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Subregional cooperation workshop for South-Eastern Europe  
under the Espoo Convention 

 
17-19 November 2008, Koprivshtitsa (Bulgaria) 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The workshop was held under the Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in a 
Transboundary Context (Espoo, 1991), according to the adopted workplan.  
 
Participants, as listed in annex 1, represented Bulgaria (4), Croatia (1), Romania (1), Serbia (2) 
and Turkey (1), and the UNECE secretariat to the Convention. 
 
The workshop addressed the following topics 

• The Multilateral agreement among the countries of South-Eastern Europe for 
implementation of the Convention 

• Experiences in the application of the Convention 
• Experiences in strategic environmental assessment (SEA) 
• The relationship between EIA and SEA 
• Other matters 
• Follow-up activities 

 
Notes on the relationship between EIA and SEA are provided in annex 2. 
 

I. MULTILATERAL AGREEMENT 
 
With elections imminent, Romania indicated that it expected its next Parliament to consider 
ratification soon thereafter. Croatia and Serbia indicated that no action had been taken as yet, as 
resources had been focused on new legislation. Turkey indicated that there was not an 
expectation of accession at present, not being a Party to the Convention. The secretariat reiterated 
that non-Parties to the Convention might join the multilateral agreement, so as to provide a 
transboundary EIA procedure among the countries of South-Eastern Europe. 
 
Bulgaria reported that it had concluded that Parliamentary ratification was not needed as the 
agreement further implements the Convention. Instead, Bulgaria’s Council of Ministers had 
approved the agreement on 13 November 2008 and the instrument of approval was expected to be 
sent to the Depository (Romania) by 15 December 2008. 
 
The participants noted that national experts might already begin work foreseen in Article 5 of the 
agreement on the development of significance criteria and for additional guidance on key steps. 
For the criteria, experts might build on criteria set out in the IPPC and Seveso Directives, as well 
as in guidance under the Convention. For additional guidance on key steps, the countries might 
later use or adopt appropriate existing guidelines. 
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II. NOTES ON EXPERIENCES IN THE APPLICATION OF THE CONVENTION 
 

(a) Bulgaria 
 
• Burgas (Bulgaria) to Alexandrupolis (Greece) crude oil pipeline. Both countries were 

simultaneously Party of origin and affected Party; the procedure ran from 1999 to 2002 (with 
EIA decision); no construction of project. 

• Second Danube Bridge Vidin (Bulgaria) to Calafat (Romania). Both countries were 
simultaneously Party of origin and affected Party; permits issued; construction has begun. 

• Nuclear power plant at Belene (Bulgaria). Affected Party was Romania, which was notified in 
2003 and responded positively. Public hearings in 2004: four in Bulgaria and one in Romania. 
Decision with many conditions in 2004, taking into account Romania comments. Decision 
appealed. Final decision in June 2008. Required amendment of spatial plan. NGOs from the 
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia also objected. Greenpeace tried to involve Serbia 
and Greece as affected Parties, without success to date. Nuclear waste processing not 
addressed in this EIA; expect further EIA. 

• Nuclear power plant at Chernavoda (Romania). Affected Party was Bulgaria, which was 
notified and responded positively in 2006. Two public hearing in Bulgaria in 2007. Bulgaria 
sent comments, but had not received the final decision. 

• Mining of gold ore at Krumovgrad (Bulgaria). Affected Party was Greece, which was notified 
in 2005 and responded positively. Two public hearings in Bulgaria (with representatives from 
Greece, Turkey and New Zealand, where there was a similar project), none in Greece. 
Written statement from Greece, including comments from authorities and NGOs, with public 
access to documentation. Natura 2000 complications. No EIA decision yet.  

• Refinery for crude oil in Silistra (Bulgaria). Affected Party was Romania, which was notified 
in 2006 and responded positively. Public hearings: one in Bulgaria and one in Romania, in 
2006. EIA decision in 2006, with many conditions. Proponent stopped project. 

• Low-sulphur crude oil processing in Rouse (Bulgaria). Affected Party was Romania, which 
was notified in April 2008 and responded positively in June 2008. EIA documentation was 
being prepared. Romania provided comments on terms of reference for EIA report, noting 
Natura 2000 interests. 

• Good practice observation: comments need to be addressed by proponent, as there may be 
thousands of comments, and they are for the proponent to answer. Can impose strict 
deadlines on proponent’s response to comments.  Alternatives must be developed by 
proponent. 

