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PREFACE

Europe’s enclosed seas are as diverse as the continent’s peoples are diverse. Yet the Bal-
tic, Mediterranean, and Black Seas all face similar challenges of pollution that undercut the ma-
rine ecosystems and the economic potential and health of surrounding human populations.  The
attempts to address the environmental quality of Europe’s seas also vary in architecture, funding,
and effectiveness.  By comparing and analyzing the state of environmental management around
the Baltic, Mediterranean, and Black Seas, scholars and policymakers may draw valuable lessons
for replicating success stories and avoiding failed pathways.

It was with this goal in mind that the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars
assembled a group of scholars and practitioners on May 14, 1999 at the Wilson Center in Wash-
ington, DC. This volume reflects the scholarship and debate featured at that conference, entitled
“Saving the Seas: Developing Capacity and Fostering Environmental Cooperation in Europe.”
As the official memorial to the United States twenty-eighth president, the Wilson Center provides
a non-partisan, non-advocacy forum for discussion of today’s pressing public policy issues. Un-
der the leadership of Lee H. Hamilton, the Wilson Center strives to generate “knowledge in the
public service.”

As co-sponsors of the Protecting Regional Seas: Developing Capacity and Fostering En-
vironmental Cooperation in Europe effort, we would like to thank a number of individuals and
supporters who made the conference and this publication possible.  Robert Ponichtera, formerly
of the East European Studies program, provided the critical spark.  Aisha Haynes, Jane Mutnick,
Jessica Powers, Michael Vaden, Dean Caras, and Alex Hill were all instrumental in producing a
successful international conference.  Special thanks to Jessica Powers for her diligence working
with authors and editing this publication.  Many thanks to Karin Mueller for her assistance in
publication layout and design. And finally, special thanks to co-editor Stacy VanDeveer, who as a
short-term fellow at the Wilson Center’s Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies, guided
us around the politics of European seas.

Generous funding for Protecting Regional Seas: Developing Capacity and Fostering En-
vironmental Cooperation in Europe and the May conference was provided by the Woodrow Wil-
son Center and by the U.S. Agency for International Development’s Office of Population through
a cooperative agreement with the University of Michigan Population Fellows Programs.

Geoffrey D. Dabelko
Director, Environmental Change and Security Project

Martin C. Sletzinger
Director, East European Studies Program

Samuel F. Wells, Jr.
Director, West European Studies Program
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Glossary of Acronyms

BSEC – Black Sea Economic Cooperation
BSEP – Black Sea Environmental Programme
CCB – Coalition Clean Baltic
CEE – Central and Eastern Europe
CI – Counterpart International
EAP – Environmental Action Programme
EBRD – European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
ECO – environmental citizen’s organization
EIB – European Investment Bank
EMC – environmental management components
ENGO – environmental nongovernmental organization
EU – European Union
FAO – Food and Agricultural Organization
GEF – Global Environmental Facility
GIS – geographic information system
HELCOM – Helsinki Commission
HELMEPA – Hellenic Maritime Environmental Protection Association
IBSAD – International Black Sea Action Day
IBSP – International Black Sea Partners
ICZM – integrated coastal zone management
IGO – intergovernmental organization
ISO – International Organization for Standardization
ISPA – Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession
JCP – Baltic Sea Joint Comprehensive Environmental Action Programme
MAP – Mediterranean Action Plan
MDB – Multilateral Development Banks
MEDPOL
MNCs – multinational corporations
NAP – National Action Party
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NEAP – national environmental actions program
NGO – nongovernmental organization
NIB – Nordic Investment Bank
OMRI – Open Media Research Institute
OSPARCOM – Oslo and Paris Commissions
PABSEC – Parliamentary Assembly of the BSEC
PCU – Program Coordinating Unit
PITF – Program Implementation Task Force
PPC – Project Preparation Committee
RAC – Regional Action Center
SAP – Strategic Action Plan
SGP – Small Grants Programme
TDA – Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis
TER – Ecological Youth of Romania (in Romanian)
TIME – This is My Environment
TNC – transnational corporations
TURMEPA – Turkish Maritime Environmental Protection Association
UN – United Nations
UNCED – United Nations Conference on Environment and Development
UNEP – United Nations Environment Programme
UNDP – United Nations Development Programme
WBCSD – World Business Council for Sustainable Development
WTO – World Trade Organization



5

[Insert Europe Map-camera ready onto Page 9 in center]



6

Environmental Cooperation,
Capacity, and European Seas:

An Introduction

By

Stacy D. VanDeveer and
Geoffrey D. Dabelko

Europe’s regional seas are shared
between Eastern and Western Europeans
and also help to define and bridge the
boundaries of the continent. The Baltic,
Mediterranean and Black Seas have been
the focus of international environmental
concern and cooperation for many years.
These seas also served as theaters of
Cold War competition and international
contact. They have played host to vast
quantities of marine resources, shipping,
recreation, and pollution loading.  These
seas separate and link European and
non-European states, societies, cultures,
and economies.

Beginning in the 1970s, the Bal-
tic and Mediterranean regions witnessed
the construction of international organi-
zations and institutions designed to pro-
tect marine environmental quality. In the
Black Sea region, this process did not
get underway until the 1990s.  Never-
theless, no one would call these seas
“protected” from ecological harm.  They
are not out of danger.  As the title of this
report suggests, one of the central con-
cerns of the chapters contained here is
explaining how additional international
environmental cooperation might be
fostered in these regions.

Intense international environ-
mental cooperation will not protect or
improve marine environmental quality
by itself. States and societies must pos-
sess the capacity to protect the seas.

They must be able to meet the interna-
tional commitments they make – to
make and implement public policy and
affect private sector and public behavior
change.  International relations scholars
and practitioners have most often fo-
cused on states’ interests and intent in
signing and ratifying international
agreements.  States’ capacity to imple-
ment the agreements is too often ig-
nored.  Public sector capacity is complex
and multidimensional. The concept in-
cludes factors related to human resource
and organizational and broad institu-
tional dimensions (Grindle, 1996). In
varying ways, all of the papers contained
here attempt to address these capacity-
related concerns.  Furthermore, envi-
ronmental protection efforts are closely
linked to a scientific and technical un-
derstanding of the natural environment
and the ecological impacts of human ac-
tivities. As such, environmental policy
requires minimal levels of scientific and
technical capacity to be effective.

During the workshop at which
these papers were first presented, Alan
Simcock, Head of Marine, Land, and
Liability Division of the Department of
the Environment, Transport, and the Re-
gions, outlined a number of aspects of
the complex institutional background of
marine governance in Europe.  There
remain substantial differences among
European states and societies vis-à-vis
environmental protection.  Often, politi-
cal cleavages are apparent between the
generally “greener” Northern European
states (Germany, the Nordic countries,
and, sometimes, the United Kingdom)
and those in Southern and Eastern
Europe (and Ireland), with greater con-
cern for economic development and re-
structuring.  Furthermore, formal envi-
ronmental agreements and organizations
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have overlapping jurisdiction and mem-
bership.  There are separate multilateral
agreements around the North East At-
lantic and the North Sea, and the Baltic,
Mediterranean, and Black Seas.  In ad-
dition, states have created a host of fish-
eries conventions and numerous rivers
and lakes agreements.  Lastly, the Euro-
pean Union has a number of directives
important for marine environmental
protection.  In the face of such institu-
tional complexity, Simcock highlighted
“seven threats to the seven seas,” in-
cluding: (1) dumping at sea; (2) fisheries
and biodiversity protection; (3) land-
based sources of pollution; (4) shipping;
(5) oil and gas exploration and extrac-
tion, (6) coastal development; and (7)
climate change.  This laundry list of en-
vironmental threats highlights the im-
portance of integrating environmental
policy across the hydrological cycle and
across organizational and jurisdictional
lines.  For all of these environmental
threats, one needs to identify “capacity
issues” faced by state policymakers in
their attempts to protect ecological qual-
ity.
 

The first chapter, by Stacy
VanDeveer, compares the capacity
building efforts of the Baltic and Medi-
terranean regional seas regimes.  This
chapter outlines various aspects of tech-
nical, human resource, organizational,
and institutional capacity, which should
be considered in designing international
capacity building programs. Tamar Gut-
ner’s chapter also examines international
environmental cooperation efforts in the
Baltic region. Her chapter focuses on the
environmental portfolios of three major
multilateral development banks (the
World Bank, the European Bank of Re-
construction and Development and the
European Investment Bank). In chapter
three, Miranda Schreurs provides com-
mentary on first two chapters.  Martin
Sampson and Omer Faruk Genckaya ex-
amine the Black Seas Environmental
Cooperation and the Black Seas Envi-
ronmental Project, highlighting the votes
of World Bank funding, NGOs, and
transnational network building in the last
two chapters.
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Capacity Building Efforts and
International Environmental
Cooperation in the Baltic and

Mediterranean Regions

By

Stacy D. VanDeveer

Introduction

International relations scholars
and practitioners often have been
preoccupied with concerns about how
cooperative international regimes are
established and how to enforce and
implement such agreements in the
anarchic international system. Rather
than focusing on whether state officials
do or do not comply with international
agreements (or whether they intend to do
so), this paper examines issues
associated with whether or not they are
able to meet their international environ-
mental commitments.  Do all states in a
given cooperation regime really have the
capacity to meet their international
obligations? How can such capacity be
enhanced or “built” through international
cooperation?

International cooperation within
the environmental protection regimes for
the Baltic and Mediterranean seas has
produced an impressive array of state
commitments and institutional and or-
ganizational structures.  These marine
protection regimes remain effective in
facilitating, sponsoring, encouraging,
and expanding multilateral interstate and
transnational cooperation. Both regional
regimes successfully established and
promulgated a set of transnational prin-
ciples and norms for environmental pol-

icy.  In other words, both regimes fa-
cilitated, encouraged and promoted the
transnationalization of regional envi-
ronmental policy.1  The two regimes and
their central organizations – the Helsinki
Commission (HELCOM) and the Coor-
dinating Unit for the Mediterranean Ac-
tion Plan (MAP) offer sets of minimum
environmental policy standards, against
which to assess each region’s states.  In
the Baltic regime, this transnational en-
vironmental policy frequently exceeds
the requirements and specificity of
European Union (EU) policy.  Compared
to the MAP content, however, EU stan-
dards are generally higher and more spe-
cific.

As used here, the term “capacity
building” refers to efforts and strategies
intended to increase the “efficiency,
effectiveness, and responsiveness of
government performance.”2  In this
formulation, responsiveness denotes the
links’ communicated needs and abilities
to address them. In other words,
responsiveness refers to qualities such as
adaptability, learning, and analytical
abilities of public organizations.  In this
work, capacity building is used as a
general term, encompassing capacity
enhancing, strengthening, and develop-
ment.  As such, its use does not imply
that a total absence of capacity for
particular functions exists in a given
location among a given group.3

Capacity building efforts can be focused
on any number of “sites” or focal points:
government bodies, NGOs and civil
society, independent unions, political
parties, scientific and technical commu-
nities, private sector actors, and publics.

This chapter proceeds in four
sections.  The first presents a discussion
of the multiple dimensions of interna-
tional capacity building programs and
research.  The next two sections offer
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brief overviews of regional environ-
mental cooperation around the Baltic
and Mediterranean seas, highlighting
these regimes’ accomplishments to date
and their records vis-a-vis building ca-
pacity at the states level.  The last sec-
tion draws some conclusions from these
two cases of regional environmental co-
operation in and around Europe.

Capacity Building and Organized
Skepticism
“Capacity building” – though widely
alluded to in international organizations,
assistance programs, and scholarship –
often has no clear definition, nor does
the term evoke a common set of
strategies among its users.  Yet, it is
often understood to be centrally
important among international develop-
ment assistance practitioners. It remains
an important concern for sustainable
development and the implementation of
the Agenda 21 action program from the
1992 United National Conference on
Environment and Development in Rio.4

Research on the international
environmental protection regimes
around the Baltic and Mediterranean
seas and the long-range transboundary
air pollution regime in Europe uses
international environmental standards as
primary standards in assessment of
domestic environmental policy and
science needs.5  Existing environmental
policies are measured against interna-
tional standards – usually taken from EU
directives and international environ-
mental agreements – in attempts to
“harmonize” domestic environmental
policy with exogenous standards.  State
capacity proves to be a key limiting
factor on the domestic influence of
international regimes and “harmoniza-
tion” programs in transition countries.
In other words, many post-communist

states are incapable of meeting
international standards, not unwilling to
do so.

Such work confirms findings
from other research on the effectiveness
of international environmental institu-
tions and foreign aid programs,6 which
found capacity to be one of three
conditions for effectiveness of interna-
tional institutions (the other two are
sufficient concern and solutions to
contractual problems).  Like most
international organizations and regimes,
regional seas regimes rely on states,
governments, and public bureaucracies
to implement their projects and enforce
new laws, regulations, and procedures.
In most cases of international assistance
(or aid) – almost by definition – capacity
in the recipient country is lacking.
Political science and policy research is
therefore interested in administrative
capacity and “the ability of non-
governmental organizations and domes-
tic political institutions to translate
concern…into policy.”7  When efforts to
build capacity fail, often they do so
because of a lack of domestic concern in
the recipient country about the policy
objective.8  Other foreign and interna-
tional policy-related research also
identifies the importance of domestic
institutions and capacity to formulate
and implement policy.9  Such work
catalogues numerous cases in which
international organizations and programs
assisted in building public sector
capacity – in post-communist, less-
developed, and developed countries  –
for environmental protection and com-
pliance with international obligations.

Recent research, mostly derived
from areas of environmental, economic
and social policy, suggests that (at least)
four broad types of state capacity exist:
institutional capacity, technical capacity,



10

administrative capacity, and political
capacity.10  Most bilateral and multi
lateral capacity building programs focus
almost exclusively on the enhancement
of technical capacity through such
activities as education and training
programs.  A multifaceted approach to
state capacity suggests that these
programs are likely to fail if broader
administrative, institutional, and political
considerations remain ignored or
unattended.

Recent work on capacity building
takes the quality of public sector human
resources, organizations, and institutions
as central to good governance.11  Table 1
illustrates these three dimensions of
public sector capacity, including
examples of foci and specific activities

within each dimension.  Grindle and her
colleagues have identified many case
studies of capacity building programs
around the world to illustrate that all
three dimensions (human resources,
organizations, and institutions) are inter-
related.  As such, capacity building
initiatives which largely ignore one or
two of the dimensions in favor of
another court failure.  While most
capacity building initiatives concentrate
on one dimension, the other dimensions'
impacts on public sector performance
cannot be ignored.  Furthermore, without
careful analysis of actual causes of
incapacity in given situations, the initial
focus of capacity building programs may
be misguided.

Table 1: Capacity Building Initiatives  (Grindle, 1997)
Dimension Focus Activities
Human Resource Development Supply of professional and

technical personnel
Training, salaries, conditions
of work, recruitment

Organizational Strengthening Management systems to
improve performance of
specific tasks and functions;
microstructures

Incentive systems, utilization
of personnel, leadership,
organizational culture,
communications, managerial
structures

Institutional Reform Institutions and systems;
macrostructures

Rules of the game for
economic and political
regimes, policy and legal
change, constitutional reform

Capacity – like incapacity – is
contingent on contextual factors
associated with the public sector
functions under examination.  Social sci
ence research has demonstrated the
importance of critical and/or evaluative
social institutions to the reliability,
utility, and credibility of knowledge in
public decision-making in areas of such

complexity.  For example, studies of
regulatory decision making in the US
illustrate the value of multiple
opportunities for diverse participants to
critique and challenge the use of expert
knowledge in policy making.12  In areas
such as food and drug regulations and
environmental and public health
standards, such participants form
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“critical communities” within “critical
institutions” – so called organized
skepticism – in the framing, production,
validation, and utilization of expertise
for policy.  In terms of the three
dimensional capacity building frame-
work discussed above, the state of
organizational and institutional forms of
organized skepticism are important to
consider.  As such, capacity building
efforts are advised to assess and evaluate
the state of systems for critique and
learning within the organizations they
target and within the larger institutional
environment.

Highly complex policy areas
such as public health, occupational
safety, economic management, and
environmental protection require
institutionalized systems of critique and
learning if they are to develop and be
sustainable over time.  Because of the
many differences across countries –
culture, understandings of risk,
organizational and institutional struc-
tures, and so on – one should not expect
the specific organizational forms of
learning and critique (here called
“organized skepticism”) will be the same
across countries and cultures.  One
might expect, however, that a number of
functions must be accomplished if safe
management is to be constructed.  Such
functions include information sharing,
monitoring, inspection, policy and
systems critique, and evaluation and use
of results of critical analysis.  Such
functions should be identifiable in all
three of Grindle’s dimensions of
capacity.  In short, if expertise is
important to decision-making within all
three dimensions, then institutions of
organized skepticism are critical in all
three.

In the United States, for example,
public sector capacity is deeply

embedded in systems of learning and
critique – embedded in larger communi-
ties of technical and policymaking
expertise and analysis.  Policy making in
democratic societies has developed in
tandem with the use of scientific and
technical information and institutions of
organized skepticism.13  Furthermore,
personnel and some aspects of programs
and organizational structure are subject
to periodic assessment, such as
employee evaluation or congressional
scrutiny.  Of course, this does not mean
that the US public sector always
functions effectively, efficiently, and/or
reasonably.  Nor does it mean that
people or organizations always respond
to critique by attempting to improve
operations. Sometimes they do and
sometimes they do not.  Some people
and programs are more insulated from
critique than others.  The existence of
critical communities is not a guarantor of
highly effective and efficient policy.  It
is more accurately understood as a
necessary condition. Such systems of
critique and learning are, of course, not
solely responsible for policy outcomes.
Yet they remain central to policy-
making in the United States and other
democratic states and open societies.

Institutions of organized skepti-
cism and associated critical communities
contain nodes of expertise (individuals,
groups, and organizations) associated
with critical communities.  Members of
such communities often push for greater
accountability, effectiveness, efficiency
or transparency.  They sometimes
critique aspects of their organizations’
views and practices, or those of other
organizations. In addition, funding
protocols, exchange and education
programs, and shared formal and
informal networks link actors and roles.
Individuals often move across or among
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the actor groups. Like the other members
of the organizations, they belong to
numerous technical, policy, or issue
networks.  All are involved in forms of
information production, consumption,
and distribution regarding, for example,
marine and riverine environmental
protection, sewage treatment, and/or
habitat protection and management.

Organizations involved in
Western environmental protection also
exist within larger systems of
institutionalized social practices of
organized skepticism and critique.
Examples of such institutions include
public debate, protest, public hearings,
investigative journalism, human resource
management systems and ideas,
academic research and analysis, and
environmental impact statement proce-
dures – to name only a few.  These
practices constitute well-established
institutions within US and West Euro-
pean democracy and society.  Many do
not have well-established or well
functioning analogues in many post-
communist and lesser developed coun-
tries.

Technical assistance programs –
which constitute a large fraction of
international assistance within the Med-
iterranean regime – in particular have
been criticized for their frequent failure
to increase public sector capacity.14

What is clear, however, is that “the
design of such projects and the context
in which they are carried out are primary
determinants of success or failure.”15  In
other words, success of technical
assistance programs is contingent on
much more than whether or not the
technologies “work.”  To put it
differently, if technical assistance
programs fail it is likely to be the fault of
program design, not the fault of
recipients.  If such assistance programs

are not sensitive to institutional and
organizational context and human
resource issues – and hence, designed
inappropriately – recipients should not
be blamed when programs fail to achieve
established goals.

Foreign assistance programs,
bilateral and multilateral, tend to be
donor driven. They are usually designed
by donors, rather than recipients.
Analysis of many assistance programs
operated by multilateral banks suggests
that this frequently results in donors
looking around for problems to which to
apply their pre-conceived assistance
programs.16  While donors have im-
portant roles to play, under involvement
of aid recipients often leads to program
designs which fail to take local and
national context and personnel into
account.  As problems with technical
assistance programs illustrate, capacity
building initiatives often fail to assess
the actual roots of constraints on the
performance of individuals and
organizations.  Instead, they focus on
concrete and obvious (to donors)
expressions of incapacity such as the
absence of certain technologies or
procedures, or failure to perform specific
functions.17  Unfortunately, these types
of identified incapacity are often
symptoms, not causes, of organizational
and institutional dysfunction.

In sum, social science and policy
analysis research on capacity building
programs demonstrates that:

good governance requires time,
commitment, innovative ideas,
consensus building, changed
behavior and norms for those
who work in the public sector,
new rules of the game, efficient
design and resource allocation in
technical assistance… [B]uilding
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state capacity also requires
effective efforts to develop hu-
man resource capacity, particu-
larly among technical and pro-
fessional staff; organizational
strengthening initiatives, particu-
larly those focused on incentive
and managerial systems; and
institutional reforms, particularly
those that address underlying
constraints on government to
contribute more effectively…18

With this view of capacity building in
mind, a particular awareness of the im-
portance of organizations and institu-
tions for organized skepticism, and the
role of technical assistance, the follow-
ing section assesses the ability and po-
tential of the Baltic and Mediterranean
environmental protection regimes to
build environmental management ca-
pacity in lesser developed and post-
communist countries.

Baltic Cooperation
In the environmental protection

regime around the Baltic Sea, state
parties agreed to two regional
conventions designed to protect the
Baltic against pollution (in 1974 and
1992).  The 1974 Helsinki Convention
established the Helsinki Commission
(HELCOM), cooperation which has
resulted in over 175 recommendations
on pollution control and environmental
management in the Baltic region.  In
addition, HELCOM participates (often
formulating final statements) in regional
ministerial-level meetings – which have
repeatedly produced declarations with
substantial environmental commitments
and content.  Over time, HELCOM
recommendations have become more
specific and more stringent.  The
regime’s activities, the scope of its

environmental commitments and the size
of the HELCOM organization also have
grown substantially over the last 20-plus
years.

HELCOM's expansion has crit-
ics, however.  Some governmental and
nongovernmental organization (NGO)
participants complain that the organiza-
tion is too large, expensive, and slow to
act.19  Of particular concern is the num-
ber of HELCOM meetings each year.  In
1994 there were 45 such meetings, each
lasting three or four days.  Such large
participant time commitments for
HELCOM activities mean that the re-
gime constitutes a significant portion of
individual participants’ professional ac-
tivities.  However, the frequency and
length of meetings also demonstrates
that HELCOM has the capacity to prom-
ulgate its principles, policy norms, and
standards to individuals from (and
within) member states.

HELCOM has amassed a number
of environmental and organizational
successes.  Oil inputs into the Baltic Sea
declined as have concentrations in living
organisms of toxic substances such as
DDT, PCBs, mercury, and cadmium.20

The numbers of gray seals, ringed seals,
harbor porpoises, and some bird species
appear to be recovering slowly, though
mostly on the Northern side of the
Baltic.21  International and transnational
cooperation around HELCOM greatly
increased the likelihood that vessels
violating environmental regulations
would be caught and held responsible.22

It also increased coordination in
combating accidents and minimizing
their environmental damage.  The
exchange of technical information and
knowledge became commonplace,
intensifying steadily following the 1974
signing and expanding greatly after the
collapse of state-socialist governance.
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International cooperation has helped to
reduce phosphorus or nitrogen loads,
though these declines remain far short of
those needed to reduce eutrophication
and exceptional planktonic algae
blooms.23  Despite a host of remaining
environmental challenges, general agree-
ment exists among Baltic officials and
members of the regional scientific
community, that the Baltic Sea would
have deteriorated into a more polluted
body of water – with significant
ecological and economic costs – in the
absence of the 1974 Convention and the
ensuing forms of environmental
cooperation.
Domestic Influence and Implementation

Significant HELCOM regime
influence on environmental policy can
be identified in Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania.  HELCOM requirements and
recommendations are frequently used in
these countries' domestic environmental
laws and policies.  As in many
Mediterranean states, environmental
capacity remains a major constraint on
Russian HELCOM implementation.24

HELCOM coordinates the Baltic Sea
Joint Comprehensive Environmental
Action Programme (JCP) identifies
environmental problems and prioritizes
action in all of the countries of the Baltic
catchment area.  Its main focus, how-
ever, rests on the most severely degraded
areas in the former communist states.
The Programme serves as a long-term
outline for curative and preventive
environmental action to clean up
existing and ongoing ecological damage
from point and non-point sources,
promote sustainable development, and
improve domestic legislation, regulation,
institutional capacity, resource use, and
financing for environmental activities.25

The JCP covers six component areas of
action: (1) policy, legal, and regulatory

reform; (2) institutional strengthening
and human resources development; (3)
infrastructure investment; (4) manage-
ment of coastal lagoons and wetlands;
(5) applied research; and (6) public
awareness and environmental
education.26  The total cost of the 20-
year program is estimated at 18 billion
ECU (approximately $25 billion).  The
JCP’s six components include activities
targeting the multiple dimensions of
capacity building discussed above.
Rather than a near exclusive focus on
technical assistance (e.g. construction,
equipment provision and technical
training), the JCP seeks to assist
recipient states in building state
capacities and public awareness and
participation.

HELCOM intended the JCP to
identify areas of need and legitimize
them through expert scientific and
technical assessment.  HELCOM organ-
izes resource mobilization workshops,
bringing together officials and private
sector actors in the post-communist
states with representatives of bilateral
and multilateral donor and lending
organizations and prospective foreign
investors (see Gutner, this report).  A
high-level HELCOM task force
compiled the JCP based on national
plans drafted by all of the participant
states, pre-feasibility studies, and special
studies of specific ecological areas of
concern such as wetlands and
agricultural runoff.  International NGOs
commented on drafts of the pre-
feasibility studies and the preliminary
version of the JCP, including
Greenpeace International, WorldWide
Fund for Nature (WWF), and Coalition
Clean Baltic (CCB).  CCB is a trans-
national umbrella group for local and
national environmental NGOs from all
of the Baltic littoral states.  It serves as a
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vehicle for environmental NGOs in
Western Baltic states to support those in
transition states.

The JCP calls for the use of
numerous domestic, bilateral, and
multilateral funding schemes and it
identifies a significant private sector role
within the context of the privatization,
restructuring, and modernization
processes underway in the former
communist countries.  HELCOM and all
regime participants have been clear that
“co-financing” for environmental
projects would be the rule rather than the
exception.  In other words, local and
national beneficiaries of these projects
are expected to share costs.  The JCP
was explicitly formulated to serve as a
basis for consideration by the
multilateral development banks
participating in the task force.

The JCP offers a comprehensive
outline of the required steps to improve
regional, national, and local ecological
quality and state capacity, often
addressing specific regions, states, and
industrial sectors.  In short, the JCP
operationalizes the regime’s central
principles and norms.  The implementa-
tion of the JCP, as the operationalization
of transnational regime principles and
norms, takes HELCOM deeper into
domestic political arenas.  It has made
HELCOM a “player” in the
reconstruction of post-communist
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland.

