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INTRODUCTION: 

Geographical Identification, Challenges in the Region

Historically, the 20th century is the century of contradictions. It is the century dominated by massacres and totalitarian wars – “The Age of Extremities” according to the English historian Eric Hobsbawm – as well as the age of significant scientific, technological and cultural achievements. On a global scale, the 20th century has been marked by the atrocities of World Wars I and II. On the regional scale of the Balkan Peninsula, late 20th century, especially the 1990’s, constitutes a time period of rising tension and conflict, culminating to the creation of a war zone in the heart of Europe. The Yugoslav wars are the story of the post-Cold War Europe. It is the first time that we have armed conflict on European soil since the end of World War II.  

Given its negative connotations, it seemed almost inevitable that the term “Balkans” should be reformulated in an effort to surpass its regrettable past and proceed to new aspiring schemes of cooperation that would bring lasting peace, stability and prosperity in the region. Only after the launch of the Stabilization and Association Process (SAP) in 1999 by the European Union (EU) did the term “Western Balkans”
 come into formal existence. But, again, the specific term is considered to be only one part of a broader geographical space including also Greece, Turkey, Bulgaria and Romania. That space corresponds to the semantically neutral term of “South East Europe” (Delevic 2007: pp.11 and 15).

 South East Europe (SEE) is surrounded by water, namely by the Mediterranean Sea on its south and west sides and by the Black Sea on the eastern part. Given that with Bulgaria’s and Romania’s EU accession the Union’s borders expanded to the Black Sea coasts, western Black Sea marine space in particular transformed into an EU coastal zone. In view of that, the Black Sea (especially its western littorals) will also form part of the present study dealing with the environmental protection of the SEE marine region. Accordingly, sound management and protection of the marine resources (including internal waters/rivers) could prove to be a fruitful field of cooperation among the SEE littoral countries leading to the consolidation of security and to the eventual settlement of pending disputes in the region. 

However, both the unwarranted warfare that took place in former Yugoslavia as well as the excessive commercial human activity for tourist and fishing purposes in the coastal zones of SEE have had severe environmental repercussions, affecting not only the nature of marine ecosystems but also the ecological balance of the relevant marine biodiversity as well as the quality of internal waters and rivers mainly due to the extensive spread of toxic chemical waste in the broader area.

Rapid economic growth, disproportionate use of natural resources for agricultural and industrial purposes, along with an overwhelming degree of urbanization particularly in the coastal areas of SEE have proved to be conducive for the deterioration of the marine and water resources in the region. In the case at hand, the natural interconnection of the Mediterranean with the Black Sea unavoidably renders the protection of the relevant transboundary water resources an imperative for the efficient management and effective tackling of marine degradation noted in the region.

Yet, apart from the aforementioned challenges of local origin, which the region is facing and to which we will come back later on, there is also another kind of challenge, of global origin, which should also be reminded and taken into account; that of the Global Climate Change. Climate change, due to global warming and the greenhouse effect, most notably leads to an ongoing increase of the marine water acidity, to the gradual loss of the marine biodiversity and to the eventual rise of the sea level. Hence, putting into danger the quality of the environment in coastal zones and small islands in particular. Natural disasters and economic crises, as a result of the extreme weather conditions (namely, storms, droughts, floods and water shortage) could have severe consequences for the economy globally and regionally; therefore, having potential negative outcomes for the national economies of SEE, especially for the Western Balkans countries that are still on the road of transition and alignment with West European market-oriented economic standards. 

The impact of the above mentioned phenomenon of global range can be exacerbated when correlated with the challenges of regional/local origin that SEE countries are facing and which are directly associated with the specific characteristics of the marine environment in the region; that is to say, special features of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea marine environment. Not to mention certain geopolitical parameters that could be regarded as crucial for the thorough preservation of the marine resources by the SEE coastal states.

The Mediterranean is linked with the Black Sea through the River Bosporus and the Dardanelles Straits. This mere fact brings about a list of specific common characteristics of these two Seas, which have already been pointed out in a pretty accurate and helpful way in the relevant literature (Doussis 2005) and consist in the following ones: (a) Both Seas come under the category of enclosed or semi-enclosed seas, pursuant to the legal definition provided in the Article 122 provision of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).
 Τhe aforementioned legal classification entails the adoption of precise policy measures favoring regional cooperation by the coastal states of enclosed or semi-enclosed seas for the attainment of the appropriate degree of sound protection and preservation of the marine environment.
 The legal encouragement of the specific policy initiatives bears particular significance and can be easily understood when related to the ecological vulnerability of this kind of seas in terms of water renewal. (b) Both Seas constitute highly important transit passages of intense navigational traffic for commercial purposes (transfer of oil tankers and cargo ships); hence, rendering manifest the geopolitical implications arising in terms of marine environmental protection and parallel respect for the freedom of navigation (Doussis 2006: pp.356 and 366). (c) Over-exploitation of the urban space and the natural resources in the coastal zones of both the Mediterranean and the Black Sea with the land-based sources gaining points as the primary source of marine pollution in the area. 

The previous enumeration of the specific common elements attributed to both Seas along with their inherent transboundary nature of pollution reasonably leads us to a parallel presentation and evaluation of the policy tools applied in both cases while underlying, at the same time, the absence of an overall policy mechanism aiming at an inclusive approach of both the Mediterranean and the Black Sea’s marine resources as a single ecological marine space worthy of protection. By laying emphasis on the capacity gaps noted at each policy level to be examined below, the present analysis, amongst others, sheds light on certain aspects of the case at hand that could be considered of use for the drawing of knowledge as to the elaboration of potential forms of cooperative schemes or even the deepening of already existing ones in the specific policy field. 

The aim of the present paper is to address the issues referring to the environmental protection of the marine space in SEE, especially with regard to the environmental policies related to the Mediterranean and Black Sea marine ecosystems. More specifically, emphasis is laid on the question whether the relevant institutional outcomes, deriving from the parallel or even simultaneous functioning of a wide range of decision-making levels, actually lead to the formation of a crystallized policy comprising effective implementation mechanisms on the aforementioned fields.

Instilling a spirit of constructive cooperation among the SEE countries
 for the thorough management and preservation of their marine resources constitutes a challenge both for the international actors involved in the whole process and for the SEE countries themselves. Given the warring past of these countries as well as the existing geopolitical disputes among some of them,
 the eventual building of mutual trust among them through the fostering of collaborative schemes in the specific policy area could, indeed, prove to be a success story for the international community’s initiatives, regarding marine environmental protection of the particular geographical space. The scientific interest resulting from the above considerations justifies the importance of the particular topic of analysis, which gains steadily ground in the political agenda of global current affairs, especially when combined with the ever-pressing phenomenon of Global Climate Change and its regional implications. 

The present paper’s main argument consists of the assumption that the variety and multiplicity of institutional structures cumulatively engaged in the process of safeguarding environmental protection guarantees for the marine space of SEE - seen as an undivided ecological entity - accounts for the emerging deficiencies of the system in terms of applying efficient coordinating instruments and accomplishing consistent policy outputs. More specifically, the focus will be on the effect of the diverse and multi-dimensional character of the system on the elaboration of the appropriate proposals and ventures from the side of the SEE states involved. 

  The methodology to be followed for the proving, disproving or amending of the aforementioned working hypothesis will be based on a multi-level analysis perspective. To be precise, the findings to be drawn from this kind of approach will be categorized into their international, regional, European Union (EU), sub-regional and national dimensions. For the purpose of the present essay, the term “marine environment” will be used in a broad sense encompassing also living marine resources and transboundary waters. 

For the analysis of the issue at hand, the sources to be consulted include, to a large extent, UN and EU official documents, as well as topic-related treatises, scientific articles and website links of relevant interest. The above scientific material to be presented in this essay will be structured according to the following outline: Part A’ of the essay will focus on identifying the type of policies formulated at each level of governance while Part B’ will be dealing with the laying out of the policies’ respective substantial performance. The essay will be concluded with a general appraisal of the main arguments as those were presented in the relevant sections.    

A. POLICY OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT IN SEE: FORMS AND CONTENT OF THE RESPECTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES IN A MULTI-LEVEL ANALYSIS CONTEXT

Part A’ of the present essay will attempt to illustrate the diverse policy frameworks set up at each decision-making level as a means of response to the continuous degradation of both the marine life and waters in SEE, namely in the Mediterranean and Black Sea regions. Identifying both the intentions of the diverse actors involved and the problems to be addressed as well as the proposed solutions will enable us to estimate whether these various institutional structures eventually lead to the drawing of comprehensive policies specially designed to meet the needs and standards of the marine ecosystems in SEE as an autonomous integral geographic space.

 What truly constitutes the core of a well-organized policy scheme is that it represents a set of appropriate measures targeting the attainment of specific goals. For a certain policy strategy to come into effect there is a number of prerequisites that are expected to be fulfilled in advance. These prerequisites could briefly correspond to the following stages: (a) Setting up well-defined policy objectives that need to be materialized, (b) classification of the strategy tools that are considered necessary for the fulfillment of the relevant policy objectives, (c) organizing and coordinating efficiency at the technocratic level and (d) creation of a transparent and effectively functioning institutional framework for the proper monitoring of the whole procedure. 

The aforementioned constituent elements of an effective policy-making process could serve as a fertile ground for us to verify whether it is under way or if it already exists within the present multi-layered structural context such a comprehensive strategic policy on the case at issue. Formulation of these criteria was made in an effort to facilitate the portraying of some policy-oriented observations while referring to legal instruments of international, regional or sub-regional origin; thus, pointing out the underlying innovative aspects of this essay, which seeks to go beyond the mere enumeration of legal instruments but aspires to identify the policy-making developments the latter encourage.

Bearing in mind the above-mentioned parameters will enable us to give a concise answer to the central question of Part A’ in this paper, that is, the existence or not of coherent environmental policies governing marine affairs while encompassing the marine space of SEE as a whole. To be exact, the following illustration of the existing relevant structural context at its international, regional, EU, sub-regional and national dimensions will facilitate the proving of our assumption that a differentiated policy approach towards marine environmental governance in the Mediterranean and the Black Sea may be evident. Yet, the absence of a concerted policy strategy in each of these levels seeking to regulate SEE marine environmental affairs as a separate whole, in a comprehensive perspective is remarkably manifest.      

I. INTERNATIONAL DIMENSION

Laying out the current policy initiatives of universal purpose, which are also applicable in the case of the SEE countries’ marine resources, namely with regard to the Mediterranean and Black Sea geographical aspects, will constitute our first level of study. Subdividing the existing organizations and institutions of international character engrossed in the specific venture – starting with the UN’s instruments of ecumenical range and then proceeding with the UN’s specialized agencies (IMO, FAO, UNESCO) relevant strategy assets - is considered more appropriate for the better understanding of the whole structural framework that is already in place. 

