


THE IMPACT OF THE ACCESSION PROCESS ON THE ENVIRONMENT, THE
DEVELOPMENT OF CIVIC SOCIETY AND PERSPECTIVES FOR THE

FUTURE IN NINE NEW MEMBER STATES.

PREFACE

With this special report the EEB presents views of its member organisations in the new
Member States on impact of the accession process to the environment, on the
development of civic society and perspectives for the future. The report summarises
results of the survey the EEB has organised in nine new Member States. The aim of the
survey was to look back on the accession process and to see what environmental NGOs
in the Accession Countries thought about the whole process, whether it improved the
environmental situation in their countries, did it help to strengthen the role and
involvement of civic society and environmental NGOs, in particular in the acceding
countries, and how they saw the implementation of the acquis communitaire. These and
many other questions (in total 28) were asked of the EEB member organisations in the
Accession Countries and our partner organisation in Lithuania to evaluate the impact of
the accession process.

The survey was not aimed at giving an exhaustive and complete overview of what all
organisations in these countries thought about these issues, but it demonstrates views
from the biggest organisations in these countries. We received responses from Cyprus
(Federation of Environmental and Ecological organisations of Cyprus), Czech Republic
(Society for Sustainable Living, Institute for Environmental Policy and Green Circle),
Estonia (Estonian Society for Nature Conservation), Hungary (National Society of
Conservationists), Latvia (Environmental Protection Club), Lithuania (Centre for
Environmental Policy), Malta (Nature Trust Malta), Poland (Institute for Sustainable
Development) and Slovenia (Umanotera). The only country missing in this survey is
Slovakia as the EEB does not yet have a member organisation there. The full
Information from these nine countires as well as from Bulgaria (Borrowed Nature
Association), Romania (GEC Bucovina - Ecological Group for Co-operation), Turkey
(CEKUL) and Serbia (Ecological Movement of the City of Novy Sad) will be made
available on the EEB website.

Mara SILINA
Enlargement co-ordinator

European Environmental Bureau/EEB
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INTRODUCTION

As of 1 May 2004 ten new countries will join the European Union. This will be the biggest
enlargement in the history of the Union, and will change much in EU policies as well as
its decision-making processes. Whether it will be for better or worse still remains to be
seen.

What is clear however, is, that the EU's environmental legislation and policies will cover
a much larger area than before. The European Union’s ‘environmental acquis’ which has
been developed over the last 30 years consists of more than 300 different legislative
acts: directives, regulations, decisions and recommendations, attached to numerous
communications and policy guidelines. At the beginning of the negotiation process
environmental legislation was seen by many as the most difficult part.

In financial terms, cost estimates ran from €80 to €120 billion for the Accession
Countries for the implementation of EU environmental law, which would mean that these
countries would have to spend up to 2-3% of their GDP for this purpose (a much higher
percentage than the existing, and much richer, Member States). And the EU would
sponsor only a little part of this (roughly about 10%). So a great many transition periods
were expected as outcomes of the negotiations.

Looking back at the results, this negative scenario did not transpire. Only a small
number of transition periods were agreed, for a few of the most costly directives.
Environmental organisations in the Accession Countries were not unhappy with the
results.

The good news also is that in the past 14 years, the environmental situation in many
Accession Countries has improved substantially. Of course, the first reason for this was
the implosion of their economies which led to the closing down of old-fashioned factories
that had been the cause for exceptional air pollution, extremely polluted waters and
chemical ‘time-bombs’ dumps. At the same time, the agricultural sector in most countries
changed dramatically, moving from collective farms to individual ownership. Due to a
lack of capital, knowledge and infrastructure, the production dropped, and with that the
use of pesticides and fertilizers. In the cities air pollution also reduced due to less
polluting cars and heating systems.

Obviously, these positive developments were not based on deliberate environment and
health policies, and would only deliver temporary benefits. The economies got on their
feet again, some faster than others, and with that, environmental pressure started to
increase again. So the obligations related to joining the EU, at a moment that national
pressures for a strict environmental policy were not strong, played an important role in
keeping environmental pressures at a reduced level. In particular for ‘traditional’
environmental problems, the reductions were impressive indeed.

According to the State of Environment report 2003 of the European Environment Agency
(EEA), there has been 60-80% reduction in main air pollutants (acidifying substances),
50% reduction in toxic metals' and up to 80% reduction in organic pollution in water.

However, the gains of today cannot be taken for granted for the future. Increased
adoption of Western concepts of deregulation, privatisation and commercialisation is
changing existing practices of biodiversity protection, agricultural production, and public
service provision, including in the water supply, disposal, waste management and public
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transport. The huge investments in transport and energy infrastructure expected to come
with enlargement could have long-lasting negative environmental impacts. And, not
least, the increased economic prosperity that will follow access to the internal market will
bring the Central and Eastern European accession (CEE) countries closer to the
consumption patterns predominant in the EU Member States and therewith also
increase pressures on the environment.

This is not all. The enlargement of the Union can have a negative impact on the
environment of the ‘old’ countries as well.

The new Member States will most likely make catching up economically with the
Western countries the absolute priority, the environmental acquis that they had to accept
will cost them a lot of money and administrative capacity for years, and commitments to
environmental protection and sustainable development are not strongly rooted in society
and certainly not in politics or business. So, enlargement may slow down the
development of the EU legislation needed to maintain a high level of environmental
protection for all European citizens. This does not mean that we will see a block of new
Member States acting together as brakes. The countries will develop their individual
approaches, and will prefer to make alliances with Western partners. One might see the
Baltic states preferring to work closer with the Scandinavian EU Members, others
working more with Austria and Germany. We have already seen how Poland and Spain,
two medium-sized countries, working with each other in fighting the big four.

From some countries we will find time to time progressive contributions, depending on
individuals in governments and ministries.

What is annoying, is that Western politicians, government leaders and business leaders
have for several years abused the coming enlargement as an excuse to plead for a
standstill of EU environmental policies. At the same time, both environmentalists and
officials in the Accession Countries have emphasised the need for ‘Brussels’ to move on,
for the sake of their countries and the EU as a whole.

The Accession Countries are generally on track in changing their regulatory frameworks
to conform to the environmental requirements of the EU but achieving effective
enforcement on the grounds will be a big challenge. Several Accession Countries still
have much to do to establish the administrative structures and institutional capacity for
that purpose. More difficult still are the many practical measures – including significant
investment in environmental infrastructure – that must be taken within fixed time periods
agreed in the accession negotiations.

The negotiations in the environmental field were not easy. The European Commission
made it clear from the start that all Accession Countries had to, eventually, implement all
EU environmental legislation, without exception. The only thing that could be negotiated
was some postponement of the date of entry into force of specific legislation. From the
beginning, the Commission already excluded nature conservation and so-called
‘horizontal’ legislation from this possibility. Horizontal legislation is procedural legislation,
for example, on Environmental Impact Assessment and on Access to Environmental
Information.

The resulting agreements on transition periods were usually accepted where the
applicant countries could show they would not be able to comply fully with the
requirements on the day of EU membership, e.g. for those environmental obligations
requiring significant investment. For each request the acceding country had to submit a
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detailed implementation plan with a clear financial plan to the Commission. Besides that
there was to be a regular report to the Commission about progress in implementation.

For all other Directives where transition periods were not agreed, the applicant countries
have to be in compliance at the moment of accession.

Transition periods agreed at the end of the negotiations:

Abbreviations in the table: CY-Cyprus; CZ- Czech Republic; EE-Estonia; HU-Hungary;
LV – Latvia; LT – Lithuania; MT – Malta; PL – Poland; SK – Slovakia; SI – Slovenia.

Notes:   
 1. For oil shale only
 2. there is a special provision for Estonia on strict protection of lynx
 3. Cyprus has been granted a special provision for emissions of Sulphur Dioxide       
(700mg/Nm³) from boilers in Dhekalia and Vasilikos combustion plants according to      
Article 4(3) and part A of Annex IV of the large Combustion Plant Directive       
*  a one year derogation on sulphur content of certain liquid fuels, provided by the
directive
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Thus Poland has been given 10 transition periods; Latvia – 8, Malta and Slovakia – 7,
Estonia – 6, Cyprus, Hungary and Lithuania – 4 and Czech Republic and Slovenia 3.

The most difficult Directives where transition periods were granted are:

1. Urban Waste Water Treatment/UWWT with transition periods of different length for
10 countries

2. Recovery and recycling of packaging waste – 9 countries

3. Air pollution from Large Combustion Plants/LCPs – 9 countries

4. Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds/VOC from storage of petrol – 7 countries
and

5. Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control/IPPC – 5 countries
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HUMUSZ/Hulladék Munkaszövetség
Saru 11
HU-1111 Budapest

Joined the EEB in 2003

LATVIA

Environmental Protection Club/VAK
11. Novembra Krastmala 35, 103
LV-1050 Riga

Joined the EEB in 2003

Latvijas Dabas Fonds/LDF
Kronvalda blvd. 4
LV-1010 Riga

Joined the EEB in 2003

LITHUANIA

Lithuanian Fund For Nature/LGF
Algirdo 22-3
LT-2006 Vilnius

Joined the EEB in 2000

MALTA

Nature Trust Malta
P.o. Box 9
Valletta CMR 01

Joined the EEB in 2003

POLAND

Institute for Sustainable Development/ISD
Instytut Na Rzecz Ekorozwoju
Ul. Nabielaka 15 Lok. 1
PL-00 743 Warsaw

Joined the EEB in 2001
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Environmental Law Center/Centrum Prawa Ekologicznego
Uniwersytecka, 1
PL-50 951 Wroclaw

Joined the EEB in 2003

SLOVENIA

UMANOTERA
The Slovenian Foundation for Sustainable Development
Resljeva 20
SI-1000 Ljubljana

Joined the EEB in 2000

Institut for Sustainable Development/Institut za Trajnostni Razvoj
Metelkova 6
SI-1000 Ljubljana

Joined the EEB in 2000

Six out 23 EEB Board Members are from the new Member States, namely:
Chrystia LYRA - Cyprus

Jiri DLOUHY - Czech Republic

Juhan TELGMAA - Estonia

Erzsebet SCHMUCK - Hungary

Krzystof KAMIENIECKI - Poland

Anamarija SLABE - Slovenia
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This questionnaire was sent out in November 2003 as part of a survey on
the impact of the enlargement (accession) process, on the environment
and on the development of civil society.

On official agreements (transition periods)

I. Do NGOs find the transition periods necessary and realistic?

Cyprus: They are necessary but not realistic.

Czech Republic: NGOs think that the transition periods are necessary and realistic
mainly for economic and management reasons. High investments are needed for
building wastewater treatment plants, organising separated collection of waste and
reducing air pollution from large combustion plants.

Estonia: Yes, transition periods are necessary and realistic. For example, our oil shale-
based energy production causes pollution, which requires huge investment and  quite
some time to change. Long transition periods are also necessary for water supply and
waste treatment, again because it needs huge investment.

Hungary: Considering the relatively high costs of the projects for which Hungary was
granted transition periods, it would not have been realistic to expect the country to meet
the requirements by the time of the accession. Hungarian environmental NGOs
acquiesced to these transition periods, but they have not evaluated the progress made
in implementing them yet.

The Ministry of Environment and Water Management has requested information from
large combustion plants regarding transition periods and air pollution emissions. Based
on this information, it is expected that all these plants will be able to comply with the limit
values.

