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Disclaimer 

 

The document solely represents its authors’ views on the subject matter; views which have not been adopted or in 

any way approved by the European Commission and which should not be relied upon as a statement of the 

European Commission. The European Commission does not guarantee the accuracy of the data included in the 

report, nor does it accept responsibility for any use made thereof. 
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Introduction 

The first management planning cycle was closed in 2009-2010 with an official approval of the 

river basin district management plans in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. The whole river basin 

management planning process was implemented according to the provisions of the "Directive 

2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a framework for the 

Community action in the field of water policy", or, in short, the EU Water Framework Directive 

(or even shorter the WFD). 

During the planning process, an active involvement of all interested parties in the production, 

review and updating of the river basin management plans was one of the key principles. The 

provisions on public consultation and information are laid down by the WFD, thus EU Member 

States were obliged to carry out certain consultation measures. 

Now that the river basin management plans are in the implementation phase, it is the right 

time to reflect on the experiences concerning public participation gained during the planning 

process. This report presents an assessment of how effective the public participation was 

organised in selected transboundary river basin management districts shared between 

Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Russia. It is based on literature review and interviews held with 

key stakeholders who have organised the public participation process or been involved in it. 

Although the basins are different and the process related to public participation varied, the 

evaluation showed many similarities. Therefore, the conclusions and recommendations are 

formulated for the three Baltic States together. 

We hope that the developed recommendations will be considered for the second river basin 

management planning cycle. 
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1 Methodology 

In order to assess the effectiveness of transboundary river basin management with regard to 

public participation, a literature research was conducted. In particular, the adopted river basin 

district management plans and related documents published by the relevant authorities or 

other public sources were taken into account. The approach is based on the forms of the 

public participation described in the “Guidance on public participation in relation to the Water 

Framework Directive” (Guidance Document N. 8). Three forms of public participation are 

mentioned in the WFD: information supply, consultation and active involvement. According to 

the WFD, information supply and consultation are to be ensured, and active involvement 

should be encouraged. The review primarily focused on the requirements of the WFD. 

 

 

Figure 1. The forms of public participation (Guidance Document N. 8, Public Participation in 

relation to the Water Framework Directive, European Communities, 2003) 

 

However, the main assessment was elaborated based on interviews held with key persons 

who are either involved in the water policy development or active representatives of NGOs 

involved in the river basin management planning process through consultations or other forms 

of public participation. As the process included the involvement of many stakeholders as well 

as several river basins, the information compiled reflects national approaches and 

experiences. 

Due to time constrains, the interviews were performed in different ways: face-to face, in 

phone conversations or in written form. In total, 13 interviews were held in autumn 2011. 
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Table 1. Overview on performed interviews 

 Estonia Latvia Lithuania Russia 

National Authority 

in charge of water 

policy 

Ain Lääne, 

Estonian 

Environmental 

Information Centre 

 

Iveta Teibe,  

Water unit, 

Ministry of the 

Environment 

Mindaugas 

Gudas, Head of 

Environment 

Status 

Assessment 

Department, 

Environmental 

Protection Agency 

 

River basin 

management 

planning  

Milvi Aun, 

Regional 

Environmental 

Board  

Madis Metsur,  

MAVES, ltd. 

Katerina Paltina 

Environment, 

Geology and 

Meteorology 

Centre 

 Kazmina Marina 

Viktorovna, Deputy 

Head of the Neva-

Ladoga Water 

Basin 

Administration  

Sergey Morgach, 

project institute 

“ENKO” 

NGOs  Elita Kalnina,  

Environmental 

Protection Club 

 

Bruno Otarsons 

Daugavas 

Savienība 

(Daugava 

Coalition) 

Goda Gudienė, 

Environmental 

expert, Baltic 

Environmental 

Forum 

 

 

Water experts   

 

 

 

 

 

 Malihina Loubov, 

director of FGU 

“Pscovvodhos”,  

Sbeitan 

Irina,specialist of 

water quality 

department of FGU 

“Pscovvodhoz” 
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2 Study area  

The EC Water Framework Directive sets different principles and tasks, one of them being that 

waters shall be managed based on natural boundaries of the river catchments. For 

administrative purposes, river basins are assigned to individual river basin districts which 

might consist of joint smaller neighbouring basins. A river basin covering the territory of more 

than one Member State is assigned to an international river basin district. 