For the purposes of the present essay, starting with the international level of analysis, the attempted policy assessment test - on the basis of the formerly illustrated criteria - will be applied only in the case of UNCLOS on account of its comprehensive perspective as the chief legal instrument in the field on an international scale. IMO, FAO and UNESCO, acting in their own capacity as the UN’s specialized agencies, do not build up individual integral policies on the marine environment. Rather, they contribute by solely carrying out assistive and mainly executive-limited duties to the development of the policy framework already set out under the auspices of the UN and the UNCLOS as its umbrella-treaty.         

1. Protection and Preservation of the Marine Environment in SEE under Part XII of the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Policy Framework 

With the exception of Turkey and Kosovo
 all other SEE states are signatories to the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (hereinafter referred to as “UNCLOS”)
 and are, therefore, legally obliged to abide by the Convention’s provisions on the protection and preservation of the marine environment pursuant to its Articles 192-237. Purely legal aspects concerning the customary nature of the rules codified in the UNCLOS text - hence generating erga omnes obligations of compliance even for non-parties to the Convention - will not be examined in the present paper, which is clearly organized in an exclusively political perspective analysis. Nonetheless, any reference to legal instruments is envisaged only in the effort to illustrate how these legal tools are translated into concrete policy outcomes. 

 The UNCLOS is a comprehensive treaty that deals with practically every aspect related to the management of the seas resources; protection and preservation of the marine environment listed among them. Water is a valuable natural resource severely threatened by the non-rational use it encounters to the extent that its rising levels of pollution could bring potentially irreparable damage to the flora and fauna of the marine ecosystems currently at risk. Rising reduction of marine biodiversity, over-fishing, climate change along with marine pollution due to land-based sources, ship waste dumping or naval accidents all account for the imminent danger of irreparable degradation of the marine environment. 

States parties to the Convention are assigned with the duty to cater for the protection and preservation of the marine environment.
 In doing so, they are recommended to take «individually or jointly as appropriate, all measures consistent with this Convention that are necessary to prevent, reduce and control pollution of the marine environment from any source».
 In this sense, states are encouraged to proceed with the elaboration of the relevant institutional instruments deemed necessary for the completion of the policy aims described in Part XII of the Convention; hence, fulfilling criterion (b) of our list of policy criteria as these were previously summarized in the introductory overview of Part A' in the present essay. 

However, it is evident from the very wording of the legal provision - Article 194 (1) - that the initiative not only for the adoption of the appropriate measures but also for their efficient implementation at the technocratic level lies with the will and intentions of the state’s government authorities; namely, «using […] the best practicable means at their disposal and in accordance with their capabilities». Thus, criterion (c) seems to fall rather short although it can be validly assumed that the specific vague and broad wording was eventually chosen in an effort to make two ends meet and reach the best possible compromise of universal scale. Yet, again, criterion (c) appears to be partly covered via the Article 202 provision, which involves the granting of scientific and technical assistance to developing States. The enhancement of the SEE transition countries’ capacity mechanisms pursuant to the Article 202 procedure would reasonably highlight the underlying added value - in terms of technical expertise efficiency – of the aforementioned strategy tool.      

Regarding criterion (a), UNCLOS acknowledges pretty accurately in Article 194 (3) the sources of marine pollution that need to be tackled; to be exact, pollution from land-based activities, from or through the atmosphere or by dumping, vessel-source pollution and pollution due to the exploration or exploitation of the natural resources of the seabed and subsoil. Criterion (b) appears to be further fulfilled via the Article 197 provision, according to which States are encouraged to promote global and regional cooperation policy schemes by « formulating and elaborating international rules, standards and recommended practices and procedures» for the prevention, reduction and control of pollution of the marine environment. 

Promotion of regional cooperation under UNCLOS along with the latter’s provision on enclosed and semi-enclosed seas – as it is the case with the seas bordering SEE countries, namely the Mediterranean and the Black Sea - has considerable value for the case of minimization of environmental hazards in the SEE marine region; a region clearly exposed to marine environmental threats referred to earlier, which in combination with the two seas’ distinguishing features as enclosed/semi-enclosed seas, render its vulnerability more explicit than ever and its need for protection and preservation an emergency as well. Nevertheless, as it will be pointed out more in-depth in Part B’ of this paper, any sort of marine environmental policy project elaborated and carried out by the SEE countries concerned is usually EU-driven; this remark applying to both EU member states and EU’s official or potential candidates.      

Moving back to our policy criteria test, as regards criterion (d), States are urged under Articles 204-205 of the UNCLOS to proceed to the issuance of scientific environmental assessment reports for the consistent monitoring of the risks or effects of pollution of the marine environment. Still, given the fact that these reports are only periodically sent for evaluation to the competent international organizations – namely, «at appropriate intervals» (Article 205) – seems to a certain extent revealing of the loose operational spirit of the monitoring structures involved. 

2. Protection of the Marine Environment in SEE under the International Maritime Organization (IMO) System

With the exception of Kosovo, all other SEE states enjoy full membership to the IMO. IMO constitutes the UN’s specialized agency, which is responsible for safeguarding secure and efficient shipping and for the prevention of marine pollution from ships. IMO was founded so as to adopt legislation regulating maritime affairs. The enforcement of the adopted regulations lies within the member states’ discretion to do so or not.
 This mere fact bears witness to the highly loose character of a country’s participation to the IMO’s system in terms of the resulting policy outputs, if any, at the countries’ domestic level. 

 IMO’s Marine Environment Protection Committee (MEPC) - initially set up as a subsidiary body of the Assembly – was upgraded to one of the Organization’s main bodies in 1985. MEPC’s main duties consist in dealing with almost every aspect of marine pollution from ships, especially with regard to the enforcement of the relevant legal instruments adopted under the IMO.
 Amongst these, the International Convention for the Prevention of Marine Pollution from Ships 1973, as modified by the Protocol of 1978 (hereinafter referred to as 1973/78 MARPOL Convention),
 holds a leading place in the field of marine environmental protection on the grounds that pollution from ships along with pollution resulting from land-based activities have come to constitute the two most important sources of marine pollution. 

   1973/78 MARPOL Convention bears particular significance for the SEE marine space since both the Mediterranean and the Black Sea feature in the Convention’s list of «special areas». Their geomorphological characteristics (enclosed/semi-enclosed seas) in combination with their undergoing intensive trade navigation highlight their vulnerability and therefore justify for their inclusion in the specific list. Accordingly, this inclusion entails a higher degree of protection of these areas for the contracting Parties.
  
Again, as was the case previously with UNCLOS, 1973/78 MARPOL Convention will be interpreted in an effort to detect the policy outcomes resulting from its provisions. MARPOL’s policy objectives focus exclusively on the prevention of any kind of ship-based marine pollution either operational due to routine release of oil and other hazardous substances or accidental (Vlachos 2007: p.146). The Convention “sets environmentally sound standards permitting the discharge of oil and other noxious and hazardous substances transported by sea”. These standards cover the cases of intentional discharge of harmful waste into the marine space but outside the «special areas», except for cases provided otherwise (Ringbom 1997: pp.102-103). In addition, MARPOL Convention establishes more stringent control measures with regard to its list of internationally recognised «special areas» (Vlachos 2007: p.146). The enforcement mechanisms provided by the Convention have also been upgraded urging the collaboration among coastal, port and flag states for the operational improvement of the reporting system on ship certification and inspection (Birnie et.al. 2009: p.405). 

The above mentioned policy instruments under the MARPOL system could have valuable implications for the Mediterranean and the Black Sea marine space of SEE, given the fact that the latter constitutes an extremely crowded area of trade navigation blatantly exposed to the environmental risks emanating from waste dumping and potential oil release in the area.   

3. Protection of the Marine Environment in SEE within the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Context 
It is nowadays common knowledge that, apart from marine pollution due to coastal-based human activity sources and to vessel-related activities, sustainability of the marine environment is equally at stake on account of an over-fishing tendency, which in the case at hand has been particularly observed in the coastal zones of SEE. Over-exploitation of the living marine resources multiplies the environmental hazards consisting both in the alteration of the balance and viability of the local biodiversity and in the elimination of marine habitats, as well in the eventual exhaustion of the fishing resources in the area.  
In parallel with its activities of global range, the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations has also developed consistent initiatives of regional interest, including accordingly the marine area of SEE. More specifically, FAO has proceeded to the creation of the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean, comprising the Mediterranean, Black Sea and connecting waters space. The specific initiative has been established under FAO’s Regional Fishery Bodies (RFBs) project and has an advisory mandate; therefore, the reccomendations made to the Parties have a non-binding character.
 Nontheless, even so, the development of such schemes proves to have considerable effects on the improvement of the concerned countries administrative capacity gap, know-how and technical expertise.  

Out of all SEE coutries concerned, only Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Montenegro, Romania, Slovenia and Turkey enjoy full memebership to the aforementioned project. The General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean has been set up pursuant to the Agreement for the Establishment of the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean.
 The Commission’s policy objectives focus for the most part on the enhancement of the viability of the living marine resources under the perspective of the latter’s environmentally wise management. To this end, the Commission has established a reporting system upon which it reviews the member states’ relevant actions while, at the same time, it proceeds, when appropriate, to the formulation of recommendations and to development of projects concerning expertise training and research activities.
 

4. Protection of the Marine Environment in SEE under the Framework of UNESCO’s Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC)

Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission’s (IOC) principal objective has been, ever since its establishment, the fostering of cooperation on an international scale in the fields of ocean/seas protection and research.
 Accordingly, IOC has advanced collaboration on a regional basis through the launching of the Global Ocean Observing System (GOOS); a set of programmes of regional interest holding monitoring, management, prevention and research competencies.
 

In particular, there is a whole set of regional partnerships functioning under the umbrella of the specific project, covering amongst others the Mediterranean (Mediterranean GOOS-MedGOOS)
 and the Black Sea (Black Sea GOOS) dimensions. Among the SEE countries concerned, only Albania, BiH, Croatia, Greece, Slovenia, Serbia, Turkey and Montenegro are currently members of the MedGOOS Association.   

MedGOOS’ primary objective is the selection of scientific data in the field and the evaluation of their socio-economic implications for the drawing of coherent policy-making partnerships among the neighbouring countries. To this end, it functions as an operational platform raising awareness and assisting the states involved in terms of capacity-strengthening and infrastructure-upgrading while it fosters concerted collaboration among a wide array of related actors, such as the scientific community, national authorities and local stakeholders for the constructive sharing and application of knowledge and resources into harmonised common practices while reconciling prudent environmental management of marine resources with  economic sustainability to the benefit of all coastal states in the region.
  

As regards Black Sea GOOS initiative,
 among the SEE countries concerned, only Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey are Parties to the Black Sea GOOS Association.
 Black Sea GOOS’ principal aims and objectives are similar to the ones previously mentioned for the MedGOOS case; these should consist in the identification of regional priorities and needs, the developing of efficient capacity-building mechanisms, the consistent assessment of scientific, socio-economic and political factors crucial for the shaping of an effective policy-planning strategy on a national, regional and global scale, as well as the promotion of policy-oriented local and regional marine environmental linkages.
 