As for hazardous waste incineration, 41 plants do not meet the EU requirements.
According to ministry surveys, several plants – exactly how many is not known – will be
closed down until the end of the year because of the relatively large upgrading cost
involved.

Presently, about 35% of packaging waste is being recycled in Hungary, but the EU
requires 50%. The so-called ‘co-ordinating bodies’ were assigned the task of
establishing a system through which collection could be increased, especially with
respect to plastic and metal waste and combined packaging. On processing capacities,
smaller improvements and developments could be needed for paper and metal wastes,
while the raw material preparation process should be developed for waste emanating
from glass, plastic and combined packaging.

Developing local sewage treatment principally affects local governments only. They will
not be able to fulfil the requirements without national and EU resources. Therefore, at
least half of the ISPA pre-accession funds were dedicated to this, and local sewage
treatment issues are also a priority in the cohesion funds. To complement their
resources, local governments can also apply for national funds.
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It is worth mentioning that the regulation to allow environmentally-friendly sewage
disposal by individual - mainly smaller- settlements has been prepared. According to
some calculations, until 2015 approximately  70 billion HUF should be spent annually on
local sewage treatment projects in order to fulfil the commitments we have undertaken.

Latvia: NGOs criticised the national government and the Ministry of Environment during
the first rounds of negotiations, when Latvia pushed for an absurd number of transition
period (up to 21). To comment on those left in the final agreements, their presence
shows that Latvia lacks ambitions in some of the spheres of environmental policy (ie
waste management or water management). Nevertheless, that most of them are
necessary is well established on practical and financial grounds, or for specific national
circumstances.

Answering the second part of the question – are they realistic – is more difficult. For
Latvia, lack of funds is the main obstacle to implementing "investment-heavy" directives.
But there are promising signs that the relevant authorities will raise funds in order to
implement the obligations within the timeframe. As regards directives for which transition
periods were agreed on the basis of other arguments, fulfilling those depends entirely on
how strong the environmental authorities act, in practical and political terms. It is very
hard to predict if those targets are realistic or not.

Lithuania: The implementation costs of these directives are important (especially in the
water sector), therefore the transitional periods are necessary.

For example, the Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive requires installation of
wastewater treatment plants in all urban areas with 2,000 or more inhabitants. The
transitional period for the Directive on volatile organic compounds has been requested
due to insufficient time and financial resources. The Directive on packaging and
packaging waste also requires a transitional period because of high implementation
costs.

Malta: These transition periods are necessary and realistic. The implementation process
is ongoing and NGOs have complied with all dates agreed upon. There are only two
areas we are not happy about: the plastic bottles for beverages (in Malta, these can only
be bottled in glass) and the special arrangement on the Birds Directive.

Poland: The issue of transition periods was not on the NGOs’ agenda during the
negotiations. It was only discussed among NGOs working on waste issues.

Today – when the Polish government and the business sector suddenly discovered the
number of new obligations to be fulfilled – you can hear voices questioning the transition
periods and how realistic they are. There is a real concern about the effect of
implementation of the acquis (in different areas) and about how realistic it is.

Very few NGOs work on monitoring implementation and, when they do, it seems to be
limited to specific projects like Natura 2000, agriculture, agro-environmental measures
(rural development), climate change, and waste. Few organisations monitor the
implementation of the Aarhus convention. Few others focus on habitat.

Environmental NGOs are very active on the ‘Via Baltica’ road corridor issue. Four sites
of EU importance are affected involving conservation of animals (like birds), plants and
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habitats. The eventual decision will be subject to EU compliancy under the strategic
environmental assessment (SEA) scheme.

Therefore, looking at the way the acquis is being implemented, the Polish response
appears weak, fragmented or overly focused on narrow elements. NGOs produce
publications and positions papers, but the lack of communication and the absence of
platforms to exchange information remain a problem.

Slovenia: Yes, the transition periods are necessary and realistic.

II. Do NGOs think the deadlines will be respected as agreed?

Cyprus: No, the deadlines will not be respected because no effective measures have
been taken to meet them.

Czech Republic: Transition periods may not be respected especially on wastewater
treatment. Reasons for the delay are mainly financial. The biggest financial problems are
expected in municipalities of between 2 000 and 10 000 inhabitants, as they usually
have budget deficits and some of them are even bankrupt. Some municipalities are not
eligible for support from the state’s environmental funds because – even if they invested
in gas – a big part of their population is still using solid fuels (coal) due to changes in fuel
prices.

Estonia: Yes, deadlines will be respected as agreed.

Hungary: It is impossible to form a judgement, as it depends on the financial situation of
the country. It is especially very difficult to have an opinion on very long transition
periods.

Latvia: Environmental deadlines are not the top priority in Latvia, it must be stated very
clearly. However, in the past years, capacities of the environmental institutions have
increased consistently. They are ready and able to live up to the deadlines.

There is a concern that the more cross-sectorial or horizontal elements of EU law might
not be so successfully enforced, as implementation of these goes beyond the
competencies of environmental institutions.

Lithuania: It is difficult to say whether transitional periods will be sufficient.

Malta: It seems the deadlines will be respected so far. We are, however, concerned by
the waste – landfill issues are running behind.  Waste sorting at source is still a pilot
project, plant composting has still to be upgraded and – to meet the 1 May deadline –
the authorities are planning to introduce a temporary landfill until the real one starts
operating in two years time. With regards the Birds Directive, we feel that more human
resources are needed to enforcement it.

Poland: It seems that the deadlines will not be respected.

Slovenia: Yes, deadlines will be respected.
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III.      What is the NGOs’ opinion of the performance of its country with
regards to the implementation of those Directives for which there is ‘no’
transition period: is your government respecting the deadline of 1 May
2004? If not, what is your opinion about the reasons for the delay? Is
implementation going to be enforceable?

Cyprus: The government will not respect the deadlines of 1 May 2004. The reasons are
structural, in that there is no independent Ministry of Environment, and political – there is
a lack of initiative and environmental issues are low on the national agenda.

The environment is not considered a serious issue. Developing mass tourism, as well as
real estate development for investment purposes, is of high priority and overshadows all
other areas. If and when there is a solution to Cyprus’ political problems, any practical
measures for protecting and managing the environment, as well as capacity building,
should start from scratch.

Czech Republic: There were serious difficulties with the Natura 2000 Directive – the
amendment of the Nature protection act was refused by Parliament at the end of 2003
and a new minimalistic text was then submitted. It is likely that, even if it will be accepted
quickly, it will come into force too late.

Implementation will be delayed as well because state environmental inspection is
paralysed at present by personnel changes. Moreover, implementation may not be as
efficient as expected because the concept of regional complex activity was abandoned.
This was prepared as a twinning project in co-operation with the IMPEL network for
Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental Law. The old sectorial concept will
be used again – which means that air issues will be handled separately, as, too, will
water, waste, nature and so forth.

Estonia: Respecting the deadlines of 1 May is possible, but difficult. It depends mainly
on the coordinated actions of the Government and Parliament. They have still to pass a
number of legal acts but the Ministry of Environment confirmed that everything would be
ready in time.

Hungary: Harmonisation of laws has been completed in Hungary. At the moment, it is
impossible to definitely answer whether the law will be enforceable. It depends whether
the institutional development, staff recruitment and training, was sufficient and realised in
an adequate manner.

At the moment it seems that the Water Framework Directive is lacking finances to legally
enforce the Directive and develop institutions. Underground water projects are delayed
partly because of tardy institutional development and partly because of inadequate
resources. The project on the quality of drinking water is a completely new programme,
with tense deadlines. Its accomplishment is rather a financial question.

As for the new IPPC procedures and the implementation of ‘Best Available Techniques’
(BAT) scheme, it is necessary to create an information system, a database and a BAT
register, which is a huge task. In the course of the twinning project started in April 2002,
auxiliary materials were assembled on the issuance of the IPPC permits, the practical
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use of BAT and the fulfilment of obligations to collect and supply data. It can assist the
country in meeting the requirements by accession time.

Latvia: NGOs have a poor overview on the global situation because every organisation
is working on a number of specific fields. In the European Commission’s ‘Works for
accession’ list, there are not many environmental issues mentioned. According to the
reports on the progress of dealing with the deadlines, the environment is not among the
hottest issues still needing to be done. However, implementation questions are being
addressed in a series of the ‘new’ environmental legislation.

Lithuania: It is a complicated task to keep up with the implementation process of the
Directives and even more difficult to forecast whether the deadlines will be respected.
However, we can say that most of the EU law has been transposed and  implementation
has started – most of the directives should be implemented on time.

Problems and delays may occur for some Directives for which transition periods have
not been granted (Initially, Lithuania had asked for five more transitional periods to
certain Directives). Under the Drinking Water Directive, for example, the concentration
level of fluoride in the water will is unlikely to reach the required level by the date of
accession. The main reasons for the delays are lack of financial support and of
institutional capacity.

Malta: Most of the legislation is in line with the acquis and will be in place. Some
concerns remain with law enforcement. Administrative capacities are in place, but further
work is needed within the Malta Environment and Planning Authority to ensure proper
implementation of the acquis.

Poland: The government will not respect the deadline. There legislative process is still
going on in the following areas: end-of-life vehicles, WFD, Natura 2000, emissions from
solvents, large combustion plants, national emission ceilings, biocides, ambient noise. It
will be impossible to implement these laws, even if – formally, at least – they will be valid
by 1 May.

Concerning nature conservation, the Government wants the implementation of the EU
nature conservation law to be ready before 1 May, but NGOs doubt it will happen. A
special parliamentary commission has been working on this issue since September
2003. As the legislative process takes some time, the new legal framework is likely to be
approved by the end of March and the legal obligations will come into force from 1 May.

In the area of rural development, the situation is better – the implementation of
Regulation 1257/99 is complete. The special law on support for rural area development
from the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) was voted by
Parliament on 28 November 2003.

Slovenia: The Green NGO Monitor 2000-2002 presents a report by eleven
representatives of different Slovenian NGOs, which analysed the work of the
government for six months in 15 areas during the first half of its term of office (2000-
2002). The analysis was based on strategic and other key documents, and adopted
legislation and programmes. We tried to evaluate how successfully they had been put
into force. The overall summary of the results, based on our report, is that the Slovenian
government is consistently behind schedule in preparing strategic documents related to
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environmental issues and in creating the relevant legislation. Environmental policy in
Slovenia is rather formal: it lacks vision and does not recognise that environmentally
conscious economic development can actually benefit everyone.

Enforcement of environmental legislation is problematic because of the inadequate
number of inspectors. Although the number of employed inspectors increased in 2000,
the staffing decreased by 10% in the period 2000-2001. As a result, the Inspectorate for
the Environment and Spatial Planning can only exert minimum control over the major
polluters.

On impact of the accession process on national environmental policies

IV. How dominant have the obligations from the acquis communautaire
been in developing national environmental policies?

Cyprus: The obligations from the acquis have been dominant to a great extent.
Procedures, such as SEAs and EIAs and NGO participation, did not exist before the
accession process began. Other factors, such as environmental standards, food safety
and pollution standards, were also created with the acquis.

Czech Republic: The development of national environmental policies was oriented
around the fulfilment of the acquis.

Estonia: The acquis set targets and objectives. It is dominant because there is no
alternative but to fulfil its obligations. It is not dominant as an ‘ideology’.

