
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programs developed in accordance with the SDA (Dowj 2010) on the other -
something which could be overcome in the futurgumctional and legal binding. The
adoption of the NSDC, which came into force in 204@s the first step towards this
direction, in view of the NSDC'’s binding to docunte@t the national level such as the
National Regional Development Strategy. Howevee, ¢hiticism which the Concept
takes as a national planning document, prepardd limiited resources and for a very
short period of time (six months), is related te fact that its appearance is the result of
the an intention to define cities which are to dirthe financial "flows" (defined by the
new OP “Regions in Growth" 2014-2020), without ddesing the principles for spatial
development. As N. Redjeb summarizes it: "The NeticConcept in the form which it
was adopted, is morally and physically obsoleteotgefeven being adopted {...} its
elaboration is based on the ideas of the Unifiedti&8pDevelopment Plan (USDP) of
the 1970s {...} and the way of its elaboration sséd on the methodology and the
calculations used for the elaboration of the USDP.(N. Redjeb, personal
communication, July, 2016).

In 2010 the idea of introducing the Integrated Bldar Urban Regeneration and
Development was launched as a result of the grdmnse for the development of such
plans declared by the OP “Regional Developmentitjally for 36 municipalities-
beneficiaries, which - as Dimitrov (2011) puts itwere defined in an extremely
controversial manner as "centers of urban agglotoeist, and later — another 67 urban
settlements were added for the 2014-2020 progragupé@riod. The Integrated Plans
became one of the most criticized instruments i@ h@een introduced to the system of
planning instruments at the local level (see Diovitr2011) - their necessity and ability
for a realistic adaptation as an integrating elaniertween development and spatial
planning on the one hand, and the existing systelegally defined documents, on the
other. For such integration to occur, evaluatiothef expectations and the needs of the
stakeholders would be necessary, as well as creafi@an information platform for

collecting, integrating and analysing informatiordalata for the elaboration of plans.

The balance of the subsequent regulation of thboedtion of spatial concepts for
municipal development, and later - of regional ofesthe district level) - bubnly
after the amendments to the third version of the adofRE&d\, together with the
General Spatial Plans regulated by the SPA, onbwvshthe misunderstanding of the

essence of spatial planning and the place of ragjidevelopment in it. According to

183



Evrev (2015), the essence of the General SpataisHk that they are to be regarded as
a concept of spatial development. The delay ineladoration of spatial plans at the
expense of the elaboration of development plang/steotendency for the first ones to

become a consequence of the second ones.

The system of spatial planning instruments as ef ¢hd of 2013 remains with a
disheartening technical and informational provisidue to fragmented information and
without interoperability standards), which are fiffisiently compatible at the
methodological and at the procedural level. At ghbr planning level, the spatial
planning instruments are represented by schemesnahdlans. That means that
although the control on spatial planning and lasé regulations at lower levels is strict
and strong, it is not based on higher level pl&idJREL, 2010). The regional spatial
development schemes continue to be regulated witmy basis and these do not exist
for the time being, despite the ongoing developmeintnethodological guidelines,
which began three years after the changes in tiisld¢ion (the SPA and the RDA) in
2012. The prospects for all municipal plans to tsbined into a single document — for

development and for spatial planning - are stil far to be seen (see Evrev 2015).

Table 17: Coordinated planning of the developmentrad the construction at the
local level - two synchronized plans with optionsdr a single General Municipal
Spatial and Development Plan (Evrev in 2015)

Spatial Levels

. Regional development planning Spatial planning/ Territorial structure planning
of Planning
LAUI (264 al Development Plans +——
Municipadities) _ _

¢ '-_-__-i\:hmicip al Plan for Spatial Planning and Developm en_t--: ™

Source: Author

Achieving continuity between the preliminary stgiteand planning documents, and
their application, is also a major problem. Thisedmines one of the main problems
and dysfunctions that characterize the Bulgariatesy of plans, namely: the elaborated
documents (plans and programs) only justify a fdrnexessity, while their messages
and proposals do not result in a real activity. sThidicates a lack of consistency

between planning and development in practice. Tdisparity undermines the
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preliminary documents and is a prerequisite for #wual measures taken and

implemented projects to be challenged or eventlusie legitimacy.

"Little by little a structure of planning documenis being created — in a
completely schematic and “mechanical” mode. Atttésu of their creation,
methodologies, are also emerging. And as a resuin-immense writing of
documents is initiated, which feeds the consultanayket — full of incompetent
people ... And thus a generation of plans is preduthat are just no good "(S.

Motev, personal communication, July, 2016).

The practice of elaborating strategic planningrinmsents, it can be summed up, also
shows uncertainty in addressing crucial challengésch creates and affirms an array
of problems. Examples of this, in the regional depment, are the incomplete
municipal plans or the incomplete content of thenitipal development plans from the
first programming period (2007-2013). This incometess determines their difficult
execution as a series of concrete steps. Furtherntbere is a lack of compliance
between the previously outlined vision and the ridi goals and priorities on the one
hand, and the actual development in the past sgz@s, on the other. This perspective
reveals the inability to track the deviations fréime plans’ projections and their timely

overcoming.

Another problem identified during the 1989-2013iperhas to do with the elaboration

of General Plans. There is a certain presence,hwtiends out, of numerous partial
Detailed Plans for specific areas (usually agrigalt lands) that the future General
Plans must comply with. This violates the consisyeaf the “from the general to the

particular” principle, which in resort areas, areafs tourist potential and tourist

settlements in particular, leads to a general laickoresight for development and to

"planning” in the interest of private prioritieshd 24-year long absence of a national
spatial planning document and the lack of regiameds, has led to the deterioration of
the existing spatial plans and to the implementatb "bad practices" in updating or

adopting new ones, with no regard to the systemegfonal planning instruments,

without an integrated approach to the developmeintthe territories, with no

consideration of the national, respectively - theal resources and landscapes, etc.
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It has been observed that the teams who elabdrategies / plans consist of different
people and therefore the results of working on milagn documents are different. This is
easily seen when comparing two concepts / planssfatial development at the

municipal level. The same is observed in strategpans for regional development.

Development and planning have become more projpardthan the plans themselves,
considering that the development plans remain ntanglaThis results from the
conditionality that determines the co-financing d@agnfrom the European funds
through the priorities set out in the OperationabgPams. Planning of regional
development in Bulgaria can be assessed to be imiaal phase, without a fully
developed methodology, approved activities and ngokbethe elaboration of planning

documents.

The two generations of instruments for regionahplag which have been elaborated
and adopted - strategies, plans and programs -r cleerritorial levels and have
managed to justify a certain amount of public pet§e Many projects have been
successful in the largest or in some of the largig&ian municipalities, incl. at the
national level, where the quality of planning doents and the potential of the expert
groups are relatively higher (Yanchev, 2012). Hosvethe general opinion is that the
plans embedded in such projects have been convattetbrmal tools for absorption of
EU funds, not conceptually subordinate to the mipaities’ own features and
resources, despite the repeated appeal of Brukselplanning based on effective,

sustainable use of own resources" (S. Motev, patsmmmunication, July, 2016).

7.2.4. Current practices

The balance of the planning process following 1868 after the stage where planning
was considered a “dirty” word, shows that the éxgsplans of the communist regime
remained "in action" and were not updated, despigesnacted SPA of 2001. As for the
attempts for elaborating spatial planning documenisilike the process of regional
planning - in the period till 2013, the practiceosls a concentration of that process at
the local level - municipalities and settlementsthwsome exceptions such as the
regional spatial scheme of the city of Plovdiv @sdadjacent municipalities, as well as
the belated National Concept of the late 2012. Aslune 2013, a total of 117

municipalities had a General Spatial Plan, althoagmunicipalities where such a plan
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is missing or has not been updated, the local atig®continue to perform fragmented
planning and to elaborate Detailed Plans which gaahe regime of the territory in
order to issue building permits. In some small @diam-sized municipalities where a
General Spatial Plan was elaborated during thabgethe practice shows significant
gaps in the implementation process or inabilityhe municipality (incl. the municipal

administration) to administer the decisions pransd by the plan.

Yanchev (2012) concludes that regional developrpéarining and development plans
have already gained "momentum" and are able torertke implementation of public
projects, thus making the spatial plans out-dated almost worthless documents
(where available at all) which haven't brought amonceptual changes for more than
three decades now. The practices of regional planare the ones which are able to
give priority to more projects, although the fitsidget period (2007-2013) was not
completely utilized due to the insufficient numbmrsuch projects. Key issues have
been shaped out (initially), such as the lack aditions in regional planning, the lack of
administrative capacity, complexity and bureaucracthe approval process and in the
funding of regional development projects, etc. Tnactices also show that with the
"market supply" of consulting companies that emergéth the preparation of the first
generation of development plans, regional developirhas been superficial and with
almost no outcome, which complements the P. Stoyarmuiticism of the failure of the
plans’ comparability, especially at the municigaldl (personal communication, March,
2015).

Urban design as a means of creating quality urlpaces has been disappearing. The
general practices in the process of regional cadjer and collaboration have given

positive results, but without much opportunity ssess their effectiveness, especially in
cross-border Bulgarian territories (municipalitieglich are most severely affected by

the negative demographic and socioeconomic trentteeicountry.

7.2.5. Territorial governance

Investments

Private investments in spatial planning in Bulgaaa regulated by the Spatial Planning
Act and its provisions. Public investments (muratipnd state) are supported by the

EU funds, processed largely by the state througthddvelopment programs. Despite the
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increased share of public investment, public reglicend spatial planning does not
exist. The few exceptions are the “Sofproekt” mipatcompany at Sofia Municipality
and the National Center for Regional DevelopmerihatMRDPW. The first company
mentioned above is directly related to working be General Spatial Plan of Sofia,
while the second one works on numerous draft pt®jand strategies for planning and
development at the national, regional and locatlledespite its participation in public
procurement as a company with an independent buttyéact, spatial planning has
suddenly become entirely private and the two meetiopublic planning enterprises are
the only ones saved from dismantling. All othempiimg is done by smaller companies

often with no sufficient expert potential (Yanch@@12: 65).

Private investments - represented by building pesrmiare until now regulated by the
municipal authorities. Private investment is to reag extent related to fragmented
planning practices and to dealing with DetailednBlautside urban areas, especially in
cases where no General Spatial Plan exists (tf®mtion and approval procedure of
which is long and institutionally dependent), whélne change in the designation of
farmland or forest areas is easier. In places whpatial plans do not exist, property
owners also have the right to update the plans whigir own proposals. The
amendments to the Spatial Planning Act of 2012 m¥emingly hamper private
investors with constraints to elaborate DetaileahB] while the actual idea is to put an
end of the indiscriminate construction works by @qtvhen each municipality must
have a plan). Construction works in protected aseasprohibited. However, a number
of bad practices and management of interests ageciased with the issuance of
building permits to investors in non-compliancehaibe resolutions of the EIA, while
in some cases no EIA has been carried out atraltegional and local projects for
regional development, private investments are paglst, or rather - not allowed. In
those cases investments are distributed among tinécipal and the state budget on the

one hand, and the structural, cohesion or regideatlopment funds, on the other.

Public-private partnership is still not quite clgaregulated an issue in Bulgaria and is
generally rare. The Public-Private Partnership i8obne of the legislative documents
which have been long discussed, given the fact rinadt activities are governed by
other legal acts such as the Concessions Act anBublic Procurement Act. This type

of partnerships has always raised doubts abouupton, despite their potential in
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large infrastructural projects. The Public-Priv&artnership Act was passed in 2012

and repealed a year later.
Actors

The guiding principles of spatial planning policye adetermined by the Council of
Ministers, while the MRDPW is an important actorthe process of organizing the
priorities of spatial and regional planning in Bailig.. The MRDPW is a key ministry in
the collaboration with the National Expert Courmil Spatial Planning. The MRDPW
helps in the orientation and structuring of theeglives and their implementation, in
parallel with its ability to communicate at differte territorial levels, with the
Operational Programs and the EU. At second plake, rmunicipalities and the
municipal councils come, which set the prioritiesl anake decisions about the spatial
planning of their territory. Their participation jmrticularly important, despite the fact
that the municipalities often work with subcont@stwhich can be private planners or

consultants and / or NGOs.

The public environment is a crucial factor in thdigy formation and understanding,
while the attitude towards the public environmegaia has become an important factor.
The importance of civil society in discussions andthe exercising control over
transparency and openness of local authorities’kwam the plans, programs and
strategies for municipal planning and developmanstill negligible, while the public

opinion is not sufficiently appreciated.

Other participants in the planning process are eumesl by credit institutions

(participation in public policy for regional andban development), the regional and
district development councils - regulated by theARR@lthough their resources and
functions are limited in spatial planning and os&rve as advisory bodies with no real

decision-making power.

7.3. Cognitive dimension

The changes in understanding spatial planning badetiucating of "new" experts in
that field began in the early 2000s with the introiibn of university majors such as
“Urbanism” (2002). These new university (Bachelaisd Master's degree) programs -

initially in Sofia and later in other regional cerg - aim to fill the gap of specialists and
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competent personnel in the new scenario, where pldwening process and strategic
planning are of growing importance in the count@pnfrontation between architects
and urban planners within the scope of competendes&perience in the field of spatial

planning is yet to be overcome.

In parallel, certain priority spatial studies whiokveal the spatial dynamics and the
changes in the demographic, economic, cultural eocdlogical landscape, remain
insufficient and unfunded. The loss of resourcesnuatively rises, while its
consequences occur with different intensity and W prolonged in time (Dimov,
2009). Planning and governance of the territory arecomplex and spatially
deterministic process requiring quality and dethilenformation with a clear
geographical orientation demanding an interdiscigly research dialogue. However,
planning practices remain tendentiously dividedween the different groups of
professionals - architects and urban planners @ dhe hand, and geographers,

economists, environmentalists, etc., on the other.

The profession and the activities of a "planne® &ery poorly recognized by the
authorities and the society compared to Westerofgan countries. At the end of the
discussed period, a tendentious hiring of Bulgarspecialists with education and
experience acquired abroad was observed. The oagnitfluence in the system of
spatial planning also comes from some Europeartcaeat cooperation programs
(INTERREG) and international projects contributite the process of training and
exchange of best practices and knowledge. The lesstatd networks of scientists and
experts are still in an initial stage of that pegebut show the possibilities for lengthy

relations and cooperation.

7. 4. Discursive dimension

The main discourse that marks the period followl®89 is the transition from non-
planning (where, as already mentioned, planning &gl to communism) to spatial
planning and the search for new approaches anduinehts for its realization.
However, the experience has shown too often tteatrmhg is done without a thorough
analysis, while the results of the analysis "aneisidd" so as to achieve certain spatial
goals (almost all General Spatial Plans predictopufation growth, which aims to

"justify” the proposals for expansion of new urlzu areas, while the actual
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demographic trends almost throughout the entirentpushow a drastic population
decline (Dimitrov, 2014). Changes in the ownersgdigtus and the market liberalization

are yet another challenge in the period of tramsittom non-planning to planning.

The discourse of sustainability of planning andelepment emerged in Bulgaria as
early as the 1990s, and subsequently — the dissmfrstrategic planning, regional
development, cohesion, etc. All these discoursesrged and gained ground thanks to
the Eurointegration process, the conditionalitytluf European financing, and later —
due to some reference documents such as the EuwarofSeatial Development
Perspective, CEMAT, platforms such as ESPON, cbosder projects and cooperation,
etc. The fundamental principles of the system alated to comprehensiveness and an
integrated approach, which find concrete expres#iwaugh institutionalization and

actions towards reinforcement of the capacity.

An important challenge for spatial planning is thefficiency of public participation,
reduced largely to passive public hearings in whichmechanism for reflecting the
public opinion, desires and recommendations tditied documents exists. The debate
about the lack of "publicity" of the planning docents and the low level of
involvement of stakeholders in the elaborationumftsdocuments are both a cause and a
result of the lack of experience and traditionsthe country for implementing the
principles of transparency and partnership, as althe lack of good practices of all
spatial information being available to anyone, anthe same time — comprehensible
for non-specialists as well (Dimitrov, 2014; Redpeid Chakarova, 2016). The question
of how much the planners and specialists in thlaklfiincluding administrations, have
knowledge of the process of spatial planning atiouwsr levels and in multi-level
management conditions, remains disputable. Patalltis, there is still a technocratic
regarding of plan designers by the general pubiid @& is necessary to improve the
communication between the various stakeholderdwedoin this process.
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7. 5. The Bulgarian spatial planning system accordg to the ESPON

The launch of the ESPON is among the most impodatdomes of the adoption of the
European Spatial Development Perspective (1999)chwban be considered as the
largest ongoing spatial planning exercise at thel&dl. In the 1990s the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe were not sufficientliegrated into the research on
European spatial planning, unlike during the 200B8en the ESPON and the Territorial
Agenda provided a significant "policy window" fgpatial planning in an enlarged EU
territory. In the new member states the ESPON takesaccount the dimensions of the

territorial impact of the EU enlargement procesalé@st, 2011).

The Bulgarian planning system appeared in studigs mojects of the ESPON even
before the country’s accession to the EU. Later Bldgarian spatial planning was
presented in two of the largest ESPON reports, hani¢ the Final Report of the
ESPON project 2.3.2 (2007a): Governance of Terat@nd Urban Policies from EU to
Local Level and 2) the Final Report of the ESPONjgut 2.3.1 (2007b): Application
and Effects of the ESDP in the Member States. Scomelusions about the planning
system were also taken into account by the finadnteof the Transnational Networking
Activities conducted within the framework of the BESN 2013 Program, partly

financed by the European Regional Development Fund.

Particularly important in the review of the ESPONojpct 2.3.1 (2007b) is the
assessment of the impact of the ESDP, its impleatientand impact in the context of
Europeanization of spatial planning, which will tagcen into account in the subsequent

analysis of the spatial planning instruments ingauk.

