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Executive Summary 
 
Introduction and Approach 
 
 The World Bank has worked with Russian Federation government, non-government, 
academic, and other partners for more than twelve years on investment operations with 
environmental implications, as well as on overall strengthening of the environmental sector.  
The 1998 economic crisis in Russia, restructuring of federal and regional environmental 
management responsibilities in 2000, and a perceived decline in attention to environmental 
matters, were contributing factors to a reduction in the Bank’s engagement on the 
environment over the last four years. Government administrative reforms in early 2004, 
coupled with a projected increase in World Bank lending for major infrastructure projects, 
however, favors a renewal of World Bank engagement on the environment.   
 
 To set the stage for new investments, a study of the status and direction of Russia’s 
environmental management systems (EMS) was launched in December 2003.  While in 
principal similar to previous reviews, this study includes several new elements: (i) an 
analysis of trends in environmental and related indicators with particular attention to the last 
5-10 years, (ii) a focused review of conditions at the local level in Yaroslavl, St. Petersburg, 
Tomsk, and Perm, (iii) a World Bank sponsored workshop on technical and policy issues 
with Russian and international experts which was held in Moscow on June 15, 2004; (iv) a 
roundtable discussion regarding legislative implications and needs, in cooperation with the 
Russian Federation Duma in Moscow on June 17, 2004, and (v) the incorporation of these 
elements into this report to be shared with the Government.  This Executive Summary 
presents key findings and policy recommendations. 
 
Administrative Changes in the Russian System has Generated Major Concern 
 
 The restructuring of federal environmental management responsibilities in 2000 led to 
the elimination of the State Committee for Environmental Protection (SEC) and the 
absorption of these responsibilities into the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR).  This was 
the second major “downsizing” of Federation-level environmental functions, since in 1997 
the SEC replaced the former Ministry of Environment which had been established in 1991.  
Each change was officially carried out in the spirit of administrative reform and to advance 
better decision-making.  Each of these shifts was perceived by environmental experts and 
non-governmental groups, however, to reflect a dramatic and diminished Federation-level 
attention to environmental protection.  Widespread (and at time vehement) opposition was 
raised in 2000 over the integration of environmental protection responsibilities into a 
Ministry whose primary goal was the development of the mining, oil and gas, and forestry 
sectors. 
 
 The year 2000 reforms also led to a major shift in the basic functions of compliance 
and enforcement (including inspections for meeting environmental requirements).  A 
dramatic decrease in the number of Federation-level inspectors was accompanied by 
significant decreases in the number of inspections carried out and environmental fees 
collected.   
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 With regard to the financing of environmental protection programs, the federal budget 
for such programs is very low by international standards, especially given the size of the 
country.  Furthermore, the amount of allocation for environmental protection from both 
public and private sources (as a share of GDP) has also declined dramatically. There are 
indicators of improvements in investments by certain industries (at least anecdotally in the 
four regions examined) but adequate data for drawing linkages are lacking. The situation 
with respect to the system of environmental fees has also been confusing as some regions 
retain emissions charges (supporting dedicated environmental funds) while others do not.   
 
Progressive Regions Responded to the Shift 
 
 Part of the rationale for administrative change was an interest in having local and 
regional authorities pick up compliance and enforcement responsibilities.  This policy 
direction was hampered to a significant degree, however, by withholding full delegation for 
environmental permitting to regional environmental bodies, and by retaining inspection of 
“major” facilities by Federation officials.  The balance of facility inspections was formally 
delegated to regional and municipal governments, albeit without an accompanying transfer of 
permitting responsibilities, or increase in personnel or resources such as vehicles, monitoring 
equipment and laboratories.   
 
 Following the year 2000 changes, more progressive and economically viable regions 
and cities scrambled to make up some of the shortfall in inspections. Officials (and some 
non-governmental groups) in some of our regional study areas believe that the “crisis period” 
has passed for them, though there are no comprehensive data across the Federation in this 
regard.   Restructuring of government ministries and agencies announced in 2004 does hold 
further promise for improving both the independence and effectiveness of compliance and 
monitoring functions.  Details on administrative functions are still emerging, and regulations 
and guidelines need to be adopted.   
 
A mixed View on Environmental Conditions, However 
 
 The previous discussion focused on administrative “inputs” of Russia’s EMS, such as 
the numbers of inspectors, numbers of inspections carried out, and administrative 
responsibilities.  We collected and examined environmental trends data over the last 5 to 10 
years at the Federation level, as well as local levels in four areas, to see whether these inputs 
can be linked to changes in environmental outputs and conditions.  
 
 For most of the 1990s, emissions to air and water at the national level were improving 
in absolute terms.  Amounts of hazardous waste were increasing in the late 1990s, however, 
despite the decline in industrial output. In the early 1990s, measures of pollution intensity 
(i.e., emissions per unit of industrial output), were increasing for all pollutants, indicating that 
the economy was operating less efficiently with respect to the pressure it puts on the 
environment.  Since 1999, there has been a change in the economic performance, as 
industrial output has increased.  Remarkably, this has been accompanied by a decline in air 
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and water pollution intensities, although the pollution intensity with respect to hazardous 
waste has continued to deteriorate.   
 
 Ambient environmental indicators at the Federation level appear less favorable.  Air 
and water quality continues to be a serious and growing problem in many cities, land 
contamination is a major issue that is not being tackled, hazardous waste is accumulating at a 
rapid rate and its storage is often in inadequate conditions, protected areas are often under 
funded and hence not effectively managed, and forests are impacted by fires and  illegal 
logging. 
 
 The regional data generally follows the country’s pollution trends, although they 
show more fluctuations. To cite just a few examples: 
 

• Air emissions in Tomsk declined despite increases in the local economy, since motor 
vehicle users and city buses switched to less polluting fuel, and many industries in the 
region improved air treatment facilities and switched to cleaner technologies.  
Decreasing emissions for Yaroslavl and St. Petersburg is also attributed to the 
adoption of cleaner and more efficient industrial technologies.   

• The volume of polluted wastewater discharged in the four focus regions has been 
declining over time, presumably due to a lower use of water from both efficiency 
gains in productive enterprises, and declines in use from enterprises that have closed 
or reduced production.  

• All but St. Petersburg experienced hazardous waste generation rates that outpaced the 
rate of waste processing, neutralization and disposal. Improvement in St. Petersburg 
is attributed to investments in waste treatment by industrial enterprises.  

 
Recommendations for Improving Russia's Environmental Management System 
 
 The analyses presented in this report, along with discussions at the Federation and 
local/regional level (including those at the June 2004 workshop and roundtable) raised a 
number of important policy issue areas for improving the effectiveness of the environmental 
management system in Russia. Key recommendations are included below for each policy 
area, with further recommendations included in the main report. 
 
Strengthen the Legal and Regulatory Framework 
 
 Significant changes in major framework laws such as water, forests and the 
environment are in process.  There is a lively debate on how detailed these fundamental laws 
should be as contrasted with the specific implementing regulations.  As this process moves 
forward, Russia should: 
 

• Seek some stability in the basic legal framework laws for some period of time so that 
a body of implementing regulations can evolve in a rational fashion; 

• Enhance the transparency of the law drafting and regulatory process to the public, 
NGOs, industry groups, local governments, etc.; 

• Ensure that provisions are made for bringing civil and administrative grievances; 
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• Bolster laws with effective technical regulations, including legislative oversight to 
ensure they are in conformance with framework laws. 

 
Foster Intergovernmental Cooperation 
 
 Implementing regulations can help clarify overlapping responsibilities, but clearer 
lines of responsibility for program development, monitoring, and oversight are essential, for 
example by:   
 

• Setting clear rules as to which environmental inspection entity inspects which facility, 
and what administrative and judicial means (and processes) are available to push 
compliance; 

• Employing the principal of delegating to the local level, decisions best done at the 
local level; 

• Better screening of projects for environmental review; 
• Establishing cross-sectoral networks and inter-agency or inter-ministerial working 

groups; covering both the policy-making and technical matters. 

Build an Effective Compliance and Enforcement System 
 
 Environmental compliance and enforcement has been pointed out as a major 
weakness in Russia by all outside reviews.  The creation of the new Federal Service for 
Ecological, Technological and Nuclear oversight suggests a direction towards strengthening 
in this area.  We recommend attention to: 
 

• Establish feasible and enforceable permit conditions as a basis for fair enforcement; 
• Set emission limit values through a combination of environmental quality standards 

and best available technologies; 
• Ensure inspectors have access to permitted facilities and can inspect on short notice  

and with varying schedules to catch violations;  
• Optimize inspections by degree of risk and history of compliance; 
• Enact procedures that guarantee accountability and transparency of inspector's 

actions; provide sufficient financial and material resources; 
• Provide compliance assistance to prevent violations; 
• Develop technical guidance to industry, initiate pilot projects on self-monitoring, and 

promote in-plant environmental management systems; 
• Reach judges and lawyers by education and outreach programs to raise their 

understanding and response to environmental infractions and concerns; 
• Assess the effectiveness of compliance and enforcement programs, and ensure 

feedback is provided to policy makers. 

Encourage Meaningful Public Participation 
 
 Limited access to information and meaningful dialogue with non-governmental 
stakeholders is a major impediment to better environmental reviews and decision-making.  
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While Russian law in many instances gives the public the general right to information about 
the environment, it is not specific enough regarding whose responsibility it is to provide this 
information, nor are regulations and guidelines in place for many programs to implement the 
general provision.  The last few years have reportedly seem improvement on public 
participation for environmental assessment reviews. This is positive, and should be expanded 
to cover other matters.  Key recommendations which reflect the critical importance of 
meaningful public participation include: 
 

• Provide clear provisions for public comment (and response to comment) for 
additional major laws and regulations; 

• Provide more weight to public hearings and administrative and judicial review;  
• Establish a Pollutant Release and Transfer Registry to ensure that the general public 

has access to facility-specific environmental information; 
• Provide project and government program budgets for public outreach, education, 

notification and response. 

Invest in Environmental Management and Control 
 
 About half of the oblasts in Russia maintain some semblance of an environmental fee 
system despite their vague legal standing and effectiveness.  In our four study areas, we 
learned that some of the newer and more progressive enterprises have been adopting better 
industrial technologies which are more efficient, less polluting, and avoid incurring 
environmental fines.  Recommendations to improve the sum and effectiveness of investments 
include: 
 

• Reducing the number of parameters subject to fees to those practical for monitoring; 
• Where environmental charges are still useful, the rates should be increased;   
• The discretionary power of regional and local environmental agencies to implement 

the system should be limited, and the process transparent and consistent to prevent 
corruption; 

• Incentives such as special tax treatment for investments in pollution prevention can be 
used to encourage compliance for facilities that demonstrate good faith and practice; 

• A significant increase in the federal budget for environmental management and 
control is sorely needed. This includes bolstering staff at all functions; from policy 
making to inspection;  

• Variations should not foster "pollution havens" where more polluting industries seek 
to locate to areas where the charges are lowest and/or emission limits are less strict.  

Incorporate Technology-Based Standards for Pollution Control 
 
 There has been some serious reconsideration of the historic approach in Russia to 
setting permit limits based on calculating the capacity of the receiving water, air or land, to 
ameliorate conditions to acceptable levels. Technology-based approaches, whereby 
effluent/emission limits are set by industrial category, can effectively augment traditional 
approaches, leading to a recommended system of: 
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• Technology-based approaches to set a minimum "floor" of protection, leading to 
significant improvement across-the-board;  

• Best available techniques (technologies/management) which incorporate economic 
viability and effectiveness for monitoring and compliance; 

• Ambient-based systems as needed to overcome location or region-specific variability;    
• Voluntary approaches by industry to reduce waste and improve environmental 

management, including adoption of international norms such as ISO 14000.  

Strengthen Monitoring Systems and Adopt Better Environmental Indicators 
 
 Environmental programs are particularly effective when interventions are linked to 
results at both site-specific and broader scales.  The degradation of Russia's ambient water 
and air monitoring systems in the 1990s has not only affected Russian environmental 
management programs, but impacted global monitoring systems as well. Key 
recommendations in this critical area include: 
 

• Increase the number and representativeness of ambient air quality and water quality 
monitoring stations across the Federation;   

• Bolster the stations with good laboratories; consider targeted outsourcing of services 
to private laboratories; 

• Enhance quality control programs (include laboratory accreditation) to ensure 
accurate, reliable and consistent data; 

• Link information management to decision-making; 
• Consider which data are best representative of Federation-wide conditions so as to 

track trends in the environment; both absolute and linked to economic and other 
sustainable development factors. 

Enhance Programs with Better Scientific and Policy Analysis 
 
 Russia is known for the excellence of its academic and scientific institutions.  Solid 
technical and policy analyses are needed to support costly environmental investments. 
Recommendations along these lines include expanded: 
 

• Research programs on the environment linked to implementation needs;  
• Working agreements with scientific organizations; and temporary staff scientific and 

policy reassignments; 
• Growth in the fields of environmental economics and institutional analysis; 
• Programs of study and exchanges of scientific, economic, and policy specialists from 

Russia to other countries. 
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Environmental Management in Russia: 

Status, Directions and Needs 
 
 

I. RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY AND OBJECTIVES 
 
(a) Cooperation between the World Bank and Russia on Environment 
 
 The Bank has been engaged in environmental protection in the Russian Federation for 
over a decade, both through investment operations as well as in strengthening the regulatory 
institutions responsible for the sector.  Although there were always concerns as to the 
effectiveness of the system of environmental management, the issue became more urgent 
over one project in particular -- the Coal and Forestry Guarantee Facility, which had, as a 
condition of effectiveness, a satisfactory system of environmental assessment (EA) within the 
country.  The requirement was monitored and, in 2001, it was agreed that, while the EA 
system in the country had the basic elements to justify proceeding with the operations, the 
Bank would continue to monitor developments.  This became more urgent as concerns were 
raised over restructuring of federal environmental management responsibilities in 2000.  
Government administrative reforms in early 2004, coupled with a projected increase in 
World Bank lending for major infrastructure projects, however, favors a renewal of World 
Bank engagement on the environment.   
 
 Partly in fulfillment of this commitment, the Bank carried out a comprehensive 
review of Russia EA system (World Bank, 2003a). It became evident from the study, 
however, that the EA system cannot operate effectively in isolation – it needs to be 
embedded in a well functioning Environmental Management System (EMS), which includes 
operating procedures, incentives, and disincentives to improve and manage air pollution, 
water pollution, solid and hazardous waste, industrial chemicals, and other issues.  A 
Concept Note for such an analysis was prepared and reviewed in December 2003, with this 
study formally launched shortly thereafter. 
 
(b) Study Objectives and Approach 
 
 Three objectives of the study were identified at the time the Concept Note was 
prepared and reviewed.  It is important to note that the major changes in the basic structure of 
the system being introduced during the first half of 2004 (i.e. with the final structure still in 
flux) meant much fluidity in client needs and engagement: 
 

• review the environmental management systems at the federal and regional levels  and 
understand better why their performance has deteriorated in many respects following 
the changes introduced in 2000; 

 
• identify changes that can be accomplished to overcome the problems that have taken 

place in the Russian Federation by looking at the present Russian system and 
comparing it with the systems in other countries with a federal structure; and 
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• see how these changes can be implemented and what role the Bank can play in that 

regard (through a dialogue with MNR). 
 

 The focus areas for this study include the Russian Federation and four regions, Perm, 
St. Petersburg, Tomsk and Yaroslavl. These regions were selected because they have 
environment-related experiences and data that are better monitored and collected as 
compared to the other regions. These choices were also supported by the Ministry of Natural 
Resources (MNR) in meetings held in December 2003 and February 2004.  
 

The Perm Region (Oblast) is located in the eastern part of European Russia and its 
urban center is Perm. Total land area of the region expands through about one-fifth of the 
Ural economic region.  It is located in the Kama River Basin. The region is known for its 
abundant natural resources, especially hydrocarbon raw materials (e.g., coal, oil, gas) and 
minerals (e.g., potassium salt, gold, iron, diamond).  
 

Saint Petersburg is the second largest city in the country, world-renowned cultural 
center, and capital of the Northwest district. Its river port is one of the most important in the 
country as it stands at the end of two artificial waterways, the Volga-Baltic and the White 
Sea–Baltic. The city's diverse industries include shipbuilding, metallurgy, oil refining, 
printing, woodworking, food and tobacco processing, and the manufacture of machinery, 
electrical equipment, chemicals, pharmaceuticals, and textiles.  
 

Tomskaya Region (Oblast) is situated in the southeast of the West Siberian plain, the 
region prides itself for its dense forest, and rich reserves of oil, gas and non-ferrous ores. The 
main river of the region is the Ob and its tributaries, and Tomsk is the region’s administrative 
center.   
 

