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EU’s Black Sea policy in the aftermath of the August 2008:

New challenges? New approaches?

On 1 January 2007, with the accession of Bulgaria and Romania, the European Union officially entered the Black Sea. The EU came to the region not with a single policy, but with multiple policies developed toward different categories of Black Sea states. These range from accession talks with the longest-standing accession candidate state (Turkey), the European Neighborhood Policy - ENP (involving Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine), and the four-common-spaces’ cooperation format with a would-be strategic partner (Russia). Thus, the EU has multiple policy instruments at work since that the EU’s policies towards each category are bilateral, and driven by different Commission departments. 
Yet, many policy analysts expected the EU to put forward an overarching regional framework, in line with the EU’s initiatives developed in response to the EU’s previous territorial enlargement. Several of the EU’s prior policies (the Barcelona Process initiated in 1995, the Northern Dimension in 1999, and the Balkan Stability Pact in 1999) had been aiming to construct a certain regionalism around the EU’s newly extended periphery
 and took a long time to get on track. After the latest enlargement, it took only a few months for the Commission to produce and publicize a policy document entitled “Black Sea Synergy – a New Regional Initiative”.
 This Black Sea Synergy paper of April 2007 announced the opening of a new Black Sea policy for the EU. It is the first EU attempt to treat the Black Sea area as the region and lists no less than 13 topics that could be the subject of Black Sea regional initiatives supported by the Union (see Annex 1). Yet, even after the new EU’s Black Sea Policy was unveiled, there remained several crucial questions demanding prompt answers from EU policy makers. 

First, the overarching Black Sea Policy aimed to put together an extremely heterogeneous group of countries and a mixture of EU’s own initiatives, policies, and formats. How to effectively pull together and coordinate different expectations and inputs, already learnt lessons and recent bilateral initiatives within this new regional framework? Second, in contrast to the Barcelona Process and the Stability Pact that started de novo without any preexisting regional organizations in the Black Sea Region, the EU was coming into the region with a number of homegrown regional initiatives, the most important being the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) organization. Thus, the question to EU’s policy-makers was whether to use BSEC as the institutional base to play the Black Sea Synergy initiative through it? Or to promote the Black Sea Synergy initiative within the framework of the ENP – just with the ENP states, without Russia and with limited involvement of Turkey? Or to choose a “variable geometry” approach
, allowing for different participation and institutional arrangements for each sector but nonetheless keeping a core group of states? 

Organizations, Programs, and Initiatives in the Black Sea region: Some Examples

The Black Sea region has been a region with a number of regional initiatives. The Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) organization, founded in 1992, represents the most inclusive framework of collaboration in the region and includes 12 states and 11 observers. It has created a comprehensive institutional structure – ministerial councils, a permanent secretariat (PERMIS), working group of senior officials and experts on sectoral topics, a development bank (BSTDB), a parliamentary assembly (PABSEC), and a policy research institute (ICBSS). Despite its well-developed institutional structure, the BSEC operational impact has so far been only limited, due to its arrangement as a broad forum for dialogue, the very limited financial resources made available to the organization, and other factors, including the usual competition, rather than cooperation, among the members of the organization. 

Nevertheless, BSEC has caused other countries around the Black Sea to launch parallel initiatives in the region. Among the most important of these parallel initiatives is GUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova, and Turkey and Latvia as observer states), created in 1996 by the presidents of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan. Moldova joined GUAM in 1997. In 2006, GUAM was formally institutionalized and re-baptized as the “Organization for Democracy and Economic Development” (ODED-GUAM). The Community of Democratic Choice (CDC), launched in 2005, in large part by countries from the Baltic and Black Sea regions (Estonia, FYROM, Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, Ukraine), has a mandate to spread democracy and freedom from the Black to Baltic Sea regions.  

The problem with the parallel initiatives in the Black Sea Region is that countries involved in them often overlap and promote several organizations in the same regional area.

The European Union began its involvement in the Black Sea region in the 1990s, when it launched and participated in a number of regional projects and initiatives, such as the Black Sea Region Energy Center, the Baku Initiative, the Interstate Oil and Gas to Europe Pipelines (INOGATE), Transport Corridor Europe Caucasus Asia (TRACECA) project. 

