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PAPER ON EECCA ENVIRONMENTAL PRIORITIES 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. The EECCA Environment Strategy contains seven primary, and many secondary, objectives. In 
view of the limited financial and human resources available to EECCA countries and their partners, it is 
vital that those resources are concentrated so as to resolve priority environmental problems. Effective 
prioritisation would guide EECCA country efforts and facilitate the development of partnerships to achieve 
the objectives of the EECCA Environment Strategy. This document analyses how environmental issues are 
prioritised in environmental and economic planning documents in EECCA countries.  

2. In general, there is little effective prioritisation in environmental planning documents such as 
National Environmental Action Programmes (NEAPs) or National Environmental Health Action 
Programmes (NEHAPs). There is an abundance of planning documents, often identifying many and 
competing priorities. Realistic implementation strategies, including strategies for how tasks will be 
financed, are usually missing. In some EECCA countries, a “programming fatigue” has set in. 
Considerable efforts are often made to comply with national, and international, requirements to develop 
programmes. The programmes are usually under-resourced and do not achieve their objectives. 
Programming becomes a routine exercise, used in the competition for resources, and not expected to result 
in real environmental improvement. It is difficult to break out of this “vicious circle”, and to develop more 
results-oriented approaches. 

3. More recently, some EECCA countries have begun to follow good international practices in 
developing environmental programmes.  For example, by identifying clear and transparent criteria for 
priority-setting, by conducting in-depth analysis of key problems, by involving stakeholders and building 
political support for environmental reform. Some countries have also developed finance strategies for 
water and solid waste management that link targets with realistic sources of finance and necessary policy 
and institutional reforms. However, much more needs to be done to deepen and extend such approaches. 
Scarce resources need to be more focussed on a few urgent problems that require urgent attention, and on 
low-cost measures for policy and institutional reform where realistic progress is possible. 

4. The review of environmental planning documents suggests that priorities differ across countries. 
Belarus, Moldova, Russian Federation and Ukraine devote most attention to water supply and sanitation, 
nature conservation, biodiversity, and air pollution in urban areas. The Central Asian Republics and 
Caucacus countries, in addition, emphasize land degradation, water shortages and desertification. For 
EECCA countries in general, water supply and sanitation and agriculture are the most frequently cited 
priority issues, whereas overall sectoral integration, finance, and transboundary issues are the least 
frequently cited priorities.  

5. Integrating environmental considerations into national development strategies has also proved 
difficult. Environment has fallen on the political agendas of most, if not all, EECCA countries since the 
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early 1990s. Moreover, the capacities that would be needed to demonstrate why a higher priority should be 
assigned to environment on grounds of economic costs and benefits or poverty reduction are lacking.  

6. At the same time, there are new opportunities emerging to better integrate environment into 
national development strategies. Many donors and IFIs are re-orienting their cooperation programmes to 
support the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDG), which has an environmental 
component. Similarly the international community is increasingly focussing its efforts on support for 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers. EECCA countries could do more to use these opportunities. However, 
care should be taken to ensure that country strategies are locally-owned and reflect national priorities, 
rather than identifying issues that have the highest probability of attracting external support. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

1. At the “Environment for Europe” Ministerial Conference in 2003 in Kiev, Ukraine, the Ministers 
recognised the need for further concentration of efforts towards the countries of the Eastern Europe, 
Caucasus and Central Asia (EECCA)1. They adopted an EECCA Environment Strategy to provide a 
framework for further development of national policies of individual EECCA countries and strengthened 
bilateral and multilateral co-operation between EECCA countries and their partners. 

2. The Ministers emphasised that the EECCA Governments themselves have the main responsibility 
to establish their priorities and identify key areas for action within and among the seven objectives of the 
Strategy (see the Box 1 below). The EAP Task Force, together with Facilitating and other International 
Organisations and donor countries, were invited to provide support to the EECCA countries in achieving 
the objectives of the EECCA Environment Strategy. Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and the 
private sector were also invited to contribute to this work. 

Box 1. EECCA Environment Strategy Objectives  
and Areas of Action 

1. Improve Environmental Legislation, Policies and Institutional 
Framework 
2. Reduce the Risks to Human Health through Pollution Prevention 
and Control 

2.1. –  Urban Air Pollution 
2.2. –  Water Supply and Sanitation 
2.3. –  Waste and Chemicals Management 

3. Manage Natural Resources in a Sustainable Manner 
3.1. –  IWRM (river basins & seas) 
3.2. –  Biodiversity & Ecosystems Protection 

4. Integrate Environmental Considerations into the Development of 
Key Economic Sectors 

4.1. –  Overall Sectoral Integration 
4.2. –  Energy Sector 
4.3. –  Transport Sector 
4.4. –  Agricultural Sector 
4.5. –  Forestry Sector 

5. Establish and Strengthen Mechanisms for Mobilising and Allocating 
Financial Resources to Achieve the Strategy Objectives 
6. Provide Information for Environmental Decision-Making, Promote 
Public Participation, Environmental Education 

6.1.– Environmental Monitoring and Information 
Management 
6.2. –   Public Participation 
6.3. –   Education 

7. Identify and Address Transboundary Problems and Strengthen Co-
operation within the Framework of International Conventions 

                                                      
1. EECCA countries are Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Republic of 

Moldova, the Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. 
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3. At the Kiev Conference it was agreed that EECCA Environment Ministers and their partners 
would meet in 2004 “to discuss the action programmes and partnerships to implement the EECCA 
Environment Strategy and to provide additional impetus for their development and implementation”. This 
paper is intended to support discussion by analysing the environmental priorities that EECCA countries 
have established to focus their efforts and to guide the development of partnerships.  

1.2 Rationale and Objectives of this Paper 

4. The EECCA Environment Strategy covers a wide range of areas. Taking into account the limited 
human and financial capacities available to EECCA countries and their partners, setting realistic priorities  
is an important step in facilitating the implementation of the Strategy and the development of partnerships 
for achieving the Strategy objectives. 

5. Based on information collected, none of the EECCA countries, with one exception, have 
prepared specific action programmes to achieve the objectives of the Strategy. Rather, they intend to use 
existing plans, programmes and strategies to implement the Strategy.  (Only Armenia has developed a draft 
operational plan of actions focused on implementation of the Strategy, but it has not yet been agreed).   

6. This paper aims at: 

•  reviewing the framework for environmental policy planning and national development planning in 
EECCA countries 

•  analysing how clearly environmental priorities are set in EECCA countries and how they relate to 
EECCA Strategy objectives; 

•  identifying how environment is integrated into national development strategies;  

•  suggesting ways to improve environmental policy planning and integration of environmental  
considerations into wider development plans in order to facilitate the implementation of the 
EECCA Environment Strategy in EECCA countries. 

1.3 Scope 

7. The present paper reviews the main environmental policy planning documents and national 
development strategies of all 12 EECCA countries as well as other policy reports e.g. UNECE 
Environmental Performance Reviews. It also examines the role of the Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs) as criteria for priority setting. It draws on analysis prepared by the World Bank on the treatment 
of environment in Poverty Reduction Strategy Programme (PRSPs). 

8. The paper builds on earlier work analysing the effectiveness of priority setting processes in 
EECCA countries including recommendations of work on National Environmental Action Programmes 
(NEAPs) carried out by the EAP Task Force in 1993-1998. The main principles of the original 
Environmental Action Programme for Central and Eastern Europe (EAP) and of the 2001 OECD/DAC 
Guidelines: Strategies for Sustainable Development: Practical Guidance for Development Co-operation 
have been followed when reviewing the policy planning documents. The focus has been put on analysing 
whether they: 

- exist in the country 
- establish clear priority problems and realistic response actions 
- were prepared through a participatory process (civil society, government sector, donors) 
- are supported by adequate financial resources. 
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II. FRAMEWORK FOR ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY PLANNING AND NATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLANNING IN EECCA 

9. The national policy planning framework in most of the EECCA countries has traditionally been 
guided by inherited planning practices and international demands. It includes a large variety of planning 
documents, such as: 

•  Plans with a strong environment focus: 
- National Environmental Action Plans (NEAPs) 
- National Environment and Health Action Plans ( NEHAPs) 

 
•   Plans with focus on broader economic development issues: 

- National Strategies for Sustainable Development (NSSDs) 
- National Socio-Economic Development Plans  
- Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs). 

 
10. In some countries the framework has been defined by the Law on Environmental Protection, e.g 
in Georgia, where pursuant to the law on environmental protection, the national environmental action 
programme has to be a part of the Georgian Indicative plan for social-economic development. International 
agreements and requirements also commit countries to prepare and adopt the National Strategies for 
Sustainable Development (NSSD) or Poverty Reduction Strategy Programmes (PRSPs), which can be 
important tools for mainstreaming environment into overall economic policies and other sectoral policies.  

11. An overview of these plans in the EECCA region is given below. The Annex 1 in the end of this 
document provides a brief summary of the main planning documents in each EECCA country. 

2.1 National Environmental Planning 

12. A National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) is an environmental strategy or a programme 
for addressing priority problems. Principles for elaborating NEAPs were identified in the Environmental 
Action Programme for Central and Eastern Europe (EAP), adopted at the 1993 Lucerne “Environment for 
Europe” Conference. The EAP has provided guidance for EECCA countries in developing their 
environmental policies, and has provided the framework for the work of the EAP Task Force and Project 
Preparation Committee. Since 1993, all EECCA countries, except Ukraine, have developed a National 
Environmental Action Plan (NEAP). The most recent NEAP is being developed in Tajikistan. Most of 
these NEAPs were developed with the assistance of the World Bank and/or other donors. While the 
majority of NEAPs were developed in the second half of the 90-ies, in EECCA (e.g. Kyrgyz Republic, 
Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation, Uzbekistan), they still remain guiding 
environmental policy documents, providing a long-term perspective for addressing  environmental 
objectives in those countries. 