Hungary: It is evident that, in the course of accession, those in charge of developing
national policies only focused on the adoption of the acquis. But when they worked on
institutional development, exploiting the pre-accession funds and creating the
institutional background for the cohesion and structural funds, they did not pay attention
to questions such as the integration of environmental protection or sustainable
development.

Latvia: During the past decade, the acquis was highly predominant in environmental
policy-making. Given that few political parties had a programme on environmental
policies, it puts environmental issues on the government priority list, despite politicians’
lack of interest. The negative side of the situation is the one-sided, passive approach to
environmental policy and decision-making. Transposition of the legislation and
implementation procedure most often follows a ready made plan, usually not the most
appropriate one.

Lithuania: Obligations under the acquis have been highly dominant in developing our
national environmental policies. It is obvious that Lithuanian environmental plans have
changed essentially after the conditions of EU accession were agreed. In particular, the
accession process influenced the drafting of legislation in sectors where no regulations
had existed before. Two sectors – IPPC and GMO – can be given as examples. As
transposition and implementation of EU legislation on water, waste and air takes time,
financial and human resources were placed as top priority activities for the year 2003.
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Malta: These obligations have been very dominant in developing national environmental
policies. It is the reason why things finally started moving and slowly the environment
began to climb the priority list of the country’s political agenda.

Poland: Again, answering this question is not easy. The general environmental policy is
changing: policies were adopted even before Poland had to implement the acquis. But it
is obvious that the scale of the changes required under for EU membership has had
impact on the national environmental policy.

 Slovenia: The acquis communautaire obligations have been essential to the
development of national policies.

V. Do NGOs see the acquis communautaire as a possible pressure, an
improvement for the environment, or do you feel part of the stronger
legislation has been lost? Please give examples.

Cyprus: The acquis is putting major pressure on us at the moment, but improvement of
the situation will depend on the implementation of its provisions.

Czech Republic: The transposition of acquis was a driving force for environmental
legislation. Without this pressure, some regulation will not have been decided, such as
IPPC law, GMO legislation, stronger limits for air protection and water and waste
management legislation. However, part of the legislation was softened. For instance, the
drinking water source protection system, the banning of PVC in packaging were waived.

Estonia: Yes, it is an improvement and there were no remarkable losses in the national
environmental legislation.

Hungary: The acquis will mean stricter regulations in Hungary. However, if it promotes
the reduction of pollution emissions, it does not necessarily ease the burden on and the
exploitation of natural resources.

Latvia: No arguments have more [political] weight than ‘requests by the EU’, and the
acquis was a great support for NGOs to push forward the process of environmental
policy-making. In general, the acquis is an improvement as it gives structure and
coherence to environmental legislation. Actually, some parts of the stronger legislation
have been lost (water quality requirements, for example), but they were never
implemented anyway.

Lithuania: The acquis communauaire certainly puts pressure on us to improve the
environment. For example, in the water sector alone, approximately 90 projects have to
be implemented in order to meet EU obligations. In wastewater treatment, seven
projects had been implemented in 2001.

Another example is waste management. Lithuania is going to develop a regional waste
management system. Ten regional landfills will be built by 2010, following EU
requirements, and approximately 300 current landfills, which are serious polluters, will be
closed by 2012.
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European environmental legislation also applies pressure to other sectors. For example,
Lithuania has to apply strict European requirements regarding nitrates.

Malta: Yes, the acquis communutaire had been a great tool for improving the
environmental standards in Malta. Since the beginning of the process, air quality is being
measured, bathing and drinking water is being monitored and the quality has improved
in many cases, leaded [fossil] fuels to be phased out, emissions to be controlled and the
Habitat Directive to be put in place.

Despite the generally positive results in Malta's negotiation with the EU for the
Environment chapter, two main issues have been of significant concern – the Birds
Directive and the push to reduce waste. In these two areas, negotiations have had
disappointing results. First, Malta has been granted special conditions allowing bird
shooting and trapping in spring. Second, the Maltese Government is to allow plastic
bottles for beverages.

Moreover, eco-taxes have not been introduced and we are still waiting for the ‘polluter
pays’ principle to become a reality.

         Poland: At the beginning of the accession process, we thought that the acquis would be
a good tool to push for changes in environmental policy. But now, when NGOs look
back, they realise that their capacity to exercise pressure on government has lowered.
The process of social consultations was in fact limited because of lack of capacity in
both the government and the NGOs. Expectations on both sides were higher than what
was achieved. The time pressure did not help. The economic situation of local
communities did not create high expectations either.

Implementation of the acquis may have great consequences on nature conservation. But
it will depend on the level of financial support projects like Natura 2000 – protection,
monitoring and control of nature – will receive. It also depends on how local conflicts on
the protection status of protected sites is resolved. The pressure is high on
environmental authorities and on other stakeholders to prepare the N-2000 proposal
before the day of accession. The same pressure is directed on our government, NGOs
and society to understand and to accept the proposals quickly and with very limited
information available.

For the majority of accession countries, the time given to get ready for accession has
been (without transition periods) too short. The main reason is that we in Poland – and
this is also true for a number of accession countries – have much richer nature than in
EU-15, but not as much resources to take care of it.

Again, we would like to point out that both government and administration are not fully
dedicated to implementing N-2000. There are many reasons for this lack of political will.

First, EU Member States had much more time and means to implement EU law and to
prepare N-2000 proposals and still progress made on their side is lacking. That situation
makes us feel that Poland is not treated as equal partners and it gives the Polish
government arguments against NGO requests for stronger protection of nature.

Second, misunderstandings on, and opposition to, the concept of the N-2000 network
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are substantial. Many think the system of N-2000 sites will destroy our traditional system
of nature conservation and will limit the regions’ development capacity. Others think that
N-2000 sites will be the only area to receive financial support and that other protected
areas will be left out.

Slovenia: In Slovenia, the general feeling is that national policies are prepared taking
the EU requirements as a ceiling, not a floor. There may be some exceptions to confirm
the rule.

VI. Have national governments paid sufficient attention to the
development of administrations/institutions? If yes, please give
concrete example(s).

Cyprus: No, unfortunately. The Environment Service has been created. As the
coordinating agency for government programmes for the protection of the environment, it
heads the technical committee on the environmental impact assessment of projects,
advises on environmental policy, and is mandated to ensure the implementation of the
environmental policy. Some other departments have received portfolios for the
protection of the environment, but this is not enough.

Czech Republic: The environmental sector was strengthened by several hundred
specialists, including the state’s inspectorate which was strengthened by many
specialists. However, due to reform at the state and public administration level, many
specialists were then lost. The division of competencies between local administrative
departments is sometimes unclear. And, in shifting competencies from district to regional
offices, there is now unclear division between regions and municipalities.

Estonia: Yes, but most of the work was done in the course of the transition to
democracy.

Hungary: In our view, the government did only the bare minimum. The reorganisation of
the Ministry of Environment and Water Management has been underway for a
considerable time. It was set as a target to strengthen the regional and local bodies: to
recruit and train professional staff and improve the administrative capacity by securing
the necessary infrastructure and instruments.

So far, we are not able to assess the efficiency of this reorganisation, yet it already
seems that it proceeds slower than promised. The institutional background for receiving
cohesion and structural funds has been established: we do not know yet – but will be
able to answer soon – whether it will be effective and environmentally friendly.

Latvia: Initiatives taken to strengthen environmental institutions are appropriate and
efficient. Several institutions were created, such as the National Environmental
Protection Agency, Public Health Agency and a Food Safety Agency responsible for
GMO issues. Regional environmental boards have been given additional tasks in the
area of information systems. The Environmental Inspectorate network is also slowly
developing.

Lithuania: Several organisational changes have been made in the environmental
institutions since the beginning of the accession process. The ISPA implementing
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agency, responsible for administering ISPA funds, was created in 2002 in order to
assure efficient use of EU funding. Changes in the institutional set-up of the Ministry of
Environment in 2002 included the formation of two new units – EU support
administration unit and GMO unit.

On 1 January 2003, the Water Department of the Ministry has merged with the Joint
Research Centre to from the Environmental Protection Agency. The main task of the
Agency is to implement environmental policy in Lithuania. A new department, the River
Basin Management and Pollution Prevention, has been formed within the Agency. The
River Basin Management unit will be mainly responsible for implementing the Water
Framework Directive and the Pollution Prevention unit for implementing the IPPC
Directive.

In addition to institutional reorganisation, a number of projects to enhance institutional
capacity at the state and regional levels have been launched.

Malta: Some institutions had their administrative capacity strengthened, but the Maltese
environment structures are still behind. The Malta Environment and Planning Authority is
still understaffed.  The unit’s Environmental Inspectors cannot cope with the workload
and the Administrative Law Enforcement unit (a police unit which also deals with
Environmental matters) needs to recruit more staff as well. No ‘green wardens’ exist in
Malta.

Poland: The administration is not prepared to carry out the scale of the changes
required and to tackle new duties. Studies made in 2002 showed the very low capacity
of local environmental authorities to deal with new challenges.

Slovenia: The national government is trying to develop its administrative capacity, which
is difficult sometimes as the burden of legislation is really huge. In Slovenia, we have all
necessary institutions in place, but there is a problem sometimes with the organisation
and management of these institutions. It seems that there is little coordination within the
institutions responsible for the environmental protection and even less between
themselves and other sectors.

VII. Do NGOs think that full implementation and enforcement of the
legislation will improve the environment in your country in the future?

Cyprus: Yes, by far.

Czech Republic: Yes, at least they hope. However, development of other national
programmes and policies is in conflict with the transposed environmental legislation
(transport policy, energy policy, strategy of development of transport networks,
agriculture policy). This dual situation was stated in the Strategic Environmental Impact
Assessments (SEIA) process.

Estonia: Yes

Hungary: Unfortunately, it is unlikely. Economic development, consumer and producer
patterns and habits have a much greater impact on the state of the environment than
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environmental regulation. This is confirmed by trends in the European Union: although
legislation became stricter and its institutional system stronger, the state of the
environment is actually deteriorating.

Latvia: Yes, however it depends what priority will be given to the implementation of the
environmental legislation in the coming years. Nature protection issues are especially
important because of increased pressure on protected sites, particularly in coastal areas.
If enforcement fails in these areas, a major part of our natural heritage risks being lost
within the foreseeable future.

Lithuania: Yes, we think that the environment will improve in Lithuania if EU
environmental legislation is fully implemented.

Malta: Yes, it will definitely improve the environment.

Poland: To improve the environment, economic policy must not be isolated from social
and environmental policies. In practice, this means decoupling economic growth from
resource consumption and this is a serious challenge for the EU and Poland. But this
radical attitude is missing in the EU itself.

In transport policy, the expansion of infrastructure still remains one of the major issues.
In the applicant countries, material (and transport) intensity of domestic product is much
higher than in the Member States. In addition, their dominating feature is an expansion
of roads (motorways) and an increase in the capacity and strength of existing routes.

There is also no radical approach in energy policy or in mitigating global climate change.
The EU achievements to date in reductions have focused on gas emissions other than
carbon dioxide. It will be possible to really solve the problem of excessive greenhouse
gas emissions when fossil fuel consumption in transport and energy generation is
reduced.