In the first half of 2008, when the implementation of the Black Sea Synergy (BSS) was already under way, some answers to these questions began to emerge: 

* Discussing institutional arrangements of the BSS, the Commission papers mentioned the possibility of the BSEC option (cooperation with all BSEC members, including Russia) or the ENP option (without involving Russia). By the beginning of 2008, it became clear that the EU has decided to strengthen its relations with BSEC, although without granting to this organization too big role in articulating the EU’s Black Sea Synergy. This position was confirmed during the first EU-Black Sea ministerial meeting on 14 February 2008, with a Joint Statement, welcoming the greater involvement of the European Union in Black Sea regional cooperation together with the EU decision to take up the role of observer in several BSEC working groups. 

* At the same time, it became clear that the BSS would be very closely linked up with the ENP, and the EU would use the ENP opportunities to promote rule of law and to encourage the democratization process in the region. In addition, the EU has decided to bolster both the southern (with the “Union of Mediterranean” initiative of President Sarkozy) and the eastern (with the “Eastern Partnership” initiative of Poland and Sweden) domains of the ENP. Whilst in the south the EU readily hooked up with sub-regional cooperation bodies, in the east, the ENP had been almost entirely built around bilateral relations between the EU and each of the ENP partners. Some observers argue that the neglect of inter-regionalism in the eastern domain of the ENP has long been a purposeful strategy on the part of the EU.
 With the Polish-Swedish initiative, put on track for formal agreement at June 2008 EU summit, this would be corrected to some extent since the Eastern Partnership has been designed to serve as an anchor for regional cooperation between eastern ENP countries (Moldova, Ukraine, and three South Caucasus countries).

* The Black Sea Synergy has been designed as a sector-based cooperation built upon ongoing sector-specific projects of the EU. From the very early days of the BSS, many analysts have been arguing that the scope of action planned for the BSS is wide but the means are modest. Therefore it is of crucial importance to choose priority sectors of policy considered most feasible for Black Sea cooperation. The choice of a limited number of priorities would help the EU regional projects to be better focused, as opposed to the extremely dispersed efforts of the BSEC. Yet, the Commission’s proposals remained highly eclectic and ambitious.  

The next stage in the EU Black Sea policy process was in June 2008. The Commission presented to the Council a report on progress achieved during the first year of the Black Sea Synergy initiative, with indications of how the various lines of concrete activity will be followed up. The Report highlighted the following: 

· Long-term, measurable objectives in areas such as environment, transport, energy or maritime safety should be set to mobilize efforts by BSS partners. 
· In each case a lead country or organization could be selected to coordinate actions to meet the set of objectives.
· Sectoral partnerships could be established to provide a framework for co-financing of projects involving some or all of the Black Sea Synergy partners. The successful experience of the Northern Dimension provides a useful example of how this could work.
· To increase the involvement of civil society and people to people contacts, a Black Sea Civil Society Forum and an Institute of European Studies in the Black Sea could be established. 
· Belarus could be included in some BSS activities at technical level.


Five Days that Shook the Region
The August events, in and around, South Ossetia – sparked by the seemingly local and seemingly “frozen” interethnic conflict – became a very painful ”check-point” experience for almost all countries in the wider Black Sea and Caspian region. The events shook to their foundations existing cooperation and competition calculations in the region. Now any discussion of the future of region-building in the Wider Black Sea Area has to focus on the consequences of this Caucasus conflict and the possible ways to solve it. 

An extremely broad range of perspectives from which the conflict has been seen illustrates the complexities of the region that the EU has entered:

First, the tensions in the region – and the conflict over South Ossetia in particular – are often seen as hard security issues, balance-of-power thinking, and struggle for spheres of influence.  