All three Baltic States have international river basins covering either the territory of different 

Baltic States, or of Baltic and other EU states respectively non-EU neighbouring countries.  

Table 2. Overview on the international river basin districts in the Baltic States (km
2
) 

River Estonia Latvia Lithuania Poland Russia Belarus 

Gauja/Koiva 1 330 13 050     

Peipsi/Chudskoe (a part 

of East Estonian Basin)  

11 990 

(district 

+ lake)  

   1 985 

(lake) 

 

Venta  15625     

Lielupe  8 849 8938    

Daugava/Zapadnaja 

Dvina 

 27 062 1721  27536 32700 

Nemunas   47814    

 

Figure 2. Map of river basin districts 
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3 Results 

3.1 Preparation of River Basin Management Plans 

3.1.1 Public Participation Strategy  

According to Article 14 of the Water Framework Directive, the consultation process shall 

include two main activities – the publication and commenting of the following documents in 

the given time frame: 

(a) a timetable and work programme for the production of the plan, including a statement 

of the consultation measures to be taken (by end of 2006); 

(b) an interim overview on the significant water management issues identified in the river 

basin (by end of 2007); 

(c) draft copies of the river basin management plan (by end of 2008). 

The Member States shall allow at least six months to comment in writing on these documents 

in order to allow active involvement and consultation. The same requirements also apply for 

the second planning cycle 2009-2015. The statement of the consultation measures, for 

example, shall be available by the end of the 2012. 

The public participation strategy is a planning document which helps organizing the 

involvement of all stakeholders in the production, review and update of the river basin 

management plans.  The strategy is a voluntary tool. None of the Baltic States has adopted 

such a strategy as separate document so far. For the second river basin planning procedure 

Estonia has elaborated the “Public involvement action plan”, which will be concerted in March.  

All relevant documents have been published on the following web-sites: 

 Latvia: www.lvgmc.lv  (also www.meteo.lv) and the news section of the homepage of the 

Latvian Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development  (former Ministry 

of the Environment) (www.varam.gov.lv)  

 Estonia: the homepage of the Ministry of the Environment (www.envir.ee/vmk) and a 

separate page on the homepage of the Environmental Board about river basins, sub-

river basins and public participation (www.keskkonnaamet.ee/vesikonnad).  

 Lithuania: the homepage of the Lithuanian Environmental Protection Agency with the 

subsection “Water” (https://gamta.lt); webpage for public information on RBMPs while 

being in preparation (www.upiubaseinai.lt). 
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 In Russia, the Water Code (adopted on 03.06.2006) also introduced the water basin 

approach requiring the development of the so-called schemes of complex use and 

protection of water bodies. The detailed procedure was laid down in the Government 

Decree of the Russian Federation on 30.12.2006 № 883 “On the order of development, 

approval and implementation of schemes of complex use and protection of water bodies, 

making amendments in these schemes”. According to the Decree of the Federal Agency 

on Water Resources (on 13.12.2007 № 251), the schemes have to be finalized till 2015. 

Information on the Narva river basin/Peipsi and part of the information on the Zapadnaja 

Dvina/ Daugava is published on the web-site of the Neva-Ladoga Basin Water Authority 

(www.nord-west-water.ru). The Moscow-Oka Basin Water Authority (in Tverskaya, 

Smolenskaya oblast) publishes information on the Zapadnaja Dvina/Daugava (www.m-

obvu.ru). 

In accordance with the Federal Law № 59, all interested persons can send a request via 

the website of the Federal Agency of Water Resources 

(http://voda.mnr.gov.ru/part/?pid=1168).  