II. REGIONAL DIMENSION

For the conceptual clarification of the term, when referring to the “Regional Dimension” of the marine environment policies in SEE, the present study will indicate the strategy plans launched under the auspices of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and more precisely the projects initiated within the framework of UNEP’s Regional Seas Programme. UNEP’s Regional Seas programmes function through Action Plans; namely for the case of SEE, the Mediterranean Action Plan (MAP) and the Strategic Action Plan for the Environmental Protection and Rehabilitation of the Black Sea (latest version adopted in 2009). These Action Plans are designed to correspond to each region’s particularities, priorities, challenges and needs.

UNEP aspires to the collaboration of adjacent states with the purpose of tackling the accelerating deterioration of the seas, coastal zones and inland/transboundary waters. Currently, it is adopting a more structured approach to coastal and marine issues with the preparation of a Medium-Term Strategy (2010-2013), which incorporates an ecosystem management component.

In view of the above, policy coordination of the SEE countries on a regional range in the field of marine environmental governance will constitute our second level of analysis. Emphasis will be laid on the two focus areas of regional cooperation in SEE, that is, the Mediterranean and the Black Sea marine ecosystems. An estimation of the evolving policy-planning in the area will be attempted on the basis of the criteria set forth in the introductory brief of Part A’ while the structural framework launched by the Barcelona and the Bucharest Conventions for the Mediterranean and the Black Sea respectively will constitute this chapter’s two main pillars of study. 

1. The “Barcelona System”

The Convention for the Protection of the Mediterranean Sea Against Pollution (Barcelona Convention)
 as amended in 1995 – so as to respond to the need of ensuring sustainable development - and renamed Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment and the Coastal Region of the Mediterranean forms the legal foundation of the MAP. The so-called “Barcelona System” is composed of the Barcelona Convention, which operates as a framework/umbrella treaty institutionalizing a general context of rules and principles that are consequently specialized by its attached technical Protocols. 

In terms of policy objectives identification [criterion (a)], the Barcelona Convention specifically targets the prevention, control and reduction of pollution in the Mediterranean marine space and coastal areas, the conservation of the natural cultural heritage, the sustainable management of the natural and living marine resources and the boosting of shared visions among the Mediterranean coastal states for the deepening of commitment and participation in MAP’s activities.
 

As regards the policy instruments available [criterion (b)], the annexed Protocols, due to their highly practical and focused content, constitute in essence the executive instruments for the aforementioned policy goals. Four out of the six annexed Protocols are currently into force; namely, the Prevention and Emergency Protocol,
 the Land-Based Sources (LBS) Protocol,
 the Specially Protected Areas (SPA) and Biodiversity Protocol
 and the Hazardous Wastes Protocol.
 Considering the enduring environmental pressure the Mediterranean Sea is facing owing chiefly to vessel-due and land-origin pollution, the entry into force of the specific Protocols provides the contracting Parties
 with significant policy tools. However, pending ratification of the Dumping, the Offshore and the ICZM (Integrated Coastal Zone Management) Protocols constitutes a clear deficiency of the system’s effort to combat environmental threats emanating from over-exploitation of marine resources in coastal and sub-water areas. 

Regarding the efficient technocratic expertise available and the monitoring mechanisms in place [criteria (c) and (d)], the MEDPOL Programme (the marine pollution assessment and control component of MAP) is respectively in charge both for providing technical assistance to the countries concerned and for keeping the follow-up of the aforementioned Protocols’ implementation.
 To this end, a number of Regional Activity Centres (RACs) have been established providing knowledge and resources where appropriate.

2. The Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution 

While the Mediterranean Regional Seas Programme is explicitly administered by UNEP, the Black Sea Regional Programme is a non-UNEP administered Programme, meaning that it is managed by another (regional) organization; in the case at hand, the Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution. Yet, even so, the whole Programme remains under the umbrella of UNEP, which acts as a forum of cooperation and coordination.
  

The aforementioned Commission, otherwise Black Sea Commission or BSC, was set pursuant to the Convention on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution (Bucharest Convention), its Protocols and the Strategic Action Plan for the Environmental Protection and Rehabilitation of the Black Sea (last updated in 2009). With regard to the specific treaty regime, it follows the structure model applied in the Mediterranean case; that is, it comprises a framework convention supplemented by technical Protocols. 

Among SEE states concerned, Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey are Parties to the Bucharest Convention
 and to the three attached Protocols, referring respectively to the control of land-based sources (LBS) of pollution, dumping of waste and joint action in case of accidents.
 The Convention sets well-defined policy objectives [criterion (a)] consisting in the prevention, reduction and control of pollution from LBS, vessel activities, exploitation of natural resources and dumping. The three attached Protocols clarify the potential policy tools [criterion (b)] focusing on more or less technical aspects of the issues addressed (permits issuance, contingency plans or emission controls, common guidelines and standards, environmental impact assessments, exchange of information and public participation). Additionally, the updated Black Sea Strategic Action Plan also cites in a purely technical way the key policy actions that need to be undertaken.

Regarding enhancement of role efficiency at the technocratic level [criterion (c)], the Convention provides for the establishment of thematically-oriented Activity Centres in the region, facilitating collaboration, data exchange and public awareness.
 Existing Advisory Groups to the BSC also contribute to this end.
 Furthermore, as asserted in similar policy ventures, the usual reporting process for monitoring purposes [criterion (d)] to the competent authority is also applicable here via the development of the Black Sea Integrated Monitoring and Assessment Programme (BSIMAP).
  

III. EUROPEAN UNION (EU) DIMENSION

Owing to the distinct place it holds in the global setting both as a unique system of governance over sovereign states and as an intermediate structure between the international and the regional arenas, the present essay has sought to incorporate the EU policy framework neither to the preceded regional nor to the following sub-regional dimensions of analysis.  Alternatively, it was considered more convenient to dedicate an integral chapter on the EU’s emerging marine policy comprising its SEE geographical components as well.

Evaluation of the EU’s policy towards marine environmental governance with regard to SEE will be attempted both on an institutional and a funding perspective. Given this distinction, our policy criteria – as articulated in the introductory summary of Part A’ – will correspond for elements (a), (b) and (d) to the institutional aspect while for element (c) to the funding aspect respectively. 

It is also considered worthwhile to underline that the focus will be exclusively on the marine environmental pillar of the EU’s strategy for an integrated maritime policy and not on the EU’s environmental policy in general. Given that the Commission’s new policy endeavour is undergoing a rather sprouting phase, the main argument to be deduced is that the EU’s strategy is on the right path in terms of applying an all-encompassing and ecosystem-based approach for the protection  of its marine environment; yet, this all-embracing perspective of the particular policy venture, although promising, fails to perceive the SEE as an indivisible marine ecological unity owing to the transboundary nature of marine pollution in the Mediterranean and Black Sea waters. 

1. EU Marine Environmental Governance and SEE: Institutional Aspects

The issuance of the Commission’s Green Paper in 2006 on a future Maritime Policy for the Union paved the way for the adoption in 2007 of the Blue Book on an EU integrated maritime policy – founded on the Lisbon and Gothenburg strategies -  with an accompanying Action Plan consistent with the demands for sustainable development. While following a transectoral policy approach, the Commission’s proposals encourage, in parallel, the formation of coordinated synergies or clusters among the existing EU policies’ marine-related pillars.
 

In particular, the accompanying Action Plan forms the management framework for the implementation of the emerging EU maritime policy. Its key objectives [criterion (a)] focus mostly on attaining a competitive and environmentally-friendly maritime economy, enhancing know-how research projects and improving the quality of life in the EU’s coastal areas.
 

The environmental pillar of the EU’s integrated maritime policy is depicted in the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (hereinafter referred to as “MSFD”) issued in 2008, aiming at the strengthening of the European marine ecosystems faced with the climate change negative repercussions. It is worth noting that the MSFD makes explicit reference both to the Mediterranean and the Black Sea marine regions; thus, incorporating the SEE marine component within its protective scope.
 The MSFD is supplemented by the 2000 Water Framework Directive whose provisions target mostly coastal waters management; hence, also important for the SEE coastal states.

With respect to the impact assessment and management of climate change on the marine environment, the Commission specifies in the Action Plan the policy instruments to be implemented [criterion (b)]; that is, formation of a European maritime surveillance system, comprehensive coastal zone management for a sound maritime spatial planning and creation of marine data infrastructure, such as a European Marine Observation and Data Network (EMODNET).
 Considering the available monitoring mechanisms [criterion (d)], the Commission has proceeded in 2009 to a set of proposals aiming at the operational improvement of the current maritime surveillance system still in progress.
 

In view of its effort to foster regional cooperation under the emerging European Maritime Policy context, the Commission published in 2009 its strategy for the improvement of maritime governance in the Mediterranean
 while since 2008 it has initiated another regional cooperation scheme, the Black Sea Synergy; a multi-lateral and multi-dimensional project whose environmental concerns involve dialogue-building on EU integrated maritime policy-related issues.
 

2. EU Marine Environmental Governance and SEE: Funding Aspects 

The aforementioned institutional framework is financially supported by the EU’s funding programmes through which the aid-recipient states – in our case the SEE countries – improve their capacity efficiency in terms of technical expertise and material infrastructure [criterion (d)]. With respect to the SEE recipient states, the respective EU funding programmes of interest refer to the IPA and the INTERREG IVC initiatives both of which touch upon marine environmental affairs although differentiating as to the countries involved. 

  The Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) constitutes the EU’s main policy tool of financial assistance reserved both to candidate
 and potential candidate countries.
 IPA is launched for the period 2007-2013 while replacing all relevant programmes running till 2006.
 The signed European Partnerships (for potential candidates) and Accession Partnerships (for candidate countries) constitute the legal basis for the delivering of the funding assets. IPA targets a range of policy fields, among which marine environmental affairs are equally included. Under IPA SEE aid-recipient states are encouraged to develop cross-border cooperation schemes in line with the EU standards.
 Yet, it is worth noting that the aforementioned cross-border cooperation schemes’ references to marine environmental affairs are mostly rudimentary with the main emphasis being laid on institution-building and human rights as priority issues.   

    INTERREG IVC Programme, in turn, aims to facilitate the EU structural/regional policies’ effectiveness by accomplishing a two-fold goal, “Innovation and Environment”, and it will be running for the period 2007-2013. To this end, it presupposes the exchange of information, knowledge and experience in the above mentioned fields of interest among the EU’s regions. Contrary to the IPA, which is specifically reserved for states in accession track, INTERREG IVC solely involves EU member-states
 while its environmental pillar includes explicit provisions for marine-related issues, that is, on water  and waste management.