Co-financing, combining finan-
cial resources from numerous interna-
tional and domestic sources, has been
the primary means of funding most hot
spot mitigation and development
programs.27  International funding
sources include the World Bank, the
European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD), the European
Investment Bank (EIB), Nordic Invest-

ment Bank (NIB), and the EU (through
the PHARE and LIFE programs)28 and
WWF as well as the governments of
Finland, Sweden, Denmark, Germany,
Switzerland, Canada, Netherlands, Nor-
way, France, the United Kingdom, and
the United States.  Of these, bilateral
assistance programs of the donor coun-
tries of the Baltic region (Denmark,
Finland, and Sweden) are by far the
largest sources of international
funding.29

Scientists, Principles, and Norms
HELCOM’s regional authority

and legitimacy was established on the
basis of its scientific and technical
orientation and its use of related
discourses.  While regional political
changes opened the way for regime
change in the Baltic, the nature and
direction of the change, during the 1988-
1992 period, was shaped largely by
HELCOM and ministerial meetings.
HELCOM functioned both as the
regional knowledge broker, by framing
scientific findings within the context of
the organization's principles and norms,
and as an entrepreneurial leader, by
moving to participate in, and take
advantage of, dramatic political changes
in the region.  HELCOM officials also
brokered scientific consensus for state
leaders, gradually “renegotiating”
understandings of sovereignty and
access to information.

The fundamental principles and
policy norms of the Baltic Sea
environmental protection regime still
rest heavily on scientific and technologi-
cal consensus and authority.  However,
recent changes in these principles and
norms move the regime in a more
explicitly political and (environmentally)
ideological direction.  This shift oc-
curred with the active support and
participation of the scientists within the
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regime and HELCOM's various bodies.
Rather than merely embodying
normative consensus (and on some
points, a lack of consensus) as outlined
in the 1974 Convention, HELCOM and
many of the regime participants
embarked on a mission to broaden,
reformulate, and reconstruct a new
regional normative consensus.  During
the 1980s, consensus on new principles
and norms emerged at the elite level –
mostly among the region’s scientists and
across European environmental policy
communities.  Thus, HELCOM pro-
grams now attempt to alter and change
the regional consensus on principles and
norms for environmental policy among
and within its member states.  The
resulting regional environmental
protection regime has expanded well
beyond its original scientific and
technological focus.

HELCOM attempts to address
organizational and resource shortcom-
ings with training seminars and
conferences, marshalling World Bank,
EU, and bilateral support.  The
multilateral banks are interested in
developing local institutional and
organizational capacity and encouraging
decentralization, especially in municipal
services such as water, waste and power.
The United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) and the World
Bank organized a Water Supply and
Sewage Utilities Partnership Workshop
under their program “Baltic Utilities
Initiative,” “where the need for
autonomous and self sufficient public
utilities has been emphasized.”30

Environment ministries also recognize
the need for more such training and
capacity building programs.  Multilateral
efforts at retraining public officials and
individuals facilitate the transfer of

transnational principles and
environmental policy norms.

Many international donors are
interested in promoting the polluter pays
principle and expanding organizational
and administrative capacity.  For
example, the World Bank is organizing a
US$20 million Municipal Services
Development Project aimed at financing
investments in municipal services and
technical assistance to Latvian munici-
palities.31  As in Estonia, bilateral
environmental assistance to Latvia is
also strongly influenced by the Helsinki
Conventions, HELCOM recommenda-
tions, and the JCP.32  As the largest
sources of funding, these programs are
especially important.  The level of
personal contacts between Latvian and
environmental experts from Finland and
Sweden is also high, including
environment-related advisory, exchange
and training programs, conferences, and
joint research projects.  Their existence
helps to explain the transference of
scientific, political, and environmental
discourses across the Baltic. Activities
consistent with JCP implementation,
under all six of the program’s
components, explain much of the
transfer of institutions like regional
principles and policy norms.
Institution Building

How are transnational principles
and environmental policy norms trans-
ferred into Baltic state law and
regulation?  In addition to changes in the
regional discourse regarding Baltic
environmental protection, one can cite
the many training seminars, conferences,
and education programs conducted in
association with HELCOM activities.33

Programs associated with JCP elements
1 and 2 (law and policy, and institutional
capacity and human resources) are also
important.  Finland and Sweden alone
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have spent millions of ECU on training
and environmental management pro-
grams.34  Multilateral sources including
EBRD, PHARE, and the Harvard
Institute for International Development
have supported at least six programs
concerning implementation of JCP
elements 1 and 2.35  These programs are
guided by the basic principles of the
HELCOM regime, generally including
sessions on implementation of central
environmental policy norms and
harmonization with EU environmental
standards.

Given their generally
technocratic nature, both HELCOM and
the EU tend to focus their training
efforts on those who are supposed to
implement and enforce environmental
policy, rather than those who draft it.  In
small countries, however, these
individuals are often the same people.
For example, Estonian officials partici-
pate in HELCOM Program Implementa-
tion Task Force (PITF) seminars
designed to educate them on the nature
and content of HELCOM
recommendations and the JCP.  In fact,
national officials are thoroughly
educated about international environ-
mental commitments and standards.  As
a result of the high level of involvement
of Finnish and Swedish environmental
officials, Estonian national policymakers
are well-versed in Swedish and Finnish
policy, as well.  Institutional capacity
and expertise at local levels remains low,
however.  Programs organized with
domestic and international finances
under JCP elements 5 and 6 (applied
research and public awareness) also
promulgate HELCOM norms in Estonia.
Their content is usually strongly
influenced by JCP goals and HELCOM
recommendations.  In particular, pro-
grammatic reforms in higher education

programs for environmental manage-
ment and research influence policy
development over time.

While training, institution
building, and public awareness activities
receive international expert advice and
some international financing (from
sources like EU PHARE, Finland,
HELCOM PITF, Sweden, and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency all
require substantial support from
domestic sources.  This is consistent
with the co-sponsoring requirements of
the JCP.  Programs are guided by the
fundamental principles and policy norms
promulgated by HELCOM, focussing on
the application of HELCOM and EU
principles, policy norms, and regulatory
standards.  Thus, multiple mechanisms
for the cross border transfer of
institutions such as principles and norms
can be identified within the many JCP
implementation activities.  For example,
nature protection areas programs
incorporate the precautionary principle
by assuming economic activities damage
the areas when natural resources are
extracted from these areas, polluter and
user pays schemes are applied.

Environmental policy changes in
the Baltic states, particularly Estonia and
Latvia, demonstrate that international
assistance aimed at institutional and
organizational capacity building can
work.  The knowledge and expertise of
Baltic national environmental policy-
makers and managers have grown
rapidly since the late 1980s.  Much of
this growth resulted from bilateral and
international sponsorship of training and
assistance programs.  Because of lack-
luster Soviet efforts to implement or
publicize HELCOM recommendations,
detailed knowledge of them was lacking
in the Baltic states.  International educa-
tion and training efforts rectified this
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situation.  Bilateral and EU assistance
programs also raised levels of know-
ledge and technical expertise concerning
EU environmental policies.  HELCOM
and EU principles, policy norms, and
standards shape domestic environmental
policy in the Baltic states.

Higher levels of Swedish and
Finnish political, economic and histori-
cal involvement with Estonia and Latvia
– relative to Danish-Lithuanian coopera-
tion – helps to explain Lithuania's lag-
ging environmental policy reforms.
Certainly, domestic factors also play an
important role in explaining Lithuania's
lagging environmental policy reforms.
International support in all three Baltic
states remains far below the levels re-
quired to fully implement HELCOM's
JCP and the plan remains unimple-
mented in the majority of hotspots – es-
pecially industrial and agricultural ones.
However, feasibility studies and mitiga-
tion plans are generally complete or un-
derway.  Such reports serve as mecha-
nisms for transnational institutional
transfer because they are conducted in
accordance with JCP and HELCOM
principles and norms.

Both the Baltic and the
Mediterranean regimes serve as arenas
for environmental negotiation and
consensus building among the more
developed members.  However, HEL-
COM serves this function with greater
frequency than does the MAP, where EU
bodies tend to be the fora for these
agreements.  In the Baltic, western
European states most often serve as lead
countries in the development of new
proposals.  They have used the regime to
negotiate specific environmental stan-
dards for specific industries and waste
water treatment plants.  In general,
developed states built consensus among
themselves and then attempted to bring

the communist (now post-communist)
states on board.  This process helps
developed states in the Baltic region
avoid or reduce competitive dis-
advantages stemming from stringent
domestic environmental policy.  Baltic
ministerial meetings amplified domestic
environmental concern, creating a kind
of international “greenness” competition
among states such as Denmark,
Germany and Sweden.36  These states
often play international environmental
institutions and programs such as
HELCOM, OSPARCOM, and the EU,
off of one another – working to get
stronger policies that they support
adopted in one forum in order to
pressure others.  In addition, regime in-
stitutions increase information sharing as
well as joint spill-combating exercises,
research, and monitoring in the region.

Mediterranean Cooperation
In the Mediterranean region,

states’ representatives formulated the
Mediterranean Action Plan (MAP) and
negotiated and adopted the 1976
framework Barcelona Convention and
eight subsequent pollution control and
environmental management protocols.
Over time, these protocols expanded the
scope and increased the specificity of
international commitments in the region.
Regional activities and the number of
environmental organizations have
grown, as have the number of interstate
cooperation programs for research,
information exchange, and pilot projects.

To date, parties have adopted
thirteen common measures, recently
amending the Barcelona Convention and
three of its protocols.  Amendments
expand coverage of the Convention to
include coastal areas and incorporate
important new concepts in environ-
mental governance and management into



19

the agreements. State parties developed a
highly specified set of rules, procedures
and mandates for regime-sponsored
conferences, meetings, Med Plan
administration, Regional Action Centres
(RACs) and other regime programs and
activities.37  Other accomplishments in-
clude “Action Plans” to protect monk
seals (1987), marine turtles (1989),
cetaceans (1991) and encourage sustain-
able development.

Organizationally, the regime has
grown substantially in 25 years.  Parties
established a Coordinating Unit for the
Med Plan in 1982, taking the Secretariat
and some administrative functions out of
UNEP's headquarters (then in Geneva).
To date, there are eight RACs that
administer various MAP programs and
facilitate implementation of the
Barcelona Convention and its protocols.
With the growth in MAP's
organizational structure has come
growth in the number of programs,
training seminars, consultant activities,
meetings, conferences, presentations,
and publications.  Staff and budgets at
each RAC remain small and each RAC’s
activities fall well short of the list tasked
to it upon creation.  MAP regime
organizational bodies are not well
coordinated, nor clearly related within a
single organizational structure.
Implications of this decentralized
structure are discussed below.  The MAP
regime also includes numerous inter-
governmental and nongovernmental
organizations (IGOs [intergovernmental
organizations] and NGOs) in its
activities.  The numbers and activities of
NGOs participating in the regime grew
over time. While direct collaboration
with the MAP Coordinating Unit
remains rare and often vaguely defined,
NGOs actively participate and support
many regime activities.  Their role is less

central than in the Baltic regime,
however, where NGOs serve as “lead
parties” for policy research and
implementation.

Other international level accom-
plishments include the “refocusing” of
regime programs on coastal area
management and sustainable
development.38  These changes reflect
alterations in the views and discourse of
the region's environmental scientists in
combination with renewed interests
among regime participants in reviving
the MAP's integrated development
planning component.  From an ecologi-
cal perspective, greater focus on coastal
areas is significant because pollution
remains most chronic there.  Politically,
the regime has managed to overcome
states' traditional reluctance to make
international regulatory commitments
regarding the use and pollution of
coastal water – long considered part of
states' sovereign territory and not subject
to multilateral decision making.

The success of international
cooperation within the Med Plan regime
is limited, however.  The environmental
impacts or “improvements” resulting
from all of this international cooperation
remain small, few in number, and
controversial.  Oil spillage and
biological contamination of beaches
have fallen, but eutrophication, beach
tar, and solid litter appear to be on the
increase.39  Coastal development re-
mains largely unplanned and un-
constrained by environmental concerns
and habitat losses continue.40  While
sewage treatment capacities grow, so do
populations, economies, and waste
generation.  Environmental protection of
the region’s dune and wetland eco-
systems, ancient harbors and historical
sites, threatened species and marine
parks remains poor or non-existent.41
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MAP has implementation plans for the
growing number of international
commitments within the regime.  In fact,
little assessment of national
implementation even exists on which
such plans could be based.  Parties have
failed to agree on the annexes and
common measures necessary to assess
implementation of existing protocols.
EU Influence

The limited success of regional
Mediterranean cooperation demonstrates
that states, international organizations,
NGOs and expert communities can re-
spond to environmental challenges at the
international level.  The MAP regime is
“transnationalizing environmental pol-
icy.”  Recent MAP agreements are char-
acterized by greater specificity and
scope and the regime's research activities
and demonstration projects expand
knowledge and participation around the
region.  Driven by scientific consensus
and discourse, individuals and organiza-
tions with normative and material inter-
ests in international political and scien-
tific participation can establish and
maintain regional cooperation. State
level implementation remains problem-
atic, however.

The Med Plan regime facilitates
environmental cooperation and standard
setting among the developed states as
well, especially France and Italy.  Except
in cases where EU standards are already
established, however, the developed
Mediterranean states have not always
demonstrated high levels of cooperation
with each other.  Recently, this has
changed somewhat, with the four EU
Mediterranean states cooperating in
pursuit of agreement and adoption of
new protocols to the Barcelona Con-
vention.

Little “competitive greenness”
occurs among the states around the

Mediterranean.  EU applicant states have
added some of this to the region, how-
ever.  In need of ways to demonstrate
their willingness to adopt EU environ-
mental policies and standards, Cyprus,
Malta, and Slovenia have been quick to
follow EU states in adopting new re-
gional protocols.  In contrast to the Bal-
tic regime, where the most developed
members frequently pushed for higher
standards, UNEP is often the driving
force in the MAP regime.  As in the
Baltic region, developed Mediterranean
states use the MAP regime as a vehicle
to “export” their higher environmental
standards around their region.  In effect,
EU Mediterranean states are sometimes
“forced to lead” in the regional regime if
they are to reduce competitive disad-
vantages arising from higher environ-
mental standards imposed by the EU.

In the Mediterranean region,
regime influence on national
environmental law and regulation varies,
but remains generally low.  In EU states,
the Union’s greater legal and financial
capacity to pursue member state
implementation of EU directives (since
the Single European Act of 1987 and the
1992 treaty of Maastricht) has indirectly
resulted in greater implementation of
MAP requirements.  Despite an im-
pressive list of international accomplish-
ments, the regime has limited influence
on domestic environmental policies and
state implementation in the region.  EU
membership and aspirations of such
membership are more important
determinants of state level implementa-
tion of international environmental
commitments around the Mediterranean
region.  Member states France, Greece,
Italy, and Spain witnessed growing
stringency in environmental laws and
policies over the last twenty years.  In all
four states, environmental policy
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development was guided and pushed by
EC/EU environmental policy, rather than
by the MAP regime.

Among states currently applying
to the EU, MAP implementation
increased as a result of these states’
attempts to introduce environmental
policies equivalent to those of the Union.
Four non-EU Mediterranean states have
formally pursued EU membership:
Cyprus, Malta, Slovenia, and Turkey. In
addition, Croatian officials have
announced their intention to apply for
membership. Though they remained
MAP regime members in good standing,
Malta and Cyprus only moved to expand
environmental law and regulation in the
1990s following their interest in EU
membership. Likewise, Slovenia and
Croatia expanded and strengthened their
environmental protection policies in
parallel with their growing interest in EU
membership.  All four states avail
themselves of the EU assistance and
capacity building programs for which
they are eligible. Turkey, on the other
hand, was influenced by MAP activities
in the early years of the regime.42  As
Turkish interests in EU membership
(and its prospects for it) waned in the
1990s, so has state interest in
environmental protection. Thus, in EU
member states and applicant states, the
Union rather than MAP exerts greater
influence on states’ environmental
policy.In the Mediterranean region,
regime influence on national environ-
mental law and regulation varies, but
remains generally low.  In EU states, the
Union’s greater legal and financial
capacity to pursue member state
implementation of EU directives (since
the Single European Act of 1987 and the
1992 treaty of Maastricht) has indirectly
resulted in greater implementation of
MAP requirements.  Among states cur-

rently applying to the EU, MAP
implementation increased as a result of
these states’ attempts to introduce
environmental policies equivalent to
those of the Union.  Thus, in EU mem-
ber states and applicant states, the Union
rather than MAP exerts greater influence
on states’ environmental policy.
Scientific Institutions, State Capacity,
and Implementation

Scientific collaboration and
cooperation is widespread, involving
hundreds of scientists and scientific
organizations, producing massive
amounts of data and hundreds of
publications, conferences and conference
papers, workshops, training seminars
and demonstration projects. Peter Haas
outlines national level environmental
policy progress in the 1980s in Algeria,
Egypt, and Turkey, positing these
countries as best cases for demonstration
of national level epistemic community
influence.43  However, little has
happened at the national level since
these states’ initial interests in domestic
environmental policy.  Like the regime
he studied, Haas neglected critical
questions concerning these states’
organizational capacity vis-a-vis
environmental policy.  In the wake of
stagnant or declining state environmental
capacity, little environmental policy
development or implementation has
occurred in Algeria, Egypt, or Turkey.
Furthermore, collapsing state capacity in
Albania, Bosnia, and Lebanon have left
these states devoid of comprehensive
environmental policy – let alone MAP
implementation.  Libya and Syria also
lack sufficient state environmental
policy capacity to comply or implement
MAP commitments and state officials
have not attempted to build it.  In many
Mediterranean states, only pilot
programs and projects with international
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funds appear to be influenced sig-
nificantly by internationally agreed upon
environmental standards.  Without a
minimum level of state capacity, there is
no policy development for experts to
influence, nor any place for the
institutionalization of environmentally
friendlier principles and policy norms to
occur.

One group of Mediterranean
states clearly lacks the ability to
implement comprehensive environ-
mental policies of the kind required
under the Med Plan: Albania, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Lebanon, Libya, and Syria.
Yugoslavia, a state traditionally
supportive of the Med Plan regime, no
longer exists as it was.  It remains too
soon to know what posture the smaller
Yugoslavia will take toward the Med
Plan regime. In Albania, Bosnia, and
Lebanon, state control and authority over
the populations and territories within
their recognized boundaries remains
problematic.  The same can be said for
Algeria, Cyprus, Turkey, and Yugo-
slavia.  If states lack basic authority over
their populations and territory, it is
unrealistic to expect (or pretend) that
they can successfully implement and
enforce international environmental
agreements.

The Mediterranean environ-
mental protection regime does little to
address the lack of state capacity in
failing states.  Is the organizational
collapse witnessed in these states
temporary, or longer-term?  If tempo-
rary, then regime participants might
easily choose to wait out crises.  If,
however, the low levels of state
environmental policy capacity found in
the region are part of a long-term
problem, the Med Plan’s ability to
protect the Mediterranean from pollution
will remain constrained because MAP

relies on states for implementation.
Albania, Bosnia, Lebanon possess
virtually no state environmental capac-
ity.  In general, they lack most aspects of
environmental law, regulation, and
administration needed to comply with or
implement MAP requirements.

Another group of Mediterranean
states might best be characterized as
“muddling through” in the area of
environmental policy. In these states,
state environmental policy capacity is
not increasing over time despite the
increasing number and scope of
international environmental commit-
ments.  Such states include Algeria,
Egypt, Turkey, Libya, and Syria.  In fact,
state environmental capacity in some of
these states may be declining.  Absent
increasing EU efforts to assist and
compel Greece to comply with and
implement international environmental
commitments, Greece also might be
considered a “muddling through” state.

Algeria, Egypt, and Turkey are
three of the Mediterranean states that
embarked on environmental policy and
bureaucracy expansions following the
construction of the Med Plan regime in
the 1970s.  All three are among Peter
Haas’ “strongest cases” of epistemic
community influence.44  Ongoing civil
conflicts, high population growth, and
anemic or negative per capita economic
growth combined to halt “epistemically
driven” environmental policy develop-
ment in these states.  As noted above,
Turkey's commitment to environmental
policy and regulatory expansion waned
with its interest and prospects for EU
membership.

“Informed” by epistemic com-
munity members, Algeria and Egypt
embarked on efforts to incorporate many
aspects of the regional environmental
discourse into law and policy in the
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1970s and 1980s.45  These states passed
basic environmental laws, ratified
international environmental agreements,
established administrative bodies for
pollution control and participated in
numerous Med Plan regime activities.
However, domestic political elites
“talked the talk” of international
environmental protection. Since the late
1980s little domestic environmental
policy expansion has occurred, despite a
growing number of international
commitments.  The authoritative infor-
mation and discourse of scientific and
technical experts proved unable to
significantly affect law and regulatory
policy in these states.  Algeria and Egypt
lack the material and administrative
resources to implement, monitor, and
enforce environmental policy.  In both
states, social conflict and lagging
economic growth constrain the ability of
states to prioritize medium and longer-
term concerns.

In Libya and Syria the story is
different.  These authoritarian states do
not appear to be experiencing general
state organizational crisis.  However,
neither state has witnessed much growth
in environmental law, regulation, or
administrative bureaucracy.  Domestic
law, policy, and administrative structures
have not kept pace with increasing
international environmental commit-
ments.  Rather than “muddling through,”
both appear to be losing ground vis-B-vis
state environmental capacity.  Libya and
Syria remain minimally supportive of
the MAP regime.  Their participation at
international conferences is sporadic, but
generally not obstructionist.  Syria
acceded to the Barcelona Convention
and its first four protocols, signing the
Offshore Protocol a year after its
adoption in 1994.  Syrian officials rarely
participate in the preparation or adoption

of the regime's recent multilateral
agreements, lacking representation
during the preparation of recent proto-
cols.

Libyan officials ratified the
Barcelona Convention and its first two
protocols and approved the Land Based
Sources and Special Areas protocols –
all following the agreements’ entry into
force.  Libya did not sign either the
Offshore nor the Syracuse protocols.
Syria and Libya possess little domestic
environmental legislation, regulation, or
administration.  This situation has
changed little in the last twenty years.
Libyan and Syrian participation in the
regime might best illustrate a
“rationalist” or “instrumentalist” ap-
proach to international environmental
cooperation.  Both states remain
reluctant to make additional international
commitments until such agreements
enter into force.  Once in force, regime-
sponsored compliance and imple-
mentation programs begin or expand.
These programs frequently offer limited
funds for research, planning, information
sharing, and participation in meetings
and travel.  Given each state’s small
annual contribution to the regime, both
Libya and Syria get positive returns on
regime participation – especially since
neither has aggressively pursued costly
domestic implementation.

The regional environmental
effects of state collapse in small states
remain small.  However, the lack of
environmental policy progress in states
such as Algeria, Egypt, Greece, and
Turkey is another story.  Both the World
Bank and the EU have stepped up
funding for state environmental capacity
building.  But such funds continue to
represent a small portion of development
assistance given by these bodies.
Furthermore, even if World Bank and
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EU development assistance were
adequately “greened” – a highly ques-
tionable proposition – the amount of
such assistance relative to domestic and
foreign investment is quite small.
Without functioning state organizations,
there exists no location for the
embedding of transnational principles
and norms for environmental policy.

Most bilateral and multilateral
capacity building programs focus almost
exclusively on the enhancement of
technical capacity through such activities
as education and training programs. Yet,
merely increasing the technical skills of
a given set of individuals or simply
increasing their access to particular types
of technology is unlikely to improve
science advice to policymakers.  Nor
will it automatically improve policy-
makers’ capacities to act on such advice.
As such, a few internationally sponsored
programs, such as MEDPOL, are
unlikely to expand state capacity. For
example, neither science-based policy
advice nor the actions taken on such a
basis are likely to produce effective
policy absent domestic institutions to
critique and frame scientific and
technical information.46  Merely funding
scientific and technical programs in
recipient countries will not create
science-policy institutions and insti-
tutions of organized skepticism auto-
matically.  A multifaceted approach to
state capacity suggests that programs
focussed exclusively or even primarily
on technical capacity alone are likely to
fail, if broader administrative, insti-
tutional and political considerations
remain ignored or unattended.

Regional environmental coop-
eration and implementation of inter-
national commitments is constrained by
very limited, often declining, state
organizational capacity in many

Mediterranean countries.  International
scientific and/or policy cooperation
produces increased environmental law,
regulation, or protection absent adequate
state administrative and legal capacity.
States facing challenges presented by
low levels of organizational capacity, in
other words, can not “walk the walk” of
increasing environmental protection.
The MAP regime has done little to
address this problem.  With few
prospects for increased funding, the
regime is unlikely to possess the
capabilities to combat lagging state
environmental policy capacity anytime
soon.  Such states do not lack commit-
ment to the regime, its goals, or the
commitments they made in international
agreements; they lack the ability to
operationalize environmental discourse
and administer environmental policy.47

Other states, including Albania, Bosnia,
Lebanon, Libya, and Syria, lack state
environmental policy capacity
altogether.

In both the Baltic and
Mediterranean seas, regional environ-
mental improvements that can be
attributed to the regimes remain rare.  In
the Baltic, dramatic reductions in
pollution emissions from the former
communist states primarily result from
declines in economic output and
production since 1989.  Notably absent
from HELCOM’s regional efforts,
however, is serious regulation of
fisheries use. In the Mediterranean, few
declines in effluent have been recorded.
While coastal water environmental
quality generally and slowly improves in
both regions, regime participants in
neither region have yet to improve or
even address marine eutrophication, the
major ecological threat to both seas.
Many species remain endangered and
health-threatening levels of numerous
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toxins, heavy metals and hazardous
waste discharges continue, and
ecologically insensitive coastal
development continues apace (particu-
larly in the Mediterranean).

Conclusions
In both the Baltic and the

Mediterranean regions, international
environmental protection regimes and
their constituent international
organizations have successfully
facilitated international cooperation
between states with different, often
opposing, political and economic
systems and with divergent levels of
development.  The Baltic regime
maintained cooperation across the East-
West divide while the Med Plan regime
managed to cope with East-West and
North-South conflicts, as well as Arab-
Israeli and Greek-Turkish tensions.  A
central difference between the regimes,
however, is the differing level of
bilateral assistance within them.
HELCOM activities frequently facilitate,
encourage and request bilateral
assistance of a financial, expert,
implementation and information gather-
ing nature between members.  To date,
MAP has been less successful at
producing a similar bilateral response.
In the Mediterranean, only the EU has
stepped up bilateral assistance for
regime programs.

Regime influence at the national
level – on law, policy, and implementa-
tion – remains uneven in both regions. In
general, national level regime influence
is greater around the Baltic Sea than in
the Mediterranean region.  In both
regions it is clear that state capacity and
the availability of financial and
administrative resources remain
centrally important for national level
adoption of regime principles and policy

norms and the implementation of
international commitments.  In the
Mediterranean region, state organi-
zational capacity is a primary factor
limiting the influence of transnational
normative force.  Without a location in
which to become embedded, the
influence of transnational institutions
such as principles and policy norms on
states remains limited.  Both regimes
offer insights into effective ways to build
state capacity and promote state level
implementation, adding to recent
research.48

Institutional and organizational
capacity building: With respect to
environmental protection regimes,
minimum levels of state institutional and
organizational capacity must exist in
both science and environmental policy
administration to achieve implementa-
tion.  Regarding scientific capacity, both
regimes have been successful in
enhancing regional scientific capacity
and in applying scientific consensus to
policy.  In fact, both regimes excel at
facilitating the construction of regional
scientific consensus and in spreading
participation in scientific and technical
research throughout their regions.
Regime programs in both regions
include the provision of needed
scientific and technical training and
equipment to meet regional research and
monitoring goals as established by the
respective regimes.  However, the lack
of a centralized regime organizational
structure and limited state administrative
capacity have limited MAP's abilities to
push state compliance with the
international commitments justified by
scientific consensus.  Furthermore,
enhancing national scientific and tech-
nical capacity does not automatically
enhance science and technology-based
policy advice or the capacity of
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policymakers to use such advice.  These
require institutionalized understandings
and practices, as well.