Russian decision-makers are portrayed as having anchored their security and diplomatic practice in what may be labeled as traditional realist vision of international politics; the need for Russia to come back as a strong empire and to be more assertive in areas of its “privileged interests”.  The United States are seen as having been drawn to the region to forward a policy aiming to reduce Russia’s influence, to secure regional allies, and to extend U.S. strategic reach into the Caspian region and Inner Asia. Turkey is deemed to undergo a dramatic strategic reorientation, moving “away from a role within a larger multilateral Western alliance toward a more unilateral assertion as an aspiring regional power”
, and searching for strategic leverage with neighboring countries. From this perspective, the Ankara-sponsored Caucasus Pact – the  Caucasus Stability and Cooperation Platform (CSCP) – might be seen as the plan intent to both (re)stabilize the region and to exclude “outside powers” from taking part in resolving the Caucasus regional problems
. There have been more additional tensions in the region coming from the possible NATO expansion to Georgia and Ukraine, the move which looks in the eyes of many Russian decision-makers like the confirmation of their worst fear of encirclement. The fear is that the U.S. and some other NATO members have decided to break up the strategic status quo in the Wider Caucasus Region, to bring the regional countries in U.S.-sponsored security system and thus guarantee the U.S. military presence in the South Caucasus – a strategic location in close proximity both to Russia and Iran. Moreover, there is growing concern that should Ukraine – the country with which Russia shares its historic naval base in Sevastopol – decide to continue its drive to join NATO, the Black Sea region could face an even greater crisis. In this context, Iran is seen by some commentators as the only big winner of the current crisis in which it does not clearly choose sides but has been acquiring a new status as a country many in the region want to have on their side.

In short, advocates of this first approach are trying to persuade decision-makers that a new – and tougher - geopolitical game is beginning in the Wider Caucasus – Caspian Sea region and in Eurasia as a whole. 

 A second widely-used approach for reading the current situation around the Baltic Sea is based on the geo-economics imagery. In short, the Black Sea region is seen as a complex overlay of various energy-related projects, and the current European and international concern over the region is explained by the ongoing harsh competition for energy resources and secure transportation routs for them. Some experts believe that the August 2008 clash between Russia and Georgia is at least in part exacerbated by a fight for control over the region's fossil fuel wealth. Proponents of this approach claim that the “Great Saga of Caspian hydrocarbon reserves” continues, and many actors have serious stakes in this energy security game. Turkey’s goal has been to turn the country into a major energy transit hub, through which the Caspian fuel would be transported to the EU and other markets, and thus be an energy conduit alternative to Russia. At the same time, Russia supplies a considerable amount of gas and oil to Turkey, and that is why Turkey will be looking for suitable compromises with Moscow over energy projects – to accommodate some Russia’s interests in the Caucasus. Russian policies in the region are seen as being driven largely by energy and economic considerations, and therefore the Russian behavior in August 2008 is understood as Moscow’s attempt to through doubt on the security of any energy supply routs bypassing Russia. The European and U.S. interest in Georgia is primarily explained by the fact that this country has been almost a needle-eye for the pipelines bypassing Russia. Thus, engaging Georgia and other Caucasus and Black Sea countries is crucial to many actors’ ambitions to construct multiple oil and gas pipelines traversing the “Caucasus transit corridor” and bringing Caspian hydrocarbons to the European and world markets. To further complicate the picture, it has been argued that the Caucasus crisis has once again confirmed that energy policy cannot be separated from the security policy in this region. 

Third, although the debate about how hard security and energy calculations overlap in the wider Black Sea - Caspian region has been particularly pronounced, it does not completely overshadow one more, value-based interpretation of the August 2008 events. Supporters of this third approach insist that ideology and conflicting world views have been a major source of the August 2008 hostilities, and that the clash between democracy and authoritarianism was at the heart of the crisis. The Russia’s involvement in the events is often portrayed as the attempt to overthrow a democratically elected Georgian government and to punish and ruin the country which has launched a series of EU-inspired reforms. It seems that President Saakashvili’s decision to portray Russia as anti-democratic, anti-European and anti-EU country was a well-calculated move. After Georgia’s Rose Revolution, both the United States and the European Union had been playing a crucial role in supporting Saakashvili’s efforts at reform as well as Georgia’s aspirations to move closer to the Euro-Atlantic institutions. But there came a point when many Europeans started questioning Georgia’s credentials as a “beacon of democracy and Europeanizaton” in the wider Black Sea – Caspian region. Georgia’s failure to secure a NATO Membership Action Plain at the NATO Bucharest Summit in April 2008 clearly demonstrated growing concerns about Georgia in some European countries. Saakashvili needed – and got – the "CNN effect" to spotlight Georgia as a democratic and European nation repelling a dangerous act of Russian aggression and thus to appeal to European sympathies for Georgia. In its turn, the Russian government had been offering the public humanitarian slogans, reinforced by around-the-clock reporting on the humanitarian catastrophe in South Ossetia as a result of the Georgian attack. In addition, Moscow’s rhetoric suggests a consistent effort to depict Mikheil Saakashvili as a totally irresponsible and adventurous person who nonetheless had the United States’ unconditional support and military assistance. It seems that Russia has hardly succeeded in communicating this message to the European public. 