3.1.1.1 Advisory Boards  

The (national) river basin authorities have recognized the importance of an early stage 

engagement of stakeholders. To coordinate and harmonize the interests of government, 

municipalities, NGOs as well as of business and other interest groups, coordination 

groups/councils/boards have been set up either at river basin or national river basin level. The 

three Baltic States have taken different approaches in the first planning cycle:  

In Latvia, the River Basin District Coordination Committee (RBCC) was established for each 

basin to ensure that the river basin management plans are reviewed during the planning 

process and that public interests are respected. The RBCC shall issue its statement and 

recommendations for the further approval of the draft river basin management plan. The 

structure of the RBCC is defined by governmental regulations and the members are approved 

by the decree of the Minister of Environmental Protection and Regional Development.  The 

first composition of the RBCC was approved in 2006 and worked for three years. The RBCC 

met at least once in half a year.  The new composition was set up in May 2010 and shall work 

for six years which is equal to the whole planning period. The Latvian Environment, Geology 

and Meteorology Centre (former Agency) is in charge of representing the secretariat of the 

RBCC. 

In Lithuania, coordination councils were formed in 2005 to ensure the coordination and 

cooperation between different institutions for each river basin district. Although the council's 

decisions are only of an advisory nature, they enable the Environmental Protection Agency to 

anticipate potential conflicts of interest and to avoid inappropriate solutions.  
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The council is composed of the Ministry of the Environment, the Ministry of Health, the 

Ministry of Economy, the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the Ministry of Agriculture, the 

Environmental Protection Agency, the State Environmental Protection Inspectorate, the 

Lithuanian Geological Survey under the Ministry of Environment, the Marine Research 

Centre, the State Price and Energy Control, the regional environmental protection 

departments, and municipal and county representatives. Non-governmental organisations are 

represented by organisations such as fishery associations, the Geological Association, the 

Lithuanian Confederation of Industrialists, the Business, Industry and Handicrafts Association, 

the Lithuanian Water Suppliers Association, the Chamber of Agriculture of Lithuania, the 

Lithuanian Green Movement, the Lithuanian Environmental NGO’s Coalition, the Coalition of 

the Lithuanian Land Reclamation Association, the Lithuanian Union of Engineers, the 

Lithuanian Academy of Sciences and the Board of Water issues.  

The composition and regulation of the councils are approved by regulation. The Nemunas 

river basin coordination council has 50, that of the Lielupe 30, that of the Daugava 31 and that 

of the Venta 31 members. 

In Estonia, coordinating working groups were set for each river basin district separately (3 

working groups) with the aim to assure the implementation and update of the water 

management plans. This was done only since 2010. The structure of the working groups was 

set by the regulation of the Environmental Board from 20 October 2010 in which the members 

and alternate members for each working group are named. The membership in the working 

groups is for an unlimited period of time and meetings are held at least once a year. Both the 

East and the West Estonian river basin working groups consist of 30 members. The Koiva 

river basin working group consists of 13 members. In table 3, the composition of the East 

Estonian river basin working group is shown. Also before 2010, the working groups existed 

but they were set up for each sub-river basin when each sub-river basin management plan 

was drafted and the interests of stakeholders needed to be reconciled.  

In Russia, water basin councils were established by the Government Resolution № 727 "On 

the order of the establishment and operation of basin councils" (30 November 2006). The 

structure of the coordination committees for the basin council of the Baltic basin district was 

laid down by the Order № 31 of the Federal Agency for Water Resources on 20 February 

2009. The committees provide recommendations regarding the draft schemes. 

Table 3. Structure of the coordination committees/advisory boards/basin councils 

 Estonia Latvia Lithuania Russia 

Governmental 
Ministries 

15 
representatives 
(i.e. Ministry of 
Environment, 
Ministry of Social 
Affairs, 
Environmental 
Board (2 

6 representatives 
(Ministry of 
Economy; Health; 
Agriculture; and 3 
persons from the 
Ministry of 
Environmental 
Protection and 

- Dauguva: 19,  
- Lielupe: 16,  

- Nemunas: 20, 
- Lielupe: 14 
(Ministry of the 
Environment, 
Ministry of Health,  

Federal Water 
Resources Agency 
(6 pers.), Federal 
Agency for Subsoil 
Use (1 pers.),  
Federal Service for 
Supervision of 
Natural Resources 
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persons), 
Agricultural Board 
(6 persons), 
Health Board (2 
persons), 
Estonian 
Environment 
Information 
Centre, 
Environmental 
Inspectorate, 
Environmental 
Investment 
Centre) 

Regional 
Development) 

