Meeting Report
First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting
Nizhny Novgorod, Russia
28-30 September 2005

Meeting Report
First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting
Nizhny Novgorod, 28-30 September 2005

Foreword
The CABRI-Volga project (www.cabri-volga.org) held the first of three Expert Group
Meetings in Nizhny Novgorod, Russia, on 28-30 September 2005.
Forty-six project-external experts from various institutional, scientific and
geographical backgrounds joined about twenty-five CABRI-Volga project partners to
kick off discussions and to share expert assessments on coordination and
cooperation between stakeholders in environmental risk management in large river
basins in Europe, with a particular emphasis on the Volga basin.
The main goals of the meeting were:
•

To strengthen links between the scientific community and policy-making
processes

•

To develop a dialogue on mutual demands and practical needs of various
stakeholders in order to build stable partnerships and networks between them

•

To exchange expert insights on mechanisms how to incorporate humaninduced environmental risk assessments into integrated river basin
management and to strengthen institutional coordination

•

To share expert assessments on long-term cooperation and coordination in
enhancing environmental and human security both within national contexts
and within the European dimension

The Expert Group Meeting took place in the framework of the CABRI-Volga initial
phase “State-of-the-Art and Good Practices” in environmental risk management in
large river basins. Objectives of this phase have been:
•

To overview the state-of-the-art in environmental risk management in large
river basins, including evidence from relevant projects and research results

•

To explore the status of coordination between institutions and other multiple
stakeholders, including civil society, business, decision-makers and scientists

•

To identify good and bad practices in coordination and cooperation between
stakeholders in large river basins

•

To explore major lessons learned from practices and case-studies within the
Expert Groups’ thematic areas

The present Meeting Report provides a summary of the “discussion results” obtained
in the five thematically structured CABRI-Volga Expert Groups:
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Expert Group 1 ”River and Environmental Rehabilitation”

4

Expert Group 2 “Human Security and Vulnerability”

10

Expert Group 3 ”Natural Resources and their Sustainable Use”

15

Expert Group 4 “Connecting Goods and People”

23

Expert Group 5 ”Institutional Cooperation and Coordination”

28

The “List of Participants” is provided on page 36. It includes the affiliation and contact
information of the experts from Russia (30), the EU countries of Austria (2), Germany
(5), Hungary (1), the Netherlands (3), Poland (1) and Slovenia (1) as well as from
Switzerland (1), the United States (1) and the European Commission (1).
The CABRI-Volga project would like to thank the forty-six experts for their active and
constructive participation at the First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting in Nizhny
Novgorod!

3

Meeting Report
First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting
Nizhny Novgorod, 28-30 September 2005

Expert Group 1
”River and Environmental Rehabilitation”

Introduction
The first CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting in Nizhny Novgorod fell into the
project’s initial phase during which the state-of-the-art and good practices were being
identified and analysed. Expert Group 1 (EG1) focused on environmental
rehabilitation of large river basins with a special emphasis on improvement of water
quality in the Volga River basin. It explores major problems in water quality
management and coordination of policies, tools and activities between multiple
stakeholders. The major themes for discussion included:
•

Water quality management: standards and setting priorities

•

Environmental monitoring and data dissemination to stakeholders

•

Integrated water basin management

•

Lessons from the Volga Revival Programme

•

Multi stakeholder approach as a tool to improve water quality and basin
management

Methodology
At the EG1 meeting in Nizhny Novgorod, experts from Russia and the EU had an
opportunity for in-depth and moderated discussion. Due to the limited time available
for discussion experts concentrated on concrete topics that are most pressing for
assessment of the state-of-the-art and good practices for the Volga Basin and other
large river basins in Europe. They included:
1) Standards for Water Quality
2) Sewage Discharges
3) Integrated Water Management
a. Volga Revival Programme
b. Dneper GEF Project
4) Monitoring
5) Data exchange
6) Communication to the public
Experiences of Russia, the Netherlands, France, Germany and Brazil were
presented and thoroughly discussed. Comparisons of experiences and lessons
learned from domestic practices in these countries indicated useful and interesting
results. Recommendations for enhancing coordination in river and environmental
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rehabilitation within each discussion topic were made based on good practices and
approaches applied by these countries.
Results of Discussion
Standards (quality objectives) for Water Quality
During the discussion it became clear that Russian water quality standards are very
high. As a result, they are difficult to comply with. It was indicated that standards
which are too demanding might appear ineffective in practice as they may be ignored
because of being unrealistic. The practices and experiences in the EU and in Brazil
in coordination of standard setting were summarized as: 1) design a system of
standards which ‘fit into particular purpose’; 2) differentiate standards according to
functional use of a water body (for example, for recreation or fisheries, etc.) 3) ensure
coherence between standards applied to different water segments (e.g. surface
water, or waste water) and 4) have a vision of a target to be reached in the future, but
set realistic and attainable intermediate goals: build upon success as success
motivates! It is important to move step-by-step from non-strict standards to more
stringent ones. Furthermore, it is essential to design a system of standards according
to functional purposes of water use (drinking water supply, fishing, recreation, etc).
It was indicated that there are institutional uncertainties in Russia regarding division
of responsibilities and competences between various government bodies to set
1
standards and to control their enforcement. In most EU countries, one organization
has the task to develop and set standards, while water management organs are
responsible for meeting and compliance with targets set by a standard.
It was emphasized that standards, legislation and enforcement are to be treated in an
integral manner. At the plenary, Prof Naidenko noted that the Russian system for
standards is presently being reformed along lines similar to those outlined above.
The question is how to ensure compliance with legislation and standards in a more
effective way? What tools and mechanisms should be used? How to motivate users
to meet the standards?
It was concluded by the EG1 experts that water management should be improved
and requirements should be harmonized between water quality and environmental
issues. There may be contradicting requirements, e.g. environmental norms which
are very strict and water quality standards which are very high and may lead to
closure of some industries. There is a need to set objectives one wants to achieve
relating to water quality, identify priorities and tasks for water quality standardization
based on such objectives. To implement this, there is a need for a step by step
approach.
It was emphasized by the Russian experts that though in Russia there are approved
standards and norms of water quality, in water industry and among other water users
different methods are applied for measuring water quality which leads to incompatible
results. Hence, it is essential to set up a unified set of standards. They might vary
across water basins and water-users, but meet the requirements of generic water
quality standards.

1
In Russia, there is an organ responsible for setting standards, i.e. Gosstandart. Bodies of Sanepidnadzor and
the Ministry for Natural Resources (MNR) are responsible for controlling standards implementation.
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It was also indicated that in Russia organisations which are in charge of water supply
to the population and other water-users should be responsible for meeting the water
quality norms.
Sewage Discharge
Problems of sewage discharge were an important topic of the discussion. It was
recognized as a sector of high priority in order to improve or safeguard water quality.
Comparisons between practices in Russia and the Netherlands were made.
In Russia, the system of payments for sewage discharge (within and above the set
limits) by particular polluters is fixed by the existing environmental legislation.
However, implementation of this system is not efficient enough to provide incentives
for polluters to make investments to modernize their technologies and reduce the
pollution level.
In the Netherlands, licenses are given for sewage discharge. Fees are paid
depending on pollution level; a fine has to be paid when limits are exceeded, and in
severe cases court action is taken. In the latter case, it is possible that an industry
has to close down. The taxes go into a fund which is used a) to give subsidies to
enterprises to develop/implement improved technologies resulting in lower pollution
levels and b) to fund enforcement and monitoring. In the Netherlands a long term
perspective is taken: polluters know in advance that taxes will be increased in a
period of for example 10 years. This means that actors can calculate whether
investments in clean technology will pay off. Responsibilities for enforcement are
clearly allocated. The Ministry has an Inspection body which assesses the
functioning of the agencies responsible for enforcement. The Dutch system has thus
a stepwise approach with incentives to invest in the reduction of pollution.
EG1 concluded that the Dutch case-study has elements which can be important to
consider in the context of the Volga: the principles on which the system taxes are
based, the combination of a long term perspective with the stepwise approach, the
formation of a fund, the incentives to reduce pollution and improved institutional
aspects.
Integrated Water Management
Two Russian projects based on the principles of integrated water management were
presented and discussed: the Volga Revival Programme and the GEF Dneper
Project. It was concluded that their approaches were grounded upon a strong
scientific basis and some of their experiences can be regarded as interesting lessons
for the Western Europe. However, it was indicated that the implementation phase of
these initiatives had been rather weak. This was caused by a mixture of financial and
institutional problems.
Improvement of water management in the Volga basin is essential: an organization,
i.e. a special agency, or basin council with a clear mandate and clear responsibilities
in water management (in all aspects of water use) and providing coordination
between various stakeholders and different administrative levels is needed. Such an
organ might bring together representatives from government authorities from various
levels, including existing basin management administrations, from local communities,
private stakeholders, water users and water polluters. It might be also responsible for
coordination and development of water quality standards based on a basin approach.
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Some participants expressed their concern about suspension of the federal Volga
Revival Programme, although a number of its sub-programmes had been very
challenging. Participants suggested that the programme should be revived. It had
been a big success in developing interaction and establishing links between the
scientific community and industrial groups in the basin; it had contributed to creating
common perceptions of existing problems and to finding ways to solve them.
Monitoring
Monitoring programs in the Volga basin were briefly discussed. In the past,
monitoring had been well organized and coordinated. For example, all laboratories
and monitoring sites applied uniform procedures, protocols and reporting standards
which were established and coordinated by a central body. As a result, high
comparability of data was achieved. This strong institutional framework has gone and
been dismantled during the last decade. EG1 experts consider it to be very important
to revitalize the former infrastructure and adjust it to contemporary monitoring
requirements.
The Dutch experts were asked to share their experiences in the design and
functioning of monitoring programmes. In the Netherlands, a gap and disconnection
exist between policy/decision makers and scientists who design and implement
monitoring programmes. Monitoring programs are essential, but often they are
considered as too expensive. Usually, they deal with different elements (water
quality, ecology, chemistry), and different bodies are responsible for them. Each
decision-maker considers that an amount of information generated and supplied to
him is too excessive compared to what he needs. As a result, the impression is
created that considerable resources are wasted (so called, “data rich - information
poor” syndrome). It is therefore essential that (representatives of) decision-making
bodies are involved in defining what particular data sets are required. This problem
seems to be less present in Russia.
It was emphasized that there is a need for restoration and maintenance of the
monitoring infrastructure in the Volga basin. It is important to develop multi-level
monitoring system (state, regional, industrial, etc.). Nowadays many private
enterprises conduct their own environmental monitoring: often they are turning to be
the main owners of updated environmental information, which is not made widely
available to the general public and experts; there are also doubts concerning its
quality and reliability.
Producers of monitoring results are sometimes charging for access to data because
of limited funding they have from the government. Introduction of special fees for
monitoring, as it is done, for example, in Canada can contribute to problem solving:
the fees are collected by the environmental agency and funds are used for support of
monitoring activities. A similar scheme is applied by the Dutch system mentioned
above. Tighter links and coordination should be established between monitoring and
decision-making, and monitoring data should be broadly used within decision-making
processes in Russia.
Data Exchange
Problems of data exchange and cooperation received considerable attention in the
discussion. In many cases data exchange between various bodies in Russia is
hampered by a variety of problems (including the requirement to pay for data). It was
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agreed that integrated water management can be effective only if it is based on
profound information, while bodies involved in water management have to have
unrestricted access to data. In addition, provisions have to be made to ensure an
easy data exchange among all actors involved (e.g. glossaries with definition of
terms applied in water management, data formats including names, abbreviations,
units for reporting, etc.). The infrastructure required for reliable data processing
seems to have been weakened over the past years, and renovation of data centers
and laboratories in a modern setting is recommended.
Though Hydromet is identified as a leading agency responsible for hydrological data
compilation, only a fraction of all data collected in the Volga basin reach the
Hydromet Data Centers. One of the reasons is introduction of data charges for its
consumers, while the data sources prefer to deal directly with consumers. As a
result, the information from different regions of the Volga basin is fragmented and it is
difficult to get a complete picture.
The situation may not improve as long as the system of data charges exists. This is
the problem not only in Russia, but in many other countries as well. It is being
discussed at the international level but without much success. The data is available
and ready to be shared but not everyone can afford buying data. The quality of data
collected by various enterprises and agencies is low as the methods of data
collection and formats of their presentation differ and give incompatible results.
Communication to the Public
Communication of information to the public is essential for proper water
management. Very interesting examples from both Russia and Western Europe were
given. All emphasized that there is a need to communicate in a way which laymen
2
can understand. In practice, this is very difficult. A Dutch study was presented as an
example. In this study, public and experts were brought together. Both parties were
asked to explain how they view water quality. It appeared that public and experts had
a completely different perception of water quality terminology (public: focus on visual
aspects as e.g. plastic bags floating in the water; experts: emphasize non-visible
issues such as chemicals) and therefore did not understand each other. The debate
was lively and interesting; both parties strived to communicate with each other.
In general there is lack of awareness of the public in the Volga basin related to water
quality and management problems as well as to the risk of disaster. Problems
emerge because of a limited number of available mechanisms promoting access to
the required information. Information presented is often biased reflecting only
approaches of a particular interest group. According to a survey executed by NGOs
in the Volga basin, only a minor portion of society has an interest in getting ecological
information, although in general the public is not satisfied with the environmental
situation. People are still rather inert and heavily rely on government action and
protectionism.
The need was stressed to establish close links with mass media and make all water
quality information easily accessible. This information should be presented in a form
easily understood by the general public.