7.5.1. The ESPON project 2.3.2 (2007a)

The Bulgarian system of spatial planning is presem the framework of the European
groups of spatial planning systems in the ESPON22&port, which gives an updated
and a comprehensive overview of the four typespatial planning systems developed
and published in 1997 in the Compendium of Sp#&tiahning Systems and Policies in
Europe. Bulgaria is included in the study and i&ping system is compared within the
European framework. The spatial planning of Bulgas classified within the ideal

model of the "comprehensive integrated approaghé tf planning (Fig.23), where:
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"Spatial planning is conducted through a very systéc and formal hierarchy
of plans from national to local level, which coardie public sector activity
across different sectors but focus more specifioal spatial coordination than
economic development [...] this tradition is neeesyg associated with mature
systems. It requires responsive and sophisticateesinpg institutions and
mechanisms and considerable political commitment.] [Public sector

investments in bringing about the realization o filanning framework is also
the norm "(EC 1997, pp. 36-37)

Figure 23: Movement within the EU 15 between the $ltes of spatial planning and
characterization of new member states + 2 + 2
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The ESPON underlines the importance of this typplafhning systems, characterizing
their basic elements, namely: the hierarchicalesysof institutions and plans, where
special attention to the vertical (multi-level) ankorizontal (cross-sectorial)
coordination is paid. Duhr, et al. (2010) also Kigtt the wide range of this type of
planning, in which the main task is to provide hortal (across sectors), vertical
(between levels) and geographical (across bordeesgyration of the spatial impacts of
the sectorial policies. This is only possible wittulti-level arrangement of plans that

are intended to coordinate spatial development.

At the sub-national level the analysis of the ollestyle of planning and the

competencies by levels, shows a high positive assast of Bulgaria as one of the
countries with strong competencies at the local amdrage competencies at the
regional and at the national level. However, i fharticular case, the high score within
the comprehensive integrated approach is fictifidug to the rather unique situation in
which everything exists in theory, but that in igadll plans are already very outdated.

Bulgaria's theory and practice could not be furtherapart (ESPON, 2007a: 129).

In many cases in which a country is classified uritie comprehensive integrated
approach it is still lacking vertical or horizontadordination, as in the case of Bulgaria.
The country is classified in D category, where ¢hisrbothweak vertical and horizontal
coordination at which one can doubt if the country should halifjed under a
comprehensive system in the first place (ESPON720033) (Fig 24B).

The report confirms that the greatest difficultiesthe Bulgarian system of spatial
planning are related to the fulfillment of the reqments for EU accession. This in turn
necessitates strengthening and development oheeWwark for the conducted policy, as
well as programming and management of the publmimidtration capacity and the
judicial system, so that Bulgaria may be able twomuce and apply the European
legislation (ESPON, 2007a). The ESPON emphasizesdle of the EU membership,
the integration and the European funding, as faatdrich favor the development of the
participation process and the functioning of paxshgs. The relatively recent
introduction of two basic acts in the field of ptamg — the RDA (1999; 2004) and the
SPA (2001) is also reflected in the report, as asltheir potential which has not been

adequately studied / tested yet. The relativelynaigtic projection of the development
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of the spatial planning approach is based on tHaigad will in the first years of

implementation of regional planning.

The lack of indicators on the use of the Open MetbbCoordination is also taken into
account in the report, the main reasons for whichhe lack of awareness of that

method.
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Figure 24: A.

The presence of the comprehensive integrated apprdabased on the scores on each level of the comprekee integrated

approach; B. Level of development of the comprehesive integrated approach in spatial planning
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In full accordance with reality, the report expkithe key spatial problems in the
country, including regional disparities (the “canmperiphery” example), regional
isolation, problems of remote and inaccessiblesaret®. — a result of the economic and
political crisis which Bulgaria passes through aftee fall of the communist regime.
The territorial structure and the spatial planniegnpetences are characterized in detalil
(within the analysis) and completely adequatelywal as the need for "availability of
coordination, both vertical and horizontal, in thesign of the planning tools" (ESPON
2007a: 36).

Table 18: Multi-level structure in Bulgaria according to the ESPON 2.3.2 report
(2007)

Category Performance

Model of State

Centralised Unitary

Typology of regionalisation
Constitutional reconnaissance of
 Regional and/or local levels

' Administrative regionalisation

Regional and local

Allocation of Spatial Planning powers

Weak local

Weak sub-regional / supra-local

Weak regional

' Strong national

New Spatial Planning powers 'No
National territorial chambers No
Regular multi-level governmental No
meetings

Dependence of local governments on  Dependent
central governmant .
Constitutional regions No

Devolution to 1% ter
authorities

local | Expecting or in process to devolution

Source: Final Report of the ESPON 2.3.2 project (2¥)
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Table 19: Multi-level relationship

Category Performance
Forms of cooperation between | Cooperation only for making a plan
agencies, departments and | or some plans
authorities
Approaches for vertical cooperation | Positive attitudes
and coordination Progress towards wvertical co-

operation and partnerships

Integrated Spatial Planning Both weak vertical and horizontal

coordination

Source: Final report of the ESPON 2.3.2 project (207)

The report discusses (as a specific case) theajaweint and the implementation of the
General Spatial Plan (GSP) of the city of Sofiayedeped from 1999 onwards. The
plan is given as an example of representative plgnpractice in Bulgaria, based upon
"the involvement of a number of partners in thebetation of plans”. In fact, in line
with the opinion of Yanchev (2012), the plan wasnpteted in 2009 after numerous
procedural difficulties, which gives an idea of htamg it may take to develop a plan
for land use based on outdated practices. Therdaarets about how much the GSP of
Sofig’ is actually followed and to what extent it givesfact the direction of the city’s
development.

7.5.2. The ESPON project 2.3.1 (2007b)

Bulgaria is a passive participant in the "draftprgcess" of elaborating the European
Spatial Development Perspective. However, cleaksaf the ESDP influence are to be
found in countries where the national policies &matial planning were reformed
shortly after the ESDP was published. It is belieteat this is a strong - although
indirect - influence of the ESDP which is linkedredorms in the institutional structure
of the spatial planning system or the introductmina new legislative framework

(ESPON, 2007b). According to the report, Bulgarsa among the examples that

?” The preparation of its elaboration started in 19@Bially the plan was approved in 2003, but dae

the conflicts that followed its implementation -véonmental impact assessment — its revision was
necessitated in 2007. This was complemented byatttethat socio-economic processes in Sofia in the
2003-2007 period led to an investment growth andharease of the capital's population, motorization
the process of restoration of ownership, orgaroratf green spaces, new housing complexes, etc. The
final approval of the plan was carried out in 2009.
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illustrate this with the introduction of the SPA 2001, although the act is in no way
analytically consistent with the European princsplef spatial planning. A further
example of this are the already mentioned multgteendments over the following 12
yraes, including the inability to organized thetsys of spatial planning instruments
within the framework of that act. In addition tatha process of a "construction boom"
emerged with the introduction of the SPA which alggulates the construction

processes.

The ESPON report affirms that the most importafeafof the ESDP application is
reflected in the change of spatial planning prastiat the local level. Bulgaria is the
only country, according to the report, where thealdevel is the most important level
of application, since planning documents only eatsNUTS 4 and NUTS 5 levels. The
National Report (2005) which was prepared for tt&12 Project does not take into
account how many of those regional (local) units provided with such planning
documents, in how many of them these planning decusnare simply inherited by the
old regime, whether they are still active (withaut update), etc. Nonetheless, the lack
of knowledge on the ESDP by local administratianstrongly underlined in the report,
as well as the lack of evidence of direct applaatdf the document. The specifics of
the distribution of competences, as well as thetoeial levels of planning are correctly

reflected, although in a generalized manner.

Further on an assessment of the degree of compliannon-compliance regarding the
13 policy aims of the ESDP is made, whose resuéiseasured thanks to the "national
experts" by the attached national reports elabdratiethe 2005 ESPON project (Table

20), without considering the cause-effect relatps.

The analysis of the spider diagram for Bulgariagrehthe line between "application”
and "no application" of the respective policy aimslepicted, shows the application of
a given policy aim in the country for assessmediciators varying from 4 (no change
as policy was already in conformance with the ES®P§ (change and conformance
due to the application of the ESDP), taking intecamt the prevailing changes and
conformance resulting from the application of tf&CE, or under the influence of other

factors, influencing the ESDP application (impliggplication).
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Table 20: Policy aims of the ESDP and its conformare assessment in Bulgaria
according to the ESPON (2007b

Policy Aims Assessment of the conformance for

Bulgaria

3.2 Polycentric Spatial Development and a
New Urban-Rural Relationship

3.2.1 Polycentric and balanced spatiél Change and conformance due to the
development application of the ESDP

3.2.2 Dynamic, attractive and competitive citig® Change and conformance due to the
and urbanized regions application of the ESDP

3.2.3 Indigenous development of diverse aldChange and conformance due to other

productive rural areas factors
3.2.4 Urban-rural partnership 5 Change and conformance due to other
factors

3.3 Parity of Access to Infrastructure and
Knowledge

3.3.1 An integrated approach to infrastructure aBdChange and conformance due to other
knowledge factors

3.3.2 Polycentric development model: a basis fér Change and conformance due to the
better accessibility ESDP and other factors

3.3.3 Efficient and sustainable use of thHe Change and conformance due to other
infrastructure factors

3.3.4 Diffusion of innovation and knowledge 4 No change as policy was already in
conformity with the ESDP
3.4 Wise Management of the Natural and

Cultural Heritage

3.4.1 Natural and cultural development & Change and conformance due to the
development asset ESDP and other factors

3.4.2 Preservation and development of the natuBalChange and conformance due to the
heritage ESDP and other factors

3.4.3 Water resource management - a sped&aflChange and conformance due to other
challenge for spatial development factors

200



3.4.4 Creative management of cultural landscapg@sChange and conformance due to other
factors

3.4.5 Creative management and cultural heritagd No change as policy was already in
conformity with the ESDP

Source: Author, based on the Final Report of the EBON project 2.3.1 (2007b)

Figure 25: Spider diagram of Modes of application pr policy aims. Bulgaria

Modes of application per policy aim
- Bulgaria -

¥ =Change and conformance mainly
due to the application of the ESCP

6 =Change and conforrmance due to
other factors and ESDP

H =Change and conformance mainly
due to ather factars

4 =policy was already inconformance

3 =principles still under discussion
2 =ptinciples nat considered
appropriate

1 =non aw areness for non applied
principles

0 =n0 classification possible

= = 1 horder betw een application
{outside) and non- application
{ingide)
— )5
' S E3POM praject 2.3.1, NORDRESIO 2005
BOREF A AT LA Source: ESFON Database
DESERVATION NETWOR IRPUD

Source: Final Report of the ESPON project 2.3.1 (2I¥)

Note: in the legend ron aw arenes® be considered a®n-awareness

The levels of assessment are highly dependenteoi#tional Reports - studies which
should identify the effect of the ESDP on the nadiosystems. However, the main
criticism to the conformance assessments for Bidgaoncerns the fact that the
problem of institutionalization of the Bulgarianasjal planning system has led to the
absence of competent authorities which should beharge of such national surveys.
This is one of the reasons why the Bulgarian "Netidreport" tracking the effect of the
ESDP was a product of the Spatial Development assg&ch Unit (SDRU) at Aristotle
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University of Thessaloniki, Gree@e It has also been noted that the implementation
mechanisms and other requirements contained ifotus of the National Reports, had
not been reported (due to the format of the ESP€pdnt). In the presented case studies
of the ESDP application (which are likely to be riduat the regional or local levels)

Bulgaria is missing.

Five out of thirteen policy aims have been assepsstively, in which cases a change
resulting from the implementation of the ESDP whaserved, despite the absence of
key spatial planning documents - spatial schemds#ams. For example, the objective:
"Polycentric and balanced spatial development"essed according to "change and
conformance due to the application of the ESDRh@period up to 2005, is mentioned
in strategic documents such as the National RegDeeelopment Strategy of Bulgaria

for the 2005-2015 period. The document slightly orep possible territorial-urban

inequalities across the country, but raises theeigg a lack of balance in the "network
of settlements and its polycentric hierarchy", asllvas the need for national and
regional spatial schemes through which this issu® ibe clarified and addressed. The
first national spatial document which takes intoamt the application of the ESDP and
develops models for the implementation of a polyterspatial development is the

National Spatial Development Concept.

The ESPON reports (2007a, 2007b) are an importaep s0t only towards

understanding the Bulgarian system of spatial ptanof the 1990s, its transformations
and main characteristics, but also towards thectilines of adaptation to the European
model of planning, the process of Europeanizatibrthe planning systems of the
Eastern bloc and the abilities for convergencehef planning systems in Europe in
general. The studies show various ways of reformmaged on various criteria, some of
which are not even a product of national surveys expertise. This is one of the main
reasons why "the ESPON reports contain many eabmut Bulgaria because much
information on the country is not up to date .ESPON, 2013: 56). Without any doubt,
however, many of the conclusions drawn from stuglylre Bulgarian planning system

concern the discrepancy between theory and pradfiedack of integrity in the systems

28 A key educational and research institution forfedignt projects within the INTERREG Il and I
programs for Southeast Europe, in which programgaia also participates.
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of planning, the lack of awareness of key documenth as the ESDP, despite the
debate on their implementation, the lack of spagiahs and schemes and other issues,
which only recently began to be realized. Thoseessremain key challenges of the

system towards providing a more open and plurapgroach to spatial planning.

"We learnt about the integrated approach througlkisg different countries’
systems for spatial planning and regional developmdulgaria has two
different laws for the two. They have some linkdgésare not as integrated as
some....The outcomes are taking us in the rigtgction - making connections
between and harmonising the two systerfBllgarian experts; ESPON, 2013:
67)

In this context, it should be taken into accourst tthe Europeanization of the planning
system is a slow and gradual process with diffeditictions and impacts of the outer
processes. Many of the ESPON reports show thatBtligarian system of spatial

planning is not yet an integrated unit that funasi@ffectively in all its dimensions. A

process of European influence can be detected epEanization in the governance of
the territory, but without any effective reformati@f the old planning system. The
review of the studied reports (2007a, 2007b), m tlse of Bulgaria shows that the
"European” still has not managed to change the dpgres, the values and the

understanding of spatial planning.
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CHAPTER 8: EUROPEANIZATION OF THE SYSTEM OF SPATIAL
PLANNING: TECHNICAL DIMENSION

The EU, being an external factor for the impositdrinternal changes in the policies of
the member states, has effects with various smifie, while the impact on the overall
changes in the Bulgarian system of spatial planoargeven be misunderstood. The use
or the application of the EU rules and policiesaaopportunity to transform and adapt
the systems of spatial planning to the Europeaneinofdplanning, again takes us back
to the cyclic nature of the EU influence or theettwdimensional nature of the
mechanisms (“top-down”, “bottom-up” and horizontaf)d channels of influence which

the Europeanization of planning has.

The “top-down” direction of the EU influence - tlugh sectorial policies and the
European integration - on national goals, as welihe introduction of instruments for
territorial governance, can be summarized in tleegss of changing of the Bulgarian

planning system, and of the system of planningumnsénts respectively.

The principle of conditionality - one of the keynsponents of the EU strategy in the
post-communist countries - is widely recognize@asiving force behind the processes
of EU enlargement and Europeanization, and Bulgamakes no exception. This

principle is mainly related to the inner transfotima of the process of membership
negotiations and has been followed by the EU predsom 2007 on, where the level of

domestic change generally ranges from mild to miodes

The conditions and the requirements of the Europetegration are the basis for the
emergence of regional development and subsequémntbgrallel to those, opportunities

for territorial cooperation were introduced (hontal Europeanization). This territorial

cooperation still has no direct impact on the maladiscourses and ideas for planning,
nor do they have a selected experts’ evaluatiorchwvto be "uploaded" at the European
level, despite the advent of soft and voluntaryruraents.
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8.1. Dynamics related to the EU impact

Tracing the effect of the triad of the main typésEt) policies, namely: the spending
(sectorial) policies; the EU regulations and dinexg; the EU discourse on spatial
planning Planning for Europg - can serve as a basic approach to understarniég
impact of the EU's role in the Bulgarian system gpatial planning. The
Europeanization of spatial planning is - as alreantioned - the result of these three
groups of catalysts or channels of influence (Bétamé Waterhout, 2008; Waterhout,
2008).

8.1.1. Spending (sectorial) policies (resources)

The sectorial policies, and the regional policyparticular (the INTERREG initiative,
though not so much in this case study), are thieipslwhich most strongly detect the
influence of the Europeanization process on transftions and reforms in the
Bulgarian planning system. The regional policyhe tause of building a completely
new set of institutions, policies and levels ofrplmg the regional developméhtThe
introduction of a legislative framework for regidndevelopment, as well as the
replacement of the sectorial planning approach wiite indicative approach, has
provided a legal basis for the implementation o gtructural funds in Bulgaria,
together with the introduction of the NUTS territdrsystem. Achieving the priorities,
the measures and the activities, as well as speddielopment projects, has become
possible thanks to the pre-accession financiatunstnts (operating until 2006) and the
structural funds, together with the Cohesion FuB@07), in some cases — with a
supplement or co-financing from the financial rases of the state or the municipal

budgets, international financial sources, etc.

The evolution of the system of planning instrumdrds revealed that the opportunities
for organizing priority programs and projects finad from the EU funds have been
acknowledged. "The financial injection” is the magason for the introduction of an
entirely new set of strategic documents which s#gmingly formulate regional and

local priorities for the development of the temjtobut in practice those documents are

2 Spatial planning itself is not institutionalized.
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an expression of a "documentary adaptation” — dumtoof uncertified design groups /

organizations (in the majority of cases).

The Bulgarian experts at the NCRD, as well as ttedemic circles, remain firm in

their view that the European funds have turnedomdy into an important commitment
and momentum for changes and adaptations througbhwBulgaria conducts and
develops its system for regional planning, but aiso a factor for subsequent
implementation of new spatial planning instrume(ftdlowing the example of the

Integrated Plans) within the RDA, in absence oéal reform in the field of planning

and without any direct competences (directives)sfmatial planning coming from the
EU.