Ministry of 
Economy, Ministry 
of Internal Affairs, 
Ministry of 
Agriculture, 
Environmental 
Protection Agency, 
State 
Environmental 
Protection 
Inspectorate, the 
Lithuanian 
Geological Survey 
under the Ministry 
of Environment, 
Marine Research 
Centre, the State 
Price and Energy 
Control, the 
regional 
environmental 
protection 
departments) 

(4 pers.), 
Federal Service for 
Hydrometeorology 
and Environmental 
Monitoring (4 
pers.), Federal 
Service for 
Ecological, 
Technological and 
Nuclear 
Supervision (2 
pers.), 
Federal Agency of 
Maritime and River 
Transport (3 pers.), 
Federal Agency for 
Fisheries (2 pers.), 
Russian Ministry of 
Energy (4 pers.), 
Federal Service for 
Transport 
Supervision (1), 
Federal Service for 
Veterinary and 
Phytosanitary (1 
pers.) 

Municipalities 11 
representatives 
from different 
municipalities of 
the region 

6 municipalities 
delegated by the 
planning region 

- Dauguva: 4,  
- Lielupe: 5,  

- Nemunas: 20, 
- Lielupe: 8 
 

Government 
authorities of the 
Russian 
Federation and 
local government 
(Pskov Oblast, 
Novgorod Oblast, 
Leningrad Oblast, 
St. Petersburg) (4) 

NGOs 1 organisation  6 organisations - Dauguva: 3,  

- Lielupe: 4,  
- Nemunas:5, 
- Lielupe: 4 
-  

Public 
associations/NGOs 
(3) 

Companies 3 companies 
(Eesti Energia; 
Nordkalk; Maves 
– consultation 
company) 

 - Dauguva: 5,  
- Lielupe: 5,  

- Nemunas:5, 
- Lielupe: 5 
(water, energy 
supply companies, 
Confederation of 
Industrialists)  

representatives of 
water users (8) 

Total number 
of persons 

30 max.  18 30 - 50 43 

 

In Latvia and Estonia, scientific institutions are not a part of the coordination committees. In 

Lithuania, scientific organisations are dealt jointly with NGOs. 

3.1.1.2 Identification of Stakeholders 

The stakeholders who needed to be informed or consulted in the public participation process 

were identified by the responsible authorities. The lists were based on the work of previous 

projects or on the collaboration practice in the countries. 
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Table 4. List of the stakeholder groups involved in the stakeholder process in Baltic States 

Target group Informed Educated/trai
ned 

Consulted on 
measures 

Other ways 

 LV LT EE LV LT EE LV LT EE LV LT EE 

Municipal specialists X X X X X X   X    

Municipal policy makers 
(deputies) 

X X X X X X X X X    

Specialists from water 
management 
companies 

X/
- 

X X X/- X   X     

Local inhabitants X X X  X*        

Local land owners X X X X         

Local farmers  X X  X*        

Local entrepreneurs  X X          

Journalists  X X          

Youth X X X          

Local NGOs X X X X X  X X X    

National NGOs X X X X   X      

Scientists  X X X  X    X   

Fishermen and anglers 
associations  

X   X   X      

Small Hydro Power 
Plants/Association 

X X           

Regional Environmental 
Protection Departments 
(REPDs)  

X   X X  X X     

X* - they could come but the attendance was very low. 

In Latvia, municipal specialists, policy-makers, and specialists from water management 

companies were treated as one group – municipalities. The most important representatives 

from this group where the decision-makers. Local land owners and farmers were also 

regarded as one group, as local land owners usually belong also to the group of farmers. 

Local entrepreneurs were not considered as an important interest group. Journalists received 

information for publishing about the processes of developing plans but they were not 

considered as an interest group as such.  

In Estonia, public involvement can be divided into three periods. During the years 2002-2005, 

the project on the Viru-Peipsi Catchment Area Management Plan organised several events of 

different character and for different target groups (general informative events for the general 

public and municipalities, sampling trainings). The most involved target group were water 
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management specialists from local governments. Although information about the topic was 

published (booklet, articles in local newspapers etc.) the participation of local inhabitants in 

the meetings was not very high. The same pattern applied to the second period (2006-2007) 

when the Peipsi sub-river basin plan was made publicly available for commenting. For the 

third period, which was based on the East Estonian river basin, the Peipsi sub-river basin was 

treated as just one part so no specifically Peipsi related stakeholder groups were defined. 