2

NGOs could play an important role in the interpretation of technical indicators and experts' opinions in a way
understandable for the general public.
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Provisions for special support by NGOs should be incorporated into domestic
legislation. At present, NGOs in the Volga basin are primarily financed through
foreign grants.
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Expert Group 2
“Human Security and Vulnerability”
Introduction
The first CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting in Nizhny Novgorod fell into the
project’s initial phase during which the state-of-the-art and good practices were being
identified and analysed. Expert Group 2 (EG2) focused on human and environmental
security in large river basins with a special emphasis on reducing risks from floods,
forest fires and technological accidents associated with water quality deterioration
(accidents at sewage systems and accidental discharges with resulting water
pollution of the river) and potential accidents at dams and power plants in the Volga
river basin.
The major themes for discussion included:
•

Flood management: Technical issues and planning

•

Institutional considerations

•

Public participation and socio-economic issues

Methodology
At the EG1 meeting in Nizhny Novgorod, experts from Russia and the EU had an
opportunity for in-depth and moderated discussion. At the beginning of EG1 session
the basic approaches and definitions were addressed.
Nowadays the concept of human security may be extended from its traditional
meaning of worldwide political and military security to also embrace the idea that
every citizen should be able to benefit from sustainable socio-economic
development. From amongst different natural resources, water has been recognized
as the key environmental resource for social security, economic growth and
prosperity. Human security can therefore be seen to be related to environmental
preservation (water, ecosystems and biodiversity) and to socio-economic stability
and sustainable development.
Traditional

Emergent

Sovereign states,
national and political
dimensions, peace,
etc.

Dimensions of human
security:

• Political
• Environmental
• Economic
• Food
• Health
• Personal
• Community

Freedom from
fear

Freedom from
hazard impact

Freedom from
want

Sustainable Development

Fig.1: The paradigm shift for the concept of Human Security.
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Floods are essentially natural hazards that occur regularly, but become disasters
when they interact with human society. Natural factors, in most cases, are the main
cause of catastrophic floods. However, anthropogenic factors, such as human
occupation of floodplains, extensive urbanisation, basin-wide land use changes, and
structural measures to mitigate floods (flood levees and walls, cutting of the river
meanders, river training) have modified the natural characteristics of extreme floods.
Recent catastrophic flood events both in Europe and the USA (Rhine River,
Mississippi River) have shown that human activities and traditional river engineering
works may result in an increase in the frequency of extreme floods and, most
importantly, in negative economic consequences such as loss of property,
destruction of livelihoods and loss of human life. Possible climate change might
increase both the intensity and the frequency of catastrophic floods.
To reduce the risk of floods and alleviate the consequences, two different attitudes
can prevail. The first is to consider the flood as a random natural disaster and to only
respond on an ad hoc basis through emergency programmes. The alternative,
favored within the CABRI-Volga project, is to recognize that floods are recurring
phenomena and to adopt a proactive and strategic approach including combination of
mitigation measures with emergency response and rehabilitation along with
incorporation of disaster risk reduction into sustainable development strategies. In
this way, the hazard is “internalised” whereby vulnerabilities can be reduced and
coping capacities enhanced.
Basic definitions used during discussion:
Human Security: The ability to benefit physically, economically and culturally from
sustainable socio-economic development
Vulnerability: The possible degree of damage due to an incident such as a flood.
Integrated flood management: could mean very different things, according to different
approaches such as engineering, social or institutional. It is recommended that
integrated flood management be defined as a multi-dimensional and multidisciplinary activity, which takes into account institutional, economic, social and
environmental aspects of flood prevention, mitigation and land use, as well as
promotes a more holistic view on the whole spectrum of human security,
vulnerability, risk and floods.

Results of Discussion
Flood Management: Technical Issues and Planning
•

Flood management and protection of people and property should take into
account the fact that major cities are often better protected than small
settlements and rural communities. Therefore special emphasis should be
given to the problems and vulnerabilities of rural communities and small and
medium sized cities.

•

Awareness rising is an important issue, particularly for those people living in
areas prone to floods.
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•

Floods cannot be avoided, however human intervention, especially land use
patterns and engineering works, is a key factor affecting the impact and
magnitude of medium and small scale flood events. Specific attention should
be given to deforestation, change of hydro-morphological situation of a river,
the conversion of open space in a settlement area and the construction of
infrastructures, such as roads and highways.

•

A key element for integrated river basin management and the reduction of
potential damages and losses is the strategy based on allocating more space
to the river bed through effective national and local planning

•

It is recommended that structural and non-structural measures be integrated
and considered at the same time, instead of one after the other.

•

Furthermore, it was mentioned that a recent study in Switzerland came to the
conclusion that increasing investments in systems of flood protection lead to
higher economic losses after catastrophic floods. There will always be a risk
element when catastrophic floods occur, and a wrong perception of this kind
of risk and reliability may create problems, especially for people living in
floodplains, who are highly exposed to such hazardous events.

•

Increasingly extreme weather events and rapid temperature changes
resulting from climate change, which could result in snow melting, can be
dangerous for dams, dykes and engineering structures used for flood control.
The possibility of dam failure cannot be neglected.

•

Improved monitoring of flood events, impacts and vulnerabilities is important
to increase human security. It has been shown that poor people generally
face a higher risk of mortality and relatively higher economic losses from
hazards of nature.

•

The quality of data and reconstruction of the monitoring systems should be
focused on, particularly after the decline in the 90s due to the general
economic crisis in the post-communist countries.

•

Additionally, building codes, guidelines for flood proofing constructions3 and
structural measures (e.g. giant levees) are also important elements that can
increase human security in terms of natural hazards, such as floods.

•

In the Volga basin it is also important to focus on droughts, water scarcity and
technical hazards.

Institutional considerations
•

3

A commission for emergency management should exist for the institutional
setting of emergency response and disaster risk reduction. This commission
should encompass local and regional authorities of the respective river basin.
It should be linked to important agencies and enterprises. Together with
engineers and emergency response agencies, the commission should
prepare a planning document every year for the spring floods in the region. A

Engineering Principles and Practices for Refitting Flood Prone Residental Buildings, FEMA US, 1995
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special safety brigade should be responsible for rescue operations and
emergency management during the event. The emergency plan for flooding
should focus on aspects of evacuation, potential coping capacities and places
of evacuation. Specific plans should also be formulated regarding the
dissemination of information to radio and TV stations. (The above
recommendations resulted from existing experience in the Volga River basin.)
•

Information exchange and an in-depth cooperation between institutions as
well as the active participation of the public in developing strategies for
integrated flood management are essential.