The problems with the absorption of the flow ofafiitial resources during the first
years, together with the reported abuses and doprgztices even in the years of
Bulgaria's full EU membership, has resulted in masi restrictions, including freezing
or suspension of the EU funds. However, the psiaate which the EU funds have in
making regional policy, maintaining the cooperatiand the transparency of the
relationship between the EU and Bulgaria, has dhe creation of specialized
government departments whose function is limited tbe funds control and
management, and to aiding the future mutual tresivéen Bulgaria and the EU. An
acting Minister of the European Affairs was introdd in 2002 (albeit without a
respective ministry). Since 2009 the coordinati@garding the EU funding has
remained within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, @m the period following 2010 those
functions were delegated to the Minister / Vicenkri Minister of the EU funds
management. Their main task remains the contraghefabsorption of EU funds and

their distribution among the Operational Programs.

Funding of territorial cooperation programs suciNSERREG is also an example of
(although less significant) influence, despite thet that the impact of the established
"connections” for knowledge exchange - asait approach to Europeanization of
planning - is still not quite substantial after timst two episodes of planning, despite
the country's participation in a number of projec¢tere it should be noted that the
effect of the process of knowledge exchange issoauick and therefore this effect is

more likely to be observed after a prolonged peabuhfluence.
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8.1.2. EU Regulations and Directives

The "adaptational pressure” of the EU has lednaraber of legislative changes in the
country (seeScope of the planning systefifable 22). This "harmonization" with the
European legislation — typical for each candidaesof the Union - is the reason for
transferring the idea of planning and introducirtte tplanning of the regional

development. Bulgaria was supported in developiegfirst set of strategic documents
by countries such as Spain, although additionalrmétion about the influence of other
member states in the development of institutiomal kgislative structure for regional
policy in Bulgaria have not been found (Dimitrov2)15). European legislation is
perhaps the most powerful and difficult “top-downbmpliance condition for the

planning system of Bulgaria.

However, updates in the legal framework for plagnwere detected as early as the
1990s — on the example of environmental protectiamd subsequently — water and
waste management, energy, biodiversity, etc. Adséh"hard" measures created more
regulations for the spatial planning process and-ythey were considered by the
society and by the professionals as a progressrélhdation that probably affected the
private investment process the most, creating ntaflisions, was the introduction of
the NATURA 2000 network of protected areas (Yanci2®i2: 72).

The idea of radical change in the planning systemmossibly the most typical example
of the Europeanization of planning, though it isyoralid in those areas where the EU
has a direct competence. Despite the existence bhbrezontal dimension of the
Europeanization process, the prevailing opinioithet the institutional arrangements
supporting the regional policy are the result oflavnloading process. This type of
Europeanization, Giannakourou (2012) clearly defires “hard” (Europeanization

through hard regulation and compliance).

8.1.3. The EU Discourse

The EU discourse referring to the idea of a Europgmtial planning model through the
increasing formation of the European Agenda fortiapalanning since 1990, and
through focusing on "territorial governance", "temal cohesion”, "polycentrism",

"sustainable development”, etc. (ESDP, ESPON)ctfthe national planning systems

in different ways. The lack of direct powers at tBE level promotes the use of a
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number of documents in the distribution of the digse on making territorial policies.
That discourse, in general, should be regardedhasemlogical part of a hegemonic
project, which in turn is linked to the institut@indimension. The discourse includes
consideration of new symbols, concepts or vocalpulereation of specific practices,

construction of ideology around a specific hegemgminciple (Béhme, 2002).

The European documents, compensating for the lb&umpean directives in the field
of spatial planning, are essential promoters of diseourse on the European spatial
model. As already discussed in previous chaptdrs, European discourse and
knowledge in that field, are not fully utilized ltiie Bulgarian spatial planning. The
belated awareness of the concept and the importsrtbe European spatial planning is
visible in practice through the inability to mergy@@o entirely separated systems of
planning instruments, despite the implementationesf ones - as it is in the case of the
Integrated Plans, the spatial concepts and the N&TRBIilgaria. The application of the
European Spatial Development Perspective, discuss€tapter 7, is still insignificant
and not quite bound to the overall improvement @idtisl planning practices at the
different levels, and to the creation of an idegloglew symbols, concepts and
vocabulary have been introduced through the impfhgat®n of the European
legislation in the field of sectorial policies - rgaularly in the field of regional
development. However, the transformation of thendoge dimension of the spatial
planning system, as well as the application of apfiroaches in general, is insufficient,
which explains the prevalence of "hard" Europedromathrough tough institutional
aspects of the planning system. In this senseBtigarian culture of planning has yet

to undergo profound processes of transformation.

The influence of the three channels of impact psepoby Bohme and Waterhout,
(2008) in the detection of the Europeanization led hational planning, is a major
benchmark in the understanding and the organizfnpe spatial planning system of
Bulgaria during the studied period. The influerafethese three channels of impact
have helped for the general grouping of the plamnirstruments depending on the
prevailing EU influence, but also for distinguishithe two key documents (the NSGC
and the IPURDSs) defined by the legal framework @etial instruments, which will be

discussed in detail in the following chapter, frathother planning documents.
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Table 21: Introduction of the new planning instruments according to the influence
of the three types of EU policies

European legislation

Regional programs, plans ar
strategies

European financial
resources

Regional programs, plans ar Regional programs, plans ar

strategies;

Integrated Plans for Urban
Regeneration and
Development;

European spatial
planning discourse

d
strategies

Integrated Plans for Urban
Regeneration and
Development;

—

National Spatial Developmer
Concept

Source: Author
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Table 22: Main changes introduced to the process &uropeanization in the technical dimension of th@lanning system in Bulgaria

(1989-2013)

Technical dimension of
spatial planning

1989-2000 2001-2006 2007-2013

Scope

No spatial planning episode Planning Acts: Planning Acts:

Planning Acts: Spatial Planning Act

First Regional Development Act

Territorial and Administrative Second Regional Development Act Third Regional Development Act
management Act Environmental Acts: Environmental Acts:
Environmental Acts: Environmental Protection Act Protected Area Act + regulations
Protected Areas Act + regulations EIA Regulations Property Acts
NATURA 2000 SEA / EA Regulations
Environment and Waters Act
(amendment)
Property Acts

Locus of Power (Level)

Local governance: municipal level of regional andgatial planning

Regional level of planning is introduced NUTS 2 reforms National level of spatial planning
NUTS (NSDC)

No national and regional level of spatial plani
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Planning Instruments

Integrated Urban Plans;
No reformation of spatial plans No spatial plans and schemes New instruments (concepts) for
spatial development

Regional development plans, strategies and programs

EIA / SEA
Practices Separation between _regional and spatial
planning
INTERREG
Dismantlingf?L;hsoilizﬂgin(g;nstitutions Private consulting companies for regional and stragic planning. Lack of
certification
Individual approaches to spatial planning
Governance with strong influence of private

investments

Bad management practices of “fragmented planning” lcked by private investors and incompliance with te EIA
resolutions

Territorial cooperation

Source: Author

Notes:In red: dynamics related to the Europeanizationqass
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8.2. The Bulgarian expert assessment of the Europaiaation of planning

The technical dimension of the planning systemulgBria goes through various dynamics
associated primarily with the introduction of Eueap funding and implementation of
European legislation in the field of regional plamgnin the three discussed episodes of
changes. The most distinct are the dynamics instugpe and in the levels of planning

(locus of power), despite the partial, selectiveureof the changes and the adaptations.

As a result of the development of the system ohmlag instruments during the three
episodes, two parallel systems of planning docusméiatve been established — one for
regional development and another one for spatiahrphg (physical planning), whose
integration remains questionable. The unanimousiiopi of the interviewed experts
assessing the reforms introduced by the proceSsmipeanization in the face of the NSDC
or the Integrated Urban Plans, is mainly sceptiedher than optimistic: the reforms do not
cover the lowest territorial levels or specific dpment tools regulated by the SPA. This,
coupled with lack of awareness of the need foriagppblicy in the country, explains the
lack of real opportunities for coordination andeguation of the existing systems of

regional planning and physical (land use) planmioguments.

However, the opinions regarding the need for refoimthe legal framework of spatial
planning or in the system of plans, concepts aherses, remains diametrically opposite
among Bulgarian scientists and experts in thad figlarious options have been suggested
over the years, including recommendations for théiaation between the SPA and the
RDA or fragmentation of the SPA, since it unitesdause, investment activities and
construction (and regulates the issues of ownemhigell). Among the recommendations
for reforms there have been such related to thepection of the secondary (by-law)
regulations of the legislative acts, and settingv redlutions through key tools at the
appropriate levels. The adjustment of the scopth@fplanning system will undoubtedly
result in new realities and opportunities for fimglisolutions for the synchronization of the
system of instruments. Creating a new legislatiamework or the integration of the
already existing one in the face of the SPA andRB&\,, would certainly result in a delay
in the planning process. Solutions for integratimg systems of regional (for development)

and the spatial planning instruments have beenhtdugm experts also because of the
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impossibility for completion and compliance withetkexisting acts and regulations. The
failure to comply with the SPA and its incorrectphgation, finds expression through

“distraining” its functions by other regulationsdalegal acts, such as the exemplified RDA.

Improving the existing legislation, however, sholddically follow the need for awareness
of the European values, but above all — an intedgrapproach to understanding space and
spatial planning, respectively. Last but not leastpossible spatial integration of the
planning documents should be preceded by a log®ahinology unification, which
currently the RDA and the SPA do not share - asngkéed by the terms “region”/
“rayon”, to which special attention was paid. Thealgsis of the conducted interviews
shows that it is only the non-architects and ndmaoirsts who share the idea of the
dimensions and the difference between these twoegis (region and rayon), which share
a seemingly "synonymous perception / use" (Slaweik#000), but in practice find
expression in areas with different geographicagjeaand boundaries. The introduction of
NUTS further "complicates" the situation by impagia belief among experts that the
region is nothing but a changeable statistical umith no historical-geographical
boundaries. In this context, the issue of unifmatiof terms (for example the use of
“region” in the RDA) would facilitate the understiing of the spatial range of instruments
such as the spatial schemes - originally desigree@ @patial planning instrument and

subsequently replaced with their equivalents -sffadial concepts.

Reforms in the system of spatial plans practicdtlynot occur following 1989, therefore,
no dynamics of the Europeanization process inghis$ of the technical dimension of the
planning system are reported (apart from the implaation of Integrated Urban Plans). It
comes as no surprise that this "static" (unchangegment of spatial planning is often
accompanied by the view that spatial plans or lasel plans in Bulgaria should not be
changed because of their relevance to the similas an Europe. The opinion about the
Detailed Plans is not much different, although aiertlifferences are observed in terms of
private interests’ influence, especially in theqass of changing the status of the territories
(most often - being declared as urbanized), ast@diout earlier — in cases of resort
settlements and areas with a well-developed toumshastry. In this regard, the statement

that there is no urgent need for Europeanizatioplofsical planning, is common. The
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Europeanization should be oriented in the searchlifs which pool the systems of
regional and physical planning (S. Motev, persamahmunication, July, 2016). This idea
suggests that the search for “mechanical” integmatolutions, without a conceptual
justification for this unity - within the Europeaiscourse on space planning - is part of the

reality in which Bulgarian planning system has bdeweloping.

The Europeanization of spatial planning is unanishplevaluated by the interviewed
experts as a fictitious, documentary, misundersfmodess, only measured by the amount
of absorbed EU funds. The Europeanization of th&tesy of instruments is a formal
process of transformation, but informally it rensamarginalized and "hollow" inside — a
system of files in the municipal administrationslarot an expression of the competition of
ideas in society (A. Burov, personal communicatialyly, 2016). The conducted
consultations and interviews categorically add tatopeanization in Bulgaria is a clearly
distinguishable “top-down” process, whose impact e reform of the planning
instruments relates primarily to the impact of spending policies and the resources of the
EU*’. The Europeanization is "ineffective”" becausehef lack of European consciousness

and values for forming a process of a unified terial policy in the country as of 2013.

The Europeanization of spatial planning is a presgsich has had a "confusing" reflection
in the technical dimension of the system, whose pleta transformation towards
integration is impossible without parallel refornms the cognitive and the discursive

dimension.

8.3. Domestic changes as a result of the EU adaptat pressure: The spatial

instruments

The internal changes in response to the Europda@mzpressure may vary and are rated
from “weak” to “strong” with intermediate levels gg Chapter “Europeanization”).

However, it is no surprise that a long period ohdiof EU influence on the national

%% None of the interviewed experts mentioned the oblerritorial cooperation as a kind of Europeatiian
or evaluated the latter.
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policies of the member states is required in ofdedetermine the extent of domestic

changes.

The overview of the development of the system faatial planning in Bulgaria excludes
theoretically possible reactions to Europeanizatisach aslLack of Changeor

Retrenchment(in case of an active contradiction against theased requirements).
Therefore, the rate of change varies from Absorpt{idbsorption and Accommodation
according to Borzel and Risse (2003) to Transfoiwnatefined by a high and deep

adaptive change (Radaelli, 2003).

The Transformation in turn requires a change imtwes which are already EU member
states, measured by a complete replacement of xisting policies, processes and
institutions by new ones, which in the Bulgariaseaan be excluded undoubtedly. On the
other hand, the Absorption process is a bit momewanging with regard to the rate of
change and the type of reaction to the EU pressianethis reason, it is considered that the
bilateral consideration of the process by Borzel Rmsse (2003) is more appropriate. The
two authors characterize the Absorption and theoAguoodation, which differ because of
the fact that Accommodation involves not only immaation and adaptation of European
policies and ideas (without changing some essegtiaracteristics and the collective
understanding of spatial policies, processes astitutions) but also "patching" (gluing)
new ideas and policies to the old ones. The degfeghange in this case is defined as

“modest”.

The spatial planning system in Bulgaria for the 22813 period exhibits a fragmentation
into two systems — of physical planning and of egi planning, one of which is adapted
to the direct EU requirements. The concept of apatanning has not evolved to the extent
that integrates these two systems and their ragpesdts of planning instruments, and has
only partially reformed the planning system by adapit "forcibly" (“top-down”), as it
was pointed out, through the conditionality of theéropean mechanisms of financing and
through enforcement of the EU legislation. In patathe practice and the management of
the technical dimension of the system (tesart of the system) shows a long period of
"non-planning”, an individual approach to the "sgaplanning process" and / or failure to
meet the requirements of the SPA - an outdated @edually "patched up" by
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amendments. The balance sheet of the evolutiohaohmg instruments has shown only a
seeming change in the field of regional developmesthout much improvement of the
overall understanding of the territory, a colleetperception of spatial planning as a single

process or a complete replacement of the existilij practices.

The “evolution" of the spatial plans and the lackl @ or the delay in their implementation
is a clear indicator of the Accommodation nature tbé change imposed by the
Europeanization. Undoubtedly, it is assumed thiattijpe of domestic change tends to be
altered to Transformation, regarding the requireiand the characteristics of the possible

reforms in the future.

The unchanged nature of the system of plans andnseh as of 2010-2011, shows the
development of a static system of instruments '@jiue that of regional plans, programs
and strategies, which "follow" the nature of the Rkdbgramming periods. This lack of
change is progressively followed by "distraining? spatial "competences” for the
development of spatial planning instruments by tlegal framework of regional
development, following the example of the implena¢gions of the Integrated Plans, the
spatial concepts (from 2012 on) and the NSDC (20IBgse new documents, "glued” to
the existing system of instruments, are “born” disgd with the idea to integrate the

already existing ones.

The implementation of the European spatial dis@umsplanning documents appears for
the first time in the NSDC (2013-2025), whose degoé applicability cannot yet be
measured. Similar cases are the elaborated InéegfRlans for Urban Regeneration and
Development, such as the one of Sofia, whose teshpoope is 2014-2020. The transfer of
the EU discourse in these two types of documents v tracked by analysing the
methodological guidelines for developing the Intggd Plans and the NSDC of Bulgaria in
Chapter 9.
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CHAPTER 9: POLICY TRANSFER: THE EUROPEAN SPATIAL
DISCOURSE ON SPATIAL PLANNING INSTRUMENTS: THE NSDC
AND THE IPURDs

Observation of evidence of a Europeanization pmeealways a sign that the latter has
been assisted, incited or strengthened by polieysfer processes (Bomberg and
Peterson, 2000). The exchange and circulationezfactreated by policy transfer are the
most acceptable face of Europeanization, wherénflsence has been observed, but
also an important tool for clarifying and assessihg transformations imposed
(coercively) by it, or voluntarily adopted withitsiframework. Europeanization has the
potential to have markedly different effects infeli€nt countries, including different
domain or dimension of domestic structures (ibihe studying of the results which
were achieved within that process in the planningtesns, shows different
interpretation, perception and response to the f@amization, despite the influence of
the same external principles and the impact of lammiEuropean instruments" for
transformation and/or adaptation of the domestatiapplanning systems to the idea of
a single European spatial project. The reforms tadinitiatives in the process of
Europeanization of spatial planning remain sigaifity dependent on the national
political will (the behaviour of state actors - @ked or non-elected officials, political
parties and advisory experts) and the awarenesiseoheed for real opportunities to
integrate common principles reflected through atesysof instruments for spatial
development - a result of the discursive integraiito the European space.

The empirical study of the dynamics of the spafiEinning system of an Eastern
European country such as Bulgaria (in the contéxte® European scheduled debte
which has adopted the Copenhagen criteria for Elhibeeship and has joined the EU
countries, is a sign that Bulgaria has completed pbst-socialist socioeconomic
transformation, and is currently in a process afpddtion to the Western state model,
which is considered as first evidence of a Eurosdion effect (Tsachevki, 2011).
Twenty four years since the fall of the "wall" obljtical dependence and centralized
state control, the process of Europeanization if@efieither as positive or as merely

fictitious), although difficult, has been able tdaroduce new approaches and visions for

*! The fall of the “Iron Curtain” in 1989 can be inpeeted as a major impetus for the developmenhef t
European debate on spatial planning in which thent@s of Central and Eastern Europe have indeed
raised some interest (Cotella, 2012).
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spatial planning. This process has not been cosgplgdt. It is an evolving dynamics of
future transformations and results. However, mahyhe traditional aspects of the
Bulgarian spatial planning have been forgottenetormed for a long time, or have
been simply an expression of limited genuine paltinterest in the EU discourse when
compared to “talking the talk” in order to maintainincrease funding from the EU (see
Cotella, 2012 ). These forgotten aspects of sppkeaining are gradually taken over by
the new planning instruments, created in the poésertical Europeanization and its
primarily "hard" mechanisms (the EU spending polaoyd the EU legislation). The
establishment of regional development policy armt £nvironmental policy, and its
impact on the system of spatial instruments, arexample of this. The impact of the
EU spending policies are evidence of the creatibnfoomal (within the legal
framework) and informal (certification, adoptionreparation, implementation and
monitoring of plans) procedures, practices, rules & or "way of doing things."
Evidence of legal and institutional changes madthatnational level due to pressure
from the EU, has been observed in the Bulgarianrtey system, primarily through
regional development policy and planning, as disedsn the previous chapter. Thus a

Europeanization pressure through the EU legisldtasmework has also been observed.