However, the aim was to involve county governments, local governments, inhabitants and 

other stakeholders in the preparation of the management plan.  

3.1.2  Public Consultation Process 

In the three Baltic States, the communication towards the public regarding the development of 

river basin management plans was undertaken in the traditional way of policy development 

processes. The tools used included electronic means (e-mails, web-sites
1
, phone calls), 

meetings and discussion rounds, and printed material like leaflets or publications. NGOs 

served as mediators and played an important role in spreading the information about river 

basin management. Additionally, information was provided to interest groups with the help of 

different projects.  

The first experiences on public consultation processes were gained in the frame of different 

international projects which helped to set up planning approaches and drafted the first river 

basin management plans for single river basins. In Latvia, for example, management plans 

were elaborated for the river Daugava (funding by the Swedish Environmental Protection 

Agency, 2000-2004), for the Viru-Peipsi catchment area (LIFE-Environment project, 2002-

2005) and the Salaca river basin (ISPA funding, 2004-2006). 

The most intensive consultation was organised on the draft river 

basin management plans. In Latvia, a special project was 

launched to organize a set of events targeted to either specific 

stakeholder groups or to all interested parties. The Baltic 

Environmental Forum Latvia was contracted to carry out the 

meetings and develop a questionnaire as well as a leaflet on 

measures for better water management. A special logo was 

designed during the consultation on the draft river basin 

management plan which is now used as logo for river basin 

management in Latvia. 

In Estonia, the approach was slightly different. The river basin district management plans 

were developed on the basis of the information on and processes within the sub-river basin 

management planning process which was organised first. The Peipsi sub-basin management 

                                                      

1  In Estonia the portal for public commenting of documents was used: www.osale.ee 
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plan, for example, was developed in 2006-2008. The management plan itself was based on 

the materials developed in the frame of the project Viru-Peipsi Catchment Area Management 

Plan with an intensive stakeholder involvement process during the years 2002-2005 

(seminars, trainings, information material). It was followed by the consultations on the draft 

East Estonia river basin district (Peipsi, Viru and Võrtsjärve subbasins) management plan in 

2009-2010. As result, people had a longer period to learn about the river basin management 

process.  

In Lithuania, two mechanisms were used to involve the public into the planning process: 

information and consultation. In order to inform the public, a website and a movie were 

developed, information conferences organised, a radio broadcasting transmitted, and 

newsletters, articles in the regional press and an information publication disseminated. The 

consulting involved meetings with various stakeholder groups, meetings of the RBD 

coordinating council and consultations using interactive maps. The Lithuanian Environmental 

Protection Agency signed a cooperation agreement with six active NGOs working in the water 

area nominating them as Water Info Centres. Action plans for 2006-2015 were developed.  

In Russia, the river basin management schemes will be assessed by the procedure of 

environmental expertise. Within this process, the public gets the occasion to comment the 

schemes. It is planned that the draft scheme for the Narva basin will be available for 

comments at the beginning of 2012. One month before the hearings by the Neva-Ladoga 

Basin Water Authority
2
 information on public hearings will be available. 

3.1.2.1 Public Hearings 

Based on the identified stakeholder lists, invitations were sent out either by e-mail, fax or post.  

Press releases were published on the web pages of the ministries and sent before each event 

to the media. 

 
Table 5. Overview on stakeholder participation (number of participants in the events) 

 

 Lielupe 
(LV) 

Daugava Lielupe 
(LT) 

Peipsi (East Estonia 
RBMP) 

Date of events 10.03.2009  07.05.2009  25.03.2009 Oct-Nov, 
2009 

Municipalities 17 12  7 27 

Forestry/ farmers/ 
enterprises 

3 3  14 25 

NGOs 3 6  2 3 

Environmental/ state 
institutions 

5 12  19 30 

                                                      

2  See www.nord-west-water.ru 
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Others (inhabitants, 
universities, journalists, 
etc.) 