In addition, a significant financial contributor to the EU’s environmental projects – marine related ones also included – the LIFE Programme
 comprising under its scope of application not only EU member-states but also candidates and potential candidates. In the case at hand, the LIFE-funded environmental projects involve only the four SEE member-states of the EU. An appraisal of the efforts undertaken under LIFE by the above mentioned countries will be provided at the respective chapter dealing with the domestic level policy initiatives revisited in Part B’ of the present paper.

IV. SUB-REGIONAL DIMENSION

Moving forward, policy-making plans on SEE marine environmental issues of sub-regional range will constitute our next level of analysis. For the purposes of the present paper, when referring to the term “sub-regional” in the case of SEE, this will indicate the policy initiatives undertaken both in the form of transnational cooperation schemes (agreements) and in the form of multilateral collaborative patterns functioning either under the umbrella of a wider regional association or in a complementary manner to the policy activities of a broader regional plan already in force in the area.    

  Bearing this in mind, the present chapter will be divided into three sub-chapters with the first focusing on specific case studies of SEE sub-regional interest while the remaining two will deal with the marine/water policy strategies elaborated within the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) and the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) structural contexts respectively. The key argument to be deducted will be twofold, emphasizing both on the Parties’ good intentions, common will and shared visions at a declaratory level as well as on their practical inefficiency in terms of policy performance. Main inadequacies lie in the lack of sufficient material funding resources allocated by the major financial contributors involved (i.e., EU and other international financial donors) for the full enforcement of the policy arrangements agreed upon. Also, making use of our policy criteria – as applied in the previous chapters – will contribute to the confirmation of the aforementioned argument.   

1. Transnational Agreements: SEE Case Studies of Marine Environmental Cooperation

a. International Sava River Basin Commission (ISCRBC)

The International Sava River Basin Commission (ISCRBC) has been established so as to implement the Framework Agreement on the Sava River Basin (FASRB) signed in 2003 by BiH, Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia as a response to the “Sava River Basin Initiative” launched under the auspices of the Stability Pact (SP) for South-Eastern Europe.
 Reaching sustainable development goals for the region by means of a transboundary approach on the management of Sava’s water resources – as a Danube sub-basin - constitutes ISCRBC’s overall vision.
 

Sustainable water management of the Sava River forms one of the FASRB’s clearly defined policy objectives [criterion (a)] with direct relevance to the present paper’s topic, while the instruments for its materialization [criterion (b)] consist mainly in the elaboration of joint integrated plans, establishment of concerted monitoring systems, realization of relevant development programs, harmonization of national legislations and public participation.
 Regarding capacity-building performance [criterion (c)], ISCRBC carries out knowledge-sharing oriented studies, while contributing to the implementation of water management regional projects. Concerning screening modules [criterion (d)], in the field of water management, ISCRBC’s only authority involves the issuance of recommendations of non-binding nature to the Parties.
 

b. International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR)

The International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) is the sole transnational body entrusted with the implementation competency of the Danube River Protection Convention (DRPC), signed in 1994 and into force since 1998. The SEE states Parties to the DRPC are BiH, Bulgaria, Croatia, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia and Slovenia. Slovenia, in particular, currently holds the rotating annual Presidency of the ICPDR for the year 2010 with its main priorities focusing on water quality improvement and climate change impact mitigation.
 

ICPDR’s priorities are centred upon the viable and equitable use and management of water resources following a transboundary approach
 while its pursuing policy objectives [criterion (a)] reflect demands for the sustainable preservation and protection of the Danube’s water resources from excess nutrients and toxic substances. In this view, ICPDR calls for the improvement of the strategy tools available [criterion (b)]; namely, the Accident Emergency Warning System, the information system for the Danube (Danubis) and the Transnational Monitoring Network (TNMN) for water quality, with the latter covering also the monitoring criterion [criterion (d)].
 As regards filling capacity gaps at the technocratic level [criterion (c)], ICPDR works in this direction by putting into practice several regional projects; among which the Danube Black Sea Task Force (DABLAS), launched in 2001 as a dialogue and investment leverage forum promoting protection of water-related ecosystems in the Danube and Black Sea.
  

c. Prespa Park Coordination Committee (PPCC)

The Prespa Park Coordination Committee (PPCC), a trilateral joint enterprise, was formed in 2000 amongst Albania, FYROM and Greece with the purpose to mitigate pollution and foster rational management practices in the transboundary Prespa Park within the Prespa Lakes basin.
 

In the Action Plan adopted in 2002 the first policy priority to be pursued [criterion (a)] includes the preservation of the natural heritage in the area through a rational management of the two Prespa Wetlands’ water resources (Macro and Micro Prespa lakes-also protected by the 1973 Ramsar Convention on Wetlands) in a transboundary perspective by means of joint monitoring programmes put into practice [criterion (b)].

Concerning capacity-building [criterion (c)], the “UNDP-GEF Regional Project Integrated Ecosystem Management in the Prespa Lakes Basin of Albania, FYROM and Greece” (hereinafter referred to as “UNDP/GEF Project”) is in progress for the term 2006-2011, aiming, amongst others, at expertise training, facilities installation and spatial planning development from an ecosystem standpoint.
 In this view, the UNDP/GEF Project (managed by UNDP and funded by GEF and other international donors) provides for the instigation of a Transboundary Monitoring System (TMS) [criterion (d)] for the Prespa Park. However, although fairly prominent, TMS is still in the preparatory stages and its full implementation is not expected prior to mid-2011.
 

d. Petersberg Phase II/Athens Declaration Process for South Eastern Europe (SEE)

The Petersberg Phase II/Athens Declaration Process for SEE constitutes a joint venture of two formerly distinct sub-regional initiatives; namely, the “Petersberg Process” – launched in 1998 with the purpose to promote collaborative management of transboundary water resources in SEE – and the “Athens Declaration” Process – instigated in 2003, aiming at a progressively integrated management of shared waters in the SEE and Mediterranean regions. Petersberg Phase II is managed by Germany, the World Bank and international donors and functions complementarily to the EU’s Stabilization and Association Process (SAP) for the Western Balkan region. Two recently concluded bilateral Joint Declarations – the one signed in May 2010 between Greece and Turkey concerning cooperation on the sustainable development of the Evros/Meric basin and the other signed in July of the same year between Greece and Bulgaria regarding collaboration on the use of their shared river basins’ water resources – form the outcome of the aforementioned partnership’s course of action.
   

  The merging of the two previously mentioned initiatives into one – the Petersberg Phase II/Athens Declaration Process for SEE - aspires to the completion of a clearly set policy objective [criterion (a)], i.e., the building and strengthening of transboundary cooperation schemes, in line with the 2002 Johannesburg Summit on Sustainable Development strategy framework, in the field of integrated water resources management in the lower Danube River, in the Adriatic Sea and in the Aegean Sea Basins. The policy instruments [criterion (b)] that would give effect to the previous objective mostly refer to the creation of platform dialogues among various stakeholders for the exchange of ideas, knowledge and experiences. Capacity-building [criterion (c)] is facilitated by means of relevant workshops and study visits jointly coordinated by donor countries, UN agencies and the GEF. Yet, this whole effort is characterised by an obvious vagueness as to the monitoring mechanisms available [criterion (d)] and therein lays an essential drawback of the specific partnership.
 

2. Union for the Mediterranean (UfM)

The Union for the Mediterranean (UFM) constitutes the new transformed and renewed (while maintaining the former acquis produced under the Barcelona Process regime) version of the existing since 1995 Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, also known as Barcelona Process.  Following the proposal made by the French President Nicolas Sarcozy at the Paris Summit for the Mediterranean in 2008, while France was holding the presidency of the EU Council, UfM was formally endorsed by the 27 EU member-states and 16 partners from the Southern Mediterranean and the Middle East. The SEE partners currently participating in UfM’s activities include Albania, BiH, Croatia, Montenegro and Turkey.
  

      The fresh impetus given to the marine environmental component of the UfM is depicted in the prioritization of initiatives [criterion (a)] to be undertaken within this new policy framework. In particular, de-pollution of the Mediterranean (including coastal and protected marine areas) comes first in the list of policy initiatives enumerated in the Annex accompanying the Joint Declaration of the Paris Summit. Yet, the specific regional cooperation scheme is not based on a concrete legally bounding operational context but rather on political documents of declaratory nature.

“Horizon 2020 Initiative” (H2020) along with the European Neighborhood Policy Instrument (ENPI) and the European Investment Bank (EIB) form the EU’s key financial instruments [criterion (b)] especially reserved for the UfM’s marine environmental pillar. Capacity-building [criterion (c)] and screening modules [criterion (d)] constitute the main target priorities of this initiative. However, while laying the foundations for the elaboration of a future water strategy in the region, the participants of the Euro-Mediterranean Ministerial Conference on Water - held in Jordan in 2008 - explicitly urged in their joint Declaration for the existing shortages in terms of adequate funding assets and proper screening procedures.
 Whilst discussed during the IV Euro-Mediterranean Ministerial Conference on Water sessions held in Barcelona in April 2010, the "Long-Term Strategy for Water in the Mediterranean" is expected to be adopted during the forthcoming UfM's Heads of State meeting in November 2010.
    

3. Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC)

Formed in 1992 as a promising regional collaborative endeavour, the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) also embraces environmental protection among its areas of cooperation. Out of a total of twelve countries currently participating, six of them come from SEE; namely, Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, Serbia and Turkey. Precisely for the period 2009-2011 Romania is the country leader in the promotion of the BSEC’s environmental policy initiatives while for the term June-December 2010 Greece will hold the Chairmanship of the Organization laying special focus on the green development prospects of the region.   

 One important aspect of the mandate given to the BSEC’s Working Group on environmental protection revolves around the assisting role the latter retains with regard to pollution prevention and biodiversity conservation especially in the areas not covered by the Bucharest Convention; hence, indicating the complementary and not distinct character of the policy strategy under way, since the BSEC Action Plan for Cooperation in the Field of Environmental Protection was adopted in 2006.
 

The environmental policy goals [criterion (a)] set forth in the Action Plan for the Black Sea marine and coastal areas appear to be bluntly interrelated with their political and socio-economic dimensions. The Action Plan also refers to the policy tools [criterion (b)] to be applied, emphasizing on the use of economic incentives but without going into further detail. In terms of capabilities strengthening [criterion (c)], the Action Plan entrusts the BSEC’s Working Group on environmental protection with the tasks of know-how transfer and synergies-building while also assigning to the latter monitoring competences [criterion (d)].
            

V. NATIONAL DIMENSION

Tracing the core elements and structuring of the marine environmental policies processed at the SEE states’ domestic level will form the last layer of study at this broad-to-narrow-track oriented analysis. Given that they portray the pace of the ongoing policy reforms at the national level, the European Commission’s most recently issued (2009) Progress Reports will prove to be a useful research asset for most of the SEE countries concerned since water sector-related issues pertain to their screening scope. Accordingly, based on the membership status each of these countries enjoys with the EU, all twelve SEE countries concerned will be categorized into three distinct groups; the candidates, the potential candidates and the EU member-states.  