Using the European discourse on spatial developnientbetter positioning and
justification of the reforms in the national, reg#b or local planning, is no precedent in
the analysis of the Europeanization of spatial pilagn The reference to the ESDP and
to the broader European discourse, offered the disengctors additional arguments for
a strategic turn, but also a rationale of the dewejsallowing and defining the duration
of European resources for the planning policiesvéieer, a voluntary transfer of ideas
and principles is probably the most difficult tastaused by the impact of
Europeanization. Using the spatial discourse ondgel' as a platform for knowledge,
resources or argument to achieve specific objestinghe process of adaptation, is a
complex mechanism which is, without any doubt, ¢idkio the development of the

cognitive and the discursive aspects of the plansystem.

The cognitive research on Bulgaria shows a recowktlie importance of the European
spatial discourse, primarily in the period from 2@h. The need of "using Europe" and
its principles, not only through its funding chalméias been acquiring certain priority
significance in Bulgaria, in a new temporal andafinial context of organizing the

national spatial priorities, which brings back twetagenda the concerns about the
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development and planning of the cities. These amrsc@vhich until 2008 were just an
expression of "construction of buildings”) began @oquire a "shape" through the
planning of urban settlements (Redjeb and Chakar2@46). The "Europe” discourse
on spatial planning was born in the shadow of mregiiplanning and culminated in two
key documents — the NSDC and the IPURD.

9.1. "Download" and transfer of the European spatid discourse to planning

instruments for spatial development

Territorial policies are a combination of actonsstruments and activities (practices),
whose relationship and interaction are far more glesnwhen doing a comprehensive
and thorough analysis of the processes and practareplanning in a given country
(Elorrieta Sanz, 2013). The actors in each Eurageansystem try - in their own way -
to (re) produce and transfer ideas and visionsyelsas / or learning spatial thinking
from European documents, which support the idedEafrope” as a spatial entity
(Luukkonen, 2017). Planning instruments (plans,cepis, etc.) could be of an even
greater need in the analysis and the evaluatiohefimpact of the “new” European
principles and ideas for planning at the domestiel, as material assets or as a tangible
expression of the organization objectives and watetions concerning space, although
not always easily accessible. Plans, for examglewaa focus on the content and
discourse on territorial policies, as well as aifieation of the compliance with the
objectives, principles and strategies marked byopeir- at least in theory (on paper)
(Elorrieta Sanz, 2013). The system of activitidatesl to the implementation and the
monitoring of the planning documents, are the datuaression of the answer to the
question of what the results of spatial plans areBulgaria, P. Evrev recognizes the
necessity and the usefulness of implementing theog&an spatial planning
document¥ in the Bulgarian system of spatial instrumentdy avhen their principles

are transferred from paper into practice:

"It is important to consider the principles, thengeal principles. (...) We learn
through these documents. (...) ... we borrow thiveen the Europeans and

%2 Expressed through programs for implementatiomefrtecessary actions and indicators for monitoring,
evaluation and update have been developed underlArof the RDA (2009) in the Methodological
guidelines for the elaboration of the NRDS of thepBblic of Bulgaria (2012-2022), Regional
Development Plans at Level 2 (2014-2020), Disttievelopment Strategies (2014-2020) and Municipal
Development Plans (2014 -2020) (MRDPW, 2011).
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transfer them. We use and we approve these docsmeatlike them. All of
these common European documents and charters —-L&ipeig Charter, the
Torremolinos Charter, theToledo Declaration - areod in their essence; we
comply with them and in the elaboration of the biagl Concept we seriously
leaned upon them. And it's all goothe question is to what extent we apply
those and to what extent there is real applicatiohthose documents and their
underlying principles? (P. Evrev, personal communication, July, 2016).

The implementation of an integrated approach téi@palanning at all territorial levels
is among the new elements in the Bulgarian systémspatial planning instruments,
much more recent than the adoption of the SPA.ifitegrated approach is referred to
as a mandatory program in important EU documentsiwbet the general guidelines
for spatial development, such as the ESDP and thé&étritorial Agenda. At the urban
settlement level, the integrated approach to ptanmias been developing in parallel
with the principles embedded in a series of documeuch as the Charter of European
Sustainable Cities and Towns, the Leipzig CharterSustainable European Cities
(2007), the Toledo Declaration (2010) (Troeva, J0Hwever, the main element that
is missing - "not on paper but in practice” - iattlsame integrated approach that we talk
and write about (V. Troeva, personal communicatidarch, 2015).

The influence of the European discourse is reveabedt clearly in the system of
instruments for regional planning — regulated gy RDA - which instruments generally
follow the recommendations of all of the more récEaropean planning documents,
through which Bulgaria is trying to solve the iotite puzzle of regional policies
(Troeva, 2013). Clear evidence of implementatiothefpolicy objectives of documents
such as the ESDP, has not been observed in the dbghe SPA and the system of
spatial plans and schemes. The impact of the ESBPregional planning is
controversial and limited as a whole, should we saigr the balance of the
chronological review of planning practices and \attés on the implementation of
regional planning instruments. The impact of the &tlctural funds and the cross-
border programs such as INTERREG (whose influemceedfect is not included in this

analysis) can be considered an exception ratharahale.

Troeva (2013) insists that the ideas of the ESOPather (further developing the latter)
European documents (the Lisbon Strategy, 2000;Gh&eborg Strategy, 2001; the

224



Territorial Agenda of the EU 2020, etc.) have bégownloaded" and have had their
reflection on the elaboration of the National RegioDevelopment Strategy (2012-
2022) and the National Spatial Development Con¢&(it3-2025) - adopted along with
the latest amendments to the SPA and the ﬁl{)‘ﬁom 2012). Beside the principles of
sustainable territorial development, the NRDS drelNSDC also abide the principles
of interdependence and equality, so as to redugalseconomic and spatial disparities
between the different cities and regions. The NS@€ further developed the principle
of polycentric urban development in the new NatidRagional Development Strategy
(2012-2022), unlike the one elaborated for the 2B0%5 period. The NSDC is the
result of the search for compromise and protectidnthe model of "moderate

polycentrism”, but parallel to that, it is also eagmatic instrument for identifying

priority urban settlements for channelling the EuUnds for sustainable urban

development.

However, it should be noted that in the field afiomal development, the transfer of
ideas from the ESDP to legislative texts, strategied programs, is mainly conceptual,
partial or even unsatisfactory, given the threemafits to draw up a legal framework for
regional planning, speculations and lack of reahdard criteria in the elaboration of
regional development plans, the application of Wwhrovides unified legislative,
European objectives of territorial development. ERrev insists that the Bulgarian
regional planning is an example of blind transférttee European discourse to the
system of plans and strategies (personal commummcatuly, 2016). It could also be
noted that using the European spatial discourseaherdiscourse on "Europe" in
organizing the planning process or practices datefevels, is regarded as an attempt
for achieving greater legitimacy of political refies (Duhr et al., 2010). In this sense, it
is logical to argue that Europeanization is noy@nforced / coercive process, but also a

voluntary one, where local planning actors use 'fB&" as a discursive tool for

% The RDA is supplemented with texts that mentioatisp planning and development. It is stated that
"the planning of spatial development of the tersitoovers a system of legally regulated documerds t
aim: 1. Integration into the EU; 2. Developmentadbalanced polycentric network and integrated urban
regeneration and development; 3.Territorial conuitgtand access to public and private services; 4.
Sustainable development and conservation of naamdlcultural heritage; 5. Improvement of specific
areas with unfavourable socio-economic, geographit demographic characteristics; 6. Promoting of
investment, competitiveness and innovation; 7. ificeial integration of border areas including at
transnational level; 8. Reduction of the naturaand risk in vulnerable areas." (Art. 3, § 1).
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promoting their own goals and ideas. The evaluaténthe expression and the

implementation of those ideas, however, is mostyiklisputable at the national level.

Further development of the ideas for integratecanrbevelopment and planning was
also observed in the last period of the 2001-20faBoele of the planning system
dynamics. The principles were "downloaded" and dfemed through documents of
national character such as the National Strategifer@nce Framework (2007-2013),
OP “Regional Development”, the NRDS (2012-2022) anfdsequently - the NSDC
(2013-2025). Integrated and sustainable urban dpwent is being infiltrated through
the ideas of the Leipzig Charter, the Toledo Dedlan and the Territorial Agenda of
the EU. The conditions for funding urban projects1 the EU and the recommendatory
nature of these documents, "impose voluntarilyg,"hownloading" or the borrowing of
their principles for the elaboration of the IPURDIsyS turning them into a practically
new planning instrument — an integrator of the eyst of planning documents at the
local level. The conditions for "downloading” amdglementation of these principles
are expressed in the Methodological guidelineglerelaboration and implementation

of the 67 Integrated Plans.

9.2. Transfer of the European discourse on spatigilanning to the NSDC and the
Integrated Plans. From theoretical implementation © changes of the planning

practices

The national planning systems reflect the Europgaatial planning in different ways
(Luukkonen, 2017). The European discourse on dpataning like the one promoted
in the ESDP, has a difficult to achieve and a a@wrsial impact on spatial planning
practices in the EU countries (Duhr et al., 20T so-called "discursive integration”
is quite common when there are strong policy conitias active at the European and
national levels, with strong direct links betweber. The ESDP is a great example of
of the "discursive integration" measurement amomgniver states in the nascent phase
of the European spatial planning (Cotella and JaRimolin, 2011), but not a
particularly valid example in the study of spapédnning in Eastern Europe, where the
difficult change of the planning culture and plamnipractices are strongly dependent
on the success or failure of the European cohgsitiny (Maier, 2012). Bulgaria is no

exception to that case.
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Distinguishing the role of the discourse from tbathe planning practices in the study
of changes in spatial planning is imposed by tleaithat these two belong to separate
dimensions of the planning system structure, ant are in close and constant
interaction within the frameworks of territorial\ggrnance. The direct impact of the EU
spatial discourse on the changes in the domesimodise shows, however, that this
change has indirect influences on the other domesinning dimensions - the
structure, the instruments and the practices. @rother hand, changes in the domestic
discourse are directly dependent on the impacthefEU instruments for territorial

governance on the domestic planning practices (@ateal., 2011).

Proof of borrowing ("downloading”) European spat@inning principles from key

pan-European documents can be found in the metbgidal framework for the

elaboration of the two new instruments in the systé planning documents, aimed at
integrating the system of instruments for developin@nd spatial planning (the NSDC
and the IPURDs). This fact was noted not only bg ttontent analysis of the
Methodological guidelines for their elaboration ahe@ review of the existing scarce
literature on the topic in the last few years, lalgo by the interviewed experts’
analyses, some of whom took part in the elaboraifahe NSDC and some of the first

Integrated Plans (such as the one of Sofia, cospiet2013).

For the analysis of the transfer of these prinsiptae Methodological guidelines have
been taken as a source, as well as the posswilitie future application of these
instruments and the possible changes in the peactamd activities that follow the

implementation of the latter, discussed with thevebmentioned experts.

The selection of documents for analysis, such asvtbthodological guidelines, arises
from the fact that these documents underlie theirements of the RDA (not of the
SPA) and are within the functions and responsieditof the Minister of Regional
Development and Public Works and the respectiveigleed administration. These are
also documents addressing the development and puating of the planning
instruments in the system of the currently existngs. These documents not only seek
to clarify and support the process of drawing ug fitanning documents (sequence,
structure and content, phases and applicationsfahatv them), but also to show the
way these documents are inscribed in the EU conitexitiding the way they reflect the

European spatial model and governance. The Methgdall guidelines take into
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account both the European experience and the sgeirts of the domestic law for
compliance and coordination between regional deweémt and planning. The
Guidelines contain formulations of conceptual natuwvhich highlight the possible
approaches to applying the fundamental principfat® European spatial development
polices in Bulgaria (MRDPW, 2010a). In this contetktte Methodological guidelines
for the elaboration of the NSDC and the Integrd®&ghs act as a "springboard” where
the European idea of spatial planning is organiwgétth opportunities for practical
intervention into the territory at various level$he Methodological guidelines
themselves are not just a document that refleetsdiras of the "European space”, but a
framework in which these ideas can be applied eantkferred to the sub-national level.
The relation “EU discourse - domestic discourseractices”, shown in the model of
Cotella et al. (2011) for Channels conveying domestange, reinforces the idea that
more evidence of voluntary transfer of Europeamgiples and opportunities for
practical application can be discussed and analgsélis stage of development, only
through documents such as the Methodological guieelfor the elaboration of the
NSDC (MRDPW, 2010) and the Methodological guidedirfer the elaboration of the
IPURDs (MRDPW, 2010/2015). Choosing the Methodatagiguidelines is justified
also by the fact that the process of elaboratiorthef above-mentioned instruments
covers the final phase of the timeframe of thislgt(ill 2013), which limits the ability

to monitor and analyse their application and treeess of "walking the walk".

Nevertheless, the analytical review of some pralary studies (Parashkevova, 2016;
Dimitrova, 2015) shows that the existing Methodadadyguidelines for the NSDC and

for the IPURDSs, do not bring the needed claritytbe mechanisms for concordance,
coordination and integration with other planninguaiments. The Guidelines only give
partial orientation so as to ensure cohesion vattiagial policies, but without clarifying

the mechanisms of implementation (or any clear oulogical approaches) of the
European principles for planning in urban areasgf@mple. The Guidelines also lack

a monitoring evaluation of the implementation & thtegrated Plans.

According to Parashkevova (2016), the analysishes¢ documents ought to consider
the dynamics of the legislative changes, especiallyegional development, which
significantly hinder and delay the implementatioh adequate Bulgarian spatial
development policy. Thus, for example, the spat@lelopment concept of Romania
was developed as early as 2008, that of the Czegulitic - in 2006, Slovenia - in
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2004, Greece - in 2002. The elaboration of the dwali Concept of Bulgaria is lagging
significantly and only started in 2011.

9.2.1. Integrated Plans for Urban Regeneration an®evelopment
9.2.1.1 General formulations and goals in a Eurapeantext

With the country's accession to the EU, a procdsslase tracing of the idea of
sustainable urban development and integrated reaggore has begun (Troeva, 2013). In
the middle of the 2007-2013 programming period,lémal and strategic framework of
regional development began to implement that iddach culminated in 2010 with the
publication of the first Methodological guidelinefor the elaboration and
implementation of the IPURDSs, the funding of whislas provided by the European
Fund for Regional Development under OP “Regionatddgment” in Bulgaria.

OP "Regional Development" aims at practical implem&on of Priority Axis 4
of the NRDS: “Balanced territorial development”. &hoverall logic of
interventions takes into account the importancairdian centers, determining
the need for their development and the developroérheir adjacent and
peripheral areas (NRDS 2007-2013, p.100)

With the start of the procedure for direct gransistance under OP "Regional
Development" 2007-2013, a total of 36 municipaditigere invited - centers of urban
agglomerations - as specific beneficiaries for ssbimn of project proposals under
Priority Axis 1: "Sustainable and integrated urb@evelopment ", Operation 1.4.:
"Improvement of the physical environment and riskevention”, grant scheme
BG161PO001 / 1.4-07 / 2010 “Support for Integra®éahs for Urban Regeneration and
Development". In the same priority axis, during tiext programming period, the EU
will only fund those urban settlements which aréeab provide approved Integrated
Plans. This is why the proposed strategic goals jmadrities of Methodological

guidelines reflect and ensure the priorities of tRerropean integrated urban
development, namely: smart growth, sustainable trownclusive growth and

integrated renovation. Thus a new stage of urbaeldpment has begun, which is for
the first time based on the approach to integratadning. It is for the first time that

accents on fighting social exclusion and / or restrring of unused and abandoned
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urban sites and areas are put, thus contributingecsuccessful implementation of the
Territorial Agenda of the EU and the Leipzig Chade Sustainable European Cities.
The Methodological guidelines for the IPURDSs clgadquire a synergistic effect of all
activities and proposals for projects implementatidhe integrated approach is
embedded in the pooling of all information resosré®m various sources, exploring
the relationships between the factors of influeand the environmental components,
pooling the knowledge of experts with those of lopaople, as well as business
representatives and municipal administrations. gbal is a successful application of
this approach in urban areas and reduction ofitikeof superficial comprehensiveness
(Troeva, 2013). This is one of the focuses throwhith principles such as publicity,
citizens’ participation and coordination are inteted. The Methodological guidelines
mark the implementation of the integrated apprdacplanning and sustainable urban
planning, in the development of the strategic parthe Integrated Plans, by studying
the interactions at different planning levels (#a&tional, national, regional and
municipal), exploring all economic, social, envinoental, physical and other factors

and aspects of planning at all scales (from urlesigah to strategic spatial planning).

An essential part of the analytical developmenttludse plans is devoted to the
designation, evaluation, discussion and approvaboks of impacts by specific sets of
criteria, annexed in the Methodological guidelinediich has been assessed as the

biggest challenge in the elaboration of these dasus A zone of impact is:

"A distinct urban area with a specified basic fuant with similar
characteristics and conditions of the physical emwvinent, social and ethnic
structure of the population, as well as charadtcis and structure of the main
funds" (MRDPW, 2010b: 10).