The fear of losses in biological diversity found its voice when the target date of 2010 for
halting the loss of biodiversity was set. But this diversity will not be protected just by
establishing indicators by 2003. So what role will be assigned to them? This is a key
problem from the point of view of creating nature conservation policy, local and regional
development policies and, above all, sectorial policies. Central and Eastern Europe will
not be able to finance biodiversity conservation in its area, nor will it be able to halt
negative economic trends unless the developed countries show by example.

Slovenia: Full implementation can, in some areas, improve the environmental situation
in Slovenia and it will also prevent further degradation. We must not forget that the
problem of other sectorial legislation can outweigh the benefits of the environmental
legislative efforts.

ON ACCESSION PROCESS AND ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS

VIII.      Has the accession process helped to increase awareness about the
environment?

Cyprus: Not really, people have not grown more sensitive since the accession process
began. Legislation is one thing, public awareness is another.
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Czech Republic: During the accession process, the Ministry of Environment has
organised public meetings on progress being made – meetings aimed at informing the
public, municipalities and regions about the latest developments in the environment field.
The impact of the accession process on NGOs was significant, as some environmental
NGOs began to be interested in Community environmental legislation and policy, and to
use the new available data and knowledge in their communication and lobbying
activities.

However, the accession process has not had any substantial impact on the
environmental awareness of the general public in the Czech Republic. The attention of
the Government has been focused mainly on the issues of citizenship, position of the CR
on the EU market – economic and social aspects of our future EU membership.
Environmental problems have not been discussed very much. And it is true also in the
context of the draft of the European Constitution where the discussion has been
concentrated on purely formal issues, on decision-making mechanisms, etc.

Estonia: Maybe not the process itself, but the quick development of the third sector of
civil society has helped to increase awareness.

Hungary:  At the beginning of the accession process, environmental protection was one
of the fields where Hungary faced serious criticism. We believed that it was a good
reason to pay due attention to environmental protection in the course of accession.
Looking back on the past few years, it did not happen.

There were two periods when environmental issues attracted more media attention.
First, when Mr Pál Pepó was minister of environment three years ago, we started to fall
behind with legal harmonisation process and the elaboration of transitional periods.
Lately, in connection with an ISPA project on waste management, it caused
considerable trouble to find a location for the project and residents of the selected
settlements refused, one after the other, to host the landfill project in their community.

People usually have an idea that environmental norms are stricter in the European
Union, that they take compliance more seriously, and that Hungary has several duties
regarding waste disposal and sewage treatment.

Latvia: Partly yes, because the environment was one of the themes in the EU accession
campaign, and the media covered the subject as well.

Lithuania: Environmental awareness has been slowly increasing since regaining
independence, but a sharp increase of public awareness during the accession process
was not evident.

Malta: Yes, very much so, and you can now hear the general public speaking up on
landfill problems, air quality problems, etc.

Poland: It seems that public awareness has increased. But the change in peoples’
perception of the issue is also due to the whole transition process and is a consequence
of the last 14 years development.

Slovenia: Yes.
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IX.       Has the environmental acquis obligation been seen as having a positive
effect or been considered as costs only? Please give some examples.

Cyprus: It is definitely seen as having positive outcomes. Natura 2000 sites, waste
management, eurodiesel and unleaded petrol are some examples.

Czech Republic: The environmental acquis obligations have been considered mainly as
costs. But water treatment, which cost the most to implement has been seen as positive.

The Ministry of Environment and some NGOs were emphasising the benefits higher
environmental protection will bring. Information campaigns on environmental issues
were organised as part of the general campaign on the EU referendum that was held in
June 2003. The Movement Duha (Rainbow) summarised both the positive and negative
impacts of the environmental acquis obligations in a short brochure. The Ministry of
Environment had information slots on TV.

Estonia: Yes, the renewed environmental legislation and the renewed environmental
standards have certainly had positive effect. The most significant effects are the
increase in the number of fresh water supply and waste water treatment facilities for
small communities, the creation of new landfills, the Natura 2000 enlarging the surface
of protected areas up to 15% of the territory, etc.

Hungary:  It is seen as both having a positive effect and being a cost. People expect
stricter environmental regulation to result in the reduction of pollution emissions, and to
create a cleaner, healthier environment. They also expect our Environmental Information
System to be developed and to have reliable information on the state of our
environment, on the effects of different products and technologies, etc.

At the same time, it is evident that certain projects are very costly , such as the local
sewage treatment projects.

Latvia: It is being considered mainly as a cost. All debates on environmental issues
focused on the cost of implementing EU legislation and gave the public a superficial
understanding of environmental policy. At least the general public realised, probably for
the first time in Latvian history, that the environment is valued highly in European
countries. That is a positive outcome.

Lithuania: There is a clear understanding that transposition and implementation of
environmental legislation is costly, and that these costs will be reflected in the costs of
services provided. However, the biggest concern for people is that EU funds are being
used efficiently and transparently.

Malta: On the whole, it has been considered positively so far, although many people
often complain that things take too long to be implemented. Of course, people are now
starting to feel the cost burden of policies like waste management and this feeling will
grow as new costs are introduced as we move ahead. Some of the most costly problems
facing Malta today are caused by crass past decisions.
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Poland: Both. The environmental acquis obligations have been seen as having a
positive effect, but the implementation turns people’s attention to the costs it generates.
But those voting in favour of accession still consider it as positive.

The question of the cost of implementing the environmental acquis received significant
coverage in the media, and many sectors have become more aware of the relationship
between their activities and the environment. But the media coverage may not have had
a positive effect. The media do not see it as an investment for the benefit of human
health and environment, but as a barrier to Poland’s EU accession.

Slovenia: It depends. In the case of wastewater treatment facilities, the perception is
that the environment will improve because of the new installation and, therefore, the
costs are not considered as unnecessary.

ON CIVIL SOCIETY AN ENVIRONMENT

X. Do NGOs consider the Aarhus Convention, in practice, as having a
concrete impact in your countries?

Cyprus: Not at the moment. The Aarhus Convention has been signed and ratified in
September 2003 but it is definitely not implemented.

Czech Republic: The Aarhus Convention is not ratified yet and the Ministry of Industry
and Commerce, and some business lobbies, are trying to postpone the ratification again.
Ratification will have a concrete impact in practice.

Estonia: Yes, it definitely has a concrete impact.

Hungary:   Lately, NGOs tend to refer to the Aarhus Convention more often, particularly
when they come across difficulties in accessing information. Another problem is access
to justice. Initially, only those NGOs with guaranteed legal status as a client and
foundations had access to justice. Earlier this year, the president of the Supreme Court
announced that, from now on, every NGO was given the legal status of a client.
Doubtless, this development reflects the spirit of the Aarhus Convention.

Latvia: NGOs working on environmental advocacy issues or grassroots mobilising
campaigns experience the positive impacts of the Aarhus Convention in Latvia.
However, most NGOs are not familiar with the Aarhus Convention or with the new
national legislation on better access to information, justice and decision-making
procedures.

At the institutional level, the understanding on the Aarhus Convention is quite limited,
especially at the municipal level and within regional institutions. Lately, you can see that
people working for the Justice administration are more aware of the Convention and its
obligations.

Lithuania: The Aarhus Convention is regarded as a significant improvement in the field
of public access to environmental information in Lithuania.
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Malta: Yes, as it is changing the way the authorities work.

Poland: Yes. The Aarhus Convention has caused major changes in Polish law.

Slovenia: The Aarhus Convention has not yet been ratified, although it was signed in
1998. Of course, NGOs can use it as a pressure, quoting the provisions from the
Convention, but the real impact is difficult to evaluate.

XI. Are information provisions by public authorities improving and are they
improving sufficiently? What are the main problems?

Cyprus: Public authorities are, most likely, not even aware of these processes. And,
where there are known, they are not enforced.

Czech Republic: Information provisions by public authorities are slowly improving. The
main problem is that the information system of public authorities is limited and, therefore,
not as helpful as it could be. Active provision of information has to be improved. So, too,
the Internet system so that it can be used as an effective tool for communicating with the
public.

Estonia: Yes, information provisions are improving.

Hungary: Access to information is not problematic. The problem lies in the content and
validity of the information obtained. Hopefully, this problem will be alleviated through the
development of the Environmental Information System.

Latvia: Yes, it is improving. The main problems are the slow pace of the information
request procedures, as well as late and irrelevant responses to request due to the lack
of staff in most administrations.

Lithuania: In order to implement the Aarhus Convention requirements and the Directive
on Free Access to Environmental Information, several governmental decisions on
information provision have been adopted. Concerning environmental information, a
Register of Environmental Information has been created. It will be a start for the
preparation of the Environmental Database.

In practice, information provision work sufficiently well at the state level. For example, all
the ministries have made it possible to access information through the Internet. The
Ministry of Environment has a website and links by subject.

The situation is relatively worse at the regional and local level: information is not
available on the Internet, information provision is a very slow and sometimes
complicated process (it can not be transferred neither by e-mail nor fax).

Malta: Yes, they are improving quite well. NGOs are being involved and consulted more.
Of course, there is room for more improvement but we seem to be moving in the right
direction.

Poland: Although the law provides for good access to information, there are many
weaknesses in the system. The administration was not prepared to implement the new
legislation. Some technical changes in the legislation made it very difficult for NGOs with
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limited human and financial resources (the situation for most NGOs in Poland) to monitor
the information on the environment. Moreover, special legislation designed to facilitate
the highway building process either did not allow access to information or made it more
difficult to get.

Slovenia: The new Act on Access to Data of Public Character, accepted in the first half
of 2003, provides some legal background for representatives of civil society to access
information related to the environment. Access to data is improving and this is mainly
due to our government’s obligations to report to the EEA and the European Commission.
Still problems remain: the information is not updated, representative data are still
missing, the format it is delivered in is sometimes not very useful, finding out who has
the data/information is sometimes difficult, and information about the same topic can
vary from one institution to the other. In some areas, information is not easily accessed
by the public.

XII. Is there a positive trend in involving the public in decision-making on
programmes/projects, etc?

Cyprus: Authorities usually send us their plans at the last minute and ask us whether we
agree or not.

Czech Republic: At the moment, what we see is the opposite process: the elimination of
public and NGOs participation from decision-making processes and from administrative
processes. A special law was passed, for example, regulating the highway construction
around the city of Plzen.

Estonia: Yes, public hearings are conducted for programmes such as the National
Action Plan (for getting EU funds), selecting Natura 2000 sites, and Environmental
Action Plans. The NGOs are involved in the preparation phase of these programmes
and are invited (if not, then taking part anyway) to participate in the Environment Impact
Assessment (EIA) plans for ports, oil terminals, plants, mining fields, etc.

The trend is positive, the law offers many opportunities for the public to get involved and
the possibility to stop the action if laws and standards are not respected, or even if there
is a doubt about the compliance of a project with the law. The business sector, knowing
that, does not take any risk as they could see the project they invested in stopped for a
long time.

Hungary: People are most keen on participating in decision-making when they are
directly affected. Project managers or officials in charge of a project in general tend to
pay more attention to informing and involving people when they are directly affected,
exemplified in the strong community opposition to landfills (ISPA project on waste
management).

Latvia: Yes, there is a positive overall trend. It depends of the programme or the project
but involvement in decision-making is possible if NGOs concretely state their interest in
the process.

Lithuania: There have been several projects and programmes for which public hearings
or consultations have been organised. At the local level, there is a practice to organise
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public hearings on the preparation process for district or municipality development plans.
However, participation of the public in such activities is not very active.