Croatia (SEC (2009) 1333), FYROM (SEC (2009) 1335) and Turkey (SEC (2009) 1334) are the three SEE states falling into the first category. All three of them - whether closer or not to EU accession track - appear to be considerably lagging behind in terms of legislation enactment, institutional strengthening, monitoring mechanisms and administrative capacity coordination; thus, lacking the crucial components of an integrated water resources management approach in the national dimension of policy-making. 

Respectively, Albania (SEC (2009) 1337), BiH (SEC (2009) 1338), Serbia (SEC (2009) 1339), Montenegro (SEC (2009) 1336) and Kosovo (SEC (2009) 1340), fall within the second group. Though proceeding to some positive steps in the field of the environment altogether, the EU’s five SEE potential candidates show at the same time that the water sector and coastal areas’ environmental protection are not considered of vital concern while shaping their national policy priorities. Nevertheless, this mere fact could be to some extent expected and justified in the Kosovo case where we are dealing with a newly born state entity still highly dependent on the international donors’ financial assistance for the material carrying out of its basic national policies. 

In turn, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Romania and Greece pertain to the third set of countries; those that have already joined the EU. In this case, there are no Commission Progress Reports to fill us in with updated data on the marine environmental policy-making taking place at these countries’ domestic arena. However, information provided via the aforementioned states’ competent government authorities’ – i.e. ministry for the environment – website could equally prove useful.

Despite any variations in the naming,
 all four of these countries have proceeded to the establishment of an autonomous ministerial authority competent for environmental affairs, comprising a special Directorate/Secretariat for the water sector. EU acquis harmonization and funding as well relevant international treaty obligations combined with regional challenges, in essence, set the framework for the shaping of the countries’ national priorities in terms of environmental policy-making. 

In the case of the SEE candidate and potential candidate countries’ marine policy-planning at the domestic level, our previously initially formulated policy criteria were not of use since these countries are still going through the transitional phase of adaptation to EU standards; hence, there is not yet an autonomous crystallized national policy framework governing marine affairs. Let alone that the specific policy field is still at an early stage of elaboration and implementation even for the current EU member-states, the four SEE countries also included therein. 

In view of the above, present chapter will confine itself to these preliminary findings since a more in-depth insight on the SEE states’ marine policies at their national dimension will be attempted in Part B’ of this paper. 

B. PROTECTING THE SEE MARINE ENVIRONMENT IN PRACTICE. POLICY PERFORMANCE: EFFECTIVENESS AND MAIN DRAWBACKS

Part B’ of the present paper will attempt to proceed to an overall appraisal of the marine policy-planning arrangements – as these were laid down in Part A’ – seeking to draw attention not only to their strong assets but also to their failing points when faced with the challenges, pressures and risks posed by the incessantly deteriorating marine environment in SEE. Bearing this in mind will allow us to assess whether these different levels of governance actually prove to be effective in terms of tangible policy outcomes treating SEE’s major marine components (Mediterranean Sea and western coasts of the Black Sea) as a single geographical entity. 

Conservation along with sustainable management of marine environmental resources in a multi-layered governance context can potentially turn out to be a rather heavy task to accomplish, especially when competencies of the authorities involved overlap or when the Parties concerned fail to reach a consensus on the case at issue due to conflicting interests of geopolitical nature (as it will be indicated later on in the section covering pending sub-regional disputes). 

In view of that, two sets of policy instruments will be employed in an effort to estimate the contribution extent of the aforementioned (in Part A’) undertaken policy projects towards effective tackling of the particularities and needs of the SEE marine space. While reflecting the degree of governments’ or market actors’ intervention as to the implementation of the institutionally agreed policy proposals, these – legal in their origin – instruments consist in those entailing direct intervention on one hand and in those entailing indirect or soft intervention on the other (Koutoupa-Regakou 2008: pp.73-75 and 117-120). Respectively, the former correspond to the traditional hierarchical normative or command and control policy measures, usually embodied in the form of legislation, whereas the latter correspond to the market-based or economic instruments, emphasising on the development of more collaborative policy patterns while encompassing both price-based mechanisms such as green taxes and rights-based mechanisms such as tradeable permits and quotas (Connelly et.al. 1999: pp.158-171). 

More specifically, normative instruments, comprising laws, regulations, public procurements and environmental impact assessment reports, lay special emphasis on the observance of the legality and transparency principles and the imposition of sanctions through regulatory compliance mechanisms (Koutoupa-Regakou 2008: pp.75-115) whilst economic instruments, regarded as a reflection of the polluter-pays principle, are intended to have a preventive effect as to the goal to be attained rather than a reparative one as it is the case with the normative instruments. Additionally, economic instruments - in the form of incentives-based environmental agreements, environmental taxes, environmental liability mechanisms, eco-labels and  screening/inspection processes are considered to be a step forward from a normative (vertical-oriented) to a strategic and integrated (horizontal-oriented) approach of environmental protection (Koutoupa-Regakou 2008: pp.117-134).

The aforementioned theoretical illustration of policy instruments is considered essential for the drawing of a concrete argument to the key dilemma of Part B’ in this essay; that is to say, the practical value or not of these simultaneously operating policy frameworks with regard to the preservation and management of marine resources in SEE. The multi-dimensional categorization provided in Part A’ will also be applied in Part B’ in an effort to underline the respective varying degrees of policy performance and impact on marine environmental affairs in SEE as a result of this parallel coexistence at institutional level of similar content policy projects. Though multifaceted in terms of participation and range scope, the existing multilateral structural framework fails to address in any of its separate layers the SEE marine space (most notably the Mediterranean and western Black Sea coasts of SEE) in a substantially comprehensive way as a uniform marine region.  

I. INTERNATIONAL DIMENSION

To begin with, when considering the international set of rules governing the protection and preservation of the marine environment, UNCLOS is the first and foremost legal instrument that comes to mind. Evaluating the policy input toward effective reduction and control of pollution in the SEE marine space from an international standpoint (i.e., under UNCLOS and other related UN specialised agencies) will constitute our point of departure. 

Based on the theoretical illustration of policy tools – as specified earlier -  it can be reasonably suggested that although UNCLOS, as a multilateral agreement, forms a policy instrument in itself, it also paves the way for the adoption and implementation of an array of the formerly identified policy tools. UNCLOS represents the most comprehensive (in the scope of application) and universal (in terms of contracting Parties’ participation) treaty text on marine governance despite the fact that it came as the outcome of a compromise at a worldwide level. It can be validly assumed throughout the text’s content that the Convention keeps a balance among the diverse policy instruments to be employed. More specifically, the comprehensive regime of marine environmental protection established under the UNCLOS applicable legal provisions (Part XII) provides for the deployment of command and control as well as market-based policy intervention instruments. 

Namely, command and control measures are promoted when the Convention calls for the adoption of laws and regulations along with the elaboration of environmental impact assessment reports by the States. At the same time, UNCLOS equally opts for the use of market-based intervention tools when encouraging global and regional (bilateral and multilateral) cooperation networks as well as when providing for monitoring procedures and environmental liability mechanisms.

However, even though enhancing regional cooperation policy schemes confers a certain degree of flexibility to the legal text, it could on the other hand be argued that the particular provision is to some extent revealing of the Convention’s weakness to deal globally with regional marine environmental challenges. Especially when combined with UNCLOS provisions on enclosed/semi-enclosed seas (as it is the case for the SEE marine region), the aforementioned assumption gains even more ground. 

Without a doubt, fostering multilateralism and building global consciousness on pressing environmental issues of universal and regional range are the key policy components of the UNCLOS as regards feasible reconciliation of marine environmental protection with sustainable development (Oxman 1996: pp.361 and 363-364). Consensus-building proves to be substantial in multilateral patterns negotiating concerted action toward effective marine pollution mitigation. With respect to the case of enclosed/semi-enclosed seas – as explicitly stipulated by the Convention - consensus-building may receive an even more precipitating character on the grounds of the specific marine regions’ singular geomorphological constraints. That is to say, the pollution threats, hazards and pressures the specific marine spaces encounter are even more exacerbated on account of the latter’s lagging resistance capacity, intensified both by their fading water rejuvenation ability
 and the absence of sub-sea currents (Tsaltas 2006: p. 75).

      As already mentioned in Part A’, UNCLOS acts as an umbrella treaty, whose general provisions are specialised and carried out by the UN competent specialised agencies. With regard to waste dumping and vessel-due marine pollution in particular, the (leading in the field) 1973/78 MARPOL Convention – concluded under the auspices of the UN’s specialised agency, the IMO – presents certain implementation gaps in terms of reporting and non-compliance to the standards set by the Convention; thus, rendering clearly noticeable the weak supervisory role the IMO holds when compared to its previous positive track record on adopting and updating relevant regulatory provisions (Birnie et.al. 2009: p.409).   

Nevertheless, UNCLOS’ and MARPOL’s efforts to compromise effective protection of the marine environment with the freedom of navigation are illustrative of the formers’ perplexed impact on sufficiently regulating marine affairs in enclosed/semi-enclosed seas, such as those included in the SEE geographical space. In so far, practice shows that the existing international policy pattern addressing the issues in question is characterised by an institutional fragmentation stemming from the fragmentary nature of the adopted policy measures focusing merely on the setting up of institutional mechanisms while the system’s inadequacies lie on the sensible lack of a single institution providing central leadership, at international level, with a competent authority for the whole range of activities effecting good environmental quality of the marine ecosystems.   

II. REGIONAL DIMENSION

Moving forward, protection of the SEE marine environment in its Regional dimension will constitute our second level of analysis. Accordingly, policy performance assessment will focus on the two active UN Regional Seas programmes in the area; that is, the Barcelona System for the Mediterranean and the Black Sea Commission  for the western littorals of the Black Sea in SEE. 

Given the fact that the legal definition stipulated in UNCLOS as to the term of “enclosed/ semi-enclosed seas” applies to both the Mediterranean and the Black Sea cases, it can be easily concluded that, when elaborating its Regional Seas programmes, UNEP acts in essence as a policy implementation context for the UNCLOS’ respective provisions on enclosed/semi-enclosed seas.  
  With respect to the preceded policy instruments’ categorization, it could be plausibly presumed that both the Barcelona Convention and the Bucharest Convention regimes – along with their annexed technical Protocols – are more inclined to the employment of market-based rather than command and control instruments. This is because not only the two Conventions –as framework-treaties setting the general guiding principles - but also their supplemented detailed Protocols explicitly refer to terms and practices alluding to economic-oriented instruments of indirect/soft intervention. Most notably, the aforementioned treaty texts make special reference to concepts such as the polluter-pays principle; encourage the conclusion of regional, multilateral, sub-regional and bilateral environmental agreements; provide for environmental liability mechanisms; call for the institutionalization of proper monitoring methods; contain provisions related to the issuance of permits (mainly for scientific research purposes); determine the imposition of quotas (basically in the field of waste dumping); finally, advocate the implementation of an integrated transectoral ecosystem-based approach on the policy plans to be carried out. On the other hand, the aforementioned conventional documents also call for the elaboration of environmental impact assessment reports while leaving a wide degree of flexibility to the states concerned as to the adoption of the relevant legislation at the domestic level; thus, in this case, making allusions to normative-type policy instruments though in a more restricted way.