The designation of zones of predominantly socialire with potential for economic
development or ones with public function, corregfto a system of evaluation criteria
applied in the Methodological guidelines. Applyitigese criteria is essential, together
with the concrete observation and studying of thex@as, sociological surveys, public
discussions and consultations with local commusiiteGOs, business representatives
and professional circles (Troeva, 2013). An exanglgroups of criteria, an evaluation
scale (at the neighbourhood level), backed withre®si of information on areas of

social nature, are shown in the table below:
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Table 23: Sample evaluation criteria for areas of ppdominantly social nature in
the IPURD of Sofia

Criteria for evaluation

Scale of evaluation

Source of information

Quality of hard
infrastructure (sewage,
electrification, connectivity,
road infrastructure, public
transport, etc.)

Neighbourhood of
a problematic
nature

Sofie Municipality Master
Plan;

Sofia Municipality
Development Plan;

Sofia Municipality Strategy
for Engineering
Infrastructure;

Fieldwork observations

Environment and urban
ecosystems

(air quality, water pollution,
flood risk, seismic activity,
landslides, green areas)

Unfavourable;
average to
unfavourable

Regional Environment and
Water Inspectorate — Sofia

Fieldwork observations

Socioeconomic
characteristics

(poverty, isolation, education,

ethnical structure)

Favourable,
average to
unfavourable

National Statistical Institute;

Ministry of Education and
Culture;

Ministry of Interior; Ministry
of Social Affairs; Regional
government office

Financial characteristics of
the housing estate

(condominiums, prices of the

housing estates, etc.),

Good, average an(
in bad condition

)

Sofia Municipality Master
Plan; Housing estate, proper
and land listings

Source: Simeonova and Hasanov (2013)

ty

The parallel development of the Methodological gliites for the NSDC and its
adoption by December 2012, imposed new changeletdviethodological guidelines
for the IPURDs. This was due to the selection af meban settlements of Level 4 (by
the classification of the NSDC) to be added tolisteof cities to receive a gratuitous
grant for the development and implementation of RB\d, for the 2014-2020 period.

New Methodological guidelines which define the aiddial urban settlements’ identity

as beneficiaries were published by the MRDPW in2Mo content, strategic or any
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organizational differences between the two documerfrom 2010 and 2012 - have

been observed.

Unlike the methodical preparation of the GSPs, ledgd in Ordinance 8 of the SPA
(volume and content of the spatial plans), the IPYRre provided with a longer period
of research on the urban settlements, together redlnced options for the gathered
information to be outdated. The IPURDs contain agmm budget for the

implementation of project activities (each zonermpact is a combination of projects

and activities respectively).
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Table 24: Main characteristics of the IPURDs

Integrated plans for urban regeneration and development IPURD)

37 agglomeration areas in Bulgaria + 28 urban settlements of Level 4 (Covers the territory within the regulation
boundary).
Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works

Own capacity of the municipality and / or with the help of external experts or consulting firms (Public Procurement
Act).

iority Axis 1 of Operational Program “Regional Development” —Sustainable and smart development”
iority Axis 4of the NRDS —“Balanced Spatial Development™.

Other possible funding sources:
Municipal budget

National budget

National programs

Other sources - funance engineering tools: JESSICA | JASPERS, JEREMIE, etc.

Midterm development documents/ it could coincide with the period of the MDP

Drafted methodological guidelines for elaboration and implementation of the IPURDs; Ongoing process of IPURD
elaboration;

ain objective :

nanent improvement of the economic, social and environmental status of the given urban area, through mtegration
of all activities n the plan in such a way that the interrelation betw een the individual elements exhibits synergy and
he overall impact of the plan exceeds the sum of the effects of its individual components, should those are
implemented separately.

he main objective of each plan:

Support of the realization of the development vision for the urban settlement, through the implementation of projects
in urban areas with unsatisfactory condition, negative development trends and / or unrealized potential, as well as
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ttracting, and coordinated management of diverse investments

erms of elaboration:

1. The plans are elaborated for designated parts of the urban settlement called "zones of impact™ (the elaboration of
ore than one IPURD for the settlement’s territory is possible)

. Relation to the Municipal Development Plan and the General Spatial Plan

1. Introduction — Presents the purpose of the IPURD 1n the overall political and legal context (European and national
ocuments clarifying the principles and priorities of regional policy) .Description of the elaboration process,
icipants and principles which the IPURD 1s based on.

art 1: Objectives and problem analysis of the situation.

in objective: Designation of parts of the urban area, whose problems require application of instruments for
integrated development and most important - instruments for integrated planning. (Criteria for designation of areas for
pplication)

ematic contents of the analysis:

General characteristics of the urban settlement and the municipality

Demographic parameters

Economic development

Social sphere

Cultural-historical heritage

Environment

Settlement network, structure and degree of accomplishment of the urban environment

Residential sector

Technical infrastructure (transport-communication system)

Major infrastructural projects and their significance / impact

Inventory of current projects ideas and accomplished projects

Provision of the territory with existing plans / schemes

Buole and influence of the urban settlement in the development of a Level 2 area
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SWOT analysis

Summary and analysis of the situation

1sion for the urban settlement till 2020

signation of zone of impact, based on selected criteria

art 2: Strategy and objectives of the plan

Strategy and rationale, general and specific objectives

inancial resources

scription of the unit / structure / organization involved in the implementation / application
rocedures on public hearing and participation (transparency)

Synergefic effect

sults - environmental assessment and compatibility

mplementation program (application).

art 3: Management of the implementation / application

nclusion of indicators for evaluation and monitoring; public participation in the monitoring and implementation of the
lan and evaluation of results

pplications:

nes of impact (criteria). Relation: Zone of impact — set of projects - activities
trix-Budget (by zones and projects)
mplementation program

lossary

asic guidelines and applied principles for urban planning:
. Integrated approach to urban planning

. lintegrated Urban Regeneration

. Publicity, transparency, public participation

. Balanced and Sustainable Urban Development
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L

documents

Synergistic effect and concentration of resources

Equal opportunities and non-discrimination

Environmental protection

Parmership / public-private partmership

l{} Infrastructural and socio-economic development

11. Improvement of the physical environment (zones of impact)
12. Local economic development (zones of impact)

13. Social development (zones of impact)

o o0 o

14. Creation and designationof areas of high public significance and quality public spaces.

Duration, continuity, coordination and further development towards realization of other strategic and planning

onsideration of European documents, principles and practice:
= Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020

= Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European Cifies

= Toledo Declaration

ational and regional reference framework of integrated planning:

A (art.2, 2008)
SDC 2013-2025
P “Regional development™ 2007-2013 / OP “Regions in growth™ 2014-2020
vailable strategic documents at regional level + sectoral programs and strategies
P-IPURD-GSP (zones of impact - DSP)

Source: Author’'s adaptation based on the Methodolagal guidelines for elaboration and implementatiorof the IPURDs (MRDPW, 2010/2015)
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9.2.1.2. Discussion

The integrated planning approach is undoubtedlyew step in the evolution of urban
planning in a country where integrated planning dmt exist because of the lack of
experience and the enormous power of the stateadvad the territory (Hirt, 2012).
Tsenkova et al. (2006) argue that urban spacesisetbult of a collective production; it is a
social construction. Therefore, decisions must fiver the needs of the community that
inhabits a given territory, but in the same timeytimeed to be realistically justified by the
system parameters and indicators that reflectéhkstate of the situation. In this context,
the identification of the so-called "missing spdces the final contour of the overall
Integrated Plan, is among the most discussed atcisad issues in designating the zones
of impact, as well as the validity of the critetlaat determine those zones. Such an
observation is made by Simeonova and Hasanov (2018pe of the final phases of the
elaboration of the IPURD of Sofia, which exhibits exclusion of marginalized in social
and infrastructural terms areas, which in the prelary reports on the plan have been
defined by the criteria and evaluatedvasrst situation aregsbut were actually excluded

from the final assignment.

"The campaign mode of elaboration” of these planthé context of EU membership and
funding, under pressure and in line with the EUigies and priorities, creates a new
category of planning. It is sporadic, as noted legjBb and Chakarova (2016), due to too
short a period of time in which commissioning ob tmany plans is sought, while the
Bulgarian municipalities lack the capacity and tibels for management and elaboration of
such plans. A major moment in understanding thésespas stated in their Methodological
guidelines, is that they are based on the Genepalti€d Plan, which only a few
municipalities have, or even so - those are simplyup-to-date. There are many cases of
IPURDSs, developed before there was an updated G&i given urban settlement, as well
as IPURDs, which are based on the provisions ofadopted GSP. Many IPURDs,
especially from the first wave, were developed ebefore the Municipal Development

Plan.

A major practical drawback, which takes criticishims to do with the mechanism of

reflection of the public opinion and the inefficiepublic participation in the planning
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process. In the IPURDs, where a different numbepublic hearings are provided at
different stages of the elaboration of the planly adhe already completed product is
presented for discussion - the case of Sofia (Ndjdbe personal communication, July,
2016) - instead of an active inclusion of citizemsl business representatives in the very
elaboration of the plans. Few contests have beganaed - with unsatisfactory quality of
the procedures and the results (Redjeb and Chaka261.6).

The analysis of the Methodological guidelines higtls other issues - subject to wide
debate - such as the model of co-financing of plahgh stimulate private initiative - a

fact linked to a number of bad practices in theetlgyment process of spatial planning to
date. There are no clear guidelines for achievimg $et objectives, in line with the

European principles, or simply the opportunity evelop the potential of these plans by
combining them with plans for urban mobility, fotagnple.

Observations of urban planners and architectsudnat) of those who participated in the
elaboration of IPURDSs, criticize this new appro&eiplanning and the potential for turning
the IPURD into some kind of "financial planning'trar than a real planning assignment.
The campaign mode of these plans, especially whth introduction of the urban
settlements of Level 4, is one of the central debat the process and the conditions for the
elaboration of another important document — the 8Sthe adoption of which "fills a gap”
and also "ratifies the need for" the existence mdégrated urban planning (A. Burov,

personal communication, July, 2016).

9.2.1.3. Transfer analysis of the IPURDs

The integrated upgrade and the recognition of dipectof sustainable urban development
occupy an important place after the EU accessioBulfjaria - in the National Strategic
Reference Framework for 2007-2013 (Priority Axis'Balanced territorial development")
and the related OP “Regional Development” (Priortyis 1: "Sustainable and smart
development"). A condition of the next planningipdr- 2014-2020 - is that only urban

settlements with approved plans for integrated mdevelopment will be funded.
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Integrated Plans emerge in an "appropriate monanthe development of the system of
spatial planning documents, reflecting the effeaftpost-socialistnon-planning no real
conceptual idea of what spatial development isythgs of planning and the opportunities
for all that "to be repaired" through the proce§shmrrowing”, learning and transfer of
opportunities, ideas and principles from Europee (fBuropean discourse on spatial
planning). However, it remains unclear how thiswdtad" of the "European” should be
assessed in "filling the gaps” functionally andyuln a system which has inherited many
of the principles of bygone eras (such as theticadil separation of planning).

How the mobility of ideas is to be evaluated - frma top down or from the bottom up - is
a serious challenge in the countries of the "Eadbdoc"”, especially when in the basis of
the demand (of knowledge), financial opportunitaes found. This fact is not surprising,
knowing the "nature" of the EU, which "supportsatst actors (involved in the transfer)
through incentives by which the member states lzaweal chance to become "successful
projectors of methods and ideas" rather than jpstsSive recipients of lessons from
practice” (Bomberg and Peterson, 2000). This bringgsquestion how much the voluntary
transfer from the bottom to the top is based owvis initiative, motivated by the need for
knowledge and guidance in domestic policy makimgwhat extent this "download" of
pan-European ideas and principles can be regasladaft mechanism of Europeanization
of spatial planning, as Reimer et al. (2015) hgjii Perhaps this can be discussed and
examined in an extended range of empirical studiethe process of spatial discourse

transfer and Europeanization of the countries @ tagion.

Bulgaria is no exception to the framework in whitle demand of opportunities justifies
the means of change, the effectiveness of whichfimasicial terms. Integrated Plans
themselves satisfy these ideas, these searchespoftonities, while the analysis of the
transfer of the "European" to those plans would bhet possible without a real

understanding of the overall context in which tlag@pear. Without the current context, the
Integrated Plans would probably be regarded as eaolltionary” new step towards

completion, supplementation, coordination and irgggn into what already exists, but also
as a typical expression of the voluntary transfemf the bottom up - a result of the

awareness of the need to plan our cities in a isiadtie, integrated and sensible manner.
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That necessity is imposed by the Transferabilitglysis which is part of the evaluation of
the feasibility of transferring opportunities foraking successful or unsuccessful decisions
in the future spatial planning at the local lewelBulgaria. Not only does this analysis
detect the transfer of guiding principles merely 'foaper” {aking the tall, but it also
serves as a "platform for discussion” about howsehieleas will be put into "practice”
(walking the walk in a future extended discussion and analysishisf $tudy. As it was
already mentioned earlier — the fact that the feansutcomes cannot be reported - at least
at this stage of development of the system of apaistruments - has also been taken into

account.

The results of the responses to the predefinedhbias / questions on the analysis of the

transfer, have been organized in Table 25 and contadeafterwards.

1) The questioftwWho carries out the transfer of ideas and principtesiritegrated
approach to spatial development at the urban leeébrs to the actors involved in this
process. In general, those actors can be groupedwo main categories: 1) ones dealing
with the transfer of ideas from the EU to the naaioplanning framework for organizing
the Methodological guidelines and 2) those thatl wansfer the opportunities for the
implementation of these ideas into practice. Inhboases it comes to group agents
presented by national agents: the Council of Memssand the MRDPW (political figures
and government experts on territorial governane&gted to the promotion and setting of
the conditionality of the transfer; experts andnpkrs (some of whom were interviewed)
who participated in the process of setting up #gulatory methodological framework of
how this transfer needs to be reflected througltipeasks (plans). As for the second
group of actors, the MRDPW does not specify the pasition of the team (in the released
Methodological guidelines), unlike the compositiof the team responsible for the
elaboration of the NSDC (at the NCRD). On the otiend, the group of sub-national and
sub-governmental actors involved in the transfecess, consists of local authorities and
administrations, citizens, private investors, cigroups, design firms, etc., the relationship

between which cannot yet be reflected at this stage
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2) What is transferred? - Information on that can be founthe CM’s resolution
from 2010 and in other planning and organizatiodatuments, namely: the National
Strategic Reference Framework, OP “Regional Devealap” and the Methodological
guidelines for the IPURDs. The latter are documevitere the idea of using the European
principles for urban development planning, embeddettie transfer at the local level, are
most clearly outlined. The Methodological guidetinere a theoretical expression of the
concepts and principles of the sustainable intedgratevelopment of the Bulgarian cities,
part of the European discourse on spatial developmEhe answer to this question

precedes the question why these principles arsfeered in Bulgaria.

3) The grounds for transfer &hy transfer is “downloaded”, is among the main
criteria for assessing the type of policy transfarced, voluntary or mixture type),
distinguishing the terms asant to beor have to betransferred (Dolowitz and Marsh,
2000). The combination of different motifs, in theentext - a financial incentive for
"voluntary" and "own initiative" acceptance of ideand knowledge from documents
manifested as recommendations to the EU membaesstatould classify such a transfer
primarily as a mixed one (mixture type), rathemthast voluntary, considering the overall

evolution of the system of spatial planning insteunts.

4) As stated in the theoretical part of this stutig, concept of PT does not provide
enough information about the details of the timaque From what has been analysed so
far, it can be argued that the timing of the transk limited to the third period of
development of the spatial planning system (200I320Certain years have been specified
through the release of resolutions and documerttighayears can be regardedvdlenthe
indicative start of the transfer should be. In itgalthe sub-national transfer is
commensurate with the period of implementation e plan proposals. The period for

applying the "transferred ideas" is limited to #814-2020 time frame.

5) As for the questiolVherethe policies are transferred from, Dolowitz and Star
(2000) distinguish two complementary levels of ntoriing: cross-nationaland within a
nation In the first case the answer is related to thedfd the EU-generated discourse,
which serve as platforms from which, potentiallye transfer flows, with opportunities for

a voluntarily download of ideas from European doeuts, integrated into the idea of a

241



European spatial model. In the second case, theféracorrelates with the possibility of
reaching a practical application in approved andliphed documents at the urban
governance level. The role of the Methodologicatiglines in this case is important, since
they reflect the "supranational” discourse (thafpten of transfer) and frame the principles

and the steps toward its "entry into practice."

6) The questiorHow the transfer is carried out complements the andwdhe
questionWhy, or in other words — the two questions overlapases of forced adoption of
practices (Page, 2000). Given the mixed naturdefttansfer resulting from "want to be"
and "have to be" transferred, the answer to thetqreHow supplements this information
through the chronological documentary organizatainthe transfer in the following
sequence: Operational Program - Funding scheméeobeéneficiary urban settlement -
Methodological guidelines - Elaboration of planstplementation of plans - Results. This
sequence explains the interaction between the elsnwd conditionality (the exogenous
elements) and the voluntary elements (the endogeelements) of a “bottom-up” transfer,
which proves that such a transfer is positionethéxmiddle of the continuum between the
Coercive Transfer (Direct Imposition) and the Les8yawing process, according to
Dolowitz and Marsh (2000).

7) The Degree of transfer is probably the biggest challenge malgsing the
situation. The outcome of the transfer is stroragpendent on the form and the terms of its
management. Here it is taken into considerationt tha theoretical studies allow the
classification of the transfer results in condifomhere the borrowing has occurred from
another jurisdiction, following the example of “euty-to-country”. A full analysis
probably would have been possible under optimatlysig of the Integrated Plans in
Bulgaria, as well as their impact on the local disse and practices. This phase of my
study shows that as of now the outcomes vary fromul&tion (transfer of ideas behind the
policy or program) to Combination (which involvesxtares of several different policy or
in this case - practices), with options for Inspaa - given the fact that the results may be

fairly different from the set of strategic obje@ssof these plans.
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Table 25: Transfer analysis of the IPURDs

Who carries out the
transfer?

What ideas are transferred?

When are they transferred?

Result/Outcome

IPURD

Groups of actors: Council of Ministers; MRDPW -titition which initiated the transfer; Executg
of the principles embedded in the transfer: Locébis and organizers in the process of elabora
the IPURD (mayor and municipal administration; zsfis; consulting firms, NGOs, priva
investors, etc.)