Public hearings have been organised for two projects in order to provide information to
the local population. The projects were the Lielupė River Watershed Management
Demonstration Project and the Šešupė/Nemunas River Watershed Management
Demonstration Project.

Public hearings, mostly through the EIA process, are also organised in projects involving
the implementation of regional waste management systems. Many people, mainly those
directly affected by the construction of landfills, participate in the process.

Malta: Yes, so far there is a positive trend. Involvement is especially good during the
Maltese Environment and Planning Authority decisions-making process, which includes
public consultation. Civil society is also being given a voice on official boards and
bodies, such as the Structural Funds Monitoring Board, the National Commission for
Sustainable Development, the Malta EU Action steering committee, etc.

Poland: It is difficult to say. There is a formal process to involve the public in decision-
making, but there is also a lack of administrative will. Either the time allowed for
consultation is too short, or the information is not widely distributed enough, or the draft
document to be discussed is not finalised. Recently, for example, people and local
authorities were asked to comment on the Rural Areas Development Programme, but
the draft document they were ask to work on was incomplete.

Slovenia: Public involvement in decision-making is definitely improving, technically. The
quality of public participation is still questionable sometimes. It seems that the
government involves public in decision-making, but limits the scope of the participation.
“What happens with the participation after it is over” is a more relevant question. Here,
NGOs provide feedback on comments and the reasons for excluding comments.

Have final decisions relating to the environment, for which public participation was
organised, been effectively improved due to the input from citizens? Please give
concrete examples where it did.

Cyprus: Unfortunately,‘no’. Most of the environmental improvements came with the
transposition of EU Directives.

Czech Republic: Some final decisions have been improved due to the input from
citizens or NGO representatives. In a draft of the State Environmental Policy, some
changes in the structure of priorities were made after public hearings. The state waste
management plan was also influenced by NGOs and their comments taken into account.

Estonia: Public inputs are always taken into account. Sometimes effectively, sometimes
not very effectively, and it is difficult to say why.

Hungary:   Several projects had to be modified because of public protest. In the
southern part of Hungary, in a village called Garé, there was a temporary hazardous
waste disposal site, which already started to pollute its environs but which needed a
huge amount of money to be eliminated. For a long time, authorities did nothing to solve
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the problem. Finally, it was the intensive protest of the local people that changed the
situation, as the authorities were obliged to remove the hazardous waste for
neutralisation, and the contaminated soil was cleaned up as well.

Local people have also successfully protested against the locations proposed by the
local government for the construction of waste management systems in at least three
cases. For two of these constructions, other locations had to be found after local
referenda were organised.

Latvia: Yes, some decisions were improved due to citizen input. For the National
Environmental Protection Plan (2004-2008), the public were involved in the early drafting
stage and maintained throughout the process (even during the prolonged second
comment session). As a result, even late NGO comments, if appropriate, were included
in the final text.

There are also a number of more practical decisions at the municipal level and the EIA
procedures, where public participation was a success. The Environment Action
Programme is an example where concrete methodologies of Public Participation were
applied.

Lithuania: Public participation has influenced the decision-making process in a number
of cases. The latest example we can mention concerns the oil company ‘Minijos nafta’,
close to the Kintai settlement, which had to be stopped.

Minijos nafta had planned to extract oil off the coast of Kursiu Marios. Two sites were to
be built (Kintai 1 and Kintai 2) near a beautiful coastal recreational zone, Kintai. The
community opposed the plan in a public hearing organised during the EIA process and
again during the Citizens Jury session organised as a pilot study for the project
‘Addressing water eurtrophication in the Baltic Sea Basin through regional NGO co-
operation on sustainable river basin management and public participation’. A resolution
was adopted at the end of the meeting. In the resolution, the Kintai community offered to
conduct an independent environmental impact assessment of proposed activity and to
locate the oil extraction sites east of the Kintai settlement and out of the recreational
zone.

Malta: There are some positive cases where projects had to be stopped due to public
opposition. Right now, in Malta, people are fighting against the temporary landfill issue.
This will be a good test to evaluate and see how far public opinion is taken into
consideration. The same can be said about Golf Course issues.

Poland: [No answer]

Slovenia: A public debate related to the National Energy Programme will be organised
due to public pressure and lobbying in the National Parliament. It is quite likely that the
programme will be subject to significant (hopefully positive) changes. Effectiveness of
public participation is limited by the fact that NGOs working systematically on particular
issues are not numerous and have limited capacity. Another little success was the
opening up of a process called the National Environmental Action Programme and
Action Programme on Biodegradable Waste.
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XIV. Is Access to justice existing and has it improved?

Cyprus: No, there is no access to justice.

Czech Republic: Access to justice exists but has not improved in the past years. The
main problem is the slow pace of justice.

Estonia: Yes, the right to go to court for the NGOs is almost legally recognised. There
are still no formal rules, only precedents. So far, the courts have not rejected any
complaints yet, even from non-member NGOs like WWF Estonia.

Hungary:   Access to justice exists. Given that they have client status, NGOs can initiate
and participate in the proceedings. However, foundations for example were excluded
from the proceedings so far.  Earlier this year, the president of the Supreme Court
announced that every NGO has the legal status of a client, thus they were able to
address the court. In the past few years, several environmental NGOs have become
proficient in such matters; we could mention the Clean Air Action Group or the REFLEX
Association. The Clean Air Action Group has filed complaints in connection with the
location of large shopping malls, the route of the new underground (metro), or the
construction of motorways. They won several cases, but usually economic interests
prevailed.

Latvia: Access to justice exists. It has been illustrated lately by several court cases and
is expected to improve, as now there are some precedents.

Lithuania: The Lithuanian Constitution and legal instruments transposing the
requirements of the Aarhus Convention are the main documents assuring access to
justice for Lithuania citizens. During the past decade, 40 environmental cases, on
average, have been brought to court every year. The majority of cases are related to
environmental liability issues.

Malta: Yes.

Poland: Access to justice is still very difficult, either due to lack of specific legislation
(the general legislation or the exiting declarations) or to the incapacity of the judiciary to
process the litigation.

Slovenia: No, there is no access to justice.

XV. Are there constructive relations between the NGOs and the ministry of
environment – legal framework, financial support?  Has it improved?

Cyprus: Yes, there are constructive relations between the NGOs and the Ministry for
Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment, and they have slightly improved,
largely due to the implementation of the acquis.

Czech Republic: There are constructive relations between the NGOs and the Ministry
of Environment – regular meetings, NGO participation in working groups, financial
support. Much worse are relations with other ministries.
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Estonia: Generally yes, but it is still informal. Financial aid is provided only on a project
basis.

Hungary: Since the change of regime, contacts between the environmental movement
and the Ministry of Environment and Water Management have become somewhat
‘institutionalised’. This means that environmental NGOs can send delegates to the
different governmental committees and the evaluating committees of the Central
Environmental Fund. There are regular meetings with top officials of the ministry, and, in
general, they send to NGOs drafts of documents they are working on, professional
materials and laws for consultation.

Obviously, the relationship is not completely unclouded, there are smoother and tougher
periods, depending on the intentions of the ministry – do they only want to tick off the
task, or do they seriously reflect on the opinion of the environmental NGOs?

Latvia: As the Latvian environmental NGOs community is very diverse and has a very
broad spectrum of interests, activities and methodology, we can only express the opinion
of the VAK, which is largest and most active environmental organisation in Latvia.

Trends in the past year are positive. Co-operation with the ministry has improved slightly
because of a more open consultation procedure and broader involvement of NGOs in
the working groups for drafting the legislation and policies. Twenty representatives of
different stakeholders in the environmental protection participate in the National
Environmental Protection Council. The Council holds regular meetings, follows the
political agenda and gives recommendations. It has the right to set up its own agenda
and can ask any official to report on matters within their administrative sector.

Concerning financial support, it has been decreasing for three years. VAK was able to
push for the funding of specific programmes in environmental education, but failed to get
an increase. As a result, other projects had to be abandoned.

Lithuania: Relations with the judiciary and NGO participation in decision-making are
regulated by the law on Environmental Impact Assessments and the law on Territorial
Planning. According to these, screening documents and EIA study conclusions should
be available to the public for remarks, and that all plans for territorial development
(national, regional, local) should be open to the public within ten days of the decision.
Environmental NGOs take advantage of their ability to participate in public hearings
organised during EIA and Territorial Planning procedures. In addition, NGOs usually
participate in working groups where discussion on new legal acts or other legal
documents are made.

There is no financial support for environment.

Malta: The relations with the Ministry for Rural Affairs and Environment are very good,
and improving. Unfortunately, we lack a legal framework for NGOs in Malta, although
they have been lobbying for the past ten years to get one. And financial support is very
low.

Poland: There is a legal framework, but no financial support. NGO representatives are
involved in a growing number of Steering, Monitoring or Advisory bodies. The financial



33

support scheme was discussed, planned, but lost in the legislation process. The need to
support NGOs is not a high issue on the ministry’s agenda.

Slovenia: There are some legal provisions in the recently adopted legislation (Water
Act, Act on Spatial Planning, Act on GMOs) which provides NGOs with the right to
participate. The Environmental Protection Act will try to regulate systematically the
participation of NGOs in the decision-making process, but some issues are still open.
The main problem is the definition of public interest. As for the financial support, local
and national governments’ contributions to our finances in the year 2003 were only 7%. I
believe this speaks for itself.

XVI. Has the accession process influenced the development of civil
society – development and professionalism, public support,
relations with media and financial/human resources? Please
describe or give concrete examples.

Cyprus: NGOs have become a lot more powerful and a lot more competent since the
accession process began, but that is due to their own efforts to contact European
counterparts and learn from them. Capacity building and interactive relations with
European organisations have improved their ability to put pressure and lobby on
environmental issues effectively.

Czech Republic: The accession process has influenced the development of NGOs.
Because of the PHARE programme, some NGOs could develop their activities and there
is a real improvement in their networking activities.

Estonia: The development of civil society was maybe not so much influenced by the
accession process but by the overall transition process to democracy. Civil society did
not exist at all in Soviet time, so there is no way to compare with today’s situation. NGOs
now have partners: they are parts of networks or members of European umbrella
organisations. The European partners accepted their Estonian NGOs as equal partners
before the accession. New co-operation opportunities and access to funding raised the
capacity of the NGOs, and enhanced the professionalism of project managers and NGO
staff in general.

Hungary:  Overall, the answer is ‘yes’. Some NGOs contacted NGOs in the Member
States, learned from their experiences, and then shared this knowledge with other
Hungarian NGOs. In several cases they started joint projects with foreign NGOs and,
doing so, learned the EU terminology, the methods of writing a successful grant
application and of preparing narrative reporting.

As a result of the accession process, authorities realised that, in the European Union,
NGOs are treated as partners, and they are involved in the implementation of many
projects. Even the media became interested in international programmes, for instance by
the campaigns concerning GMOs.

Latvia:  Improvements have been noticed.

Lithuania: [no answer]
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Malta: Yes, and the improvements are substantial. Public support towards NGOs is
more significant today. There has been an increase in the request for memberships and
the public often turns to NGOs for help when they think issues will not move with the
authorities.

The media coverage of NGOs’ comments and views is quite important. Many press
releases are published, NGO representatives are invited to participate in talk shows on
radio and TV. Companies are also starting to support NGO initiatives and projects.