13. Many other environmental policy planning and strategy documents have been developed in 
EECCA governments to respond to different national needs e.g. ensuring environmental safety or 
Government planning purposes. The Environmental Doctrine of the Russian Federation, and a Concept of 
Environmental Safety of Kazakhstan, Main Directions of Government Policy on Environmental Protection, 
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Use of Natural Resources and Environmental Safety of Ukraine and the State Programme for 
Environmental Protection and the Rational Use of Natural Resources in Uzbekistan for 1999-2005 are a 
few examples.  

14. National Environmental Health Action Plans (NEHAP) in the EECCA region were formulated 
in accordance with the recommendations of the World Health Organisation (WHO) Europe.  They present 
a comprehensive inter-sectoral approach to planning and management in the field of environmental health 
as well as a framework for action. Almost all EECCA countries have NEHAPs, which have been approved 
by their Governments. The majority of these plans were approved in connection with the resolutions of the 
3rd Conference of Environment and Health Ministers which was held in London in June 1999. The most 
recent NEHAPs were approved in the Republic of Moldova (2001), the Russian Federation (2001), 
Armenia (2002) and Georgia (2003).  In Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan draft plans have been prepared, but 
they have not been officially approved by their Governments. The implementation of NEHAPs varies and 
depends to a large extent on available human and financial resources. According to WHO documentation, 
good progress in implementing NEHAPs has been made in Belarus and Uzbekistan. 

15. There is also a large number of “environment media specific” and “sectoral” environmental 
planning documents, such as biodiversity strategies and action plans, water resources management plans, 
forestry development plans, national programmes on climate change etc., in each EECCA country. These 
plans are not dealt in this paper. “Sectoral” environmental planning plays, of course, an important key role 
in identifying “second-level priorities” – concrete and actionable priorities within the corresponding 
environmental sector.  EECCA countries have engaged as well in this type of planning. For instance, 
several EECCA countries have progressed in developing Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) 
plans – further details on those plans can be found in the “Status Report on EECCA Component of the EU 
Water Initiative.” 

2.2 National Development Planning 

16. Following the 1992 Rio Conference, and the 2002 Johannesburg Summit on Sustainable 
Development (WSSD), several EECCA countries have prepared a Concept on Sustainable Development 
(e.g. in Russia the Concept on Sustainable Development was adopted in 1996)  or are at different stages of 
developing National Strategies on Sustainable Development (NSSD). The most recent NSSD was 
adopted in Belarus in 2004. At the WSSD in 2002 the countries committed themselves to make progress in 
the formulation and elaboration of national strategies for sustainable development and begin their 
implementation by 2005. 

17. The NSSDs provide a long-term strategic view to the environment and related sectors and can be 
important tools for countries to integrate environment into other sectors, such as energy, transport, 
agriculture. They also provide an important mechanism for enhancing and linking national capacity so as 
to bring together priorities in social, economic and environmental policies. NSSDs also emphasise the 
importance of involving all sectors of society in their development and implementation. The NSSDs are 
expected to build on existing strategies and processes, rather than adding additional ones, to enable 
convergence and coherence. Based on a comprehensive review of experience in developing and developed 
countries, the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) has sought to clarify the principles 
underlying effective national strategies for sustainable development. These are summarised in the Box 2 
below. 
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Box 2. Key principles of sustainable development strategies 
 
These principles represent a set of desirable features of sustainable development strategies:  

•  Country-led and nationally-owned: Countries must take the lead and initiative in developing their own 
strategies. Sustainable development strategies cannot emerge from outside pressures.  

•  Rooted in a vision of long-term development: The vision should reflect a consensus among social, economic 
and political stakeholders across the political spectrum. High-level government commitment to the vision is also 
essential.  

•  Defined through a participatory process: involving civil society, the private sector and political stakeholders 
to open up debate, expose issues to be addressed, and build consensus and political support on action.  

•  Based on a solid analytical basic: taking account also of relevant regional issues, including a comprehensive 
review of the present situation and forecasts of trends and risks, including those beyond the country's control. 
Such analysis depends on credible and reliable information on changing environmental, social and economic 
conditions, pressures and responses, and their implications for strategy objectives and indicators.  

•  Focused on ensuring sustained beneficial impacts on disadvantaged and marginalised groups: notably the 
poor.  

•  Comprehensive and integrated: Strategies should seek to integrate economic, social and environmental 
objectives through mutually supportive policies. But where integration cannot be achieved, and hard choices 
have to be made, they should be negotiated in a transparent and participative manner. Ensuring transparency and 
accountability is therefore essential.  

In developing the strategy key it is essential to:  

•  Build on existing strategies and processes, rather than adding additional ones, and focus on improving 
the convergence: complementarity and coherence between different planning frameworks and policies. This 
requires mechanisms to co-ordinate different processes, and to identify and resolve potential conflicts, as 
well as good communication and information dissemination with a premium on transparency and 
accountability.  

•  Set realistic and monitorable targets linked to clear budgetary priorities: Targets need to be 
challenging, but realistic in relation to financial and other constraints. The strategy needs to be fully 
integrated into the budget process to ensure that financial resources are available to translate it into action. 
Conversely, the formulation of budgets must take account of the priorities highlighted in the strategy.  

•  Identify priority capacity development needs: This includes taking stock of the institutional, human, 
scientific and financial capacity of state, market and civil society stakeholders and finding ways to fill gaps.  

•  Build in continuous monitoring and improvement from the outset: This requires developing mechanisms 
and indicators to track progress, capture lessons from experience, identify necessary changes of course. 
Local capacities for analysis and existing information should be fully utilised.  

•  Define the roles, responsibilities and relationships of key participants in strategy processes early on: 
Governmental, civil society, and private sector stakeholders should agree on the rules of the game and be 
bound to clearly defined standards of behaviour.  

•  Link national and local levels: Policy-making and planning should involve two-way iterative processes 
within and between national and decentralised levels of governments. The main strategic principles and 
directions should be set at the central level but detailed planning, implementation and monitoring would be 
undertaken at a decentralised level, with appropriate transfer of resources and authority.  

Source: OECD-DAC Strategies for Sustainable Development: Practical Guidance for Development Co-operation, 
2001. 
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18. Each EECCA country has developed a Plan for Socio-Economic Development. These 
documents may be called differently, however the purpose is the same. The plan defines the strategies, 
objectives and major directions for socio-economic development in the country and the means and 
methods for their implementation. They can be worked out for short-(1-2 years), medium (5-7 years e.g. 
national programme on environmentally sustainable socio-economic development of Azerbaijan for 2003-
2010), and long-term (10-30 years e.g. the long-term development strategy of Kazakhstan until 2030). 
These plans usually are a basis for drafting the state budgets.  Plans for social-economic development are 
based on programmes (state ear-marked programmes) and proposals for development of various sectors, 
including the environment. State ear-marked programmes can be initiated by government authorities, 
regional or local authorities and scientific or other institutions. These programmes are submitted to the 
coordinating ministry (usually a Ministry of Economy or Finance), which will follow an established 
procedure to select the list of priority projects to be included in the Plan and adopted by the President. 

19. Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) are national development planning documents, 
which provide comprehensive, result-oriented frameworks for reducing poverty. They describe a country's 
macroeconomic, structural and social policies and programs to promote growth and reduce poverty, as well 
as associated external financing needs. PRSPs are prepared by governments through a participatory process 
involving civil society and development partners, including the World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF). PRSPs need to be fully revised every three years and annual progress reports 
prepared each year to inform the society and the international community about changes in key poverty 
indicators and key developments on the policy front.  

20. As a result of international concessional assistance from the World Bank and the IMF2, PRSPs 
are currently on the agenda of about 70 low-income countries around the world.  Since 1999, when the 
PRSP approach was formally adopted by the WB and IMF, 54 countries have completed an interim or full 
PRSP. In EECCA, PRSPs have been prepared in six countries: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, the Kyrgyz 
Republic, Moldova and Tajikistan. Most external development partners have expressed their strong support 
for the objectives and principles of the PRSP approach, their eagerness to work with governments in 
preparing strategies, and their intention to adjust their own programs to support these strategies.  Key bi-
lateral donors, including the Netherlands and the United Kingdom as well as the EU, see PRSPs playing a 
leading role in shaping their development assistance.  At the same time, many low-income country 
governments have begun to use the PRSP process as a means to improve aid coordination.  Certain 
recipient countries have presented their strategies to donors and have invited donors other than the IFIs to 
provide advice and assistance in preparation of better Poverty Reduction Strategies.   

21. PRSPs are important for environmental policy in EECCA because they can serve as an important 
tool for integrating environmental concerns into Government policies.  In the context of a PRSP, 
environment and poverty are linked in two major ways. One is that poverty alleviation should not damage 
the environment of the poor, which would only undercut gains in one area with losses in another. The other 
main link is that improving environmental conditions can help to reduce poverty. Environmental 
conditions have major effects on the health, opportunity, and security of poor people. Environmental 
activities can also provide effective ways to empower the poor. The many links between environmental 
management and poverty alleviation provide the rationale for systematic integration of environmental 
concerns in PRSPs and their associated processes. 

22. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) also represent an opportunity for promoting the 
integration of environmental concerns in national development planning.  The international development 

                                                      
2. PRSPs are a requirement for countries in order to receive concessional assistance from the World Bank (through 

the International Development Association – IDA) and the IMF (through the Poverty Reduction and Growth 
Facility – PRGF). 
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agenda is increasingly characterized by country ownership and a focus on results, particularly on poverty 
reduction and achieving the MDGs – a set of internationally agreed targets adopted by Heads of State in 
the UN Millennium Summit in 2000. In addition to achieving the environmental MDG (focused on policy 
integration, water and sanitation, and slums), environmental improvements will contribute to achieving the 
other MDGs – such as those centred on poverty (through better natural resource management) and health 
(through pollution prevention and control) – see Box 3. International experience shows that by using the 
contribution to achieving the different MDGs as a criteria for prioritising environmental issues, it becomes 
easier for Ministries of Environment to integrate environmental considerations in national development 
strategies and to attract international support.     

23. Some people have argued that there may be a tension between setting environmental priorities on 
the basis of national needs and using the internationally-agreed MDGs for this purpose.  Cost–benefit 
approaches to environmental priority-setting attempt to identify areas for policy action where the benefits 
of the environmental policy interventions will exceed the costs of undertaking those interventions. In so 
doing, the cost-benefit approach would allocate environmental expenditures (including human and 
institutional resources) to those areas that would provide the highest pay-off in terms of welfare gains. 
Achieving progress in those “priority” areas will likely be the best way of contributing to ensure 
environmental sustainability in a given country.  

24. A conflict between a cost-benefit approach to priority-setting and using the MDGs could arise, if 
the targets, for example for water supply and sanitation are mechanically translated into national priorities. 
However, the philosophy underlying the MDGs approach recognizes that every country needs to develop 
their own targets on their path to ensuring environmental sustainability. For example, it may be the case 
that the greatest environmental challenge facing a particular country is given by the health impacts of 
industrial air pollution.  It could be that the benefits of reducing air pollution (in terms of reduced 
mortality, morbidity, medical bills and so on) are much greater than the costs of achieving those 
reductions, and greater than some actions to address water supply and sanitation.  It will be difficult to 
consider that such a country is progressing towards environmental sustainability if industrial air pollution 
is not reduced. In addition, since air pollution is such an acute problem in that particular country, 
interventions to reduce industrial air pollution would significantly contribute to achieving the MDGs 
related to poverty (for instance, by increasing the ability of the poor to increase their income through more 
days of productive work and reducing their medical bills) and to health (by reducing child mortality due to 
respiratory infections).  There may still be cases where progress in those environmental policy areas with 
the highest potential pay-off in terms of cost-benefit analysis may not have the greatest impact in terms of 
achieving the non-environmental MDGs, but the scope for ‘win-win’ interventions is probably larger and 
underexploited.   
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Box 3.  The Millennium Development Goals and the Environment 

The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), which grew out of the agreements and resolutions of world 
conferences organised by the United Nations in the 1990s, were adopted by Heads of State in the Millennium Summit 
in 2000 and have since then been commonly accepted as a framework for measuring development progress.  The first 
seven goals, directed at reducing poverty in all its forms, are mutually reinforcing.  The eighth goal – a global 
partnership for development – is about the means to achieve the first seven. The MDGs establish yardsticks for 
measuring results, not just for developing countries but for the rich countries that help to fund development programs 
and for the multilateral institutions that help the countries implement them.  

The Environment is an essential component of the Millennium Development Goals. The Millennium Summit’s 
Declaration dedicated a section to environmental protection, making explicit reference to climate change, 
desertification, biodiversity, and forest and water management. The MDG framework captures environmental 
concerns in Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability. The targets associated with that goal refer to mainstreaming 
the environment in policy and programs, reversing the loss of environmental resources, and improving access to basic 
services.   

The centrality of the environment to the Millennium Development Goals is reinforced by its strong linkages to 
the rest of the goals. Promoting non-farm sources of income and technological improvements in agriculture is key to 
reducing income-poverty in rural areas. But it is difficult to imagine achieving this reduction where land is degraded 
and water absent.  Reductions in child mortality will be more likely if households have access to adequate water 
supply, sanitation facilities, and modern fuels.  Ready access to fuel and water lessens the time demands on women 
and girls, facilitating their engagement in productive activities and school attendance. Climate change will favour the 
spread of vector-borne diseases and increase the likelihood of natural disasters. Those disasters, in turn, reduce 
income and destroy the infrastructure for education and health. If environmental sustainability is not ensured, 
achievements toward the remainder of the goals may be short-lived. Indeed, environmental actions may be among the 
most cost effective ways of achieving many of the other goals.  
 

MDG Framework 
Goals Targets 
Goal 1. Eradicate extreme 
poverty and hunger 

● Halve between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of  people whose income is less 
than one dollar a day 
● Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people who suffer from 
hunger 

Goal 2. Achieve universal 
primary education 

● Ensure that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to 
complete a full course of primary schooling 

Goal 3. Promote gender 
equality and empower women 

● Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education preferably by 
2005 and in all levels of education no later than 2015 

Goal 4. Reduce child 
mortality 

● Reduce by two-thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality rate 

Goal 5. Improve maternal 
health 

● Reduce by three-quarters, between 1990 and 2015, the maternal mortality 
ration 

Goal 6. Combat HIV/AIDS, 
malaria, and other diseases  

● Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS 
● Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the incidence of malaria and other 
major diseases 

Goal 7. Ensure environmental 
sustainability 

● Integrate the principles of sustainable development into country policies and 
programmes and reverse the loss of environmental resources 
● Halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe 
drinking water and sanitation. [The sanitation target was adopted in the 2002 
World Summit on Sustainable Development] 
● Have achieved, by 2020, a significant improvement in the lives of at least 100 
million slum dwellers 

Goal 8. Develop a global 
partnership for development 

[This goal deals with issues of governance; trade; debt; technology; work for 
youth; access to drugs; and the special needs of low-income countries, land-
locked countries, and small-island developing states]  

Source:  Adapted from Martín-Hurtado, R., K. Bolt and K. Hamilton. 2002. The Environment and the Millennium 
Development Goals. World Bank: Washington, DC. 
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III. CHALLENGES IN ENVIRONMENTAL PRIORITY-SETTING, PLANNING AND 
INTEGRATION IN EECCA IN RELATION TO ACHIEVING THE EECCA ENVIRONMENT 

STRATEGY OBJECTIVES  

25. Environment does not receive the priority it deserves in national decision-making in EECCA 
countries. Most of EECCA are struggling to break out of a “vicious circle” of ineffective environmental 
programming. Substantial efforts are invested in developing environmental programmes and strategies. 
However, weak prioritisation results in resources being spread too thinly and environmental programmes 
having little or no impact. This can undermine the basis – and the morale – for developing a strategic 
framework with clearer priorities and targets. 

3.1 EECCA environmental priorities and their linkage with EECCA Environment Strategy 
objectives 

26. All EECCA environmental policy planning documents that were analysed, identify broad 
problem areas across environmental media and sectors. However, there is no clear prioritization of 
environmental problems and response actions. Most plans establish long wish-lists. Some planning 
documents have proposed some sequencing of actions, but this has not necessarily resulted in improved 
prioritisation.  In the Azerbaijan NEAP, for example, out of 46 actions, 33 are top priorities. The action 
plan of the Russian Environmental Doctrine includes 35 activities related to the development or 
implementation of legislative and regulatory documents, 21 activities related to Federal Programmes under 
implementation, and 18 activities those under elaboration. It is unlikely that the capacity or resources exist 
to achieve the objectives.  

27. The broad problem areas identified as environmental priorities in EECCA countries differ across 
the region.  Belarus, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine devote more attention to issues such as water supply 
and sanitation, nature conservation and biodiversity, air pollution in urban areas. While Central Asian 
Republics and Caucasus, in addition, prioritise problems related to land degradation, deficiency of water 
resources, and desertification.  

28. Table 1 shows how priority areas identified in selected environmental policy/development 
planning documents of each EECCA country are divided according to the EECCA Environment Strategy 
objectives. This overview confirms the lack of clear priority setting in EECCA countries. Almost all 
objectives/sub-objectives of the EECCA Environment Strategy are mentioned as priority areas. Review of 
the EECCA policy/development planning documents shows that the EECCA Strategy objective 2.2. – 
Water Supply and Sanitation (one of the MDGs) and sub-objective 4.4 – Agriculture are the most 
frequently identified as priority areas in the documents reviewed. The objectives 4.1. Overall Sectoral 
Integration, 5. Financial Resource Mobilisation and Allocation, Objective 6.2. Public participation and 
Objective 7. Transboundary Issues and Conventions are the areas least frequently identified as priorities in 
the documents. The priorities indicated by this analysis are not consistent with the priorities that EECCA 
countries frequently express in international meetings. 

29. Table 1 also shows the multitude of policy planning documents identifying environmental 
priorities in the EECCA. These priority lists are not always consistent with each other. They often derive 
from different obligations, sometimes driven by international rather than national needs. Internationally-
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driven programmes usually provide an “opportunity”- not always realised - for obtaining technical and/or 
financial assistance. In addition to government-level plans, sectoral action programmes are often 
developed, again with little coordination and consistency with each others in terms of environmental 
priority setting.  