Yaroslavl Region is situated in the northern part of Central Russia. The territory is the 
largest transport center of the European part of Russia. It is also characterized by secondary 
forests (birch and aspen) and crop fields, and abundant mineral resources that are commonly 
used for construction activities such a-s clay, sand and gravel. The main river of the region is 
the Volga River.  See Annex 1 for the geographic location of these four regions. 
 
(c) Organization of the Report 
 
 Section II describes the administrative changes in the Russian Federation’s EMS 
since the early 1990s, including its present structural organization and post-election 
directions.  Also included in this section is the assessment of the system’s effectiveness given 
the changes in administration, which will draw upon the available national reports and 
observations from studies conducted by the OECD and World Bank. The trends in 
environmental pressure indicators and state indicators of environmental quality at the 
national and regional levels are analyzed in Section III, while analyses of environmental 
financing are presented in Section IV.  Key policies and recommendations for increasing the 
effectiveness of the Russian system for environmental management are discussed in Section 
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V.  Examples of approaches at the regional level inside Russia and in other countries which 
are promising for wider consideration are included as text boxes.  
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II. ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES IN THE RUSSIAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND THEIR EFFECT 

 
(a) Historical Perspective 
 

The environmental management system of the Russian Federation has undergone 
significant structural transformations in the last decade.  In 1997, the State Committee for 
Environmental Protection (SEC) replaced the former Ministry of Environment, which had 
been established in 1991.  In May 2000, the SEC was dissolved and its responsibilities were 
absorbed by the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) thus resulting to a second major 
downsizing of Federation-level environmental function.  
 

Prior to the 2000 reforms, the SEC included a central office with more than 80 
regional arms representing Federation policy.  Excessive centralization and other 
shortcomings provided a justification for some kind of decentralization (or sharing of 
implementation responsibilities), which was in line with the public sector reform programs 
initiated in 2000.  Consequently, under the reorganization, 90 percent of the federal staff and 
equipment were transferred to regional administrations and most of the responsibility was 
devolved to the regional governments.  There is some doubt, however, as to how much the 
changes in environmental management were in fact driven by a systematic administrative 
reform program, and how much were motivated by a desire to downscale environmental 
management as a whole in the country.  

 
 Since 2000, local and regional bodies have been trying to adapt to this new partially-
decentralized system with different degrees of success.  The first half of the year 2004, 
however, has seen additional major shifts in the environmental system.  In line with major 
governmental reorganization in March 2004, permitting, compliance and enforcement 
responsibilities were transferred from the MNR (which retained policy making functions) to 
a Federal Service for Oversight in Ecology and Natural Resources. Such seeming 
independence was, however, hampered by the Service’s direct reporting to the MNR.  This 
seeming conflict was rectified in May 2004, with a shift in reporting from the MNR directly 
to the central government.  This was accompanied by a further broadening and integration of 
responsibilities as the Federal Service for Ecological, Technological and Nuclear Oversight.  
There is cause for concern that environmental matters might receive far less attention than 
the more visible nuclear issues.  Since the 2004 changes are still in flux, and implementing 
regulations not yet in draft, the observations in this report focus on the last few years of 
change.  
 

It should also be noted that the framework 2002 Federal Law on Environmental 
Protection of the Russian Federation is still in force. Other administrative laws will have an 
effect on environmental management, most notably the Federal Law of the Russian 
Federation of December 27, 2002 on Technical Regulation, which came into force on July 1, 
2003.   
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(b) Reflections on Effectiveness 
 
 The 1999 OECD Environmental Performance Review1 noted that although a number 
of policy reforms had been instituted in Russia during the 1990s, implementation of reforms 
faced a number of severe problems.  Principal among these were: 
 

• The low priority given to the environment by the federal government, particularly 
after 1996, meant that less resources were available for environmental management; 

 
• The Federal administration for natural resources and the environment remained very 

fragmented despite the reorganization; and 
 
• The regulatory framework, was often very complex and difficult to implement, and 

left considerable room for arbitrary local decisions on implementation. 
 
 The recommendations made by the OECD as concerns policy reforms and policy 
instruments included actions to: 

 
• Strengthen enforcement of environmental laws and regulations, including making the 

process more transparent, reducing administrative discretion and expanding the 
network of inspectors and prosecutors;  

 
• Review legislation to eliminate inconsistencies and fill gaps;  
 
• Streamline the environmental regulatory framework (standards, permitting, charges) 

by concentrating on a few substances and revising environmental standards in line 
with internationally established standards;  

 
• As economic conditions permit, gradually raise pollution and resource charges to a 

level where they have a meaningful effect on the economic decisions of the regulated 
parties; 

 
• Strengthen environmental funds that provide earmarked finances for environmental 

protection, clarify their legal status and improve their financial management; 
 
• Strengthen and unify environmental monitoring systems and develop a core of 

environmental indicators that are regularly tracked at the federal and regional levels; 
 
• Continue efforts to improve public access to environmental information and 

participation in decision-making; strengthen efforts to increase public environmental 
awareness. 

 

                                                   
1 Closure on the observations and recommendations of the report was, unfortunately, not reached between the 
OECD and the Russian government; many consider it, therefore, a draft.  
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• Strengthen the capacity for nationally coordinated environmental policy development 
and implementation by increasing the status and responsibilities of the federal 
environmental authorities; 

 
• Continue to develop effective systems of interaction in environmental protection 

between federal executive bodies and administrations of the subjects of the 
Federation. 

 
 It is fair to say that the government did not act on most of this advice.  Under the 
public sector reform programs initiated in 2000, which stressed the need for decentralization 
in government in general, most of the responsibility was devolved to the regional 
governments2 without strengthening the capacity to coordinate environmental policy at the 
federation level.  This went against the need for increasing the status and responsibilities of 
the federal authorities, and also meant a decline in the overall number of staff, in particular 
those involved with inspection and enforcement.  The reforms did not clarify the regulatory 
framework; relations between the center and the regions remained complex; leaving too 
much administrative discretion. Progress in public participation and access to information has 
been slow.  
 
 While there was justification for change on the grounds that too much of the 
implementation of regulations was done from the center, the process of reform was 
conducted in a rather haphazard way, and there are many areas where the effectiveness of the 
management has been reduced. In fact, it could be argued that the process has not really 
involved any effective decentralization or sharing of operational responsibilities such as 
monitoring and inspection. 
 
(c) Environmental Management Systems Reforms of Early 2004 
 
 Russia is in the process of reacting to fundamental changes in the structure of their 
environmental management system, reflecting two Presidential decrees earlier this year. The 
March 9, 2004 President’s Decree “On the System and Structure of Federal Executive 
Authorities” established a three-tiered system of executive federal governance bodies: federal 
ministries (charged with developing state policies), federal services (with supervision and 
control functions), and federal agencies (with resource development and service provision).  
 
 It appears that the reform of these bodies had been set up in part, to separate the 
powers of resource management from environmental control.  The functions of control and 
supervision in the field of environmental protection and use of natural resources were to be 
transferred from the RF Ministry of Natural Resources to a newly emerged Federal Service 
for Oversight of Environment and Use of Natural Resources. However, while federal 
agencies for water resources, forestry and use of natural resources were established, no 
federal agency for environmental protection was envisaged. 

                                                   
2 There is some doubt, however, as to how much the changes in environmental management were in fact driven 
by a systematic decentralization program and how much there are motivated by a desire to downscale 
environmental management as a whole in the country.  There certainly was the view that environmental 
protection was an obstacle to economic development and needed to be downplayed.   
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 Environmental experts outside of government were concerned that the situation 
would continue a backwards return to the past, when the environmental management 
functions were accomplished separately by federal agencies exploiting respective natural 
resources (i.e., water resources, forests, mineral resources) and by other ministries and 
agencies.  
 
 A second Presidential decree was issued this year (“On Issues Relating to the 
Structure of Federal Executive Authority Bodies”; No.649 of May 20, 2004).  The most 
advantageous feature of this Decree is the firm withdrawal of the control and supervisory 
functions underneath the MNR to a more independent subordination directly to the 
Government. As a result, the Federal Service for Ecological, Technological and Nuclear 
Oversight has been established which is to report directly to central government.  Of course 
with the process still very much at the start, implementing regulations and staffing plans need 
to be put in place before judging effectiveness. 
 
 While there are different models of national/sub-national arrangements for 
environmental management, delineation of responsibilities and appropriate allocation of 
resources are critical.  Where legislation is lacking or unclear, networks or coordinating 
bodies are required for effectiveness. Russian environmental specialists are very interested in 
other models of cooperation.  The approach to environmental management in the United 
States, Germany and Canada (including environmental impact assessment) is described in the 
World Bank's EIA review for Russia (World Bank, 2003a). The approach to environmental 
management in the United States (which has a strong federal stance; see Box 1), and the 
approach to coordination among the German states (which has a less stringent Federal role; 
see Box 2) can offer informative lessons. 
 
 In this section a number of areas of environmental control are reviewed, and the 
performance of the system as recorded in a number of indicators is assessed. 
 
(d) Trends in Enforcement and Compliance 
 
 The level of effort into enforcement and compliance provides some guide, albeit 
imperfect, as to the importance attached to effective environmental management.  In this 
respect, the significant drop in the number of inspectors, number of inspections carried out, 
fines levied and cases of non-compliance identified in recent years suggests a situation that 
could contribute to a reduction in environmental protection.  Table 1 summarizes the trends 
pre- and post-2000; with the information through 2002 from data aggregated by WWF, and 
data for 2003 from unofficial sources in the MNR. The data show a consistent decline in all 
the measures of input through 2002, with a possible improvement for 2003.  One might argue 
that inspectors are more ‘efficient’ as the number of inspections per inspector increased from 
around 21 in 1995 to 45 in 1999.  In 2000, this figure increased further to 48 but fell back to 
41 in 2001, suggesting that there has not been any real increase relative to the trend pre-2000.  
The other indicators strongly point to a lower level of effort in compliance through most of 
the period assessed.  It should also be noted that a properly managed system based on self-
monitoring can be very effective (see example in Box 3). 
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Box 1: Environmental Management in the United States 
 
Federal authority in the field of the environment in the United States is based primarily on the Commerce 
Clause in Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution.  While this clause gives the U.S. Congress the authority to regulate 
interstate commerce, it has been broadly interpreted by the courts (and reinforced through case law) to empower 
Congress to enact environmental statutes applicable within states and municipalities.  As environmental 
awareness grew in the 1970s and 1980s, basic Federal laws were passed to control pollution of the air, water, 
and land, as well as to control drinking water quality, toxic wastes, pesticides, and other matters.  The national 
pollution control laws specifically encourage and provide incentives for state governments to adjust their laws 
so that they parallel minimum national requirements, and most states have done so. 
 
Federal environmental laws are carried out largely by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  This 
agency examines legislation passed by Congress and develops specific regulations and operational guidelines to 
carry them out.  Public participation, and "notice and comment" for pending regulations is extensive.  Along 
with policy interpretation and regulatory functions, the agency is also responsible for setting compliance and 
enforcement standards as well as overall environmental performance tracking.  A "revolving fund" is also 
managed by the agency for investments in wastewater and drinking water infrastructure.   EPA's work with the 
States is facilitated by 10 Regional offices.  Regional EPA officials do become involved in significant 
environmental problems, or for those programs in states not delegated/authorized.   
 
The 50 states have established their own institutions which generally parallel the Federal structure, and are the 
actual implementing body for over 80% of the EPA programs.  According to U.S. legislation, each stationary 
source of pollution should have a permit for the discharge of wastewater, for air emissions, and for waste 
disposal sites.  States prove their capability for carrying out the federal laws and are then delegated or 
authorized for permitting and compliance and enforcement.  Despite the formality of this legal approach, other 
coordination mechanisms can be helpful. The "Environmental Performance Partnership" system, is one of these.  
it is a voluntary approach where the federal government and states mutually agree on performance and 
environmental indicators, thereby freeing the states to take more flexible and tailored approaches. 
 
The U.S. relies on a self-reporting system for monitoring and compliance.  Violations are issued by authorized 
or delegated states, but enforcement actions can also be taken by EPA (and as needed with the U.S. Department 
of Justice) under certain circumstance.  EPA is also responsible for overseeing compliance on federal facilities, 
and can assess fines for violations.  Transparency in compliance and enforcement is crucial. EPA provides 
compliance and enforcement information online for approximately 800,000 EPA-permitted facilities 
nationwide. Data includes permit, inspection, violation, enforcement action, and penalty information about 
facilities regulated under major U.S. law. 
 
 
Sources:  Adapted from World Bank (2003a) based on materials from the U.S. EPA; and the U.S. EPA web site 
 (www.epa.gov). 
 

http://www.epa.gov)
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Box 2: Coordination, Cooperation and Shared Regulation in a Decentralized Federal/State Structure:  
The German Experience 

 
Clear, competent and transparent assignment of responsibilities among federal and regional/local authorities is 
one important premise for a well organized and decentralized environmental management system. Industrial 
permit holders, for example, need a clear understanding of which authority is responsible for permission, 
approval and control of the plant construction and operation.  
 
In Germany, environmental framework legislation is generally the responsibility of the Federal government, 
with such legislation required to be in conformance with the environmental acquis of the European Union.  
Administrative power to implement the laws, however, is concentrated at the Länder-level (comparable to 
States, Provinces or Oblasts).  The Länder may take different approaches to meeting framework laws, and may 
be stricter (but not weaker) than the federal level.  Furthermore, the federal ministries do not have the power or 
resources to coordinate the acting of the Länder authorities; therefore coordination between the Länder fails, 
unless they do it, themselves. Fortunately, working-groups among the Länder were formed at the early years of 
the environmental movement in Germany and their operations and effectiveness continues today.  
 
The working groups meet normally twice a year at the level of the head of departments in the respective fields. 
They are supported by permanent or ad-hoc committees that deal with technical questions. and have grown to a 
position of true influence at the political level. These working-groups: 
 
• discuss the administrative experiences with regulation, legislation or related developments 
• identify the need for, and agree to harmonised administrative practices as necessary 
•  deliberate on the necessity of legislation and regulation to be developed at the federal or Länder levels 
• agree on the sharing of tasks that concern all of the Länder  
• decide on common regulations or technical standardization at the Länder-level 
• evaluate and assess upcoming developments in environment, technology or science, and give 
 recommendations on what should be followed or developed. 
 
During all those years this informal network of cooperation has become a more or less reliable factor in the 
German administration and regulation that – although informal – is accepted by the courts of administration.  
These groups do not supplant the need for transparency and public participation, of course, but ensure that 
government programs are competent and efficient.  
 
In the environmental sector, there are currently seven working-groups: on water protection and management, 
prevention of air pollution (including noise and electro-magnetic radiation), protection of soil, waste 
management, nature conservation, chemicals and genetic engineering. These are accompanied by the groups 
that deal with overlapping question, i.e. for sustainable development and environmental information-systems. In 
all of these groups the colleagues of the federal level are involved, so that it is possible to integrate the federal 
view and – vice versa – to have the interests of the Länder transported to the federal level.  
 
In recent times these working groups have acquired new responsibilities. It is also interesting to note that on the 
European level we find more and more working-structures that resemble the German informal structure: in the 
field of water there is a meeting of the water-directors of the European states where the German working-group 
for water protection and management is a partner.  And one function that has been less important in former 
times, has become more and more important: the possibility to compare the efficiency of administrations of the 
Länder by interchange of experience and best practice. 
 
 
Source:  Reinhard Schmalz, Ministry of Environment, Lower Saxony (Personal Communication) 
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Table 1:  Trends in Key Indicators of Inputs Into Federation 

Enforcement and Compliance 
 

 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Number of 
Inspectors 5,070 NA 8,200 7,235 7,260 5,819 4,805 3,309 2,068 NA 2,111 
Number of 
Inspections 
(Thousands) 158 180 175 185 197 207 217 160 84 40 129 
Number of  
Identified Non-
Compliances 
(Thousands) 108 167 228 240 242 268 290 214 180 NA 204 
Claims & Fines 
Levied (Millions 
New Rubles) 338 117 293 292 103 137 249 303 298 94 450 
Claims & Fines 
Levied (2002 
Prices) NA 1,823 1,879 1,286 394 441 466 412 344 94  
 
Sources: WWF Russia (for 1993-2002); Unpublished data for 2003 from Russian MNR 
Note: NA – not available 
 
 Russian MNR officials in personal communications reported on several encouraging 
prospects over the last two years regarding compliance and enforcement.  Inspections are 
increasingly being carried out in an integrated fashion; in 2003 about one-quarter of those at 
the Federal MNR level (out of 128,800 inspections) and perhaps a third to one-half of the 
43,000 inspections carried out by the Regional arm of the Federal service were carried out in 
an integrated fashion.   
 