Indeed, UNEP aims at treating issues related to the deterioration of the marine environment both in a preventive/precautionary way (referring to the sources/causes of marine pollution) and in a corrective/reparative one (referring to the impact/repercussions of marine pollution). To this end, it applies a comprehensive approach treating all kinds of existing and potential pollution threat in a transectoral rather than in a fragmented way. Furthermore, the way UNEP’s Regional Seas Programmes are structured (a Convention-Framework supplemented and updated by detailed Protocols) is illustrative of the latter’s’ flexible, dynamic and evolutionary character subject to prospective adaptations when considered suitable (Scovazzi 2006: p.112). Yet, it should be indicated at the same time that the provisions concerning vessel-due marine pollution stipulated in the 1973/78 MARPOL Convention and in the 2002 Emergency Protocol annexed to the Barcelona Convention could potentially raise questions of overlapping competencies between IMO and UNEP respectively; hence, entailing eventual negative implications on the policy performance of the marine environmental governance regime instituted under the above mentioned intergovernmental bodies. 

Besides that, UNEP’s own institutional status within the UN system proves to be to a certain extent a drawback to the effective execution of its functions and duties; subsequently, generating negative repercussions on the accomplishment of its policy objectives. More specifically, this deficiency lies in the fact that UNEP was accorded a “Programme” status and not a “specialised agency” status in the UN hierarchy, meaning that it would function as a subsidiary body to the UN General Assembly (GA) and the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC). As it has been pointed out pretty accurately in the relevant literature, “…Programmes have the least independence and authority since they are subsidiary organs of the General Assembly” (Ivanova 2007: p.349). 

In addition to that, as far as coordination performance is concerned, while UNEP has a noticeably constructive track record in terms of institution-building in the field of environmental governance, its coordination skills over the ensuing institutional landscape appear at the same time to lag behind. In this sense, it could prudently be sustained that this coordinating inadequacy on the part of UNEP is partly related to the legal status the latter is endowed with. To be precise, the soft law legal nature regime attributed to UNEP may actually act to its detriment since its non-legally binding decisions could simply be disregarded by the Parties involved; hence, putting into question the whole venture of accomplishing the relevant policy goals (Andresen 2007: pp.317-318). 

Arguably, closely linked to UNEP’s aforementioned coordination performance is the issue referring to the effectiveness of its institutionalised reporting mechanisms. At the regional level, reporting systems instigated under treaties regulating marine environmental affairs more or less follow the pattern of dual reporting, which in turn consists of the substantive reporting (information on scientific and statistical data) and of the procedural reporting (information on measures relating to treaty implementation obligations). At the same time, dual reporting systems can also be found at the international level, indicatively in the 1973/78 MARPOL Convention where all submitted information and data are examined in the IMO’s Marine Environment Protection Committee (MEPC). Nevertheless, given that MEPC lacks any compliance authoritative power over the Parties involved, it could be assumed that the whole process turns out to be void of content, strictly practically speaking. Within UNEP’s institutional architecture, the meetings of the Parties are the competent bodies assigned with the aforementioned duties, whose competencies are however limited to a pure formulation of recommendations to the Parties failing to meet the required conditions and standards. Moreover, the fact that these supervisory bodies are highly politicised, consisting of state representatives and not of independent experts, constitutes a further drawback as to the eventual policy outcomes. Critical for the effectiveness of the reporting mechanisms and, accordingly, of the policy objectives to be attained are the three following elements, quite eloquently summarised in the relevant literature; namely, due diligence by the national authorities, data accuracy and information transparency (Tanaka 2009: pp.147, 151-153 and 156-157). 

On the other hand, the formerly outlined institutional weaknesses at the regional level along with their potential impact on the policy upshots do not suffice to render the whole endeavour completely null. In the case of marine environmental governance, regionalism (in the form of UNEP’s Regional Seas Programmes) can - regardless of its existing shortcomings – act as a fertile policy context specially adapted to suit the geographical complexities and environmental particularities and priorities of the regions that need to be addressed. Shedding light on the existing shortfalls is revealing of the need for enhanced follow-up and compliance procedures as an essential prerequisite for effective policy performance in the SEE marine space. 

III. EUROPEAN UNION (EU) DIMENSION 

Evaluating the EU’s policy performance in governing marine environmental affairs in SEE will be the central reference point in the current chapter. Bearing this in mind, the attempted policy assessment will draw evidence from the EU’s rather recent initiatives in the field, undertaken in the form of strategies, action plans and funding programmes while attention will also be paid on the EU’s Water Framework Directive as an innovative policy instrument incorporating the new integrated approach to coastal and internal waters’ management. Additionally, applying a holistic approach to the governance of marine environmental affairs is specifically provided in the UNCLOS Preamble where it is explicitly stipulated that “the problems of ocean space are closely inter-related and need to be considered as a whole”.
  

Taking into account the institutional landscape of the EU’s emerging all-embracing maritime policy, as illustrated in Part A’ of the present paper, it seems evident that the EU is more aligned with the application of market-based policy instruments in the formation of its new policy venture. Albeit incorporating certain components of command and control measures, such as issuance of environmental impact assessment reports, in its new strategy frameworks, the EU tends to give priority to the employment of economic instruments instead of the traditional normative ones. Nonetheless, the very legal nature of the EU’s key documents on marine and coastal water quality – i.e., Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) and Water Framework Directive (WFD) – alludes to command and control policy patterns of governance; thus, indicating the EU’s determination to promote collaborative policy schemes by means of normative instruments so as to invest the whole endeavour with a more concrete – that is, legally binding – veil in an effort to precipitate its eventual carrying out.

Namely, exchange of best practices, establishing integrated surveillance systems and an EU Marine Observation and Data Network (EMODNET), developing marine strategies, applying maritime spatial planning and integrated coastal zone management, creating local and regional multi-sectoral clusters, implementing the ecosystem approach, setting up reporting systems and monitoring mechanisms, following an inter-sector and cross-cutting perspective in marine policy-planning, all of them reflect the emphasis laid by the EU on the use of indirect/soft measures of intervention. A key element of the EU’s most recent WFD (2000/60/EC), the River Basin Management of internal and coastal waters, is considered to fall within the same category of market-based policy instruments, since the aim of the aforementioned tools is the launching of policies that combine sustainable development with marine environmental preservation and protection. What is more, WFD’s new philosophy of consistent co-management of water resources seems specially fit for transboundary water pollution incidents; hence, truly useful for the transboundary river flows in the Western Balkan region in particular.  

All the same, the increased importance the EU is laying on the flexible nature of this new shaping strategy initiative while giving at the same time priority to the preceded setting of the respective policy framework primarily at the national level should equally be noted. This is, after all, the reason why the EU proceeded in 2008 to the publication of a set of Guidelines (COM (2008) 395 final) to the member-states for an integrated approach to maritime policy. With regard to the MSFD – representing the marine environmental pillar of the Union’s emerging maritime governance system - the fact that the EU has opted for the legal instrument of the Directive reflects its intention to provide its member-states with a significant breadth of policy adaptation and delivery at the domestic level.  
With respect to the SEE states concerned, the only direct recipients of this new policy framework are those that have already joined the EU; that is, Greece, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Romania. As regards the EU WFD, Croatia, Turkey and FYROM are also listed in on the grounds of their obligations deriving from the EU acquis harmonization process they are engaged in. 

Yet, as it will be pointed out later on in the relevant chapter dealing with the national dimension of policy-planning, it appears that – irrespective of their current EU status – taken as a whole, all SEE countries in question proceed to national marine policy arrangements which are in essence EU-driven. Relevant EU funding programmes have mostly acted as an incentive and as a catalyst for the policy action plans undertaken at the domestic level but only because of these countries’ negotiating framework obligations with the EU. To this end, a number of bilateral cross-border cooperation programmes (including provisions for joint management of shared marine and coastal waters) were launched between several SEE states under the EU’s IPA sponsorship for the term 2007-2013 following an ecosystem-based approach coupled with environmentally sustainable development goals. 

The fact that the marine space in SEE (the Aegean Sea and the Straits most notably) is faced with highly increasing rates of maritime traffic renders the EU’s involvement in marine environmental governance even more imperative.    

IV. SUB-REGIONAL DIMENSION

Present chapter will attempt to assess marine policy-making performance in SEE at its sub-regional dimension by focusing on specific SEE countries’ bilateral relations. To be precise, emphasis will be laid on three case-studies referring either to pending bilateral disputes or to settled ones that consist in the states’ concurrent jurisdictional claims over adjacent/bordering waters. These three case-studies will serve as a fertile ground for the deduction of a number of policy arguments pointing out the potential underlying interrelation between bilateral conflict/security/peace-building developments and marine environmental conservation and management in SEE, given that marine policy-planning in practice embraces geopolitical connotations.

It is not the purpose of this paper to address the legal content and nature of these bilateral disputes in their entirety. Quite the opposite, an illustrative outline of the general dispute framework will be provided as a rudimentary background for the linkage with the issue at hand. The specific case studies were selected on the grounds that each one of them explicitly refers to marine zones that fall within the research scope of the present paper; namely, the Aegean Sea, ex-Yugoslav internal waters and the north-western part of the Black Sea.   

At the outset, the first case study concerns the Greece/Turkey pending dispute. Succinctly sketched out, the Greece/Turkey pending dispute over the Aegean Sea continental shelf delimitation issue, in particular, dates back to 1973 when Turkey proceeded to the issuance of oil research permits at the eastern part of the Aegean that Greece claims to fall within the Greek continental shelf. The above mentioned action, coupled with the conducting of scientific exploration (seismological) activities by a Turkish vessel at the previously mentioned sea area in 1976, led Greece to institute by unilateral application proceedings against Turkey in the International Court of Justice (ICJ). Notwithstanding the fact that the Greek application was eventually rejected, the ICJ recognised the legal validity of the dispute with regard to the continental shelf delimitation in the Aegean (Doussis 2001: p.36).   

Moving forward with the next case study, the Slovenia/Croatia maritime border dispute is in essence a territorial sea delineation issue which is twofold, consisting in the Piran Bay demarcation on one hand and Slovenia’s right to free direct access to the high seas on the other. Failure to reach a political agreement between the two claiming countries on the contested maritime boundary and subsequently on the use and management of the Bay’s resources had as a result a certain withholding of Croatia’s accession process with the EU since Slovenia proceeded to the blocking of a number of Croatia’s negotiating chapters. Unblocking of accession negotiations was partly
 achieved in 2009 with the signing and ratification by the two countries’ national parliaments of a binding arbitration agreement on a judicial resolution of the border dispute (Mackelworth et.al. 2010). 