30. Major obstacles in priority setting in EECCA derive from the lack of institutional and managerial 
capacities, a weak information base, and a lack of coordination between the agencies and departments, 
competition for resources and difficulties (or reluctance) to fully engage all stakeholders. 

3.2 Analysis of environmental policy planning process 

31. The elaboration of national environmental action plans has been the first serious effort directed at 
a systematic prioritization of national environmental actions in EECCA countries. Despite the 
shortcomings of the “first generation” of NEAPs, their adoption has often been an important step forward 
in establishing an environmental planning system in many EECCA countries.  

32. In most of the recent environmental planning documents the principles of efficient planning were 
applied more rigorously.  Some of them used clear and transparent criteria and were based on solid 
analysis of environmental problems. The priority actions often were identified through consultations 
conducted under the auspices of the Ministries of Environment with the involvement of stakeholders. 
Various state agencies, scientific institutions, non-governmental organizations and foreign and local 
experts have taken part in setting priorities. However, the level of consultations with civil society has 
varied from one country to another and timing allocated for public consultations has not always been 
sufficient for achieving an agreement on a short list of priorities and therefore priority lists remain long.  

33. Realistic implementation strategies, including strategies for how tasks will be financed, are 
usually missing in the environmental policy plans in EECCA countries. In some cases, priority actions are 
listed under different categories depending on the degree of urgency as well as the level of cost needed for 
implementation (e.g. low-cost measures versus high long-term investment costs). Some countries have 
developed finance strategies for water and solid waste management that aim to link targets more 
realistically to available resources. Working on such strategies with Economics and Finance Ministries can 
facilitate the implementation of some elements of environmental programmes and help countries to break 
up the “vicious circle” of ineffective programming.  
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Table 1. Links in National Planning Documents to the objectives of the EECCA Strategy 
 Obj 1 Obj 2 Obj 3 Obj 4 Obj 5 Obj 6 Òbj 7 

  2.1 2.2 2.3 3.1 3.2 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5  6.1 6.2 6.3  
Armenia NEAP 

NEHAP 
NEAP 

NEHAP 
NEAP 

NEHAP
PRSP 

NEAP 
PRSP 

NEAP 
PRSP 

NEAP  PRSP NEAP NEAP 
NEHAP
PRSP 

NEAP 
PRSP 

 NEAP 
NEHAP 

 NEAP 
NEHAP 

 

Azerbaijan NEAP NPESD
NEAP 

NPSED
NEAP 

SPPRED 

NPESD
NEAP 

NPESD NPESD
NEAP 

SPPRED 

 NPESD 
NEAP 

NPSD 
NEAP 

SPPRED 

NPSD 
NEAP, 

SPPRED 

NPSD 
NEAP 

SPPRED 

NEAP NPSD 
SPPRED 

SPPRED NPSD 
SPPRED 

 

Belarus NEAP 
NEHAP 

NEAP 
NEHAP 
NSSD 

NEAP 
NEHAP
NSSD 

NEAP 
NEHAP
NSSD 

NSSD NEAP 
NSSD 

 NEAP 
NSSD 

NEAP 
NSSD 

NEAP 
NSSD 

NSSD  NEAP  NEAP  

Georgia NEAP 
EDPRS 

NEAP 
NEHAP 

NEAP 
NEAHP
EDPRS 

NEAP 
NEHAP 
EDPRS 

EDPRS NEAP 
EDPRS 

NEHAP
EDPRS 

NEAP 
NEHAP 

NEAP 
NEHAP 

NEAP 
NEHAP 
EDPRS 

 EDPRS NEAP 
EDPRS 

NEAP 
EDPRS 

NEAP  

Kazakhstan NEAP 
ESC 

NEAP 
ESC 

ESC NEAP 
ESC 

NEAP 
ESC 

NEAP 
ESC 

NEAP ESC  NEAP 
ESC 

 NEAP ESC NEAP 
ESC 

NEAP 
ESC 

ESC 

Kyrgyz Rep. NEAP 
 

NEAP 
ESC 

NEAP 
SSHD 
ESC 
PRSP 

ESC NEAP 
ESC 
PRSP 

NEAP 
SSHD 
ESC 
PRSP 

 SSHD SSHD NEAP 
SSHD 
ESC 
PRSP 

NEAP 
SSHD 
PRSP 

SSHD NEAP 
SSHD 
ESC 

 NEAP 
SSHD 
ESC 

 

Moldova NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 
PRSP 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 
PRSP 

EPC 
NPES 

EPC 
NPES 
PRSP 

EPC 
NPES 
PRSP 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 
PRSP 

EPC 
NPES 
PRSP 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 
PRSP 

NEHAP 
NPES 
PRSP 

NEHAP 
EPC 

NPES 
PRSP 

NPES 
PRSP 

NPES 

Russian Fed. ED NEAP 
ED 

NEHAP 

NEAP 
ED 

NEHAP 

NEAP 
ED 

NEHAP 

 NEAP   ED 
NEHAP 

NEAP 
NEHAP 

NEAP NEAP 
ED 

NEAP 
ED 

NEAP 
ED  

NEAP 
ED 

 

Tajikistan SEP 
 

SEP 
NEHAP 

SEP 
NEHAP 

NEHAP SEP 
NEHAP 

SEP   SEP SEP 
PRSP 

SEP PRSP NEHAP NEHAP NEHAP  

Turkmenistan NEAP NEAP NEAP  NEAP NEAP   NEAP NEAP  NEAP     

Ukraine  MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
 

 MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE  MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
NEHAP 

MAGPE 
NEHAP 

 

Notes : (1) NEAP = National Environmental Action Plan  
(2) NEHAP = National Environmental Health Action Plan 
(3) PRSP = Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 
(4) NPESD = National Programme on Environmentally-Sustainable Socio-Economic Development 
(5) SPPRED = State Programme on Poverty Reduction and Economic Development 
(6) NSSD = National Strategy for Sustainable Socio-Economic Development 
(7) EDPRS = Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (8) ESC = Environmental Safety Concept 
(9) SSHD = Strategy for Sustainable Human Development   (10) EPC = Environmental Policy Concept 
(11) NPES = National Programme on Environmental Safety  (12) ED = Environment Doctrine  
(13) SEP = State Environmental Programme 
(14) MAGPE = Main Areas of Government Policy on Environmental Protection, Use of Natural Resources, and Environmental Safety 
(15) SPENR = State Programme for Environmental Protection and Rational Use of Natural Resources 
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Box 4. Financing Strategies for Achieving Environmental Goals  

An important obstacle to achieving environmental goals in many countries has been the failure to 
adequately address the associated financial issues: the costs of achieving goals; how those costs could be 
minimised; and the challenge of matching costs with available resources. This approach, backed by a 
special decision-support tool called FEASIBLE, has been developed by the Danish Government and 
OECD and applied in several EECCA countries. 

These applications were more than technical exercises: by engaging all the major stakeholders involved in 
financing environmentally related infrastructure, they supported constructive dialogue and agreements that 
facilitated effective programme implementation, improvement of service quality and the achievement of 
environmental goals. 

The basic approach underlying the FEASIBLE method is to collect detailed technical data on the existing 
state of infrastructure, select public policy targets in areas like water supply and sanitation, determine costs 
and timetables for achieving them, and compare the schedule and volume of expenditure needs with 
available sources of finance. This analysis generally reveals financial deficits which would likely arise 
during the planned implementation. FEASIBLE can then develop scenarios to determine how the gaps 
might be closed. This could involve identifying measures to help achieve the targets at lower cost; 
identifying ways to mobilise additional finance; adjusting the ambition level of targets; or rescheduling 
tasks and targets. 

An important feature of FEASIBLE is the emphasis on realism and affordability. The model can assess the 
levels of finance (public, private, domestic, foreign) that might be available under different macroeconomic 
and fiscal conditions. In this way it provides a check on what public budgets might realistically be 
expected to contribute. It can also help to assess the potential social implications of increasing tariffs by 
determining the impacts of such price increases on household income. It helps to systematically review the 
policy and institutional obstacles that would need to be removed in order to mobilise private sector and 
foreign financing for environmental infrastructure. Thus FEASIBLE can support a process of dialogue and 
consensus building among stakeholders and build bridges between policy development and 
implementation. 

The assumption underlying the FEASIBLE methodology is that governments should not be expected to 
finance all or even most of the environmental expenditure required, or sponsor all or even most projects. 
The main role of government in relation to financing is to establish the policy, regulatory and institutional 
framework as well as the incentive structure, within which resources from users, financial markets, capital 
markets, local budgets and enterprises can be mobilised in a complementary way, and be applied as cost-
effectively as possible to achieve agreed goals. 
Source: OECD. Financing strategies for water and environmental infrastructure, 2003. 

34. High-level political commitment is a prerequisite for an effective plan/strategy, though missing in 
many EECCA countries. A formal adoption of the plans and other planning documents by the President 
and the Council of Ministers is not enough to retain the commitment of the government.  In general, 
political leaders in the EECCA countries are not well-informed about existing environmental strategies and 
other sectoral strategic documents for the country. Horizontal coordination between ministries is difficult. 
As a result, incompatible and contradictory policies are elaborated. 