Regarding state environmental
policy and administrative capacity
building, the results are mixed.  While
some successful programs for ad-
ministrative capacity building can be
observed in both regimes, the scope of
such programs and their influence
remains greater in the Baltic region.
Institutional capacity building has been a
higher priority in the Baltic, garnering
more resources and attention from other
international regimes and programs in
the region.  Furthermore, the content of
state environmental policy development
and administrative capacity building
programs is extensively influenced by
HELCOM.  Actors in both regimes
realize that increasing state capacity can
not be assumed, it must be supported.
Low economic development levels in
many Mediterranean states and lower
environmental commitment in the
region’s developed states present greater
challenges in this area.  Certainly, state
capacity building efforts in the Baltic
region are not an unqualified successes.
The Russian state has been little
influenced, nor has it received much
attention from the regime.49 HELCOM
has focused more on the St. Petersburg
region.  Yet without greater environ-
mental capacity and organizational
stability in Moscow, such efforts remain
severely constrained.50  Likewise, local
and municipal public sector environ-
mental management and administrative
capacities lag in most post-communist
states (outside major cities).

International relations practitio-
ners and analysts can not merely assume
expanding state environmental manage-
ment capacity over time.  Both regional
cases demonstrate that state

environmental policy capacity can re-
main low or decline over time.  Both
illustrate the benefits of international
cooperative efforts within regimes to
expand state capacity in such areas as
environmental law, policy, administra-
tion, enforcement, and scientific
monitoring.  Additional research is war-
ranted on the limits of state
organizational capacity an on the design
and effectiveness of initiatives intended
to address these short-comings.

Implementation efforts: Regional
international environmental cooperation
can be accomplished with relatively few
resources. Implementation, however,
costs much more.  Estimates of the costs
of implementation of HELCOM
commitments in the transition states of
the Baltic region exceed $20 billion.
Roughly the same amount is needed to
bring only four EU member Med-
iterranean states into compliance – and
this figure does not include the costs of
implementing other international
environmental commitments nor other
expenses to be born by consumers.51

HELCOM leadership, Baltic regional
political changes and the commitment of
greater resources and international
involvement, produced a Joint Compre-
hensive Plan for implementation of
regime requirements and recommen-
dations.  While current funding remains
short of estimated needs, numerous
municipal waste treatment projects and
national policy reform and capacity
building efforts have been funded
through JCP channels.

The JCP produced a scientifically
legitimized laundry list of needed
environmental objectives.  It put cost
estimates on necessary investments,
giving international legitimacy to claims
by transition state officials that they are
unable to “clean up” many areas absent
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international assistance.  Although the
Mediterranean Action Plan offers guide-
lines for environmental management
needs in the region, the MAP regime
lacks a comprehensive and specific
implementation plan for its protocols.
Nor does it possess a concerted effort to
assess and increase state environmental
compliance or capacity.

In their third decade of activity,
the Baltic and Mediterranean regimes for
environmental protection are engaged in
“Europeanizing” environmental protec-
tion principles and policies in their
respective regions.  Western European
principles and policy norms are being
regionally standardized around the Baltic
and Mediterranean regions.  Increas-
ingly, this regionalization is accom-
plished in conjunction with EU actors
and standards, taking advantage of the
EU’s position as the primary ideational
and economic construction in late

twentieth century Europe.  Regional
actors and institutions, including the EU
are constructing and standardizing the
roles of scientific communities and
science advice in conjunction with the
promulgation of principles and policy
norms for environmental protection.
Such processes Europeanize states
within the two regions, altering their
law, bureaucratic structure, content, and
practice in a host of Baltic and
Mediterranean littoral countries.  How-
ever, as comparisons of the two regional
regimes demonstrate, state structure,
law, and behavior do not change
automatically to implement international
agreements.  Without serious attention to
multiple dimensions of public sector
capacity, state level implementation of
the burgeoning set of international
environmental agreements, standards,
principles, and policy norm remains
unlikely.
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Cleaning up the Baltic Sea:
The Role of Multilateral

Development Banks

By

Tamar Gutner

Donor aid institutions, both bilat-
eral and multilateral, have been impor-
tant actors in regional efforts to clean-up
the Baltic Sea. This paper focuses on the
three major multilateral development
banks (MDBs) operating in Central and
Eastern Europe (CEE)1 and the types of
activities they have undertaken vis-à-vis
the Baltic Sea.  The World Bank, the
European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD), and the European
Investment Bank (EIB) are major donor
organizations in the region, involved to
different degrees, in international coop-
erative efforts for the Baltic Sea.  The
MDBs not only provide financing for
individual projects, but may also be in-
volved in broader agenda-setting exer-
cises and other capacity building efforts
at the national or municipal level.  These
MDBs, along with their smaller counter-
parts, were participants in efforts to de-
velop and implement the Baltic Sea Joint
Comprehensive Environmental Action
Program (JCP) set up in 1992 under the
Helsinki Commission (HELCOM).2 The
JCP identified actions for the ecological
restoration of the Baltic, and developed a
list of over 130 point and non point-
source “hot spots” within its catchment
area requiring investments estimated at
10 billion Euro.3  The MDBs have
sought to finance specific water and
waste water treatment projects in some
of the hot spot areas, to help recipient
country governments fulfill their
HELCOM obligations.

More broadly, the MDBs’ proj-
ects typically provide larger amounts of
financial transfers (mainly through
loans) than their bilateral counterparts.
MDB loans also attract additional bilat-
eral, private sector, and recipient gov-
ernment funding, which further increases
the size of an individual project.  Finally,
the World Bank and, to a lesser extent
the EBRD, have also been involved in
policy discussions and economic reform
projects and programs that may have a
positive impact on the Baltic Sea.

Despite the potentially pivotal
roles the MDBs may have in actions to
address the Baltic Sea’s severe pollution
problems, their lending and policy ef-
forts have been mixed.  The World Bank
has been most deeply involved in in-
vestment projects, agenda setting, and
policy activities regarding the Baltic Sea,
while the EIB has made few efforts to
finance projects that address Baltic Sea
pollution. The EBRD maintains an in-
termediate position, more active than the
EIB in its Baltic Sea-related work, but
with less breadth of activity than the
World Bank.  This is an interesting
finding since on the global scene many
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)
are critical of the World Bank's envi-
ronmental activities, whereas environ-
mentalists have only recently begun to
scrutinize the EIB.

Yet, even where the banks have
funded specific projects to address “hot
spots” designated by the JCP, all three
have faced numerous challenges in the
implementation phase, as they grapple
with domestic political, technical, and
other issues.  These implementation is-
sues highlight the different goals of the
MDBs vis-à-vis local municipalities or
national governments, and the ways in
which policy solutions that are attractive
on paper may run into difficulties in the
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process of being translated into action.
This paper describes major differences
in the three banks’ lending strategies be-
fore turning to an analysis of their in-
volvement in regional efforts to tackle
the Baltic Sea’s environmental prob-
lems.  It then looks more closely at some
of the individual water projects they
have financed, and the challenges they
have faced in implementing these proj-
ects in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania,
home of the greatest concentration of
MDB water projects tied to the JCP.

MDB Approaches
The World Bank, EBRD, and

EIB are among the major donors in
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), to-
gether providing around $30 billion in
loans to the region in the period fiscal
1991-97.4  Environmental aid has been a
priority of donor countries working in
CEE, in order to help address the envi-
ronmental damage found in different ar-
eas throughout the region, to assist in
environmental policy reform efforts, and
more recently, to help countries hoping
to join the European Union (EU) tackle
the enormous costs of bringing their en-
vironmental standards up to EU stan-
dards.  The European Commission esti-
mates the latter effort alone has a
daunting price tag of $130 billion.5

The three MDBs have adopted
somewhat different approaches to ad-
dressing environmental issues in CEE,
which can be explained in part by share-
holder politics, and by how “bank-like”
each MDB is designed to act.6  In terms
of shareholder politics, external pressure
from major shareholder countries (usu-
ally supported or pushed by environ-
mental NGOs) has been an important
factor in determining the depth of each
MDB’s commitment to addressing envi-
ronmental issues.  There has been much

stronger pressure from shareholders at
the World Bank and EBRD, with the
United States often taking the lead rela-
tive to the EIB, whose shareholders are
the EU member states and the EU
Commission. Yet, even where major
shareholders have expressed a desire for
an MDB to address environmental is-
sues, institutional design and incentive
systems play critical roles in determining
how these ideas are translated into proj-
ects with primary environmental goals or
significant environmental components.

 In particular, an important aspect
of institutional design and incentive
systems is how “bank-like” the MDB is
designed to be.  All MDBs are designed
in some ways to behave like financial
institutions, in the sense that their pri-
mary function is to make loans to cred-
itworthy governments or private sector
actors for projects that, at minimum, ful-
fill the banks’ criteria on economic, fi-
nancial, technical, and legal viability.
Yet, at the same time, MDBs have
something grafted onto them not found
among commercial banks; that is, gov-
ernment functions.  As development in-
stitutions, MDBs are asked to elaborate,
incorporate into their lending, and im-
plement a variety of mandates given to
them by their shareholder member states,
to help shape policy reform in recipient
countries.

MDBs differ in the degree to
which they emphasize their banking
goals or their non-banking goals.  Those
behaving more like financial institutions
than development agencies will be more
driven by client demands and contain
fewer incentives for staff to situate proj-
ects within broader policy goals, such as
the environment, than a less “bank-like”
MDB.  By contrast, in a less “bank-like”
MDB there will be more incentives for
staff to seek to influence recipient gov-
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ernments to accept particular invest-
ments linked to various policy goals.  At
the same time, this type of MDB may
face a greater challenge in selling its
projects to recipient countries that have
access to alternative sources of financing
with fewer non-financial policy condi-
tionality strings attached.

Of the three MDBs, the World
Bank is least bank-like, the EIB is most
“bank-like,” and the EBRD has a posi-
tion somewhere between the other two.
The World Bank’s primary mission has
evolved considerably over the years,
moving it increasingly away from the
“Bank-as-bank” model.7  The World
Bank’s stated major emphases are on
poverty alleviation and environmentally
sustainable development, and it is the
only one of the three MDBs that regu-
larly funds projects focusing on issues
such as education, health, or nutrition.8

It also tends to have the most non-
economic conditionality attached to its
loans, and undertakes the most policy-
related work, from structural adjustment
lending (conditioned on macroeconomic
policy reforms) to assisting countries in
the development of national environ-
mental action programs (NEAPs).9  Of
the three, the Bank is a major source of
policy advice and technical assistance to
borrowing countries, and its vast re-
search arm’s budget totals around $25
million a year.10  World Bank lending is
aimed at government agencies, is based
on policy dialogues with governments,
and requires sovereign guarantees.11  In
terms of global environmental issues, the
World Bank is the main implementing
agency of the Global Environmental Fa-
cility, which provides grants to help poor
countries address global environmental
issues.  It also helps to manage the
Montreal Protocol’s Multilateral Fund,
to finance the incremental costs devel-

oping countries face in phasing out
ozone depleting substances under the
Montreal Protocol.  While ambitious in
the scope of its activities and goals, the
Bank regularly faces criticism for some-
times running into trouble in carrying
them out.12

 The London-based EBRD was
established in May 1990 to help post-
communist countries in Central and
Eastern Europe, and later the rest of the
former Soviet Union as well, to build
market economies and pluralist democ-
racies.  It was distinctive among MDBs
in its explicit focus on the private sector.
The Bank was directed to target at least
60 percent of its loans and guarantees to
the private sector, with the remaining 40
percent going to public sector projects.
While such an orientation inherently
made the EBRD more demand- and cli-
ent-driven than the World Bank, in
practice it took a few years for the
EBRD to jumpstart its operations since
the task of designing private sector proj-
ects in countries where no private sector
existed was an enormous challenge.  At
the same time, the EBRD was set up to
pursue policy initiatives such as the en-
vironment in a much stronger way than a
private sector bank.13  It is the first MDB
born with an environmental mandate,
albeit a broad one, of promoting “envi-
ronmentally sound and sustainable de-
velopment.”14

The EIB, based in Luxembourg,
was created by the 1957 Treaty of Rome
to be the European Community’s (now
the EU) long-term lending institution, to
“contribute to the balanced and steady
development of the Common Market in
the interest of the Community.”15  While
the EIB is owned by its EU member
states and the vast majority of its lending
goes to its member states, in fact it is a
global actor.  It operates in over 120
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countries in Africa, Asia, Latin America
and elsewhere that have signed coopera-
tion or association agreements with the
Community.  The Bank entered the CEE
arena in 1989 and has been authorized to
lend a total of 8.2 billion Euro through
2000, with an additional 3.5 billion Euro
pre-accession facility for CEE countries
and Cyprus.

The EIB is the most “bank-like”
MDB of the three, in the sense that it is
largely client-driven, and the least pro-
active in addressing policy issues in
CEE.16  The EIB takes on new policy
mandates given to it by the Council and
does not engage in its own country
lending strategies.  Its small staff (under
900) is one-tenth the size of the World
Bank’s staff (at 9,300), while in recent
years the EIB's lending has surpassed
World Bank lending.  For example, the
EIB's loans totaled over $34 billion in
fiscal year 1998, compared with $21 bil-
lion for the World Bank.17     

The EIB has not had a policy
voice like the other two MDBs, which
makes sense when one considers that its
major shareholders are also its major
borrowers and therefore have little in-
centive to create an institution that tells
them what to do.  The EIB has no sepa-
rate policy research arm and does not
directly promote a particular set of its
own policy ideas or innovative types of
loan conditionality.  In CEE, it offers the
cheapest loans of the three MDBs, with
the least attached conditionality.

Of the three MDBs, EIB also has
the least developed or explicit environ-
mental policy goals, and by far the
smallest number of staff whose job is
specifically to finance “green” projects.
It mainly addresses environmental issues
in its work, not by actively seeking to
finance specifically “green” projects, but
by ensuring that projects within the EU

comply with various EU legislation or
national legislation – whichever is
higher – and that non-EU projects com-
ply with relevant environmental legisla-
tion.  Generally, the EIB is much less
proactive in identifying projects with
significant environmental goals than the
other two MDBs.

Although the EIB is the most
“bank-like” of the three, it will also one
day be the most important (and eventu-
ally the only) MDB in pre-
accession/accession countries in CEE.
As the transition process matures in
these countries, and other MDBs move
their activities and resources further east,
the EIB will remain as Europe's multi-
lateral bank.

MDBs and Baltic Sea Cooperation
The three banks’ action on Baltic

Sea issues can be divided into policy and
project activities.  At the policy level,
the World Bank is the most active of the
three – as can be seen in its intellectual
leadership within the high-level Task
Force that helped to draft the JCP, in as-
sisting recipient countries in the region
in the development of NEAPs, and in
drafting the Regional Environmental
Action Programme (EAP), one of the
most visible outcomes of the Environ-
ment for Europe process.18  The EBRD,
in turn, has been involved in a handful of
policy-related exercises, but over time
has focused most of its attention on proj-
ect lending, where it believes its com-
parative advantage lies.  Both the World
Bank and EBRD are involved in the
Project Preparation Committee (PPC), a
micro-institution created by the Envi-
ronment for Europe process to facilitate
the implementation of the EAP.  The
PPC is a network of bilateral donors and
MDBs that acts as a matchmaker to
bring together bilateral and multilateral
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assistance for projects that support the
EAP’s goals.

The EIB is least involved in
broader policy exercises and is at most a
peripheral player in the policy networks
that have developed around the Envi-
ronment for Europe process.  At the
same time, however, it has been rela-
tively more active in regional efforts to
address the environmental degradation
of the Baltic and Mediterranean seas.

The bread-and-butter work of the
three MDBs is project lending.  Happily
for the banks, water sector projects com-
bine their dual interests in identifying
“bankable” projects that are relatively
easy for them to finance, with their in-
terest in showing the public that they are
actively financing “green” projects that
have positive environmental outcomes.
Indeed the financing of water and waste
water treatment projects have long been
a part of the traditional MDB portfolio,
but can now be categorized as part of an
MDB’s “green” activities.  Of course,
not all water projects are environmen-
tally beneficial; for example, they can be
environmentally harmful if they involve
diverting rivers or draining aquifers in an
unsustainable manner.  Water projects
often require partial environmental as-
sessments due to their potentially im-
portant environmental impacts.  Addi-
tionally, whether or not a wastewater
treatment plant relies on mechanical
treatment, versus biological or chemical
treatment greatly affects its potential en-
vironmental impact.

All three MDBs are financing wa-
ter and waste water projects in the Baltic
region in cities and towns identified by
the 1992 JCP as “hot spots,” or priorities
for environmental clean-up.  In these
“hot spots,” wastewater was (is) often
dumped, untreated or partially treated,
into the Baltic Sea, where it has been a

major source of pollution.  These cities
and towns either had no waste water
treatment plants, old ones that needed to
be upgraded, or partially built new So-
viet-designed plants that were generally
too big for the capacity needed.  The
poor condition of municipal wastewater
treatment resulted in a widespread
problem of inadequate or no collection
or treatment of sewage.  It also increased
the likelihood of contamination of
groundwater or drinking water, since
often the pipes for the waste water and
water supply systems were built too
close to each other.

The World Bank to date has
funded the most water projects in the
Baltic region; five projects in the Baltic
states and two in Poland.  The EIB has
funded the fewest in CEE; it has co-
financed an EBRD project in Riga, and
funded one water project on its own in
Warsaw, which has been stalled for the
past several years.  On the other hand, of
the three banks, the EIB is the only one
that can finance projects in rich Western
European countries, and has done so in
northern Germany and Sweden. 19 The
following section focuses on the three
banks’ projects in the Baltic states,
which were among the first designed by
the MDBs in the region and are gener-
ally further along in their implementa-
tion.

MDB Baltic Water Projects
The World Bank has made loans to

five water and waste water treatment
plants in the Baltics: in Klaipeda ($7
million) and Siauliai ($6.2 million),
Lithuania; in the Haapsalu and Matsalu
bays in Estonia ($2m); and Liepaja
($4m) and Daugavpils ($6.9m)20, Latvia.
The loans are part of larger financing
packages organized by the Bank, which
can include bilateral grant contributions,
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and contributions from the national gov-
ernment and municipalities.  For exam-
ple, the project cost of the Siauliai to-
taled $23 million.21  All five projects
contain water sanitation and supply
components, and with the exception of
the Daugavpils project, they contain spe-
cific “environmental management com-
ponents” (EMCs) funded mainly with
bilateral grant money.  These EMCs, not
undertaken by the other two MDBs, fo-
cus on issues specifically related to the
environment, such as coastal zone man-
agement.  The goal of all five projects is
to reduce the discharge of wastewater
into the Baltic Sea through the im-
provement of waste water and water
supply services. The EMC components,
in turn, support the development of
management plans for sustainable devel-
opment of nearby coastal areas and wet-
lands.

 In the Baltic states, the EBRD has
financed four water projects: in Riga,
Latvia (18.1 million Euro); Kaunas,
Lithuania (11.9 million Euro); and in
Estonia, a project in Tallinn (47.9 mil-
lion Euro), and a "Small Municipalities
Environment Project" that provides in-
vestments in water services outside of
Tallinn (24 million Euro). The EBRD’s
approach tends to be narrower than the
World Bank’s, emphasizing the corpo-
ratization of the municipal entity.

The EIB, to date, has financed only
one water project in the Baltic states.
This is a 15 million Euro investment in
the upgrading and rehabilitation of
Riga’s water and waste water systems, a
project the EIB is co-financing with the
EBRD, which the latter took the lead in
designing.
Capacity Building Efforts

All three MDBs are involved in
capacity building at the municipal level
in terms of seeking to create water and

waste water plants that can function as
profitable entities, through the use and
collection of tariffs, as well as imple-
mentation of cost cutting measures.  As
the EBRD has noted:

Generally, the operational and fi-
nancial performance of municipal
water and sewerage companies is
poor, revenue generation is inade-
quate and services are not pro-
vided in an efficient and cost-
effective way.  Many of the pres-
ently operated systems are marked
by wastage of resources, high lev-
els of physical losses, and lack of
financial rationale in operations
and investments.  Financial per-
formance is hampered by inade-
quate capacity in revenue admini-
stration, financial management,
and investment programming and
budgeting.22

Financial performance objectives
often involve municipal water utilities
increasing tariffs and collecting them, as
well as cutting costs to meet the re-
quirements developed by the banks to
ensure that utilities can function as self-
financing entities.  Indeed, the World
Bank and EBRD projects have also in-
volved “twinning” the Baltic water utili-
ties with Nordic counterparts, as a means
to share technical and management
skills.   

Capacity building in terms of im-
proving a water or waste water utility’s
financial performance can have envi-
ronmental impacts in several important
ways.  For example, the failure of water
utilities to adequately measure water
demand through pricing or metering, re-
sults in excessive consumption and
wastage.  Where energy prices have
been underpriced, energy consumption is
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often higher than necessary and ineffi-
cient.  In addition, for pre-accession
countries, the banks include in their
work with the municipal water compa-
nies strategies on how to meet EU regu-
latory standards, which affects and is
affected by financial/management ca-
pacity building issues.

In terms of capacity building on
specifically environmental issues, of the
three banks, the World Bank has been
most proactive in the ways it has directly
addressed broader watershed issues in its
work. While the national governments of
the three Baltic states are keen on proj-
ects linked to the JCP, municipalities
tend to be more interested in local issues.
This has generally meant that munici-
palities prefer aid money to improve
drinking water, whereas waste water
treatment or broader watershed/Baltic
Sea issues are less of a priority.23  As a
result, the Bank “sold” the EMCs to re-
cipients not as loans that would have to
be repaid, but as grant components sup-
plied by bilateral donors.  There was
therefore no cost to recipients for agree-
ing to projects that included EMCs.
These EMCs were also a very small pro-
portion of total project costs.  For exam-
ple, the EMCs contributed $1.4 million
of the $23 million Siauliai project.

At the same time, the water proj-
ects designed by the Bank almost always
went beyond what the municipalities
initially had in mind, as the World Bank
tacked on additional components to pur-
sue a broader watershed approach.  The
Bank had particular leverage to do so
with these projects, because most mu-
nicipalities could not find alternative
sources of financing at the time they
were designed, even from other MDBs.
The World Bank also brought bilateral
donors into financing parts of the waste

water and drinking water components of
the loans as well.

To illustrate the Bank’s leverage
and influence, in Haapsalu, Estonia, for
example, the municipality hoped to
complete construction on a biological
wastewater treatment plant to replace the
existing mechanical treatment plant.
Construction on the plant began before
Estonia achieved independence in 1991,
and after that, the Estonians did not want
to complete construction on the Soviet-
designed plant with Russian technology.
Estonia was unable to secure financing
for the project from the Swedish aid
agency or the EBRD.  The World Bank,
however, expressed an interest in fi-
nancing the project if it included an
EMC that focused on nearby Matsalu
Bay, which itself was on the HELCOM
list of priority “hot-spots” as an impor-
tant wetland and nature reserve.24

The municipality of Siauliai,
Lithuania, in turn, wanted to complete its
partially constructed wastewater treat-
ment plant, while addressing the prob-
lem it faced by its inadequate capacity to
handle sludge.25  Siauliai is the fourth
largest city in Lithuania, one of its main
industrial centers, and home – before
Lithuania’s independence – to the largest
Soviet military airport in Eastern
Europe.  The partly constructed Soviet-
style plant was to replace an older plant
that no longer met the city’s needs.26

However, the design of the unfinished
plant was too big for the city.

The World Bank project, instead of
confining itself to the completion of the
municipality's wastewater treatment
plant, added onto the project a number of
additional environmental components.
These included the EMC that would or-
ganize bilateral funding for training,
technical assistance, and other support
for a Lielupe River Commission where
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Lithuania and Latvia could cooperate on
issues concerning management and
clean-up of the river.27  This component
would also provide technical support,
equipment, and training for two Lithua-
nian regional environmental protection
offices; assistance in the development of
procedures to monitor discharge; a plan
for sludge management; and a large
study complemented by demonstration
activities aimed at improving the prac-
tices of large local pig farms in manag-
ing agricultural run-off. The Bank ar-
gued that better practices by local pig
farmers would greatly enhance the proj-
ect's benefits in terms of reducing pollu-
tion to the Baltic Sea.28

Challenges Faced
The MDB Baltic water projects

have faced a variety of challenges in im-
plementation.  All three MDB projects
have struggled to increase tariffs and re-
duce costs to meet the financial obliga-
tions laid out in the loan documents.  It
has been politically difficult for some
municipal governments to agree to in-
crease water tariffs as required under the
loans.  All of the MDB-financed water
utilities also have faced sharper-than-
expected declines in water demand,
which in turn reduced expected revenues
that can be collected from tariffs.  As a
result, many of the MDB water projects
are not performing as well as expected in
financial terms.

In terms of the World Bank proj-
ects, the EMCs have had mostly small, if
any, tangible results.  They have pro-
duced some studies that may or may not
be useful in future policy development,
such as integrated coastal zone manage-
ment plans in Lithuania and Latvia.  The
Bank canceled the EMC for the Lielupe
River Commission, due to lack of local
interest, plus the fact that the EU's

PHARE program was interested in
funding this on its own.  Yet, some of
the EMCs are viewed as successful, such
as the pig farm study in Siauliai, which
produced recommendations on practices
that were adopted by Lithuania's pig
breeders' association.  The EMC for the
Liepaja project included the purchase of
a reed harvester for Latvia’s Lake Pape,
a large coastal wetland that is part of the
coastal wildlife habitat.  The harvester
allowed the local municipality to harvest
reeds that clog up the lake, and sell them
in Denmark and Lithuania, where they
are used for roof material.

A number of the MDB projects
faced delays, caused by a variety of rea-
sons.  The EBRD's Kaunas project, for
example, was delayed for over a year,
due to difficulty in meeting covenants on
tariff increases.  The initial project de-
sign, inherited from the Soviets, was also
determined to be too big, based on opti-
mistic estimates of water consumption.
One actor involved in the project noted
that the central government was slow in
transferring its share of project financ-
ing, while others complained that some
of the bilateral actors involved in com-
ponents of the project (such as PHARE)
provided poor consultants.  Other actors
also noted that some delays were caused
by constant political changes in the city,
reflected by the fact that there were eight
different mayors from the time the proj-
ect was agreed upon in mid-1998.  The
Tallinn project, in turn, lost around nine
months due to slow Parliamentary ap-
proval of the project.  The EIB and
EBRD’s project in Riga has also faced
delays, due to slowness in the procure-
ment process.29

The World Bank found that its
projects in Lithuania were somewhat
more difficult to implement than those in
Estonia or Latvia.  Some of the problems
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were outside of its control, such as a
rapidly changing group of Lithuanian
policymakers at the national level (in-
cluding three different environment
ministers in the space of six years).  The
Klaipeda project was delayed due to
slow procurement tendering after the
Ministry of Environment insisted on a
re-tendering to involve more Lithuanian
firms.  Shifting government require-
ments on waste effluents delayed the
project for another 12 months.  Dis-
agreements between the Bank and the
Lithuanian environment ministry also
delayed the water projects.  One general
debate was over whether or not the
waste water plants needed back-up
pieces of certain equipment (such as
pumps or piping), which were required
under the old regime (and by old Soviet
standards), since equipment often broke
down.  Such additional back-up systems
add to project costs, and are generally
not required in Western-style plants. 