But what is important to note is that the ways the August crisis rhetoric was constructed illustrate that the Black Sea region has been the a region where keenly contested symbolic battles still rage over the multitude of notions, including Europeaness, democracy, economic and cultural imperialism, subjugation, to list just few.

Forth, Georgia’s decision to deploy its military to take control of South Ossetia has escalated just two out of many conflicts in the region. There is ethno-political poison in the Black Sea area stemming from the frozen conflicts and ethnic tensions, which involve every Black Sea country in one way or another. In August 2008, two of the Caucasus “frozen” conflicts – the South Ossetia and the Abkazia conflicts - became finally “defrosted”, but relations between Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Turkey are still troubled by the “frozen” Nagorno Karabach conflict, and between Moldova, Ukraine and Russia by the “frozen” Transnistria conflict. Moreover, there are predictions that, in the near future, the August conflict over South Ossetia is likely to continue to destabilize the region, and will negatively influence the North Caucasus, where the most dangerous tensions are between Ingushetia and North Ossetia.
 

The human consequences of the conflicts in the region have been profound. The Caucasus conflicts of the 1990s resulted in close to 100,000 deaths and estimated 2 600,000 refugees and internally displaced persons.
 Many people have decided to leave the region since migration has become for them a survival strategy.
 Many of those who decided to stay have been pushed into poverty or become totally dependent on remittances of relatives living outside the region.  

The humanitarian cost of the August 2008 for both South Ossetia and Georgia has also been high. The exact toll in South Ossetia is disputed, with Ossetian sources claiming 1,700 fatalities, Human Rights Watch outing the number in the lower hundreds, and Russian sources declaring that nearly 20,000 refugees – about 28 percent of republic’s population – crossed into Russia from South Ossetia. As for Georgian losses, some 238 Georgians were killed, almost 1,500 were wounded and over 100,000 displaced.
 

The conflict dynamics has been sustained by the lack of trust between people in the region which is sometimes compared to the Tower of Babel. Moreover, as a consequence of the August crisis many grievances which dated back to the wars of the 1990s have been reinforced by new grievances and new personal tragedies. A vicious circle of deep mistrust has undermined many attempts to create effective public administration and local government – the institutions which might prevent or mitigate further conflicts.   

Divided by blockages and trade restrictions and with no self-sustained economies of their own, many areas of the region have fallen behind in terms of their overall development, even if some stabilization had occurred before August 2008. Moreover, the recent conflict has inflicted additional heavy damage on many in the region. It costs Georgia damage (buildings, military and civilian infrastructure) estimated to exceed 10 percent of Georgian GDP (around $1 billion).
 There are speculations that the very same conflict has inflicted even heavier damage on tiny South Ossetia, estimated to exceed some $4.1 billion, nearly four times as much as Georgia has lost.
 It is clear that in the near future this newly proclaimed republic of South Ossetia will totally depend on outside funding. Armenia, heavily dependent on Georgian territory for its import and export operations since Turkey imposed blockage on Armenia to support Azerbaijan in the Nagorno Karabakh issue, suffered from the disruptions in the transportation networks cased by the August clashes between Georgia and Russia: the Armenian government estimated the total damage inflicted on Armenia’s economy at $670 million.
 

Many observers predict more losses for the region arguing that in the aftermath of the August conflict – and in times of the ongoing financial crisis – hardly anyone would invest money in new projects associated with the Caucasus.  

EU’s Black Sea Policy: Looking ahead

The “guns of August” put many of the relations between Black Sea states under the additional strain. The August conflict has reignited the debate on the role of the EU in the region. The August events also clearly demonstrated that the EU does consider itself, and is seen by others, as a member of the Black Sea regional community. 