 Cooperation with non-governmental organizations to advance compliance has also 
received some attention by Federation officials.  Responding to an October 2002 request 
from Lithuania, Kaliningrad and the NGO Greenpeace, the regional arm of the MNR 
inspected the pulp and paper mills in Neman, Sovetsk and Kaliningrad.  With Greenpeace 
joining in the inspection, and engaged in education and awareness raising among the 
populace, pressure was placed on the companies to increase investments in wastewater 
treatment to meet their permit conditions. The local population became engaged as well with 
the issuance of permits after public environmental reviews in early 2004. This precedent has 
spread to some extent, with the regional arm of the MNR in Primorsky Krai inviting another 
NGO in to act as observer in inspections there. 
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Box 3: Decentralized Wastewater Management in Minnesota 
 
Taking another example from the United States, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), has been 
delegated responsibility for implementing the federal Clean Water Act, which includes permitting and 
compliance of municipal and industrial wastewater facilities.  With a population of 5 million, Minnesota has 86 
“major” point source discharges of wastewater and 1308 “minor” dischargers.  The threshold for major/minor is 
defined by the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as 1 million gallons per day(i).  Compliance 
with permit requirements in Minnesota is the same as other states under federal law; it is a self-monitoring 
system based on sampling and reporting by the permit holder.  But the state has an oversight role and strives to 
inspect each major facility annually, and each minor facility every 3 or 5 years.  The MPCA conducts an 
average of 26.5 minor facility inspections annually per each work year.  A total allocation of 100 work years is 
assigned in total to Minnesota’s point-source control program, of which a little over 18 are directly tied to 
compliance and enforcement as contrasted with other functions.  Regional field offices in Minnesota carry out 
the inspections.  Staff in the EPA Midwest Regional office in Chicago do come out to the field to support the 
state and ensure that the MPCA retains competency (otherwise, under U.S. law,  delegation can be withdrawn 
from the state and returned to the federal authorities.) 
 
These inspections normally do not include independent monitoring but certainly do when problems are suspect.  
Nevertheless, Minnesota has had trouble keeping up with a backlog of permits and inspections.  Less than 100% 
of facilities are in full compliance; in recent years that number ranged from 69 to 82 percent.  The remainder 
has some lingering non-compliance issues. 
 
Regarding funding for wastewater regulation, Minnesota draws on four sources: state environmental fees and 
taxes (37%), the state General fund (20%), Federal grants (mostly from EPA; 31%) and the Minnesota Public 
Facilities Authority (10%).  Minnesota, like many states, charges fees for permitting but these cover only an 
estimated 24% of staff and support costs.  One important note is that point sources represent only 14% of 
overall water pollution loadings in Minnesota, whereas the remaining 86% comes from non-point sources such 
as agriculture and urban runoff.  These are areas where federal and state law are much less restrictive.  
Voluntary programs and incentives for non-point controls are used; permits to U.S. farmers would be unpopular 
and is currently not a provision of U.S. law.  
 
On a final note, MPCA has cooperated with Russian experts on wastewater monitoring and control in the 
Moscow region; this included pilot projects and support for an operator-training center in Smolensk. 
 
Note: (i) Approximately 44 liters per second in European engineering parlance. 
 
 
Source: Adapted from MPCA reports (http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/wastewater.html) 
 
 (e) Environmental Assessment 
 
 The 1995 reforms on environmental assessment set up a system that was in many 
respects quite advanced, but lacked the capacity to distinguish between the more significant 
projects and the less important ones. In other words, there was no screening mechanism in 
place, which meant that a disproportionate burden was placed on small and medium-sized 
projects with little in the way of environmental impacts.  Such projects could apply for 
exemption on these grounds, but this was granted rather arbitrarily and led to opportunities 
for corruption.  The 2000 reforms have resulted in some confusion as to the conduct of the 
EA process, which entails three stages: (i) the preparation of an environmental assessment by 
the proponent, (ii) a review of these materials by the a separate environmental review body 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/wastewater.html)
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and (iii) approval by the MNR. The declared intention was to devolve some of the federation-
level EA responsibilities to the regions, but the legal means for doing so have not been 
initiated. 
 
 The World Bank, in its 2003 review of the Russian EA system made the following 
recommendations: (i) establish an effective screening mechanism so that major projects are 
examined more carefully and minor ones have less burden of an EA imposed upon them, (ii) 
develop a scoping mechanism, so that the terms of reference for the EA are reviewed and 
commented on before the assessment is actually carried out (this does not happen at present), 
(iii) define clearly the respective roles of the federal and regional authorities, which may 
require new agreements between the two levels of government and which will require 
thorough consultations, and (iv) build capacity to keep the methods used in EAs up to date 
(there have been major losses of experienced staff from the Ministry).  All these reforms still 
need to be carried out and the changes in environmental management in 2000 did not 
advance the agenda in these areas. 
 
(f) Public Access to Information and Participation in Decision-Making 
 
 Access to environmental information remains a major issue in Russia between the 
authorities and civil society.  In terms of the EA process, the federal regulatory framework 
does not provide for the SER information to be issued to the public.  There are differences in 
the way different regions act in this regard, and some do make information about SERs open 
to the public and some even give the public access to information about upcoming EAs.  In 
others the situation is much worse.  Often there are no public hearings for big projects and 
where such hearings are held the NGOs complain that the points raised by them are not taken 
into account in the subsequent decision.  They also point out that any information relating to 
nuclear and toxic waste (including the importation of spent nuclear fuel for reprocessing) and 
oil operations is classified and information on other pollutants is not easily accessible. 
 
 The most serious issue between the NGOs and the government is the fact that Russia 
has not signed the Aarhus Convention on Access to Information3.  This important agreement, 
which was an outcome of the “Environment for Europe” process, has already been signed by 
40 countries,  and fosters openness and transparency of environmental decision-making 
across the continent.  There is a public debate in Russia about acceding the Aarhus 
Convention in the near future (for more information, see, for example, 
http://rusrec.ru/aarhus/conference/index.htm), but reservations are still expressed by both 
sides, government and some NGOs (see example of projects with public participation in Box 
4). 
 

                                                   
3 The UNECE Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to 
Justice in Environmental Matters was adopted on June 1998 in the Danish City of Aarhus at the Fourth 
Ministerial Conference in the “Environment for Europe” process, and was entered into force on October 2001. 
As of July 2004, 27 countries became Parties to the Convention. They include all former Soviet countries 
except for Russia and Uzbekistan. For more details, see the UNECE website: 
http://www.unece.org/env/pp/ctreaty.htm. For an overview of challenges these countries face implementing the 
Aarhus Convention, see Zaharchenko T. R. and Goldenman G., 2004. 

http://rusrec.ru/aarhus/conference/index.htm
http://www.unece.org/env/pp/ctreaty.htm
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Box 4:  Pollution Reduction in the Danube River Basin Through Greater Public Involvement 
 
One of the first multi-lateral efforts in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) in the early 1990s targeted water 
quality improvement in the Danube River Basin.  While approached first as a technical and then a financial 
exercise, the importance of public participation and engagement has grown considerably over the years.  The 
"Environmental Program for the Danube River Basin" was launched at a September 1991 meeting in Sofia, 
Bulgaria, with attendance from a wide range in international and bilateral organizations, including the World 
Bank.  A Danube Program Coordination Unit (PCU) was established shortly thereafter to coordinate technical 
assistance (active through October 2000).  In June 1994, eleven CEE countries and the European Union signed 
the Danube River Convention, with the Danube Convention entering into full force on October 22, 1998.  
Coordination on numerous actions is currently the responsibility of the International Commission for the 
Protection of the Danube River Basin (ICPDRB), based in Vienna(i). 
 
While much remains to be done in the way of point and non-point source controls on water quality, there have 
been significant reductions in the threat to public health and ecosystems through cooperation in the Danube.  
And this has not been just a technical exercise; engagement of Non-government organizations (NGO) and 
public participation has been important albeit at the beginning sporadically effective.  In October 1994, thirty-
one NGO representatives agreed to establish the Danube Environmental Forum, but true engagement flagged 
over the next 4 years due to a lack of sustainable financing.  This meant that the work program and results from 
the PCU and ICPDR had limited input from outreach to the public.  This was viewed as a critical problem since 
the public must eventually pay for sustainable investments.  The public must understand the needs, feel engaged 
in decision-making, and support advances through taxes.  
 
Interest in accession to the European Union, furthermore, brought public participation directly to the forefront.  
The  implementation of the Water Framework Directive in those CEE countries now members (as of May 1, 
2004) or candidate members was the spur in mid-2002 for the ICPDR moving the “Strategy for Public 
Participation in the Danube River Basin” ahead.(ii) EU membership, furthermore, requires significant public 
consultations and engagement in both site-specific and strategic environmental assessment.  On October 24, 
2003, the European Commission adopted several legislative proposals to eventually align the EU legislation 
with a key the United Nations convention, that on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-
Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (the so-called “Aarhus Convention”).  Separately, 
several countries in the region such as Hungary, Poland, Bulgaria, the Baltic countries and others have 
independently ratified Aarhus. 
 
Agreements on public participation by governments at a high level ("top-down") should be matched by actions 
at the lower levels ("bottom-up") for real effectiveness.  Supported by the GEF, a project on "Building 
Environmental Citizenship to Support Transboundary Pollution Reduction in the Danube Basin" focused on the  
benefits of pilot actions at the specific ministry level in Hungary and Slovenia.  A collaborative effort between 
the Regional Environmental Center for Central and Eastern Europe, Resources for the Future, and the New 
York University School of Law meant "working in a participatory fashion with people on the front lines of 
environmental information access." Only through their understanding and buy-in were the concrete results such 
as "good practice manuals" and intangible results such as a change in attitude and cooperation among 
administration officials possible. 
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Box 4:  Pollution Reduction in the Danube River Basin … (continued) 

 
The GEF and other donors supported additional work under the framework of the Danube Programme. By 
1995, "the programme had provided grants [for upwards of] 96 individual projects. Public awareness was raised 
through campaigns, information and participatory actions. Threatened areas were saved by NGO management 
projects and the status of ecologically important areas was revealed.   These activities highlighted the 
contribution that citizen associations can offer to solving Danube problems. Results clearly showed the success 
of NGOs and community groups in monitoring the environmental situation of the Danube, supplying 
information on its status to the general public and carrying out projects and research to manage parts of the 
basin's ecology. Bulgaria's Union for Nature Protection, for example, completed a project to monitor Danube 
fish diversity and Hungary's Green Action Society undertook to document illegal polluters. There were many 
others.(iii) 
 
Sources: (i) Bell, et al. (2002); (ii) ICPDR (2003a, 2003b); (iii) Atkinson (1998)  
 
 
(g) The View from the Regions: Leningrad Oblast and St. Petersburg 
 
 There are currently three levels of administration involved in the management of 
natural resources in these oblasts.  The highest is the North West Federal District, which is 
one of 7 "super regions" into which the territory of the Russian Federation is divided and 
covers 11 subjects of the Federation in North West Russia, including the two being reviewed 
as part of this study.  The Department of State Control and Perspective Development on Use 
of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection for the North West Federal District is the 
territorial agency of the RF MNR at the interregional level.  
 
 Officially this organ of government is responsible for state control in the use of 
natural resources and environmental protection, carrying out integrated geological surveys in 
the region, providing information on the use of natural resources and the state of the 
environment, and interacting with and ensuring coordination across the region with the 
subjects of the Federation.  It has a total staff of about 100. In practice, there is considerable 
skepticism about the value of its role in exercising the ‘state control’ function.  The next level 
is the branch of the Ministry of Natural Resources in the oblasts (called the General 
Department of Natural Resources or GDNR).  This structure was established about 18 
months ago and has a staff of 160, 45 of whom are inspectors. Prior to 2000, the federal arm 
of the State Committee of the Environment, which performed similar functions to GDNR had 
a staff of about 450.  GDNR is responsible for the SERs (see above), setting standards, 
issuing licenses and permits and carrying out some inspections.  Finally there are the 
Committees for Natural Resources and the Environment within Leningrad Oblast and the 
City of St. Petersburg.  These committees oversee the implementation of the standards, 
inspections of enterprises, coordination of actions with other executive authorities in the 
region, and actual monitoring of environmental status according to the guidelines provided 
by the Federal District. 
 
 Under the most recent environmental system structure (i.e. prior to implementation of 
the March-May 2004 sets of reforms), there is clearly an overlap of functions between the 
federal and oblast authorities in most areas, with the exception of the SERs, which remain the 
sole responsibility of GDNR.  Given their respective roles, the GDNR and the oblast 
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committees have, quite sensibly, signed a collaborative agreement covering their respective 
duties.  They have agreements on exchange of data and division of responsibility in various 
areas, such as inspections.  About 90 percent of all inspections are carried out by the 
Committee and 10 percent (covering the larger enterprises) are done by GDNR. 
 
 Overall, local officials believe the system is working quite well because the two main 
bodies responsible (GDNR and the Committee) have sorted out, among themselves, an 
arrangement that is practical.  This is described in Box 5. As noted in Section 4, emissions of 
pollutants per unit of output have been falling since the late 1990s with no notable change in 
the trend after 2000.  While the region continues to face serious environmental problems, 
especially in the area of hazardous waste, and there has been some budgetary tightening in 
overall terms, the changes in 2000 do not appear to have made the situation of environmental 
management appreciably worse in St. Petersburg and Leningrad oblasts. 
 

 
Box 5:  Intergovernmental Coordination in St. Petersburg 

 
The duplication of functions carried out by federal environmental bodies operating on a regional basis, and 
separate environmental units reporting to regional authorities, decreases the efficiency of the overall system of 
environmental management. Following a confusing period post-2000, St. Petersburg clarified environmental 
responsibilities through a cooperative agreement among the key responsible parties for environmental 
management: (1) the regional arm of the MNR for St. Petersburg and Leningrad oblast (GUPR), and (2) the 
Committee for Use of Natural Resources, Environmental Protection and Environmental Safety of the 
administration of St. Petersburg. Activities are coordinated through a working group. 
 
Within the framework of this Agreement, the Parties determined the major areas where clear division of 
functions are established and maintained: 
 
• Developing registers and cadastres for natural resources; 
• State environmental control (inspections); 
• Verification of accuracy of calculation of pollution charges; 
• Setting maximum admissible impact standards (emission limits); 
• Education and training of decision-makers in the field of environmental protection. 
 
Starting with the first point, the Parties agreed to report the data based on a consistent and improved format. 
They also agreed on the same inspection principles and procedures. Of 30 000 enterprises and organizations in 
Leningrad oblast, 90% are checked by St. Petersburg inspectors whereas inspection of the rest 10% is under 
jurisdiction of the GUPR.  When necessary and practical, both Parties take joint and coordinated measures; for 
example splitting inspections based on travel schedules of inspectors. When necessary, joint inspections take 
place. The parties also manage a joint electronic database of pollution sources and permitted facilities.  
 
 
Source: Koseltsev (2004) 
 
(h) The View from the Regions: Perm 
 
 Perm is a region that has a considerable investment in environmental protection (16% 
of GDP), mainly from enterprise sources. The situation with respect to the budget for 
regulation, however, is much less satisfactory.  Most of the environmental inspectors were 
dismissed after the 2000 reforms and the share of the city of Perm’s budget spent on 
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environmental regulation is less than 0.5 percent.  Inspectors that remain have no means of 
transport to carry out inspections, and are dependent on the enterprise they want to visit to 
provide a car.  Initially the federal ministry representatives (GDNR) were supposed only to 
visit those facilities that dealt with the nuclear industry or with toxic waste but, given the 
budgetary difficulties of the region, GDNR actually conducts many more inspections, 
including filling stations, dairies and meat processing plants. The relationship and 
coordination between GDNR and the regional authorities is reportedly good. 
 
 Interest in environmental upgrading is strong in the enterprises in the region, and 5 
large companies have obtained the ISO14000 certification of good environmental 
management while 34 enterprises have some form of environment management program. In 
terms of indicators of environmental performance, improvements were noted in 2003 for 
emissions to water (down 7 percent), a reclamation of contaminated land (431 hectares 
reclaimed) but an increase in air emission of 13 percent was recorded and waste generation 
went up by about 6 percent.  All this took place in a year when industrial production went up 
by 5 percent and with a background ambient environmental quality that is worse than the 
average for Russia. 
 