On the positive side, the MDB
water projects are expected to have, or
are already having, important impacts in
reducing pollution into the Baltic Sea.
According to Tallinn water officials, by
1998, treated waste water going into the
Baltic Sea was two to three times cleaner
than in 1993.  Drinking water was also
significantly cleaner after treatment,
while further investment is needed in the
water network to get the higher quality
water to consumers.30   The World Bank-
funded plants in Liepaja (Latvia) and
Haapsalu (Estonia) are also up and run-
ning.  Environmentalists in Lithuania
have applauded the EBRD's Kaunas
project, since Kaunas has been responsi-
ble for around 90 percent of the un-
treated wastewater discharged in Lithua-
nia.  Kaunas is Lithuania's second largest
city, with a population of 403,000, and
before the EBRD project it had no

wastewater treatment.  The project fi-
nanced the first phase of the construction
of a wastewater plant (along with new
pumping stations, new network, and
other components) that included me-
chanical treatment with chemical floc-
culation, while biological treatment of
wastewater was planned for the medium-
term.  Its goals were to reduce heavy
metals by 70 percent, total nitrogen by
10 percent, total phosphorus by 85 per-
cent, BOD by 60 percent, and suspended
solids by 33 percent.31

Conclusion
The three MDBs' efforts to re-

duce pollution to the Baltic Sea from
land-based sources highlight some of the
broader challenges faced by donors
seeking to coordinate regional coopera-
tion and capacity building efforts.  The
banks' comparative advantage as finan-
cial institutions is in the financing of
water supply and wastewater treatment
plants in the hot spot areas identified by
the JCP.  Yet, how “bank-like” the MDB
is does have an impact on the degree to
which it seeks out and finances such
projects, as well as its efforts to address
broader watershed issues in its activities,
versus capacity building contributions
more limited to the performance of the
water utilities.

Finally, the implementation of
these water projects rarely occurs as
specified in the project documents, as
projects must adjust to political realities,
technical delays, and other unanticipated
issues.  While a number of the MDB-
financed utilities are now making a con-
tribution to the reduction of untreated or
partially treated waste water into the
Baltic Sea, there are clearly many other
“hot spots” that need to be addressed.

The demand for water and
wastewater projects in pre-accession
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countries is increasing as countries work
on meeting European water directives.
A new EU fund – Instrument for Struc-
tural Policies for Pre-Accession (ISPA)
– will come on-line in 2000, and provide
one billion Euros in grants a year
through 2006 for projects in the envi-
ronment and transport sectors.  ISPA
will provide a new source of co-
financing for the MDBs, and may give
them the opportunity to expand their
work in the HELCOM municipal point

source hot spot areas in pre-accession
countries.  The degree to which the
banks respond to this new initiative will
depend on several factors.  One of the
most important is the extent to which
municipalities try to finance their needs
through the new grants, avoiding MDB
loans.  ISPA grant financing can make
up a high percentage of total project
cost, up to 75 percent in some cases, but
cities may find ways to stretch that
amount to cover their needs.
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Environmental Clean-Up
Challenges in European Seas

By

Miranda Schreurs

October 1999 marked the decade
anniversary of the collapse of the Berlin
Wall and the end of the Cold War.  The
ten-year anniversary of this historic
event was a time for reflection.  When
the Wall was torn down, expectations
ran high for the future.  The reunification
of Germany, the disintegration of the
Soviet Union, and the democratization of
the Central and Eastern European states
were all expected to result in an im-
provement in living conditions.  The
normalization of relations between West
and East were to expedite the economic
and political transformation of the for-
mer Soviet states.  Aid from the West
and democratization in the East were
suppose to help improve environmental
conditions.

The Soviet era had wreaked
havoc on the environment.  Industrial
plants lacked adequate pollution control
equipment and were highly inefficient.
Air and water pollution near industrial
areas was terrible.  Nuclear plants had
been built and operated without suffi-
cient regard to safety.  Toxic waste was
dumped on land and at sea.  In many
cities, there was either no wastewater
treatment or the treatment plants that
existed were inadequate.  It was not until
the Soviet Union collapsed that scientists
and the general public learned just how
serious the environmental problems of
the region were.

A decade later, environmental
conditions are improving, but enormous
problems remain.  Much of the im-

provement in the state of the environ-
ment comes as a result of the closing
down of highly polluting and non-
competitive industries.  The shutting
down of out-dated plants has improved
air and water quality to some extent.
Yet, their closure has also contributed to
the high unemployment levels and the
rise of extremist parties in many central
and eastern European states.  Further-
more, while environmental movements
played an important role in bringing
about the collapse of the Soviet Union,
unemployment problems and general
concerns about economic conditions
now dominate public opinion.  As a re-
sult, even though some environmental
groups are active in the central and east-
ern European states, their political im-
pact is limited.

The passing of a decade since the
fall of communism, calls for an appraisal
of Western efforts to assist the central
and eastern European states democratize,
shift from planned to free market
economies, and address the environ-
mental problems that resulted under the
Communist period.  In hindsight, it is
easy to say that the expectations of a
decade ago for a miraculous transforma-
tion, in conditions as a result of democ-
ratization and economic transformation,
were unrealistic.  In some areas envi-
ronmental conditions have improved, but
in others, little has changed. The envi-
ronmental clean up challenges remain
enormous.

What lessons can be learned by
governments, NGOs, and private institu-
tions that are involved in assisting the
central and Eastern European countries
amend the damages caused by decades
of environmental neglect?  Do the expe-
riences in international environmental
cooperation with post-Communist states
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provide any lessons for other developing
regions? The chapters by Tamar Gutner
and Stacy VanDeveer explore two forms
of Western involvement in environ-
mental clean up efforts in the post-
Communist states and in the Mediterra-
nean region.  Gutner explores the role of
the multilateral development banks
(MDBs) and VanDeveer that of interna-
tional environmental regimes.

Clearly, there have been some
successes.  Many new environmental
norms and institutions have been created
as a result of international cooperative
efforts.  VanDeveer’s comparison be-
tween environmental protection regimes
in the Baltic Sea region and the Mediter-
ranean Sea area suggests that the col-
lapse of communism has put new steam
into the regional pollution control regime
in the Baltic region, which may be lack-
ing in the Mediterranean regime.  The
Baltic Sea is bordered by Finland, Swe-
den, Denmark, Germany, Poland,
Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, and Russia.
There is, therefore, much interest in the
part of several wealthy European Union
(EU) states in the clean-up of this sea.  In
comparison, the Mediterranean regime
lacks the force of environmentally pro-
gressive member states pushing for pol-
icy reform.  This suggests that an im-
portant component of environmental
clean up is the level of interest in donor
states in those projects.

The first environmental regime
for the Baltic was created in 1974 by the
Helsinki Convention.  After this con-
vention, environmental hot spots were
identified and the release of toxic chemi-
cals was reduced.  The end of commu-
nism resulted in greatly expanded com-
munication and information exchanges
among the Baltic Sea’s littoral states re-
garding environmental priorities and

projects.  In 1993, a Baltic Sea Joint
Comprehensive Environmental Action
Programme was established.  The Hel-
sinki Committee’s (HELCOM) recom-
mendations appear to have influenced
significantly the environmental policies
of Estonia, Poland, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia.  Eager to be accepted into the Euro-
pean Union, these transition economies
have embraced many of the norms and
priorities established in the Baltic Sea
Joint Comprehensive Environmental
Action Programme.  These norms and
priorities heavily reflect the interests of
the wealthier European states that are
members of the regime and who have
actively pushed them in the transition
states.

Similarly, Gutner’s chapter sug-
gests that the efforts of the multilateral
development banks have helped to es-
tablish new environmental clean-up pro-
grams and reduced the release of efflu-
ents into the Baltic Sea.  Yet, both
VanDeveer and Gutner agree that the
accomplishments pale compared with
the serious environmental problems af-
flicting the region.  They suggest that
effective environmental program imple-
mentation depends in large part on the
success of capacity-building efforts.  As
VanDeveer notes, most bilateral and
multilateral capacity-building initiatives
have focused on strengthening the tech-
nical capacity of states and municipali-
ties to address environmental problems.
They have paid much less attention to
broader administrative, institutional, and
political capacity issues.  This may ex-
plain why many capacity building ef-
forts, although good in intention, have
had only limited success.

Capacity building has been de-
fined narrowly by donor institutions and
foreign governments, which tend to fo-
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cus their attention on technical pro-
grams.  They too often neglect the con-
text within which new technologies must
work.  As VanDeveer notes, using the
work of Grindle (1997), capacity build-
ing must include human resource devel-
opment, organizational strengthening, as
well as institutional reform.  There must
also be institutionalized systems of cri-
tique and learning built into these three
dimensions of capacity.  This is impor-
tant if programs, policies, and institu-
tions are to be become more effectives
and efficient.  Foreign assistance pro-
grams tend to be donor driven and as a
result may fail to take local and national
context and personnel needs adequately
into consideration.  Instead, donors may
be tempted to shop around for programs
and proposals they already have in hand.

Gutner’s chapter examines in
detail the role played by bilateral and
multilateral donor aid institutions in en-
vironmental clean-up efforts in the Baltic
Sea. Gutner suggests that donor aid in-
stitutions have achieved some successes
in clean-up efforts, but that in the whole
the record is mixed. Implementation
deficits result in large part from capacity
problems and the lack of priority placed
on environmental clean up in some of
the Central and Eastern European states.
But as Gutner suggests, part of the
problem is also with the donor aid insti-
tutions.  There is room for learning in the
West as well.

Gutner contrasts the approaches
of the World Bank, the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development
(EBRD), and the European Investment
Bank (EIB) to international environ-
mental cooperative efforts.  Of these
three lenders, Gutner suggests that that
the World Bank and the EBRD are the
most involved in environmental clean-up

initiatives.  Their level of involvement in
environmental programs in the Baltic
region is dependent to some extent on
the structure of the banks and their rela-
tionships with their clients and recipient
states.  The World Bank has as its main
functions poverty alleviation and sus-
tainable development.  As the least
“bank-like” of the three MDBs, the
World Bank was actively involved in
environmental institution-building in the
region. The EBRD, in contrast, has con-
centrated more on project lending where
its comparative advantage lies.  The EIB
has been the least involved in regional
environmental initiatives primarily be-
cause it functions more like a traditional,
demand driven bank than do the other
two MDBs.  All three MDBs have been
involved to some extent in capacity
building at the municipal level, focusing
in particular on the establishment of self-
financing wastewater plants.  The World
Bank also has been involved with
broader watershed issues, incorporating
the needs of local municipalities into
broader water shed protection and clean-
up initiatives.

Despite various programs of the
MDBs, there have been few tangible re-
sults in terms of the development of
management plans for sustainable devel-
opment of coastal areas and wetlands.
The reasons are somewhat project spe-
cific, but include limited local interest,
political difficulties with getting policy-
makers and citizens to agree to raise
water tariffs to pay for treatment facili-
ties, political turnover in recipient mu-
nicipalities and national governments,
and project delays.  More successful
have been efforts to reduce the levels of
pollution entering the Baltic Sea as a re-
sult of improvements in waste water
treatment.
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These two chapters suggest that
environmental protection efforts are af-
fected as much by the priorities and pro-
grammatic approaches of donors as they
are by the capacity and priorities of re-
cipients.  Even the best of programs will
be limited in their impact if the scale of
the programs relative to the size of the
environmental problems is small.  Sus-
tained commitment on the part of the
West will be necessary to improve envi-
ronmental conditions in the developing
states of Central and Eastern Europe and
the Mediterranean.  Where environ-
mental pollution has direct impacts on
EU member states, and particularly the
more environmentally progressive of
those states, there is likely to be greater
enthusiasm behind cooperation.

Maintaining commitment in the
West, however, may be difficult as a re-
sult of donor fatigue.  The costs of post-
Communist transition proved to be far
greater than anyone anticipated.  Moreo-
ver, as more and more states apply for
membership in the EU, the willingness
to use funds to assist these states may
thin.  This should make the successful
use of existing funds a high priority.
Donors are more likely to support aid
when there are signs of success.

Gutner and VanDeveer suggest
that there are steps that can be taken by
donor institutions and international re-
gimes to improve the effectiveness of
environmental program implementation.

Most important may be enhancing sensi-
tivity to the political and social contexts
within which programs must be imple-
mented.  They must be embraced both by
the donor and the recipient.  Giving re-
cipient states a greater role in program
formulation may increase their commit-
ment to programs in the implementation
phase.

Environmental protection is also
a matter of example.  Donor states have
more credibility in pursuing environ-
mental clean up goals in developing
states when they have addressed their
own environmental problems.  In the
case of the Baltic Sea, this might mean
greater commitment on the part of EU
states to address agricultural contribu-
tions to the pollution of the seas.

Despite numerous problems, the
importance of international cooperation
for environmental protection must not be
underestimated.  While environmental
improvements remain limited, Interna-
tional cooperation has helped to turn at-
tention to serious environmental prob-
lems in systems that had long neglected
environmental problems.   It has contrib-
uted to changes in recipient state institu-
tions and laws.  It has also increased
contact among developed and develop-
ing states at various levels.  In the long
run, such contact and cooperation can
have many positive consequences – po-
litical, economic, and environmental.
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Black Sea Environmental
Cooperation:

Toward a Fourth Track

By

Martin Sampson
  

The Black Sea Environmental Pro-
gramme emerged in the 1990s from coop-
eration among the coastal states of the Black
Sea, the Global Environmental Facility
(GEF), the United Nations Environmental
Programme, and various other funders and
individuals.  By far the most ambitious re-
gional environmental undertaking for the
Black Sea in the 1990s, the program’s en-
ergy, ambition, and accomplishments from
1994 to 1997 are a remarkable contrast with
the region’s prior history of little communi-
cation and virtually no cooperation among
the major Black Sea coastal states.  Despite
the program’s record, impressive by stan-
dards of regional sea programs anywhere for
a comparable time period, the GEF declined
to provide a second large grant to the Black
Sea Environmental Programme to fund three
years beyond 1996.  Without that funding
the program began to diminish into what by
1999 seemed to be a holding action in search
of better financial and political underpin-
nings for a renewed Black Sea environ-
mental program.

The first part of this chapter dis-
cusses the environmental problems of the
Black Sea and the establishment of the
Black Sea Environmental Programme
(BSEP).  The second section is a brief ex-
amination of various parts of the program,
some thoughts about what the program has
accomplished, and a more extensive discus-
sion of two of the significant problems it
could not resolve.  The third section assesses

the program from the perspective of Haas,
Keohane, and Levy’s criteria of contractual
environment, concern, and capabilities.1

The final section observes that, for reasons
unrelated to the program itself, a recasting of
the program seems necessary to revive the
momentum to build upon BSEP’s accom-
plishments.

I.   Background

The Black Sea is an odd sea, with an
ecosystem particularly vulnerable to the en-
vironmental stresses of the late twentieth
century.   Unlike any other marine sea, the
Black Sea has two layers of water between
which very little exchange of water occurs.
The heavier, lower 90 percent is very salty,
anoxic water that has a large hydrogen sul-
fide content and for centuries has not sup-
ported marine life that requires oxygen.
“Dead” long before the industrial revolution
and the advent of contemporary environ-
mental degradation, this lower layer of
heavier water confines the marine life of the
sea to the relatively shallow upper strata of
water. The lighter, upper ten percent is low-
salt-content water, historically rich in fish
and other life typical of marine seas.   The
Black Sea has no major interface with a
larger sea that can rapidly replenish its wa-
ter.  Almost entirely landlocked, it links to
other seas through the narrow Bosphorus
Strait, three-quarters of a mile wide at its
narrowest point. The key sources of replen-
ishment for the upper strata of water ac-
cordingly are rainfall and river flow into the
Black Sea.

The environmental stresses of the
late twentieth century have taken numerous
forms in the Black Sea. Metallic, nitrogen,
and phosphorous effluents, and other pollu-
tion from industrial and agricultural produc-
tion, much of it carried by the Danube River
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to the Black Sea; sewage from coastal cities
and non-coastal, watershed cities; and dams
that reduced the flow of fresh water into the
sea are some examples of these stresses. A
species of comb jelly fish that ships brought
in the 1980s from the Chesapeake Bay de-
voured fish larvae and by 1990 had reached
a biomass of a billion tons, larger than the
world fish harvest.  Excessive investment in
more effective fishing vessels compounded
the stress on fish stocks. In the words of a
1999 study, “from the late 1960s to the early
1990s events occurred in the Black Sea that
can objectively be considered an environ-
mental catastrophe.”2  By the last decade of
this century, a massive collapse in fish
stocks and significant damage from the ac-
cumulated effects of years of eutrophication
had occurred.  Studies appeared suggesting
that the Black Sea might be the first marine
sea that “dies” in the sense of ceasing to
support significant quantities of typical ma-
rine life.3   Peoples of the region found the
price of fish sky-rocketing and the condition
of resort beaches deteriorating. A sea that
historically had provided five times more
fish per square mile of surface area than the
Mediterranean had undergone an appalling
change and was widely regarded as the most
environmentally stressed marine sea on the
planet.

One of the difficulties of rectifying
this situation is that the coastal states control
only part of the Black Sea’s watershed. Rus-
sia, Ukraine, Georgia, Turkey, Bulgaria, and
Romania, the six coastal states, contribute
significant amounts of pollutants of various
kinds to the sea. Eleven other states control
the rest of the watershed, whose most sig-
nificant single contributor to the environ-
mental stress of the Black Sea is the Danube
River.  The Danube carries staggering
amounts of pollutants as it winds from

Western Europe eastward into the Black Sea
in Romania. Environmentally damaging
practices of upstream peoples in Western
and Eastern Europe obviously cannot be
fixed through an environmental program
limited to the downstream coastal states and
peoples.

Another complication is the diversity
of the coastal region and its long-standing
political and cultural divisions.  Historically
the power centers in this region have been
the Turkic speaking, Muslim southern shore
and the Russian/Ukrainian speaking, Ortho-
dox Christian northern shore. Tensions be-
tween these two shores have taken many
forms over many centuries. Beside this
cleavage, the region has five distinct na-
tional Orthodox churches and numerous re-
ligious minorities. Linguistically the major-
ity languages of the six states include a Ro-
mance language, Slavic languages, an Indo-
European language, and a Turkic-Uralic lan-
guage. The late twentieth century has added
other factors, including the dearth of modern
communication facilities, the depth of eco-
nomic stress in post-communist countries,
the uncertainty about numerous basic politi-
cal issues, and the isolation of the formerly
communist areas from many important in-
ternational regimes during the Cold War.
The result is an area fraught with excuses for
why international environmental cooperation
might not occur or succeed.
  The Black Sea lagged far behind
most other regional seas in the development
of a regional organization to foster remedial
environmental cooperation.4 Curiously, the
Cold War is the major reason for both lack
of cooperation in the 1970s, when many re-
gional seas programs appeared, and for the
beginning of cooperation in the last half of
the 1980s.
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Turkey belongs to NATO.  During the Cold
War the other coastal states – Bulgaria, Ro-
mania, and the USSR – belonged to the
Warsaw Pact.  Beginning in 1969, the Sovi-
ets made repeated proposals to Turkey for
discussions about environmental coopera-
tion among all Black Sea states.  Turkey
routinely rejected those overtures, which
would have pitted it against three Warsaw
Pact states and raised unwanted questions
about Turkey’s commitment to NATO.  In
the Gorbachev era, the Turkish government
changed its stance on the question of Turk-
ish-Soviet environmental talks.  Reportedly
the Foreign Ministry saw environmental dis-
cussions as a low risk avenue for exploring
Gorbachev's overall foreign policy intentions
as they pertained to Turkey.  Constructive
environmental talks would point to opportu-
nity for issues of importance to the Foreign
Ministry and suggest that the Soviet Union’s
new leadership was markedly different from
its predecessors.  Failed environmental talks
would be inexpensive and easy to dismiss
since the discussions pertained only to the
environment. On this basis the Foreign
Ministry advised environmental personnel in
the Turkish government to talk with the So-
viets.  However, they rejected the details of
the Soviet proposal, instead proposing in-
stead a duplicate of the Barcelona Conven-
tion for the Mediterranean (to which Turkey
had been a party for over a decade).  The
move was shrewd in two respects.  From the
perspective of Turkish bureaucratic politics,
the government of Turkey had already en-
dorsed that concept for the Mediterranean. It
was unlikely that the Foreign Ministry
would object to a Black Sea agreement
based upon the Mediterranean provisions
already approved.  From the perspective of
regional politics, proposing an agreement

based on the world’s best known regional
sea program was a politically neutral stance.

By 1992, the Soviet Union had dis-
integrated and Ukraine and Georgia had be-
came independent countries.  The Turkish
leadership had become staunchly supportive
of Black Sea cooperation and Ukraine’s
leadership recognized that Black Sea envi-
ronmental issues would underscore
Ukraine’s legitimacy as an independent
state.  By this time it was also widely evi-
dent that significant deterioration in the en-
vironment of the Black Sea had begun. In
spring 1992, the six coastal states signed the
Convention on the Protection of the Black
Sea Against Pollution at Bucharest (hence
the Bucharest Convention). This convention,
similar to the Barcelona Convention for the
Mediterranean, is a framework treaty that
commits the coastal states to reduce the
pollution levels of the sea.

Far more was in the air at that 1992
Bucharest meeting than the Bucharest Con-
vention. As early as 1991, discussions in-
volving state representatives, UN officials,
outside experts, and experts from the region
had been underway to devise cooperation
that would be far more ambitious than the
provisions of the Bucharest Convention. At
meetings in Geneva, Istanbul, Varna, and
elsewhere in 1992 and 1993, participants
hammered out a set of objectives that drew
extensively on the recently completed Rio
Conference and Agenda 21.  The fruits of
this endeavor included the following: (1) the
Ministerial Declaration on the Protection of
the Black Sea of April 1993 (also known as
the Odessa Declaration), which proclaims a
number of objectives and attaches deadlines
to them; (2) an agreement on a project
document for a program to alleviate the en-
vironmental stress of the Black Sea; (3) GEF
funding for three years of that project; (4)
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and meetings to enlist regional nongovern-
mental organizations’ (NGOs) help in the
program.

In a formal sense, the region had
rapidly moved from no regional environ-
mental agreements among the coastal states
to three sets of agreements (or “tracks”), any
one of which could be the basis for a Black
Sea environmental cooperation. The 1992
Bucharest Convention was one track. The
Odessa Declaration in spring 1993 was a
second track.   Broader in scope and far
more specific in its expectations of what
states would do than the Bucharest Conven-
tion, the Odessa Declaration was the first
international marine sea agreement to reflect
the thinking of the 1992 Rio Conference on
sustainable development.  The third track
was the Black Sea Economic Cooperation
(BSEC).  Established in 1992, the BSEC
exists to encourage trade and development
in the Black Sea region through a member-
ship that includes the six coastal states plus
Greece, Albania, Moldova, Azerbaijan, and
Armenia.  A provision of its treaty refers to
environmental protection of the Black Sea.
However, except for a few conferences
about Black Sea environmental issues, little
happened in the BSEC arena during the
1990s.  In contrast, between 1994 and 1997
a great deal happened in the BSEP (Black
Sea Environmental Programme) arena that
was a fusion of Track I and Track II diplo-
macy and a direct product of the environ-
mental negotiating process involving the six
coastal states.

II. The Black Sea Environmental Pro-
gramme

The BSEP was supposed to support
three years of assessment of conditions and
development of investment priorities; that

base would then be developed with invest-
ments in the subsequent seven years.   In
June 1993 in Varna, Bulgaria, the six coastal
states finalized a project design that estab-
lished six separate activities, each with a
distinct network that would include all six
coastal states in an effort to better under-
stand the actual situation of the Black Sea
and actions needed.   Each state would serve
as coordinator and host the Activity Center
for one of these networks or activity catego-
ries.   Bulgaria took emergency response;
Romania took fish; Georgia took biodiver-
sity; Russia took integrated coastal zone
management;5 and monitoring was divided
between routine monitoring headquartered
in Turkey and special monitoring headquar-
tered in Ukraine.  Each activity would in-
clude extensive compilation of information
and a set of actions to enhance the
sustainability of the region. The GEF pro-
vided a $9.3 million grant, eventually tripled
through financial assistance from other do-
nors.   Overall direction of the program
came from the Program Coordinating Unit
(PCU) in Istanbul, which opened in early
1994.  The PCU director was Laurence Mee,
an oceanographer who had written the
widely cited Ambio article about the Black
Sea and was well known to delegates in-
volved in the development of the Odessa
Declaration.6

It is important to underscore the
starting points of the BSEP project. Inte-
grated coastal zone management was a new
concept for most of the Black Sea. No over-
all study had been done of the water quality
of the sea.  Nor had there been any regional
effort to systematically catalogue the area’s
biodiversity. There were only back-of-the-
envelope estimates of the financial costs to
the region of Black Sea degradation. The
region had no fishing agreement, no effort to
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evaluate or coordinate emergency response
capabilities, and no impetus for investment
in the region to enhance its environmental
sustainability.   Furthermore, no comparison
had been done of environmental legislation
in coastal states, nor were there any regional
fora for NGOs.

The PCU first concentrated on es-
tablishing the six Activity Centers and the
associated regional networks.  It covered
airline fares, furnished computers for e-mail
links, hosted conferences, and within a year
had nurtured networks that were meeting
and producing reports and attending training
sessions.  It established other network en-
deavors: support for environmental NGOs in
the region; assessment of the economic costs
to the region of marine sea degradation; ex-
amination of existing environmental laws in
the region with respect to possible harmoni-
zation of legal policies; and a global infor-
mation system project to make available the
information the program was collecting.
NGOs were represented in the steering
committee, and from the beginning the pro-
gram hosted national level meetings to sup-
port intra-state organization of the region's
environmental NGOs, held annual regional
meetings, and issued the first directory of
environmental NGOs in the region.  Finally,
the PCU supported the development of pro-
posals in each state for a preliminary in-
vestment project and of plans for subse-
quent, more elaborate, and expensive proj-
ects. The PCU’s first year report states that it
mobilized “over 582 regional experts…to a
total of 43 training sessions, workshops,
training sessions, and meetings”7 during
1994.  The number grew the next year,
BSEP reporting that in 1995 it brought ap-
proximately 1000 experts to more than 50
workshops, meetings, and training sessions.

All together, the networks linked some 40
institutions around the Black Sea.8

In June 1996, the GEF grant ran out
as expected.  The GEF provided a small
bridge grant to continue the program, but as
noted below, declined to provide a “GEF II”
grant to support another block of years for
the program.  The obvious marker points for
assessing the program’s accomplishments, is
the 1994 to 1996-1997 era, almost three
years after the PCU began operating.

The scope, industriousness, and as-
sessment of visiting evaluation teams of the
BSEP merit a discussion of far greater
length than is possible here. A comparison
of what was attempted and achieved in the
BSEP with the first three years of other re-
gional sea programs, is also outside the
scope of the present discussion.  Instead,
what follows are observations about BSEP
highlights and disappointments.
In the September 1996 issue of Saving the
Black Sea the Turkish Ministry of Environ-
ment official who served as the national co-
ordinator for the BSEP program said the
following about BSEP:

There is a long tradition of envi-
ronmental protection in Turkey.
Now we have a lot of initiatives,
such as through municipalities,
communities, and NGOs.  There is
an increased amount of activity,
which is of a higher quality than it
was before.  More actions, more in-
tegrated actions, and much more
comprehensive actions are being
planned and implemented.9

 In the same article Dr. Sharabidze of Geor-
gia observed that:
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Our main problem is pollution from
domestic sources.  Many of the mu-
nicipal sewage treatment facilities do
not operate any more.  Under the
BSEP the government has already
received a loan from the World Bank
for $18 million to improve domestic
waste treatment facilities in Batumi
and Poti.10

The combination of acquisition of invest-
ment resources and stimulation of environ-
mental protection activities evident in these
two statements echoes the objectives of the
program, which in at least three major ways
appear to have been met.