•

A lack of appropriate cooperation is also a major problem of human security,
such as the lack of information sharing between national states along the
same transboundary river.

•

One should also consider the different steps in the disaster phase (prevention
and coping) and level of regulation, such as normal regulation and emergency
regulation. That leads to a crucial question: who is able to act appropriately in
the different phases of disaster? The coordination of different functions and
institutions is essential. One has to acknowledge the fact that institutional
solutions cannot be generalized.

•

Moreover, it is recommended that the historical dimension should be included
in risk assessment, certain processes or events of the past should be
included. In the Netherlands for example, water management and water
related risks have been key issues for several decades.

A serious problem regarding human security and vulnerability reduction is also false
alarms that delay services giving out early warning information. No or late warnings
may cause fatalities and increase damage. Local information services (radio,
newspapers or TV) with which people are familiar are most important methods of
spreading information about flood warnings.
•

A crucial issue is the organization and promotion of quick and effective
response.

•

The case of New Orleans highlighted the need to also take into account the
multi-ethnic aspect of different social groups and their social structure. This
leads to the recommendation that cultural, social and linguistic aspects should
be paid more attention to.

Elderly people are very vulnerable (e.g. casualties in old people’s homes in New
Orleans). The protection of societies where elderly citizens are in the majority is a
challenge today (see experience from Slovenian – US research mission).
Public Participation and Socio-economic Issues
•

Public participation is especially well developed in the Netherlands, where the
way of life and the perception of risk have also been addressed in integrated
flood risk and flood vulnerability reduction approaches.
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•

Besides early warning and the awareness of people, the general status of
maintenance of infrastructures is also a key element of vulnerability.
Therefore one can conclude that disasters are often a combination of different
causes leading to disaster.

•

More attention has to be given to secondary damage and secondary effects.
Often only the primary effects and damages are considered.

•

Holistic and integrative risk and vulnerability assessment also has to be
based on ex-ante and ex-post analysis. The limitation of the analysis of past
events is not adequate for the estimation of present and future vulnerabilities.
In this context, scenario-based assessment strategies are important.

•

It seems to be impossible to generalize good practices, especially with regard
to institutional structures in terms of flood management, since many aspects
have to be taken into account, including the specific local and regional
context.

Several examples of good practices have been discussed. They include Integrated
Flood Management: City of Curitibá (Brazil)
Good examples of public participation in water management can be studied in the
Netherlands.
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Expert Group 3
”Natural Resources and their Sustainable Use”
Introduction
The first CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting in Nizhny Novgorod fell into the
project’s initial phase during which the state-of-the-art and good practices were being
identified and analysed. Expert Group 3 (EG3) focused on exploring state-of-the-art
and good practices in management of natural resources and their sustainable use in
large river basins with a special emphasis on sustainable water use in the Volga
Basin.
The abundance of various natural resources makes Russia a very rich country and is
one of the main reasons for the rapid economic growth in the last years. To support
and sustain economic growth, a sustainable use of natural resources through
management is required as well as consequent implementation and enforcement of
relevant rules, guidelines and action programmes. The Volga Basin, the backbone of
the Russian economy, represents the largest river basin in Western Europe. The
Volga River has a significant impact on the overall national development comparable
to the Rhine, the Po, the Seine or the Vistula rivers in Europe. All involved parties
and stakeholders of the basin area are challenged by an enormous responsibility for
its sustainable development. They are committed to maintain good practice in their
specific fields of work and good standards of cooperation in order to achieve specific
and community goals.

Methodology
At the EG3 meeting in Nizhny Novgorod, experts from Russia and the EU had an
opportunity for in-depth and moderated discussion. Due to the limited time available
for discussion experts concentrated on concrete topics that are most pressing for
assessment of the state-of-the-art and good practices for the Volga Basin and other
large river basins in Europe. They included:
1) State-of-the-Art and Good Practices in water management
2) State-of-the-Art and problems of existing institutional frameworks
3) Sustainable multi-stakeholder partnerships
4) Good practices in establishing partnerships
5) Integrating economic values with environmental concerns
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Results of Discussion
1. State-of-the-Art and Good Practices in Water Management
A number of pressing questions were raised during the discussion. They included:
There were many floods in the EU countries. Why weren’t the Europeans
prepared for them (in spite of the good legislation)?
The floods simply exceeded the set protection levels and the extent of technical
preparation. Engineering facilities for flood protection only prevent damages up to the
flood level they were designed for. The protection levels normally provide for
technical flood safety up to a statistical 100-year return period. Furthermore some
flood protection dykes were not efficient enough during the extended high-water
periods because they were in poor maintenance status.
Besides technical flood protection there is an effective communication system for all
German states, hosted by the ‘High Water Alert Centre’. It deals with advance
warning & modelling given weather and forecast conditions. Each of the federal
states in Germany implements a flood warning service, with its Flood Warning
Ordinance for the most important Class I surface waters and federal waterways. In
addition, all the states employ a Flood Alarm and Forecast Service (f.e. HVZ in
Baden-Württemberg) providing information about a current flood situation and flood
forecasts for chosen gauge stations. This information is accessible online or is sent
by fax to all key players in order for them to be timely prepared.
What is the level of environmental data availability in Russia?
Data are handled by the Federal Service for Hydrometeorology and Environmental
Monitoring (Roshydromet) and are specifically collected by the Hydrometeorological
Center of Russia, relying on a huge number of gauges (see
www.meteorf.ru/txt/eng_about.shtml). The quantity and quality of waste water in all
rivers are controlled by the Ministry of Natural Resources; they are analysing water
quality and the content of some chemical substances, too. But both the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Roshydromet do not investigate the biological impact of water
pollution, e.g. on fish.
State bodies are often not willing to share information for free, in spite of the fact that
much responsibility lies at the municipal level. Indeed, in some cases they wish to
charge for access to that information.
Many countries (excluding Russia) have ratified the UNECE Aarhus Convention and
that means all public bodies have the right to access and publish environmental
information. Circulating information is critical to engendering public support.
Furthermore there is the UN Millennium Ecosystem Assessment report which helps
to identify an environmental baseline from which to develop goals and measure
progress.
In Germany it is essential to rely on time-series and spatial (every 100 m along a
river) hydrometeorological, hydrogeological and morphological data for the effective
management of rivers. In the eastern part of Germany, data problems similar to those
in Russia occurred after reunification.
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2. State-of-the-Art and Problems in Existing Institutional Frameworks
Talking about existing institutional frameworks in Europe, the role of the EU Water
Framework Directive (WFD) was outlined. The WFD is supposed to be the legal
framework to achieve the environmental objectives in all river systems in Europe
prescribing a river basin related approach and giving a comprehensive approach to
protect all water in Europe on a common level. The first step is a large part of
legislation that must be realised right down to the local level on the territory of the
EU. The key features include good surface water and ground water, transitional
water and coastal water and the reduction of selected chemical substances. These
water bodies are required not only to minimize chemical pollution but must also
achieve and maintain a “good ecological standard” (for surface water bodies) and a
“good quantitative standard” (for groundwater). All states are responsible for
protecting, enhancing and restoring their water bodies in accordance with these
principles. There are as well quality criteria and a time goal (2015) to be observed.
Water protection should occur at a public level. Only one report and one
management plan should be compiled per river basin. There is a clear timetable for
action and implementation. Non-compliance results in European Countries entailing
legal action and offending states will have to be fined.
Actual implementation problems result from the following management problems:
At present ecological problems have low priority compared to economic issues.
There are limited financial resources which entails a ‘suffering’ environment. If
ecological issues are not discussed in the media people lose interest, and politicans
prioritize other issues. Therefore all stakeholders should be involved in ensuring that
the environment is on the political agenda.
Many stakeholders have to be involved in the regulatory actions and measures, each
of them with specific own interests and specific objectives – some of which are
contrary to the ecological aims: public and private stakeholders, NGOs, private
companies, municipalities, administrative departments. First of all, many of them are
not used to working together, or even worse, they don’t know that they have to work
together and don’t know how to cooperate. This turns out to be a really complicated
system of cooperation partners, many of which need to be forced by law to comply
and cooperate. It is obvious that a situation where a wide range of government
bodies and departments have to cooperate is not a simple one. They are used to
keeping tight to their specific priorities and financial resources. Very often they aren’t
willing to share power and funds. So it is really difficult to coordinate all actions which
are necessary to achieve the objectives. Furthermore there is a lack of financial and
personal resources for environmental protection in administration and in the
communities.
Regarding the institutional framework in Russia, there will be innovations and
changes in a new RF Water Code. The new RF Water Code is in the Duma for
reading. There are difficulties to speak about the Draft Russian water code and
property laws because there are constant changes to the draft law due to impacts
and lobbying by various groups of stakeholders, both public and private.
There was an expert opinion that official management of overall water resources is
largely based in Moscow. It was indicated that the Volga river is within the scope of
responsibility of the federal authority, which creates additional problems and
difficulties for local authorities to be involved in its management. For instance, it was
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mentioned that citizens can’t reach top authorities when they face a local problem. At
the same time, it is important that decentralisation in Russia during the nineties has
brought in additional competences and authority to the regions.
Now a new system foresees inventories of water resources and objects (water
bodies) so that certain elements (e.g. small rivers) will come to the jurisdiction of the
local authorities. The monitoring of compliance with the legislation and other
elements of institutional framework will be a huge challenge for the authorities.
In Russia, there is a diversified system of environmental management involving
federal, regional and municipal authorities, and it is based on diversity of new
legislation. Furthermore, it is intended to strengthen the role of the municipalities.
There will be an enforcement system at the local level too. A unified system for
environmental management and law enforcement is needed.
The situation relating to existing hierarchical levels in Russia is much the same as in
the Rhine region. But in the EU countries, a greater responsibility is given to the
municipalities than in Russia. A central government support exists and municipalities
have a chance to represent public opinion and to address their concerns.
3. How to achieve stable Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships
How to share information with the public was discussed on the basis of the example
of Astrakhan, which is located at the Volga Delta at the Caspian Sea.
Local TV programmes are used to disseminate information on water resources
related activities and other environmental issues among the public. Flood prevention
is ensured by liaison with weather forecasters and the prognoses are shared with
local media. Astrakhan has been successfully managing floods for a long time.
Lessons learned are also shared with the public.
The main environmental problems of Astrakhan were described. It was mentioned
that the so-called “Russian Venice” with more than 200 bridges has numerous older
constructions that are in a poor state. The municipal markets of this city with 500,000
residents are also a source of environmental contamination. Regional inspectorates
are typically powerless to enforce federal and municipal environmental rules. Fines
and ordinances are ignored by polluters and court cases are futile. Municipal
inspectors will start operating from this year. Business is crucial to the local municipal
(and environmental) budget. The local environment monitoring reveals damage to
watercourses from solid municipal waste. This seems to be markedly caused by
immigrants from the Caucasus who clean everything in the local watercourses and
dump their waste along and into the rivers. One ton of cleaning chemical substances
that enter rivers contains 50-60 kg of toxic substances.
In the opinion of the European experts, the normative and regulatory approaches
don’t seem to be very effective. The importance of environmental education and the
importance of encouraging society to appreciate the value of good water
management were mentioned. For example, there should be programmes to raise
environmental awareness amongst school children. There are several examples in
Europe (summer schools, green pack for school teachers) and in Russia (competition
related to water resources management and municipal institutional coordination).
There are needs to have a universal curriculum that underscores the professional
development related to environmental sciences and water resources management.
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Measures for strengthening the relevance of environmental issues among public and
in institutions should be taken into consideration; this principle should be applied
across various time scales of the impact horizon. It means that measures with longterm impacts which affect all stages of the education system have to be
complemented by measures with middle- and short-term impacts like awareness
raising campaigns and the publication of acute environmental threats (e.g. the
occurrence of pollution incidents) by the media.
The effectiveness of existing norms should be regularly checked and when they don’t
work it is advised to change them.
4. Good Practices Examples in Establishing Partnerships
Good practice examples were discussed. An example for successful multi
stakeholder partnership was given by the EU expert who described IKoNE –
“Integrating Conception of the Catchment Area of the Neckar River”. IkoNE is an
example of the activity of the water management administration of the federal state of
Baden-Württemberg integrating other partners in order to achieve goals in water
resources management. The Neckar is the biggest river flowing within the State from
its source to its mouth. Its catchment area of almost 14,000 km2 is also located
almost entirely in the State of Baden-Württemberg, 50% of the population of this
State live in this catchment area. The Minister for Environment of BadenWürttemberg has given the go-ahead for IkoNE in 1999 which consists in a riverbasin-related action framework concerning water resources management for the
entire catchment area of the Neckar river including its affluents. Thereby
development and implementation of water resources management schemes in the
catchment area of the Neckar river are provided in a synoptic way, taking into
account the WFD requirements.
Basic idea: As an action framework related to water resources management, IkoNE
coordinates river-related measures - flood protection, structure and quality of the river
- with other local and supra-local plans and integrates other sectoral strategies. The
objective is to preserve and improve the rivers as living spaces and lifelines of the
landscape as well as important natural factors for business locations. IkoNE
addresses citizens, industry and business, associations and authorities, thus all
parties living at the Neckar river and its affluents and feeling responsible for this
region. As a joint responsibility for today's and future generations, preservation of
nature and its use by the humans have to be consolidated.
In order to achieve a broad participation and acceptance of the action, the objectives
of the water management administration must be anchored into the awareness of the
general public. This requires to know about and to understand the complexity of
water resources management. IKoNE aims at achieving its objectives based on the
following principles:
•