Principles and ideas for integrated sustainableeldpwment of urban areas, regulated in
documents at the EU level: the Leipzig Charter, Tbkedo Declaration, the Territorial Agenda
the EU - all principles and ideas are organized &adsferred to preparation for practic

rs
iting
te

kKey
of
cal

implementation (elaboration and implementation lahp) by the Methodological guidelines for the

elaboration and implementation of the IPURD docoin(®RDPW, 2010b, 2012)

Third planning period (2007-2013) - Scheme for mlong gratuitous grants BG161P0O001 / 1.4-C
from 2010, regulated under OP “Regional Developthand publishing of the Methodologic
guidelines.

71/
al
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Where are they transferred
from?

Why are the ideas for
integrated urban
development transferred
(motivation)?

How is the transfer carried
out?

Possible outcome or degree
of transfer?

The EU discourse on spatial development. The EUlients on European cities - Leipzig Cha
(2007) / Toledo Declaration (2010) / Territorial égla 2020 (2011);

Resolution of MRDPW (2010) on financing urban potgethat are part of an Integrated Plan
urban development, generate revenue and are aldéutn the resource inputs, and which meet
eligible activities under Priority Axis 1 of the ©&mtional Program “Regional Development” ( in
from instruments such as JESSICA) (Resolution ef@ouncil of Ministers from 21-07 / 2010)

ERDF funding through OP “Regional Development” 2@013 and OP “Regions in Growth” for

rter

for
the
cl.

the 2014-2020 period. Funding urban projects whiettect the European planning principles:

Vertical conditional (resource-backed) transfer gallintary “bottom-up” transfers (mixture type (of

transfer).

In perspective (requiring a longer period of timeédnditions for achieving outcomes - analysis

evaluation of the local discourse and practicesr aidmpletion of the application period of thetﬁirs

series of plans (6 years). Inability to track thmplementation process (e.g. the first order unke
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Source: Author; Methodological guidelines for the &boration of the IPURDs
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9.2.2. The National Spatial Development Concept
9.2.2.1. General formulations and goals in a Eupeontext

The development of the NSDC is also part of the ofeanization reforms/
implementations of the system of planning documémtBulgaria from 2007 on. The
emergence of this document aims at replacing tleiqusly provided by the SPA
National Complex Spatial Scheme, which, accordmgAtticle 100 was to determine
"how to achieve the goals and objectives of spatahning at the national level, coupled
with the overall sustainable socioeconomic develepm After more than 10 years of
debating and attempts for clarifying the scope thiedcontent of the NCSS, as well as the
options for its elaboration, the work on this neacdment began in vague legislative
conditions. The new scope and content of the nesurent called NSDC is framed in
the additional provisions of the 2012 amendmenthieoSPA and to the RDA, in search
of a better connectivity between the two acts (NSREL2). The creation of the NSDC
as a document originally regulated by the SPA, latet by the RDA, is part of the so-
called attempts for optimization of the planninggeass. That optimization had started
ambitiously with the motive that the Directoratestee MRDPW dealing with regional
development, had better capacity (in terms of atstnation, resources, etc.), and thus
they attract most of the EU funds. The Directoratkich deals with spatial planning has
a smaller capacity and limited functions, thereftihe spatial planning instruments
related to spatial and detailed urban planninglaher level, have been regulated by the
RDA since 2007 (V. Troeva, personal communicatiarch, 2015).

Failing to elaborate national and regional develeptschemes as required by the SPA,
together with the limited activity of the Directdeaof Urban Planning, has led to
conclusions about the reassessment of the roléogation, the volume and the content
of these schemes, defined more than ten years thfteadoption of the act itself. The
release of the Methodological guidelines for thaberation of the National Concept
(December, 2010) was part of an ambitious init&ti® coordinate planning and
development (MRDPW, 2010a), which marked a new esta§ opportunities for
conceptualization of the spatial planning in BulgalThe NSDC has been developed as
part of the "Programming of Regional Development #014-2020", funded by
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Operation 5.1: Programming, management, monitowgjuation and control, Axis 5:
"Technical Assistance" of Operational Program “Regi Development” 2007-2013.

"The NCSS and the Regional Spatial Schemes for Reegjions, have not been
developed and adopted to date. These circumstanceste a risk for the
preparation of strategic and planning documentsrémional development for the
2014 - 2020 period, which do not meet the requirgned art.5, § 2 of the
Enforcement Regulations of the Regional Developmé&et which would
deteriorate the quality and the territorial focu§ the Operational Programs co-
financed by the EU funds for the 2014 - 2020 periodthe sense, the NSDC
should be a specific strategic document for theéasnigble spatial development of
the country, which is to fill the absence of a &lavision and a spatial
coordination of both regional and sectorial plarfMIRDPW, 2010: 3).

A new domestic debate related to the need for metiad documents and coordinating
those with the ones for regional development, coétdd with the release of this
significant new national document whose scope fséeeé within the national space of
Bulgaria, as open to the world and integrated theo European space and networks of
centers and axes of development, culture, sciemdenmovations. In other words, this is
a document which develops the spatial polycentrideh and the integration within the

European space and networks. Its main purpose is:

"Spatial coordination of the processes taking placethe national territory,
through creation of spatial planning base and regns for implementing not
only the regional, but also the different socioemaitc sectorial planning at the
national level, in theontext of the European spatial development, foieachg a
complex integrated planning“(NSDC, 2013:4).

Together with the National Regional Developmenatgy 2012 — 2022, the Concept is
a key document in the latest legislation and a Hawgited instrument for integrated

planning and sustainable spatial, economic andaba@velopment. Its design as a

247



document-concept, rather than a planning instrumsnustified by the fact that it does
not plan resources but outlines the need for meastinat will be implemented through
the resources of the sectorial programs which tB®C is to affect by directing them
and coordinating them at a territorial level. Thagqical application, however, of the
principles and approaches to spatial planning atrttional level should consider not
only the need for studying the practices of someopean countries (e.g. the Austrian
Concept according to S. Motev, personal commuraoatduly, 2016), but also pan-
European documents dictating the principles, foatohs and prospects for spatial
planning. Those documents are reflected in the bthilogical guidelines and the very
NSDC which states that they "urge the member statéske into account the European
dimension of spatial development in the coordimatad policies, plans and national
reports on spatial development”. In this sensepuifin the adoption and the
implementation of the NSDC, a step forward is expectowards "Europeanizing the
national, regional and urban planning" in BulggNMRDPW, 2010).

The analysis of the NSDC shows that it takes intooant the advantages and the
challenges of the national territory’s spatial depenent, presenting also a summary of
the conclusions which determine the guidelinestaedriorities set out in it. It indicates
that the ESDP have the greatest influence in Eurdpe ESDP brings back to the table
the theme of polycentrism and the linking of thetlements into networks (policy
objective 3.2 of the ESDP). The National Concephdfers and further develops (in a
text expression) this model by the National Redidravelopment Strategy (2012-2022),
through the centers and axes of development.

The performed keywords-based content analysis ®fB8DP, based on the underlying
policy objectives and their dimensions, shows thatbasic ideas and principles of the
three political objectives are terminologically lested in the NSDC, developed and

adapted to the national territorial context.
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Table 26: Policy aims of the ESDP and their preserdn the NSDC*

Policy aims of the ESDP Development of the principles in the
NSDC of Bulgaria 2013-2025

3.2 Polycentric Spatial Development and a New
Urban-Rural Relationship

3.2.1Polycentric andbalancedspatial Yes
development

3.2.2Dynamic, attractive andcompetitive cities Yes
and urbanized regions

3.2.3 Indigenous (local community) Yes
development, diverse amdoductivé®ural areas

3.2.4Urban-rural partnership Yes
3.3 Parity of Access to Infrastructure and

Knowledge

3.3.1 An integrated approachitdrastructure *’ Yes

andknowledge

3.3.2Polycentric development modela basis for Yes
betteraccessibility

3.3.3Efficient andsustainable usé of the Yes
infrastructure
3.3.4 Diffusion ofinnovation andknowledge Yes

3.4 Wise Management of the Natural And
Cultural Heritage

3.4.1Natural andcultural heritage as Yes
development asset

3.4.2Preservationand development of the Yes
natural heritage

**In green colour: the key words

% |n the original text of the ESDP the term usetiridigenous”.

% The key word traced for the purposes of the cdndemalysis of the NSDC isptoductive” - in the
context or areas of rural type (incl. peripheraltdt) areas).

37 Incl. “Transport infrastructure”, “Transport Links* , “Access to information and knowledge®

38 «Efficient and sustainable use” have also beeretigor the purposes of the content analysis
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3.4.3 Water resource management- a special Yes
challenge for spatial development

3.4.4 Creative management of cultural Yes
landscapes
3.4.5 Creative managementafitural heritage Yes

Source: Author, based on the NSDC of the Republicf @ulgaria 2013-2025

The key priorities of the “Europe 2020” Strategy fomart, sustainable and inclusive
growth are also mandatory - as specified in the 8SDthrough ideas for a balanced
allocation of priorities between urban centers anelas of good social and economic
development on the one hand, and lagging behindphm¥al and / or vulnerable to
demographic and economic risks areas, on the ofts.is reinforced through targeted
support of important, smaller urban settlements (efel 4), further designated as
beneficiaries of the Integrated Plans’ funding. Aggzhes to rural and border areas have
been developed by the EU Territorial Agenda (TA@Q2vhich adds to the polycentric
spatial and integrated urban development a confmerthe smaller settlements (small
towns and large villages).

Among the highlights of the NSDC is the support iftegrated urban regeneration and
development (in the framework of the cited pan-pesn documents for sustainable and
integrated urban development). Thus the critergtesy for selecting urban settlements
whose Integrated Plans are to be supported, wésefudeveloped, which regulates the
second Methodical guidelines for the elaboratiod anplementation of IPURDs (of

2012).The NSDC takes into account the opportunitegsintegration of the sectorial

policies, creating prerequisites for this integmatand pointing the possible pathways to

achieving it.
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Table 27: Main features of the NSDC of the Republiof Bulgaria

National Spatial Development Concept 2013-202
The national space ofthe Fepublic of Bulgana

Ministry of Fegional Development and Public Works

MWational Center for Eegional Development

OF “Fegonal Development™ 2007-2013, funded by the EuropeanRegional Development Fund; Operation 3.1: Progranuming,
management monitonng, evaluation and control, Pronty axis 5: “Techrcal assistance™

ay-June 2012 {6 months)

Finalized and adopted(December2012)

methodological aspect the mission ofthe NSDC is spatial coordination ofthe processes occuming in national temtory,
ough creation ofa spatial planning basis andregulator forimplementationnot only ofthe regional, but for planning ofthe
mdividual socio-economic sectors atnationallevel aswell, n the context of the pan-European spatial development, so asto
achieve a comprehensive, ntegrated planming. On the otherhand, the nuission ofthe NSDC is the creation of a national
framework forimplementing spatial (wrban) planming at lower temitoral levels (regional, district, municipal), by generally
formulating the main gmidelines and principles for conducting the state spatial planning policy.

Main objective:

The Mational Spatial Policy ......guarantees the protection of the temtory of the country as a national treasure...” {art. 1 Spatial
annming Act, 2001)

.Spatial coordination ofthe processes talkingplace atthe national temitory through creation of spatial plannmghbase and

regulator forimplementation not only the regional. but alzo the single socio-economic sectonal planning at nationallevelin the

context ofthe European spatial development for achieving a complex integrated planmng™.

Specific objectives:

Integration of spatial planning with regional and sectoral planmng, spatial coordination of sectoral policies, strategies, plans and

pIoSTars;

* Formulation of suidelines and prneiples for implementation ofthe spatial planning policy:

* Defining oftools for coordination between hierarchicallevels of spatial planning;

*Defining of areas with specific features through the appropriate methodology and indicator system;

Stimulation ofthe polycentric development ofthe settlements networl, improvement ofthe relations between the central and

penpheral regions, betweenwrban and miral areas;

*Defining of fumetional zones (protected, production, transport, tounsm), o fimp ortant national and regional significance,

requirng specific development policy;
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»Coordination atnationallevel ofthe OFPD 2014-2020 interventions as well astherest ofthe operational programs;
=Creation of GIS data base forthe purposes of the elaboration, the implementation andthe mamtenance of the N5DC

1. MATJOR. CHATTENGES AND POTENTIAL FOE DEVELOPMENT OF THE NATIONAL SPACE
1.1 Political andlegislative framework
1.2 Theplace of the NSCD in the system of strategic docurments
1.3 Objectives, tasks and prneiples ofthe NSCD
1 4 Factors mfluencing the nationalspace
1.5 Surmnmary conclusions —the challenges of the spatial development
MODELS AND SCENARIOS FOR SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT
.1.5patialmodels
2. Elements ofthe spatial structure
3 From monocentric to polycentre spatial development — selection o furban model and scenario for spatial development
A Vision, strategic objectives and prionties
.STRATEGY FOR DEVELOFMENT OF THE NATIONAL SPACE
1. Polycentric wrban network —the basis for balanced deveopment
2 Social mfrastructure
3.3 Engmeenng infrastructure —links and accessibility
3.1 Transport mfrastructure
3.2 Engineering mfrastmicture
4 Spatial dimensions ofthe resources-based economic development
4.1 Agriculture and forestry — current state, objectives, development prospects
4.2 National concentrations of production and business activities —mining, energy generation, processing andlogistics
industres
4.3 Toursm — seaside, mountain, SPA cultural and ecological/altemative tounsm
A A RED centers
5 MNatural and cultural values —a guarantee for the national identity
3.1 Naturalvalues
3 Temtones of cultural values
A5 Temtones with specific charactenstics
. THE WEW FHILOSOPHY OF SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT
3 ANNEXES
5.1 List of abbreviations
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1 Acts and ordinances

2 EU and intemational crganizations documents
5 Publications

A4 Strategies, programs, plans and projects

5 Publications on the Intemet

asic methodological guidelines and applied principles for spatial planning:

1. Integrated approachte planrmng

. Publicity, transparency and citizens’ participation

. Promnty protected public nterests

. Scientific approach

5. Continuity ofthe planning process

Some key tasks in the drafting of the document:

For the docurment’s diagnosis: selecting sources of supranational (Balkanregion) and Europeanlevel regarding: Physical
envirorarent and environmental quality; population; System of settlements_ structures and urban typologies; Infrastructure;
Social institutions, education and healtheare; Administrative orgamization; Historical and culturalheritage.

Identification and descnption of factors mfluencing the differentiation, the defining different scenanos for Spatial development
odels.

Introduction o furban settlements typology (to serve as a defining criterion as well as for project opportunities for integrated

an development and elaboration ofthe relevant plans.

Creating a set ofindicatorsto monitor the level of objectives achieved. Indicators of wban hierarchy.

nsideration of European documents, principles and practice :

« ESDP

« SPESDEC (Guiding Prineiples for Sustainable Development ofthe European Continent)
e  ESPON
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« EUROPE 2020

# 4% and 3* Cohesionreport ofthe EU

» Docurments and agreements fixing the development ofmajorinfrastructure projects and networks acrossthe Europeanspace,
such as the European transport comdors, pipelines, "the green belt", "cultural comders", etc.

» The Gothenburg Strategy for Sustainable Development

» Commumnity Strategic Guidelines 2007-2013

* The Temtonal Agenda ofthe EU

» The Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European Cities

*The Toledo Declaration formtegrated wrban regeneration and development

* The European Landscape Convention.

ractice of the different European countries in spatial planning at national level that is applicable in the Bulgarian
nditions.

The MNSDC should be the mam coordinating document: Honzontal coordmating effect and Vertical coordnating effect
ierarchical subordnation at national temtonal level (within the temitory of the EU, of Eastern Europe);
P “Begional development™;

elation to the National Eegional Development Strategy;

elations to other strategic documents for regional planning, plans and strategies of different temitorial levels; National
framework for implementing spatial {urban) planning and lower temtonal levels (regional, district, mumicipal) by generally
formulating the main gidelines and pranciples for conducting the state spatial planning policy;

er 0Pz, zectoral stratesies, projections, programs and plans.

Source: Author, based on the Methodological guidedies for elaboration of the NSDC and the NSDC 201320
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9.2.2.2. Discussion

The NSDC is a document elaborated in extremelytdichi(in terms of time and
resources) conditions, which is the reason for laatée on the opportunities which this
national instrument for spatial planning suggestgluding its complementation,
monitoring and the overall quality of the terridrdiagnostics reflected in it. However,
the most important role of the NSDC is the oppadtjuwhich it provides for discussing
various issues, concerned in the document (disduaseopen meetings of the then
government), and for realizing that "we all go ineodirection” and that all activities

should be coordinated, so that we "act" togetheoordination.

The NSDC is the first document that reflects, ®m ¢ontent, the relation between the
process of Europeanization and the spatial planpingess, clearly justifying that this is
possible by the application of a "European dimamsi@rinciples, models, approaches,
ideas, etc.) of spatial development, enshrinedniportant documents such as the ESDP,
whose formulations were transferred to the contnthe Bulgarian Concept. This
suggests that a community of professionals, who aareexpression of the domestic
cognitive and discursive changes, has occurrethencbuntry following 2001, without
whose comments, criticism and advice, this docténalsis would not be complete.
Nevertheless, it is that same community of expetigh is among the main critics of
spatial planning in Bulgaria, arguing that the efffef "enthusiasm" and the opportunities
for political coordination of regional policies hbsen lost after the promulgation of the
Concept. To many, the adoption of this document plaged its most important and
essential role, namely: to justify the need foegrated urban regeneration and planning,
and the elaboration of Integrated Plans not just3f® (originally selected), but for 67
Bulgarian urban settlements, which - according dme - "is a wrong approach” (V.
Troeva, personal communication, March, 2015; N. j&zdpersonal communication,
July, 2016). Among the critical notes concerning étaboration of the NSDC are about
the uncertainty "to the last moment" what shoulalbee, how the document should look
and "the fundamental understanding and bringinglea from a conceptual to a concrete
project level", generated around the priorities ahprovide funding from the EU.
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Nevertheless, as it has been noted, the condiiodsmeans for the elaboration of the

Concept do not suggest more and that is enoughiftype of document (ibid.).