12 17  5 8 

Total  40 50 97 47 93 

 

In Latvia, the events were structured as follows: first, the draft river basin management plans 

were presented in the plenary, then the detailed sets of measures, e.g. measures for 

agriculture, or measures for sewage treatment, were discussed in working groups. Two target 

group specific national discussion forums were organised: one for NGOs on all river basin 

management plans (20.03.2009; 25 participants) and one for scientists doing research on 

climate change (22.05.2009; 23 participants).  

The most debated issues were hydro power plants on rivers and cyprinid and salmon rivers. 

The stakeholders discussed the effectiveness of protection (buffer) belts along the rivers and 

reviewed the available financial means. Against the background of the financial crises and 

existing constraints the audience was rather pessimistic about the possibility to implement 

any supplementary measures.  

In Estonia, one public hearing on the East Estonia river basin management district was 

organised in March 2009 (47 participants) and nine events were hold in October and 

November 2009 (in county centres, 6-16 participants per event, it total 93). Additionally, the 

public had the possibility to comment by email as well as at Environmental Boards where the 

management plan was available for commenting (special questionnaire). Similarly to Latvia, 

specific comments were mainly received on the salmon rivers, dams and financial issues.  

In Lithuania, in October 2006, the Lithuanian Environmental Protection Agency developed a 

consultation schedule on river basin management plan preparation for the public as well as 

for river basin district coordinating councils in order to introduce the activities envisaged in the 

field of water management and to engage the public in water management planning. Public 

commenting was possible during the period of six months.  

At the end of 2007, the significant issues for the water bodies were presented for each RBD. 

In 2008, the project of Nemunas RBD management plan and the programme of measures 

were presented for public commenting. Due to delays in purchasing procedures, the 

preparation of the Lielupe, Venta and the Daugava RBD management plans and the 

programmes of measures were started to be developed only in 2008.  

The most debated issues in Lithuania were the monitoring of water bodies and the related 

evaluation of the pollution control results. There was dissatisfaction that the fines for 

noncompliance with the rules on protection belts along the rivers and lakes are too low for a 

successful enforcement.  
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3.1.2.2 Information Materials 

Various information materials in form of leaflets, brochures or booklets were prepared during 

the first river basin management planning period. Initially, the brochures focused on the 

explanation of the Water Framework Directive – its objectives, principles, tasks and time 

schedule. Additionally, the publications also aimed to explain the role of society and NGOs in 

the river basin management, thus to increase awareness on the importance of water 

management and on the need to achieve good status of waters. All these publications were 

prepared either by authorities (national or river basin) or NGOs active in water management.  

During the public consultation process, additional materials were developed. Different 

information materials were also elaborated in the frame of projects implemented by different 

stakeholders.  

In Latvia, a special leaflet was elaborated to show the status of the river basins and to 

explain what measures can be taken to improve the water quality by 2015. Due to shortage of 

resource, target group specific information or materials were not produced.   

In Estonia, similar leaflets to those in Latvia were produced for each river basin district
3
. 

Additionally, a booklet entitled “Assessment of the State of Surface Water Bodies and Ground 

Water” was elaborated in the frame of the Viru-Peipsi Catchment Area Management Plan 

project in 2004. In the frame of this project also a documentary with the title “Kahekõne 

veega” (“Dialog with water”) was prepared and is still used as background material in lectures 

by some universities. During the whole process started in 2002, the topic has been covered in 

local newspapers and environmental magazines, which reported about new developments.  

In Lithuania, a special website was created to provide information about the river basin 

management plans and the programmes of measures being developed
4
. The information was 

regularly updated and by means of electronic newsletters sent to different social groups, such 

as various institutes, coordination councils, ministries, schools, NGOs, regional environmental 

protection departments, municipalities, owners of certified ecological farms, universities, and 

water suppliers. Short versions of the RBMPs were prepared in simple and understandable 

language for the wider public. Also, an interactive map that shows the ecological status of 

water bodies was developed
5
. 

Electronic newsletters containing information on the progress of the development of 

management plans and the planned measures were regularly sent by email to interested 

persons offering the possibility to comment and make suggestions.  