action based on synoptic view

•

orientation by joint objectives

•

partnership of all interested parties

Action programmes: IkoNE defines and bundles the multiple tasks of river
management into action programs. This includes measure-related action programs
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and action programs which are set up in order to compile basic data (to collect and
make accessible water resources management data). Within the action programs,
the following specialised objectives are formulated:
Flood management:
•

Management of Flood endangered areas and Catchment areas

•

Technical flood protection

•

Flood damage prevention

Quality of the waterway:
•

Target Quality Class II – slightly polluted

•

State-of-the-art sewage installations

Structure of the waterway:
•

Eco-morphology

•

Ecologically needed minimum water flow

•

Possibility for upstream and downstream migration of fish species and other
aquatic organisms

Working methodology of IkoNE: The entire catchment area is included.
•

All targets of water resources management are incorporated in a synoptic
way

•

Interdisciplinary approach ensures that also other actors are integrated

•

Values of the public concerning the living space along the river with its
recreation and leisure function

•

All partners from within the administration and from outside as well as the
task promoters are involved.

In addition to conventional administrative tasks, communication is of special
importance within IkoNE:
•

Present the water resources management with its tasks and objectives in a
convincing way

•

Create confidence

•

Influence behaviour

•

Win co-operation partners
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5. Integrating Economic Values with Environmental Concerns
Currently, there is a drive in Russia to double the gross domestic product (GDP).
This raises the question: What does/can the Volga River contribute to the national
GDP and are there any methodologies or guidelines to assess its natural assets?
In European countries the economic values of natural resources are assessed, for
instance with the help of guidelines. There are the European Union's Cardiff
Environmental Policy Integration strategy and the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) directive. A new initiative for “integrated impact assessments”
(IIAs) for major (EU) policy proposals, strategies, plans and programmes that aims to
assess economic, social and environmental effectiveness may offer certain
frameworks for cost-benefit analysis.
In the EU, there is (as far as we know) no standard method to assess environmental
or biological damage from an economic standpoint. Instead, scientific monitoring
programmes for the biological status use e.g. indicator organisms and estimate the
biological water quality by calculation of different indices out of the abundances
(absolute frequencies of occurrence) of these organisms. In contrast, a cost-oriented
approach which is adopted by the Environmental Liability Directive refers to the
polluter pays principle and means that environmental damage has to be repaired at
the expense of the polluter. Insurance companies are quite effective in assessing the
values of commodities which do not have a ready-made market. Their methodologies
could be utilised in our quest for sustainability.
Methods are also needed to assess damage to water resources in Russia. For
example, there is a need to assess water resources in the context of ecosystems,
particularly for fish stocks, and the potential contribution to GDP. Typically
ecosystems and their resources are undervalued and their importance is not
adequately emphasized. For example most ‘fish lifts’ don’t work properly. Since the
late 1950s sturgeon stocks have suffered but now there is a large international
support to help to restore their levels. Sturgeon stock problems are not only the
consequence of rivers and fish lifts which are not continuous, but also of water
quality.
An important issue for a sustainable river management in the EU and in Russia is the
potential of self purification effected by river organisms. Data suitable for estimating
this potential are of particular interest for authorities and insurance companies.
6. Final Observations
During the EG3 session together with already mentioned problems a number of other
issues were indicated in the context of environmental problems of the Volga basin.
They included:
1) State bodies are often not too open to share information and data
2) There is a need to increase the role of municipalities in environmental
management in general, and in water management in particular
3) Legislation is to be developed to regulate coordination and partnerships
between municipal and regional authorities and to avoid possible conflicts
between them
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4) There is not enough of local public awareness and participation in
environmental problem solving. There needs to be a universal curriculum that
underscores the professional development related to environmental sciences
and water resources management.
5) There is a lack of methods to assess natural capital value, damage to water
resources/biological damage and to assess water resources in the context of
ecosystems.
6) Importance of surface waters must not be underestimated. Authorities rely on
filtering systems to be used for surface water supply out of the rivers; local
authorities and water works are not sufficiently funded to afford good quality
filter and other technical equipment. One of the reasons is the ridiculously low
price of drinking water.
7) Organisation of sustainable use of natural resources as well as pollution
control in the Volga basin could be partially funded by income derived from
water power generation.

22

Meeting Report
First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting
Nizhny Novgorod, 28-30 September 2005

Expert Group 4
“Connecting Goods and People”
Introduction
The first CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting in Nizhny Novgorod fell into the
project’s initial phase during which the state-of-the-art and good practices were being
identified and analysed. Within Expert Group 4 (EG4) “Connecting Goods and
People”, CABRI-Volga aims to explore state-of-the-art and good practices in the
thematic areas of:
•

Intermodal freight transport4,

•

Intermodal public transport networks and services5,

•

Leisure mobility6, and

•

Clean water-and land-transport in the EU and Russia7.

EG4 thereby considered all the interrelated roles a river such as the Volga (and its
river basin) takes on when it comes to the transport of goods and people, i.e. the
infrastructure for water-borne traffic and transport, a separating barrier between
transport origins and destinations, the origin or destination of trips itself, and an
ecological system affected by transport emissions and infrastructures.
Methodology
At the EG4 meeting in Nizhny Novgorod, experts from Russia and the EU had the
opportunity for in-depth and moderated discussions. Due to the limited time available
for discussion (two times four hours), it was decided prior to the EG4 meeting to
focus primarily on intermodal freight transport and intermodal public transport
4