Poland: It is difficult to evaluate the influence of the accession process upon the
development of civil society. Civil society has developed very rapidly since the beginning
of the 90s and the reasons for this are various.

PHARE funds supported civil society development, but their influence was not
significant, apart from at the local level. The most visible results of the accession
process may be the creation of pro-European and anti-European grass roots
movements, and the moves towards federalisation of the third sector.

Slovenia: The accession process has definitely influenced the development of civil
society. The concept of civil society and its role is becoming clearer. Public support to
environmental organisations, as such, is still not very strong. But the government has, in
the past year, made steps forward in recognising NGOs’ role, and this would not have
happened if we had not began the EU process. But another reason for the development
of civil society is the growing number of organisations, associations and the increasing
professionalism of their staff.

Concerning the environmental movement, we can say that professionalism is improving,
but not as fast as we would like. This is mainly due to the financial situation, which
makes it impossible to recruit more people. Relations with the media are constantly
improving due to the performance of NGOs in making issues attractive to the media.

XVII. What is environmental movement’s contribution to the development
of civil society and what are other major players (trade unions, etc)?

Cyprus: The greatest contribution has been raising awareness among civil society
groups (consumer societies) and international organisations (UNDP/UNOPS), as well as
helping scientific groups organise seminars and raise the level of information.

Czech Republic: The environmental movement has played an important role in forming
the non-profit sector. It has provided support for the non-profit sector by representing
Czech NGOs during meetings and by participating in discussions on impriving co-
operation between NGOs – environmental organisations support the idea of branch
associations (social, environmental, etc) and making ad-hoc working groups.     

Estonia: The most important self-initiated organisations are the NGOs dealing with
general democratic matters (human rights, gender equality, education, etc). Only a
couple of environmental NGOs, including the Estonian SNC, are active.

The most significant NGO achievement is the acceptance by the Parliament of the
Concept of Development of Civil Society in December 2002. The Estonian Civil Society
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Development Concept (EKAK) is a document “which describes the different roles of the
public sector and the non-profit sector which supplement each other, and the co-
operation principles in developing and implementing public policies and building up the
civic society”. It recognises that “even now the citizens' associations are necessary for
ensuring the continuation of the democratic process in Estonia, which involves all the
population”. And that “by establishing voluntary associations, people create new
possibilities for expressing and following their interests, values and goals and for public
discussions, also for solving daily problems and offering mutual aid” (www.emy.ee).

Hungary:  Since the change of regime, the environmental protection movement has
been effectively organised and, nowadays, there are many local, regional and national
environmental NGOs working throughout the country and keeping in touch with the local
population. Citizen protests have become more frequent in relation to the environment or
nature protection problems. Usually they ask for support from a local or national
environmental NGO.

The organisation of the environmental protection movement is often set as an example
to other NGOs. In the past few years, some environmental NGOs joined projects with
trade unions, but this is not a typical thing.

Latvia: Environmental organisations constitute one of most active parts of civil society,
despite not being involved in the horizontal CS issues – NGO laws, transparency
guidelines, etc NGOs’ role is mainly to defend the rights of citizens and to push the
environmental institutions to apply a proactive approach regarding the consultation with
civil society, encouraging transparent decision-making, and so on.

Other active players are organisations working on transparency issues (Latvian branch
of Transparency International), research institutes (the Public Policy Institute, backed by
the Soros Foundation, is the frontrunner) and trade unions (active but fragmented).

Lithuania: Environmental movements contributed to raising environmental awareness
and also towards informing citizens and facilitating participation in general.

Other important actors in the field are professional organisations, such as the Water
Suppliers Association, an association deeply involved in public information and
education on water issues.

Malta: The environmental movements are trying to educate the public, industry, etc
through the organisation of seminars and talks on the impact of the EU on the
environmental issues in the Maltese Islands.

Poland: The role and influence on civil society of the environmental movement is
evident. The movement was integral in the social changes of 1989. Today, the role of
the movement is limited because of financial constraints, EU financial policy towards the
NGO sector (promoting EU principles) and because of the misleading policy of the
Polish government concerning the non-governmental sector.

Other major players are social organisations, the media, trade unions, and, to some
extent, employer associations.
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Slovenia: The environmental movement is definitely the movement that has been
helping significantly to the development of the civil society. A member of the civil society
it has been lobbying very strongly on public participation in decision making process.
Other major players in Slovenia are human rights organisations. Trade unions cannot
really be considered as a main player in the development of this sector. This is definitely
a partner with who we would need to explore the possibilities of collaboration.

ON EU FINANCIAL SUPPORT TO THE ACCESSION COUNTRIES

XVIII. Please give some good/bad examples from the use of pre-accession
funds.

Cyprus: Several major studies and projects were also undertaken, aiming at
harmonising them with the European Union's environmental policy – many were
financed by the EU. Such studies have covered the management of hazardous waste,
the use of environmental fiscal instruments, the management of the Akamas Peninsula,
rural sanitation, recycling of domestic solid waste, coastal protection, used machine oils,
water resources supply and demand management, management of mining waste,
integrated monitoring of surface waters, the establishment of a sub-regional contingency
plan for marine pollution incidents, etc.

Czech Republic: Czech NGOs support all environmental projects founded by the EU,
but are very concerned ABOUT pre-accession funds for transport infrastructure projects.
Some projects for which EU funds have been requested are very controversial, for
example the highway that goes through a Natura 2000 area, or the barriers to be built on
the Elbe River. NGOs have the possibility to influence environmental projects in
monitoring committees, but not transport policy projects.

Estonia: I can only find good examples: fresh water supply and wastewater treatment
facilities for smaller communities, the creation of new landfills, the Natura 2000 enlarging
the surface of protected areas up to 15% of the territory, etc. All of these projects will
continue until 2012, receiving funding equivalent to 1/3 of Estonia’s annual budget.

Hungary: We can give bad examples of the use of pre-accession funds; one on waste
and one on transport. In the field of environmental protection, ISPA pre-accession funds
are being used to construct 12 complex waste management systems in different regions
of the country, and to solve the canalisation and sewage treatment of seven bigger
towns. The reason behind the environmental NGOs' opposition is the regional character
of the waste management systems. Waste would have to be collected from a large area,
which considerably increases the pollution coming from transport. Another problem is
that, with these regional landfills, capacities for waste disposal are significantly
increased, which does not encourage the reduction of waste production.

In the case of the ISPA projects on transport, the NGOs protested against the
construction of regional airports, although without much success.

Latvia: All examples concerning the use of pre-accession funds in environmental
matters are good. As Latvia is a comparatively small country, there have been no large-
scale projects damaging the environment, yet.
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Lithuania: Pre-accession funds – ISPA and SAPARD – have been widely used in
Lithuania. For example, ISPA funded the renovation of Vilnius’ urban wastewater
treatment plant, the construction of Šiauliai’s wastewater treatment plant and other
projects for the improvement of wastewater treatment.

Malta: So far, pre-accession assistance has been well used, such as the setting up of
mobile air monitoring stations.

Poland: There is a general lack of harmonisation in the use of pre-accession funds.
Projects under the PHARE programme were the most efficient. Implementation of ISPA
projects was not very efficient because of a long and time-consuming preparatory phase.

Slovenia: [no answer]

XIX. What expectations are there from Structural and Cohesion funds in
your organisations?

Cyprus: the country will benefit from Community co-financing of €53.3 million during the
period 2004-2006. But projects on the ground must ensure full compliance with
Community legislation in the environmental protection area. During the same period, the
cohesion fund will make an additional €54 million available for Cyprus to co-finance
infrastructures in the environment and transport sectors.

Estonia: We expect a strong and positive impact on the environmental policy, and,
above all, on agriculture (landscape maintenance) and regional policy.

Hungary: What we would like, of course, is the preparation and realisation of projects
that promote environmentally sound development and comply with the requirements of
sustainability. In our view, it is important that NGOs can participate in decision-making,
and have the opportunity to monitor the projects. We hope that Hungary would avoid the
mistakes committed by the former accession countries (like Spain and Portugal).

Latvia: Generally there are both fears and expectations. We are afraid these funds will
be used on unworthy projects and that they will lead to corruption. We expect the SCF
will bring better quality of life or additional money for social and environmental projects.

Lithuania: [no answer]

Malta: We hope that these will improve the wastewater and sewage situation, improve
the waste disposal situation in Malta, improve and promote organic agriculture, improve
water and air quality, and protect ecologically important sites and the environment in
general.

Poland: We expect these funds to support sustainable development and improve
competition rules based on equity principles with the present Member States.

Slovenia: [no answer]



38

XX. What role does environmental concerns play in the  formulation of the
relevant plans (National Development Plans)?

Cyprus: Environment concerns only play the role if prescribed by EU Directives.

Czech Republic: All these documents were assessed from the view of environmental
impacts (SEA).

Estonia: The role environmental concerns play is remarkable. They are expressed
through the Social Impact Assessment and Environmental Impact Assessment reports of
the National Development Plans.

Hungary: Aspects of environmental protection and sustainability were integrated into the
National Development Plan. However, it does not necessarily mean that environmental
interests will take priority in realising a project. Transport projects are a good example of
this practice, as environmental considerations are always played down.

Latvia: Environmental concerns are mentioned formally in National Development Plans,
and that is all.

Lithuania: When developing national, regional and local development plans
environmental concerns receive the same importance as the others. The Governmental
Programme of Measures for 2001-2004 includes measures for environmental protection,
principles of sustainable development and the ‘polluter pays’ principle.
Environmental concerns can also be found in regional development plans, such as
measures for environmental protection, ecological farming, tourism and recreational
development.

Malta: Slowly, the environment is playing a more important role. However, it is not
viewed as an important concern when it comes to mega-projects. Of course, today
Environmental Impact Assessments are compulsory for any significant development
anywhere in Malta and public consultation have to be organised, therefore the situation
has improved.

Poland: REC, an independent team of experts (including representatives of the ISD),
assessed the National Development Plan for 2004-2006. The Framework Strategic
Environmental Assessment pointed out the very limited approach to the environment of
the Plan, saying that it did not consider sustainable development as a basic principle.
Environmental protection costs are very well documented, whereas there is no
information on the benefits of environmental policies. Amendments and changes to the
Plan were proposed – some of them, but not many, were taken into account in the latest
version.

Slovenia: [no answer]
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ON SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

XXI. Does your country have sustainable development strategies? Since
when? Please describe the feasibility and impact of such plans.

Cyprus: The country does no have a sustainable development strategy. The Ministry of
Finance is responsible for drawing up a general development plan, but the Ministry of
the Interior announced recently that the government will not do this.

Czech Republic: The Czech Republic does not have a national sustainable strategy
yet. In 2002, two drafts were put together. One of them was made by the Centre for
Environmental Studies of Charles University, and the second one by the Czech
Ecological Institute (belonging to the Ministry of Environment). But neither of these
documents were adequate.

In August 2003, the Council for Sustainable Development was established as an
advisory body to the Czech government. Its main role is to prepare a draft of the
Sustainable Development Strategy. The Strategy should be presented to the
Government at the end of June 2004.

Estonia: Yes, we have a sustainable development strategy but the Government and
Parliament have not approved it yet.

Hungary: Hungary has not yet prepared its national sustainable development strategy,
although the prime minister, during the last election campaign, promised that his
government would develop it before the end of 2004. We hope it will be done.