35. Furthermore, formal government support for environmental protection and sustainable 
development does not always translate into corresponding financial support. In some EECCA countries 
there have been drastic decline of expenditures on environmental protection and it is considered as a low 
priority. However in some EECCA countries, environmental expenditures compare favourably with those 
in OECD countries, often because of recurrent costs associated with infrastructure, rather than new 
investment. Different agencies are obliged to attract funds in order to sustain themselves. One consequence 
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is that many strategies and plans were developed with assistance of international financial institutions and 
donors, and are oriented toward increasing foreign assistance. For example, actions identified in the 
Georgian NEAP are all earmarked for funding by IFIs and other donor agencies and do not envisage 
financing through the state budget. The Kazakh NEAP on SD was also financed in a large extent from the 
donor sources.  

36. The implementation of environmental policy plans is seldom evaluated. In Azerbaijan, some 
evaluation has been done, which shows that by the end of a 5-year period only 20 % of activities listed in 
the NEAP had been accomplished.  

37. While the various environmental and environmentally-related planning processes have generally 
not delivered realistic plans, they have nevertheless produced ”programming fatigue” in EECCA and other 
countries. The time and effort invested in programming has not yielded very concrete results, undermining 
the interest to continue with such processes, even though well-designed programmes could provide 
important strategic direction for work and the allocation of human, institutional and financial resources.  

38. More could be done to improve the coordination between national environmental and other 
agencies involved in environmental policy planning in order to ensure better use of synergies and more 
convergence of different planning processes. The convergence is necessary to avoid duplication, confusion 
and straining EECCA countries capacity and resources. 

3.3 Environmental integration in national development planning 

39. Since environmental problems are frequently generated in other sectors, environmental policies 
need to address sectoral integration.  For example, it is difficult to imagine EECCA countries achieving the 
Strategy objective on Urban Air Pollution if energy and transport policies do not work towards (rather than 
against) achieving this objective.  Environmental Policy Integration is a challenging area of work for 
Environment Ministries all over the world.  National development plans offer an opportunity to further 
integration of environmental concerns into sectoral policies.   

40. In view of the important role that PRSPs are now playing, serious efforts are being made to 
“green” PRSPs . It is still too soon to assess how successful countries have been in implementing the 
Poverty Reduction Strategies. So any judgement on environmental integration needs to rely on the 
treatment of environment in PRSP documents. The figure below reproduces the results of a scoring 
exercise (maximum possible rating: 3) undertaken by World Bank staff.  It assesses the PRSP document 
against a framework composed by 17 variables to see to what extent the document (i) identifies 
environmental challenges, (ii) analyses poverty-environment links, (iii) lays out policy and program 
responses to meet those challenges, and (iv) describes an inclusive and participatory process.   

41. EECCA lags slightly behind other regions in integrating environment in PRSPs.  Since the world 
average is itself not very encouraging, this suggests ample scope for improvement.  Overall, the treatment 
of environmental issues in EECCA PRSPs resembles that in other regions:  

(i) there is a considerable variation across countries, 
(ii) the average is low but improving,  
(iii) full PRSPs integrate environmental issues better than provisional PRSPs, and 
(iv) there are examples of high-scoring countries – such as Azerbaijan.  
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Figure 1. Treament of enviornmental issues in Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Papers  

Average country scores
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Source: Bojo J. and R.C. Reddy. 2003. Status and Evolution of Environmental Priorities in the Poverty 

 Reduction Strategies.  Environment Department Paper no.93. World Bank: Washington, DC. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS 

42. The review and analyses of EECCA environmental/development planning documents suggests 
that there is a need in the EECCA countries to further improve environmental planning, in particular 
priority-setting, and the integration of environmental considerations into national development policies. 

43. In the areas of priority-setting and environmental planning, the actions could focus on: 

- Revising and improving existing environmental action plans or strategies rather than developing new 
plans; 

- Strengthening environmental priority-setting by addressing a few urgent problems that need 
immediate attention, combined with low-cost measures for policy and institutional strengthening 
where some realistic progress is possible; 

- Developing  realistic and affordable financial strategies, in cooperation with Economics, Finance and 
other relevant Ministries as part of policy planning that would facilitate implementation; 

- Strengthening political commitment and support for environmental protection in EECCA;  

- Developing  capacity and information requested for developing and implementing environmental 
strategies/plans as well as elaborating mechanisms for evaluation, updating and progress reporting; 

- Improving the coordination between national environmental and other agencies involved in 
environmental policy planning in order to ensure better synergies and a greater convergence of 
different planning documents.  

- Identifying actions that will contribute to achieving the EECCA Strategy objectives and facilitate the 
development of partnerships with donors. 

44. In the area of integrating environmental priorities in national development planning, the actions 
could focus on: 

- Further aligning national environmental and development priorities – for instance, by using the 
Millennium Development Goals as criteria for environmental priority-setting. 

- Devoting additional resources to improve general co-ordination with line ministries, both through 
informal and formal mechanisms. 

- Actively engaging Ministries of Environment in the formulation of national development plans – for 
instance by seconding staff to the Ministry of Development/Finance. 

- Engaging line ministries in the formulation of strategic environmental plans – for instance by 
requesting staff to be seconded from Ministries of Finance, Development, Energy, Transport, or 
Agriculture. 

- Enhancing the capacity of Ministries of Environment in environmental economics and other cross-
sectoral analysis – such as poverty-environment analysis – to demonstrate the contribution of 
environmental improvements to achieve national development goals. 

- Assuming a leadership role in developing partnerships to enhance the capacity of line ministries in 
environmental management.  
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Annex 1: Summary of Information on National Environmental and Development Planning Documents in EECCA and their Linkage 
with the EECCA Environment Strategy 

ARMENIA 

Main Policy Documents Environmental Priorities Link with the 
EECCA Strategy 

1. NEAP  
•  approved in 1998 by 

the Cabinet of 
Ministers; 

•  lead - Ministry of 
Environment 

•  with assistance of WB. 
2. NEHAP  
•  approved in 2002 by 

the Cabinet of 
Ministers 

•  lead - Ministry of 
Health in cooperation 
with MoE 

•  with the WHO/Euro & 
UNDP. 

3. Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Paper (PRSP) 
•  approved in 2003 by 

the Cabinet of 
Ministers;  

•  leading - Ministry of 
Finance and Economy 

•  with assistance of WB 
and UNDP.  

NEAP  => Key Priority Areas: 
1. National Policy and Programme Development (IRWM, Water Supply and Sanitation, Integrated Land Use, Waste 

Management, Forestry and Biodiversity, Transport) 
2. Legal and Regulatory Reform (legal framework, economic instruments and National Protected Areas System) 
3. Institutional Strengthening (e.g. MoE, monitoring and Enforcement Agencies) 
4. Priority Investments i.e. Watershed and land management, Forestry and Biodiversity, Water supply and sanitation, 

Solid waste management; 
5. Environmental Awareness, Education. 
NEHAP => The prioritized areas include: 
1. Management of environmental factors and their impact on health (Monitoring and information systems; Risk and health 
impact assessment of economic activities; Legal and economic issues of environmental health management; Institutions; 
Chemical safety; Research and technology development; Professional education and training; Public information and health 
education). 
2. Main environmental health topics. 
Quality of air, drinking and surface water and open water bodies; Nutrition and food safety; Waste management and soil 
pollution; Ionising and non-ionising  radiation; Natural disasters, accidents; Hygiene of living environment (housing); 
Working environment 
PRSP classifies an environmental priority areas from the poverty reduction view-point: 
1. Efficient management of forests resources 
2. Prevention of land degradation, reduce anthropogenic factors leading to desertification 
3. Efficient management of water resources, improvement of the Lake Sevan ecological balance 
4. Dealing with issues of municipal and hazardous industrial waste. 
In addition, Integrated environmental concerns include Infrastructure development section  -Water utilities-Energy 
efficiency, alternative and renewable energy sources - (MDGs). 

NEAP is linked 
with Objectives No:  
1, 2, 3, and 
4.3/4.4/4.5 and 
some of 6.1 and 
6.3. 
 
 
NEHAP is linked 
with Objectives 
No.1, 2, 3, 4.4, 
6.1.and 6.3 
 
 
 
 
 
PRSP is linked 
with Objectives No: 
2.2/2.3, 3.1, 4.2, 
4.4, 4.5. 
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AZERBAIJAN 

1. NEAP  
•  approved in 1998 by 

Cabinet of Ministers; 
•  lead - State Committee 

of Ecology and 
Control of Nature Use 
(Goscomecology) 

•  with assistance of  WB 
2.State Programme on 
Poverty Reduction and 
Economic Development 
for 2003-2005 (PRSP)  
•  prepared on the Decree 

of the President and 
approved by the 
President in 2003;  

•  lead - Ministry for 
Economy 

•  with assistance of WB 
and UNDP. 

3. National Programme 
on Environmentally  
Sustainable Socio– 
Economic Development  
•  approved in 2003 by the 

President, 
•  lead – Ministry of 

Environment and 
Natural Resources. 

NEAP identifies 5 priority categories (divided into 32 objectives) 
1. Pollution from industrial production (oil exploration and production and energy, transport and other sources); 
2. The Caspian Sea; 
3. Forestry, Land and Biodiversity; 
4. Institutional development; and 
5. Policy. 
The State Programme on Poverty Reduction and Economic Development (PPRED) is a comprehensive strategy with a 
multi-sector approach, environment included as one of the national priorities. It mentions environmental conditions as a 
cause of poverty and as a tool to reduce it.  
Main problem areas are: - Water resources, land, air, forests and Caspian Sea. 
The programme uses language close to that of NEAP when addressing the environmental problems and suggests solutions 
such as:  
•  tackling large-scale national and international projects (Caspian Sea);  
•  improving the management of natural resources;  
•  improving the regular monitoring of environmental pollution;  
•  conducting campaigns to raise public awareness of the need to respect the ecological balances. 
 