The discrepancy in legislation and the taking avesome spatial planning functions by
regional planning, are yet another issue discussedome of the urbanists who were
interviewed. However, the adoption of the NSDC witthe RDA, and not within the

SPA, marks new opportunities and prospects forréuteforms, including the idea of

merging the two legislative acts.

An important point in the Concept and the draftdighe Methodological guidelines for
it, is the creation of a terminological glossaryiethclarifies essential formulations such
as spatial planning and development. The developwfetie terminology is also based
on the ESPON studies, concerning many of the defits transferred to the domestic
context, some of which, however, do not meet thig&uan territorial formulations, such
as what a rural area or a mountain area is, etdM¢&v, personal communication, July
2016). The glossary of the Methodological guiddindefine terms such aspatial
developmentbut not very accurately, considering it a synorgmmearly synonymous to
the interpretation ophysical planning traditionally associated in Bulgaria witlrban
planning and land useThe glossary clarifies that the term “policy fepatial
development” is a "European term," "downloaded’hfrdocuments such as the ESDP.
However, the adaptation of the term "spatial” indibonal (the translation from English
to Bulgarian), therefore, this concept is regardedynonymous to “policy for territorial
development”. The terminology formulations in theetiodological guidelines for the
NSDC require rethinking of these concepts in dfleotdocuments related to the spatial
organization and planning, including, in the fip$ace, the SPA, which traditionally uses

the term "arrangement of the territory”, as claxfiin the first chapter.

The NSDC is the first spatial document that makedifference between the use of
concepts such as “region” and “rayon”, for the deban those is still not clear in
Bulgarian geography. The Concept defines the teggidn” (a statistical unit) based on
the EUROSTAT norms for this type of units. The wdrdyon" - originally associated

with the imposition of Soviet principles of regidrdanning in Bulgaria - has complex
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applications and is linked to the socio-culturantity of the territorial units, their natural
conditions, history, identity, etc.

9.2.2.3. Transfer analysis of the NSDC

The transfer analysis of the NSDC, unlike thatled tntegrated Plans, is performed on
the basis of two documents — 1) the NSDC and 2Méthodological guidelines for the
NSDC. The view of the interviewed experts, who ipgrated in the elaboration of these
two documents, has also been taken into accountiekter, the limited period of time
since its coming to force (2013) and the tempomizon of this study, do not allow
interpretation of any results since its implementat The fact that the NSDC is a
medium-term document with time limits up to 202%lso taken into consideration. So is
the fact that its adoption is part of the delayedcpss of "Europeanization of the
domestic debate" and thus - its overall impact leat process is still hard to observe.
Nevertheless, the Concept is a result of the affirom of the changes in the development
of the discursive and the cognitive dimension acditgph planning since 2001, which
influences the conceptual definition of some foratioins in the Concept, the needs, the
changes in the planning practices and structutkeo$ystem of planning documents. This
influence is still partial and hard to impose oredplists, experts and technicians,
working on "new" planning documents, who in paialleve inherited visions of the
territory and practices of the socialist era plagrprocess. The analysis of the transfer of
the European spatial planning discourse through #eguments is reflected and
commented in Table 28 below.

1) The questionwho carries out the transfer of ideas and principles dn
integrated approach to spatial development at étiemal level, is attributed primarily to
group actors. They can be conditionally dividedoiritvo sub-groups: policy and
government experts (MRDPW) and group experts -igiaants in the elaboration of the
NSDC (at the NCRD). The latter are also respondiimiéhe Methodological guidelines
document, as opposed to the lack of informatiorceamng the team responsible for the
IPURDs Methodological guidelines’ elaboration. Regantatives of this group (from the

NCRD) took part in a series of interviews for thegses of this doctoral thesis.
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2) The principles and approaches to spatial planset out in key European
documents are considered as a response to thaoquedtat is transferred. Documents
such as the ESDP are of particular importance, hmsicy aims are revealed and

territorially justified in the content analysis thie Concept.

3) Why?— The NSDC is a reform in the strategic spatiahping at the national
and at the regional level. On its basis, regionatial development schemes at all
administrative levels are to be developed. It regdathe longstanding lack of a NCSS
regulated by the SPA (2001), and aims at estahljshinew stage in spatial planning at
the national level, while in the same time inteigiathe national space into the European
model of spatial development policies. In this regdahe NSDC is the main framework
for the development of a series of strategic documéor regional development and is
the basis for the preparation of national documémtsnanaging the EU funds for the
2014 — 2020 period. Its adoption fulfills the regment of the reformed European
cohesion policy for strengthening the territoriaintext of documents for strategic
planning of regional development for the next pamgming period (Pavlova, 2013).
Although the transfer is defined as voluntary eault of rational search for solutions -
the distinction betweewant to beandhave to bdransferred takes certain criticism, and
the boundary between those two conditions is diffito define and interpret. This is also
determined by the role of the financial framewofkQ#P “Regional Development” and
OP “Regions in Growth”. The strategic focus of G®egions in Growth" 2014 - 2020 is
aimed at urban development. One of the main tastteedeam that developed the NSDC
was to propose a set of eligible for aiding urbattlements where targeted state policy is
to be applied. The discussions about this fact semmme criticism related to the "need"
or the "conditionality" of elaborating such a na@abdocument. In a more detailed study
of the process of organizing the documents andntbévation of spatial development
policies, a correct answer could be given as totlhdrehe case concerns a voluntary or a
mixed transfer, with opportunities for its precpasitioning in the transfer continuum of
Dolowitz and Marsh (2000).
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4) There are no specific details ab@itenexactly the idea of creating the NSDC
and the way the decision to reflect European idegalaciples and approaches in it was
made. The evolution of this planning instrumentvehidhat the idea for its development
emerged after the elaboration of the IPURDs. Thehbiological guidelines for these
two types of planning instruments were publishethensame year. It is also emphasized
that the NSDC is the document that expands thefistties which are beneficiaries for
elaboration of Integrated Plans, which fact impdbkesthinking that the ideas for transfer
follow the chronological sequence of the currerdlgsis (1 —the IPURDs and 2 —the
NSDC).

5) The questionVhere from refers to thecross-nationallevel, where the EU-
generated discourse on spatial planning / developmes as a platform for the transfer
of ideas and principles. An essential role herggpthe ESDP. At the domestic level, the
possibility for achieving practical application ¢fie transfer depends on the actual
implementation of the NSDC as a chief coordinaptanning instrument and also on the
elaboration / the updating, the implementation ahe& horizontal and vertical

coordination of the planning documents in the higdrg order of the Concept.

6) The questiorHow the transfer is executed, as explained earlieglasely
related to the definition of the reasons for itpiementation. A part of the transfer terms
is the organizing of the methodological framework the NSDC, where initially
approaches and references for potential transéemarked, including where the transfer
will be carried out from. In the context of the EHS[the transfer "on paper" is executed
through the direct transfer of policy objectivefid@n in the table bellow) and their

further development and adaptation to the natiteraikorial context.

7) The Degreeof transfer. A full presence of the ideas and faations
embedded in the ESDP is observed. How these fotiongawill be brought down to
practical level is heavily dependent on the systénmstruments (at the regional and at
the local level) which have the attributes for thiliment of the development priorities.
The analysis, as in the case of the IPURDs, woaldnbre complete by a future tracing
of the dynamics of the national discourse on spdgaelopment. The NSDC is the first
real attempt to organize a spatial document thégats the specifics, the problems, the
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advantages and the priorities of the Bulgarianttey. Its initiation is based on the real
possibilities of "Europeanization” of the systemspftial instruments at lower levels as
well, but it is also a factor for larger dynamidstlee changes in the cognitive and in the

discursive dimension of the spatial planning system

The implementation of the transfer from the top dote lower than the national
territorial levels, is one of the challenges of therent analysis. At the present stage of
the study, it appears that the transfer outcomest tieely vary closer to Combination
(which involves a mixture of several different padis or in this case - practices) rather
than Emulation (a transfer of ideas behind a policy program), considering that
documents of this kind (at the national level) dat exist during the socialist regime in
the country. The evolution of planning practicascli bad practices resulting from the
long period of planning denial) can also be usedrdsria to determine options for a
future Combination. Any results of the transferpoinciples of spatial planning at the
regional and at the local level would only have esowalidity after the expiry of the
planning period - 2014-2020.
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Table 28: Transfer analysis of the NSDC

Who carries out the transfer?

What ideas are transferred?

When are they transferred?

Where are they transferred
from?

Why ideas are transferred
(motivation)?

Result/Outcome
National Spatial Development Concept

Groups of actors: Council of Ministers; MEDPW — institution-initiated transfer (political actors); NCED
{group of experts) - transfer of principles and ideas for spatial planning in the elaboration of the NSDC.

Polvcentric and balanced territorial development, integrated economic, social and environmental regeneration
and urban development, rural areas and regions with specific characteristics, territorial integration and
coordination of policies, preservation of natural and cultural values and adapting to global climate changes,
regulated in key documents at EU level of paramount importance: the EU Territorial Agenda 2020 (TA 2020)
Towards an inclusive, smart and sustainable Europe™, which documents further develop the ideas of the
European Spatial Development Perspective (1999), the Lisbon Strategy (2000} and the Giteborg Strategy
(2001).

Third planning period (2007-2013) — debate meetings at political level (ministries) in 2010.
Organization of the text coverage; 2012 - the vear of the document’s elaboration.

The EU - EU spatial planning documents, which "urge the member-states to take info account the European
dimension of spatial development in the coordination of policies, plans and national reports on spatial
development”. Main reference for the transfer of planning principles and objectives: the ESDP (1999},

TUnadopted National Complex Spatial Scheme for Bulgaria regulated by the SPA (2001); Need for
coordination of sectoral policies and the distribution of EU funds depending on the spatial priorities,
organized in a completely new class of documents — the NSDC;

Consistency of the regional and the spatial planning through providing their methodical coherence
forthe 2014 - 2020 planning period.
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How is the transfer executed?

Possible outcomes and degree
of transfer?

WVoluntary transfer of the ESDP policy objectives and their dimensions in the formulation of the Concept in
terms of a full EU membership.

The Methodological guidelines recognize that the obligations of Bulgaria as a member of the EU
impose new practices in terms of applying the fundamental principles of the European spatial
development policy, as well as the requirements of the "ESPON" research program in the
field of spatial planning, environmental protection in compliance with "NATURA 2000", the
"Europe 2020" Strategy, etc., which all motivate the Methodological guidelines for the NSDC
as part of the common European planning.

Seemingly voluntary transfer with elements of political rationality and "conditionality"
(imposed by national political actors in response to the need for properly organizing and
directing "financial injections" from the OPs funded by the EU Structural Funds).

The policy objectives of the ESDP are transferred and adapted for the specific regional conditions of
development "in text".

The Methodological guidelines impose the idea of a well-established in recent decades European practice and
the need of the same in Bulgaria. Assessment of the transfer outcomes - analysis and evaluation of the
changes of the local discourse and practices - assessable at the end of the 2014-2020 planning period (for
which the NSDC directs the funding flows) and / or possibly after 2025 In any case, the impact assessment
of the transfer, as well as the NSDC impact on the discourse, practices and future organization of the
planning instruments (coordinating character) is not entirely possible as of 2013 (the time limit of the current
studv).

Source: Author, based on the NSDC and the Methodogical guidelines for the elaboration of the NSDC
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9.3 Final notes and discussion

The reflection and the impact of the European apptanning documents not only lies in
the planning instruments’ adoption of the termiggiothe objectives and the orientations,
but also in the extent of changes in governanciesstycoordination and knowledge
transfer between the different territorial levelgating new organisms (or institutions) to
develop spatial planning in its entirety (Elorri&@anz, 2013). Evidence of transfer of the
European conceptual framework to the two new spasaruments in Bulgaria has been
found. The European references which these twordeants bear are also observed and
explained, so is the contextual framework in whitiose references appear, are
developed, and are to be applied. The two new deatsnin discussion are bearers of
future planning proposals and reorganization ofdterwise being static for decades set
of spatial instruments (at least of the existingg)nwhich was a reflection of the inability
for a symbiosis with the new European formulatiomsd standards for spatial

organization and planning, known as the Europeatiapnodel.

Regardless of the performed analysis, it does re#mthat these new planning ideas or
even "styles" of planning are brought down to, anglemented in practice. Therefore,
this study of the Bulgarian planning instrumentsnais open in terms of future
enrichment of results, perspectives and experielfgesd or bad). The gathering of
information does not allow (in terms of time andaerces) reporting of any policy and
institutional aspects, public participation, tesrial and administrative cooperation. This
additional information would complement the resalisl the discussion about the future
of the new instruments regulated in the proces&wfpeanization of the Bulgarian
spatial planning and the opportunities for thefeetive implementation, communication

and coordination with other instruments for teri@bpolicies in the country.

In the analytical part of the study it has beencussed that the process of
Europeanization of planning is a complicated, campirocess, which involves different
mechanisms, actors and “moving forces”, in whick thansfer takes the role of an
“indicator" of clarifying a number of aspects okthrocess of change initiating. Using
policy transfer in the motivation for changes ane possible outcomes of those changes,
is useful in cases where the vertical transferhef European conceptual framework for

spatial planning and its implementation in natio(glb-national) planning documents
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from the top down, is not forced from above, ananiost cases is regarded as voluntary.

Not surprisingly, however, the situation in degghrmore complex than it seems.

The results of the analysis of both cases (of tB®® and the IPURDs) share a common
logic of "voluntarity" but also of "conditionalityfelated to the development priorities of
the regional policy in Bulgaria, as well as the raMlecharacter of the impact which the
EU cohesion policy has on the member states. Taisditionality” is not directly related
to the EU, since the European reference documeatseaommendatory in nature. The
conditionality is an expression of rational-basetiqy decisions which the actors have
chosen to transfer as a rational response to eaeipett need. This type of lesson-
searching makes an assumption of rationality, ootimer words - a rationality-based
policy transfer is the one in which national goveemts borrow ideas (programs,
policies, etc.), with the expectation that the $fan will lead to success, and where the
latter is measured by the extent to which a trarefiepolicy achieves the aims set by the
borrowers (e.g. the governments). The process arisfer begins with a voluntary
engagement and active search for new ideas, whie ttansfer itself depends on
subjective judgments and perceptions of the acitorslved in it, which affects the
outputs of policy transfer (Unalan, 2009). All tlenerates the idea that the transfer of
spatial ideas, principles and approaches in organimew planning documents is not
simply defined as a voluntary or a mixed transfar it rather places it between the
voluntary and the rational (Lesson downloading)ietsr of the Dolowitz and Marsh
continuum (2000). However, it is not entirely impide for an additional study of the
political actors’ motivation, to lead to new comglons about the level of demand for
knowledge and new ideas amid the financial incestithat "predefine” or "conditionally
impose" the same. This new contextualization is tnidely situated between the
voluntary transfer type (in the center of the comtim) and the obligated type in the

continuum.

The top-down transfer of ideas, following the ex#&mnpf implementing new spatial
planning instruments in Bulgaria, is a complex psx which involves not just
borrowing, copying or inspiration, but adaptatiomdamplementation as well. This in
turn involves additional group / individual actorseasures and organizational practices,
which the future outcomes of the transfer will degph@n. The cases of the NSDC and the
IPURDs are not the typical cases of a completedecyt transfer analysis, since their

period of elaboration and adoption overlaps theptaal limitation of this doctoral thesis.
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However, those two documents are a sign that a stage in the organization of the
system of spatial instruments has begun. Regardfease criticism, the focus of this new
approach in the history of spatial planning sholdd viewed on with optimism, in a
system where planning was forgotten and deniegiears when the process of adoption,
change, or update of spatial plans was an unctedréégally and uncoordinated process

of "trade of interests."

The evolution and the success or failure of theofean cohesion policy in Eastern
Europe, which Maier (2012) talks about, is parthe important process of transition and
Europeanization, a process of not just buildingystesn of new, structurally different

spatial documents. Here Bulgaria is a typical eXamphe success of the cohesion policy
provides the means to a complete rethinking offtthere of the legal formulations and

their coordination, as well as a more direct imgatthe system of spatial documents, in
this already initiated transition of spatial cuéuand practices. The most distinguishing
feature of the planning culture is its diversityin$truments and practices, including the
professional ethics that follow them. In this case, the Bulgarian planning culture is

just beginning its transitional period, in the Eugan context, of convergence of policies

for spatial organization and planning.
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PART VI: CONCLUSIONS

Results and discourse on the posed research quesso

Final discourse and validation of the research hypbeses

Contribution and future research challenges

267



268



Results and discourse on the posed research quesso

This study is trying to reveal what the spatialnpliag transformations in Bulgaria have
been since the fall of communism, as well as thenghs imposed by the country's
membership in the EU. The study also analyses hevsystem of spatial instruments is
“adapted” and implemented in the context of theogaan discourse on spatial planning.
These two main research lines have been organizednd two central research
guestions, empirically and analytically presentedhe two main parts / sections of the
study, structured in four research chapters, thalteof which are presented in this final
part.

This study shows that Bulgaria is no less intemgsél case for observation and study of
the Europeanization processes in spatial plannwlgich theoretically frames this
doctoral thesis within the studies of the so-callé@dstern enlargement” of the EU.
In parallel to organizing the results, the advaesaghich have been deemed to form part
of the contributions of this study, have been pnestin a separate section, as well as the
limitations, which have been organized as suggestiand challenges for a future

research agenda.

The study of the Europeanization of spatial plagnmthe post-communist countries of
Central and Eastern Europe has gained an acadatarest given the dynamics of the
changes determined by the EU intervention, as a&llhe common denominator under
which these dynamics can be identified. As a cguintthis part of Europe, this study of
Bulgaria falls within the group of case studies estgating and reporting

transformational EU-effects on the national pokcief the countries of the above-

mentioned macro-region.

The presentation of the results follows the stmectand the sequence of the research
guestions. In this sense, the results of answéhiadirst question brings together findings
from Chapter 6 and 7, and respectively - those fammwering the second question

combine findings from Chapter 8 and 9.