Certainly, the EU shares some responsibility for August 2008.  It could be criticized from a number of perspectives. Many analysts argue that the EU’s recognition of Kosovo’s February declaration of independence became a catalyst for the August events, as it dramatically changed calculations of those dealing with conflicts in the Caucasus. Second, the EU put concern for conflict resolution into the BSS documents, but its actual involvement in mediation efforts in the four frozen conflicts in the region had long been very low profile. The main exception was in the case of Transnistria, where the EU has joined the official negotiation table in the so-called 5+2 format. Finally, in the weeks leading up to 7 August, while the military build-up continued and warning bells sounded, the EU failed to prevent the crisis from escalating into all-out conflict, despite constant talk about conflict prevention.

With the agreement of 12 August, however, it was the EU – and its French presidency – that took a role of the principal diplomatic broker in the conflict, engaged in frantic shuttle diplomacy between Moscow and Tbilisi, first to reach the ceasefire accord and afterwards to bring the parties to talks. The EU called emergency summit – the first such meeting in six years – on several issues: (1) on prospects of EU’s relations with Russia, (2) on the future of EU’s policy toward the Black Sea region, (3) on aid to those suffered because of the conflict.

(1) Over the months after the summit, it becomes clear that instead of sanctioning and isolating Russia – measures being advocated by quite many politicians – the EU has decided to choose a more nuanced approach. Such a path back from the conflict will be a difficult one for all actors involved. For the EU, the next year is likely to be characterized by much less activism on the international scene. Very few expect that the next Presidency will easily catch up with the unprecedented level of activism set up by the French. With the end of the terms of both the European Parliament and Barroso Commission so near, EU institutions will be likely preoccupied with the tricky task of salvaging the Lisbon treaty. Furthermore, the threat of a global economic “recessionary spiral” will certainly absorb much attention and time of EU policy-makers.  However, the EU will have to find prompt answers to many fundamental questions on matters regarding the security of the entire European continent. For the EU, it will require adopting a long-term, and much more coherent, strategy for promoting inclusive European security and responding to the recent Russian initiative advocating a new pan-European security architecture. This, in its turn, will require the EU to check whether its European Security Strategy (ESS), adopted in 2003, has become outdated or not. It will also require the EU to start a real and profound dialogue with Russia and others neighbors about the new rules of the game as well about the use of force by the EU, Russia, or any other state in the common Russia-EU neighborhood. Finally, it will require the EU to start discussions with the U.S., Russia and all European countries about if, and how, Georgia could be rehabilitated and Ukraine could be secure outside of the NATO framework. 

(2) It also becomes clear that the EU has decided to strengthen its Black Sea Policy. The EU’s strong intention is to step up its relations with neighbors in the Black Sea Area through the ENP. Yet, the Black Sea Region contains several countries – Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia especially – that are deeply disappointed at not being granted a “membership perspective” by the EU. Therefore, the task for the EU is to offer them kind of compensatory mega-incentive to converge on the EU’s political values and economic structures, norms and standards. It is the Eastern Partnership that is designed to add energy and coherence to EU’s relations with its Eastern Neighborhood states as well as to the relations between the neighbors themselves.  

On 3 December, the European Commission publicized its Eastern Partnership (EaP) policy documents. The fifteen-page Communication to the Council,
 accompanied by another twelve pages describing potential subjects for work and possible initiatives with the six eastern ENP partners. This newest EU policy proposes signing an upgraded version of agreements – “Association Agreement” with 5(6) ENP partners (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine (and Belarus) in the next few years, which, once again, would acknowledge the European identity and aspirations of these countries (yet, again without granting a clear “membership perspective” 
). Although it may have disappointed many in the region, by not promising them a “membership perspective”, the EaP contains several new dimensions compared to ENP.  The EaP documents confirm that the EU has now embarked on a policy of negotiating “deep free trade” agreements with all the Eastern Neighborhood states. This policy aims at establishing “a single deep and comprehensive Free Trade Area, providing the basis for the development of a common internal market”, resembling the European Economic Area (EEA). This naturally leads to the idea that at some stage the six states will be required take over the entire acquis communautaire. The EaP also provides clear, and detailed, suggestions as to how to deepen the energy cooperation with the Eastern ENP countries. The EaP presents itself explicitly as a political message of EU solidarity, and advocates the multilateral track of regional cooperation considerably more politically than in the previous, largely technical ENP documents
. The Eastern Partnership is also aimed to create visa free travel in the long-term, and to raise the EU’s spending in the region – to €350 million extra up to 2013 (with "consideration" of more funds in the next EU budget).