 The main difficulties noted by the regional authorities were: 
 

• Resources to tackle the huge environmental problems arising from the legacy of 
military and other toxic waste.  There are federal and foreign funds available for 
the disposal of solid fuel missiles but these are not considered sufficient. There is 
also some concern that pollution charges may be abolished and replaced by an 
ecological tax that will go to general revenue support, resulting in even less being 
made available for environmental protection; 

 
• Lack of trained local staff to implement the environmental regulations; 
 
• Difficulties with environmental monitoring.  Hydromet is responsible for much of 

the data collection, but there is no agreement between GDNR and Hydromet for 
the former to receive the information on a routine basis.  Furthermore, what 
information is delivered to and collected by GDNR itself is not fully shared with 
the oblast. For example, it only receives an annual environmental performance 
report from GDNR but no details on performance at the enterprise level. The 
establishment of an efficient system of monitoring, with the right amount of the 
right data collected and shared as openly as possible is a major objective for the 
oblast administration. 

 
(i) The View from the Regions: Tomsk 
 
 The environmental management system in the Tomsk region is composed of two 
major entities: (a) the Governor’s office, which is responsible for policy-making; and (b) the 
General Department of Natural Resources and Environment Protection (GDNR), which is 
responsible for policy implementation.  Before 2000, there were about 100 personnel, 65 of 
whom were inspectors. At present, the GDNR has 16 inspectors, six of whom deal with 
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enterprises concerning environmental protection activities and the remaining 10 work on 
natural-resource oriented inspections such as in forests, wildlife, etc.; and the oblast has 
about 18 inspectors. So there has been some reduction in the number of inspectors and, 
consequently, in the number of inspections carried out.  There are, however, no obvious signs 
that these reductions have results in major environmental impacts. The major indicators of 
environmental pressure are generally improving, oblasts budgets for the environment have 
been increased slightly in real terms and cases of environmental accidents have not gone up. 
 
 The regional authorities raise a number of issues with regard to the current 
management of the environment.  The first is duplication of functions. For example, several 
enterprises are independently inspected by the federal GDNR and regional inspectors.  Also, 
environmental data are collected and financed independently by these two authorities, hence 
yielding inconsistent information.  The second is the application of EA to small and medium 
enterprises. This requirement is cumbersome and costly and the reforms described above to 
introduce screening into the EA system are essential and urgently required. 
 
 Tomsk oblasts is one of the more environmentally aware regions of the country and 
has made concerted efforts to improve its environmental performance, including raising 
awareness and mainstreaming the environmental policies into an overall framework of 
sustainable development.  To a significant extent, the policies are working.  A number of 
enterprises are interested in introducing improved management systems at the corporate level 
on a voluntary basis and several NGOs are active in environmental awareness.  There is even 
a system of NGO ‘environmental inspection’ of some facilities. 
 
(j) The View from the Regions: Yaroslavl  
 
 Policy makers in Yaroslavl take the view that while the 2000 reforms had some 
negative impacts on their region there were also some positive consequences.  The positive 
aspects, not generally mentioned by other regional commentators or by the federal 
government officials and national NGOs that were interviewed included: (a) the greater 
importance given to economic costs when making a decision on environmental protection 
under the MNR compared to the SEC that existed before, and (b) having a single Ministry 
with one vice minister covering both ‘brown’ and ‘green’ issues meant that there was better 
prioritization of environmental activities at the regional level.  The aspects of the change 
considered negative were: (a) a lack of clarity on the division of responsibility between 
federal, regional and local levels of authority, and (b) the firing of most district and 
municipality inspectors and closure of municipal level divisions of the former State 
Committee of Environment (except in larger towns).  The reforms meant that the regions 
could now carry out inspections but the division between their organizations and those of the 
new federal arm (GDNR) were not clearly set out. 
 
 In practice the region has adapted reasonably well to the changes. As in the other 
oblasts, a division of responsibility between GDNR and the regional authority has been 
worked out, with the former undertaking inspection of the major enterprises and the latter 
dealing with all the rest.   Many of the inspectors who were fired by the federal agency were 
rehired by the regional one. In overall terms, the number of inspections has been maintained 
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at its pre-2000 levels, although there are complaints about poor equipment and facilities. The 
oblast also maintained its budget for environmental protection after 2000, and even increased 
it substantially between 2002 and 2003. At the same time, however, it also allowed the 
money to be spent on a wider set of expenditure categories and in 2004 the budget has been 
cut again. 
 
 If one looks at the indicators of environmental performance, Yaroslavl is doing well 
since 2000 with respect to reductions in emissions to air and water, although amounts of 
hazardous waste generated have risen sharply, in line with pre-2000 trends.  Local experts 
claim that the industrial performance improvements were driven largely by the investment in 
new technologies and not by enforcement of environmental regulations. For this reason, local 
enterprises are seeking to introduce voluntary corporate environmental management systems, 
such as ISO14000. 
 

The reforms being sought in the province pertain to (a) moving partly to technology 
based norms and standards rather than ones based on the current ambient environmental 
approach, (b) introducing screening in the application of EAs so simpler ones apply for small 
projects, and (c) applying different criteria when designing economic development strategies 
according to the environmental nature of the locality.  This requires more delegation of 
authority to the sub-national level so that they can pursue these objectives within a clear legal 
framework. 
 
(k) Conclusions on the Administrative Changes 
 
 The changes in the systems of environmental management that were instituted in 
2000 have been harshly criticized by some in Russia and outside as having caused greater 
environmental degradation. Looking at the data and information on administrative changes, 
some of these concerns appear to be supported, but some are not.  It is certainly true, 
however, that the changes in administration did create confusion with regards to 
responsibility for compliance and enforcement, and also lead to inconsistency regarding 
pollution charges and environmental funds. Decentralization which, had it been implemented 
properly, could have improved the system of environmental management. 
 
 Public officials in the four example regions reviewed in this study adapted to the 
changes and worked reasonably well with the new federal authorities. The system of 
inspections did suffer in some places, but negative consequences in the environmental 
indicators are not seen.  At the same time, some of the regions continued to develop 
environmental initiatives of their own, and in all of them the enterprises are showing some 
improvements in environmental performance. 
 
 The 2000 reforms also failed to address some of the key problems of environmental 
management in Russia.  One of these was the operations of the system of environmental 
assessment (EA).  As the World Bank noted in a 2003 report, there were a number of clear 
deficiencies in the system (in place since 1995).  Screening of EAs to prioritize attention 
based on the risk of impact, effective decentralization of reviews, involvement of the public 
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in decision-making, and other issues were raised. Thus far, we are not aware of these being 
adequately addressed by the administrative changes. 
 
 This picture of a relatively benign environmental outcome from the reforms of 2000 
is, however, almost certainly over optimistic.  It has not been possible to visit some of the 
regions where adaptation has probably not been as good, and which play a major part in the 
poor performance of the country in terms of some of the state indicators. Certainly a more 
comprehensive environmental assessment at the regional level would be instructive. 
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III.  ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL TRENDS 
 
 In this section we look at several indicators of environmental pressure in the country 
as well as some that record the state of the environment.  Pressure indicators refer to loadings 
on the environment (either gross amounts or compared to data on economic output) which 
can cause impact.  Such data are available for emissions to air, to water, and the generation of 
hazardous waste.  Indicators of ambient conditions reflect the response of air, water and soil 
from the pressure indicators.  These also reflect conditions of natural resources, such as 
forests and land.  
 
 In addition to analyzing these indicators at the national level, we also look at changes 
in four oblasts -- Perm, Leningrad (including the city of Saint Petersburg), Tomsk and 
Yaroslavl.  Given the huge land area covered by the Russian Federation, one can expect 
variations in environment trends at the regional level and while four of the 89 subjects of the 
Federation are not an adequate or representative sample, they provide some information on 
regional differences.  The overall picture that emerges is one of a country where some major 
broad pressure indicators are performing quite well, but where a number of the state ambient 
indicators are deteriorating, and where conditions in some locations remain particularly bad 
and may even be getting worse. 
 

Apart from these analyses, the most significant environmental problems in Russia are 
generally associated with areas of intensive industrial and agricultural developments.  These 
cover about 15% of the territory; an area where more than 60% of the population lives 
(Yablokov, 2003).  Official environmental data attributable to Russia are generally available 
from 1990 on (e.g., Russian Federation State Committee for Statistics, 2002; World Bank, 
2003; International Energy Agency, 2003). 
 
(a) Broad Pressure Indicators at the Federation Level 
 
 As is typical for transition countries, the levels of almost all pollutants generally 
decline in early years as industrial output falters following a major change in political 
structure.  In the case of Russia, total industrial emissions in air and hazardous waste roughly 
tracked the decline in industrial production during the period following the dissolution of the 
Soviet Union and running almost to the economic crisis of mid-1998 (see Figure 1). When 
the industrial output4 started to grow again after 1998, the trend for air emissions and 
production of toxic waste also started to increase.  From 1999 to 2001, there was an increase 
in industrial output of 19 percent.  Air emissions and toxic waste production increased by 
about 5 percent and 2 percent, respectively, during the said period.   In contrast, there was a 
decline in water effluents by 1% between 1999 and 2001. 
 

 

                                                   
4 Industrial output corresponds to “Industry value added”. Industry refers to ISIC divisions 10-45 and includes 
manufacturing (ISIC divisions 15-37). It comprises value added in mining, manufacturing, construction, 
electricity, water, and gas. Value added is the net output of a sector after adding up all outputs and subtracting 
intermediate inputs. It is calculated without making deductions for depreciation of fabricated assets or depletion 
and degradation of natural resources. 
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Figure 1: Gross Industrial Emissions by Type (in thousand metric tons), 1995-2002 
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Source:  RF MNR (2003) 
 

 
It is also meaningful to look at industrial pollution as affected by the scale of 

industrial activity and by the type of process technology used in production.  Thus, the 
following discussions in this section will focus on pollution intensity or emissions per unit of 
industrial output, instead of gross emissions. Doing this will also allow a comparison of the 
Russian Federation with the other countries.  

 
At the national level, industrial output (in constant 1995 dollars) increased by about 

16 percent between 1995 and 2001. Over the same period, air emissions and water effluents 
fell by about 5 percent and 26 percent, respectively. Data for hazardous wastes, however, 
show an increase in net waste generated (after allowing for recycling and treatment) of 106 
percent. Thus, from 1995 to 2001, the general trend of pollution intensity is decreasing in 
terms of air and water emissions but increasing in terms of toxic waste production. 

 
The trends in the air pollution intensity for Russia are compared to those of other 

countries5 in Figures 2-4: in Figure 2 relative to Hungary and Poland; in Figure 3 relative to 
the EU/OECD6; and, in Figure 4 relative to some of the other Former Soviet Union (FSU) 
countries.  Russia was different from Poland and Hungary in having a period of increasing 
intensity but, since 1998, it has shown a similar declining trend in intensity. Figures 3 and 4 
show that the intensity in EU/OECD countries is decreasing since 1990, while those of 
Belarus and Ukraine started to decline after 1995. These are earlier than that of Russia, where 
reduction in intensity started after 1998. 

 
                                                   
5 The countries are selected based on available data. 
6 Fourteen of the original 15 EU member countries (excluding Ireland due to lack of data), which are also 
OECD members are considered here. 
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Figure 2:  Air Pollution Intensity in Russia, Hungary and Poland, Metric Tons of 
Emissions Per Thousand Industrial Output, 1990-2001 
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Figure 3:  Air Pollution Intensity in Russia and EU, Metric Tons of Emissions Per 
Thousand Industrial Output, 1990-2001 
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Figure 4:  Air Pollution Intensity in Selected FSU Countries (same income group as 
Russia), Metric Tons of Emissions Per Thousand Industrial Output, 1990-2001 
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Sources of Figures 2-4: World Bank (2003b); Vestreng and Klein (2002) 

 
  

In discussions with Russian officials and experts, the improvements in air pollution 
intensity after 1998 are likely attributable to the economic recovery, which was accompanied 
by investment in new technology and a shift to more energy efficient methods of production 
(see discussion on energy efficiency later in this section).  It is also likely that the emissions 
efficiency of mobile sources increased as the vehicle fleet was updated, and fuel quality 
improved, although detailed information on the contribution of that was not available. The 
new technologies tend to be less polluting, even if they are not classified as ‘environmental 
investments’.  Finally, the improvement may also be explained by the decline in the share of 
power generation (which has higher air emissions) and an increase in the share of oil 
processing (which has less air emissions than the average).    
 
 For water, Table 2 shows the total volumes of wastewater discharged to surface 
waters in Russia from housing and communal services (i.e., municipal wastewater), 
agriculture, and industry.  These data were compiled from official statistics and show a fairly 
steady decline in agricultural and industrial discharges, presumably reflecting a slowdown of 
activities in these areas.  Wood processing (including pulp and paper), chemical and 
petrochemicals, electric power and metallurgy represent the largest volumetric dischargers.  
During the 1995-2002 period, there is a steady decline in the water pollution intensity. 
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Table 2:  Wastewater Discharges to Surface Water in Russia (in million cubic meters) 
 

 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Russia Federation, total 24477.6 22414.0 23043.2 21986.2 20657.0 20291.4 19773.0 19767.0
Housing and communal services 12503.7 12071.8 12053.0 12126.8 12081.6 12133.4 11869.2 12205.8
Agriculture 3172.7 2574.1 3264.2 2596.6 1768.8 1407.6 1314.6 1189.5
Industry 8574.6 7443.9 7335.2 6867.9 6445.3 6514.0 6351.5 6175.6

Wood processing and pulp & paper 
industry 1799.3 1443.1 1323.4 1220.7 1347.7 1472.4 1459.3 1416.6

Chemical and petrochemical industry 1525.4 1363.0 1322.1 1240.3 1249.0 1280.3 1183.5 1302.6
Electric power 1090.5 1072.7 1325.5 1448.1 995.2 946.0 860.0 768.3
Ferrous metallurgy 757.7 705.0 691.8 676.9 699.0 755.1 751.8 686.3
Machine building and metal working 782.1 640.5 623.9 552.3 596.8 510.2 483.7 473.3
Non-ferrous metallurgy  529.0 482.7 425.3 377.5 363.6 393.2 438.8 421.2
Coal industry 740.2 657.5 620.0 442.1 396.0 380.4 432.1 394.6
Oil refining industry 317.4 227.8 193.0 184.7 164.4 152.7 158.7 145.1
Construction materials industry 129.5 123.1 113.7 112.1 121.8 129.4 122.2 125.6
Food industry 171.7 123.6 116.0 98.0 97.1 88.4 90.5 89.4

 
Industrial Output (Mn. 1995 US$) 136,610 127,950 128,590 122,000 133,330 149,900 158,890 164,410
Water pollution intensity* 62.8 58.2 57.0 56.3 48.3 43.5 40.0 37.6

 
Source:  RF MNR (2003) 
*Industrial wastewater discharges per thousand of industrial output (cubic meters per thousand 1995 US$) 
  

 
For hazardous waste in Russia, the change in pollution intensity between 1995 and 

2001 was quite dramatic. The (net) waste production over this period increased by 77 percent 
(see Table 3). Furthermore, industrial output decreased from 1993 to 1998;  then  increased 
from 1998 to 2001. However, from 1993 to 2001, the general trend of pollution intensity due 
to toxic waste production was increasing. The possible reasons for this worsening trend are 
reduced inspection (environmental) and maintenance of structures such as pipelines (causing 
leakages).  The main sectors that account for the increase in toxic waste are the non-ferrous 
metals, iron and steel, chemical and petrochemicals and coal industries.  In fact, most 
industries listed in Table 3 have increased production of toxic waste in 2001 relative to their 
1995 production.7  

 
 
 
 

                                                   
7 The industries whose production of toxic waste in 2001 is lower compared to their 1995 production are the 
power, engineering and metalworking, and light industries. 
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Table 3:  Toxic Waste Production, Use and Neutralization (in million tons), 1995-2001 
 

 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 % Change 
bet. 1995 & 

2001 

Russian Federation (gross) 89.91 82.59 89.39 107.06 108.35 132.46 139.00 54.60
Industrial Sector 89.67 77.57 83.23 100.22 101.11 123.2 128.67 43.49

Non-ferrous metal  15.43 19.26 21.3 20.43 27.25 35.74 33.37 116.27
Iron and steel  35.54 32.02 32.87 34.29 30.42 31.94 39.30 10.58
Chemical & petrochemical 5.62 7.37 8.50 8.06 11.00 13.45 14.21 152.85
Coal  0.06 0.14 0.15 11.44 7.81 12.06 11.45 18,983.33
Construction materials  5.00 4.70 6.65 6.53 7.54 8.82 9.76 95.20
Power  14.25 7.75 8.12 8.71 8.27 8.19 7.54 -47.09
Oil producing  0.71 0.73 0.76 4.60 2.42 5.86 4.00 463.38
Engineering & 

metalworking  9.76 2.37 2.21 3.29 3.01 3.09 3.91 -59.94
Food  1.16 0.98 0.59 0.60 0.92 1.54 1.6 37.93
Woodworking and pulp-
and-paper  1.22 1.21 0.92 1.17 1.13 1.23 2.23 82.79
Oil processing  0.78 0.9 1.03 1.01 1.18 1.07 1.05 34.62
Gas  0.02 0.08 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.13 0.16 700.00
Light  0.12 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.1 0.08 0.09 -25.00

Other 0.24 5.02 6.16 6.84 7.24 9.26 10.33 4,204.17
Neutralized 8.00 6.00 2.00 11.00 10.00 4.00 3.00 -65.32

Percent of total waste 
neutralized 9% 8% 2% 10% 9% 3% 2%  

Used by enterprises 38.36 33.83 48.46 46.91 32.40 41.70 46.70 21.72
Percent of total waste used 43% 41% 54% 44% 30% 31% 34%  

Russian Federation (net)** 43.41 42.31 39.19 49.13 65.83 86.84 89.48 106.14
Industrial Output (Mn. 1995 
US$) 136,610 127,950 128,590 122,000 133,330 149,900 158,890 16.31
RF Pollution intensity*** 0.32 0.33 0.30 0.40 0.49 0.58 0.56 77.24

 
Sources: RF MEDT, et al (2002) ; World Bank (2003b) 
** Net toxic waste produced = Gross - "neutralized" - "used by enterprises" 
*** Net waste production per thousand of industrial output (ton per thousand 1995 US$) 
 
 
 Another useful indicator of pressure on the environment is the efficiency of energy 
use, which is also one of the MDG indicators for environmental sustainability.  Data on 
energy use per unit of GDP, or energy efficiency8, are reported from 1992 onwards.  During 
the economic recession (before 1998), the energy use per unit of GDP in the Russian 
Federation declined, from 0.66 to 0.7 (i.e., 6 percent).  Among the FSU countries, declines 
were observed for 5 countries pre-1998: Russia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and 
Turkmenistan. All other countries, except Estonia and Armenia, had an increase in efficiency 
in spite of the decline in their real GDP.  