One major accomplishment is prog-
ress in understanding the water condition of
the Black Sea itself.  In June 1996, the PCU
issued its Black Sea Transboundary Diag-
nostic Analysis (TDA), the “work of sixteen
leading specialists drawn from fourteen
countries including all six Black Sea coun-
tries together with the five PCU specialist
staff…(who) analyzed the thematic reports
based upon the work of over 100 Black Sea
specialists cooperating through the BSEP
network.”11 The study provided the first
overall realistic picture of the ills of the
Black Sea.  In the words of Zaitsev and
Mamaev, 

The results of the TDA clearly dem-
onstrate that the Black Sea environ-
ment can still be restored and pro-
tected.  The BSEP pollution surveys
revealed that the Black Sea is not a
deadly soup of toxic waste as sug-
gested by one international newspa-
per in 1993…Contamination by
heavy metals and pesticides appears
to be limited to a few sites near
coastal sources.  Furthermore levels

of radionuclides do not represent a
health hazard… In order to identify
the origins of pollution, careful
studies were made of every signifi-
cant discharge of liquid waste into
the Black Sea, and the cost of re-
ducing or eliminating the most im-
portant sources… Particularly urgent
attention needs to be given to im-
proving sewage treatment in all six
Black Sea countries if human health
is to be better protected and the
tourist industry fully developed.  In
the case of nutrients, well over half
the load to the Black Sea is trans-
ported by the Danube...12

The TDA is more than a water qual-
ity report.  Its overview (or “level one”) in-
formation identifies seven major environ-
mental problems of the sea, specifies the
economic/social/political root causes of each
problem, and stipulates types of action re-
quired to rectify the problems.  Its “level
two” overview of action areas analyzes
problems, stakeholders, uncertainties, pro-
posed actions and costs, and “products and
milestones” for each of the seven major
problem areas.  “Level three” of the report,
entitled “Detailed Analysis of the Identified
Issues,” provides data on water quality and
elaborates the discussion of possible actions.
Among its other features is a discussion of
pollution hotspots, whose amelioration logi-
cally became the theme of BSEP’s recom-
mendation for investment projects in the
coming years.  Other regional seas programs
viewed the format and organization of this
report as a model of how to present such in-
formation. For a two and a half year old pro-
gram, the Transboundary Diagnostic Analy-
sis is an impressive accomplishment.
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The second major accomplishment
of 1996 was the completion and subsequent
signing by all Black Sea states of the Strate-
gic Action Plan for the Rehabilitation and
Protection of the Black Sea.  Once the activ-
ity networks were established in 1994 the
PCU worked to weave input from the activ-
ity networks into draft ideas for a Black Sea
action plan.  Envisioned as a relatively suc-
cinct document, the draft was to be re-
viewed, revised, and eventually signed by
the states, pushing the legal structures of
Black Sea environmental cooperation be-
yond the 1992 Bucharest Convention and the
1993 Odessa Declaration.   Mid-1995 to
mid-1996 became a race to complete the
document.   With numerous meetings the
PCU succeeded in completing the draft by
early summer 1996.  On 31 October 1996,
the Black Sea states signed the Black Sea
Strategic Action Plan at a meeting in Istan-
bul.

The Strategic Action Plan begins
with a seven point statement of the problems
and a set of principles for addressing them.
are far more sophisticated than the 1992 Bu-
charest Convention version of the problem
and how to proceed.13  In the core of the
Plan, “Policy Actions,” the signatories
commit to more than a score of deadlines,
most prior to 2000.  These deadlines refer to
activities ranging from adoption or harmoni-
zation of standards to establishment of en-
forcement mechanisms to provision of in-
formation or completion of studies.14  Dead-
lines of 2005-2006 pertain to amelioration of
pollution hotspots identified by the BSEP
pollution monitoring activities.15  One dis-
cussion of the Black Sea Action Plan offers
the following overall summary:

The Black Sea Strategic Action Plan
takes a pragmatic approach to the is-

sue of pollution control which fol-
lows the ‘paradigm of iterated man-
agement’…there has to be recogni-
tion (of threat to ecosystems)...The
complete removal of the threat would
be desirable but is often impractica-
ble in the short/medium term for so-
cial and economic reasons and an
interim strategy is necessary for pol-
lution control.  The...states...as the
cooperating partners involved then
agree on a short-term target for re-
duction.  In the first iteration, the re-
duction is agreed on the basis of
what can reasonably be achieved
within a given time frame.  The
agreement is made on the basis of
common but differentiated responsi-
bilities, in this case each partner
finds the most economically con-
venient approach for reaching the
agreed target… The partners also
agree on a program of research and
monitoring to refine the estimate of
optimal reductions so that…new tar-
gets may be set with lower uncer-
tainty regarding the outcome.  The
iterations should continue until all
partners agree that the environment
is adequately protected.16

An additional category of success is
the BSEP’s prowess in developing ideas for
investment projects.  Many of the activity
networks, including biodiversity and inte-
grated coastal zone management, focused
part of their efforts on potential investment
opportunities.  From the beginning of the
program the PCU supported a program of
pre-investment studies that would help
countries develop preliminary proposals for
the urgent investment project.  It was hoped
the efforts would be funded and carried out
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during the first stage of the BSEP program.
Georgia obtained funding for a municipal
services project in Batumi and Poti.  Russia
proposed a Greater Rostov Environmental
Strategic Action Plan, Ukraine a waster wa-
ter treatment facility in Odessa, Bulgaria a
water company project in Varna, and Turkey
a solid waste treatment project in Trabzon.17

For the roster of long range investment proj-
ects, the BSEP identified pollution hot spots
and 50 locations where investment could
reduce those hotspots, mostly through the
establishment of waste water treatment fa-
cilities or improvement of harbor facilities.
An international consultant will use this in-
formation to complete a scoping study,
leading to a portfolio of investments, (pre-
sumably three per country).18  The BSEP
provoked thinking about environmental pri-
orities, provided assistance in preparing in-
vestment ideas, and identified investment
strategies that contribute to the amelioration
of environmental problems of the Black Sea.

While learning about the Black Sea’s
environmental situation, the PCU strove to
make that information available to others.
The geographic information system (GIS)
became operational and a readily accessible
source of complex information about the
Black Sea.  Information on biodiversity, na-
tional priorities, and various other topics
was published in a series of studies.

The creation and maintenance of
webs of people communicating across na-
tional boundaries about specific aspects of
the Black Sea environmental agenda also
belongs on this list of accomplishments.
Whether the results were short run successes
or disappointments, each network fostered
communication that had not existed previ-
ously.  These networks were the basis of the
work that emerged as the Black Sea Strate-

gic Action program and as the Trans-
boundary Diagnostic Analysis.
 There were both successes and also
frustrating sequences of endeavors that fell
far short of what was expected when on con-
siders the details of BSEP endeavors by ac-
tivity group.  On the minus side, for exam-
ple, the Transboundary Diagnostic survey
came from data collected for a Food and Ag-
ricultural Organization (FAO) survey rather
than from the all centers of the routine
monitoring network.  This survey reflected
the PCU’s efforts to strengthen capabilities
but it fell short of the objective of a continu-
ous monitoring program throughout the re-
gion. Routine monitoring of the sea contin-
ued in only two of the states by 1997,19

largely because funds were not available to
pay for research centers whose equipment
had been updated and whose staffs had been
trained in an earlier phase of the BSEP pro-
gram.  Lack of funds is an endemic con-
straint on the spin-offs and core activities of
the BSEP.

A different kind of limitation is sug-
gested by contrasting projects where success
is primarily in the gathering of scientific in-
formation and projects where success is a
change in existing state policy.  Juxtaposing
the Emergency Response and the Biodiver-
sity areas illustrates this point.  In 1994, the
Emergency Response working party’s first
report indicated that regional capabilities to
handle oil spills and other emergencies were
modest.20  Small to medium size problems,
close to shore that did not cross national
boundaries tested the limit of capabilities.
Most states of the region had not signed the
majority of the international conventions
that pertain to emergency response and no
national emergency response contingency
plans existed, let alone a regional emergency
response contingency plan.  Under BSEP
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auspices, the Emergency Response network
held a number of training sessions, meetings
with  individuals from the International
Maritime Organization, and other similar
meetings.  Yet, three BSEP annual reports
state that the national contingency plans are
still in preparation.  The 1996 report indi-
cates that additional time is needed for leg-
islative changes, and the 1997 report says
that most of the participants in BSEP's
emergency response effort are environmen-
talists while the people in the countries re-
sponsible for such issues are transport min-
istry people.21 Thus the emergency response
activity brought together people from around
the Black Sea, but it made no dent on the
policies or allocation of resources that define
the Black Sea region’s preparedness for
tanker collisions or other emergency situa-
tions.  By the last year of the PCU, the ob-
jectives had broadened from emergency re-
sponse to emergency response plus im-
provement of port facilities to reduce pollu-
tion hot spots.

In contrast, the Biodiversity activity
network made major accomplishments
within its defined responsibilities. The ac-
tivity moved from first year preparatory
meetings and workshops on standardization
of methods to an impressive set of suc-
cesses. Within a year it produced national
reports on each country's coastal biodiver-
sity. During subsequent years, it proposed
pilot programs for each country; made rec-
ommendations on subjects such as keystone
species, protections of shelf areas, and up-
dating the Bucharest Convention; and pro-
duced a regional strategy for conservation
areas that the states were reviewing in 1997.
Clearly this activity network marshaled im-
pressive knowledge and derived numerous
policy ideas from that knowledge. A large

part of BSEP's publications are the work of
this activity group.
 While the PCU was achieving clo-
sure on the Black Sea Strategic Action Pro-
gram and publishing its Transboundary Di-
agnostic Analysis, both nurtured from the
activity webs of the BSEP, it was simultane-
ously waging a fight to maintain its funding.
Efforts to obtain an additional, “GEF II”
grant occurred in context of extensive praise
for the project, arguments by the PCU staff
to the GEF that two years was an insufficient
time for a region with no heritage of such
cooperation, and some confusion within the
GEF about its mission in relation to marine
sea projects.  Ironically the 1996 GEF vac-
illation about whether to continue support-
ing the program coincided with the process
of the six coastal states deciding in October
1996 to sign the Black Sea Strategic Action
Program.  As noted above, the GEF de-
clined to provide another sizeable grant to
the program. Director Mee commented that
obtaining more GEF funds was

much more difficult than expected.
Firstly, the request came at a time
when the GEF operational strategy
was still under final consideration
and there were frequent changes or
reinterpretations of the rules.  Sec-
ondly, there had been no prior GEF
project, which had achieved almost
100 percent implementation exactly
according to schedule and was re-
questing additional funds to develop
new avenues and to consolidate the
initial achievements.  Thirdly, when
the request for support was finally
cleared by all partners, the new inter-
sessional approval mechanism of the
GEF council failed since a quorum
of comments was not achieved (the
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consultation was conducted by
post).22

The result was the end of significant funding
for a remarkable program at exactly the time
it needed continuing financial resources.

The PCU remained open, and the
BSEP kept functioning in late 1996 and
1997 primarily with money from the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP)
and the European Union Phare and Tacis
programs as well as with a small bridge
grant from the GEF. With the loss of major
GEF funds, a decline in PCU staffing and a
decline in the endeavors of the BSEP oc-
curred.  The PCU lost an environmental
economist, a fish specialist, a regional NGO
coordinator, and eventually Director Mee.
In 1998 the PCU became the Program Im-
plementation Unit (PIU), “implementation”
referring to the Black Sea Strategic Action
Plan.  Funding from the UNDP plus pledges
of $20,000 from each coastal country kept
the office open in 1999, despite four of the
six coastal countries not paying their
$20,000 share.

It is possible that the internal dy-
namics of the GEF process focused on the
failure of the states to carry through on their
pledge to establish a Secretariat, which was
one of their main commitments in the Bu-
charest Declaration.  The PCU worked on
this problem but could not resolve it.  Al-
though tangential to the BSEP and an issue
that the coastal states rather than BSEP
should have resolved, this failing is one of
the major disappointments in the 1990s his-
tory of Black Sea environmental coopera-
tion.  Another disappointment is the massive
gap between the vigor of the BSEP and the
lack of public awareness of its activities, an
issue on which BSEP also worked.  Both
shortcomings merit discussion.

Why did the coastal states fail to establish a
regional environmental secretariat?

The 1992 Bucharest Convention
clauses for establishing a Secretariat and
creating a commission were to be the key
mechanisms for Black Sea states’ oversight
of environmental cooperation.  Turkey had
pledged to cover 40 percent of the costs of
the Secretariat.  In 1994, with BSEP under-
way, the expectation was that the countries
would proceed to appoint commissioners
and establish the Secretariat.  It did not work
out this way. The states' active enthusiasm
ebbed as soon as BSEP began to function.
No Secretariat materialized.  Some states
indicated that they were financially unable to
contribute to a Secretariat and that they
could not anticipate contributing for the next
two years. Subsequently, Russian-Turkish
disputes over a headquarters agreement for
the Secretariat became an intractable issue,
and negotiations about details of a Secretar-
iat headquarters came to a stalemate.  The
situation had moved from an enthusiastic
flurry of state-level activity circa 1991-1993
to a failure by 1997 to establish the Secre-
tariat. That in turn left the PCU with no re-
gionally controlled entity to which it could
turn over the BSEP activities it had nurtured.
In the words of one Ministry of Environment
official of a Black Sea state, “They are try-
ing to hand a program to the states on a sil-
ver platter, and the states are not taking it.”
The contrast between energetic state efforts
to start the GEF program and anemic state
support for creating oversight capabilities
for the program is striking.

It would be instructive if some defect
or fatal flaw in the PCU’s strategy vis-B-vis
the region became pivotally important in the
issue of whether or not to establish a Secre-
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tariat. The evidence suggests, however, that
such a flaw is unlikely and that a different
strategy by the PCU would not have changed
the outcome.  The rapidity with which the
PCU assembled the networks of people and
institutions plus the apparent productivity of
those networks over two years suggests that
the program was unexpectedly successful,
which should have sufficed to encourage
state creation of a Secretariat. The explana-
tion instead seems to reside in external fac-
tors beyond the control of the PCU.  These
include the following:

No spectacular disasters.  For the
duration of the BSEP there were no cata-
strophic or near calamitous environmental
issues involving the Black Sea.    A tanker
did catch fire at the northern entrance to the
Bosphorus Straits, but that event did not
have serious consequences.  Nothing, in
other words, provoked broad public atten-
tion that might have encouraged states to
point out that they were addressing Black
Sea environmental health in the guise of
their support for BSEP.  Nor did anything
dramatic happen that underscored for states
the importance of progress on the environ-
mental agenda of the Black Sea region.

No aggressively committed national
leaders.  After 1993, no state leader in the
region energetically pushed Black Sea coop-
eration.  Worried that the end of the Cold
War would render Turkey strategically in-
significant to the states of Western Europe
and North America, President Turgut Ozal
of Turkey had played the role of the aggres-
sive leader in the early 1990s.  The Black
Sea Economic Cooperation was his project,
which as leader of the only coastal state with
a strong economy and capitalist economic
institutions, he was uniquely situated to cre-
ate.  The less publicized Black Sea Envi-
ronmental Cooperation fits the same con-

cept.  With the death of Ozal in spring 1993,
no leader of any other Black Sea coastal
state pushed for Black Sea regional coop-
eration to the extent that Ozal had done.
The Ministry of Environment personnel
throughout the region had no top-level sup-
port for the concept of a Black Sea coopera-
tion.  It also meant that no single leader
could cut through the objections of his own
government or appeal to leaders of other
governments to move forward on the estab-
lishment of the BSEP secretariat.

Economic stress.  This factor is fre-
quently given as the reason for the failure of
the coastal states to create a Secretariat. The
Black Sea region states of the formerly
communist world failed to match the eco-
nomic transition and recovery of formerly
communist states such as Poland or the
Czech Republic.  State financial resources
diminished. States lent little support to
epistemic communities' research and policy
efforts, leaving little prospect of scientific
ideas affecting public policy.  Certainly the
unexpectedly stubborn economic stress in
the region undermined policies of countries
such as Ukraine that originally had endorsed
the Black Sea Environmental Programme
and saw its existence and success as an ele-
ment of Ukrainian strategy to underscore its
sovereign independence.

While the depth of economic stress
in the region was appalling, it does not
automatically follow that the $9 million the
GEF put into the BSEP program between
June 1993 and June 1996 could not be raised
in the region itself.  Although the Bucharest
Convention does not provide for the creation
of a regional funding mechanism, that idea
has been part of the Black Sea environ-
mental discussions for a number of years.

From the early days of the BSEP, its
Program Coordinating Unit was involved in
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discussions about the possible creation of a
regional environmental fund that would not
depend upon coastal state contributions for
financial support of a secretariat or other ac-
tivities.   One of the ideas that emerged from
formal and informal discussions of this con-
cept was a proposal to tax Black Sea tankers
according to the volume of their oil cargos.
That tax would go directly into the Black
Sea Environmental Fund.  This mechanism
would be easy to monitor, simple to under-
stand, symbolically relevant to the pollution
of the sea, and potentially lucrative enough
to cover costs of a secretariat, the BSEP ac-
tivities, and even have money left over for
each state's environmental ministry.

Apparently with encouragement
from local NGOs the PCU pushed this issue
by bringing it to the Black Sea Economic
Cooperation (or “Track III”).  As noted
above, the Black Sea Economic Cooperation
charter has an environmental provision and
the organization also has an environmental
task force.  Since it operates at the Foreign
Ministry level, its support for an environ-
mental tax would be a very promising step
toward state endorsement of a regionally
funded Black Sea environmental fund.

At the Black Sea Economic Coop-
eration’s Meeting of the Working Group on
Environmental Protection in Tblisi, Georgia
on 27 September 1994, the PCU’s econo-
mist discussed a proposal for the creation of
such a tax.23  The delegates reportedly rec-
ognized the importance of this kind of
funding and recommended that the Black
Sea Economic Cooperation Secretariat
should devote further study to the proposal
and present specific proposals to the next
meeting.  At the next meeting, in Athens on
21-22 March 1995, the topic appears in the
minutes as an item that was discussed, pre-
sumably with no official result.24

However, these discussions were the
end of this particular effort to use Track III
to resolve a Track I problem.  The reasons
for the failure are not entirely clear.  First,
the Black Sea Economic Cooperation had in
principle agreed to establish a Black Sea de-
velopment bank in Salonika, Greece.  A
Black Sea environmental fund might be an
appropriate activity for such a bank. There
was pressure to put the fund at that bank,
whose location would be a state that was
neither a signatory of the Bucharest Con-
vention nor a Black Sea coastal state.  Under
the auspices of a Black Sea Economic Co-
operation development bank rather than the
Black Sea environmental secretariat stipu-
lated in the Bucharest Convention, these
funds would be subject to decisions of the
eleven states that comprise the Black Sea
Economic Cooperation rather than the six
states of the sea coast and the BSEP.  A sec-
ond issue pertained to shipping. With the
demise of the Soviet Union, Greek shipping
activity in the Black Sea increased.   New
investment in Central Asian oil fields and
the prospects for the Black Sea to become a
shipping outlet for some of that oil may have
reinforced concerns of Greek, Russian, and
other shipping interests that this tax would
interfere with tanker trade and affect the
competitiveness of oil exported from the
Black Sea region.  Third, a PCU official
commented a few years later that proposals
that necessitate coastal states changing their
tax laws can be problematic.
 The attempt to secure Black Sea
Economic Cooperation endorsement of an
environmental fund could have been a win-
win situation.  A “yes” would have gener-
ated funds, while a “no” might have stimu-
lated more effort by the coastal states to re-
solve this financial problem. At a late spring
1995 BSEP meeting in Istanbul, the coastal
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states again discussed and agreed to continue
studying the idea of establishing a Black Sea
Environmental Fund.25 The UNDP urged the
GEF to support a set of meetings to develop
this idea, and a number of meetings were
subsequently held.  As it turns out, the states
failed to create a regionally generated fund
for environmental purposes.  The idea re-
mained in discussions, one of its versions an
innovative concept of a regional debt-for-
nature swap.

Extraneous political static: tensions
between the regional giants.  In September
1993, Russian President Boris Yeltsin dis-
missed the Russian Congress of People’s
Deputies, the military used tanks to fire on
the headquarters of the Congress, and dem-
onstrators protested in Moscow.   Amid the
chaos of this unrest in September and Octo-
ber, word slowly emerged that one of the
last acts of the now defunct Congress was
the ratification of the Bucharest Convention.
Russia thus became the key fourth ratifying
state, whose endorsement put the convention
into effect.  Turkey had expected to be the
fourth ratifying party, but the sudden death
of President Ozal in spring 1993 confronted
the National Assembly with other issues,
and consideration of the treaty was delayed
for reasons unrelated to the treaty itself.
Turkey became the fifth ratifying state.  In
those heady days of 1993 and 1994, there
appeared to be ample support in both Mos-
cow and Ankara for the BSEP.

The existence of these problems and
the Bucharest Convention specification that
the headquarters of the Secretariat would be
in Istanbul are not a coincidence. Rumors
that Russia in recent years has opposed es-
tablishing the Secretariat in Istanbul may be
correct.  In a larger sense there is no single,
clear, unequivocally correct explanation of
why Russia’s early 1990s cooperative stance

on Black Sea environmental cooperation
seems to have shifted.  Conjecture includes
the following factors, more than one of
which may be relevant.  Unable to play its
appropriate role until on firmer economic
ground, Russia would prefer to slow down
regional developments. When Russia can
again assert its authority, then it would again
push for regional solutions to address re-
gional issues of this kind.  Conversely, per-
haps Russia was unable to play its accus-
tomed role vis-B-vis the south shore of the
Black Sea in 1992-1994, and now it is doing
so, in accord with a long heritage of Turk-
ish-Russian antipathy.  Third, perhaps the
environment has largely dropped from the
official priorities of the Russian State.  Fi-
nally, delays and inconsistent positions at
conferences may be a function of adminis-
trative and political disarray at home, par-
ticularly in issues that do not have compel-
ling visibility at the top level of the Russian
government.

Resolving the Secretariat host coun-
try agreement and personnel immunity de-
tails would have been necessary whether or
not there was a financial crisis. It is possible
the problems would have been as intractable
in a healthier regional economic climate.
Certainly there has been a deterioration in
Turkish-Russian relationships overall during
the 1990s.  By the latter half of the 1990s,
Turkish-Russian relations encompassed a
number of difficult issues that had been less
serious in the early 1990s.  The delicate
matter of Turkic speaking groups and/or
Muslim groups rebelling within Russia is
one such issue, illustrated by the case of
Chechnya. Where the proposed pipeline
from Central Asian oil fields would exit is
another problem: Turkey prefers a southern
route that would bring the oil to a port on
Turkey’s Mediterranean coast, while Russia
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favors a northern route that would reinforce
its historical benefit from Central Asian oil.
Tension over shipping through the Bospho-
rus Strait is a related issue. The Montreux
Convention of 1936 stipulates that Turkey
keep the waterway open for commercial traf-
fic. A vast increase in the number of ships
using the Straits in the 1990s led Turkey to
create rules to ease the congestion in the nar-
row passageway, which sometimes caused
delays for Russian ships. Russia opposed
these policies. Turkey also took a very
strong stand against increased oil traffic
through the strait on the grounds that the
waterway is too narrow to safely accommo-
date super tankers and that a super tanker
fire in the Straits could ignite much of the
city.   Export of oil from Central Asia
through Russia, would likely increase the
super tanker traffic.  Without access to the
Straits for this export, one of the easiest
ways of moving Central Asian oil to world
markets is blocked.  All of these matters
complicate the milieu in which BSEP oper-
ates.

Why did BSEP not receive more attention
from the regional population?

Unprecedented state cooperation
bridging venerable antipathies of the Black
Sea coast, plus the rapidity with which
things moved ahead in 1993, augured for
great media stories and extensive public in-
terest in BSEP.   After all, a recent history
saw environmental groups undermining
communist policies, the psychological im-
pacts of Chernobyl were vivid, and there
was widespread awareness that something
was wrong with the Black Sea. The Black
Sea Environmental Programme might have
been an emblem of the newly emerging
Black Sea regional consciousness.

The reality turned out to be quite dif-
ferent.   BSEP endeavors to orchestrate re-
gional cooperation for analyzing and recti-
fying those ecological problems unfolded
with very little publicity despite efforts by
the PCU.  The BSEP, lauded by evaluation
teams, was virtually invisible in the media.
The media also paid little attention to details
of Black Sea environmental stress.  Why
was there a discontinuity between the quality
of the BSEP and the public’s awareness of
the BSEP?  Why did the program not attract
more public attention?

Clearly the PCU was aware of the
problem. Level One of its Black Sea Trans-
boundary Diagnostic Analysis lists “insuffi-
cient public involvement” as a “main root
cause” of six of seven major problems of the
Black Sea.25  The point is reiterated as one
of the four key obstacles to Black Sea envi-
ronmental cooperation listed by departing
PCU Director Mee in his commentary in the
1997 Annual Report.  He stated there “is a
very poor level of environmental awareness
and public participation in all Black Sea
countries.”26 Previous Annual Reports from
1994 to 1996 and the PCU’s publication
Saving the Black Sea discuss numerous
BSEP efforts to educate the public about
BSEP.

Early in the process, BSEP devoted
considerable effort and expense to building
NGO capabilities and communication.  It
ensured that NGOs were represented in its
steering committee. Those efforts continued
as long as BSEP had funding, as indicted by
a number of projects listed in the 1997 An-
nual Report.   As the BSEP developed, frus-
tration is evident in these reports focusing on
NGO isolation from the public.   By 1997,
the section on NGOs in the Annual Report
had been renamed “Environmental Citizen’s
Organizations (ECOs).” The discussion as-
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serts that “the failure of NGOs to involve the
public or become involved in the environ-
mental decision-making process is often due
to weak cooperative spirit among NGOs
rather than a lack of money, resources, or
people.”27 The 1997 Annual Report contains
an interesting commentary about the transi-
tion in the Black Sea region from a vigorous
NGO movement in the late 1980s and early
1990s to a declining movement by the end of
the decade.  In the words of the report,

Since the early 1990s when many
foreign environmental grant-making
funds made their way to the CIS re-
gion, NGOs have multiplied like
mushrooms after the rain.  In most
cases they are small organizations
specializing in a specific area and
cannot be called grassroots organi-
zations.  Nevertheless many NGOs
tend to think that they automatically
represent “the public” and “public
opinion” even though they are only
representing themselves and their
role is rather limited; hence the lim-
ited scale of their activities… The
NGOs nonetheless have a crucial
role to play in increasing public
awareness of the issues raised by
BSEP.28

The PCU engaged in a number of
educational and other endeavors to make its
work more widely known, but this activity
did not generate much overall publicity.  A
small indication of the invisibility of BSEP
and its agenda is evident from the data of the
Open Media Research Institute’s  (OMRI)
daily news summaries.  Searching for
“Black+Sea+Environment” in all news
summaries between 1 January 1993 and 31
December 1997 elicited fewer than ten

records. Only one of those pertains to BSEP;
a report on 27 July 1993 of the forthcoming
GEF grant to clean up the Black Sea. That
news coincided with approval or near
approval of the BSEP program document by
Black Sea states.  The search words BSEP or
“Black+Sea+Environmental+Program”
produced no articles at all.