Latvia: Yes, the National Strategy for Sustainable Development was prepared in 2002. It
was quickly prepared before the Rio+10 summit took place, so it is not very coherent.
However, it is a first effort and a basis for further work. The Strategy is quite a high
ranking legal document. The reporting mechanisms (already criticised by ministries) are
good for tracking progress. The National Council for Sustainable Development can be
used to ensure policy changes.

Lithuania: The National Sustainable Development Strategy was approved on 11
September 2003. Each ministry has to revise its national programmes and, if needed,
enter provisions to accommodate the Strategy.

Malta: Malta started preparing a sustainable development strategy in 2002, when the
National Commission for Sustainable Development – under the chairmanship of the
prime minister – was first established. This plan is still under development.

Poland: The Polish government has prepared a Sustainable Development Strategy of
Poland up to 2025. The Strategy was submitted to Parliament. In the middle of the 90s,
Poland had a development strategy at the local level called ‘Agenda 21’. The problem
with sustainable development strategies is that the number of goals – and tools to
achieve them – is too high compared with the organisational and financial capacities of
the country.
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Slovenia: Slovenia does not have a sustainable development strategy. The Strategy of
Economic Development introduces sustainability as a new development paradigm. But
this is more or less all our government does. We also had a council for sustainable
development, whose president was the prime minister which counted a relatively high
number of representatives from environmental NGOs Despite being non-operational, the
council could have worked quite effectively if the Ministry of Environment had taken the
initiative. The council was dissolved and, in December 2003, replaced by a new Council
for Sustainable Development, this time composed of almost 40 members – with only one
environmental NGO representative.

XXII. Do these plans affect the policies of your country in favour of the
environment? Please describe the general situation.

Cyprus: There are no such plans. Without a sustainable development strategy the
environment is at great risk.

Estonia: The effects of these plans are weak. The plans are not legally binding yet, but
they are morally important.

Hungary: Unfortunately, the preparation process of the sustainable development
strategy has not started yet.

Latvia: The plans only have a ‘potential’ impact, as the legal framework and reporting
mechanism are still under discussion. At this stage it is not easy to predict the outcomes
of the process.

Lithuania: The National Sustainable Development Strategy was adopted last year, so it
is too soon to evaluate the direct impact of the plan. The National Sustainable
Development Strategy set up a number of sustainability indicators that will be monitored.
The steering committee made up of representatives of the government has been formed
to implement the strategy.

Malta: So far, very little. Although hotel construction, for example, has slowed down after
a capacity study was undertaken.

Poland: The Sustainable Development Strategy had a substantial impact on how the
Second National Environmental Policy was put together and implemented. The content
of the two documents is very close. The idea was to link environmental goals with social
and economic development goals, as well as with sectors traditionally harmful to the
environment, like energy, transport and agriculture.

Slovenia: We have no sustainable development plans.

XXIII. What is the position of the ministry of environment in the government?
Has it been given horizontal responsibility to promote sustainable
development? Or does it, in other ways, play a coordinating/stimulating
role for sustainable development?

Cyprus: There is no separate Ministry for the Environment. The Ministry of Agriculture,
Natural Resources and Environment is responsible for the rational management and
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sustainable use of natural resources, as well as being the coordinating ministry for the
protection of the island's environment (no horizontal responsibilities). But it has some
authority because it presides over EIAs and scientific committees, the Council for the
Protection of the Environment, the Environment Committee and the Environment
Service.

Czech Republic: As in other countries the Czech Ministry of Environment is not as
strong as ministries dealing directly with economic issues (Ministry of Trade and
Industry, Ministry of Agriculture). Pursuant to the act on competencies of national
authorities, the ministry should provide ‘supreme supervision’ over the environment.
However, this responsibility has never been specified. The ministry is the national
supervising authority as far as the compliance with the environmental legislation is
concerned.

As for sustainable development, the ministry does not have any special horizontal role. It
is responsible for providing the final opinion in EIA and SEA procedures, which are
considered the main background documents in the decision-making process. The
minister of environment is a member and a vice-president of the Governmental Council
for Sustainable Development is responsible for the environmental pillar. As such, he can
exercise certain control over the quality of the Sustainable Development Strategy, and
over its implementation (through monitoring mechanisms, once they are established).

Estonia: The Ministry of Environment plays a coordinating role in the process. It is a
sign that the concept of sustainable development is still treated like something belonging
mainly to the environment. The ministry is responsible for the functioning of the
Governmental Committee on Sustainable Development. It has no horizontal coordination
role. The other ministries’ attitudes to sustainable development are formal. The current
government has not organised any committee meetings on this yet.

Hungary: The position of the Ministry of Environment and Water Management is rather
weak in the government. This became obvious during the Parliamentary debate on the
2004 budget submitted by the government. As far as we know, in the near future the
Ministry of Environment and Water Management is to submit a report to the government
about the preparation of a sustainable development strategy. Hopefully, the ministry will
be assigned horizontal responsibilities.

Latvia: The Ministry of Environment currently plays a coordinating role for sustainable
development. However, this role depends on governmental changes or governmental
decision. The same government who decided to give this responsibility took it away later
and it was returned only after serious fights in the government itself and NGO
campaigns.

Lithuania: The Ministry of Environment is not the strongest in the government. It is in
charge of implementation, however, at the moment, it seems it does not have enough
financial and human resources to handle this function.

Malta: The Ministry for the Environment is responsible for sustainable development, but
there is no plan for sustainable development in Malta yet. MEPA will be responsible for
“advis[ing] the minister in the formulation and implementation of policies relating to the
promotion of sustainable development, protection and management of the environment
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and the sustainable management of natural resources, and on such other matters as
may be necessary for the better carrying out of the provisions of this Act”.

Poland: The Ministry of Environment is not strong and influential. Probably
environmental acquis will boost the role of the ministry within the government.

Slovenia: Our Ministry of Environment does not really do anything to promote
sustainable development. They hide this lack of initiative behind the Strategy of
Economic Development of Republic of Slovenia, which introduces sustainability as a
new development paradigm. Clear evidence of the low level of importance our
government gives to the sustainable development is the fact that the president of the
newly-formed Council for Sustainable Development is a minister without a portfolio,
responsible for regional development (it used to be presided over by the prime minister).

XXIV. What impacts will EU membership have on the accession countries’
development towards sustainability?

Cyprus: Theoretically, EU membership will have a great impact, especially when the EU
adopts concrete measures for implementing and setting up a fine system to punish
violators (large fines for unsustainable practices).

Czech Republic: If I admit that the EU is moving towards sustainability (which is not
fully true) CR’s membership in the EU will make Czech politicians aware of this concept
and its content. In the CR, only the Minister of Environment knows what sustainable
development means in all its dimensions. Other politicians, including ministers, think
purely within their sectorial limits, in spite of the SEA which has been in existence for
more than ten years in the CR. The same is particularly true for both chambers of the
Czech Parliament.

Being members of the EU Council, of the EP and other EU bodies, Czech politicians will
have to learn more about how SD is taken into account in discussions and work in these
bodies. In particular, they will find out that SD is not only an environmental concept but
one which affects the development of society as such. This will hopefully contribute to
changing CR’s policies.

Estonia: Hopefully positive.

Hungary: So far, there are only a few accession countries with a national sustainable
development strategy completed. In this regard, there will certainly be some
development. However, we cannot simply declare that EU membership will stimulate
these countries to move towards sustainability. We cannot forget that consumption and
production are rapidly growing in the accession countries, resulting in increased pollution
(air, noise and water) and a greater burden on nature and natural resources.

Latvia: Discussions and decisions at the EU level on sustainable development have
been the main driving force behind national efforts. Hopefully, together with public
pressure, EU membership will ensure that the same effort will go on in the future.

Lithuania: Our Sustainable Development Strategy was adopted following the
recommendations of the European Council meeting (Barcelona, 2002). The EU
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accession process has directly influenced Lithuanian plans to develop the strategy and
we hope that EU membership will as well.

Malta: The EU’s environment policy emanates from the EU environment action
programme’s ‘Towards sustainability’ sub-section. As EU laws will be directly applicable
once we officially become EU members, our environmental policy should be geared
towards sustainable development, as well.

Poland: New policies and programmes will have a positive impact on Poland’s progress
towards sustainability. Some examples are environmental policy integration, control of
GMOs, and renewable energy. On the other hand, the EU is going to finance a lot of
activities and projects that go against the idea of sustainable development – road
transport infrastructure, end-of-pipe solutions, intensive farming and land consolidation
(destruction of buffer zones, diversity and valuable habitats). Worse still, EU
programmes are going to strain Poland’s budget, and make it very difficult to provide
funding for sustainable policies. It is very difficult to believe that we will have more
sustainability than today. We would like to believe that, in the long term, ‘sustainability’
will become a reality.

Slovenia: It is hard to believe that the accession countries will take the lead in promoting
sustainable development. So the question is, how much stronger the more progressive
countries will be in influencing sustainable policy at the EU level? The task will be rather
difficult as it will become hard to reach an agreement about these kinds of issues, and
we can expect even less concrete agreements than there are today. Many things will,
therefore, depend on the national governments’ creativity and progressiveness, which
they often lack.

Moreover, it is expected that unsustainable consumption in new Member States will
increase even further, leading the development away from ‘sustainability’.

ON ENVIRONMENT AND OTHER SECTORS – AGRICULTURE, ENERGY,
TRANSPORT

XXV. Do you see concrete examples of environment being integrated in these
sectors? Please describe them.

Cyprus: There are some examples: primarily alternative sources of energy, photovoltaic
systems and windmills are subsidised. Agriculture has also integrated environmental
considerations. Organic farming will also increase and bring great benefits to the
environment.

Czech Republic:  I do not see any examples.

Estonia: You can see integration mainly in the form of stronger standards and rising
taxes for polluters and those using up natural resources.

Hungary: At the moment, we cannot see any effort being put into environmental policy
integration; rather, the opposite is more apparent. We can find negative examples in
almost every sector. In transport policy, the main questions are how to strengthen the
construction of motorways and how to find more funding. Concerning the agriculture
sector, the prime target of Hungary during the negotiation process was to get a bigger
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slice from the first pillar of the CAP, disregarding the second pillar, rural development
and agro-environmental protection. The Cardiff process is unknown among the decision-
makers and the stakeholders.

Latvia: In agriculture, different provisions under the Rural Development Strategy ensure
the environmental aspects are in line with SAPARD and CAP. In transport, the national
railroad system has agreed to follow the eco-efficiency strategy, but it is hard to
comment on implementation. In energy, the national targets rely on the the development
of wind energy.

Lithuania: Concrete examples can be found in the agricultural sector. The objectives set
in the Single Programming Document include diversifying economic activities in rural
areas, as well as protecting biological diversity, the environment and landscape. The
document also emphasises that modern agriculture should be developed with existing
natural resources. The monitoring programme for the Nitrates Directive can also be
mentioned.

Malta: So far, very little.  Malta is still far behind in the use of alternative energy sources
– the energy industry is still a state monopoly. Poor public transport is the reason why
many people still use private transport in Malta; thus, transport policy needs improving.
The increase of cars is very high each year with over 7,000 new cars on the road each
year. We have over 280,000 cars on the road and a population of around 400,000.
Concerning agriculture, hazardous pesticides are being phased out, yet the promotion of
organic farming badly needs boosting.