 
                                                   
8 measured in kilograms of oil equivalent per dollar of PPPGDP 
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From 1998 to 2001, energy efficiency in Russia has improved by 11 percent, which is 
consistent with the data on improved air pollution intensity (i.e., air pollution intensity 
decreased by 21% between 1998 and 2001).  It is, however, noteworthy that the whole region 
of the FSU showed an improvement in energy efficiency after 1998, so Russia’s performance 
was no exception. Although Russia has improved its energy efficiency by 6 percent between 
1992 and 2001, it is still less efficient than the average for the FSU countries9 and Russia’s 
income group, whose energy efficiency has improved during the said period by 30 percent 
and 28 percent, respectively. Russia is also less efficient than the two CEE countries, 
Hungary and Poland (see Figure 5). 

 
 

Figure 5:  Energy Efficiency (kgoe/1995 $PPPGDP) in Russia and Selected Countries, 
1992-2001 
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Source: World Bank (2003b) 

 
 
(b) State Indicators of Ambient Environmental Quality 
 
 While the picture in terms of pressure indicators is mixed, with improvements in air 
and water intensity but an increase in hazardous waste and no real change in energy 
efficiency, the situation is considerably less satisfactory when one looks at the ambient 
quality.  These data are more sporadic but the following are some key observations: 
 

• Air quality: Some cities have very seriously compromised air quality. Maximum 
Allowable Concentrations (MACs) were exceeded several times in 30 Russian towns.  
Moreover, a summary air quality index, which had improved from 1987 to 1999, 
deteriorated appreciably in 2000 – five more cities were classified as having ‘very 
high’ pollution and four more cities as having ‘high’ pollution. 

 

                                                   
9 In fact, based on available information, Russia lags behind in improving its energy efficiency relative to the 
FSU countries with the exception of Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan (World Bank, 2003b).   
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• Water quality: The deterioration has been noticeable in water protection zones, 
especially those close to cities.  Related to this, the quality of drinking water is poor 
and has been getting worse.  For 2000, government public health data indicate that 20 
percent of drinking water samples from piped sources did not meet chemical quality 
standards and 9 percent did not meet bacteriological standards.  For rural non-piped 
sources the figures were much higher – 31 percent for chemical and 28 percent for 
bacteriological standards10. The consequence is frequent intestinal infections – around 
15-30 such episodes occur each year, affecting around 3 thousand people.  

 
• We should also note that quality of rivers, lakes and other water bodies such as the 

Caspian Sea remains a cause for concern.  
 
• Land:  Area of land classified as contaminated is increasing by about 7,000 ha per 

annum, and in 2000 amounted to 1.2 million hectares. The main cause is mining 
activity, generating tailings, ash and slag.  There is also a concern with contaminated 
land in cities, where around 10 percent of land is settled land is classified as 
‘dangerous’.  In 2001, 14 percent of soil samples from built up areas did not meet the 
required standards for human occupation. 

 
• About 59 percent of all agricultural land (73 million hectares) is subject to erosion, 

and annual losses of fertile soils amount to 1.5 billion tons. 
 
• Hazardous Waste: In addition to the increase in flows of such waste, there is now a 

major difficulty in managing the stock.  The amount generated is often stored in 
inadequate conditions and poses a growing health hazard. 

 
• Ecosystems:  The most serious problem has been the loss of biodiversity through 

large scale uncontrolled, illegal, extraction of species. The problem has been present 
since the 1970s and the situation has become critical from a number of species, which 
are now classified as endangered.    

 
• Protected areas:  At present, there are 101 nature reserves in Russia that cover 31.8 

million hectares and occupy 17% of the total protected land area.  45 of these were 
created since 1986 and 8 of them since 1996. There are also 37 national parks 
covering 7 million hectares.  All but five of them were set up after 1986, and six were 
created since 1996 (see Table 4). As a whole, protected areas in Russia occupy 
around 8% of the country’s total land area.  Although the increase in areas under 
protection has been increasing, this does not necessarily imply that they are 
effectively managed. The main challenge for the national as well as the regional areas 
is access to funds that are essential to maintain these areas. 

 
 
 

                                                   
10 Ministry of Public Health of Russian Federation, p.17. http://www.gsen.ru/doc/gosdoclad/report2000.pdf (in 
Russian) 

http://www.gsen.ru/doc/gosdoclad/report2000.pdf
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Table 4:  Nature Reserves and National Parks Established in Russia, 1986-2000 

 
 1986-1990 1991-1995 1996-2000 

Nature Reserves    
Number 16 21 8 
Total Area ('000 Hectares) 5,388 9,547 1,662 

National Parks    
Number 8 18 6 
Total Area ('000 Hectares) 1,470 4,680 386 

 
Sources: World Bank (1996); IUCN and RF MNR (2003) 
Note: Natural reserves fall under the IUCN Category I, which refers to protected area mainly for science of 
wilderness protection. National parks, on the other hand, fall in IUCN Category II and refer to protected area 
managed primarily for ecosystem protection and recreation (IUCN, 2003). 

 
• Forestry: Forested areas have been increasing in the country, with annual timber 

growth at a rate of 871 million cubic meters, and afforestation rates are around 
896,000 hectares, while areas cut are only 500,000 hectares.  The problems in the 
sector have been: (a) illegal logging which has a high collateral environmental 
impact, and is estimated at around 35 percent of all logging in European Russia 
and 50-70 percent in the Russian Far East and the Caucasus, (b) a decline in the 
area covered by mature forests and, (c) forest fires, which affect up to 7,000 Km2 
annually.  In spite of the fire protection program launched in 1999, the losses due 
to fires have not decreased (Yablokov, 2003). Given present resources, 
sustainable annual timber harvest could be more than sufficient to match 
foreseeable levels of both domestic and export demand, provided that there is a 
shift from the currently ‘extensive’ forestry practices to more intensive and 
socially and environmentally responsible forestry. 

 
(c) Indicators at the Regional Level 
 
 While there are regional differences, the national trends described above broadly hold 
for the regions as well.  For air pollution, the observations in the focus regions are as follows: 
 

• Tomsk displays more annual fluctuations compared to that of the national levels, 
although they also have an overall (but slight) decreasing trend as shown in     
Figure 6.  The major polluters in the region are the motor transport and oil 
industry. After the economic recession, air emissions increased and the highest 
spike was recorded in 2000, which is higher than the 1990 levels by about 45%. 
Then, a significant decline of about 28% followed primarily as a result of motor 
vehicle users and city buses switching to less polluting fuel (i.e., from gasoline to 
natural gas), and most industries in the region improving air treatment facilities 
and switching to cleaner technologies.   

 
• The decreasing trend in emissions for Yaroslavl and St. Petersburg (Figures 6 and 

7) was also largely due to the adoption of cleaner and more efficient technologies 
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by the industries.  Auto transport is the largest polluter in Yaroslavl, with a 
contribution of 59% (as of 2001), followed by the fuel industry (21%), electric 
power (6%), oil pipelines and petrochemical industry (12%), and mechanical 
industry (4%).  In fact, auto transport emissions in Yaroslavl were increasing 
between 1996 and 2001. However, the reduction of emissions coming from the 
industries (stationary sources) over this period more than offsets the increase by 
mobile sources; therefore, a decreasing overall trend in air emissions can be 
observed. 

 
 

Figure 6:  Total Air Emissions in Russia, Tomsk and Yaroslavl (000 tons), 1990-2002 
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Figure 7:  Gross Air Emissions in Saint Petersburg, (Indices wrt 1990=100), 1990-2002 
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The volume of polluted wastewater in the four focus regions has been declining over 
time (Figure 8), presumably due to a lower use of water by the mentioned sectors.  Major polluters 
in the regions are the housing and public utilities, petrochemical companies and metallurgy 
companies.  
 

 
Figure 8:  Polluted Wastewater Discharges to Surface Water, (million cubic meters),  

1993-2002, By Region 
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Sources: UNEP, REFIA and NIA Nature (2003); Perelet (2004a); Fomenko, et al (2004) 
 

 
 In terms of pollution due to the disposal of hazardous waste, the major polluters in the 
Perm region are the chemical and petrochemical (71%), non-ferrous metallurgy (21%) and 
ferrous metallurgy industries (2%).  As of 2002, a total of 32.3 million tons of wastes were 
produced, 39 percent of which was treated and reused.  In Yaroslavl, on the other hand, total 
wastes generated by the industrial sector reached nearly 900 thousand tons in 2002, which is 
higher than the 1993 production by 50%.  There was no information as to how much of the 
wastes produced have undergone treatment and recycling.  Overall, these two regions 
experience waste generation rates that are faster than the rates of waste processing, 
neutralization and disposal technologies. Therefore, an increasing trend of waste generation 
has been recorded.  In contrast, the generation of toxic waste sharply declined in St. 
Petersburg in 2002 by 82% relative to its 1997/1998 levels.  This was mainly attributed to 
the environmental investments (e.g., for waste treatment facilities) of industrial enterprises in 
the city. 
 
(d) Conclusions on Environmental Trends 
 
 Measures of pollution intensity (i.e., emissions per unit of industrial output) through 
much of the 1990s were increasing for all pollutants, indicating that the economy was 
operating less efficiently with respect to the pressure it puts on the environment.  Since 1999, 
there has been a change in the economic performance, as industrial output has increased.  
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Remarkably, this has been accompanied by a decline in air and water pollution intensities, 
although the pollution intensity with respect to hazardous waste has continued to deteriorate.  
It is also noteworthy that energy efficiency has improved a little since 1998, while it declined 
during the period 1992-1998.  Compared to some of the other transition economies, Russia’s 
performance is perhaps a little worse prior to 1998, but this is less so after that year. 
  

On balance, therefore, these pressure indicators have generally improved since the 
later 1990s, including the period of the major institutional changes in the regulations of the 
environment in 2000.  Unfortunately, the reality is not so favorable when one looks at some 
of the ambient environmental indicators at the Federation level.  Air and water quality 
continues to be a serious and growing problem in many cities. Land contamination is a major 
issue that is not being tackled. Hazardous waste is accumulating at a rapid rate and its storage 
is often in inadequate conditions. Protected areas are often under-funded and hence not 
effectively managed, and forests are losing a lot from fires and high impact illegal logging. 
 
 The regions are coping with the environmental challenges in different ways, with the 
consequence that some areas, such as the Northern Caucuses are particularly badly degraded.  
Of the regions looked at in depth for this study, all are making a serious effort to address the 
issues and, by and large, are doing better than the national average. 
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IV. ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL EXPENDITURES IN 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

 
 Federal expenditures on environmental protection are low compared to other federal 
countries.  They have increased recently but are still at a level we would consider as 
inadequate.  In 1999, for example the budget of the Russian State Environmental Committee 
(Goskomekolgia) was $22 million, compared to that for the US EPA of about $19 billion 
(i.e., 864 times lower).  The difference in GDP between the two countries is a factor of 30.  
Even Ukraine and Belarus had national budgets for their Ministries of Environment that were 
relatively larger. In 1999, Ukraine had a budget allocation to the Ministry of about $13 
million and Belarus had an allocation of $8 million.  These two countries are, respectively, 
one third and one-fifteenth the size of Russia and considerably poorer. Trends in the federal 
environment budget (for environmental protection) from 1994 to 2003 are shown in Figure 9. 
 
Figure 9:  Approved Financing from the Federal Budget on “Environmental Protection” 

Including Federal Environmental Fund, 1994-2002 
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 Total spending on environmental protection comes, of course,  from both public11 and 
private sources.  Estimates made available from 1995 to 1999, comprising total expenditure 

                                                   
11 federal, regional and local sources 
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on environmental protection, financed from budget, earmarked environmental funds and 
private sector are shown in the table below.  The figures show a decline in expenditures on 
environmental protection from both public and private sources, as measured by the budgetary 
allocations from the federal and regional governments, as well as the resources made 
available through the environmental fees and charges, and funds allocated by the private 
sector.  This may not include all environmental spending, as some private sector investments 
could be financed from other sources12.  Nevertheless it picks up a major part of all spending 
and changes in its value are worth noting.  The most obvious observation is, of course, the 
decline in expenditure from 1995 to 1999 – in real ruble terms by 90 percent and as a share 
of GDP from 2.7 percent to 0.3 percent. 
 

Table 5:  Environment Expenditure in Russia from Budgetary Sources,  
Environmental Fund and Enterprises 

 
 1995 1997 1998 1999 
Expenditure in Rubles (Current Billions.) 41.1 10.4 11.6 15.7 
Expenditure in Rubles (Billions 95 
Prices) 

41.1 6.2 5.4 3.9 

Expenditures in Dollars (Billions) 9.3 1.8 1.2 0.6 
As Percentage of GDP 2.7 0.4 0.4 0.3 

 
Source: WWF (2003b), in Russian 
Note: Figures are in ‘new’ rubles.   
 
 
 Unfortunately, data after 1999 are not available.  There were major changes in the 
system of environmental fees after 2000, with the system of emissions charges ostensibly 
phased out and extra-budgetary ecological funds liquidated.  In March 2002, the RF Supreme 
Court ruled illegal the Law of 1992 that had imposed emissions charges.  This had a 
substantial impact on the sources of finance for environmental expenditures. The judgment of 
March of that year was, however, reversed by another ruling in December 2002, and since 
then the situation remains unclear from a legal perspective and some regions retain emissions 
charges (e.g., Yaroslavl). The RF is considering a new law on Ecological Charges, but it has 
not yet been adopted.  This is an urgently needed reform as the present situation creates 
confusion and a lack of stable financing for the environment at the oblast level. 
 
 There have also been changes in the system of environmental funds.  Prior to 2000, 
there was a federal level fund, which received 10% of all revenues from pollution fees and 
charges, as well as oblast and local level funds, which received, respectively, 30% and  60% 
of all such charges.  The federal fund was abolished in 2000, as were a number of the 
regional funds. Presently, less than half the subjects of the Federation retain some form of 
environmental funds (specifically providing revenues for environmental activities) while the 
rest allocate finance for the environment from their general budgets. 
 