For the previously communist west,
north, and east coasts of the Black Sea the
explanation for this lack of attention seems
simple. Economic stress overwhelmed
people's environmental sensitivities.  This
stress worsened as the 1990s unfolded.
Without some conceptual key that linked the
environment to economic recovery and
prosperity, it is unsurprising that peoples and
media of most of the Black Sea states paid
little attention to BSEP or to the sea’s
environmental problems.

As with the Secretariat issue, how-
ever, there is also reason to suspect the
problem is far more complicated than eco-
nomic stress.  In this case it is instructive
that in the one Black Sea country that did
not experience unmitigated 1990s economic
stress, BSEP was also virtually unknown.
Turkey, host of the PCU and location of the
Activity Center for Routine Monitoring, was
potentially the most newsworthy portfolio of
the six original BSEP activities.

Turkey’s economy grew significantly
during the 1993-1997 era. Yet between 1993
and 1997, it was remarkable how little
Turkish awareness of BSEP existed among
an attentive public interested in the politics
of the Black Sea region.  No systematic
studies appear to have examined the Turkish
public’s awareness of BSEP, indicating that
BSEP was virtually unknown.29  The BSEP's
relative absence from the media ensured that
few people could learn about it.  There was a
stark disconnect between the caliber of
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BSEP's performance and public awareness
of its activities.

What explains this condition in cir-
cumstances of general economic well-being
coupled with widespread awareness that the
Black Sea had become an environmental
problem? Are there processes at work that
might have resulted in low level of aware-
ness of BSEP in a similarly  prosperous
Ukraine or Romania or Bulgaria or Georgia
or Russia?

A basic argument of cognitive psy-
chology is that people simplify. Human
minds cannot grasp most of the stimuli that
we encounter.  Human memories are falli-
ble, and we have trouble keeping track of
extensive detail.   If on a superficial level
details seem not to add to something coher-
ent and clear, it is especially difficult to per-
ceive and remember, let alone to make infer-
ential leaps from the details to conclusions
about an overall process.  From this per-
spective the lack of attention in Turkey to
BSEP, despite the magnitude of environ-
mental degradation in the Black Sea and the
quality of the BSEP program, is an interest-
ing problem.  Its explanation includes the
following:
 No disastrous events and no clear,
feasible criteria of success.  As noted earlier
in this discussion, the years of BSEP did not
coincide with any discrete, catastrophic
event that affected the environment of the
Black Sea.  This lack of crisis deprived the
media and the public of a specific platform
that might have dramatized the work of the
BSEP.

A related difficulty is that the phrase
“Black Sea Environmental Cooperation”
does not create an automatic focus on some
specific, measurable, meaningful target that
the public or media can track.  An errant
Mediterranean whale in the Black Sea at-

tracts attention.  A tanker fire at the entrance
to the Bosphorus Straits attracts attention.
In both cases there is a simple story of how
the whale or the fire is progressing.  Media
coverage and public tracking of the stories
ensue.

BSEP cannot easily provide such a
target because the problems of the sea are
complex and require years of cooperation in
an area that includes the Danube basin
where a significant portion of Black Sea
pollution originates.  Simply laying the
groundwork for the networks and trying to
start a routine monitoring of the sea was a
massive challenge. There is no quick fix for
the problems of the Sea.   Moreover, the
goal of the project was to stimulate munici-
palities and experts in the region to identify
projects that would begin a long process of
changing the ways in which the coastal areas
are used.  This work lacks the elements of
sensationalism and promise of rapid change
that are the stuff of media coverage and
popular interest.

Diffuseness of the effects of environ-
mental stress and shortage. This category is
borrowed from Thomas Homer-Dixon's very
interesting research on conflict and envi-
ronmental stress in situations in which vio-
lent conflict occurred. Homer-Dixon argues
that shortage, not environmental degradation
per se, prompts conflict. Homer-Dixon also
argues that the link between environmen-
tally-induced shortage and violent conflict is
diffuse, often sub-national, and persistent.30

Diffuseness means that what begins as an
environmental stress reverberates politically
as other kinds of stress, masking the under-
lying environmental catalyst of the stress.
Thus by the time environmentally triggered
violence occurs, the situation is a complex
of ethnic factors, civil-military factors, intra-
military factors, and the like.  Finally,
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Homer-Dixon argues that states differ in
their ability to cushion these kinds of
stresses.

Although Homer-Dixon's concern is
with violent conflict, his insight about the
diffuse effects of environmental shortage
suggests a general perceptual phenomenon.
It may not be that only angry people are un-
able to recognize environmental stress as
environmental stress.  Under less intense
circumstances there is ample reason why
people might be only vaguely aware of the
impact of environmental degradation.  Some
of the degradation does not take the form of
tangible shortage.  Some of the tangible
shortage blends smoothly with non-
environmental understandings people have
of supply and demand phenomena. Existing
perceptual categories may encompass the
effects of environmentally triggered pres-
sures so that people’s attention is not drawn
to “environment” as a specific category. In
other words, the effects of environmental
stress may be highly diffuse in regard to
people’s perception of what is happening.
The effects intermingle with many other
factors that ask the environmental compo-
nent.  In this way “diffuseness” is a helpful
concept for understanding the difficulties of
attracting peoples' attention to the efforts to
remedy environmental degradation.

This idea seems to fit the circum-
stances of Istanbul, the major recipient of
migration out of Turkey’s Black Sea coast.31

For example, assume that Black Sea degra-
dation triggers migration among thousands
of young residents of the Black Sea coast to
Istanbul. Near-collapse of fishing along the
southern coast and the closing of fish can-
neries at places such as Trabzon diminish
the economic opportunity for young people.
As large numbers of new migrants arrive in
Istanbul, the awareness of Black Sea envi-

ronmental stress spreads.  People hear why
the migrants have arrived.  Migrants them-
selves express hopes of going home if
somehow the sea can be fixed and massive
quantities of fish and clean beaches reap-
pear.  In this kind of scenario, there is ample
cognitive space for people to understand the
importance of the Black Sea Environmental
Programme, even if it cannot rectify the
problems of the sea.  One can even imagine
residents of Istanbul muttering that if only
the sea could be repaired then the over-
crowding and noise of the city would ease as
Black Sea people returned home.

The real story differs from this
sketch. The corrected version creates virtu-
ally no cognitive space for awareness of
BSEP.  Many young people who recently
migrated to the big city from the Black Sea
region would have sought adventure or
wealth in the city anyway, had there been no
environmental problem in the Black Sea.
Large numbers of their relatives migrated to
Istanbul in the 1980s from the Black Sea
region even when the Black Sea appeared to
be healthy and the fishing industry was
booming.  Most of the migrants, whether
they came in the 1980s or the 1990s, prefer
to remain in Istanbul.   Accordingly neither
the newcomers nor their predecessors infuse
the city with stories of environmentally
forced migration that underscore the condi-
tion of the sea.  Nor does the city population
hear stories of how a polluted sea tragically
precludes the return of innocent victims to
their original homes. Thus, massive Black
Sea environmental degradation has not been
linked to what is happening in the urban area
that receives a large number of migrants
from the Black Sea coastal region of Turkey.

One might add that the impact of
Black Sea degradation is further diffused by
the existence of migration to Istanbul from
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other parts of the country. Istanbul report-
edly grows by 500,000 people a year, in-
cluding 300,000 new immigrants.  No one
can precisely estimate the contribution of
Black Sea environmental woes to the con-
gestion of a city that grows by two or three
hundred thousand emigrants a year.  The
impact of Black Sea degradation on migra-
tion is lost among other stimuli including
economic conditions in poor parts of Tur-
key, the civil war in the South East, and the
usual dose of youthful preference to experi-
ence the city.   Were the Black Sea's envi-
ronmental condition suddenly rectified, what
would change in Istanbul? Experts do not
know the answer to such questions, which
pertain to very complicated systems in
which people can do many things to adjust
to adversity and to opportunity.   Thus, the
Black Sea's environmental degradation has
no prominence as a cause of problems that
worry people; its rectification also has no
prominence as remedy for what troubles
people.

Ask residents of Istanbul about super
tankers plying the Bosphorus and one im-
mediately hears fears of fire engulfing the
city in the aftermath of a super tanker acci-
dent.  In a city whose houses traditionally
were wood and where fire was far more wor-
risome than outside invasion during centu-
ries of Ottoman Empire rule, this is a society
that remembers fires.  Its people have cogni-
tive schemas that link fire to the destruction
of the city.32  Those schemas are deeply
rooted, and the new fact of super tankers
links readily with the venerable con-
cept/schema of fire and destruction.  Ask a
resident of Istanbul about the pollution in the
Black Sea and typically there is no diagnosis
of the relationship of that problem to the
person’s life in Istanbul or prescription of
what might happen because of that pollution,

even though the person would express dis-
may over what has happened to the sea.

Thus, there is not an obvious cogni-
tive niche into which the Black Sea Envi-
ronmental Programme can fit.  Lack of pub-
licity and attention follow from this cogni-
tive lapse.  The problem actually is far worse
because something else has occupied the
cognitive niche of cooperation among Black
Sea states that have previously not cooper-
ated.

Coaptation of the Black Sea Label:
The Black Sea Economic Cooperation.  An-
other entity, the Black Sea Economic Coop-
eration (BSEC), has a label that sounds de-
ceptively similar to that of BESP.  It s suc-
cess in gaining publicity has also rooted the
economic cooperation label deeply enough
to become the schema of the novel phe-
nomenon of Black Sea state cooperation.

In 1992 President Ozal of Turkey
successfully formed the Black Sea Eco-
nomic Cooperation (BSEC) around a treaty
signed by 11 regional states.  The objective
of the BSEC (not BSEP) is a free trade zone
in the Black Sea region.  Its members are the
six coastal states plus non-Black Sea states
Greece, Albania, Azerbaijan, Armenia, and
Moldova.  The Black Sea Economic Coop-
eration’s annual meetings are extensively
publicized because Foreign Ministers and
other cabinet level officials attend.  The con-
ferences rotate among various member
countries, publicizing the concept of Black
Sea cooperation by echoing the name Black
Sea Economic Cooperation.  Photo opportu-
nities, days of coverage, and reports on the
discussions, are the media's standard treat-
ment.

In English “BSEC” and “BSEP” look
quite similar.  In Turkish “economic” (eko-
nomik) and “environment” (cevre) are more
distinct words than they are in English, but
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as in English they follow the adjective Black
Sea.  Mention “Black Sea Environmental
Programme” to someone who follows the
politics of the region, and the response fre-
quently assumes that you meant Black Sea
Economic Cooperation and either mis-spoke
or actually said economic program. The
Black Sea Economic Cooperation appears to
have acquired the symbolism of “Black
Sea.”

Under these circumstances the BSEP
faced a virtually impossible publicity task in
1993-1996.  It could not trade on the novelty
of Black Sea cooperation because that in-
formation was already part of public aware-
ness of the Black Sea Economic Coopera-
tion.  Its initials could not provoke surprise
(positive or negative) for the same reason.
Probably it also did not help that the organi-
zation that co-opted the symbolism of Black
Sea governmental cooperation was often far
more an official formality than an active
program. Someone understanding the con-
cept of Black Sea state cooperation on those
grounds, would likely lead one to overlook
the energetic details of the quite different
BSEP program.

Momentum was beginning to build
on the publicity front just as the GEF was
deciding to not refund the program.   The
PCU was involved in a host of projects, but
their main sponsors were other institutions.
In 1996, the Black Sea Economic Coopera-
tion hosted a meeting of Parliamentarians of
the Black Sea to discuss Black Sea environ-
mental issues.  In 1997, the Black Sea Eco-
nomic Cooperation also hosted a meeting of
over 1,000 business people, primarily from
Turkey, to discuss Black Sea environmental
issues.  The meeting attracted Rami Koc,
one of the richest people in the world whose
family business is one of the largest in Tur-
key.

Except for Turkey, the majority
populations throughout the Black Sea states
are Eastern Orthodox Christians, divided
into national churches for Bulgaria, Roma-
nia, Ukraine, Russia, and Georgia. For cen-
turies the leader of Eastern Orthodoxy has
resided in Istanbul. Although the Patriarch
does not have the leverage over the Eastern
Church that the Pope has over the western
Catholic church, he is the most important
leader of Eastern Orthodox Christianity.

The current Patriarch is deeply inter-
ested in environmental issues.  In 1997, His
All Holiness Ecumenical Patriarch Bar-
tholomew I organized a boat trip around the
Black Sea to dramatize its environmental
problems.   In September 1997, he and 250
other people traveled by boat from Trabzon,
Turkey to a number of other Black Sea ports
and then to Thessaloniki, Greece for a con-
ference.   Designed to be a symbolic juxta-
position of religion and science under the
auspices of the Patriarch, the ship's passen-
gers included the Director and the former
Associate Director of the BSEP-PCU, peo-
ple from various ministries of the environ-
ment of Black Sea states, a large array of
environmentalists including Sylvia Earle, the
Aga Khan, the President of the Commission
of the European Union, the Bishop of Lon-
don, and other religious leaders. The Patri-
arch proclaimed that religion can provide the
ethical context and direction for activism.
He also called for scientists and theologians
to set aside their differences and work to
improve the environment.  Sylvia Earle
commented,

Combining the knowledge of wis-
dom and science with the sensitivity
of diverse religions will create a new
and effective ethic for caring for na-
ture starting with the greatly stressed
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Black Sea environment.  In fact, the
thoughtful responses of the unlikely
but congenial mix of Patriarchs,
Holinesses, Highnesses, Excellen-
cies, scientists, economists, policy-
makers, businessmen, press, and oth-
ers during the days of deliberation
while sailing over these troubled
waters suggests that the process is al-
ready well underway.33

Metropolitan John of Pergamon’s concluded
at the end of the Thessoloniki meeting that

The gravity of the environmental
situation, in a context of extreme
economic hardships of societies in
transition, obliges us to question
whether conventional approaches are
adequate.  The intellectual effort to
find a new synthesis between science
and religion is an expression of a
new state of mind motivated by hu-
man concern and a profound sense of
concern of the incompleteness of ei-
ther language...34

The trip generated extensive publicity in the
region. The National Action Party (NAP), a
right wing, staunchly nationalist Turkish
political party demonstrated in Trabzon
against what they regarded as an effort to
unite the Black Sea's Orthodox Christians
against Turkey. Coverage of that demon-
stration amplified awareness in Turkey of
the actual purpose of trip, generating praise
for the Patriarch's commitment to the envi-
ronment.

Capacity, Concern, and Contractual En-
vironment

There is a marked disjuncture be-
tween the BSEP’s energetic creation and
networks around particular activities and
external funding agency support, for this
program.  The effort was ripe for more years
of progress even if political tensions in the
region obstructed aspects of interstate coop-
eration.  With more financial resources and
assurance of more years of existence, much
might have happened. The GEF decision not
to fund a second grant truncated those possi-
bilities for the 1990s.

If one looks at the GEF era of the
Black Sea Environmental Programme from
1994 to 1996, from the perspective of an in-
terest in capacity building, concern, and
contractual environment, what initial judg-
ments are appropriate?35  Employing a
counterfactual, would things that happened
since 1993 have been highly unlikely had
there been no BSEP?

The counter-factual question of how
would the situation differ without BSEP has
some answers that are straightforward.  The
water quality appears to be slightly better at
the end of the decade.  For the most part that
improvement is largely unrelated to BSEP
and would have happened had there been no
Odessa Declaration or GEF funding. The
key cause of this improvement are the eco-
nomic downturn in the coastal and Danube
states.36  A  more prosperous economic era
may reverse that again. BSEP’s early activi-
ties then, have not had much effect on the
sea water or its life.

It is equally clear that BSEP’s exis-
tence has profoundly affected the growth of
knowledge about the Sea. Judging from the
lack of enthusiasm among the states for es-
tablishing an environmental secretariat and
the trajectory of Russian policy in the latter
half of the 1990s, without BSEP there would
have been far less progress in the under-
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standing of the Black Sea and less scientific
awareness of whether the condition of the
sea in fact is improving.   Without BSEP,
there would have been no Transboundary
Diagnostic Analysis that brought together
data on the condition of the water and the
social/economic/legal factors that contribute
to the pollution of the sea.  There would
have been no systematic identification of
pollution hot spots, at least some of which
might be remedied by financial resources
and the construction of sewage systems.
Furthermore, there would have been no GIS-
available information about the sea.  Nor, is
it likely that work on biodiversity would
have flourished to the extent that happened
under BSEP auspices.

Without the BSEP there would have
been no Black Sea Strategic Action Pro-
gram, let alone a program that drew upon
extensive work in a variety of activity areas
that linked all countries of the Black Sea
coast. The Strategic Action Program,
moreover, is an apt indicator of how far
some things had moved since the 1992 Bu-
charest meeting.  Concise and ambitious, the
plan asks the states to follow through on
their obligations of Bucharest to establish a
secretariat and a full fledged environmental
commission for the Black Sea.  It recom-
mends that the commission create seven
subsidiary Advisory Groups (the six activity
groups endorsed at Varna in 1993 whose
work contributed to the Strategic Action
Program), plus a group on information and
data exchange.  Those seven functions had
been in place and underway for more than
two years prior to the signing of the Strate-
gic Action Program.

On a more basic level, the creation of
networks, the provision of communication
equipment to facilitate the Black Sea dia-
logue, and the training sessions to impart

common measurement standards or nurture
common understandings would not have
happened.  The BSEP has increased the
likelihood that monitoring of water quality
in the Black Sea could expand very quickly
were financial resources made available to
the focal point institutions in each state that
were part of the original routine monitoring
network.  Were that to happen, cooperation
would be possible that would not have been
possible prior to the BSEP.  Researchers
know one another, have reached agreements
about measurement standards they would
use, and have similar kinds of equipment.
BSEP has progressed to the point at which it
is plausible that a disastrous tanker collision
on the sea that resulted in a mammoth oil
spill would galvanize cooperation among
states. Such cooperation did not come to-
gether under the efforts of the BSEP to sup-
port the Emergency Response network, but
the BSEP provided groundwork that could
support impressive progress if the state lead-
erships wanted that progress to occur.

Two and a half years have brought
numerous types of progress and some disap-
pointments.   The finalization of the Black
Sea Strategic Action Program has enlarged
the contractual environment.  The failure to
establish a Black Sea Environmental Secre-
tariat has left a different aspect of the con-
tractual environment in abeyance (which is
more a commentary on what else would not
have happened without BSEP than a com-
mentary on BSEP’s shortcomings.)

Capabilities have grown in two gen-
eral ways.  First, far more is now known
about the situation.  Second, far more ca-
pacity can now be brought to bear on the
situation.  Perspectives encompass the entire
coastal region.  Networks of people have
gotten to know one another.  The diversity
of perspectives on the sustainability problem
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has resulted from substantively distinct ac-
tivity networks.  Research equipment and
training provide know-how that helps pro-
duce research results are comparable across
studies.

In the category of concern, BSEP
appears to have contributed little to overall
regional awareness about environmental
problems or their solutions, except for peo-
ple who have participated directly in the
BSEP education and publicity efforts.  The
BSEP has honed the concerns of the few
policymakers and scientists who are profes-
sionally involved with the Black Sea.  Its
work has begun a process of clarifying and
articulating what the problems are and what
might be done to solve them.

Other aspects of what BSEP has
done are more difficult to defend or to reject
as significant contributions. It is difficult to
judge what successes might have occurred if
financial resources were provided or if some
catastrophe-driven surge of concern had fo-
cused public attention.  For example, the
integrated coastal zone management (ICZM)
network began slowly and received help
from people associated with the Split Center
that is part of the Mediterranean Action Pro-
gram.  By 1997, this activity group was at a
point of preparing national ICZM policies.
According to the 1997 Annual Report, there
was recognition that all the coastal countries
face very similar problems. That report also
refers to “the increasing number of people
(who) are becoming involved in the ICZM
process…”37 in the context of welcoming
more NGO participation.  How does one
judge this endeavor by the standards of
changing levels of capability or concern?  It
would appear difficult to do so; potential is
in place that was not there before, but the
prowess of that potential is difficult to
gauge.  An infusion of financial resources

for ICZM investment projects would be a
suitable test.

Toward Track IV

With time as the horizontal axis and
program activity/accomplishment as the
vertical axis, a graph of the Black Sea Envi-
ronmental Programme from 1994 to the late
1990s would have a sharply rising curve for
the 1994-late 1996 era and then a tapering
off that tumbles into a more rapid decline.
Clearly much has been accomplished and
much potential is in place, but those gains
are vulnerable to decay and deterioration
unless the program can retrieve its vitality.
The formula or template of Bucharest and
Odessa, labeled earlier in this paper as
Tracks I and II, appears to have served its
usefulness because the mechanisms for giv-
ing control of the program to the coastal
states have not worked.  There is no indica-
tion that the Black Sea Economic Coopera-
tion, Track III, can solve the problems that
have beset this formula.  Accordingly a
Track IV is needed.

A Track IV is needed because of
changes in the international funding envi-
ronment, changes in the political dynamics
of the region, and a lack of change in the
economic stress of the Black Sea’s western,
northern, and eastern shores.  The political
base of the Bucharest Convention and the
Odessa Declaration has proved too narrow
to deal with the Russian policy toward the
region in the late 1990s, in which Russian-
Turkish sensitivities show no immediate
sign of easing.   The funding base similarly
needs replacement.   Unlike the Mediterra-
nean, which has the support of France, Italy,
and Spain, the Black Sea region has no eco-
nomic powerhouses who can provide sig-
nificant funds if they choose to do so.
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Something that brings financial resources
from another part of the world to the Black
Sea states has to be identified to replace the
GEF, hopefully with a far longer commit-
ment to the environmental cooperation of
the region.

A Track IV is also needed that
moves the program from a coastal states fo-
cus to a Black Sea basin focus.  There are
clear advantages in a group of six states
compared to a group of seventeen states if
the six states can work effectively.  But, the
marine resource shared by the six coastal
states is profoundly affected by activities in
the other eleven states.  Furthermore, solv-
ing the pollution problems of the Danube is
one aspect of solving the pollution problems
of the Black Sea. Black Sea states can make
much progress on their own.  But, there is

also much that has to happen among the Da-
nube basin countries that do not border the
Black Sea.  A Track IV can make provision
for that linkage.

It is unsurprising that by late 1999,
momentum for creation of a Track IV is evi-
dent in many quarters.  The hope is that the
European Union can be a more effective
source of funding than the GEF was for
BSEP I.  A second hope is that the endeavor
will bracket the Danube and Black Sea states
in ways that more broadly address the prob-
lems and can also maintain momentum even
if a major country such as Russia opts for
awhile to play a passive role.  A third hope
is that there can be  legal mechanisms that
circumvent the obstacles in creating a Black
Sea regional oversight entity as specified in
the Bucharest Convention.
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    States and Non-State Actors in
Environmental Policy Making:

An Overview of the
GEF-BSEP NGO Forum

By

Omer Faruk Genckaya

“Present environmental govern-
ance depends on easily accessible infor-
mation about environmental quality and
environmental policies, transparent ac-
tions by international organizations and
government, the continued participation
in environmental diplomacy by non-state
actors, sustained levels of public concern
in major countries, and improved na-
tional capacity for environmental pro-
tection.”1  This chapter discusses state
and NGO actors with the Black Sea En-
vironmental Program in terms of these
important factors.  The paper begins
with a discussion of recent ideas and
scholarly literature concerning state and
NGO actors in international environ-
mental politics.

State and Non-State Actors

The first major international at-
tempt to bring all the nations together to
solve the global environmental problems
was the 1972 Stockholm Conference or-
ganized by the United Nations (UN).
The major contribution of this Confer-
ence was that nongovernmental organi-
zations (NGOs), for the first time were
recognized by the state actors interna-
tionally. Two decades after the Stock-
holm Conference, the relationship be-
tween the UN system and NGOs evolved
in a multi-dimensional way and many
levels at the UN Conference on Envi-
ronment and Development (UNCED) or
the Rio summit.2 Both the UNCED pro-

cess and Agenda 21 encouraged the es-
tablishment of environmental NGOs and
included them on environmental man-
agement issues.

Following is a discussion
of the rise of non-state participation in
environmental policymaking, which will
provide the framework for this chapter.
After a brief discussion of non-
governmental participation on environ-
mental issues, this paper will outline the
state of environment in the Black Sea.
Next, there will be a sketch on
environmental cooperation developed by
the state actors regionwide and finally a
discussion on the achievements of the
Global Environment Facility-supported
nongovernmental activites in the region.

Non-state participation in environ-
mental policymaking

Global environmental govern-
ance requires the participation of non-
state actors, including NGOs, intergov-
ernmental organizations (IGOs), and
market-oriented actors, (e.g. multina-
tional corporations), in solving the
global environmental issues.3 Besides
state actors, both IGOs and NGOs have
been playing an increasingly key role for
regional institutions, participating in
many activities, previously known
“states-only” activities.4 Because of the
reluctance of national governments to
take effective measures against the envi-
ronmental issues, non-state actors ap-
peared to be the leader of environmental
activities at local and global levels.
While participating in formulating,
promulgating, and enforcing rules, non-
state actors affect the behavior of a wide
range of actors.

Non-state actors carry an instru-
mental function, especially in informa-
tion gathering, policy development, and
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policy assessment5 for the states’ regu-
latory actions. The unique capacity of
NGOs in mobilizing local institutions on
advocacy and awareness of global envi-
ronmental problems essentially comes
from “their singular attention to envi-
ronmental issues; lack of territorial and
sovereign allegiances; and their trans-
parency.”6 Global scale environmental
problems, like climate change, are
mainly determined by individual
sources7 so that, the success and failure
of global environmental politics is de-
pendent on the behavior of the ordinary
citizen, (i.e., compatibility of bottom-up
and top-down institutional arrange-
ments). In this respect, environmental
NGOs stand in a unique position by
linking the global and the local.

The functions of environmental
NGOs (ENGOs) in international institu-
tions are complex. They link and trans-
late norms, practices, and information
between national and international lev-
els.8  The special significance of NGOs
lies in their ability to gain media atten-
tion, mobilize support, provide informa-
tion, offer or withhold legitimacy for
governmental policies, and operate
transnationally in cementing the contri-
bution of IGOs and the scientific com-
munity.9  NGOs lobby states and advo-
cate their interests within and across so-
cieties. Additionally, transnational envi-
ronmental activist groups enhance ac-
countability, participation, and continu-
ing momentum for political reform in-
volving “world civic politics”.10

An emerging global civil society
paradigm emphasizes the networks of
private and voluntary organizations and
institutions (global civil society actors)
in international environmental politics as
a bottom-up arrangement.11 Global civil
society actors with their normative con-
structs, seem to overcome the structural

constrains of the ENGOs, which can se-
verely limit what an NGO can do12, in
the long–run. For example, it is evident
that democratic political order facilitates
the effectiveness of the NGO activities.
Besides, “an environmental policy pro-
posal by an NGO which would affect the
vital interest of powerful organizations is
unlikely to be accepted.”13  However,
global civil society actors may replace
the elitist structure of the ENGOs by the
voluntary participation of greater public,
who are directly affected by ecological
changes on the one hand and may boost
the influence upon the governmental
authorities in decision-making process,
on the other.