 
(b) Croatia 

 
• Six new platforms within the North Adriatic Exploitation Field (IKA SW A, IKA SW B, IDA 

D, IKA C, ANDREINA, RAVENNA A) in Croatian part of epicontinental shelf., i.e. Croatia 
is Party of origin. Notification was sent to Italy as affected Party. Croatia public publication, 
including public hearing, was coming to an end. Expected Italian public participation, 
including public access to EIA documentation, but did not know when and where. Could not 
conclude procedure until Italian response. EIA documentation in English sent to Italy. 
Secretariat recalled an earlier bilateral agreement between Croatia and Italy, regarding 
transboundary EIA of hydrocarbon projects, that might help with this procedure. 
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• Little awareness of liquefied natural gas project in Italy close to Slovenia. 
 

(c) Romania 
 
• Nuclear power plant at Chernavoda, units 3 and 4 (Romania). All neighbouring Parties (so 

not Serbia, which was not a Party at that time) and Austria were notified. Only Austria and 
Bulgaria entered into consultations with Romania. Two public hearings in Bulgaria, four in 
Romania. Austria requested a site visit: two-day visit, with one day on site, to see existing 
management of units 1-2 and status of construction of units 3-4 (reinforced concrete from 
early construction in 1980s), and one day in Bucharest for discussions with the proponent and 
Ministry of Environment. Austria sent comments from its public and NGOs, which were on 
environmental matters and on technical specifications of reactors; proponent responded to all 
these comments. Comments received from Austria and Bulgaria will be taken into account 
and final decision will be sent to Austria and Bulgaria.  

• Rosia Montana gold mine, using cyanide technology (some governments have strong 
concerns about this technology, but Romania and Bulgaria have not banned the technology, 
through Romania still discussing a ban in Parliament; Bulgaria experience was that banning 
might go against EU regulations on open markets/services). Very high profile, with 
comments even from Canada. Fourteen public debates in Romania. Good cooperation with 
Bulgaria and Hungary, affected Parties. The urban certificate, an administrative act required 
by the EIA procedure, was suspended by law court, so the procedure cannot continue. SEA 
procedure also, involving Hungary, and public debates expected.  

• Giurgiulesti terminal (Republic of Moldova). Republic of Moldova notified Romania as 
affected Party, and Romania responded positively. Romania sent comments on 
documentation, with public access to documentation on website. Expecting final decision. 

• Bystroe Canal Project Phase II (Ukraine). Ukraine notified Romania as affected Party, and 
Romania responded positively. 

• For works to improve navigation on Danube River, see part IV below. 
• Generally used English as language of communication and documentation, for practical and 

cost reasons. In some cases, it was difficult to respond to simple objections to the project as a 
whole (regarding policy setting, for example against mining or against nuclear power), or to 
foresee time schedule at start; need flexibility, in consultation with affected Parties. 

 
(d) Serbia 

 
• No experience in application of the Convention, but experience in transboundary cooperation 

with Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania in SEA (European Territorial Cooperation 
Programmes). 

• EIA and SEA laws in force, and address transboundary issues. 
 

(d) Turkey 
 
• EIA legislation, providing concordance with EU Directives, except transboundary issues. 
• Consultation/agreements with Georgia regarding hydropower. 
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III. EXPERIENCES IN SEA 
 
All participants provided information on their legislation for, and experiences in, SEA. All 
Parties had SEA legislation, whereas Turkey had developed a draft SEA law. Most SEAs in the 
subregion related to spatial planning, but there was also substantial experience in sectoral plans 
and programmes. Parties noted that certain plans and programmes (for example, local spatial 
plans, as well as regional waste management plans in Romania) attracted significant public 
interest, whereas other, more strategic, plans and programmes drew little public attention.  
 
Parties also noted experience in transboundary SEA, for the EU European Territorial 
Cooperation Programmes and, on-going, for Rosia Montana (Romania). The specific 
characteristics of the European Territorial Cooperation Programmes made it difficult for SEA to 
be carried out, and the responsibilities of the concerned authorities of the States could have been 
clearer. 
 

IV. OTHER MATTERS 
 
The participants took note of information provided by Romania and Bulgaria on an on-going 
transboundary EIA procedure for works to improve navigation on the Danube River, where the 
river forms the border between the two Parties. Romania informed Bulgaria about the project, 
which Bulgaria took as a notification. Later Bulgaria and Romania agreed that the project was a 
joint project and established a joint working group; they anticipated notification of the Republic 
of Moldova, Serbia and Ukraine. 
 
The participants indicated that there had not been any official announcement of possible gas 
pipelines crossing the subregion. 
 
The participants also took note of information provided by Turkey and the secretariat on on-
going development of guidelines on transboundary EIA under the Convention on the Protection 
of the Black Sea. 
 

V. FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES 
 
The participants considered that further discussion was needed in the subregion on the inclusion 
of socio-economic effects in SEA, and on the responsibilities of the environmental authorities in 
reviewing the expanded scope of SEA. 
 