                                                   
12 It does, however, include spending on protection of water and forest resources, which makes comparison with 
the OECD country expenditure data difficult. See below. 
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 Although there is no national level assessment of environmental expenditures after 
2000, the regional reviews carried out as part of this study do not point to a further 
substantial reduction in spending after that date. There are also other major differences in 
expenditure at the regional level as can be seen from the following examples: 
 

• In Yaroslavl, the environmental expenditures in constant (1995) rubles went from 122 
million in 1999 to 119 million in 2000.  As a percentage of the regional GDP, there 
was a small decline, from 0.8% in 1995 to 0.6% in 1999.   In 2000, there was a fall in 
income from pollution fees and charges, but this has been made up in 2001 and 
beyond.  The major change in this region has been the decline in measured private 
spending on environmental protection – from 662 million rubles in 2000 to 165 
million in 2002.  We have reason to believe, however, that this is an overestimation of 
the decline. 

 
• In Tomsk, environmental expenditures from the oblast budget remained more or less 

constant in real terms between 1998 and 2002 – at about 5-6 million rubles (1995 
prices) and 35-37 million rubles in nominal prices for 2001-2002.  This is about 
0.05% of the region’s GDP. 

 
• In Perm, which has some especially difficult environmental problems related to 

military waste and toxic chemicals, expenditure on environmental protection has been 
maintained at 5.9 billion rubles in 2001 and 5.2 billion in 2002 or a remarkable 16% 
of the region’s GDP!  Although the region has a population 1.5 times that of 
Yaroslavl, the proposed expenditure is about 10 times that of the latter and reflects 
these greater environmental priorities.  From 2002 to 2005, some decline in 
expenditure is expected, to 2.5 to 3 billion rubles a year. 

 
• In St. Petersburg and Leningradskaya oblasts, environmental expenditure data were 

only available for investment in industrial enterprises.  In St. Petersburg the amount 
went from 114 million rubles in 1994 to 760 million in 2001, an increase of 6.7 times 
in nominal terms but a decline of 42% in real terms.  For Leningradskaya oblast the 
change in real terms over the same period was actually an increase: from 21 million 
to nearly 60 million or 0.5% of the regions GDP13.   

 
 In a number of respects, however, the investment figures given above can be 
misleading as far as real environmental investment is concerned. The reasons are discussed 
below. 
 
 The expenditure data report so far is a mixture of information from a number of 
sources that lack coherence and the use of a consistent methodology in reporting 
expenditures. The causes of data quality problems mentioned in OECD (2001) are:  
 

                                                   
13 In all cases the ruble units are in ‘new rubles’ – i.e., after the 1998 currency changes in which 1000 old rubles 
were converted to one new ruble. 
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• Enterprises and public utilities have no incentive to report accurate information. 
Some are even exempt from reporting; 

 
• Government agencies that are responsible for collecting data do not verify their 

accuracy, for example, compare investment data gathered with those collected by 
tax authorities; 

 
• Some expenditures are underreported, especially those expenditures related to 

waste management and waste treatment.  For example, construction of landfills 
are financed by public administrations but operated by enterprises, and neither 
party do not usually report the expenses incurred. 

 
 Environmental expenditures in the Russian context cover pollution abatement and 
control (water, air, waste), water supply and forest nature abatement (OECD, 1999).  This 
definition differs from that used by the OECD, where the environmental expenditures are 
solely comprised of the flow of investment and current expenditures aimed at pollution 
abatement and control (the PAC methodology14). 
 

The OECD has undertaken some work in the RF to implement the PAC methodology 
at the oblast level. Unfortunately that work, which was undertaken in 1998, has not been 
developed further and so a consistent basis for estimating expenditures is still not in place.  
The figures quoted in the above may combine current and capital expenditures and do not 
necessarily treat ‘end of pipe’ and ‘process integrated’ investments in accordance with the 
OECD guidelines.  It is also important to note that there is a difference in coverage between 
the OECD country data and the Russian data.  The former do not include spending on 
protection of natural resources (forests, soil erosion etc.), whereas the Russian national data 
in Table 6 include such expenditures. 
 
 Looking at the expenditure data without the natural resource protection component, 
one can ask what kinds of expenditures are covered and what has been their impact?  
Quantitative data on this is limited, although each of the four regions have provided some 
information, which suggests that, post 2000, expenditures by enterprises on environmental 
protection may have fallen (see, e.g., data for St. Petersburg and Yaroslavl).  There is, 
however, qualitative information from these and other regions which suggests that in fact 
investment that has had environmentally beneficial effects may actually have increased. All 
the regions note that, since the late-1990s, there has been a steady increase in investment in 
cleaner technology by enterprises.  Some sectors, such as food processing, now largely 
operate with what would be considered as ‘best available technology’ (BAT).   
 
                                                   
14 OECD developed the Pollution Abatement and Control (PAC) methodology in the 1980s, and later adjusted 
the methodology to conform with Eurostat’s so-called European System for the Collection of Economic Data on 
the Environment (SERIEE).  The PAC expenditure comprises the flow of investment and current expenditure 
that is directly aimed at pollution abatement and control, and which is incurred by the public sector, the business 
sector and households.  It specifically excludes expenditures on: natural resource management and activities, 
establishment of natural parks and green belts, activities to exploit natural resources (e.g., supply of drinking 
water); and those intended either for workplace protection or for the improvement of production process for 
commercial or technical reasons, even when they have environmental benefits (OECD, 2001b). 
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 The ‘official’ data on environmental expenditures does not pick up the full 
environmental benefits of such investments.  In Leningrad and St. Petersburg regions, a 
number of the so-called ‘polluting’ sectors, particularly metallurgical and fuel processing, 
have been among the fastest growing in the economy since 1999.  Normally this would be 
associated with an increase in emissions of pollutants into air and water, and yet, emissions 
in these media have actually declined.  At the same time investment in these sectors grew 
very rapidly – in 2000 the increase was 17% over the previous year, which is a record for the 
last 30 years.  The conclusion, therefore, is that where there has been growth and investment 
in the formerly pollution intensive industries, the result has been a decline in emissions and 
an improvement in the environment. The measurement of environmental expenditure, 
however, does not pick this up to the full extent. 
 
 Similar cases of investment in cleaner technology are reported from the other regions.  
In Perm, enterprises invested 4 billion rubles in 2003 in air pollution control, equal to 11% of 
the region’s GDP. In Yaroslavl, a similar group invested, in 2000, 553 million rubles, mainly 
on cleaner technologies.  While we cannot prove this to be true across the country, it is 
highly likely that a significant part of the national gross capital formation of 1.7 trillion 
rubles in 2000 and 1.9 trillion in 2001 went into investment that, pari passu, improved 
environmental performance. 
 
 Finally one can ask, as of any program involving public funds, how effective is it in 
achieving its ultimate goals?  While the data show an increasing share of environmental 
expenditure coming from the enterprises, the public sector still accounts for a notable amount 
of investment (in Perm it was 10% for 2000; while in Yaroslavl, it was 7% for the same year, 
having fallen from 60% in 1995).  A more complete analysis of these changes is warranted, 
as well as an assessment of how effective the public expenditure has been. Criteria for 
effectiveness include: 
 

• What was the social rate of return on these investments? 
• How much did the public resources leverage in terms of private investment? 
• Were the intended outcomes of the programs realized and how sustainable have the 

investments been? 
 
 Unfortunately, there is no national or regional level study available that has made 
such an assessment.  There are some indications from earlier reviews, which point to the 
relative inefficiency of programs supported by the National, Regional and Local 
Environmental Funds15 in Russia but these need updating, especially in the light of the 
changes that have been made to the system of financing of public environmental expenditure.  
 
(a) Conclusions on Financing of Environmental Expenditures 
 
 The review of environmental expenditures suggests the following conclusions: 
 

                                                   
15 See Markandya and Kozeltsev (1997) 
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• The federal budget for environmental protection programs, including that budget to 
support the functions of the Committee for the Environment are very low by 
international standards, especially given the size of the country.  This does not allow 
the Ministry to undertake those activities that are of a public good nature and that 
have benefits nationally or across regions, such as the federal “Revival of the Volga” 
program that affected 38 oblasts and that had to be cut. 

 
• In terms of total expenditure on environmental protection from the budget as well as 

earmarked fees and charges on the use of natural resources, the amounts declined 
sharply from 1995 to 1999.  Thereafter no data are available at the national level, a 
gap that should be filled.  The fall in expenditure, however, is probably misleading in 
terms of expenditures on protection of the ‘brown’ environment – i.e., reducing 
emissions of pollutants in air and water as opposed to protecting natural resources 
such as watersheds, forests etc. 

 
• Regional data from 2000 onwards indicate that, in most cases, aggregate 

environmental expenditure has been sustained, although both Yaroslavl and St. 
Petersburg note a decline in environmental expenditures by enterprises.  These 
declines, however, are probably misleading, as the post-2000 period has been one of 
increased industrial investment in general, including in the pollution-intensive 
sectors. There is indirect evidence that this investment has had positive environmental 
benefits, as the pollution intensity of production has fallen in these regions.  

 
• For a more comprehensive analysis, and one that allows for international 

comparisons, more data need to be collected within a single framework, such as that 
set out by the OECD.  Work on this was started in 1998, but has since not progressed.   

 
• We have little idea about the effectiveness of the public resources allocated to the 

environment.  While the data show an increasing share of environmental expenditure 
coming from the enterprises, the public sector still accounts for a notable amount of 
investment.  It is necessary to perform a more complete analysis of these changes as 
well as an assessment of the effectiveness of public expenditure.  

 
 While there are some indications from earlier reviews, which highlight the relative 
inefficiency of programs supported by the National, Regional and Local Environmental 
Funds in Russia, these need to be updated especially given the changes that have been made 
to the financing system of public environmental expenditure. 
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V.  KEY POLICY ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
INCREASING EFFECTIVENESS  

 
 
 The analyses presented in this report along with discussions at the Federation and 
local/regional level raised a number of key issues which numerous stakeholders and the 
World Bank team feel are critical for improving the effectiveness of the environmental 
management system in Russia.   As noted in Table 6, essentially all of these areas have been 
recognized as needing improvement in previous reviews by the World Bank, other 
international organizations, and/or specialists within and outside Russia. Limited information 
from Federation documents over the last few years mentions a few of these needs as well. 
The actual number and split of issue areas can be debated, but this listing captures the 
majority of those raised as part of this study as well as in other reviews.  Candidate 
recommendations are included for each issue area.  
 
(a) Strengthen the Legal and Regulatory Framework 
 
 Presentations by senior officials at the June 17, 2004 State Duma roundtable 
emphasized that Russia is not only in the middle of major institutional change regarding 
natural resources and the environment, but that significant changes in major framework laws 
such as on water, forests and the environment are also in process.  There is a lively debate on 
how detailed these fundamental laws should be as contrasted with the specific implementing 
regulations.  The more detailed the fundamental law, the less it is subject to variable 
interpretation at the executive body level, but the more inflexible it becomes as site specific 
concerns emerge.  While most law drafting appears to be a "black box" where the drafters 
prepare laws without much public discussion, the spirit of open discussion exhibited in the 
June 17th roundtable, and expectation that the process will continue is encouraging.  The 
conclusions and recommendations for follow-up from the roundtable are included in Annex 3 
to this report. 
 
Additional recommendations include: 
 

• Seek some stability in the basic legal framework laws for some period of time so that 
a body of implementing regulations can evolve in a rational fashion.  Framework laws 
can be amended on a regular basis (e.g., every 5 or 10 years) rather than completely 
abandoned while remaining effective. 

 
• Enhance the transparency of the law drafting and regulatory process to the public, 

NGOs, industry groups, local governments, etc. 
 

• Ensure that provisions are made for bringing civil and administrative grievances. 
 
• Despite the attraction of specific framework laws, assume that technical regulations 

will be needed but utilize legislative oversight to ensure they are in conformance with 
framework laws. 
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Table 6:  Issue Areas Compared to Past Recommendations from Policy Reviews 
 
June 2004 Workshop & 
Roundtable Issue Areas 

OECD Environmental 
Performance Review (1999 
Draft)i 

Russian Federation 
Country Profile for WSSD 
(Draft; 2002)ii 

Reviews and Reports by 
Russian Expertsiii  

World Bank and other IFI 
Analyses and Projectsiv 

Strengthen legal and 
regulatory framework 

Numerous recommendations on 
policy reforms and policy 
instruments 

Past 10 years of positive 
progress in these areas given 
significant attention; not an 
area of deficiency 

Belief that year 2000 reforms 
severely weakened institutional 
and legal bases. 

Encompassed in various 
assistance strategies and 
sectoral policy reviews 

Foster intergovernmental 
cooperation 

Called for effective systems for 
interaction between federal 
executive bodies and subjects 

Brief mention; largely as a 
function of land use planning 

Belief that reforms of 2000 led 
to ineffective and conflicting  
decentralization with a 
reduction in effectiveness 

WB EM program focused on 
building capability in pilot 
regions 

Build an effective compliance 
& enforcement system 

Stronger laws; more transparency; 
less discretion; expanded coverage 

Little emphasis except for 
strategy papers and 
conferences; current fee & fine 
system described 

Critical shortage of inspectors, 
inspections and enforcement 
actions noted 

EU TACIS program on 
permitting seeks to advance 
integration of industrial and 
environmental policies 

Encourage meaningful public 
participation 

Public access to information and 
awareness raising are critical policy 
needs 

Government programs 
described to strengthen the role 
of major groups (women, 
youth, indigenous people, 
NGOs) 

NGO community severely 
criticized government for lack 
of transparency and public 
engagement; including 
rejection of referendum 

Pilot projects and studies under 
WB EM program encouraged 
local involvement of 
stakeholders 

Invest in environmental 
management and control 

Strengthen environmental funds; 
charges to finance investments and 
provide incentives for compliance 

Current funding sources 
described; assumed adequate 

Drop in environmental 
investments noted as major 
problem 

Pollution Abatement Fund 
launched with WB support 

Incorporate technology-
based standards for pollution 
control 

Should align standards with   
international norms (most are 
technology-based) 

Not directly addressed; (current 
systems assumed adequate?) 

Most specialists seem to prefer 
current media-based ambient 
system with better 
implementation 

Best available technologies 
compatible with integrated 
permitting called for by EU 
TACIS 

Strengthen monitoring 
systems and adopt better 
environmental indicators 

Strengthen and unify environmental 
monitoring and core set of indicators 

Importance of good data 
implied 

Importance is clearly 
recognized 

Current WB hydrometeorology 
project  

Enhance programs with 
better scientific and policy 
analysis 

Recognizes excellent expertise of 
Russian specialists 

Strong science basis is 
recognized; capacity building 
emphasized 

Importance is clearly 
recognized 

WB emphasized importance of 
effective EA programs (WB) 

Notes: 
i Although prepared by OECD staff, this review was not fully accepted by Russian officials 
ii Based on a general review of the draft 2002 Country Profile for Russia prepared for the U.N. Department of Economic and Social Affairs; Division for 
Sustainable Development.  It is unclear whether a revised version was formally transmitted by Russia; this draft was assembled from national reports submitted 
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annually by the government. An English language version of a report prepared by the National Preparatory Committee for the Summit entitled “assessment of 
Progress Made Towards Sustainable Development in the Russian Federation” was also examined. 
iii Based on informal discussions in Russia, as well as a review of translations of (1) “On improvement of the environmental situation in the Russian Federation” 
prepared in June 2003 by a working group for the State Council under the Russian Federation President, (2) “State, Business Community and Society: Two Years 
Without Environmental Protection” prepared in 2003 by I.E. Chestin for the World Wildlife Fund, and (3) “State of the Environment in Russia. Great Russian 
Encyclopedia”, for 2003 prepared by A. V. Yablokov. 
iv Acronyms as follows: (1) WB stands for World Bank; acronyms of EM is Russia Environmental Management Program (still active); EA is “A Review of 
Environmental Assessment Systems; Russian and International Experience”  published in 2003; EU TACIS refers to document “Improving Russia’s 
Environmental Permitting regime for industry. Recommendations on harmonization of Russia’s environmental law and practice with that of the EU” prepared in 
November 2003.  
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(b) Foster Intergovernmental Cooperation 
 
 Implementing regulations can help clarify overlapping responsibilities which both 
prevents effective implementation of scarce resources. As noted earlier, under the current 
system, environmental permitting is carried out by federal representatives based at the 
regional or territorial level. Inspection of higher risk permit holders has been also carried out 
by federal representatives and of smaller/lower risk facilities by regional and/or local 
representatives.  While some regions/cities have adapted, it was acknowledged even before 
the 2004 government restructuring that the situation is less than ideal in effectiveness.  
Participants at the June 15th workshop repeatedly emphasized that clearer lines of 
responsibility for program development, monitoring, and oversight are essential.  
Government agency restructuring is necessary at times, of course, but often the relationships 
between Federal and sub-sovereign entities (e.g. states, provinces or oblasts) are established 
by constitution and are less than ideal for environmental management.  In such cases, 
intergovernmental coordination is essential. Canada's use of collaborative councils (presented 
in Box 6) is one model which should be considered for its applicability to Russia. 
 