    The last case study that will draw our attention is the one referring to a recently judicially settled (in 2009) bilateral dispute; that between Romania and Ukraine concerning maritime boundary delimitation in the Black Sea.
 In particular, the maritime zones to be demarcated involved the continental shelf and exclusive economic zones, meaning sea zones where economic, trade and scientific exploration activities are taking place entailing significant burdening repercussions on the environmental status of the specific landlocked marine space subject to environmental threats equally deriving from land-based human activities, over-fishing and vessel-due marine pollution. 

Correlating conflict/security aspects of the aforementioned maritime-oriented bilateral disputes with effective marine environmental protection in SEE will be the central reference point of the argumentation that is about to follow. 

In the formerly warring and troublesome region of SEE, political tensions could arguably be appeased and economic growth could be precipitated if countries and people in the region underpinned their cooperative bonds in the field of marine and coastal environmental sustainability, especially now that the global challenge of climate change and its regional impacts have come to the fore in a pretty eminent way. What can evidently be deduced from the three previous case studies is that environmental integrity and management of commonly shared marine/water resources can actually form part of the bilateral dispute or even is the matter of the dispute itself. In that sense, jointly pursued projects embracing sound environmental practices of marine ecosystems' conservation in SEE could gradually contribute to the strengthening of trust-building ties among the SEE countries involved (Moomaw 2006: pp.307-308 and 313).

In fact, transboundary environmental hazards all along the SEE marine and coastal space could potentially raise questions of political stability, socio-economic sustainability and security guarantees; thus, rendering collaboration in the field even more imperative. Incorporating SEE among the geographical pillars of the Environment and Security Initiative (ENVSEC)
 was decided on the premise that cooperation within the framework of the aforementioned partnership could act as a conflict-prevention and/or peace-building mechanism (Papa 2006: p.319). 

With respect to the three cases of bilateral dispute in SEE as laid down earlier, it could be argued that the undertaking of joint efforts originating from marine environmental concerns could actually grant a new dynamics in the confidence-building process in the area and, especially for the first two cases that are still pending, act as a catalyst rendering more feasible the prospect of an eventual settlement. This prospect could even be precipitated if the states concerned realized that it is to their interest to reach a final commonly agreed solution to their pending issues. Once marine boundary and maritime jurisdiction questions were clarified and settled, under the context of a comprehensive and crystal-clear solution, developments in marine policy-making and planning in SEE could gain a new impetus precisely at the domestic level of governance since the specific states' policy prioritization would no longer have to take into account the presence of a confrontational neighbour. Hence, state regulative patterns governing marine affairs in the region that are based on constructive collaboration and not on regressive confrontation could lead to more effective and even more innovative environmental initiatives and strategies addressing comprehensively the particular policy field in SEE.

V. NATIONAL DIMENSION

Final chapter of Part B’ will unfold the national dimensions of marine policy-making in SEE by estimating the effectiveness of the relevant policy arrangements undertaken at the respective countries’ domestic level of governance. As previously specified in the respective chapter V of Part A’, the SEE countries that are currently in EU accession track (whether candidates or potential candidates) are yet way far from meeting the substantial standards of a clearly devised and elementarily structured independent policy context regulating marine environmental affairs at the national level. Therefore, present chapter’s focus will be set on the domestic marine policy-planning performance of the four SEE countries
 that are already attributed an EU membership status. 

The aforementioned organizing order to be followed in the present chapter was opted on the grounds that, albeit elementary, those countries’ national authorities have at least reached a rudimentary stage of a functioning organizational framework subject to evaluation. In turn, this evaluation will be twofold; initially centred on identifying the policy instruments employed by the national authorities on the case at issue in an effort to subsequently point out whether the measures taken at the domestic sphere of governance correspond mostly to public policy initiatives or form the outcome of an externally promoted (mainly EU-driven) marine environmental policy agenda for reform of the domestic policy priorities and administrative structures.

To start with, Greece has proceeded to the establishment of a Special Secretariat competent for the protection and preservation of Water Resources functioning under the umbrella of the newly established (in 2009) autonomous Greek Ministry for the Environment, Energy and Climate Change. In terms of government intervention policy tools, the country employs equally command and control instruments along with market-based ones. More specifically, concerning the former category, Greece has moved towards the adoption of relevant national laws and regulations along with the endorsement of green public procurements and the issuance of environmental impact assessment reports. With regard to the latter category, Greece has launched the utilization of two voluntarily adopted (by various stakeholders) policy instruments: the Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) and the EU Ecolabel. Additionally, inspection and environmental liability mechanisms have been set up reflecting the polluter-pays-principle.
 Nevertheless, both the incentive and the legal basis for the ensuing national institutional arrangements are in their entirety of EU inspiration and origin. Furthermore, follow-up structures seem to fall short of the required standards whereas government co-funding and environmental prioritization equally appear to lag behind.

Secondly, Slovenia has set up the Department of Waters as part of the Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning and has also adopted domestic legislation on waters’ sound preservation and management as part of its EU acquis harmonization commitments.
 In the specific case, relevant data provided are far more limited revealing the country’s low commitment to effective water resources’ management at the national policy arena. What is more, information describing precisely the policy instruments applied is considerably lacking; thus, constituting an additional drawback to public awareness and participation and to the actual policy performance of the undertaken actions. 

Thirdly, in the Bulgarian case, the water sector issues fall within the competency of the Executive Environment Agency (ExEA)
 operating within the framework of the Bulgarian Ministry of Environment and Water.
 In particular, the Operational Programme Environment 2007-2013, managed by Cohesion Policy for Environment Directory within the Ministry of Environment and Water,
 encompasses preservation and improvement of water resources’ quality among the objectives to be accomplished.
 However, as with the two previous cases, Bulgaria also proceeds to national marine-oriented policy actions that are devised as part of the country’s adjustment and convergence process to EU environmental norms and standards. 

Fourthly and lastly, water sector management is directed by the Water Department of the Romanian Ministry of Environment. With reference to the policy instruments applied by the Ministry, it appears that normative tools (laws/regulations integrating EU relevant environmental legislation, environmental impact assessment reports
 and green public procurements
) are given priority versus the market-based policy instruments for which the only information available refer to the use of the Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS).
 Again, water policy agenda and developments at the domestic sphere are inspired, sponsored and advanced by relevant initiatives firstly elaborated at the EU policy context.

     Despite the institutional arrangements forwarded at the national dimension of governance, it should be upheld that one specific feature which all previous four SEE states share is related to the significantly fragmented or uneven power distribution and split competences noted at the national spectrum of water policy formation; hence, ultimately undermining any sign of manifested political motivation and momentum as well as the policy performance of the domestically sprung up elaborated policy schemes. However, let us not forget as well that the effectiveness of the specific national projects may equally be affected by domestic calculations relating to political cost implications.  

CONCLUSIONS


Laying down the constituent elements of the policy framework specially designed to meet the environmental challenges, priorities, needs and particularities of the SEE marine space following a multi-dimensional research perspective has been the central point of scrutiny in the present essay. In particular, the Mediterranean and the Black Sea marine ecosystems have served as the testing ground for evaluating both the utility and efficacy of the marine-oriented policy patterns put into practice in the whole area at issue. In this view, critically assessing the actual upshot of these parallel institutionalized structures in terms of fully shaped and sufficiently implemented and monitored policy schemes was reasonably considered a crucial aspect to focus on for the formulation of the following concluding thoughts.

In particular, Part A’ sought to identify the several institutional ventures targeting comprehensive and effective protection of the Mediterranean and the western Black Sea coastal and marine environment by means of a criteria set that was articulated for the purposes of the present paper following the necessary overview of the literature relevant to the paper’s topic.  The specific criteria were illustrated in an attempt to point out the resulting so-called “spaghetti bowl effect” (Bartlett 2008) of the differentiated policy approaches and practices set in motion within this multi-layered policy context; thus, accounting to a greater or to a lesser extent of this multifaceted system's obvious failure to effectively address the SEE marine space in a clearly holistic approach as a distinct geographical unit.   

Respectively, Part B’ drew attention on the practical aspects of the institutional arrangements sketched up in Part A’, that is to say, on the policy performance of the specific policy projects focusing on the coastal and marine waters’ governance in the wider SEE region. To this end, two sets of policy instruments were utilized; namely, command and control policy tools on the one hand and market-based instruments on the other. Their implementation in the case at hand was quite revealing in the sense that it highlighted the manifest discrepancies  - in terms of effective policy outcomes - arising from the aforementioned “spaghetti bowl effect”  taking place within this complex framework of coexisting fragmentation and overlap features. 

Accordingly, the preceded findings lead us to conclude that this essay's working hypothesis has been sufficiently proved. The paper's findings are, in their turn, illustrative of the reason why constructive cooperation among the international, regional, EU, sub-regional and national spheres of governance on the basis of complementarity should be promoted if, of course, the formation of cohesive, viable and integrated policies aiming at the sound preservation and rational management of the marine and coastal environment in SEE still remains the urging and foremost goal to be attained. Otherwise, if geopolitical antagonisms prevail over environmental and sustainability development concerns – as it was pointed out in the paper's respective section on SEE countries' pending bilateral disputes – this will ultimately be at the expense of the already aggravated condition of the marine environment in SEE.

One significant aspect of this paper’s topic consists of the argument that the Mediterranean and Black Sea marine ecosystems - albeit sharing certain geomorphological attributes and facing transboundary pollution hazards, pressures and threats – have not to date been treated by the various institutions and stakeholders engaged in the field as an undivided ecological entity following an inclusive policy perspective. However, pollution and in the case at hand marine pollution knows no frontiers. Therefore, if such a policy shift ever occurred, not only would it form a straightforward manifestation of the diversely involved actors' will to deal with the SEE marine region in an undoubtedly holistic and distinct way but it would also pave the way for the elaboration of a new policy debate in a twofold direction; to be precise, both on an academic discourse level and on a practical policy response level as well. In this context, the geopolitical term of “Great Mediterranean Marine Region”
 (Suárez de Vivero et.al. 2002: p.384, footnote no.2), encompassing the regions in question, would actually find practical meaning since it so far constitutes a rather theoretical construction not adequately addressed in the relevant literature.              
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� Comprising all the former Yugoslav states minus Slovenia plus Albania.


� Article 122 of the UNCLOS: «For the purposes of this Convention, "enclosed or semi-enclosed sea" means a gulf, basin or sea surrounded by two or more States and connected to another sea or the ocean by a narrow outlet or consisting entirely or primarily of the territorial seas and exclusive economic zones of two or more coastal States». 