Another influential, non-state
actor on environmental politics, rela-
tively autonomous from the state’s con-
trol, is the business sector. It is argued
that about 70 percent of world trade is
controlled by 500 multinational corpora-
tions (MNCs), one percent of which
controls half of the total foreign direct
investment.14  On the one hand, it is gen-
erally accepted that both local and inter-
national business use developing coun-
tries as “pollution havens,” by benefiting
from the lower environmental stan-
dards.15  It is also evident that the MNCs
bring more advanced technology to
developing countries compared to the
local businesses, which can foster the
development of local standards.

On the other hand, in order to
keep their competitive advantage and
promotion in a global market, the busi-
ness sector, especially MNCs and TNCs
(transnational corporations), wrap them-
selves in “green flags” by supporting
“eco-efficiency” and “green competi-
tiveness”.16  According to the “green and
competitive” argument, the most suc-
cessful companies are those that use the
most advanced environmentally sound
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technologies.17  The positive relationship
between the economic and the environ-
mental performance of industry was also
observed by the greening of the industry
literature emphasizing a wide range of
determinants of the environmental per-
formance of industry.18 The literature
that emphasizes which companies are
the sources of pressure in applying envi-
ronmental standards is a critical factor in
successful compliance by other MNCs.

The MNCs’ interest in the envi-
ronment has been institutionalized
around UNCED. The World Business
Council for Sustainable Development
(WBCSD) was formed by a group of
approximately 120 MNCs in 1995.19

The WBCSD lobbies both the Interna-
tional Organization for Standardization
(ISO) and the World Trade Organization
(WTO) to develop environmentally
sound standards in industry and trade.
Many MNCs have already developed
some “industrial guidelines and codes of
conduct for environmental practices.”20

Therefore, the business sector should be
included in the analysis of present global
environmental politics. This is especially
vital for the developing and transitional
economies, where the regulations are not
yet set to counter the negative impact of
national and foreign business practices
on the ecosystems. With the inclusion of
the business sector in the national and
international environmental fora, a part-
nership can be formulated for sustain-
able development.

At present, the IGOs and ENGOs
with their elitist structure and top-down
arrangements are still influential in in-
ternational and national environmental
politics.21 The scope of NGO interaction
with the UN system contributes to the
global governance at the same time.22

Contrary to the general wisdom, the
power and importance of non-state ac-

tors may not increase at the expense of
state power. “States do not necessarily
lose and in fact often gain through the
enhancement of NGO access and par-
ticipation.23 Under the present interna-
tional system, which is based on sover-
eign states, the non-state actors are
founded, maintained, and charged with
advancing state goals in the case of
IGOs, and are under the strict legal scru-
tiny of the state actors in the case of
NGOs.24 The state actors have the ulti-
mate power of approving all national and
international actions.25

In fact, international cooperation
requires both the participation of state
and non-state actors in order to effec-
tively regulate the private sector as well
as state sector actions. As state actors
face important economic and political
issues, that are transnational in nature,
“effective cooperation is decentralized
and non-hierarchic, a mode of coopera-
tion whose possibilities are just begin-
ning to be understood.”26  The develop-
ment of multi-actor governance in deci-
sion-making for sustainable develop-
ment stands as an example of this kind
of cooperation. Taking the governmental
sector, the business sector, and the NGO
sector as major components of political
interaction, one can determine four al-
ternative modes of interaction among
these sectors.27  Despite the difficulties,
the multiparty environmental govern-
ance is the key towards promoting lib-
eral and pro-market regimes in devel-
oping countries.28  However, there is a
potentially negative effect on world civic
politics as domestic economic, political,
and civic organizations integrate into the
global system.29  Because the global
system imposes its own criteria and
regulation as the model and the local
systems, due to their financial and tech-
nical weakness, generally attempt to
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adapt themselves to them without ques-
tioning if the model fits to their reality.
 Among other non-state actors,
NGOs’ access and participation in envi-
ronmental politics are mainly determined
by the states. Even at the Montreal Pro-
tocol negotiations, where the NGOs’
participation marked a new era of par-
ticipation, the governments excluded the
non-state actors from the consultative
group, by introducing the so-called fo-
rum of informal informals.30  In other
words, NGO participation is dependent
on the political actors; however, the
NGOs can provide high-quality advice
and support the state’s regulatory prac-
tice technically and politically through
participation. With the establishment of
the Global Environmental Facility (GEF)
under the initiative of the World Bank to
deal specifically with global environ-
mental issues, NGOs found a greater
participation in the workings of interna-
tional fora. 31

The GEF, as the first IGO to
specifically address global
environmental issues, mainly climate
change, ozone depletion, biodiversity
loss, and maritime pollution,32 included
the competent and relevant NGOs.33

NGOs are an important partner in the
design and in the implementation of
GEF projects.34  NGOs are also eligible
to receive financial aid from the GEF’s
Small Grants Programme (SGP)
according to the certain criteria.35  The
major purpose of the GEF SGP is to
enhance public participation in
environmental preservation with an idea
of sustainability. By emphasizing NGO
participation as way to provide valuable
information and skills, beneficial to the
states, the GEF has paved the way for
expanding potential participants,
including business NGOs. Thus, a
broader NGO representation will provide

both a greater flow of information to
states and help critical local actors to
join international fora.36

Environmental Issues in the Black Sea

One common element that cre-
ates more interdependence among na-
tions is the threat of a deteriorating
global environment. National security
and sovereignty concepts have lost im-
portance but are being redefined to in-
clude environmental consequences.37

This global issue strengthened regional
cooperation for environmental protec-
tion. Regionalization includes both de
facto regionalization of economic affairs
on the one hand, and de jure regionali-
zation of relevant matters, like the envi-
ronment.38  In this regard, regionaliza-
tion and globalization are mutually rein-
forcing processes, especially with recent
agreements, programs, and action plans
adopted for regional cooperation
schemes from Southeast Asia, the Bal-
tics, North America, and the Mediterra-
nean Sea.39

The Black Sea occupies a great
basin strategically situated at the
southeastern extremity of Europe. The
shores of the Black Sea lie within the
territory of the Russian Federation and
Ukraine on the north, Georgia on the
east, Turkey on the south, and Bulgaria
and Romania on the west. The Black Sea
connects to the distant waters of the
Atlantic Ocean by the Bosphorus, the
Sea of Marmara, the Dardanelles, the
Aegean Sea, and the Mediterranean Sea.
It is permanently without oxygen below
150 to 200 meters, accounting for 90
percent of its total volume of 537,000
cubic kilometers.40

The Black Sea is one of the most
polluted bodies of water in the world.
Pollution mainly comes from the
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surrounding countries’ runoff, including
rivers, discharges of cities, and industrial
wastes and shipping. Its vulnerability
stems partially from its isolated
geography and partially from the total
size of land-based sources of pollution.
Among others, eutrophication-over-
fertilization of the sea by nutrients from
land-based sources, is the biggest
problem41, leading to the decline of the
Black Sea fisheries. Upstream dams, and
diversions for irrigation and hydropower
reduced the flow and quality of river
water and eventually increased coastal
erosion. Another source of pollution is
marine-based pollution, including oil,
garbage from ships, and dumping of
toxic waste.42  Due to development,
forestation, and unregulated housing,
continuing degradation of the wetlands
scattering around the rim of the Black
Sea, could eliminate the natural buffer
quality between the polluted rivers and
the Black Sea. For example, since the
explosion of Chernobyl reactor, nuclear
particles have been deposited into the
Black Sea through Dnieper River.

The environmental degradation
of the Black Sea has had enormous
social costs, such as health problems,
migration, and unemployment, as well as
great economic losses, e.g. fisheries.43

With this in mind, any environmental
policy should cover primarily human
health, the effect of economic activities,
like tourism and fishing, and protection
of natural resources.44  In general, the
ecosystem of the Black Sea will have to
be rehabilitated. To develop a
sustainable policy for environmental
protection of the Black Sea, an eligible
coordinating structure, a long term
common regional program, an
investment strategy, and effective
management tools and networks for

exchanging environmental information
are also required.45

Toward a Common Regional Ap-
proach: Bucharest Convention and
Odessa Declaration

With the idea of central planning
which emphasized quantity rather than
quality of products, most of the former
Soviet Union states as well as Eastern
European states, did not pay attention to
environmental concerns in industry and
energy production.46 Agriculture and
housing also negatively affected the
pollution of the Black Sea.  After the
introduction of a market economy and
the establishment of the Black Sea
Economic Cooperation (BSEC) with the
encouragement of international organi-
zations, including the UN and World
Bank, the coastal countries of the Black
Sea committed themselves to
rehabilitating natural resources for
sustainable development.47  Article 15 of
the Summit Declaration on BSEC
encouraged the participating states to
take appropriate steps, including
promotion of joint projects, for the
protection of the environment,
particularly the preservation and the
improvement of environment of the
Black Sea, and the conservation,
exploitation, and development of its bio-
productive potential.

Realizing the need for close
cooperation with competent international
organizations based on a concerted
regional approach for the protection and
enhancement of the marine environment
of the Black Sea, the six bordering
countries48 signed the Bucharest
Convention on the Protection of the
Black Sea Against Pollution and its three
protocols49 on 21 April 1992. Within this
legal framework controlling marine
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pollution, the Black Sea Commission
with a permanent Secretariat was tasked
with promoting the implementation of
the Convention and elaborating criteria
pertaining to the prevention, reduction,
and control of marine pollution (Articles
17 and 18). The Convention defines the
types of pollution (Articles 6-14) and the
ways of scientific and technical
cooperation and monitoring (Articles 5,
15, and 16).

About one year later, the
ministers responsible for the protection
of the marine environment of the Black
Sea coastal states, met in Odessa. In the
light of the UNCED decisions and
recommendations, aiming at the
implementation of Agenda 21 in the
Black Sea region and reasserting the
provisions of Bucharest Convention,
under the auspices of UNEP they
adopted the Declaration on the
Protection of the Black Sea, known as
the Odessa Ministerial Declaration, on 7
April 1993. The Odessa Declaration
enhanced the desire to establish explicit
environmental goals and in an
unconstrained timeframe in order to
concentrate national, regional, and
international resources on the most
effective measures.  As a final step in
this institutional development towards
the rehabilitation and protection of the
Black Sea ecosystem, the Strategic
Action  Plan (SAP) was signed by the
six Ministers of the environment in
Istanbul on 31 October 1996. Aside from
its technical priorities and requirements,
the SAP underlines the importance of
public participation, particularly  NGO
participation in environmental decision
making (Articles 73-80).

To accomplish the identified
principles, approaches and priority ac-
tions, the Odessa Declaration urges bi-
lateral and multilateral cooperation, in-

cluding cooperation with relevant inter-
national organizations. In this regard, a
three-year Program for the Environ-
mental Management and Protection of
the Black Sea, namely the Black Sea
Environment Programme (BSEP), with
the technical support of UNEP and the
participation of the other Global Envi-
ronment Facility (GEF) partners was
signed on 29 June 1993.50  UNEP and
GEF set aside US $9.3 million for three
years51 and the international community
also contributed some US $17 million.52

NGO Involvement in the BSEP

The successful implementation
of the objectives of the BSEP required
the active participation and involvement
of a broad range of partners – nationally,
regionally, and internationally. NGOs
were key actors in this overall process.
The BSEP sought to promote closer
links both between NGOs and the
communities, and between NGOs and
other partners (government agencies,
business, etc.), in addition to fostering
collaboration among NGOs on a
national, regional, and international
basis.  The underlying principle of the
BSEP has been the inclusion of
nongovernmental actors, including the
private sector, local communities, labor
unions, non-profit foundations,
organized associations, and the public-
at-large, into planning, programming,
and implementation of environmental
strategies.53

The development of NGOs in the
Black Sea countries, except in Turkey, is
a relatively new phenomenon.
Environmental groups in former Eastern-
bloc countries were spontaneously
organized, single-issue protest groups
without official approval.54  Foundations
in Turkey have a centuries-old tradition
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going back to the Ottoman Empire and
that associations also have a long history
dating back to the Republican period.55

Although  the Turkish NGOs have the
same financial constraints as all NGOs
in the region, the Turkish legal system
offers relatively uncomplicated
procedures for setting up an NGO. The
Turkish government also provides
structural funds to selective NGOs to
promote their activities.

Environmental catastrophe in the
former Soviet Union also reinforced
ecological demands with nationalist
appeal resulting in the disintegration of
the Union.56 Recently organized
“Ecoglasnot” and/or “Ecology and
Peace” movements contributed to the
development of democracy and opened
the political system in these countries.
However, due to chronic funding
problems, environmental groups in these
countries are loosing their grassroots
character and are becoming a
professional bureaucratic institution with
the support of foreign donor assistance.57

Hence,  NGOs’ credible position
between the public and the government
is deteriorating.58  As in the former
Soviet Union, the legal framework for
NGO activities and the lack of financial
resources have created significant
obstacles in many of the Black Sea
countries for effective NGO
participation. Therefore, without
effective legislation that emphasizes the
role of the public and of NGOs, “the
development of NGOs will remain
somewhat erratic and confrontational,
not encouraging a partnership
approach.”59

The BSEP has directed its efforts
to support NGO activities in various
areas.60  First of all, the BSEP has
supported NGOs and representative
networks of NGOs, through capacity

building, by small grant programmes,
and by inclusion of NGO delegates into
the BSEP Steering Committee meetings
and Donor Conference. Secondly, the
BSEP functioned as a means of
channeling donors support “for the
strengthening of the Black Sea NGOs.”
Thirdly, with the strong commitments of
the Black Sea Strategic Action Plan to
enhance public participation in the Black
Sea countries, a new form of partnership
with various stakeholders including the
local populations was initiated, parallel
to the BSEP’s principles. Finally, the
BSEP organized several international
conferences in which the NGO
representatives actively participated.

Thus, the Black Sea NGOs
learned from the experiences and
activities of other international NGO
networks. The publication of a Black
Sea NGO Directory, which included
only those NGOs with a clear
commitment to addressing Black Sea
environmental issues, also helped the
organizational development and public
relations of these groups. (See Chart 1.)

In 1993, in Samsun, Turkey, a
preliminary meeting was organized by
the UNDP as a first step toward setting
up an International Black Sea
Environmental NGO Forum with the
participation of Georgia, Romania,
Turkey, and Ukraine. Though the
undertaking did not bring about the
results anticipated, it was instrumental in
initiating this process and sensitizing
NGOs to the above issues.  In 1994,
several National NGO Fora were
organized in the Black Sea countries,
with support and assistance from the
BSEP in collaboration with World Bank
and the EU-TACIS programme to enable
the implementation of these activities

Black Sea NGOs included in the
environmental projects designed by the



81

European Union (EU) as the main
component of environmental awareness,
participation, and democratization. Thus,
the EU, which has been a collateral
partner of the BSEP, through the
Phare/TACIS programmes – while the
Phare Programme supports democracy
for a stable Europe, the Tacis
Programme promotes both democracy
and free market economy in the newly
independent states and Mongolia61 –
provided technical assistance and
allocated small grants to NGOs.62

In fact, the EU assistance is more
significant in those Eastern European
countries that have applied for EU
membership than those that have not.
The Black Sea PHARE 92 Regional
Environmental Programme, had already
raised public awareness of the activities
of Romanian and Bulgarian NGOs
associated with environmental issues in
the Black Sea. An international meeting,
funded by the PHARE was held in
Varna, Bulgaria, from 26-28 June 1994,
to exchange results and relate
experiences, improving the flow of
information.  This in turn created even
more awareness of the problems facing
the Black Sea and led to a
recommendation for further NGO
collaboration. The participants also
proposed the establishment of national
foundations/information centers to
support and strengthen NGO activities.63

Following the meetings of
national NGO Fora between June-
October 1994, the First Regional NGO
Forum Meeting was held in Constanza,
Romania, between 8-10 November 1994
with the participation of the
representatives of NGOs from Romania,
Bulgaria, Georgia, Turkey, Ukraine, and
Russia, in addition to representatives
from Birdlife International, Coalition
Clean Baltic, the Danube NGO Forum,

and the International Black Sea Club.64

The participants discussed the nature and
scope of the Forum’s structure,
cooperation among the multipartite
sectors, and the involvement of the
international community and then
outlined an agenda for future action.65

Black Sea NGO Forum

The Black Sea NGO Forum is an
informal association of nongovernmental
organizations in the Black Sea countries
with the aim to raise awareness of the
Black Sea environmental issues;
promote public participation procedures
in decisions which are likely to have an
impact on the Black Sea environment;
support cooperation and coordination
among organizations concerned with the
state of the Black Sea environment; and
develop mechanisms of communication,
locally, nationally, and internationally
with regard to Black Sea environmental
related aspects.66  Black Sea NGO Fo-
rum meeting are held annually shortly
before the BSEP Steering Committee
meeting with the aim to review and plan
the NGO activities, articulate the NGO
view on the development of the BSEP,
and appoint two NGO representatives in
a rotational basis to attend the BSEP
Steering Committee meeting and other
regional meetings of relevance. (See
Figure 1, which is a chart of the Forum.)

Two Black Sea NGO Forum
Representatives are appointed in a
rotational basis annually with the
responsibilities to attend the BSEP
Steering Committee, representing the
NGO positions; work towards a two-way
communication with the BSEP; present
the activities of the Black Sea NGOs;
coordinate the NGO Forum Focal Points
activities; represent internationally the
Black Sea NGO Forum and its



82

objectives; and review and report on the
NGO Forum activities and projects.

The Black Sea NGO Forum acts
via working groups in the areas of
environmental awareness raising, public
participation, communication and infor-
mation exchange, environmental ed-
ucation, and NGO management training.
Specific activities are developed in a
coordinated way by the Black Sea Focal
Points in each of the six Black Sea
riparian countries. Each country has
taken a regional role for one working
group. Working Group Focal Points are
responsible for managing regional
activities and projects as well as ensure a
two-way communication flow with other
local and national institutions working
with the BSEP.

National Black Sea NGO Forum
meetings are organized as often as
necessary to review, evaluate, and plan
NGO activities and projects; outline
local and national NGO trends on
environmental issues; appoint national
Black Sea NGO Forum Working Group
Focal Points to support the regional
NGO Forum; and mandate two
representatives per country to participate
at the regional Black Sea NGO Forum.

National Working Group-Focal
Points are agreed upon and appointed at
the national level in each of the six
Black Sea countries and for each of the
regional working groups in order to
support organization, management, and
implementation of national and local
activities and projects in the priority
areas identified by the Black Sea NGO
Forum; provide coordination at national
scale within the regional framework;
provide in-kind logistical support for the
Black Sea NGO Forum; identify
opportunities for activities and project
development; effectively communicate
nationally and internationally; review,

evaluate, and report on the progress at
local and national scale; and participate
at the national Black Sea NGO Forum
meetings.67

What has been achieved?

In 1995, the Black Sea NGOs
were active not only in strengthening
national coordination mechanisms, but
also in engaging in the concrete projects
such as wetlands conservation and
management.68  The national Black Sea
NGO Forums were organized in
collaboration with the World Bank and
the EU Phare/TACIS programmes.
These associate partners also supported
the training and education projects in
Georgia, Romania and Bulgaria.69 Some
pilot projects on public awareness in the
Black Sea countries, including a drawing
competition, and a slide-show, were
implemented.70

Meanwhile the third Black Sea
NGO Forum meeting was organized in
Gurzof, Crimea, Ukraine, on 16-18
October 1995. Some representatives
from international organizations, namely
Coastwatch Europe and Milieukentakt
Oost-Europa and from the Ministry of
Protection and Nuclear Safety of
Ukraine also attended the meeting. The
meeting confirmed that “the NGO
Forum will be sustained in the long term,
in the form of a network and through the
implementation of common projects.
The meeting elected two delegates to
represent the NGO Forum at the BSEP
Steering Committee and at any other
regional/international events. The
meeting also decided to implement some
short term projects varying from
infrastructure development to concrete
regional projects, like training and
education on wetlands management.71

The BSEP provided some financial
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support for five concrete projects which
were carried out in each country except
Russia.72

In 1996, the Black Sea NGOs
initiated a series of basin-wide and local
NGO training events. Prior to the Black
Sea NGO Forum meeting, national
Black Sea NGOs organized their annual
meetings to plan the next year’s
activities. The fourth Black Sea NGO
Forum Meeting organized in Tblisi,
Georgia, 27-31 January 1997. The main
task of the Tblisi meeting was “to
develop a basin-wide strategy for NGO
involvement in the implementation of
the Black Sea SAP.”73  The Black Sea
NGO Forum also participated in the
European Seas Conference in Lisbon,
Portugal in 1996.

In collaboration with some
international organizations, such as the
Know How Fund of the United
Kingdom, the Forum organized a series
of training workshops on the training of
trainers in public participation tech-
niques, project management, and NGO
development skills. Within the
framework of NGO Small Grant Pro-
gramme two projects on “coastal
management” and “Monk Seals” which
were initiated by the Turkish NGOs,
were supported.74 Moreover, Black Sea
Environment Information, Education,
and Resource Centers were founded in
Varna, Bulgaria and Constanza,
Romania with the support of the EU-
Phare programme. To promote public
awareness, an exhibition of children’s
drawings was held in Tblisi, Georgia on
15 November 1996. Finally, the First
International Black Sea Action Day
(IBSAD), which was first proposed at
the Black Sea NGO Forum meeting in
1995, was inaugurated and will
henceforth be celebrated on 31 October

on the anniversary of the signing of the
Black Sea Strategic Action Plan.75

In coordination with the BSEP-
PCU (Program Coordinating Unit) and
the UNDP Field Offices, all six coastal
Black Sea countries organized broad
media coverage on national and local
levels “to raise public awareness of the
nature and scope of the Black Sea SAP
and mobilize the coastal municipal
authorities and the NGOs to participate
in the implementation of the plan.”76

During the final year of the BSEP,
the Black Sea NGOs were concerned
about more practical activities such as
the preparation of the national BS SAP,
Integrated Coastal Zone management
(ICZM), Geographic Information Sys-
tem (GIS), and monitoring as well as
education and public awareness.77

Training on public participation and or-
ganizational management for BS NGOs
was given a special emphasis in the 1997
activities. In February 1997, the Field
Studies Council and the Ecological
Youth of Romania (TER) organized a
four-day training program for NGO offi-
cers from around the Black Sea.78 As a
follow up activity, between May and
September 1997, six national seminars
we`re funded by the Environmental
Know How Fund of the UK, the BSEP
and the British Council, to increase ca-
pacity building in public participation.

Within the framework of the GEF-
SGP, the national NGOs implemented
several projects of public awareness on
Black Sea environmental issues as rec-
ognized by the Black Sea NGO Forum
held in Tblisi in 1997.79  The Second
International Black Sea Day took place
on 31 October 1997 with several cam-
paigns, competitions, and events
throughout the six countries. To encour-
age the Black Sea-SAP, the Bulgarian
Black Sea Environmental Educational
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and Resource Center and the Environ-
mental Information and Sustainable De-
velopment Center (“Rio”) of Georgia
initiated public hearings and publication
campaigns simultaneously.80

The Black Sea NGO Forum was
held in Varna, Bulgaria on 6-7 Decem-
ber 1997. The NGO representatives ex-
pressed their ideas on the further institu-
tionalization of the Forum, especially
with the need for a secretariat, a funding
strategy, and more effective networking.
The main concern of the representatives
was what would happen to the Forum
after the termination of the BSEP PCU,
since the Istanbul Commission would
concentrate on governmental activities
(BS-SAP Article 18-25) when it re-
placed the PCU.  Hence, the NGOs will
need their own secretariat. However, the
representatives did not reach a common
strategy about the secretariat and its role
and responsibilities.

Another substantive question
raised during the Forum was “who will
fund the NGOs in the future?” Having
left these questions to uncertainty, the
Forum also appointed six working
groups coordinated by members from
five countries; the Black Sea Action
Plan, Environmental Education/Public
Awareness, the Forum, ICZM, oil/gas
extraction, and transportation and river
problems including the Danube Basin.81

However, the PCU decided to help with
fundraising and information for the con-
tinuation of the Forum activities in the
future.  The year 1998 was a critical pe-
riod for the Forum. On the one hand, un-
certainty about the future institutionali-
zation of the Forum and on the other
monetary issues led some NGOs to de-
velop new strategies regarding the coor-
dination, communication, and coopera-
tion of the NGOs in the Black Sea.

Quo Vadis the Black Sea NGOs ?

After four years of the BSEP
supporting developments originating
from the initial networking of the Black
Sea NGOs, there has been a growing
dissatisfaction with communication,
implementation, vision, management,
and finance.82 Although many objectives
have been achived and a variety of
activities were organized in a very short
period of time by the BSEP and its
partners, some of the NGO
representatives expressed the opinion
that“unfortunately there is no action,
only meetings.”83  Another urgent
question raised by the Black Sea NGOs
was future of  the Forum after the
BSEP?  “The support of the BSEP has
been, and will continue to be, vitally
important, “but it was the time to
organize themselves independently.84

The first initiative was led by the
Society of Peace with Nature, a Turkish-
based NGO, which organized a series of
meetings, including the Black Sea Unity
for Strength Conference in Istanbul,
Turkey on 22-24 June 1998.85 About 27
NGO representatives, businessmen,
academics, and representatives of the
municipalities from around the Black
Sea countries came together and
declared the establishment of the
Network of “Black Sea Partners,” as an
international NGO with the aim of
forming “a regional network of
information exchange and common
action for supporting the rehabilitation,
restoration, and protection of the Black
Sea within an ecologically sustainable
framework.”86  The main structure of the
International Black Sea Partners (IBSP)
included a regional office, a Steering
Committee, and an Assembly in for both
state and non-state actors including
unions, academicians,  businessmen, and
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muncipalities to be represented equally
at national and international levels.

Following these activites, the BS
NGO Forum was convened in Istanbul
on 25-27 June 1998. During the meeting,
the legal entity of the Forum was
questioned. Actually it was the first
Black Sea NGO meeting which was not
funded by the BSEP and its partners. On
the other hand, the participation of the
representatives of Counterpart
International (CI) at these meetings was
not a surprise because the President of
CI, Stanley Hoise, had expressed an
interest in forming a partnership with the
Black Sea NGO Forum back in 1997,
when he attended the Black Sea in Crisis
Symposium.87 CI, a Washington D.C.-
based non-profit, international human
development organization, was
interested in establishing an office in the
region with the primary task of
coordinating forum activities,
communications, and fundraising and
NGO capacity building.  It already had
ongoing programs in Georgia, Russia,
and Ukraine based on partnership.