Other specific recommendations to clarify roles which surfaced included: 
 

• Set clear rules as to which entity inspects which facility, and what administrative and 
judicial means (and processes) are available to push compliance. 

 
• Employ the principal of delegating to the local level things best done at the local 

level.  Good screening of projects for environmental review, and delegation from 
Federation to local officials would eliminate considerable burden and bureaucracy. 

 
• To make the laws work, establish cross-sectoral and inter-agency or inter-ministerial 

working groups. 
 
• Such "horizontal" working groups (i.e., networks) should be supplemented by 

"vertical" networks including Federation officials, region arms of the Federation 
(presumably under their new form), and local officials with either direct 
environmental responsibility or related environmental responsibility (such as housing 
and health). 

 
• Include working groups at the policy-making and technical levels. 
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Box 6: Intergovernmental Collaborative Approaches to Environmental Management in Canada 

 
Canada is a large diverse country and thus environmental management can be complex. Canada is a federation 
with different levels of government sharing responsibilities and therefore usually the case that no single 
jurisdiction controls all of the levers necessary for effective action on a given environmental issue. Moreover, 
all levels of government hold legal, regulatory and policy levers which apply to environmental management. 
Ensuring that those levers are used in a harmonized, collaborative, and ecologically, socially and economically 
beneficial way is a central challenge of environmental management in Canada. The priorities and specific 
approaches may vary according to the management needs and specific circumstances of individual jurisdictions. 
Therefore Canada has developed a number of innovative approaches for addressing the issue of shared 
jurisdiction. The form of governance described here may serve as a model for managing shared environmental 
issues, by responding to priorities and needs of individual provinces and territories, while at the same time 
allowing for co-operation in achieving shared objectives in protecting and conserving precious environmental 
resources.   
 
Collaborative councils, composed of elected ministers, have been developed to respond to specific aspects of 
environmental management and have responsibility in their own right. Priorities for action are set by ministers 
and then collaborative technical working groups or networks, in each area, develop agendas and work plans to 
meet goals based on those priorities. An example of this form of intergovernmental relationship is the Canadian 
Council of Environment Ministers (CCME). Beyond CCME, Canada has a number of other councils that deal 
with issues such as health, energy and the environment, forestry, agriculture and wildlife.  A number of 
multilateral agreements are also in place applicable, for example, to the National Hydrometric Program, which 
provides for the collection, interpretation and dissemination of surface water quantity data and information.   
 
The CCME is an important intergovernmental forum for discussion and joint action in environmental protection 
on a range of issues, including the promotion of sustainable development. Environment ministers from the ten 
provinces, three territories and the federal government meet at least annually to direct the work of CCME under 
a principle of consensus based decision-making in an open and transparent manner.  CCME Ministers set 
common policies but retain their own compliance and enforcement powers and are individually accountable to 
their own jurisdictions for implementation of CCME decisions. The ministers establish task groups to carryout 
technical work in a results-oriented collaborative manner. For example, the Water Quality Task Group prepares 
environmental quality guidelines, develops environmental indicators, links water quality monitoring networks 
and prepares advice on a source to tap multi-barrier approach to protecting drinking water quality in Canada. 
More information can be found on the CCME web-site http://www.ccme.ca/sourcetotap/story.html, on Health 
Canada’s website www.hc-sc.gc.ca/waterquality and on Environment Canada's website: www2.ec.gc.ca/ceqg-
rcqe/English/default.cfm 
 
 
Source: Jennifer Moore, Environment Canada (Personal Communication) 

 
(c) Build an Effective Compliance and Enforcement System 
 
 Effective compliance and enforcement of environmental laws and regulations in 
Russia has been recognized as a major weakness. The creation of the new Federal Service for 
Ecological, Technological and Nuclear Oversight suggests a direction towards strengthening 
in this area, assuming that environmental matters are not subsumed by nuclear issues.  
Compliance and enforcement responsibilities will undoubtedly remain in the hands of Oblast 
and municipal officials to some extent.  Although there are serious concerns over the 
numbers of inspectors in Russia, emphasis should rather be placed on the effectiveness of the 
system. In any case it is likely that Russia needs to increase the number of personnel, bolster 
inspectors with field and laboratory equipment, and accelerate administrative and judicial 
options.   

http://www.ccme.ca/sourcetotap/story.html
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/waterquality
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 The OECD/EAP Task Force has been working with Russia and other countries of in 
the region on improved permitting, compliance and enforcement.  We endorse several 
conclusions from their 2003 review (described in Box 7) which suggests that, permitting 
systems for large industry should aim to acquire the following characteristics:  
 

• Focus on environmental performance and case-by-case regulation of a facility through-
out its entire life cycle, i.e. design, construction, operation and decommissioning;  

• Establish feasible and enforceable permit conditions as a basis for fair enforcement; 
• Use several criteria to set emission limit values, including a combination of 

environmental quality standards and best available techniques; 
• Minimize administrative burden;  
• Adopt clear, accountable procedures and establish transparent relations with 

stakeholders; 
• Become better coordinated with other environmental procedures and policy 

instruments. 
 
 

Box 7: Environmental Permitting in Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia:  
Key Findings of an OECD/EAP Task Force Review 

 
The 2003 Review of Environmental Permitting Systems in countries of Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central 
Asia (EECCA) established that, comparing to OECD countries, environmental permitting systems in this region 
are more oriented towards end-of-pipe controls, focus on single media, are institutionally fragmented and 
opaque to the public. Permits are treated as the outcome of an administrative procedure that “authorizes” 
pollution, rather than as a tool to prevent and control emissions. Environmental permits do not consider the 
transfer of pollution from one medium to another, nor do they provide incentives to reduce resource or energy 
intensity or to identify least cost ways of preventing and/or controlling pollution.  
 
Despite these fundamental flaws, there are several forces promoting reform of the permitting system: the need 
to establish clear and transparent regulations to attract foreign investors; the exposure of enterprises in some 
sectors to competition and the resultant need to reduce costs among others through greater resource efficiency; 
and pressure to reduce pollution which often accompanies the resumption of economic growth.  
 
A major conclusion of this review is that EECCA countries should reform their permitting systems into more 
functional tools of environmental management but they should do so gradually by building on the positive 
features of the existing system. Thus, the major environmental impacts are already covered in EECCA 
permitting systems. Case-by-case permitting of large industry is already applied and several criteria are used for 
decision-making on Emission Limit Values (ELVs). The division of responsibilities among major stakeholders 
is close to systems in OECD countries. The permit application process is quite comprehensive and the suppor-
ting infrastructure is developing.  
 
These characteristics reflect international trends; in particular, they are close to the integrated permitting model, 
which is gradually being adopted in many OECD countries. Potential benefits of integrated permitting include 
internal efficiency for the facility, streamlined application and reporting processes, incentives for pollution 
prevention and resource efficiency, reduced pollution control costs, and enhanced relationships with the general 
public. At the same time, integrated permitting can involve significant administrative and implementation costs.  
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Box 7: Environmental Permitting in Eastern Europe … (continued) 

 
There should be a focus on "best available techniques" (or BAT).  The primary value of the BAT concept for 
EECCA countries is rooted in its broad definition, which covers facility design, construction, operation, mainte-
nance and decommissioning, under economically and technically viable conditions.   
 
The most practical way of conducting reforms is a gradual adjustment of the existing systems over a longer 
period. The review suggests several short-term actions to be taken within the evolutionary scenario: (i) refine 
permits’ content and prolong their validity; (ii) improve the decision-making process, pursue institutional 
integration and adopt permitting procedures that are consistent across different media; (iii) provide specific 
guidance to, and establish a meaningful dialogue with, the enterprises; and (iv) ensure transparency of 
permitting for the general public. Medium and long-term actions are proposed in the OECD review as well.  
 
There are many obstacles to successfully reforming environmental permits. Perhaps the major challenge will be 
to develop mutual trust and respect between environmental authorities and enterprises. This will depend in part 
on developments beyond the control of the environmental sector, but there are important steps that they can 
take, notably to apply realistic and affordable standards, equitably and transparently. 
 
 
Source: OECD (2004) 
 
 In addition, participants at the workshop (including international experts on the issue) 
presented several key recommendations to improve compliance and enforcement: 
 

• Ensure that inspectors have access to facilities and can inspect on short notice and 
with varying schedules to catch violations. Current regulations which severely limit 
the times inspectors can visit a facility (reportedly every one or two years), and curtail 
unannounced inspections, may seem fair to industry (as one means of limiting 
corruption) but do not provide an incentive for compliance. 

 
• Current overlapping jurisdictions of inspectors should be eliminated. 
 
• Permitting and inspections should be optimized by degree of risk and history of non-

compliance.  This can reflect the risk of specific facilities or industrial sectors. 
 
• In line with the last point, permitting of low risk facilities (such as small kiosks) 

might be more effective if delegated from Federation-level officials to local officials 
(e.g. those responsible for health, planning, housing or urban affairs.) 

 
• As with all such matters, transparency is important; both for the regulated community 

and citizens living in the vicinity.  The link to public "right-to-know" provisions 
described below is clear. The public should see that the severity of the sanctions 
meshes with the severity of the offence. 

 
• Compliance assistance can avoid the need for some sanctions. Development of 

tailored technical guidance to industry, pilot projects on self-monitoring, and 
promotion of in-plant environmental management systems can be very effective. 

 



51 

• Judges and lawyers should be reached by education and outreach programs to raise 
their understanding and response to environmental infractions and concerns. 

 
(d) Encourage Meaningful Public Participation 
 
 Past reviews have noted that limited access to information and meaningful dialogue 
with the public has been a major impediment to better environmental decision-making in 
Russia.  There have been some improvements in the last few years, however, particularly on 
public review and comment of environmental assessment documents. Some Regions have 
also found that public attention to local environmental issues and concerns can be brought 
into discussions on regional development questions in a positive and complimentary manner.  
These local successes should be shared more broadly within the Federation. 

 While Russian law in some instances gives the public the general right to information 
about the environment, it is not specific enough regarding whose responsibility it is to 
provide this information, nor are regulations and guidelines in place to implement the general 
provision.  This is quite problematic at the project level, as project sponsors do not 
understand if they have any obligations other than to turn in information to the authorities.  
Only in the case of environmental impact assessment are there provisions specific to the 
public domain. The authorities are also unclear about what to do with requests for 
information. 

 While most agree on the importance of the UNECE Conventions (including Aarhus), 
it is up to the country whether to sign and ratify--and much progress has been made in Russia 
on the Espoo Convention, for example, despite their lack of ratification. Nevertheless a 
detailed implementation process (regulations, guidelines, etc.) is needed to implement the 
disclosure and public participation requirements that are already in Russian law for both 
authorities and project proponents.  Recommendations which reflect the critical importance 
of meaningful public participation include: 

• Provide clear provisions for public comment (and response to comment by public 
officials) for major laws and regulations.  

• Ensure more weight is given to public hearings and administrative and judicial 
review.  

• Establish a Pollutant Release and Transfer Registry (see Box 8). 

• Provide project and government program budgets for public outreach, education, 
notification and response. 
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Box 8: Pollutant Release and Transfer Registry 
 

In the mid-1980s, several serious pollution incidents in India and the United States led to a demand by workers 
and community residents in the U.S. to understand the extent of use, release and transfer of hazardous materials 
"beyond the fence line" of permitted facilities.  A program called the Toxic Release Inventory was established 
following legislation in 1986 to meet this need. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's TRI 
website, the goal is "to empower citizens, through information, to hold companies and local governments 
accountable in terms of how toxic chemicals are managed. Armed with TRI data, communities have more 
power to hold companies accountable and make informed decisions about how toxic chemicals are to be 
managed.  The data often spur companies to focus on their chemical management practices since they are being 
measured and made public.  In addition, the data serves as a rough indicator of environmental progress over 
time." 
 
The broadest term for this type of inventory is a Pollutant Release and Transfer Registry (PRTR); a concept 
which is spreading beyond North America (the U.S. set up the TRI in 1987, Canadian facilities have been 
registering since 1993, and Mexico's voluntary system was put into place in 1997).  The Aarhus Convention 
under the auspices of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe requires signatory parties (which 
does not yet include Russia) to take concrete steps towards establishing PRTRs. The key characteristics of the 
most effective PRTRs are: 
 
• Standardized data sets 
• Mandatory annual reporting  
• Facility and chemical specific data 
• Public access to reporting data 
• Some provision for limited trade secrecy 
• For each chemical, data on releases to air, water and land 
• For each chemical, data on transfers to waste 
 
 
Source:  U.S. EPA (2004) 
 
(e) Invest in Environmental Management and Control 
 
 The central government was the source of finance in the Soviet era, and  since then 
there has been experience with several approaches to fee and fine systems  About half of the 
oblasts in Russia maintain some semblance of this system, though the revenue which is 
actually returned for local environmental investment (as contrasted with central government 
budget support) has proven to be insufficient.   
 
 Financial sustainability also applies to environmental controls for industry. In our 
four study areas, we learned that some of the newer and more progressive enterprises have 
been adopting better industrial technologies which are both more efficient, less polluting, and 
avoid incurring environmental fines.  Such pollution prevention efforts can be further 
supported by incentives (e.g. tax credits and compliance schedules) to encourage adoption of 
more efficient production and pollution control equipment.   
 
 The OECD sponsored an expert workshop in Moscow on March 11, 2004 to review 
the system of pollution charges in Russia, and consider the opportunities and constraints for 
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further improvement.  We support a number of the key recommendations from that review, 
including: 
 

• Radically reduce the number of pollutants for which pollution charges are levied.  
The charge system should be linked to a small number of major high priority 
pollutants which can be monitored at reasonable costs and which are easily included 
in permits and compliance/enforcement actions.  This recommendation is based on 
the best of international practices as noted in the examples in Box 9. 

 
• Consider whether hazardous air and water pollutants are amenable to such a system 

of charges since these are typically better controlled by requiring established 
technologies. The review notes that "pollution charges for hazardous pollutants play 
virtually no incentive role that would complement command-and-control regulation 
and, due to the large number of such pollutants, overly complicate the administration 
of the system." 

 
• The current charge system applies to some extent for mobile sources but is 

inconsistent and not in line with international practice.  Taxes on products such as 
motor fuels are more effective. The taxes vary depending on fuel quality, and provide 
a better incentive for using more environmentally-friendly fuels. The cost of 
administering the system is low since the tax is paid directly by the consumer for each 
liter of fuel. 

 
• Where pollution charges are still useful, the rates should be increased.  The review 

noted that proposed charges for sulfur dioxide (SO2) of $2.77 U.S. would amount to 
less than 10% of the year 2001 rates applied in Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and 
Kazakhstan, and to around 0.2% of the rates applied in Denmark and Sweden. 

 
• The discretionary power of regional and local environmental agencies to implement 

the system should be limited.  The rationale for exemptions and reductions in fees 
should be transparent and consistent to prevent corruption.  

 
• Special tax treatment for investments in pollution control can play an important role.  

They can be combined with voluntary agreements and compliance schedules but 
should be limited in application to those facilities that demonstrate good faith and 
practice. 
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Box 9: International Experience with Targeted Pollution Charges 

 
An OECD report* on pollution charges presented to the expert workshop in Moscow, Russia on March 11, 
2004 includes a few succinct examples of where targeting of pollution charges to a few key parameters is more 
effective than a wider sweep of parameters which are not monitorable or enforceable.  
 
In Western European countries where air emission taxes exist (Sweden, Denmark, France, Italy and Spain) they 
are limited to SO2 and NOx (in Denmark - to SO2 only) and just to large combustion plants**. Moreover, most 
SO2 taxes are actually levied on the sulphur content of the fuel used, further reducing the administrative costs 
of the system. The same is true for effluent taxes in OECD countries - the tax base consists of only a handful of 
different pollutants.  For example, only three substances, nitrogen, phosphorus and organic substances, are the 
base of the Danish sewage tax, compared to the situation in Russia where charges are defined for some 200 
different water pollutants.  The difference is particularly startling considering that the administrative capacity is 
generally much higher in countries of Western Europe than in Russia. 
 

 
Sources: OECD (2004) and REC (2001) 

 
 
 Additional recommendations to improve the system were discussed at the June 15th 
workshop and include: 
 

• A significant increase in the federal budget for environmental management and 
control is sorely needed. This includes bolstering staff at all functions; from policy 
making to inspection.  Current levels are very inadequate compared to international 
norms. 