National Programme on Environmentally Sustainable Socio-Economic Development covers the environmental aspects 
of the country’s overall development strategy. Its goal is to preserve existing environmental systems and economic potential 
and effective use of natural resources for the sake of current and future generations. It determines the main areas of 
Sustainable Development (environment, industry, agriculture, tourism, education, science and culture) and includes plan of 
action for 2003-2010. 
 

NEAP is linked 
with Objectives No. 
1,.2, 3.2, 
4.2/4.3,/4.4,/4.5 and 
5. 
 
SPPRED is linked 
with Objectives No: 
2.2, 3.2,  
4.3,/4.4,/4.5,  and  
6.1/ 6.2, 
 
 
 
 
 
National 
Programme to the 
Strategy objectives 
No: 2, 3,  
 4.2/4.3/4.4/4.5 and  
6.1/6.3 
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BELARUS 

1. NEHAP 2001-2005  
•  approved in 2000 by 

the Cabinet of 
Ministers 

•  lead – Ministry of 
Public Health. 

2. NEAP 2001-2005  
•  approved in 2001 by 

the Cabinet of 
Ministers; 

•  lead – Ministry for 
Environment  

 
3. National Strategy for  
sustainable socio-
economic development 
until 2020 (NSSD), 
•  approved in 2004 by 

the Government.  
 

 
 

NEHAP aims to achieve environmental balance and subsequent improvements in public health. 
=> Priorities: Ensure favourable components and factors of habitat, including: 
(1) air;  
(2) surface water bodies and sources of drinking water; 
(3) food; 
(4) environment at production facilities;  
(5) aftermath of Chernobyl NPP accident. 
 
NEAP: Main priorities are: 
1) Air protection 
2) Ozone layer protection 
3) Water resources protection 
4) Land and soil protection 
5) Biological and landscape diversity conservation 
6) Rational use of subsoil and mineral resources 
7) Waste management 
=> Priority activities focus on the following sectors of economy: industry, energy sector, transport, forestry. 
=> Environmental management is being improved by means of: 
(1) developing legal and regulatory framework; (2) development of a system of information on use of natural resources and 
environmental protection; (3) development of market-based (economic) mechanisms for use of natural resources and 
environmental protection; (4) introduction of environmental compliance and enforcement mechanisms; (5) development of a 
national environmental monitoring system; (6) development of a research base; (7) incorporation of environmental concerns 
in education.  
National Strategy for Sustainable Socio-Economic Development until 2020 (NSSD): The priorities are: 
1) Water resources protection and management  
2) Land protection, enhanced productivity and rational use of land 
3) Rational use of mineral resources and raw materials 
4) Protection of forests and reforestation  
5) Biodiversity conservation 
6) Waste management 
7) Air protection 
8) Climate change 
9) Ozone layer protection 
10) Treatment of toxic chemicals 
11) Emergencies 
12) GMOs 

NEHAP is linked 
with the Strategy 
objectives No: 1 
and 2. 
 
 
 
NEAP is linked 
with the Strategy 
objectives No: 1, 
2,3.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 
4.5, 6.1, 6.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NSSD is linked 
with the Strategy 
objectives No: 2, 3, 
4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 
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GEORGIA 

1. NEAP  
•  adopted in 2000 by the 

President 
•  lead - Ministry of 

Environment 
•  with assistance of the 

WB and donor 
countries. 

2. Economic Development 
and Poverty Reduction 
Strategy until 2015 
•  adopted in 2000 by the 

President 
•  with assistance of the 

UNDP, WB, IMF. 
3. NEHAP  
•  collaborative action to 

the NEAP  
 

NEAP sets out 9 priorities: 
1) Water supply and surface water pollution 
2) Air pollution 
3) Resources utilization 
4) Management of wastes and hazardous chemicals 
5) Land resources 
6) Protection of the Black Sea 
7) Forests and forestry 
8) Global Environmental problems (Climate Change, Ozone Layer Depletion and Biodiversity) 
9) Problems in the state system for environment and Nature use management (policy, legislation,  economic instruments, 

control, monitoring, public awareness and participation) 
Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (EDPRS) of Georgia Environment is identified as one of the 
priorities to achieve wider objectives of the Strategy. The Strategy identifies 10 areas of action: 
1) Reform of environmental  monitoring and control systems; 
2) Elaboration of the National Strategy for Sustainable Development (NSSD) in compliance with the EDPRS 
3) Reform of economic instruments (incl. taxes) and environmental finance mechanisms  
4) Introduction of SEA 
5) Improvement of environmental planning system (incl. public participation, monitoring implementation of the plans) 
6) Development of legislation for territorial-spatial development planning  including protection and conservation of 

biodiversity and sustainable management of land resources (forest, water, minerals) 
7) Set up a modern waste management system 
8) Reduction of land degradation, erosion, desalinisation and desertification of soil 
9) Improvement of water quality and its accessibility 
10) Rights and responsibilities of central, regional and  local  government bodies on environmental planning and 

implementation of environmental actions will be clarified; 
NEHAP priorities: 
Water, air, solid waste and soil pollution, food quality, radiation, disasters and industrial; accidents, occupational and living 
environment, integrative actions with regards to economic sectors (industry, energy, transport, agriculture, tourism).  

NEAP is linked 
with the Strategy 
objectives No: 1,2, 
3.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 
and 6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EDPRS is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 1, 
2.2, 2.3, 3, 4.1, 4.4, 
5, 6.1, 6.2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEHAP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 2, 
4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4  
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KAZAKHSTAN 

1.NEAP for Sustainable 
Development 

•  adopted in 1999;  
•  lead – Ministry for 

Natural Resources and 
Environment; 

•  developed with 
support of WB, UNEP, 
UNEP and donor 
countries. 

2. NEHAP (2000-2005)  
•  adopted in 2000; 
•  lead – Ministry of 

Public Health 
3. Long-term Strategy 
“Ecology and Natural 
Resources - 2030” of 
Kazakhstan 
4. Environmental safety 
concept for 2004-2015  
•  adopted in 2003 by the 

President.  
 
 

NEAP priority projects and measures (with expected result): 
1) Water resources conservation 
2) Oil and gas pollution reduction 
3) Reduction of solid waste 
4) Sanitation of air basin 
5) Arable lands and pastures conservation 
6) Biodiversity conservation 
7) Institutional projects (management of priority projects; improvement of legal and regulatory, economic and financial 
mechanisms; strengthening of public awareness and participation; education system; implementing environmental 
conventions mechanism: Kyoto Protocol; Semipalatinsk International centre creation 
 
NEHAP goal is to establish a healthy environment based on sustainable development and society that provides public 
health. Objectives: protection of natural, social, production and living environment; protection of health and sanitary and 
epid welfare of population. 
=> Priorities: 
1. Safe drinking water in sufficient quantity 
2. Sanitary/epid. control over sources of air pollution 
3. Sanitary/epid. Safety of soil; cleaning from wastes 
4. Rational nutrition and food safety 
5. Radiation safety 
6. Healthy workplace environment 
7. Children and teenagers health 
8. Health education  
Environmental Safety Concept aims to protect vitally important ecosystems, society interests and human rights from the 
threats of anthropogenic and natural impact to the environment. 
=> Priorities include: 
1. Global environmental problems (climate change, ozone layer, biodiversity, desertification) 
2. National problems (environmental disasters zones, Caspian shelf maintenance, water resources, historical pollution, 
transboundary issues, military complex impact) 
3. Local environmental problems (air, nuclear contamination, bacteriological and chemical contamination, industrial and 
municipal wastes, emergency situations) 
4. Main directions and mechanisms to ensure environmental safety (environmental integration into economy - economic 
mechanisms of nature use - control and enforcement - permits and EEA – monitoring  - statistics; legislation – awareness – 
education – scientific basis – public participation – international cooperation). 
 

NEAP is linked 
with the Strategy 
objectives No: 1, 
2.1, 2.3, 3, 4.1, 4.4, 
5, 6.2, 6.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEHAP is linked 
with the Strategy 
objectives No: 2.1, 
2.2, some of 4.4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Environmental 
Safety Concept is 
linked with the 
Strategy objectives 
No: some of 1, 2.1, 
2.3, some of 2.2 
and 3.1, 3.2, 4.2, 
4.4, 6, and 7. 
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KYRGYZ REPUBLIC 

1. NEAP     
•  adopted in 1995 by the 

Government for the 
period of 1995-1997 

•  lead - Ministry of 
Environment and 
Emergencies  

•  with assistance of the 
WB. 

2.Strategy for Sustainable 
Human Development,  

•  approved in 1997 by 
the President 

•  lead – State Secretary 
of Kyrgyzstan 

•  with assistance of the 
UNDP 

3. Environmental Safety 
Concept (ESC)   

•  adopted in 1997 by the 
Security Council. 

1. Poverty Reduction 
Strategy (PRS)  

•  adopted  in 2003 by 
the President in 2003 

•  lead – the President, 
Chairperson of the 
National Council for 
the Comprehensive 
Development Strategy 

•  with the assistance of 
the WB. 