Intermodal freight transport: Aiming at sustainable transport development, water-borne transport represents
an important alternative mode. Its competitiveness depends to a large extent on the availability of appropriate
interchange facilities at strategic locations. The planning, financing and operating of such facilities and the
corresponding transport services need to be discussed in the light of (inter)regional and local logistic patterns.
5
Intermodal public transport networks and services: Ferry services could establish missing links in public
transport networks within cities (across the river) and between cities (along the river). To this end, they need to
be fully integrated with the land public transport system (train, bus). This leads to coordination requirements
regarding financing, modal combinations (carriage of vehicles or bicycles), interchange locations, scheduling,
tariffs and ticketing, marketing as well as information services.
6
Leisure mobility: The Volga basin (especially upper Volga to Volgograd) as a leisure and recreation area
attracts growing numbers of tourists. Against the backdrop of the rapidly increasing motorisation and
extending leisure-mobility patterns in Russia, the impacts of such a development need to be anticipated, and
targeted measures for a sustainable management of leisure-related transport flows into the river basin have to
be designed and implemented.
7
Clean water- and land-transport: Transport and traffic in the river basin strongly affect the quality of air, water
and soil through infrastructure construction and the emission of pollutants and noise. To reduce transportrelated environmental impacts, a broad package of policies and measures needs to be discussed, ensuring
integrated infrastructure and land-use planning, promoting alternative fuels and propulsions, enhancing modal
shift, fostering the use of filter and mitigation technologies, as well as access restrictions or speed limits and
corresponding enforcement.
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networks and services while being flexible to include other topics of relevance in the
experts’ opinions. Following an exchange of initial thoughts and expectations, it
became quickly evident that there was no uniform opinion about the most pressing
issues to tackle in terms of transport and mobility in the Volga Basin. Therefore, in
order to streamline discussions and to identify problems, each expert was asked to
state the main (transport & mobility) issues and problems to be solved.
The moderator summarised the experts’ input to four key issues and each expert was
asked to allocate money from an imaginary 100 million € budget to tackle these four
issues. In order of importance according to the EG4 experts, the main (transport &
mobility) issues in the Volga Basin are:
1) To improve the urban mobility situation
2) To develop a unified Volga Mobility Master Plan “2010”
3) To establish a coordination mechanism for passenger and freight transport

4) To reduce water pollution
Apparently, the prioritisation lacks any statistical significance. However, it was
interesting to observe that the EU experts present at the EG4 meeting would spend
70 to 95% of their available budget on improving the urban mobility situation while
the Russian experts would almost evenly distribute their budget across the identified
issues.
Results of the Discussion
Improve Urban Mobility Situation
The most apparent signs for an urban mobility situation in need of improvement
include air pollution in city centres (due to low engine standards) and congested
public transport of low quality. Nevertheless, Russian experts identified a low level of
awareness of the problem among the citizens. Further identified problems concerning
the urban mobility situation included the update of transport layout vs. mobility needs
(separation of cars and heavy vehicles; parking spaces, etc.) and a low innovation
level of the transport development.
The Volga and other rivers in the Volga Basin are natural barriers to urban mobility,
but also have the potential for being integrated as transport ways in the Public
Transport system of a city. The water-taxi scheme currently implemented within the
EU’s CIVITAS Initiative8 in Rotterdam serves as an innovative example. However, it
needs to be considered that the rivers in the Volga Basin are frozen and hardly
usable for transportation during several months of the year.
Further measures suggested and discussed during the meeting were:
•

Modernisation of PT vehicles

•

Subsidising policy-compliant operators

•

Integration of coordination and management of PT services

8

The European Commission’s CIVITAS Initiative helps cities to achieve a more sustainable, clean and energy
efficient urban transport system by implementing and evaluating an ambitious, integrated set of technology
and policy based measures. See www.civitas-initiative.org .
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•

Uniform tariff & ticketing system

•

Reintroduction of hydrofoils (METEOR)

•

Priority lanes for buses

•

Real-time control of all transport arteries

Develop a unified Volga Mobility Master Plan 2010
The moderator sought answers to the question why there is no integrated Mobility
Master Plan in place for the Volga Basin. According to the Russian experts, no single
organisation exists which would be able to develop such a plan, since each ministry
that could be responsible for the Master Plan development and each territorial unit
(which also enjoys some degree of independence) has its own interests.
In order to develop a unified Mobility Master Plan, coordination between policy fields
and between territorial units has to be achieved. First steps in this regard were
successful, including the Volga Revival Programme and the establishment of a basinwide industrial council. The establishment of one coordinating organisation was
discussed as well while the question concerning the effective perimeter (operational
area of the master plan) of such an organisation remained unanswered.
Additional measures to facilitate the development of a unified Volga Mobility Master
Plan include:
Overcome segmentation of power (regional, national, sectorial)
•

Set clear targets

•

Lobby at the national level

•

“Matryoshka“ master plans

•

Increase political weight

Establish Coordination Mechanism for Passenger & Freight Transport
Russian experts stated that there are several councils in the Volga Basin, but that
they do not cooperate with each other, thereby leading to a de facto weak basin
management. Any kind of conflict resolution is therefore deemed to be ineffective.
The participation of all stakeholders (public, private, business, industry, etc.) in order
to improve the coordination of transport was highly encouraged by the experts.
It was suggested to establish a coordination mechanism for passenger and freight
transport or to go even further by considering a coordination authority beyond
transport, including for example flood control, water use, water quality control, etc.
Reduce Water Pollution
Some experts voiced the opinion that water pollution from vessels, for example due
to spillages or caused by transporting hazardous goods was a main problem for the
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Volga and other rivers in the Volga Basin. The high priority of this problem – at least
compared to the other high-priority issues/problems identified – was not shared by
the experts from the EU.
Causes for water pollution include wastewater from streets (in particular in the spring)
and reservoir snow melting, but also pollution from small boats (spillage and engine
fuel) and other vessels due to, again, spillages and the transport of hazardous goods.
As also identified during parallel EG meetings in Nizhny Novgorod for other economic
sectors and life situations (industrial pollution, sewage system failures, etc.), noncompliance with existing strict rules and the lack of an efficient monitoring system
were identified as problems.
The measures to solve the identified problems covered a broad range, e.g.
awareness raising and training (including the police, to enable a better enforcement
of rules and regulations), improvement of hazardous goods transports on the
waterway, stimulation programmes for fleet modernization. In this context, the
importance of inland navigation on the river Volga was briefly discussed and
considered as low by the Russian experts. Nevertheless, beside the interest in
experience with hazardous goods transport and fleet modernization, further
similarities with inland navigation problems and solutions between the rivers Volga
and Danube are obvious. A more detailed elaboration on Volga navigation would be
promising based on further information on Volga vessel traffic with Russian experts
directly involved in inland navigation (waterway management, shipping authority, fleet
and port operators).
Lessons Learned from the First EG4 Meeting
For future EG4 meetings9 within CABRI-Volga, it should be ensured to have some
basic socio-economic data and trends concerning the transport sector in the Volga
Basin available for the participating experts.
Furthermore, the participation of Russian transport experts and possibly decision
makers from all governance levels (local, regional and federal) is intended while
keeping up the mixture of institutional and organisational representation.
Finally, the range of transport and mobility issues is wide – too wide to be addressed
in the required depth during the EG meetings. Therefore, future meetings should
concentrate on one (or two) key issues such as inland navigation/intermodal freight
transport or urban mobility solutions.
“Visions 2020”
Transport and mobility issues have not been adequately included in previous projects
and initiatives. For example, UNESCO’s Interdisciplinary Initiative for the Sustainable
Development of the Volga-Caspian Basin – the so-called Volga Vision – does not
provide a vision for transport and mobility in the Basin. Therefore, at the end of the
EG4 meeting, experts were asked to formulate, from the perspective of transport and
mobility, their vision for the Volga River and its Basin for the year 2020:

9
It is currently planned to hold the second CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting in the first week of April 2006
in Kazan and the third in September or October of 2006 (venue to be decided).
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“The Volga should be an international waterway” ------ “There should be an emerging leisure
industry” ------ “A water-taxi transport system should be implemented” ------ “The Volga Basin
should have good attention from Moscow” ------ “Cooperation should be well-coordinated” ----- “Tourism should be developed” ------ “Sustainable transport modes should be implemented
in the Volga Basin” ------ “An appropriate use of the waterway and a modern management
should be achieved” ------ “Clean energy sources should be used” ------ “There should be an
efficient management and coordination mechanism in place based on international
experience” ------ “The Volga Basin should be an attractive region meeting its citizens’ mobility
needs” ------ “Bicycles, water taxis, etc. should create a “natural experience” for visitors and
residents” ------ “The Volga River should be open to its people and be part of the city’s mobility
system”
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Expert Group 5
”Institutional Cooperation and Coordination”

Introduction
The first CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting in Nizhny Novgorod fell into the
project’s initial phase during which the state-of-the-art, status of coordination and
good practices were being identified and analysed. Expert Group 5 (EG5) focused on
how to enhance institutional coordination, including design and performance of
institutions, and how to strengthen partnerships of multiple stakeholders (including
civil society, business and water services providers, decision-makers and scientists)
in environmental risk management in large river basins in the EU and in the Volga
river basin. EG5 provides aggregation and comparisons of insights and lessons
learned on coordination/cooperation issues from thematic areas covered by the other
four expert groups.
EG5 assessed major existing problems and gaps between ‘design and action’. For
this purpose it concentrated on exploring the following framing questions that are
cross-cutting to all CABRI thematic areas:
•

How to improve institutional designs for administrative coordination (vertical
and horizontal) between authorities at various levels responsible for
environmental risk management in large river basins

•

How to develop stable partnerships and promote coordination of interests and
cooperation between stakeholders within integrated river basin management

•

How to strengthen public participation and awareness on environmental risk
reduction, particularly of the local communities

•

What are the common and specific coordination problems for large river
basins in the EU and in the Volga Basin and how to enhance cooperation in
their sustainable development in the European context

Methodology
At the EG5 meeting in Nizhny Novgorod, experts from Russia, the EU and USA had
an opportunity for in-depth and moderated discussion. Due to the limited time
available for discussion experts concentrated on concrete topics that are most
pressing for assessment of the state-of-the-art and good practices for the Volga
Basin and other large river basins in Europe. During this session EG5 focused on
environmental rehabilitation and floods risk reduction. The major discussion topics
included:
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1) Coordination mechanisms within integrated river basin management
2) Partnerships and cooperation between stakeholders in large river basins
3) Insights from EU-Russia cooperation in environmental risk management in
large river basins