A. To understand the transformations of the spat@hnning system in Bulgaria after
the fall of socialism, through EU accession, and tp2013.
A. Results:Bulgaria is a post-socialist country which - befda®89 - traditionally divided

the planning process into two separate and nompiated planning systems, which
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remained unintegrated in the years of transitiganerally equated with the period before

the EU membership.

The long period of denial and rejection of spgtiainning in the 1990s, together with the
conditions of European integration, formed a nemdkof planning - regional planning -
which reorganized the entire system of planninguduents in conditions of a “new”
separation of power in the country, territorial aadinministrative reorganization of the
national space, new market conditions, new ownprsimd a prevalence of personal
interests concerning the territorial governancee dhcentralization processes during the
transitional period left a number of uncertaintiebjch reorganized and "reconstructed”
the planning system of the country. The weak (amarepared for decision making) local
authorities, the problems of fiscal decentralizatiache "burden" of the central
government and the lack of an integrated approathet management of planning, led to
the formation of significant differences in the qppdéng system, motivated by the common
need for fulfilling the "recommendations of Europ®t the future EU membership of

Bulgaria.

The introduction of regional planning under the ulatpry and financial (the pre-
integration funds) control of the EU brought withtlhe formation of two systems of
planning instruments: 1) for regional planning &)dor spatial planning, which exhibit
different dynamics in their development and impletagon. On the one hand, within the
framework of the earlier introduced RDA (1999), thist - albeit ineffective - attempts to
transfer Europe’s discourse on territorial govengabegan. On the other hand, in the
framework of the Spatial Planning Act (2001) - aidoptwo years later than the RDA -
the importance of spatial planning was "resumetie father "static system" of planning
documents - plans (at the local level) and schefaeshe regional/ district and at the
national level) - subordinate to the SPA, has shdhereafter, that these instruments not
only do not reflect the priorities of the new cdiatis for development, but instead create
conditions for the development of scenarios in Whitans are not an obstacle in the
implementation of any investment (private) inteseghatsoever. The results presented in
Chapters 6 and 7 show that spatial plans and schaneenot integrated vertically and
exist in insubordination with other planning documse Furthermore, documents such as
the National Spatial Development Scheme were neated after all. Nor were the
regional development schemes provided by the SBA act considered to be introducing

a fundamental change in the understanding of tiréaigy, which governs the relations
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between the new owners, the types of territory famemost — an act that regulates the
organization of a new system of spatial documerite. system of General Spatial Plans
also remained fragmented among the Bulgarian npalities. Many of them never

adopted such plans and governed their territortherbasis of the Detailed Spatial Plans.
Meanwhile, however, the elaboration and adoptiorregfional development plans had
been gaining priority in the territorial policie$ @ country in preparation for a future EU

membership.

The empirical results of the descriptive analysgithe planning system of Bulgaria allow
summarizing of the various reasons that explain djxeamics in the development of
spatial planning and regional development, respelgti- in the elaboration of planning
instruments at the local, regional or national levé@rst of all, the development of
planning is a result of the need for adjustmentd &armonization with the EU
requirements, as set in trecquis communautairéDimitrova, 2015). Secondly, the
priority development of regional policy and thedletion" of spatial (physical) planning
from the latter, reveals the still unfinished cyoliechanges at the discursive and at the
cognitive level, defined by the still unclear domresliscourse on planning and by the
change in the overall vision of the territory / spaits governance and planning. Last but
not least, the lack of "new" planning practices angkgrated approach to territorial
governance leans towards an incomplete interpoetadf the ideas of the European
spatial planning. Spatial planning does not exssh @erm in the planning documents and
the transition from the old to the new (spatia@rpling practices is a matter of a long

period of time.

The results of the ESPON analyses in two refergmogects, such as the 2.3.1 and the
2.3.2, confirm many of the hidden "weaknesses" h@f Bulgarian planning system.
Moreover, the results of the above mentioned ptsjeeview show that they also report
a lack of coordination in the system of planningtinments. The effect of the ESDP
seems unclear, despite some positive assessmetitie aiplementation of the policy
objectives of the ESDP in times when the discoorsepatial planning does not clarify
the relations between regional and physical plamniand is partially implemented
through the ideas of the European cohesion paolibg. regional plans and strategies have

greater importance in territorial governance thendpatial plans and schemes.
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The EU membership (from 2007 on) has affirmed tleednfor more efforts and
professional investment in terms of financing tlaional Operational Programs by the
EU structural funds. During the 2007-2013 programgmiperiod the Operational
Programs were crucial for changing the approaah@éainning. The lack of an integrated
approach to planning and the inability to subortéinand coordinate the planning
instruments for regional development on the onedhand the ones for spatial planning
on the other, set new conditions for the reorgetion of the legal framework within
which planning is to be executed. Within the scopesgional development (and the last
version of the RDA from 2008), given the inefficognresulting from the inconsistency
and the breach of the SPA regulations, a seriesewf spatial documents was created —
the National Spatial Development Concept and tht&eghated Plans for Urban
Regeneration and Development. At this point, coteceguch as spatial planning are
entering the documentary framework of regional tgv@ent, but exist in isolation from
the current SPA.

B. To analyse the changes in the system of spati@truments and the novel

instruments implemented within the Europeanizati@nocess.

B. Results:The review of the planning system in Bulgaria Blaswn that it is only after
the adoption of the first RDA (1999) and the SPAQ2) - the two main legislative
documents, concerning spatial planning - that @ transformations of the overall
system of planning instruments began. The firstores) documents for the 2001-2006
period were elaborated and adopted. With the appear of those documents, the
creation of an updated system of spatial planssehémes that had remained “static” for

years, was brought into discussion.

The preparations for the financing of the futuree@pional Programs and the transfer of
EU directives in the field of regional planningthe domestic level, introduced the first
transformational effects of Europeanization dutimg 2001-2006 programming period of
the EU. A number of instruments assisting regigiahning were elaborated during that
period. Driven by the need for harmonization andapdation to the European
requirements, a new RDA was published in 2004, yatdnother one in 2008. This gives
us grounds to conclude that the Europeanizatidheplanning process started gradually
and consistently in the years following 2001. Hat&b this, the analysis of the three
"channels" on the EU impact, shows that the Eumopetion has a dominant influence
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on the system ofegional instrumentswhose value in territorial governance has been
growing at the expense of tispatial plansand schemesThe regional plans, strategies
and programs are the result of the vertical procdéssuropeanization, and until 2010
remained as a clear expression of the conditignalitd coercive mechanisms of
influence of the EU on the national planning systethese planning instruments,
together with the fragmentary mode of elaboratiod adoption of spatial plans (mainly
at the local level), are the clearest reflectionhef development of two planning systems,
"incompatible” in the domestic planning practic€lus the discursive integration which
reflects the degree of impact of the idea of a Ream spatial model, is still an
incomplete process in Bulgaria. Parallel to that, avidence of the influence of the
European spatial debate in the system of existgagia planning instruments is found

until the implementation of such, following 2010.

B.1. To explain how implementation of novel instremts occurred in the system of

spatial instruments in terms of timing and method.

B.1. Results The 2010-2011 period was marked by some key clsaafj¢he planning
process, which led to their official proclamatiaonthe SPA and in the RDA in 2012. A
decision was made to introduce two new spatiatuns¢nts into the legal framework of
regional development. Those were the IPURD and\t8BC, which by their nature are
referred to as instruments for spatial planning adevelopment. Within the
Europeanization process of national planning, thegsenew instruments are considered
the first real step towards the reformation of sigstem of planning instruments, whose
development had remained for more than two decsidgis and "isolated” from what is
regarded as spatial planning in Europe. The netmuments aim at "regulating land use
and development through designation of areas ofldpment and protection, and
application of performance criteria”. Unlike theasstlard land use (physical planning)
instruments, the new spatial documents embody ader integrated, strategic perception
of what planning is. Their main objective is to &sle a polycentric and balanced
territorial development by coordinating the spatiaipact of sectorial policies and
decisions (Mourato, 2011). These new documentstlaespatial expression of the

coordination of both the physical planning anddegelopment of the territory.
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B.2. To identify ideas, the transfer of ideas, cepts and approaches related to the

supranational idea of the EU spatial model and thestruments implemented.

B.2. Results:These two new spatial instruments state that tfeference base is the
leaning on pan-European spatial planning princjpksshrined in documents which
reflect the European discourse on spatial developmEhe content analyses of the
Methodological guidelines for the elaboration amplementation of the Integrated Plans
(2010) and of the NSDC (2012), including their Metblogical guidelines (2010), show
that the definitions, approaches and diagnostigsldped in these documents, have been
adapted to the domestic territorial context andri$ferred on paper" from the European
spatial discourse. The content analysis of the NSDGws that the Concept exhibits
transfer and adaptation of the policy ideas of H8DP (1999). In the case of the 67
Integrated Plans that are to be elaborated in 014-2020 period, the analysis was
carried out on the basis of presence of key cosdeptintegrated urban and sustainable
development, based on texts from the Leipzig ChameSustainable Cities (2007) and
the Declaration of Toledo (2010).

B.3. To verify the mechanism and the characteristiof the transfer of European

spatial documents to new instruments for spatiahphing in Bulgaria.

B.3. Results The application of the model for analysing theigpotransfer — referred to
as transfer analysis - together with the providethited characteristics and the content
analysis, show that depending on the direction tfwtracterizes the mechanism of
transfer of the European discourse to these two plawning instruments, a vertical,
voluntary, top-down transfer is executed, initiatfdom bellow" without coercive
imposition from above. The results presented inpB#ra9, based on the accumulated
information and data collection, indicate the pneseof a voluntary transfer, but also
elements of rationality and internal "conditiongdlitcoming from the fact that the
IPURDs and the NSDC arise in the legal frameworkredional development. The
implementation of these two new instruments anthefplanning practices that determine
them will be of importance for future evaluationtbé outcome of the European planning
discourse transfer after the end of the 2014-208@ramming period, or a longer period,

given that the NSDC'’s action period continues up@as.
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The analysis of the documents and the expert iie@s; discusses the "germ" of
ambitions for integration of the two systems ofnplimg instruments - for spatial planning
and for regional development, as well as the eimiubdf the domestic planning discourse
on the integration of the Bulgarian planning systérto the EU spatial planning

"standards".

Final discourse and validation of the research hypbeses

In response to the two central research questiwns,hypotheses have been offered -
proposals for explanation of the changes of thdiapplanning system in Bulgaria,

starting from the fall of the communist regime ©89 to 2013, as well as the integration
of spatial instruments into the so-called Europspatial model through the process of

Europeanization of the domestic planning.

The results of this study show coherence with tireclusions of other authors who have
worked on topics related to the transformationthefplanning system in Bulgaria during
the transitional period and the post-EU accessienod, imposed by the process of
Europeanization (Yanchev, 2012; Dimitrova, 2015gaviwhile, the results add - by in-
depth analysis - certain aspects and featureseoEtiropeanization process, following
2007, as well as the evolution of the domesticalisee on spatial understanding and the
possible changes that could follow in the planrpmgctice. The lack of changes in the
system of spatial plans and schemes, and yet iheege of active ones in the system of
regional plans, programs and strategies, indicHtespresence of a system which is
operating institutionally, at least "on paper" (lirmva, 2015). However, "in practice”,
the transition to "new" planning practices in tlfentext of the "new" implementation of
spatial documents, reveals the still unclear depraknt of the process of spatial planning.
The interviewed experts and planners (from bothettedemic and practical circles of the
planning process), without whom the results anddikeourse of this study would not be

complete, share the same ideas.

As a consequence, the exposition of the final tegiiVes grounds for consideration that

the two central hypotheses were confirmed, orfjastiin the conducted research.
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Hipothesys 1: The aspects of spatial planning in Bulgaria weregylaeted and
unreformed at the beginning of the post-socialistiqal, but also in the years
following the 1990s, featured by the developmenhefcohesion policy. The lack |of
active reforms in the system of spatial planninghie period between 1989 and 2013
has led to the formation of two systems of plannirgjruments — one for spatial
planning and another one for regional developméiite changes in the technigal
dimension of the spatial planning system exhibitimention of integration of the
spatial instruments with those for regional plarmiTherefore, spatial functions were
taken over by regional development planning (thfoug series of plans and
strategies), introduced in the process of Europeéegration and Europeanization of

planning in the country.

Status: Confirmed

Hipothesys 2: The Europeanization of the system of planning umsénts began after
2001. The system of spatial plans remained "staiie! did not exhibit reformation even
after the introduction of the SPA (2001), until 20Iwhen the system of spatial
documents was partially implemented. This impleatant is expressed by introducing
planning instruments at the national level — thdiblzal Spatial Development Concept,
and at the local level — the Integrated Plans fab&h Regeneration and Development,
which are an expression of the Europeanizationpatial planning through transfer of
the European spatial discourse, or the Europeantiapanodel, from the EU to the
domestic level. These two instruments represerfirdteattempt for a voluntary transfer

through common European spatial development doctsneémecommendatory nature

Status: Confirmed

The confirmation of the second hypothesis adds #ilab the specifics of the way the
European spatial discourse is transferred to thioma level (the domestic discourse)
gives us grounds to define that transfer as a vaftynone. There is no evidence of

pressure and conditionality by the EU. However, rimults derived from possible future
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research on the implementation of these plannimmiments into practice, as well as the
policy making conditions, may complement the spesifof this type of voluntary

transfer, as well as the outcomes of it.

The confirmation of the hypotheses affirms thatphecess of EU enlargement has to do
with the export of rules, concepts, mechanismsy$aa doing things”, etc. from the EU
to the new Eastern European (incl. Southeast Eargpmember states (Yanakiev, 2009).
The huge role of the European structural fundstaedormal EU requirements has also
been confirmed - as being two of the three mechasisf Europeanization according to
Bohme and Waterhout (2008) - which mechanisms leé¢o the creation / enrichment
of the systems of plans (planning instruments) #wedmodels of Europeanization of the
Eastern European countries (Maier, 2012adRaa and Stead, 2013). However, the EU
mechanisms of funding Bulgaria, serve as a proaidaijptation to Western (EU) model of
planning (mostly in the field of cohesion policyyhich clearly presents an example of
policy transfer in the field of planning in generBlespite the difficulties in the study of
the evolution of the domestic planning discourskas been concluded that the latter may
be an interesting example of research and anadydise voluntary transfer in a vertical
direction.

The indicated "resistance” to transformation of spatial instruments in the context of
discursive integration into the European spatiatlehoshows that this resistance has to do
with the culture and planning traditions of the tpasmmunist countries (Meier, 2012) —

matters which were not in the immediate focus f study.

The effect of the transfer of principles, modelsl adeas from the European spatial
planning documents to the domestic practices Isesily to be evaluated through the
new spatial plans and the National Concepts. Thiwgs that the Europeanization of
planning is not only a spatial and temporal progéssikkonen, 2011a; 2011b; 2015;
2017), but a process where timegration transitionto "European space" is a result of
active interaction and a continuous transmissiotgumulation and application of
knowledge by the planning actors in Bulgaria. Whils, the concept of spatial planning
in the country can be affirmed in the context @fdleand instrumental implementations

not only "in theory", or "on paper"”, but in pradigst as well.
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Contribution and future research challenges

Bulgaria is an interesting case study of the Eumopstion of the planning process, as
part of the general pattern of "Eastern Europeaptation”, and part of the so called
“Eastern enlargement”, which has opened a numbeesg#arch lines since the 1990s.
This doctoral thesis is part of limited or parsaiidies of planning in post-communist and

EU-accession conditions for development of thaanping systems.

As part of the study of Europeanization and thengka in the domestic spatial
instruments, this doctoral thesis reveals the m@seof interpretive narratives of the
Europeanization and the development of spatial nitegn in Bulgaria. The case of
Bulgaria is very poorly represented in Europeartisti of planning. By focusing the
attention on the research debate on studying tbisegs in Eastern European context, this
thesis has a structural contribution. It adds vauta the yet undersized number of
specific studies of the spatial planning systemsl dhe mechanisms of their
transformations as a result of the EU integratibthe countries of the macro-region of

Central and Eastern Europe.

The review of some studies has shown numerous raptior the methodological

organization of this study. The idea of linkingeté conceptual frameworks in order to
achieve results for the Bulgarian spatial instruteesind their possible adaptation to
European spatial principles and ideas, has beesrded as one of the challenges in
organizing the study, so was the limited scientitierature and the academic reference
concerning the integration of these three procejsatial planning, Europeanization and
Policy transfer - in a common methodological framdw The latter was accurately
represented by three key steps for empirical aralyacal studying of Bulgaria. The

future work on the methodological framework’s coempénting and refinement, are
among the ambitions for presenting it as a validlehdor studying other countries in the

region, incl. opportunities for comparative studies

Future research on the spatial planning systemirtagrate opportunities for horizontal
Europeanization and transfer of knowledge and mesthrough European cross-border
cooperation, which were not extensively focusednothis doctoral thesis because of the
inter-mediation role of the EU. This focusing onrikontal Europeanization could

provide more information on how the process of kiealge accumulation is reflected in
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the implementation of the Integrated Plans intoctfica. This will also enable the

complete answering to the questions / variableéketransfer analysis.

The complex research on the vertical transfer ef Buropean discourse through the
system of regional instruments and the ones faiedpgaanning, can enrich the discussion
about the possibilities for the integration of théwo systems and give a clearer idea of
the conditions / mechanisms of the transfer of Eueopean discourse to the domestic
planning system, following the example of other wloents apart from the ESDP. In
parallel, more extensive studies, covering alsdccoonsulting and public opinion,

comments and justifications of the policy makeepresentatives of the different stages
of the pre-accession and the full EU membershipodsr should be considered in the

gathering of information.

The enrichment of the methodological framework dhd extension of the range of
methods would allow the realization of future comgpize studies of the Europeanization
of planning systems in Eastern Europe, includirgBalkans, where it is even possible to
identify a regional planning culture, organized atefined by specific socio-political,

economic, geopolitical, military and historical faxs. For a long period of time, the
political elites of the EU-15 have seen the Balktates as subjects defining the "bad"

kind of Europeans (Slavev, 2009; Simeonova, 2015).
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