NEAP key environmental problems (2): 
1. Unsustainable use of natural resources (water resources, land, forest, biodiversity, inefficient mining and refining 
practices) 
2. The impact of pollution on human health (drinking water contamination and poor sanitation, dust emission from district 
heating and power plants, assessing the extent of soil and water contamination with uranium, mercury, heavy metals, 
agrochemical wastes) 
=>Priority actions of three types: 
1. Well-targeted expenditures to strengthen institutions and to rehabilitate, operate and maintain physical infrastructure that 
is rapidly deteriorating, especially timely investments in  

•  water and sanitation infrastructure (cost benefit)  
•  rural natural resource-based enterprise development (link between economic development and natural resource 

conservation) 
2. A significant effort to collect well-defined information for:  

•  pollution loads,  
•  environmental degradation,  
•  resource use,  
•  status of waste sites and impacts on both population and ecosystems to make sound judgements in the future 

regarding priorities for environmental action. Better information is to ensure that most urgent issues are tackled 
first. 

3. The environmental regulatory framework and environmental institutions should be strengthened. 
SSHD priorities: 
Mid-term objective – clean drinking water supply (human security, direction 3) 
Direction 4: Nature potential development. 
4 long-term (lt), 8 mid-term (mt), 10 short-term (st) objectives, weak link with the NEAP 
Environmental safety concept (ESC) prioritised directions of action: 

•  Atmosphere (3 st, 3 mt and 3 lt objectives) 
•  Water resources (4 st, 5 mt, 1 lt) 
•  Lands and soil resources (7 st, 6 mt, 2 lt) 
•  Biodiversity (1 st, 3 mt, 3 lt) 
•  Hazardous waste and production (6 st, 7 mt, 5 lt) 
•  Monitoring (3 st, 1 mt, 1 lt) 
•  Environmental education (2 st, 2 mt, 2 lt) 

Among the PRSP goals is rational use of material resources and introduction of new technologies. 
=> Environmental priorities: 
Water resources, drinking water and sanitation, land, bio and landscape diversity, forests, protected areas, agricultural lands.   

NEAP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 1, 
2.1, 2.2, 3, 4.4, 4.5, 
6.1, 6.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SSHD is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 2.2, 
3.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 
4.5, 5, 6.1, 6.3 
 
ESC is linked to the 
Strategy objectives 
No: 2.1, some of 
2.2, 2.3, some of 
3.1, 3.2 , 4.4, 6.1, 
6.3 
 
PRSP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 2.2, 
3, 4.4, 4.5. 
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MOLDOVA 

1. NEAP  
•  adopted  in 1996 by the 

Cabinet of Ministers;  
•  lead – MENR; 
•  with assistance of the 

WB. 
2.National Strategic 

Action Programme for 
Environment 
Protection of 1995-
2020 

3.  NEHAP  
•  adopted in 2001 by the 

Cabinet of Ministers; 
•  lead – Ministry for 

Public Health. 
4.  Environmental Policy 

Concept  
•  adopted in 2002 by the 

Parliament,  
•  lead – MENR. 
5. Economic growth and 

Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Paper  for 
2004-2006 (PRSP) 

•  preliminary draft 
approved by the 
Government;  

•  lead – Ministry of 
Economy 

6. National programme 
on Environmental Safety  
•  adopted in 2003 by the 

Cabinet of Ministers. 

NEHAP priorities:  
1. Information system on factors of the environmental impact to health. 
2. Management of intergovernmental and cross-sectoral integration 
3. Legislation and management including financial and economic mechanisms of environmental protection 
4. State control on health and environment, standards. 
5. Reform of the state environmental health service, etc. 
6. Environmental risks and actions related to: drinking water, air, soil, polymers, food safety, radiation, noise, etc. 
7. Urban and rural settlements including disasters, energy, industry, transport, agriculture, tourism, municipal services. 
Environmental Policy Concept (EPC) main directions: 
1. Strengthening of environmental capacities and intergovernmental cooperation e.g.: environmental economy, cost 
effectiveness; strengthening of institutional and organizational capacities 
2. Regulation of environmental impact, prevention and improvement e.g.: environmental management in enterprises and 
environmental certification; restoration and conservation of nature. 
=> Priorities: 1. Strengthening financing mechanisms; 2. Public participation; 3. Integration of environment into economic 
reforms in relation to privatisation of industry, energy, agriculture, transport and communication, military, health, building 
and construction, municipal infrastructure, education and information, scientific research; 4. Protection and rational use of 
natural resources including land and water; 5. Air pollution; 6. Waste management 7. Mechanisms (economic and 
insurance); 8. TA and investments; 9. International cooperation. 
PRSP: 
The priority areas in the field of natural resources are: 
•  reducing pollution of water resources 
•  improving waste management and decreasing the quantity of toxic substances and waste 
•  protection and increase of areas of afforestation  
•  protection and increase of areas of natural reserves 
•  decreasing the rates of soil degradation 
•  strengthening the monitoring system of natural disasters, and providing information and education to the public.  
•  strengthening administrative and financial mechanisms for environmental protection 
•  strengthening environmental education, public access to the environmental information and decision-making 
=> Priority Actions 2004-6 
i) Protection of  water resources;  ii) Improvement of waste management; iii) Protection of forests; iv) Reducing soil 
degradation;  v) Biodiversity vi) Natural disaster monitoring and relief; vii) Strengthening administrative and financial 
mechanisms for environmental protection; viii) Raising public awareness and environmental education. 
National program on environmental Safety (NPES) highlights the safety issues in the following sectors: industrial, 
energy, radioactive, transport, agriculture, natural (water resources, air, land, forests, nature reserves, biodiversity, water 
supply and sanitation, building construction, wastes, transboundary impact). It also describes mechanisms to provide for the 
safety: risk assessment and environmental insurance, monitoring and information systems, awareness raising and education.  

NEHAP is to the 
Strategy objectives 
No: 1, 2.1, 2.2, 4.1 
(some), 4.2, 4.3, 
4.4, 5, 6.1, 6.2. 
 
 
 
EPC is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 1,2, 
3, 4, 5, 6.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PRSP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 1, 
2.2, 2.3, 3, 4.4, 4.5, 
5 (Env. Fund), 6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NPES is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No:1 – 7 
are mentioned. 
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RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

1. NEAP (1999-2001)  
•  approved in 1998 by 

the Cabinet of 
Ministers; 

•  lead – State 
Committee on 
Environmental 
Protection 

•  elaborated with some 
assistance of TACIS 

2.Environmental 
Doctrine (ED)  
•  approved in 2002 by 

the Government 
•  lead – Ministry for 

Natural Resources 
3. NEHAP 
•  approved  in 2001 by 

the Government; 
•  lead – Ministry of 

Health. 
 
 

NEAP: the main goal is to improve the environmental situation and  unfavourable health impacts, conservation of life-
supporting functions of biosphere and participate actively in international activities.=>The priority actions: 
1. air pollution in large urban centres and industrial centres 
2. transboundary pollution 
3. depletion of the ozone layer 
4. quality  of drinking water supply  
5. land degradation including agricultural land 
6. poor waste management 
7. loss of biodiversity 
8. protection of forests 
9. economic and financial instruments 
10. monitoring and information 
11. education and public participation 
Environment Doctrine determines directions and tasks for the long-term environmental policy.=> The priority areas are: 
1. Ensuring environmental safety during the potentially dangerous industrial processes and in emergency situations  
2. Environmental health priorities (risks, air, water, food, settlement, liability, disaster consequences, etc.) 
3. Prevention and decrease of environmental consequences of emergency situations 
4. Prevention of terrorism and its effects on environment 
5. Control of use and distribution of alienated species and GMOs. 
 => Priority actions for implementation 

•  strengthening management  
•  enforcement and compliance 
•  economic and financial mechanisms 
•  monitoring and information system 
•  scientific base 
•  environmental awareness and education and public participation 
•  regional policy development 
•  international cooperation. 

NEHAP priorities: 
1. Water 
2. Air 
3. Food 
4. Land and wastes 
5. Chemical safety 
6. Ionising radiation, etc. and 7. Transport 

NEAP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 2, 
3.2, 4.4, 4.5, 5,  6, 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ED is linked to the 
Strategy objectives 
No: 1, 2, 4.3, 5, 6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEHAP is linked 
to the Strategy 
objectives No: 2, 
4.3, 4.4 
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TADJIKISTAN 

1. State Environmental 
Programme (SEP) for 
1998-2008 
•  adopted in 1997 by  

the Government  
•  lead - the Ministry of 

Environment. 
2. Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Paper (PRSP)  
•  adopted in 2003 by the 

Government; 
•  with the assistance of 

the WB and UNDP. 
3. NEHAP 
•  lead – Ministry of 

Health with Ministry 
of Environment. 

•  with the assistance of 
the WHO and UNDP. 