Results of Discussion

1. Coordination Mechanisms within Integrated River Basin Management
Environmental Programmes: Design and Implementation
The expert discussion was opened by referring back to the plenary and posing the
question why the well-structured federal “Volga Revival” programme, which was very
important for the Volga Basin, has been closed recently. Why are there significant
gaps between its ambitious and progressive goals on the one hand, and their
implementation in practice on the other? Why do implementation failures occur? Why
has coordination and cooperation between multiple partners in performing this
important programme not been successful? How to enhance local partnerships and
dialogue between stakeholders within initiatives of this kind? It was indicated that not
only Volga Revival (closed in 2004), but many other important federal environmental
programs have been suspended in Russia during the last decade. Most of them had
progressive goals, but performance has been poor. Many of their failures were rooted
in the implementation stage. There is an opinion that the core reason for
shortcomings is usually not in the programmes’ design, but is associated with
programme management and coordination mechanisms applied. Loopholes in
mechanisms for resource allocations are equally important. Although the design of
the Volga Revival programme was based on an integrated river basin management
principle it did not produce the expected results. Vertical coordination between
various levels also indicated significant problems. It was noted that many
shortcomings in performance of environmental programmes in Russia were the result
of serious economic and social problems during the last decade in a course of the
societal transition period. Recent development and advances in legal framework for
environmental risk management in Russia were indicated as significantly contributing
to solving implementation and coordination problems.
Coordination of Resource Allocation.
Insufficient allocation of funding for implementation of the Volga Revival programme
has been among the core issues. Shortages in financing when only one-tenth of the
targeted funds had been allocated to implementation were indicated as major causes
for failures. It was also the reason for the recent closure of many ecological
programmes in Russia. Controversies in coordination of resource allocations
between the federal level and regions in the Volga Basin were indicated. Often
regions complained that the federal center is not meeting its financial obligations for
transfer of funds, while the representatives of the federal center indicate that regions
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do not use funds apportioned according to envisaged priorities. Combination with
mobilization of internal resources is essential. Control of resource flows is important
as well as transparency and accountability of all actors involved in the
implementation of environmental programmes. Financing and resource allocation
problems are common to many countries in Europe. In many cases resource
allocations are accompanied by strong lobbying by various interest groups. In many
cases financial allocation appears to be not just a technical problem, but a political
one. One of the opinions was that it’s better to have a single governmental
programme which is adequately funded, rather than having a couple of dozens of
severely underfinanced and poorly performing programmes in the Volga area; similar
refers to the national level: it is better to coordinate activities under a single framing
programme such as “Ecology and natural resources”, rather than to disperse
insufficient funds among a variety of poorly performing programmes.
Basin Management Approaches
Basin management approaches are is not effectively applied in the Volga. Hydrology
regimes and technical problems within river basin management (RBM) are
compounded by governance issues. Moreover, the RBM application needs to be
coordinated within broader socio-economic regional and national frameworks,
including sustainable development issues. Existing ‘situational’ economic, political
and social factors significantly affect RBM performance turning it into a complex
multidisciplinary problem. It is also a difficult multilayered institutional problem, which
is deeply rooted in the national institutional context. The existing structure of
government authority and dissemination/coordination of functions vertically and
horizontally between bodies involved in environmental risk reduction in the Volga
Basin (including federal bodies with their territorial affiliations responsible for
environmental risk reduction, administrations of federal districts, regional and local
authorities) overlaps with RBM application. There is an expert opinion that the RBM
approach in the Volga Basin (three Basin Management Administrations under the RF
Ministry for Natural Resources) ‘contradicts’ with the existing administrative system,
and particularly with the system of federal districts (Volga, Central, South, NorthWest): in each federal district there are representatives responsible for environmental
management coordination. It also overlaps with another ‘layer’ of administration, i.e.
with the 39 federation subjects in the Volga Basin with respective environmental and
disaster risk reduction authorities responsible for management of respective
segments of the Volga Basin. The lack of effective vertical coordination between
local-regional-federal levels was indicated as negatively affecting the RBM
application. Existing uncertainties in division of responsibilities between authorities of
various scales are perfect means to avoid responsibilities in practice. Experiences
and problems in coordination through the Interagency Group for Volga-Kama
Cascade were discussed, as well as challenges posed before the Volga Basin
Council.
Basin Management: Good Institutional Practices in Stakeholder Coordination
Practices in institutional mechanisms which promote stakeholder participation in
decision-making in river basin management in Europe were discussed. One of the
interesting examples is the River Po Basin Management Administration (PBMA)
which is a typical mechanism for river basin management in Italy. It was established
in 1990 and since then has been promoting constructive dialogue and coordination
between multiple stakeholders in the Po river basin and enhancing public
participation in decision-making. Among the first important initiatives undertaken by
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the PBMA has been the creation of the consultative body, i.e. Advisory Committee
with the goal to establish dialogue and build consensus among various stakeholders
- prior to adopting respective decisions by the PBMA. Its members include
representatives of local authority associations, agricultural and industrial producers’
groups, trade unions, conservation organizations and natural parks, cooperatives,
etc. Recently the PBMA has been involved in the development of a Strategic Plan
aimed at shared strategies to enhance human security and livelihoods in the basin,
and it is planning to introducing the Pact for the River Po which defines common
aims and actions of major interest groups at various levels, including regions,
provinces, mountain communities, councils and council associations, and others.
Although the Po river basin is much smaller (71,000 sq. km) than the Volga Basin,
some common problems and responses to them might be taken into account while
developing coordination mechanisms in the Volga Basin management.
2. Partnerships and Cooperation between Stakeholders
General Problems of Interaction between Stakeholders
A variety of issues related to coordination and interaction between the government
and various stakeholders were discussed in detail. Experiences, good practices,
failures and lessons learned both from practices in Russia and in the Volga Basin as
well as in the EU and the US have been explored. Experts discussed existing
frameworks and possible involvement of the government authorities at various levels
in Russia in construction of interaction and building stable partnerships with
stakeholders, including the local public, businesses, NGOs, and the scientific
community. Special attention was paid to main problems and challenges of how to
establish effective interaction between the authorities of various levels on the one
hand, and with business and civil society on the other hand. It was noted that this
domain is a terra incognita for Russia and a lot should be urgently accomplished as
existing coordination mechanisms are really weak. It relates to developing
institutional settings, including legislation, incentive mechanisms, coordination of
resource allocations, tools and methods for support of formation of partnerships
between stakeholders, etc.
Interaction and Coordination with Business
Recently in Russia a growing attention of the government is paid to constructing new
frames for interaction with the business community which is a new societal challenge.
It is of a particular importance for the Volga Basin. Among the important goals is how
to modify existing environmental mechanisms in order to overcome the problem that
only modern and rapidly developing enterprises (many of which have an export
orientation) are interested in compliance with existing environmental regulations and
in adherence to the polluter-pays- principle (PPP). During recent years they started to
install new environment benign technologies; large companies are engaged in their
products’ standardization; the ‘green image’ is becoming increasingly important for
them; today they are likely to be important drivers towards environmental problemsolving. At the same time many small firm polluters prefer to pay fines (or not to pay
at all) and meet sanctions because externalities associated with obedient following of
the PPP norms are too high for them; they are not able to invest in environmental
reconstruction. Significant problems are also associated with municipal enterprises
and water service providers. Another problem is that in Russia, in contrast to many
other countries, business does not get tax breaks or privileges from the government
either for environmental activities or for developing interaction with the environmental
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NGOs. As a result, the aggressive image of business is a benchmark in current
interaction between business and civil society, and this situation will prevail until new
institutional frameworks are introduced by the state.
Business - Civil Society Interaction
Various aspects of interaction between civil society and business in environmental
risk management were discussed, and possible mechanisms for building dialogue,
identifying common interests and problems in the Volga Basin were assessed.
Today, growing attention is paid to establishing partnerships between civil society
and business. Experts noted the ‘social functions’ performed by some, especially,
large companies in the basin; they are involved in partial coverage of costs for
dwellings for their staff, healthcare, education; Ammophos, for example, besides
other social responsibilities supports the center “Drozd: Russian children are
healthy”. At the same time the EU experts indicated that such practice of social
support is widely spread in the West. Unfortunately, special ‘charity’ funds recently
established in Russia by some large companies tend not to include ‘environment’ in
their agenda (exception – Fund of Vernadsky supported by Gazprom) and some of
them are directly involved in political issues. Building regular and stable partnerships
between civil society groups with business is believed to be a promising avenue for
the Volga Basin. Some environmental NGOs that are active in the Volga area (for
example, “Dront” from N.Novgorod) are seeking their niches to establish cooperation
and identify common interests with the business community in the basin; such
approaches are based on the perception that “business is able to ameliorate the
environment” and develop its environmentally responsible image while environmental
NGOs are able to help businesses to change their behavior to become environment
friendly.
Interaction and Coordination with the Public
Although increase in public awareness has been among the priority directions of
environmental reforms initiated in Russia during the last decade, the public
environmental consciousness is still weak, and ecology has been receding to the
bottom in priorities of the local public agenda. Insufficient recognition of
environmental NGOs both from the public and private sector is characteristic.
Environmental NGOs are much less developed than in the EU; however, a number of
them are active in the Volga Basin. Mobilization of the public and problem pressure
groups is regarded as a promising tool for the nearest future. New patterns of
interactions between environmental NGOs and authorities are being developed.
Particularly important is establishing the dialogue between the public and authorities
in the Volga regions. For example, although Dront is sometimes regarded as
oppositional to the government (due to its campaigns in civil rights protection), it
develops cooperation with authorities, and particularly with the regional
environmental agency in performing a number of joint projects. As interaction with the
civil society in Russia in general, and in the Volga Basin in particular is far from
desired - constructive actions are needed. Among the burning problems is
establishing the accountability and transparency of local authorities before the local
public in environmental problem solving.
Coordination for Local Involvement in Riverside Regeneration in Europe
A number of common environmental problems for river basins in the European
countries have been discussed. Lessons and possible tools for cooperative
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responses were outlined. For example, in some riverside areas, including Ruhrtal,
Rhine-Neckar, Stuttgart-Neckar, Hollandsche-IJssel, Mersey Basin, former intensive
industrial development, mistakes in regional planning and development have resulted
in a range of social, environmental and economic challenges including derelict land
and loss of employment. Recently, cooperative pilot projects and actions of
stakeholders have been initiated in several river basins to remediate contaminated
river banks, transform the riverside and open new leisure opportunities. Interesting
practices in coordination of actions of various stakeholders in the Mersey Basin, UK
10
were described (“Artery Project: Mersey Basin Campaign” ). The Mersey Basin
campaign has a major goal to facilitate and develop partnerships, while building
public and private volunteer networks is an important coordination tool applied by this
project. Involvement of local communities into “River Basin Initiative” to clean the
riverside is growing, while the active participation of business is defined by economic
and PR advantages (Shell); common trust between stakeholders is widely supported.
These regional development problems are still common to some areas of Europe and
concrete cooperative practical steps of planners and developers are especially
important for implementing the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP)
and the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD). These experiences and lessons
learned from them are really interesting and useful for the Volga Basin.
USA: Experiences on How to Enhance Stakeholder Partnerships in Watershed
Management
The interesting WECO initiative of the American North Carolina State University has
been discussed. WECO stands for “Watershed Education for Communities and Local
11
Officials” and considers how to develop local participation and build stable
partnerships among stakeholders. The US government policy encourages
development of local partnerships; while the federal regulations provide the general
legal framework, the states are introducing their laws taking into account regional and
local specifics, and most importantly the interests of the local stakeholders. Within a
vertical interaction chain federal – state - local level authorities, the participation of
local stakeholders is always secured (for example, through establishing local
committees with participation of representatives of the local public, NGOs, business,
scientists, practitioners who are involved in collective discussions and who can
influence the decision-making process). Federal government allocates grants for the
development of local partnerships. WECO’s mission is to help local stakeholders to
learn how to negotiate and participate in the dialogue for better watershed
management as public and business sectors are not always ready and properly
trained to participate in the joint dialogue. For this purpose WECO develops special
training programmes at the local level targeting various stakeholders on how to
establish and maintain contacts with each other and act jointly. Experiences and
tools of the WECO initiative can be applied by the Volga regions in developing the
local awareness and education programmes.