 
• There should be a national policy to set the framework for emissions charges and 

what local variations are permissible. 
 
• Such variations should not foster "pollution havens" where more polluting industries 

seek to locate to areas where the charges are lowest and/or emission limits are less 
strict. 

 
• The experience of the national pollution abatement fund should be considered for 

wider application.  Thus far it has had some limited success; thus far in the pulp and 
paper sector.   

 
• Greater consideration of external "debt-for-nature swaps" would be helpful. 
 

(f) Incorporate Technology-Based Standards for Pollution Control 
 
 There has been some serious reconsideration of the historic approach in Russia to 
setting permit limits based on calculating the capacity of the receiving water, air or land, to 
ameliorate conditions to acceptable levels.  While theoretically more precise and (some 
argue) cost effective, implementation is often complex.  A technology-based approach, 
whereby effluent/emission limits are set by industrial category, holds promise.  Such an 
approach was crucial for spurring rapid progress in both Western Europe and North America 
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at the dawn of the environmental movement.  A proposal to move in this direction was 
advanced recently by the Ministry of Economic Development and Trade.   
 
 It is recognized, however, that there needs to be flexibility in adapting requirements 
to the sensitivity of the ecosystem and population affected; especially in a country as large 
and diverse as Russia.  For example, a technology-based standard for oil/grease discharge 
into the marine environment that is adequate for the Barents Sea may not be appropriate for 
the closed environment of the Caspian Sea.  Therefore a combined approach is recommended 
which includes: 
 

• Technology-based approaches to create a minimum "floor" of protection which can 
create significant improvement across-the-board in an industry without creating 
"pollution havens".  

 
• Best available technologies which (as noted earlier) incorporate economic viability 

and effectiveness for monitoring and compliance. 
 
• Incorporate ambient-based systems as needed to overcome location or region-specific 

variability.    
 
• Encourage industry to adopt voluntary approaches to reduce waste and improve 

environmental management through cooperation with government and by adoption of 
international norms such as ISO 14,000 and related efforts aimed at pollution 
prevention. 

 
 Regarding the latter point, voluntary industry targets (going beyond regulatory 
requirements) and partnerships can be effective.  An innovative example of this approach in 
Lower Saxony, Germany, is depicted in Box 10. 
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Box 10:  Cooperation between Business and Government on Waste Management Issues  
In Lower Saxony, Germany 

 
Lower Saxony is a German State ("Bundesland") with a population of about eight million and a size of forty-
eight thousand square kilometers.  Approximately eight million tons of industrial waste is produced annually. 
The government of Lower Saxony aims at keeping the waste production as low as possible and then through 
recycling, further savings in resources and waste disposal site storage are achieved.  The approach was set in 
1988, became especially active in the 1990s and continues today. It has been effective not by government 
regulation, but through cooperation between the various parties of society. The principal means for affecting 
this positive development was through the establishment of several commissions whose task was to advise on 
various subjects in the area of waste production, and give recommendations for subsequent actions.  
 
As expected, the various groups had very different and even contrasting views of how to avoid or recycle waste. 
To overcome differences and to develop common view, all the major groups of society were represented in the 
commissions: business (various industrial firms and unions), government (Bundesland Ministry of 
Environment, Ministry of Economy, Federal Environmental Agency), science (universities), environmental 
groups, citizen groups and workers unions. Beginning in 1988, four commissions were established. Each of 
them terminated its major work after about 3 years though cooperation in a less intense way continues even 
today.  The subjects the commission dealt with had different main points:  
 
• First commission: Production waste, e. g., varnish sludge, recycling of building material, solvents 

containing halogens, oils used for metal works, waste from heating plants, paper factories and waste 
incineration plants.  

• Second commission: Post-consumer waste, e. g. electronic industry waste, automobile recycling, and 
polyurethane foams with chlorinated fluorohydrocarbons (CFC) from cooling equipment.  

• Third commission: Waste avoidance in product design and utilization, transparency of waste flow, and 
requirements for high quality recycling.  

• Fourth commission: Environmental management systems, including product liability and full cycling of 
material production.  

 
Each group represented in the commission includes topical experts in working groups. These working groups 
gather approximately between fifteen and twenty times, until a subject has been conclusively dealt with. This 
process encompasses hearing of expert opinions and scientific studies, as well as undertaking excursions to 
firms and testing facilities.  
 
Example successes of this work include: (1) a 70% reduction in the amount of contaminated sand from 
foundries required for landfill, through decontamination and recycling, (2) recommendations and actions to 
foster centralized separation and reuse of scrap automobile metal, plastic, rubber and fabric, and (3) the 
establishment of test methods and procedures for reducing the amount of dioxin in exhaust fumes and to recycle 
filter dust containing dioxin.   
 
The results of the work of these governmental commissions for waste avoidance and recycling are accepted and 
honored by economists and scientists as well as by politicians and non-government groups such as 
environmental organizations, workers' unions and consumer unions. Working "together" instead of "against 
each other", the different interest groups can find solutions for questions and problems, and might well set the 
stage for other subject areas and for other regions. 
 
 
Source: Reinhard Schmalz, Ministry of Environment of Lower Saxony (Personal Communication) 
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(g) Strengthen Monitoring Systems and Adopt Better Environmental Indicators 
 
 Environmental programs are particularly effective when interventions are linked to 
results at both site-specific and broader scales. The degradation of Russia's ambient water 
and air monitoring systems in the 1990s not only affected Russian environmental 
management programs but impacted global monitoring systems as well. Our analysis of 
environmental trends in this report is based on a limited set of data (typically collected by 
State statistical agencies) with some uncertainty as to quality and consistency across the 
regions. Strengthening of Russia’s meteorological and river flow forecasting networks (a 
separate World Bank project) recognizes the importance of good base data, but more work is 
needed to strengthen monitoring systems and establish a solid set of indicators (inputs and 
outputs) for the full range of media concerns.   
 
 Key recommendations in this area include: 
 

• Increase the number and representativeness of ambient air quality and water quality 
monitoring stations across the Federation.   

 
• Consider the value of both fixed station and synoptic (variable location) approaches. 
 
• Bolster the stations with good laboratories; consider targeted outsourcing of services 

to private laboratories. 
 
• Enhance quality control programs (include laboratory accreditation) to ensure 

accurate, reliable and consistent data. 
 
• Increase the link between information management and decision-making. 
 
• Adopt indicators that are representative of Federation-wide conditions to track trends 

in the environment; both absolute and those linked to economic and other factors. 
Many countries have established indicators, with OECD's Working Group on 
Environmental Information and Outlook  taking the lead for that organization.1 

                                                   
1 The OECD defines an environmental indicator as a parameter or value derived from parameters, which 
points to, provides information about, or describes the state of a phenomenon/environment/area, with a 
significance extending beyond that directly associated with a parameter value.  Indicators serve to reduce 
the number of measurements and parameters that normally would be required to give an “exact” 
presentation of a situation; and they simplify the communication process by which the results of 
measurement are provided to the user. The OECD distinguishes between two categories of performance 
indicators: (1) those linked to quantitative objectives (targets, commitments) such as air emission trends 
relating to national or international targets and urban air quality relating to national standards; and (2) 
those linked to qualitative objectives (aims or goals) such as emissions per unit of GDP and intensity of 
the use of forest resources. 
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(h) Enhance Programs with Better Scientific and Policy Analyses 
 
 Russia is known for the excellence of its academic and scientific institutions.  Solid 
technical and policy analyses are needed to support costly environmental investments.  With 
a re-focus at the Federation level on developing sound policies and regulations, we see 
renewed interest in learning where a solid analytical base can help advance better regulatory 
programs.  Recommendations along these lines include: 
 

• Research programs on the environment should be linked to implementation needs.  
This includes carrying out scientific and economic studies to determine best available 
technologies by industrial category.  It also includes setting water and air quality 
standards that can be monitoring routinely and effectively by permit holders and in 
ambient conditions. 

 
• While many international environmental agencies have dedicated researchers on staff 

or in subordinate research institutes, independent research arms (comparable to the 
Russian National Academy of Sciences) can play critical roles in applied science.  
The credibility of such organizations can help resolve key policy questions which are 
based on scientific data and analyses. 

 
• To bolster scientific capabilities in the new environmental organizations, working 

agreements with other Ministries and agencies, and temporary staff reassignments can 
be very helpful. 

 
• Policy and planning support also requires growth in the fields of economics and 

institutional analysis. Expertise along these lines should be strengthened in 
environmental organizations in Russia. 

 
• Programs of study and exchanges of scientific, economic, and policy specialists from 

Russia to countries with more advanced environmental management programs should 
be encouraged. 
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Annex 3A  
 

Key Results from the June 17, 2004 Roundtable 
Committee on Ecology of the Russian Federation State Duma 

 
Annex 3A - Recommendations from the Legislative Roundtable 

(unofficial translation) 
 

STATE DUMA OF THE FEDERAL ASSEMBLY 
OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

Environmental Committee 
 

Recommendations of the Roundtable 
“On the Regulatory and Legal Framework for the Environmental Management, Forest 

and Water Resources” 
 

June 17, 2004 
 
Roundtable meeting participants recognize relevance of the overall administrative system 
reforms in the area of environmental management, forest and water resource utilization 
control, first of all, in the part pertaining to resolution of the legislative and regulatory issues 
to support environmental protection activities. 
 
A long-standing absence of a clearly stated environmental management concept 
corresponding to respective social and economic processes that have been unfolding over the 
last decade has weakened the role played by the state in this area and resulted in inefficiency 
of organizational and economic methods aimed at reducing technogenic pressure on the 
environment at the federal, regional and local government levels. Combining functions of 
control over negative environmental changes and utilization of natural resources under one 
federal regulatory body had a negative impact on environmental protection efficiency. 
 
Reestablishment of environmental management and natural resources protection bodies as a 
part of the ongoing administrative reform facilitates creation of a vertical management 
system in this area. Reorganization of ministries and agencies corresponds to the objective of 
ensuring independence and improving efficiency of the environmental management, natural 
resources utilization and legislative and regulatory compliance framework. 
 
At the same time, supervisory functions in the area of environmental management and 
natural resources protection are delegated directly to the Government of the Russian 
Federation. However, detailed administrative functions regarding authority distribution and 
management systems at various levels are just in the making and require additional 
legislative, regulatory and methodological support. 
 
Roundtable discussions prompt to make conclusions as set forth below. 
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The following legislative tasks should be accomplished on a priority basis: 
 

•  To develop an efficient economic mechanism for environmental protection, 
accounting, evaluation and distribution of a measured financial liability for 
environmental damage; 

 
•  To provide legislative incentives for introducing resource-saving and zero-

discharge technologies of environmentally friendly productive forces 
modernization in all areas of economic activities with a view to achieving a sharp 
reduction in indicators of natural resource utilization per a GDP unit; 

 
•  To ensure clear distribution of powers for implementing programs, conducting 

monitoring and supervision activities at federal, regional and local government 
levels. At the same time, subject to the environmental risk level and scale, control 
and supervision duties should be to some extent determined at regional and 
municipal levels as well; 

 
•  To create a mechanism for meaningful public participation in both addressing 

strategic environmental problems of sustainable development and in drafting 
licenses and permits and making assessments of particular local environmental 
conditions; 

 
•  To determine a legislative mechanism and procedures for overcoming 

environmental crises in certain territories, to set forth environmental crisis 
thresholds and to prevent environmental disasters; 

 
•  To confirm legislatively mandatory inclusion of environmental indicators in annual 

and mid-term Russian Federation development plans. 
 

Adoption of the Water Code, the Forest Code and a new version of the Law on Sub-soil Use 
will be essential for developing nature protection legislation and setting up a legislative 
framework for sustainable natural resources utilization. At the same time, it is appropriate 
that the indicated draft laws should be supplemented with a legislative system of 
technological regulations for excluding ambiguity and ensuring transparent application of 
various provisions under legislative acts in the nature protection area. Introducing a basin 
principle of managing control, monitoring an aquatic environment condition and functioning 
of basin councils seems to be the most relevant approach in the part pertaining to water use 
regulations. Draft Forest Code provisions regulating lease relations and ownership rights as 
well as procedures for transferring forests from one category to another attract particular 
attention of experts and public at large. Development of an efficient control mechanism 
thereto as regulated by the draft law requires major efforts. 
 
A nature protection side of subsoil use needs particular drafting of legislative provisions 
under license agreements, differentiating environmental protection rules applicable in the 
process of mining widely-spread and other useful minerals. In this part, it is necessary that 
federal and regional levels’ competence and liability should be clearly stated. 
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From the legal perspective, a problem of processing and reclamation of technogenic 
formations related to both subsoil use and other sectors of economic activities is also 
extremely pressing. This area requires particular attention of legislative bodies due to its 
underdevelopment and absence of a legislative and regulatory framework for regulating such 
consequences of economic activities. 
 
Roundtable discussion participants consider appropriate that issues concerning development 
of a legislative framework for environmental management and nature resources utilization as 
set forth in the Water Code, the Forest Code and the Law on Subsoil Use should be proposed 
for special Parliamentary hearings during the fall session of 2004.  
 

Complementary Recommendations: 
 

1. To support the provisions of the draft Water Code to involve the public in the 
decision making process and river basin management through the establishment of 
Basin Councils;  

 
2. To complement the draft Water Code with provisions regarding the dual role of 

leskhozes concerning separation of forest administration and forest management 
functions. 

 
To note that the draft Forest Code reviewed by the Government on 18 March, 2004 is 
based on the principles of Sustainable Forest Management, comprehensive use of 
forest resources, separation of forest administration and regulation functions from the 
forest management and supervision mandate.    

 
3. To highlight the need in responding to man-made impacts when developing and 

improving the issues relating to the use of mineral resources;  
 

4. The bottom line is the implementation of the administrative reform at the level of the 
constituent entities of the Russian Federation and local administrations. While the 
administration patterns at the federal level are clear and provide support at least to the 
regional administrations, the competence and institutional arrangements of the 
respective bodies under the Administrations of the constituent entities of the Russian 
Federation are vague. Even more vague are the control and supervisory functions of 
the local authorities.  

 
It appears that the Water and Forest Codes require additional provisions relating to 
the environmental mandate of the regional and local administrations. Today, these 
issues are only covered by the framework Law “On Environmental Protection” 
adopted by the last State Duma. 

 
5. This and many other substantative issues such as the operation of Basin Councils 

provided for in the Water Code should be treated under a new type of legislation such 
as Technical Regulation. Initiated by the Sanitary and Epidemiological Service, some 
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of such draft documents were discussed by the Committee for Ecology. Technical 
Regulations should cover such draft laws as “On Environmentally Affected 
Territories”, “On Pollution Charges”, “On Mandatory Ecological Insurance”, 
“National System of Forest Certification”. 

 
Detailed development of Technical Regulations is currently the most effective and 
visible way to reduce corruption capacity of the legislation framework. 

 
6. The Round Table participants have recognized the value of the World Bank study 

“Environmental Management in Russia: Next Steps” 
 

7. Following the analysis of the short-hand records of the Round Table proceedings, the 
text to be complemented with direct recommendations to the Government.  
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Annex 3B 
 

Letter from RF State Duma to the World Bank (unofficial translation) 
 

Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation 
State Duma 

Deputy of the Fourth State Duma (2004-2007) 
 
Mrs. Kristalina Georgieva     June 21, 2004 
Country Director and      АНК-196 
Resident Representative in Russia    ECCU1-N-2004-00320 
World Bank  
 
 
Dear Mrs. Georgieva, 
 
On June 17, 2004  a round table meeting “On the Regulatory and Legal Framework for the 
Environmental Management, Forest and Water Resources” took place at the State Duma. 
 
As part of this round table, there was a presentation of materials of the World Bank project 
“Assessment of the Status of Russia’s Systems for Environmental Management”.  The results 
of this study were one of the strong arguments in the discussion on strengths and weaknesses 
in the implementation of the administrative reform in the area of environmental governance 
and nature resources management.  In my opinion, the presentation on the Bank project and 
the discussion that followed were very constructive.  
 
At the same time, improving the regulatory and legal framework for environmental 
governance requires further investigations, discussions, and drafting of regulatory and 
legislative acts and of amendments to the existing acts so as to introduce modern governance 
methods.  
 
I deem it necessary to further develop collaboration with the World Bank in this area, 
including the establishment, as a next step, of a joint working group of experts under the 
Ecology Committee of the State Duma with involvement of World Bank experts. 
 
We are looking forward to fruitful cooperation. 

 
Sincerely yours, 
 
A. N. Kosarikov 
Deputy Chair 
Ecology Committee 

 