During the Forum meeting, a
general agreement on a possible
operational structure for a CI office was
reached. However, only Turkey and
Ukraine supported the idea of integrating
the Forum into the Black Sea Partners.88

The Forum also decided to provide
training and technical assistance to the
Black Sea NGOs, Moreover, each
country, except for Russia was entitled
within the framework of Black Sea
Action Day to organize special hotspots
areas, which could be funded by the
World Bank.89

Another international
cooperation initiative was led by
Bulgarian NGOs. During the Black Sea
NGO Forum of 1998 it was announced
that the TIME (This is My Environment)

Foundation from Bulgaria with the
support of a Dutch development agency
NOVIB, mainly involved in catalyzing
NGO lobbying efforts by using the EU’s
social funds, proposed an international
workshop to strengthen BS NGO
networking and lobbying capabilities.90

Following the Forum meeting, a
seminar for Black Sea NGO
representatives organized by the TIME-
Foundation with the support of NOVIB
was held in Varna on 1-5 September
1998. About 23 representatives of the 10
Black Sea NGOs from the Black Sea
countries participated in the seminar.
The workshop carried “the need of
creating a new comprehensive and
independent international structure to
raise the efficiency of NGO
networking.”91 The NOVIB had already
been supporting some NGO activites in
Bulgaria, Georgia, and Ukraine and
promised to find funds for Romania,
Russia, and Turkey. According to one
Turkish NGO representative, the
NOVIB later announced that it could
provide some fund for other countries,
too.92 CI also attended the meeting. The
workshop selected the contact person for
each country to organize and conduct
national NGO meetings.

The country meetings organized
during November and December 1998
covered the discussion and drafting of
National NGO Action Plans for
Preservation of the Black Sea, Bylaws of
the Network, nominations of country
board members, discussion of the
possibilities for fundraising at the
national level and operational and legal
aspects of the Network functioning at the
national level. The international process
began with a draft of the Network Bylaw
and the first regional board meeting,
which was convened in Sofia, Bulgaria
on 29-31 January 1999, adopted its final
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version. Thus, an independent
International Black Sea NGO Network
with the participation of ten individual
representatives of the NGO community
in the five BS countries, namely
Bulgaria, Romania, Ukraine, Russia, and
Georgia was eventually founded (Bylaw
Chapter I, Article 1).

Although the Turkish NGOs
attended the Varna meeting, the Turkish
national delegation was opposed to this
initiative from the beginning since
neither the TIME foundation nor the
NOVIB had indicated any interest in the
initial years of the Forum.  Additionally,
they opposed the initiative since the
Network was being based on a purely
bureaucratic structure with high costs
and randomly selected representatives of
the NGOs from the region who
considered the Forum inactive and
decided to form a new establishment.93

Some of the representatives of the
Turkish NGOs also claimed that while
the EU politically supports this initiative
for its own purposes that petroleum
companies, like Chevron, were supposed
to penetrate the region through NGO
activities and the CI might have acted as
its partner. Then the Turkish NGOs
decided to be represented at the Network
as observers. With these developments,
the Turkish NGOs met in June 1999 and
selected a Steering Committee for a
national NGO Forum consisting of seven
persons, dealing with the coordination,
communication, and cooperation.

The Network whose operating
Regional Office was located in Varna,
Bulgaria, has been under review by the
Bulgarian legislature. The Network was
based on Country Network Offices, a
Regional Office, a Country Assembly, a
Network Board and a General Assembly
(Bylaw Chapter V), as the operational
structure.  Although an NGO from one

of the Black Sea countries can apply
through the respective country Network
Office, a non-Black Sea organization is
entitled to apply for membership directly
to the Regional Office and the Board has
to certify new members within one week
(Bylaw Chapter IV, Articles 2,5,7).

Concerning the membership of a
non-Black Sea organization in the
Network, it is not clear how can this
member be represented at the decision-
making process. This may be
problematic if and when a non-Black
Sea organization, like NOVIB or CI,
who essentially raised funds to the
Network, wants to be a member of the
Network.
Until now, the Network mainly dealt
with the setup activities for the Regional
Office. Morover, two issues of a
monthly Network Newsletter were
distributed. Besides, four NGO projects
on “green tourism” with the participation
of two Bulgarian, one Georgian one
Ukranian NGO were funded as pilot
projects for sustainable local practices.

The establishment of the
Network was supposed to create a
degree of disintegration in the Black Sea
NGO community as pro-Forum and pro-
Network groups mainly. The Network
leaders explained the discrepancy among
the Turkish NGOs towards the Network
organization by indicating that there is a
division between the resourceful, large
NGOs based in Istanbul and those
lacking resources that are small Black
Sea coast NGOs.  The former had
established close links with BSEP PIU.94

It is also argued that issues of personal
priorities in environmental concern,
money, leadership problems led to this
confrontation between Bulgarian and
Turkish NGOs.  Others argued for a
“wait and see” policy, thereby taking no
action on the Black Sea developments.
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Meanwhile, Sergey Arzumanov, an
NGO trainee at the BSEP, mentioned
that the BSEP, as the coordinating unit,
has good relations with the TIME
Foundation as well as other NGOs and
the Network will understand that the
BSEP's goals overlap with the Network.

Aside from the major opposition
of the Turkish NGOs towards the Net-
work, there were other significant objec-
tions about the Network by the wider
and more experienced NGO community
in the region. First, the Forum activists
denied the founding premise of the Net-
work (i.e., that the Forum was inactive
and unsuccessful, therefore another or-
ganization was needed). Secondly, none
of the National Forum member organi-
zations attended the Network but rather a
select group of NGOs, who expressed
their support for and joined the Network.
Financial reasons may have been a cru-
cial factor among others also. In other
words, the Network stood as a new or-
ganization denouncing the experience of
the Forum. Thirdly, two Dutch organi-
zations as well as NOVIB support the
Network financially and the Interna-
tional Center for Water Studies (ICWS)
strongly backs the initiative. The latter
has been a member of the Consortium
that was managing the EU Phare/TACIS
programmes in the region, especially in
Bulgaria and Romania.95 Fourthly, there
is a high possibility that the “lion’s share
will go toward overhead and organiza-
tional costs” in light of past experiences
with the EU’s Phare/TACIS projects.
Finally, there were serious objections to
the management style of the Network:
“information is disseminated after the
decision is taken.”96

General Evaluation and Prospects

The BSEP provided an opportu-
nity for public participation and partner-
ship dialogue among the different sec-
tors of the society. The principal efforts
of the BSEP for NGO strengthening
were directed toward organizational de-
velopment through national NGO fo-
rums, capacity building through know-
how exchanges and training, and part-
nerships through project developments.97

Aside from its limited financial support
to the NGO community, the GEF-BSEP
channeled several donors, including the
EU TACIS/Phare Programmes. The
GEF small grants program also sup-
ported the Black Sea-NGOs in dealing
with short-term practical issues, like
ICZM. The BSEP, in collaboration with
other governmental and intergovern-
mental organizations, integrated the lo-
cal NGOs into an international event
ranging from public awareness, to cam-
paigns and summer schools. And, last
but not the least, the publication of the
BSEP-NGO Directory with its limited
entry, facilitated the identification of
communication problems.

In short, the BSEP, in a very
cost-effective way, let the BS-NGOs be
involved in a process of participation
and partnership. Recently emerging ini-
tiatives towards restructuring the scope
and mandate of the Black Sea NGOs in-
dicate the fact that now the “ball is in
their court” in enhancing environmental
management in the Black Sea coun-
tries98. Naturally they face several obsta-
cles as well as opportunities in dealing
with future objectives.

According to the findings of a
questionnaire survey aimed at assessing
the impact of the BSEP-NGO activities
among the Black Sea NGOs, the major
constraint was the lack of effective
communication to facilitate the flow of
information between local, regional, and
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national NGOs.99 The response rate to
this survey, seven out of 40 NGOs
proves that there are serious infrastruc-
tural problems concerning communica-
tion in this region.  Secondly, fundrais-
ing and project development was con-
sidered as vital to the survival and inte-
gration of the NGOs in the region. On
several occasions, the representatives of
the Black Sea NGOs raised similar
views.100

Nongovernmental organizations
are a new phenomenon in the region.
There is also a great diversity in terms of
history, structure, and objectives of the
NGOs from country to country. With the
support of the Western funds, the num-
ber of NGOs, who claim to represent
“the public opinion” has been increased
amazingly.101 In reality, however, there
are very few truly “grassroots” and
community based-organizations in the
region.”102  At present there are 116
ENGOs, which were registered in the
Black Sea NGO Directory.103 This does
not reflect the actual number of NGOs in
the region, but instead that those who are
specifically interested in the environ-
mental issues in the Black Sea are very
limited. There is a growing number of
NGO participation from Georgia,
Ukraine, and Romania through the BSEP
activities. Surprisingly the Russian
NGOs are not represented sufficiently in
the Directory. Unfortunately, due to lack
of communication or irregularity of the
NGO operations in this region, the num-
ber of NGO entries in the next edition of
the Directory will radically drop down to
65. This is also indicative of the fact that
especially small and coastal Black Sea
NGOs really need help to survive.

NGOs are key actors in gathering
and mobilizing communities. Although
all the Black Sea countries adopted leg-
islation allowing the formation and op-

eration of NGOs, especially since gov-
ernmental authorities are unwilling to
include them into the decision-making
process104 the greater public is suspi-
cious of NGO activities.  Among other
things, registration of associations in
most of the former and eastern European
countries is prohibitively expensive and
bureaucratic.105 Therefore, they have a
limited capacity for membership.  By
implementing IBSAD and training in the
public participation projects, the Black
Sea NGOs showed their potentials.
However, the lack of cooperation among
NGOs made them fail to “involve in the
environmental decision-making process”
effectively.106

The 1990/91 World Values Sur-
vey107 indicated that three of the Black
Sea countries, namely Bulgaria, Russia,
and Turkey, listed at the higher rankings
concerning “public support for environ-
mental protection.” According to this
study, there is a moderate or no relation-
ship between values and support for en-
vironmental protection in these coun-
tries, but natural disasters, like Cherno-
byl have made the public more aware of
environmental problems. In fact, non-
state actors, including business and the
religious institutions, have been actively
trying to raise public awareness con-
cerning environmental problems in the
Black Sea Region. On the one hand,
TURMEPA (the Turkish Maritime Envi-
ronment Protection Association) and its
Greek counterpart HELMEPA organized
the “Revelation and Environment”
Cruise in September 1995 as a private
sector involvement. Later, from 20-28
September 1997, about 300 religious
leaders, scientists, decision-makers, and
environmentalists accompanied by jour-
nalists assembled “the Black Sea in Cri-
sis” symposium.108 Following a boat trip
visiting several Black Sea ports to publi-
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cize the environmental problems of the
Black Sea, the symposium made certain
commitments towards future action, in-
cluding fund-raising, public awareness,
an education center for Orthodox clergy,
and strong support for Black Sea SAP.

Despite the widening and deep-
ening of the environmental concerns in
the region, ineffective management by
the state actors on environmental issues
with the idea of rapid economic growth
and national security,109 constitute a se-
rious obstacle towards achieving sus-
tainable policies. To overcome this ob-
stacle, NGOs may develop multi-
stakeholder projects at national and re-
gional levels and replicate them. Thus,
while these projects stimulate NGOs to
work together instead of competing for
limited funds, they may promote public
involvement in the decision-making pro-
cess. In other words, BS-NGOs with
their distinctive peculiarities and in col-
laboration with community-based or-
ganizations and the public can enhance
public participation, as it was stressed in
the Black Sea SAP.

At present, governmental
authorities must legitimize NGOs and
encourage their activities, and include
them into the preparation of the National
Black Sea SAPs. Mass media will also
play a critical role in this process. A
good example of this has been recently
experienced in Turkey. A spontaneous
civic resistance developed against the
governmental authorities and the EURO-
GOLD a multinational corporation in
Bergama, Izmir when the newspaper
coverage warned the people about gold
mining with cyanide.110 Hence, not only
must the governmental authorities (as
the signatories of the international envi-
ronmental treaties), adhere to the inter-
national requirements, but so must the
foreign investors and local businesses

also comply with the requirement.  The
principles of environmental ethics are a
part of the global society, making a dis-
tinction between short-term and long-
term profits.

Although there is no reliable in-
ventory indicating how many of the
businesses, either local, national, or
multinational, in the Black Sea countries
are abiding by environmentally sound
technologies or taking environmental
precautions, it is obvious that both gov-
ernmental and private enterprises are the
main polluters in the region. The Black
Sea NGO community has been integrat-
ing with the global environmental net-
work slowly but gradually. However,
due to their chronic struggle for funding
to survive, some of them are losing their
grassroots origins and transforming
themselves into bureaucratic organiza-
tions. International institutions’ grants
did not reach to local NGOs fully, sim-
ply because of technical reasons, like the
size of these NGOs.

Meanwhile there is a growing
interest in this region because of its
transregional location and the natural
resources in the neigh boring countries,
such as oil and natural gas. Both gov-
ernmental and IGOs, MNCs and inter-
national NGOs with special objectives,
have been increasingly penetrating the
region’s countries. The Black Sea
NGOs, which are hungry for money,
easily become a partner of the interna-
tional initiatives to overcome “bureau-
cratic” obstacles in these countries. In
other words, the concept of an NGO has
been loosing its essential meaning in
these countries, and NGOs have deterio-
rated.

The EU, through its Phare
/TACIS-funded projects, has already
contributed to the public awareness ac-
tivities of the Black Sea NGOs, espe-
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cially in Bulgaria and Romania. How-
ever, some NGOS argued “not only the
EU assistance was not channeled to the
BS NGO Forum, but regretfully, the Fo-
rum representatives in many countries
found it almost impossible to get infor-
mation about what is going on.”111

Moreover, the approximation of the EU
Environmental legislation by the 10
Central and Eastern European countries,
including Bulgaria and Romania, who
have association agreements with the EU
were completed.112

Furthermore, a new EU Phare
/TACIS-funded project, entitled the
“Funds for the Black Sea Environmental
Programme” was launched.  It cost 1.5
million ECUs and will run for 18 months
on a wide range of activities in five
coastal Black Sea countries, excluding
Turkey. The ICWS, which is familiar
with the region, will manage the coastal
zone management program in consulta-
tion with other European firms.113 A
sub-component of this program con-
cerning Environmental Education and
Public Awareness cost 250,000 ECUs
and was coordinated by the TIME-
Foundation in Bulgaria, Romania, and
Georgia. Both the priorities of the EU,
like Black Sea tourism and the contrac-
tor/subcontractor relations in this chain
remind us of the traces of  “ecoimperi-
alism.” In other words, the EU both pre-
pares, organizes, and finances the entire
environmental programs for the region
whose countries, thus, have less freedom
to set their own priorities.114

This is not particular to the EU-
led programs. There is always the danger
of NGOs losing autonomy vis-B-vis the
donor institution, in formulating policies.
Aid plays an important role in the crea-
tion of environmental regimes and forces
NGOs to promote far-reaching objec-
tives such as democracy and good gov-

ernance, well outside the scope of their
environmental goals. Because of the
governmental weaknesses in most of the
transitional countries, the international
organizations have been able to more
easily to penetrate these countries
through partnerships with the local
NGOs rather than the government. It is
open to question, however, to what ex-
tent the priorities of the donor and the
environmental concerns of local public
can be matched. In other words, con-
cerns of the donor and the recipient, in-
cluding NGOs, are very important as
well as capacity and contracting in the
effectiveness of environmental aid.115

International organizations may
help Black Sea NGOs in enhancing their
capacity in promoting public awareness,
networking, and training. Foreign donors
can solve the difficulties experienced by
local NGOs in harmonizing activities by
investing in infrastructure and computer
technologies for local NGO administra-
tors and can help to increase technical
skills concerning networking. Simply
put, foreign institutions should supply a
new form of NGO small grant programs.
Projects with a great amount of money
may not be compatible with the capacity
of the NGOs, may create competition
among the NGOs, and support bureau-
cratic tendencies, which is the main
handicap of NGOs as volunteer organi-
zations.

Instead of subcontracting NGOs
in great environmental projects, foreign
donors may request the inclusion of
NGOs with them on an observer status.
Otherwise, NGOs may lose their essen-
tial identity and become a real entrepre-
neur. Therefore, the international effort
must be channeled to improve the ca-
pacity of small NGOs, not to use them as
subcontractor of super NGOs of the re-
gion with high tech and bureaucratic
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structure. As a regional intergovern-
mental organization, the BSEP Secre-
tariat and the Parliamentary Assembly of
the BSEC (PABSEC) through its sub-
committees have greater responsibility to
strengthen NGOs’ participation into the
decision-making process as it was con-
ditioned by the Ministerial Declarations
and the Black Sea SAP.

If money were the sole problem,
the Black Sea NGOs might encourage
local individuals and businesses to do-
nate money to local NGOs. The IBSAD
can be an effective mechanism for fund-
raising activities. In return, the Black
Sea NGOs must function as vehicle to
voice public demands and build a mass
appeal on practical not theoretical
grounds. Most of the Black Sea NGOs
have been either established or run by
academic people. Therefore, their activi-
ties were limited to their own objectives
and not disseminated to the greater pub-
lic. In this respect, NGOs, by gaining
sufficient infrastructure facilities, must
link business, academia, central and lo-
cal governments, media, and other inter-
ested parties and inform them “what is
happening in the region.” According to

the interviews led by the author of this
article during the last three years the
Black Sea NGOs are hungry for infor-
mation as well as in need of money.
Through the regular and reliable flow of
information, the Black Sea NGOs can
perform their major function of public
awareness, education and training. Also,
they may keep a wider network of multi
stakeholders, providing money, skills
and expertise, at local and regional level.

Finally, NGO activities primarily
require dedication, unity, and coopera-
tion. Recent NGO developments in the
region, due to the uncertainty about the
BSEP activities and financial con-
straints, signaled a temporary disinte-
gration. The Black Sea NGOs have suf-
ficient experience to move forward. The
future of the Black Sea environment
needs impersonal, improvised, and inte-
grated efforts of the regional non-state
actors. In this respect, not only ENGOs,
but also scientific communities, local
administrations, mass media, and espe-
cially business circles are to be inte-
grated into the decision-making process

effectively.
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Chart 1

BLACK SEA ENVIRONMENTAL NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS*

NAMES OF THE ENGOs A B C D

BULGARIA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 12 13 14 15

Bulgarian National Association on Water Quality 6 2 NA Y
Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds 12 5 1,3,4,5 Y Y Y Y Y Y
Bulgarian Society of Scientists-Varna 8 4 1,4 Y Y
Burgas Black Sea Club 7 NA NA Y
Burgas Branch of Bulgarian Nature Exploring
Society

NA 1 1,4 Y

Burgas Ecological Association 8 NA NA
Burgas Ecology Man Foundation 8 1 2 Y Y
Burgas Movement of Ecoglasnot 8 1 3,4 Y Y
Centre of Environmental Information and Educa-
tion

8 1 3,4 Y Y

ECO-CLUB 2000 5 1 NA Y Y
Environmental Saving of Burgas Society 10 3 1 Y
Green Balkans -Burgas 9 1 NA Y
Independent Society Ecoglasnot Burgas 10 3 3,4 Y
Independent Society Ecoglasnot Varna 11 NA NA Y
National Ecological Club 10 2 6
Society for Bird Protection-Varna 12 1 3,4 Y Y Y
Student's Center for International Cooperation 5 1 1,3 Y Y
Varna Movement of Ecoglasnot 7 1 1,3,4 Y Y
R. of GEORGIA
Acharian Association of Young Ecologists 8 3 NA Y Y
Adjara Regional Organisation of Georgia Greens 10 3 1,2,3 Y Y
Black Sea Youth EcoAcademy 4 1 5 Y Y
Centre for Studies and Protection of Small Ani-
mals

6 1 2,3 Y Y

 Eco-Centre 6 1 2 Y
Eco-Film Studio 5 1 2 Y
Ecological Law Club 5 1 2 Y Y
Environmental Information Centre 4 2 2 Y
Environmental Protection and Cultural Revival
Fund “Vazi”

4 1 1,2,3 Y Y

Environmental Relief Impulse 6 1 2 Y
Fund "Mission" 5 1 2 Y Y
G.Nikoladze Alpinist Club of Tbilisi State U. 45 3 1,7 Y Y
Georgia Greens 12 5 1,2,3 Y
Georgia Youth EcoMovement 7 3 2 Y
Georgian Geoinformation Centre “G. Info” 6 1 5 Y
Georgian Society Tusheti 5 NA 2 Y
Historical Ecological Assoc. of Zugdidi Mafalu 5 1 Y
Human Ecology Centre 6 3 1,2,3 Y Y Y
Jvari (Cross) 5 NA 2 Y Y
Marine Association "Poseidon" 6 2 1,2,3,8 Y Y
Regional Fund for Environmental Protection 8 NA 2 Y Y
Sitsotskhle (Life) 5 NA NA Y Y Y Y
Society of Friends of Nature “Tskhratskaro” 5 1 2 Y
Society of Young Ecologists “ Green Cross” 5 1 2 Y Y Y
The Biological Farming Association “Elkana” 7 1 1,2 Y Y Y
The Ecological Group of Terjola 5 1 2 Y
The Georgian Centre of Transition Economic
Systems and Sustainable Development

6 1 2 Y Y

Vashlovani 6 1 2 Y
Vita Center 1 2 Y Y
ROMANIA
Anaconda 7 1 1,6 Y
Danube Delta Friends Foundation 9 4 5 Y Y
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Earth-Kind Romania NA NA NA Y Y Y
Eco Black Sea 7 NA NA Y Y Y Y
Eco Mar 8 1 3,6 Y Y
Ecological Association of Divers-DOLPHIN 10 NA NA Y Y
Ecological Cooperation Group 10 1 5,9 Y
Ecological Society for Study and Protection of
Wild Flora and Fauna

7 1 5 Y Y Y Y Y

Friends of the Earth-Galati 9 1 NA Y
Group for Underwater and Speleological Explora-
tions

19 1 2,3,6,10 Y Y Y Y Y

Mare Nostrum 7 1 5,6 e Y Y
Oceanic Club Constanta 8 2 3,6 Y Y
Pro- Delta Club 8 1 NA Y Y Y
Rom Coast 6 1 NA Y Y
Romanian Foundation for Democracy NA NA NA Y Y Y
Romanian Naval Leaque-Contanta Branch 10 4 1,6 Y Y
Romanian Ornithological Society 10 5 1,3,6,11 Y Y Y
The Black Sea University Foundation 8 NA NA Y
The Ecologist Youth of Romania 10 4 5,7 Y Y Y Y Y Y
The Silvic Progress Society 114 4 NA Y Y Y Y Y
RUSSIA
Acvatori 6 1 None
Center for Information and Environmental Mod-
eling of Rostov State University

9 1 5,7 Y Y Y

Cooperative Complex Geophysical Expedition
Magnitude

12 1 NA Y

Environmental Centre of Sochi  “ ECOS” 6 1 NA Y Y Y
Green Don 11 1 None Y Y Y
Public Committee of Economical Control 12 1 NA
The Fund of Alternative development of the Azov
and Black Sea Basin

10 1 NA Y Y

Ecos 6 1 NA Y
TURKEY
Environment Foundation of Turkey 22 1 5,7,12 Y Y
Environmental Protection Association of Zon-
guldak

9 4 NA Y Y Y Y

Foundation for the Protection and Promotion of
Cultural and Environmental Heritage

9 1 4 Y Y

Society for the Protection of Nature 15 5 1,3,5,6,13,14 Y Y Y Y
Society of Peace with Nature 7 3 1,3,5,13 Y Y Y Y
SOS Environment Volunteers-Turkish 10 5 1,3 Y Y Y Y
The Black Sea Environmentalists 8 3 1 Y Y Y
The Research Association of Rural Environment
and Forestry

12 1 1,3,4 Y Y Y

The Turkish Foundation for Combatting Soil
Erosion, reforestation,  protection of natural habitat

8 5 5,15 Y Y Y

Trabzon Province and Countries Education, Cul-
ture and Society

14 3 1,3 Y Y Y Y Y

Turkish Association for the Protection of Nature 45 5 1,3 Y Y Y
Turkish Environment and Woodland Protection
Society

28 NA 1,3,4,7 Y

Turkish Environmental Protection and Research
Foundation

9 1 3,7 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Turmepa 6 1 1,3 Y Y Y Y Y
Wildlife Conservation Society of Samsun 20 3 1,3 Y Y
UKRAINE
Association EUROCOAST-Ukraine 6 3 NA Y Y Y Y Y
Crimea Republic Association "Ecology and Peace" 12 3 2,4,6 Y Y Y Y Y
Dniepropetrovsk " Green World" 12 3 NA Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Ecological Foundation-NGO 8 3 6,11 Y Y
EcoPravo 7 1 2 Y Y Y Y
EcoPravo East, Filiation Kharkiv 7 1 2 Y Y Y
EcoPravo-Lviv 6 1 5 Y Y Y Y
Envinet-Ukraine 6 1 2 Y Y
Greenpeace Ukraine 10 5 3 Y Y Y Y Y Y
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Independent Ecological Security Service 5 1 2,8 Y Y Y Y Y
INECO of the National Ecological Centre of
Ukraine

7 1 16 Y Y Y Y Y

Institute of Ecology, South Branch 5 1 2,4 Y Y Y
Kherson-Ecocentre Organization 9 1 3 Y Y Y Y
Movement for the Black and Azov Seas Salvage 9 4 1 Y Y Y
Natural Heritage Fund 8 1 2,6 Y Y Y
News Agency "Echo-Vostok" 8 1 2 Y Y Y
Nikolaev Regional Environmental Association 12 2 2 Y Y Y Y Y
Nikopol Association "Zeleny Svit" 11 3 2,3 Y Y Y
Nongovernmental Ecomonitoring Station 7 1 2,6 Y Y
Odessa Socio-Ecological Union 13 1 2,3,6 Y Y Y Y
Out School Profile Association 19 1 1,2 Y Y Y
Sevastopol branch, Geographic Society of Ukraine 14 3 2 Y Y Y
The Youth Environmental Organization 12 1 1 Y Y Y
Ukranian Union for Bird Conservation 6 5 1,6 Y Y Y Y Y
Ukranian Ecological Academy, BlackSea Regional 6 1 11 Y Y Y Y Y
Unicorn Environmental Publishers 8 1 2,7 Y Y Y
Union Rescuing from Chernobyl UEA Greenworld 11 4 2 Y Y Y Y
World of Water 6 3 NA Y Y Y Y Y
Yalta Regional Dept of Crimea R. Association 11 3 6 Y Y Y Y Y
Zaporozhye Ecological Club 10 2 3 Y Y Y Y
Zaporozhye Nature Education Centre XXI century 7 1 7 Y Y

EXPLANATIONS: * These ENGO are listed in GEF-BSEP, Black Sea NGO Directory, 1995 and 1996 editions, which include only
those NGOs or ENGOs who responded the questionnaire survey from the participating countries.
A. Life-span in terms of years
B. Number of Members: (1) 1-50; (2) 51-100; (3) 101-500; (4) 501-1000; (5) more than 1000
C. Funding sources: (1) Membership Due; (2) Grant; (3) Donation; (4) Project; (5) International sources; (6) Sponsors; (7) Self

Financing; (8) Other Income; (9) Cotizations; (10) Services; (11) Contracts; (12) Income from the assets; (13) Fund Raising Ac-
tivities; (14) Miscellaneous; (15) Private Sector; (16) Governmental Agencies

D. Activities: (1)Education, training, workshops, institutional development, organizing summer schools; (2) Public Awareness
campaigns, lobbying, international cooperation, media campaign; (3) Information, data, publication, research, survey; (4) Policy
development and regional development; (5) Ecotourism, camps, diving; (6) Monitoring; (7) Legal assistance, environmental
legislation; (8) Project;  (9) Protection, preservation, biodiversity; (10) Water treatment, marine culture, naval culture, fisheries,
ships related environmental engineering; (11) Determination of OA priority areas; (12) Coastal management dynamics and (13)
Forestry

E. (NA) not available
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