10

http://www.merseybasin.org.uk and http://www.artery.eu.com

11

http://www.cs.ncsu.edu/WECO
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3. EU-Russia Environmental Cooperation
Road Maps in EU-Russia Cooperation
It is believed that the EU can be considered among important stakeholders having an
impact on the decision-making process in environmental risk reduction in the Volga
Basin. The role of cooperation between the Volga regions with their counterparts in
Europe and of building twinning partnerships is of a growing importance. Interesting
experience of cooperation has already been accumulated between the EU and the
Volga regions, including, for example, the Volga Vision and the Volga-Rhine project.
The latter one contributed to particular aspects of problem solving during the freshet
floods on the Volga and its tributes, to Volga hydraulic modeling, assessing bottom
sediments.
Starting from Spring 2005, the Road Maps in cooperation between EU and Russia
were initiated. There is an opinion that common environmental space should be at
the focus of a special Road Map. It should not be diffused (as it is at the moment)
within common economic space, although there are close and integral links between
them within sustainable development pathways. It should be a separate priority along
with other common spaces, including economy, international security, external
defense and education-research-culture. Currently, environmental space and
respective strategies in building partnerships between the EU and Russia look like
nothing more than a set of ‘wishful declarations’ instead of concrete proposals.
Insights from building other successful cooperative environmental initiatives between
the EU and Russia, as for example, the Northern Dimension with concrete
partnership programmes might be useful. Specific project proposals for building
common environmental space and development of international twinning might be a
backbone for common environmental space formation.
Transfer of Good Practices, Mechanisms and Tools
Good practices and tools for coordination between stakeholders in environmental risk
management in river basins should be exchanged and transferred across borders.
However, in some cases direct transfer and introduction of ‘standard’ mechanisms of
environmental management from the EU countries to Russia without their prior
adaptation to domestic contexts might produce unexpected results. Possible
deformations in these mechanisms might occur. During the session there was an
active discussion regarding outcomes in application of PPP in Russia which have
been borrowed from the West in a course of environmental reform of the nineties.
Experts noted that there were a number of failures to coordinate interactions between
authorities and industrial polluters. Existing environmental standards in Russia are
several times more stringent than in Europe, many polluters are not able to comply
with them because they are not realistic, and thus delinquents choose just not to pay
environmental taxes (experts indicated that environmental taxes are relatively milder
in Europe than in Russia). Also, the weakness of environmental authorities in Russia
allows for means to avoid payments. Local authorities provide tax exemption for
municipal or state enterprises although they discharge heavily polluted sewage into
the river. Thus, application of the PPP borrowed by Russia appears to be deformed
under domestic specifics.
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Examples of Good Practices: Exchange of Experiences and Lessons Learned
Experts from EU and Russia exchanged lessons learned from good practices in
coordination and cooperation between stakeholders in river basin management, and
during the session the following examples were discussed:
•

River Po Basin Management Administration, Italy

•

Mersey Basin Campaign, UK

•

Watershed Education for Communities and Local Officials (WECO), USA

•

Ammophos, Cherepovets, Russia

•

Environmental NGO Dront, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia

•

RAO UES Volga-Kama Cascade, Russia

•

Center for Civil Defense and Natural Emergencies of Nizhny Novgorod
Oblast, Russia

•

Research Center on Biodiversity “Fortes”, Astrakhan, Russia

35

First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting,
Nizhny Novgorod, Russia
28-30 September 2005

List of Participants by Expert Group
Name (surname, first)

ФИО

Country, City

Organization/Position

E-mail/Phone

EG1: River & Environmental Rehabilitation
Invited Experts
Doronina, Albina

Доронина Альбина
Ивановна

Russia,
N. Novgorod

The Upper Volga Department of Hydrometeorology and
Environment Monitoring

meteo@nnov.ru
+7-8312-395870

Kamensky, Sergei

Каменский Сергей
Борисович

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Committee of Conservancy and Nature Management of the
Nizhny Novgorod Region

kam@kop.nnov.ru
+7-8312-39-13-03

Kolpakova, Elena

Колпакова Елена
Семеновна

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Ecological Centre “Dront”

pomreke@dront.ru
+7-8312-33-77-89

Komarov, Ilya

Комаров Илья
Константинович

Russia,
Moscow

Ministry of Economic Development and Russian Academy of
Sciences

director@sops.ru
+7-095-135-3350; -134-5201

Leentvaar, Jan

Леентваар, Ян

Netherlands,
Lelystad

Water Management Inspectorate, Director

jan.leentvaar@ivw.nl
+31-320-299507

Petry, Bela

Петри, Бела

Netherlands,
Delft

CABRI-Volga Policy Advisory Board Member

bpe@itsmyway.org
+31-15-2140648

Spirin, Vladimir

Спирин Владимир
Федорович

Russia,
Saratov

Saratov Scientific and Research Institute of Rural Hygiene,
Director

spirinvf@rol.ru
+7-8452-92-78-90

Vinogradov, Mikhail

Виноградов Михаил

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Headquarters of Volga Rehabilitation Programme, Director

vinogradov@volga.atnn.ru

Involved CABRI-Volga Consortium partners
Cofino, Wim
(Moderator)

Кофино, Вим

Netherlands,
Wageningen

Wageningen University

wim.cofino@wur.nl
+31 317 482 778

Ivanov, Alexander

Иванов А.В.

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Nizhny Novgorod State University for Architecture and Civil
Engineering

ivanov@nngasu.ru
+7 8312 3018 77

Klinov, Alexander

Клинов Александр

Russia,
Saratov

Saratov State Socio-Economic University

umansky@ssea.runnet.ru
+7-8452-75-62-07

Koenig, Frauke

Кёниг, Фрауке

Germany,
Karsruhe

University of Karlsruhe, Institute of Water Management

koenig@iwg.uka.de
+49-721-608-4103

List of Participants by Expert Group, First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia, 28-30 September 2005

Name (surname, first)

ФИО

Country, City

Organization/Position

E-mail/Phone

Ledneva, Galina

Леднева Галина

Russia,
Saratov

Saratov State Socio-Economic University

umansky@sseu.runnet.ru
+7-8452-75-60-28

Naidenko, Valentin

Найденко В.В.

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Nizhny Novgorod State University for Architecture and Civil
Engineering

unesco@nngasu.ru
+7 8312 3018 77

Oliounin, Yuri

Олюнин Юрий
Вениаминович

Malta,
Gzira

International Ocean Institute (IOI), executive director

ioihq@ioihq.org.mt
+356 21 346 528

Ostrovskaya, Elena

Островская, Елена

Russia,
Astrakhan

KASPMNIZ - Caspian Marine Scientific and Research Center

kaspmniz@astranet.ru
+7 8512 30 34 40

Renaud, Fabrice

Рено, Фабрис

Germany,
Bonn

United Nations University - Institute for Environment & Human
Security

renaud@ehs.unu.edu
+ 49-228-422-85514

Simdyankin, Arkadi

Симдянкин Аркадий А.