The participants recognized the value of the workshop in sharing experiences and building 
relationships between States in the subregion. They agreed that a follow-up workshop be 
organized within a year, after the May 2009 meeting of the Working Group on EIA. 
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Annex 1 
 

List of participants 
 

№ Name Country Institution & position Contacts details 
1. Zrinka  

Valetic 
Croatia Ministry of Environmental 

Protection, Physical Planning 
and Construction 
Adviser 

tel.:385-1-3782 126 
fax: 385-1-3782 157 
e-mail: 
zrinka.valetic@mzopu.hr 

2. Constantin 
Pulbere 

Romania Ministry of Environment and 
Sustainable Development 
Legal Adviser 

tel.: +4021 3166154 
fax: +4021 3160421 
e-mail: 
constantin.pulbere@mmediu.ro 

3. Sabina 
Ivanovic 

Serbia Ministry of Environment and 
Spatial Planning 
Adviser for EIA 

tel.:+381003131356 
fax:+381003131356 
e-mail: 
sabina.ivanovic@sr.gov.yu 

4. Miroslav 
Tosovic 

Serbia Ministry of Environment and 
Spatial Planning 
Adviser for SEA 

tel.:+381003131356 
fax:+381003131356 
e-mail: 
miroslav.tosovic@sr.gov.yu 

5. Nihan 
Hamamci 

Turkey Ministry of Environment and 
Forestry 
Environmental expert 

tel.: +90312 207 61 88 
fax: +90312 207 61 51 
e-mail: 
nihansahin@yahoo.com 

6. Nicholas 
Bonvoisin 

- United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe 
Expert Adviser 

tel.: +41 22 917 1193 
fax: +41 22 917 0107 
e-mail: nicholas.bonvoisin@unece.org 

7. Detelina 
Peicheva 

Bulgaria Ministry of Environment and 
Water 
Chief expert, International 
Cooperation 

tel.:+359 2 940 62 15 
fax:+ 359 2 987 38 67 
e-mail: 
dpeycheva@moew.government.bg 

8. Vania 
Grigorova 

Bulgaria Ministry of Environment and 
Water 
Director of directorate 
Preventive Activity 

tel.:+ 359 2 940 62 27 
fax:+ 359 2 981 33 98 
e-mail: 
VaniaGr@moew.government.bg 

9. Nina 
Stoyanova 

Bulgaria Ministry of Environment and 
Water 
State expert, EIA 

tel.:+ 359 2 940 62 19 
fax:+ 359 2 981 33 98 
e-mail: 
NinaSt@moew.government.bg 

10. Maya 
Gandzhova 

Bulgaria Ministry of Environment and 
Water 
Junior expert, EIA 

tel.:+ 359 2 940 62 69 
fax:+ 359 2 981 33 98 
e-mail: 
mgandzhova@moew.government.bg 
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Annex 2 
 

Notes on the relationship between EIA and SEA: experiences and approaches in the SEE 
subregion, in a transboundary context 

 
Experiences 
 
Within the process for development consent for large-scale projects, including in a transboundary 
context, Parties have experienced the need to consider development or amendment of plans, 
particularly spatial plans. Examples include the Belene Nuclear Power Plant in Bulgaria and the 
Rosia Montana gold mine in Romania. 
 
Parties have also observed that comments received from the public of affected Parties on large-
scale projects have sometimes addressed more strategic aspects of the project. For example, 
comments received on the Chernavoda Nuclear Power Plant Expansion (units 3 and 4) in 
Romania questioned the rationale for the project, rather than its environmental impact. 
 
Most Parties noted that SEA methodology applicable for more strategic plans and programmes 
was sometimes difficult to apply at the very detailed level, for example in urban planning. 
However, Serbia’s experience was that SEA applied to local planning was difficult to apply at the 
highest level (strategies). 
 
Some States noted that certain institutions were not ready to implement SEA at all levels of 
planning, but were prepared for EIA. A related issue was that the public was more interested in 
concrete projects than national-level concepts. Nonetheless, SEA of municipal plans, for 
example, attracted significant public interest. 
 
Approaches 
 
When an activity is proposed in a plan, or where a project proposal would require a change to a 
plan (or a new plan), EIA and SEA can be combined in one procedure following the requirements 
of both EIA and SEA legislation. The public finds the EIA procedure more understandable. In the 
decision on the EIA, the competent authority specifies that the plan for the same activity should 
be approved by this decision. This approach has been applied by Bulgaria for fast-track (priority) 
projects. 
 
If an SEA is carried out for a plan that defines subsequent projects, locational questions would be 
best addressed in the SEA and not considered further in the EIA. 
 
When a first announcement is received, it is useful to prepare specific recommendations to the 
proponent on the appropriate procedural aspects to consider – among other things, on Natura 
2000 (Habitats and Birds Directives), and whether a combined or parallel EIA and SEA might be 
applicable – and, consequently, to make recommendations on methodology. 
 