Poland: Some environmental aspects are integrated into agriculture policy – main
elements of this integration can be found in the document ‘Coherent Structural Policy for
Rural Areas and Agriculture Development’. Among the main objectives of the Structural
Policy you find ‘Sustainable development of rural areas, protection of the natural
environment and cultural heritage’. Specific objectives connected with environmental
aspect are listed as follow:

• reduction of the negative impact of agriculture on the environment and protection
of rural areas from the harmful impact of industry

• dissemination of environmentally friendly methods of agricultural production, with
special emphasis on areas of nature and landscape values and environmentally
sensitive areas.

Implementation of the agri-environmental programme into the Rural Development Plan
for 2004-2006 is another example of the integration of environmental issues.

Slovenia: In 2001, we adopted an agri-environmental programme accommodating the
environment. But there is still no transport policy and the National Energy Programme is
being criticised by NGOs as highly unsustainable. Parliament is currently discussing the
programme and intends to organise a public debate on the issue. To sum up, the
integration of the environment into sectorial policies is rather poor.

XXVI. What is the co-operation between different ministries: is there
a special agreement, regular meetings, reporting to
Parliament etc ?

Cyprus: According to the law, ministries are supposed to sit in joint committees and
report their activities to Parliament, but, in reality, each department pursues its own
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agenda which sometimes conflicts with environmental protection. For example, the
Cyprus Game Fund Service report on illegal trapping operations is heavily lobbied by the
hunters’ association.

Czech Republic: As far as we know, the only official co-operation agreement on th
environment is between the Ministries of Environment and Education. An update of this
agreement for the coming year will be signed soon.

The Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of Agriculture have released some
common reports on the state of water and forest management, but these reports dealt
with the problem of management not with protection of nature. They are also
collaborating in working groups, commissions and coordination bodies.

Estonia: Co-operation seems to be informal. The Ministry of Finance sometimes takes
the initiative, because all these activities usually have a budgetary impact.

Hungary: There is a system of consultation on different issues or projects. During the
EU-accession process, an inter-ministerial committee, coordinated by the Ministry of
Environment and Water Management, was established. Its task was to harmonise  laws
and the implementation of environmental protection. An inter-ministerial committee was
also set up on development policies in order to work out the National Development Plan;
to secure the right institutional foundations for receiving the cohesion and structural
funds.

There is a Committee on Environment in Parliament, which hears and reviews the
reports coming from governmental bodies in the process of legislation. However, it does
not have a great impact on the Ministry of Agriculture, for instance, or on the Ministry of
Finance.

Latvia: All ministries report annually to the Ministry of the Environment on their progress
toward sustainability, then the ministry submits a joint report to the government. The
National Council on Sustainable Development gives recommendations.

General activities include participating in working groups, different kinds of Councils and
so on . Yet co-operation is not common and depends on circumstances.

Lithuania: There are no special agreements or regular meetings between the ministries.
However, pieces of legislation – relevant to a few sectors (eg environment and health
protection, environment and agriculture) are being developed or discussed in the special
committees where both ministries are represented.

Malta: We feel that coordination has to be improved and ministries should work together
more in these areas.

Poland: The co-operation between the Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of
Agriculture was not satisfactory until last year when, in May 2003, both ministers signed
an agreement in which they promised to co-operate on the sustainable development of
rural areas. In February 4, 2004, both ministers and their staff renewed their declaration
of co-operation.

Slovenia: [no answer]
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ON MAKING THE MARKET WORK FOR ENVIRONMENT

XXVII. Has your country introduced environmental taxes? Where
are they used? Are their plans to go further with such a
policy?

Cyprus:  No, the country did not introduce such taxes.

Czech Republic: Nearly 7% of tax revenues come from environmental taxes. These are
mainly levies on waste and air pollution; excise duties on oil; annual payment on motor
vehicles; mining, etc.

Estonia: Environmental taxes were introduced, but there is no systematic work in this
direction. There is a basic understanding that raising environmental taxes is the right
thing to do. It needs some time to begin to understand environmental fiscal reform and in
the EEB we handle it by working on the Environmental Fiscal Reform Campaign.

Hungary: The 1996 Environmental Protection Act introduces three kinds of
environmental taxes: product charges, environmental load charges and environment use
charges.

Product charges were introduced first; they applied, inter alia, to tyres, fuels, packing
materials, refrigerants, and recently, to solvents. These charges are collected through
the Central Environmental Fund, which finances the realisation of projects (through grant
applications).

The environmental load charges were adopted and introduced last year, and they
include a soil load charge, which will be phased in gradually in the coming years. In
addition, the Ministry of Environment has started to put together an environmental use
charge.

Latvia: Yes, in the area of packaging and waste. Such policies will be developed if the
EU legislation goes further. The idea is that we have to do what is required, not more.

Lithuania: Lithuania has introduced environmental taxes. How to make the system more
efficient has been discussed, including the implications of joining the EU emission
trading scheme and amendments in current fuel/carbon taxation mechanisms. However,
no political decision have been taken yet.

Emission taxes cover atmospheric, water and soil pollution, as well as pollution caused
by solid-waste generation. Emission charges are paid mainly by stationary pollution
sources (industrial plants, water treatment companies, energy production plants,
landfills). No pollutants can be released into the environment without a priori approval of
the environmental authorities.

However, Lithuania’s air pollution charges are levied on pollution not only from stationary
sources, but also from mobile sources – motor vehicles and any other mobile equipment
which consumes fuel (cars, buses, lorries, trains, ships, aircraft). Those obliged to pay
are all legal entities which use mobile pollution sources (MPS) in pursuit of their
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commercial activities. Basic charge rates are set per tonne of consumed fuel.
Additionally, charge rates are differentiated depending on fuel type and the technical
characteristics/standards of the MPS (filters, exhaust neutralisation systems, etc).
Aircraft are also charged on the basis of one landing and take-off cycle. MPSs using bio-
fuels and those used for agricultural purposes are tax exempted.

The benefits of the current MPS taxation system are under discussion in Lithuania.
Questions are mainly raised about the distortion of the ‘polluter pays principle’ – the
MPS charge is levied only on transport owned by legal entities (companies), whereas
greater volumes of pollution are discharged from the private car fleet. Other concerns
are related to taxation efficiency – high administration costs, low charge rates.

Introduction of waste disposal charges in Lithuania is foreseen in strategic documents,
but are unlikely to be in place before the new regional waste-management system is
implemented.

The government resolution on tax rates for natural resources foresees variable surface
water tax rates for different power plants and for industry, as well as agriculture. In
addition, there are different rates set for amber extracted from different sites.

In Lithuania, ad valorem tax is applied for the extraction of oil and gas. The basic tax rate
is calculated as a percentage of the extracted oil/gas sales price. Additionally, a
compensatory tax tariff (9%) is applied if geological investigations were financed from
the state budget. The Law on Oil and Gas Resource Tax was amended in 2003 in order
to provide more conducive economic conditions for private-sector investments in
geological exploration work. The amended legislation provides for a more flexible
taxation scheme, which differentiates tax tariffs (ranging from 2 to 20% of the sales
price) depending on the location of the oil and gas deposits (land-based/marine), the
extraction capacity and the operation start time.

In order to foster exploration work, a tax allowance mechanism was instituted according
to which oil and gas extraction companies, operating deposits opened after 2003 (or
before 2003 provided that the deposits are being 75% utilised), can receive tax
allowances of up to 50% of the payable tax sum to compensate for investments in
exploration activity.

Lithuania has passed legislation that establishes a mandatory deposit for certain
reusable packaging, beginning in January 2003. Deposits were imposed on glass
refillables used for all types of beverages. Two deposit rates are set depending on the
volume of the refillable: €0.1 per unit of packaging with a volume of 0.5 litres or less and
€0.12 for the containers with a volume of greater than 0.5 litres.

Because of technical reasons and inconsistencies in the legislation, this deposit-refund
scheme is not yet operational. It is anticipated that charges levied on certain products
and the possibilities for tax exemptions will induce producers and importers of taxable
products to develop collection systems, which offer more favourable financial incentives
for product users to return used items to collection points and promote the establishment
of voluntary deposit-refund schemes for other products1.

                                                
1 Baltic Environmental Forum. Use of Economic Instruments In Environmental Policy In the Baltic States,

2003
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Malta: There are plans to introduce eco-taxes, which will eventually lead to the adoption
of the ‘polluter pays principle’.

Poland: Poland has introduced environmental taxes. Very recently, a tax on fuels was
introduced. The Second National Environmental Policy forecasts the implementation of
other environmental taxes within the next few years.

Slovenia: A tax on CO2  was introduced in 1998, but I believe that the money is not
earmarked for environmental investments only. Recently, tax on water and waste were
introduced in Slovenia. There is definitely a plan to continue applying such a policy, but
the question is how the government will address the issue of harmful subsidies and,
more generally, what it will do about the green budget reform.

XXVIII.  Is subsidy reform with an environmental motivation taking place? If
yes, please give an example(s).

Cyprus: There is no subsidy reform with an environmental motivation.

Czech Republic: No, there are some proposal put forward by some environmental
NGOs (especially for land reclamation after mining, and the transport and energy
sectors).

Estonia: No.

Hungary: So far, nothing has happened in this area.

Latvia: It would be hard to call it reform, but different initiatives are being prepared in the
transport and agricultural sectors.

Lithuania: [no answer]

Malta: No reform as such. There are subsidies for the use of alternate energy, such as
solar panels in households and the use of electric cars. In the solar panels case, the
household has the meter rent waived in the case of electric cars, the capital city license
and part of the VAT fees on registration are waived.

Poland: The government has promised in this document that environmentally harmful
subsidies will be banned between the years 2007-2010. There is no general subsidy
reform in Poland, but there is a process underway of reshaping specific subsidies in
different sectors. The process is strictly connected with strategies and policies
implemented by governmental bodies in their respective fields. For example, subsidies in
transport are successively changing under specific programmes that the Ministry of
Infrastructure has been implementing in co-operation with the Ministry of Economy,
Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Environment. The subsidies in the Energy and Coal
Mining sector are implemented within restructuring programmes by these three
ministries in agreement with other stakeholders: employees and employers.

Slovenia: Does not seem to be happening.
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XIX. Do public authorities include environmental objectives in their
procurement practices? Is this being stimulated by the central
authority?

Cyprus: Not really, unless the private sector takes the initiative.

Czech Republic: The Ministry of the Environment uses ‘green procurement’. Some
procurement practices include environmental objectives, but improving the environment
is not usually the main reason behind the choice of public authorities.

Estonia: No, environmental objectives are not a criteria.

Hungary: These practices do not include any environmental objectives.

Latvia: Under the National Strategy for Sustainable Development, the Ministry of
Finances has been assigned the task of considering the changes in public procurement
policies within the year 2003. The changes in procurement regulations have not been
made public yet, but must be approved soon as this is a work listed by the European
Commission. Up to now, the Finance Ministry has also avoided reporting to the Nation
Council on Sustainable Development on its progress in this task.

Lithuania: Green budget reform and green procurement are under discussion with tno
evidence on the ground of them being implemented.

Malta: So far, no. Only the Ministry for Rural Affairs and Environment includes
environmental objectives in its procurement practices. The Malta Tourism Authority has
recently set up a Green Commission to monitor the hotel industry’s environmental
standards, promoting EMAS, etc.

Poland: Environmental objectives are sometimes included in procurement procedures,
especially if the purchase concerns environmental equipment.

Slovenia: No