(3) It is not clear yet if, and how, the EU will use its new ENP-EaP instruments to solve the current Caucasus conflict and the two still frozen conflicts in Nagorno Karabakh and Transnistria. There are some voices advocating for EU’s direct, although without political recognition, contacts with South Ossetia and Abkhazia. The main argument put forward is that while South Ossetia and Abkhazia have realized their dream of being recognized as independent states, their future does not look bright. They are unlikely to be recognized by many countries; international companies and organizations will be unable to operate in the republics, as the legality of such operations could be question, and therefore South Ossetia and Abkhazia may follow the example of North Cyprus.
 Thus, the EU should find ways to cooperate directly with Tskhinvali and Sukhumi in order to help them to overcome their isolation and overdependence on Russia. Certainly, such a strategy of direct engagement with South Ossetia and Abkhazia would require admitting that, after the events of August 2008, Tbilisi’s claim of territorial integrity have turned into mere rhetoric. Certainly, such direct contacts may be blocked, although for very different reasons, by both Georgia and Russia. But the previous approach to resolving the conflicts has failed, and for the EU, which put forward the policy aiming to enhance security in the region, it is important to build up a new strategy and new formats that could create effective and neutral process for bringing reconciliation and peace into the Black Sea region. 

Having a more neutral format for rehabilitating the regions suffered from long-lasting conflicts is not some abstract concern, but one that has very real operational implications and needs fresh thinking about how to effectively use many policy instruments currently at the EU’s disposal. In the aftermath of August, the opportunity to engage the parties in pursuing cooperative projects is likely to be limited. Almost all issues in the region have been highly politicized. Nevertheless, new formats need to be found to start step-by-step post-conflict reconstruction.  
It is important to develop those regional initiatives which may bring together different categories of Black Sea regional actors. It is important to find ways to design and implement joint EU-Russia initiatives for the Caucasus region, the region where nearly all conflicts in the South Caucasus are closely connected with conflicts in the North Caucasus and vice versa. It may be possible to launch and support joint projects at local level, where parties can in principle have similar objectives, and which can be effectively depoliticized. In addition to macro-projects, which the EU usually favors, there may be a series of EU-supported micro-projects - for example, aiming to guarantee the secure return of internally displaced persons to their homes, aiming to solve local environmental problems, to effectively and efficiently deliver public services. 

_______________________________________________________________
In the aftermath of the recent Caucasus conflict it becomes obvious that the Black Sea Region presents a challenge for the EU. Many regional actors lose, rather than gain, from the region’s important geopolitical position. The challenge for the EU is to gain rather than lose from entering this complex region. But it is also clear that the Black Sea Region presents a test for the EU – for the EU’s ability to construct transformative and institutional regionalism not only for its member-states but also for its close but troubled neighbors. 

Annex 1.

The European Commission’s list of main cooperation areas for Black Sea regional initiatives

“Black Sea Synergy – a New Regional Initiative”, April 2007.
1. Democracy, respect for human rights and good governance.

2. Managing migration, improving border management.

3. More active political involvement in the frozen conflict.

4. Energy supply diversification, legal and regulatory harmonization through the Baku Initiative, the ENP framework, and the EU-Russia Energy Dialogue.

5. Transport corridors, support for a number of transport projects already identified, and regulatory harmonization in the sector.

6. Environmental protection, with special reference to marine environmental problems.

7. Black Sea maritime policy, aiming at job creation in the sector and increased safety of shipping.

8. Fisheries, to ensure sustainable and responsible use of fisheries resources.

9. Trade Policy, advocating approximation of trade-related policies on EU standards and WTO access for those Black Sea countries not yet there.

10. Research and education networks, providing high-speed connectivity between research and education communities, introducing on-line services, and promoting regulatory harmonization.

11. Science & Technology dialogue.

12. Employment and social affairs issues, such as fighting poverty and social exclusion, promoting integration of ethnic minorities. 

13. Regional development, with some financial support from the EU and using Bulgaria and Romania’s relevant experiences 
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