Russia,
Saratov

Saratov State Socio-Economic University

arksim@newmail.ru
+7-8452-75-60-28

List of Participants by Expert Group, First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia, 28-30 September 2005

EG2: Human Security and Vulnerability
Invited Experts
Brilly; Mitja

Брили, Митья

Slovenia,
Lyublyana

University of Lyublyana, Prof. for water management

mbrilly@fgg.uni-lj.si
+386-1-425-33-24

Gafurov, Rustem

Гафуров Рустэм

Russia,
New Cheboksarsk

Greepeace Russia, Chuvash branch, Member of Political
Council

rigafurov@rambler.ru
+7-8352-722570

Komendar, Evgeni

Комендарь Евгений
Михайлович

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Central Directorate of EMERCOM in Nizhny Novgorod region,
Deputy Director

01-nn@sandy.ru
+7- 8312-382515

Lemeshko, Natalia

Лемешко Наталья
Александровна

Russia,
St. Petersburg

State Hydrological Institute

natlem@mail.ru
+7-812-3233280

Nachtnebel, Hans Peter

Нахтнебел, Ганс Петер

Austria,
Vienna

IWHW-BOKU, Full Prof., Head of Dept.

hans_peter.nachtnebel@
boku.ac.at
+43-1-36006-5500

Petry, Bela

Петри, Бела

Netherlands,
Delft

CABRI-Volga Policy Advisory Board Member

bpe@itsmyway.org
+31-15-2140648

Tamas, Pal

Тамаш, Пал

Hungary,
Budapest

Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Director

tamas@socio.mta.hu
+36-1-2246-740

Zeiliguer, Anatoly

Зейлигер Анатолий

Russia,
Moscow

Moscow state university of environmental engineering

azeiliguer@mail.ru
+7-095-976-4907

Involved CABRI-Volga Consortium partners
Birkmann, Jörn

Биркманн, Йорн

Germany,
Bonn

United Nations University – Institute for Environment and
Human Security

birkmann@ehs.unu.edu
+ 49-228-422-85509

Ganoulis, Jacques
(Moderator)

Ганулис, Жак

Greece,
Thessaloniki

Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Hydraulics Laboratory, Civil
Engineering Department

iganouli@civil.auth.gr
+30 2310 99 56 82

Kashchenko, Oleg

Кащенко Олег
Викторович

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Nizhny Novgorod State University for Architecture and Civil
Engineering

unesco@nngasu.ru
+7 8312 3018 77

List of Participants by Expert Group, First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia, 28-30 September 2005

EG3: Natural Resources & Their Sustainable Use
Invited Experts
Belyaeva, Elena

Беляева Елена
Сергеевна

Russia,
Astrakhan

Caspian Floating University

belyaeva@astranet.ru
+7-8512-303450; -222262

Friske, Verena

Фриске, Верена

Germany,
Karlsruhe

Ecological Agency (Landesanstalt für Umweltschutz BadenWürttemberg)

verena.friske@lfuka.lfu.bwl.de
+49-721-983-1365

Kasarikova, Tatiana

Касарикова Татьяна
Александровна

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Upper Volga Basin Water Department

E-falko@mail.ru
+7-8312-30-55-82

Kruglov, Valery

Круглов Валерий
Анатольевич

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Rosselkhoznadzor of Nizhny Novgorod region

+7-8312-125-975
+7-8312-129-430

Liehr, Stefan

Льер, Штефан

Germany,
Frankfurt

Institute for Social-Ecological Research

liehr@isoe.de
+49-69-7076919-36

Mashkin, Petr

Машкин Петр
Васильевич

Russia,
Moscow

Pushchino State University

mashkin@mail.ru
+7-0967-73-27-54

Nauen, Cornelia

Науэн, Корнелия

EC,
Brussels

EC - DG Research – INCO, Principal Scientific Officer International Scientific Cooperation

cornelia.nauen@cec.eu.int
+32-2-299-2573

Perelet, Renat

Перелет Ренат
Алексеевич

Russia,
Moscow

Institute for Systems Analysis

renat@perelet.msk.ru
+7-095-1354437

Shishkina, Olga

Шишкина Ольга
Викторовна

Russia,
Yoshkar-Ola

Mari State University

koratos@mari-el.ru
+7-8362-45-24-06

Stoerk, Konrad

Шторк, Конрад

Germany,
Stuttgart

Government of Stuttgart

konrad.stoerk@rps.bwl.de
+49-711-904-3330

Zaplavnaya, Natalia

Заплавная Наталия
Евгеньевна

Russian,
Astrakhan

Specialized inspection of ecological monitoring

NatZap_caspiy@rambler.ru
+7-8512-34-38-77

Involved CABRI-Volga Consortium partners
Krohmer, Rolf

Кромер, Рольф

Germany,
Karlsruhe

Universität Karlsruhe - Institut für Wasserwirstchaft und
Kulturtechnik

krohmer@iwk.uka.de
+49-721-608-3162

Nestmann, Franz
(Moderator)

Нестманн, Франц

Germany,
Karlsruhe

Universität Karlsruhe - Institut für Wasserwirstchaft und
Kulturtechnik, Director

nestmann@iwk.uka.de
+49-721-608-2194

Simpson, Jerome

Симпсон, Джером

Hungary,
Szentendre

Regional Environmental Center for Central and Eastern Europe
(REC)

JSimpson@rec.org
+36-26-504-000 Ext. 221

List of Participants by Expert Group, First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia, 28-30 September 2005

EG4: Connecting Goods and People
Invited Experts
de Boom, Ronald

де Боом, Рональд

Netherlands,
Rotterdam

Ontwikkelings Bedryf Rotterdam

robo@obr.rotterdam.nl
+31-(0)10-489-7793

Doeren, Bela

Дёрен, Бела

Germany,
Cologne

Modernes Koeln/TTI Urban Network

beladoeren@web.de
+49-221-98547811

Fastenbauer, Michael

Фастенбауэр, Михаэл

Austria,
Vienna

Via Donau, Senior Manager

michael.fastenbauer@viadonau.org
+43-1-595-4896-63

Gerasimova, Olga

Герасимова Ольга
Владимировна

Russia,
Gorokhovets

Ecological centre “Dront”

root@dirol.grh.elcom.ru
+7-09238-22866

Gertz, Jan

Герц, Ян

Poland,
Cracow

Cracow University of Technology

jgertz@pk.edu.pl
+48-12-628-2390

Goltz, Grigory

Гольц Григорий
Абрамович

Russia,
Moscow

Institute of National Economy Forecasting

mcg@mail.ru
+7-095-977-14-43

Knyazkov, Lev

Князьков Лев
Александрович

Russia,
Yaroslavl

NPP Kadastr

kad@yaroslavl.ru
+7-0852-72-71-56

Kovalyev, Vladimir

Ковалев Владимир
Андреевич

Russia,
Yaroslavl

ADC-2000

kad@yaroslavl.ru
+7-0852-32-85-95

Pershin, Viktor

Першин Виктор
Дмитриевич

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Agency of National Development

vpershin@rol.ru
+7-8312-78-67-37

Involved CABRI-Volga Consortium partners
Fomenko, Marina

Фоменко, Марина

Russia,
Yaroslavl

Autonomous Non-Commercial Organisation Institute of
Environmental Economics and Nature Resources Accounting
“Cadaster”

kad@yaroslavl.ru
+7-0852-727533

Moustafaev, Vefá

Мустафаев, Вефа

France,
Paris

UNESCO, Science Sector, Consultant

v.moustafaev@unesco.org
+33-1-4-568-4154

Rupprecht, Siegfried
(Moderator)

Руппрехт, Зигфрид

Germany,
Cologne

Rupprecht Consult Forschung und Beratung GmbH, Director

s.rupprecht@
rupprecht-consult.de
+49-221-6060-5512

Wefering, Frank

Веферинг, Франк

Germany,
Cologne

Rupprecht Consult Forschung und Beratung GmbH

f.wefering@
rupprecht-consult.de
+49-221-6060-5513

List of Participants by Expert Group, First CABRI-Volga Expert Group Meeting, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia, 28-30 September 2005

EG5: Institutional Coordination & Cooperation
Invited Experts
Bothmann, Frank

Ботманн, Франк

Germany,
Essen

Regionalverband Ruhr (Association of Local Authorities in the
Ruhr District)

bothmann@rvr-online.de
+49-201-2069-680

Enderlein, Reiner

Эндерлейн, Райнер

Switzerland,
Geneva

UN Economic Comm. for Europe

rainer.enderlein@unece.org
+4122- 9172373/2463

Georgyev, Vladimir

Георгиев Владимир
Николаевич

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Ecological centre “Dront”

georgiev@dront.ru
+7-8312-30-15-36

Isayev, Dmitry

Исаев Дмитрий
Дмитриевич

Russia,
N. Novgorod

Emergency situations monitoring and forecasting centre

cmp_mchs@sinn.ru
+7-8312-34-25-12

Kashbraziyev, Rinas

Кашбразиев Ринас

Russia,
Kazan

State University of Kazan

rinas.kashbrasiev@ksu.ru
+7-8432-315-316

Khilenko, Evgeny

Хиленко Евгений
Анатольевич

Russia,
Moscow

Volga Hydro-Energy Cascade

khilenkoea@vohec.ru
+7-095-364-88-04

Kiseleva, Ludmila

Киселева Людмила
Александровна

Russia,
Astrakhan

Research centre “Fortes”

wetlands@astranet.ru
+7-8512-22-67-39

Makarova, Elena

Макарова Елена
Николаевна

Russia,
Astrakhan

Northern Caspian Specialized Marine Inspection

seains@mail.ru
+7-8512-59-30-50

Nauen, Cornelia

Науэн, Корнелия

EC,
Brussels

EC - DG Research – INCO, Principal Scientific Officer International Scientific Cooperation

cornelia.nauen@cec.eu.int
+32-2-299-2573

Perrin, Christy

Перин, Кристи

USA,
Raleigh

North Carolina State University, Watershed Education for
Communities and Officials (WECO), Director

christy_perrin@ncsu.edu
+1-919-515-4542

Involved CABRI-Volga Consortium partners
Mercalli, Franco

Меркалли, Франко

Italy,
Como

Centro di Cultura Scientifica "A.Volta" (Centro Volta)

franco.mercalli@centrovolta.it
+39 031 579815

Nikitina, Elena
(Moderator)

Никитина Елена
Николаевна

Russia,
Moscow

Environmental Policy Research and Consulting Center
“EcoPolicy”, Director

elenanikitina@bk.ru
+7-095-773 36 87

Prchalova, Marie

Прхалова, Мария

Russia,
Moscow

UNESCO Moscow Office

m.prchalova@unesco.ru
+7-095-202 8097

Senik, Yaroslav

Сенник Ярослав
Петрович

Russia,
Cherepovets

Open Joint-Stock Company "Ammophos"

syp@ammophos.ru
+7-8202-593852

Shaskolskaya, Maria

Шаскольская Мария
Николаевна

Russia,
Moscow

Environmental Policy Research and Consulting Center
“EcoPolicy”

schaskolskaya@imemo.ru
+7-095-773 36 87