� Article 123 of the UNCLOS: «States bordering an enclosed or semi-enclosed sea should cooperate with each other in the exercise of their rights and in the performance of their duties under this Convention. To this end they shall endeavour, directly or through an appropriate regional organization:


	(a) to coordinate the management, conservation, exploration and exploitation of the living resources of the sea;


	(b) to coordinate the implementation of their rights and duties with respect to the protection and preservation of the marine environment;


	(c) to coordinate their scientific research policies and undertake where appropriate joint programmes of scientific research in the area;


	(d) to invite, as appropriate, other interested States or international organizations to cooperate with them in furtherance of the provisions of this article».


	 





� That is to say, Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), Serbia, Montenegro, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), Kosovo (under United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1244/99), Slovenia, Croatia, Bulgaria, Romania, Greece and Turkey.     


� To be discussed in more detail at a later section of this paper. 


� For the latest state of ratifications as at 1st June 2010  see � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/Depts/los/reference_files/status2010.pdf"��http://www.un.org/Depts/los/reference_files/status2010.pdf�  [accessed 06.09.2010]  


� Into force since 1994. 


� Article 192 UNCLOS: «States have the obligation to protect and preserve the marine environment».


� Article 194 (1) UNCLOS. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.imo.org/"��http://www.imo.org/�  [accessed 06.09.2010]


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.imo.org/"��http://www.imo.org/�  [accessed 06.09.2010]


� Into force since 1983 for Annexes I and II of the Convention. 


� Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia, Slovenia and Turkey are parties to the 1973/78 MARPOL Convention.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.fao.org/fishery/topic/16800/en"��http://www.fao.org/fishery/topic/16800/en�  [accessed 08.09.2010]


� Into force since 2004. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.fao.org/fishery/rfb/gfcm/en"��http://www.fao.org/fishery/rfb/gfcm/en�  [accessed 08.09.2010]


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ioc-unesco.org/index.php?option=com_frontpage&Itemid=1"��http://www.ioc-unesco.org/index.php?option=com_frontpage&Itemid=1�  [accessed 08.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ioc-goos.org/content/view/12/26/"��http://www.ioc-goos.org/content/view/12/26/� [accessed 08.09.2010]  


� Founded in 1997 under the auspices of UNESCO’s IOC. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.medgoos.net/"��http://www.medgoos.net/�  [accessed  08.09.2010]


� Founded in 2001 under the auspices of UNESCO’s IOC. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ims.metu.edu.tr/Black_Sea_GOOS/history.htm"��http://www.ims.metu.edu.tr/Black_Sea_GOOS/history.htm�  [accessed  08.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ims.metu.edu.tr/Black_Sea_GOOS/"��http://www.ims.metu.edu.tr/Black_Sea_GOOS/�  [accessed  08.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unep.org/regionalseas/about/strategy/default.asp"��http://www.unep.org/regionalseas/about/strategy/default.asp�  [accessed  08.09.2010]





� Adopted in 1976. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001001004"��http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001001004� [accessed  09.09.2010]


� Into force since 2004. 


� Into force since 2008. 


� Into force since 1999. 


� Into force since 2008. 


� Among SEE states, Albania, BiH, Croatia, Greece, Montenegro, Slovenia and Turkey participate in the MAP.  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001017003"��http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001017003� [accessed  09.09.2010]


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001017004"��http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001017004�  [accessed  09.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unep.org/regionalseas/programmes/nonunep/default.asp"��http://www.unep.org/regionalseas/programmes/nonunep/default.asp�  [accessed  09.09.2010]  





� Signed in 1992.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_convention.asp"��http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_convention.asp�  [accessed  09.09.2010]  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_activitycenters.asp"��http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_activitycenters.asp� [accessed  09.09.2010]   


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_advisorygroups.asp"��http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_advisorygroups.asp� [accessed  09.09.2010]     


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_bsimap.asp"��http://www.blacksea-commission.org/_bsimap.asp� [accessed  09.09.2010]      


�� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/l66049_en.htm"��http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/l66049_en.htm�  [accessed 10.09.2010]


�� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/l66049_en.htm"��http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/l66049_en.htm� [accessed 10.09.2010] 


� Article 4 (c) and (d).


�� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/l66049_en.htm"��http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/l66049_en.htm� [accessed 10.09.2010] 


�� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/pe0011_en.htm"��http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/pe0011_en.htm� [accessed 10.09.2010] 


�� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/pe0009_en.htm"��http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/maritime_affairs/pe0009_en.htm� [accessed 10.09.2010]


�� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/environment/water_protection_management/r17102_en.htm"��http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/environment/water_protection_management/r17102_en.htm� [accessed 11.09.2010] 


� Croatia, Turkey, FYROM.


� Albania, BiH, Kosovo/UNSCR 1244/99, Montenegro, Serbia.


� Namely, PHARE, SAPARD, ISPA, PHARE CBC for candidate countries and CARDS for the potential candidates.    


� � HYPERLINK "../ΠΜΣ-ΠΟΛΙΤΙΚΟ-SEES-ΔΙΠΛΩΜΑΤΙΚΗ/ http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/agriculture/enlargement/e50020_en.htm"��http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/agriculture/enlargement/e50020_en.htm� [accessed 11.09.2010] 


� In the case at hand, Greece, Bulgaria, Romania and Slovenia


� HYPERLINK "http://www.interreg4c.net/programme.html"��http://www.interreg4c.net/programme.html� [accessed 11.09.2010]  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.interreg4c.net/load/October_2007_General_Presentation.pps" \l "7"��http://www.interreg4c.net/load/October_2007_General_Presentation.pps#7� [accessed 11.09.2010]   


� � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/index.htm"��http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/index.htm�  [accessed 23.09.2010]


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.savacommission.org/history"��http://www.savacommission.org/history� [accessed 12.09.2010]


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.savacommission.org/vision"��http://www.savacommission.org/vision� [accessed 12.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.savacommission.org/work"��http://www.savacommission.org/work� [accessed 12.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.savacommission.org/functioning"��http://www.savacommission.org/functioning� [accessed 12.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mop.gov.si/en/splosno/cns/news/article/1994/7319/d21557b1b2/"��http://www.mop.gov.si/en/splosno/cns/news/article/1994/7319/d21557b1b2/�  [accessed 12.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/about_us.htm"��http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/about_us.htm� [accessed 12.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/about_us.htm"��http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/about_us.htm� [accessed 12.09.2010]  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/dablas.htm"��http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/dablas.htm� [accessed 12.09.2010]   


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.prespapark.org/about"��http://www.prespapark.org/about� [accessed 12.09.2010]    


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.prespapark.org/vission_mission"��http://www.prespapark.org/vission_mission� [accessed 12.09.2010]     


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.prespapark.org/undp_gef_project"��http://www.prespapark.org/undp_gef_project� [accessed 12.09.2010]      


� � HYPERLINK "http://prespa.iwlearn.org/transboundary-monitoring-system/transbiundary-monitoring-system/expert-study-development-of-a-transboundary-monitoring-system-for-the-prespa-park-area/FullStudy_Ch0to5_final_draft.pdf"��http://prespa.iwlearn.org/transboundary-monitoring-system/transbiundary-monitoring-system/expert-study-development-of-a-transboundary-monitoring-system-for-the-prespa-park-area/FullStudy_Ch0to5_final_draft.pdf� [accessed 12.09.2010]       


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.watersee.net/"��http://www.watersee.net/� [accessed 17.09.2010]        


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.watersee.net/"��http://www.watersee.net/� [accessed 17.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.eeas.europa.eu/euromed/index_en.htm"��http://www.eeas.europa.eu/euromed/index_en.htm� [accessed 13.09.2010]        


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.medaquaministerial2008.net/en/dcl/Water_-_EN_FINAL__265-08_.pdf"��http://www.medaquaministerial2008.net/en/dcl/Water_-_EN_FINAL__265-08_.pdf�  [accessed 13.09.2010]       


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ypeka.gr/Default.aspx?tabid=550"��http://www.ypeka.gr/Default.aspx?tabid=550� [accessed 13.09.2010]   


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.bsec-organization.org/aoc/environprotect/Pages/termsofref.aspx"��http://www.bsec-organization.org/aoc/environprotect/Pages/termsofref.aspx� [accessed 14.09.2010]       


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.bsec-organization.org/aoc/environprotect/Pages/Annex IV - Action Plan.pdf"��http://www.bsec-organization.org/aoc/environprotect/Pages/Annex%20IV%20-%20Action%20Plan.pdf� [accessed 14.09.2010]        





� Slovenia: Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning � HYPERLINK "http://www.mop.gov.si/en/"��http://www.mop.gov.si/en/� 


Bulgaria: Ministry of Environment and Water of Bulgaria � HYPERLINK "http://www.moew.government.bg/index_e.html"��http://www.moew.government.bg/index_e.html� 


Romania: Ministry of Environment � HYPERLINK "http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/index_en.html"��http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/index_en.html� 


Greece: Ministry for the Environment, Energy and Climate Change � HYPERLINK "http://www.ypeka.gr/Default.aspx?tabid=224"��http://www.ypeka.gr/Default.aspx?tabid=224� 





� Pollution retention time reaches eighty years for the Mediterranean and one hundred and forty for the Black Sea (Suárez de Vivero et.al. 2002: p.397).    


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/closindx.htm"��http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/closindx.htm� [accessed 29.09.2010]


� Three accession chapters remain blocked; those referring to fisheries, environment and external politics respectively.   


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.icj-cij.org/docket/files/132/14989.pdf"��http://www.icj-cij.org/docket/files/132/14989.pdf�  [accessed 28.09.2010] 


� Established in 2002 jointly by UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme), UNDP (United Nations Development Programme) and OSCE (Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe).


� Namely, Greece, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Romania. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ypeka.gr/Default.aspx?tabid=245"��http://www.ypeka.gr/Default.aspx?tabid=245� [accessed 26.09.2010]


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mop.gov.si/en/areas_of_work/environment_directorate/"��http://www.mop.gov.si/en/areas_of_work/environment_directorate/� [accessed 26.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://nfp-bg.eionet.eu.int/bul/ncesd/eng/index.html"��http://nfp-bg.eionet.eu.int/bul/ncesd/eng/index.html� [accessed 26.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.moew.government.bg/index_e.html"��http://www.moew.government.bg/index_e.html�  [accessed 26.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://ope.moew.government.bg/en/management"��http://ope.moew.government.bg/en/management� [accessed 26.09.2010]


� � HYPERLINK "http://ope.moew.government.bg/en/info"��http://ope.moew.government.bg/en/info� [accessed 26.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/departament_mediu_en/bastroe_channel.htm"��http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/departament_mediu_en/bastroe_channel.htm� [accessed 26.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/upp_en/procurement.htm"��http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/upp_en/procurement.htm�  [accessed 26.09.2010] 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/departament_mediu_en/emas.htm"��http://www.mmediu.ro/vechi/departament_mediu_en/emas.htm� [accessed 26.09.2010]  





� Corresponding to the joint marine space of the Mediterranean Sea and the Black Sea.