 

SEP: highlights priority environmental problems:  
1. Conservation and rehabilitation of land (=> Main problems for priority actions: decline in land reclamation; increase in 
areas of saline and waterlogged land; breakdown of irrigation, sewage and drainage network)  
2. Protection and rational use of water (=> Main problems for priority actions: restore the monitoring system; prevent water 
pollution; prevent and eliminate salinization and water-logging of land; ensure use of water in processes and in households 
in compliance with norms; raise awareness; train the general public; create public opinion regarding rational use and 
protection of water) 
3.Sustainable development of mountain areas (=> Main problems for priority actions: degradation of mountain soil; 
degradation of grazing ecosystems; development of steep slopes above 12 degrees; violation of the national park status; lack 
of buffer or transition areas; deficient record-keeping for flora and fauna; deficient legal framework for development of 
mountain areas; inadequate environmental education, taking into consideration local traditions and other specific features; 
deficient monitoring system and inadequate knowledge of the current state of glaciers; Sarez Lake issue)  
4. Fight against Deforestation (=> Main problems for priority actions: illegal logging; overgrazing of forests by cattle; lack 
of stock-taking (forest regulation) of all forests in the republic (over past decade); declined efficiency of forest protection 
measures; low productivity of forestation efforts, primarily planting anti-erosion belts; lack of operational bio-laboratories 
and, consequently, lack of biological products for biological forest protection measures; irrational use of pastures and 
excessive grazing of cattle in the territory of national forests; inadequate supply of fuel and electricity to the population, 
especially in mountain areas; placement and treatment of industrial and municipal waste; biodiversity; and specially 
protected areas.   
PRSP provides for incentives to link the economic interests of industries and farms with the tasks of 
environmental protection and improvement, to strengthen environmental institutions and to develop mechanisms 
of financing priority environmental programmes and projects.  
Activities aimed to implement the Strategy consider the fact that promotion of economic growth without taking 
into consideration the environmental requirements and with the environmental problems put off till later would 
eventually lead to excessive economic costs.  
NEHAP priorities:  

•  Prevent water protection 
•  Quality of drinking water, especially in rural areas 
•  Municipal and industrial waste (including toxic and radioactive waste) 
•  Air (primarily in cities because most cities in the RT are situated in hollows and are not exposed to wind) 
•  Working and living conditions (taking into account the physical pollution of air)  
•  Food quality 
•  Education and public participation. 

 

SEP is linked to the 
Strategy objectives 
No: 1, 2.1, 2.2, 3, 
4.3, 4.4, 4.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PRSP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 4.4, 
4.4, 5 
 
 
NEHAP  is linked 
to the Strategy 
objectives No: 2, 
3.1, 6. 
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TURKMENISTAN 

1.NEAP  
•  adopted in 2002 by the 

President 
•  lead – Ministry of 

Environment, as well 
as the Ministry of 
Economy and Finance 

2. National Programme 
Strategy of Economic, 
Political, and Cultural 
Development of 
Turkmenistan until 2020.  
•  approved in 2003. 
 

NEAP is aimed to develop a national strategy to: (1) ensure stable (sustainable) operation of environment; (2) 
rehabilitate the environment and prevent its possible degradation; (3) reduce adverse environmental impact on 
human health; (4) ensure efficient environmental protection process and rational use of natural resources; (5) 
ensure efficient involvement of Turkmenistan in the international cooperation.  
=> Priority problem areas are: 

•  Water resources (shortage of water for irrigation purposes; pollution of surface and ground water by drainage, 
industrial, and household effluents) 

•  Land resources (resalinization of land in velayats, including the Aral sea basin of Turkmenistan; blowing erosion of 
soil in areas under intensively developing industry and transport; soil erosion on irrigated plains) 

•  the Aral sea basin of Turkmenistan 
•  Air (air pollution in localities, depletion of ozone layer as a result of emission of ozone-depleting substances into 

air)  
•  Oil and gas complex and energy sector (environmental pollution by oil and gas complex and energy sector 

industries; pollution of Caspian sea by oil, oil products, industrial and municipal wastewater)  
•  Biodiversity (reduced population of Ustyurt subspecies of wild sheep and Mediterranean viper; reduced population 

of wild congeners of fruit trees and bushes in South-West Kopetdag and areas under red-mantled woodland in 
mountain Turkmenistan 

•  Natural and cultural heritage (destruction of historical and archaeological heritage as a result of natural and 
anthropogenic factors; destruction of natural heritage as a result of natural and anthropogenic factors).  

List of priority actions included in the NEAP comprises two components: (1) legal and institutional activities; and 
(2) investment activities and projects. It is envisaged that the funds will be provided by the state, special-purposes funds for 
development of respective sectors, own funds of industries and institutions, as well as attracted foreign investment and 
loans.  
 
Strategy of Economic, Political, and Cultural Development of Turkmenistan until 2020 includes a number of actions 
aimed to ensure the economic and social wellbeing of the population, as well as maintain careful treatment of environment 
and conservation of the country’s natural resources. It formulates the principles and provisions of the country’s long-term 
environmental policy.  
 

NEAP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 1, 
2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 3.2, 
4.3, 4.4, 5. 
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UKRAINE 

1. Main Areas of 
Government Policy of 
Ukraine on 
Environmental 
Protection, Use of 
Natural Resources, 
and Environmental 
Safety 

•  adopted  in 1998 by 
the Parliament; 

•  lead – Ministry of 
Environment. 

2. NEHAP  
•  adopted in 2000 by the 

Cabinet of Ministers, 
•  lead – Ministry of 

Health. 
 
 

Main areas of government policy: 
1. Guarantee of environmental safety of nuclear installations and antinuclear protection of population and environment, 
minimising of the harmful impact of the Chernobyl disaster. 
2. Improve environmental status of river basins and drinking water quality. 
3. Stabilise and improve of environmental situation in cities and industrial canters of Donetsk-Prydniprivskij region. 
4. Build of new and reconstruct of operating sewage treatment infrastructures. 
5. Prevent of the Black and Asov Seas pollution and improve their environmental state.  
6. Form of the balanced system of nature use and adequate re-building of economy production potential, ecologisation of 
industrial, energy, building, agriculture and transport sectors. 
7. Protect biological and landscape diversity, develop nature reserves.  
=> Tasks to achieve priorities: decreasing to minimum of radioactive contamination level; protecting air basin, especially in 
big cities and industrial zones; protection and conservation of land resources; protection and enlargement of natural 
landscape areas, nature reserves and recreation areas; forests; industrial and municipal wastes management; pollution 
prevention of sea and inland waters, decrease and halt untreated waste water discharges, protection of underground water 
from pollution; conservation and rehabilitation of small rivers, implementation of water management based on basin 
principals; state system of environmental monitoring; nature disasters; providing for environmental expertise of the military-
industrial complex conversion; implementing environmental control on the national army activities; elaboration of 
mechanisms of nature use schemes; implementation of effective economic components to influence nature use system; 
maintaining environmental education, enlightenment  and informing system 
=> Strategy and tactics of harmonised development of the production and natural resources potentials. 
Extended lists of actions structured by economic sectors or activities such as: Industry (preventing pollution increase), 
Energy and nuclear sectors (environmental safety), Agriculture, Transport, Municipal infrastructure, Industrial waste, State 
monitoring system,  
NEHAP priorities: 
1. Air; 2. Water; 3. Food; 4. Waste and chemicals; 5. Energy sector; 6. Transport; 7. Information, education and public 
participation; 8. Other 

Link of Main 
Areas of 
Government 
Policy to the 
Strategy objectives 
No: 2, 3, 4.2, 4.3, 
4.4, 4.5, 6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Link of NEHAP to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 2, 
3.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 6. 
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UZBEKISTAN 

1. NEAP  
•  adopted in 1998 
•  lead –State Committee 

for Environmental 
Protection; 

•  with assistance of the 
IBRD/WB. 

2. State Programme for  
Environmental 
Protection and the 
Rational Use of Natural 
Resources for 1999-2005  
•  was approved in 1999  

by a Cabinet of 
Ministers  

•  lead –State Committee 
for Environmental 
Protection;  

3. NEHAP  
•  approved in 1999 by 

the Deputy Prime 
Minister;  

•  lead – Ministry of 
Public Health 

 

NEAP identifies the following priorities for action: 
1. Mitigation of the direct negative impacts on environmental health and human well-being (clean drinking water and 

sanitation to rural areas, upgrading the existing urban water supply and sanitation systems, improvement of municipal 
waste management, vehicular emission control utilising synergy between transport policies and air pollution abatement, 
phasing out leaded gasoline, improvement of the food quality, industrial pollution prevention and abatement through win-
win measures and effective and enforced regulations targeted at  treatment of toxic wastewater discharges, management 
hazardous waste, especially in the mining sector, stricter dust emission controls, improvement of the environmental 
performance of the energy sector ) 

2. Improvement of use of land and water resources (need for reforming the agricultural sector, diversifying the crop 
structure, increasing land productivity, better maintenance of irrigation and drainage networks, development of 
integrated land, water and salinity management, promoting watershed management approach on a pilot basis, starting 
with Fergana, Kashkadarya and Syrkhandarya oblasts. 

3. Environmental and related problems that have considerable national, regional and global significance - biodiversity 
conservation and desertification control e.g. agromelioration and afforestation on desertified lands, improvement of the 
management of protected areas; 
- development and implementation of regional water resource management strategy for Aral Sea basin; 
- joining multilateral conventions and developing domestic mechanisms for compliance. 
-  
State Programme for Environmental Protection and the Rational Use of Natural Resources for 1999-2005 includes 
the following priority measures: 
- Adoption of a waste law; 
- Amendments to the Law on Specially Protected Areas and Code and Administrative Liability to ensure biodiversity 

under the National Strategy and  Action Plan on Biodiversity Conservation; 
- Development of a regulatory act on compensation of environmental damage; 
- Development of a new set of standards;  
- Improvement of the economic incentive mechanisms, including environmental charges and environmental insurance; 
- Creation of a CP Center; 
- Development of projects for sustainable and cleaner production in the oil, chemical, machine-building, food production 

and other industries. 

NEAP is linked to 
the Strategy 
objectives No: 1, 2, 
3, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4,5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
State Programme 
for Environmental 
Protection and the 
Rational Use of 
Natural Resources 
is linked to the 
Strategy objectives 
No: 1, 2.3, 4.1, 4.2, 
4.3, 4.4. 
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