                                                      

3  For the East Estonian river basin the leaflet please see:  
 http://www.keskkonnaamet.ee/vesikonnad/static/files/198.Ida-

Eesti%20veemajanduskava_trykis.pdf  
4  See www.upiubaseinai.lt 
5  See http://gis.gamta.lt/baseinuvaldymas/ 
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A number of information conferences were organised to introduce the draft RBMP and the 

programme of measures. Always present as participants of these conferences was the 

Environmental Protection Agency  which in this way became more visible for the public.  

Meetings with coordination councils were arranged in all river basin districts to discuss the 

draft RBD management plans and programmes of measures. Such meetings were held in 

Vilnius, Panevėžys, Pasvalys, Telšiai and Ignalina. Information about the meetings and their 

results was provided to the population by electronic newsletters and the regional press. 

The main objective of meetings with individual target groups was to inform the target 

groups about measures foreseen in the RBD management plans and to receive feedback on 

this issue, i.e. comments, apprehensions and suggestions to be forwarded to a responsible 

institution and reasonably taken into account. 

An information campaign was held in 2007 during the World Water Day where the 

Nemunas RBMP, pollution hot spots and other relevant information was disseminated in six 

cities. The main focus of the event which attracted public and media was the information 

bus with a mobile exhibition. In the bus, a film was shown and a booklet on water issues 

disseminated. Representatives of the REPDs responded to questions of the public and were 

interviewed by national and regional newspapers, radio and TV broadcasts. 

A video film was made to visually inform the public about the 

management plans and the programmes of measures which will 

have to be implemented by the whole population. The film was 

distributed during seminars and via mail.  

The information publication “Rivers and Me” (see picture) is a 

small-sized full colour publication with high design, which was 

prepared to present the measures for the improvement of the status 

of water bodies specifically to the general public in an 

understandable manner. 

 

3.1.3 Evaluation of the Public Participation 

Taking into account that the river basin management plans were prepared for the first time 

without any previous experience with such comprehensive planning procedures, the 

interviewed persons evaluated the achieved results as positive. Although the process started 

slowly and was based on experiences and contributions of different projects and pilot cases, 

the final consultations were intense. When starting the public participation process, it became 

more obvious, which stakeholders are interested in these processes of river basin 

management planning and need to be involved. 

NGOs played an important role within this process. However, the resources from NGOs could 

have been used in a more efficient way and the responsible authorities could have been more 

active in this field at the very beginning of the process of public information and involvement.  
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It turned out that the most effective tool for informing the society were the seminars as well as 

the face-to-face meetings with representatives from municipalities, who at a later date were 

able to provide further information to their inhabitants.  

Also the discussion forums, organised by the Latvian Environment, Geology and Meteorology 

Agency and the NGO Baltic Environmental Forum were evaluated as a very successful mean 

for informing and involving the society. 

It was stated by the interviewed persons that municipalities are a very important interest 

group within the river basin management process. A mistake in the previous period was that 

the municipal representatives who were supposed to take part in the meetings of the RBCC 

were nominated. It would be more effective, if the RBCC meetings were attended by persons 

who have a deeper understanding of environmental issues.  

Additionally, it can be mentioned that in 2007 in the Daugava river basin territory 576 persons 

were asked whether they had received any information on the RBMP, from where they 

received this information and if they were willing to receive such information. 37,9% of the 

surveyed persons answered  they had not received any information before, 20% stated they 

had received information from mass media, municipalities and other private persons. Internet 

as source of information was used only by 3,5% of the interviewed persons.  

The majority of the interviewed people would like to receive additional information on RBMPs.  

The preferred source of information was the local press (86,3%), followed by TV (79,5%) and 

internet (60,1%). 27,9 % of the respondents would be willing to participate in public hearings 

close to their place of residence. 

In Estonia, already the Viru-Peipsi Catchment Area Management Plan project showed clearly 

the effectiveness of public participation events. The most active participants were municipal 

specialists while the engagement of local inhabitants was rather low. This might be explained 

by the fact that environmental issues were not the most burning ones in the region in that 

period. It was predicted that the interest from the inhabitants’ side would be higher when 

economic analyses and the plan of measures would be made available as these impact 

directly the price and quality of water.   

Similar patterns resulted also from the public participation process of the Peipsi sub-river 

basin management plan.  

The participation of companies in the public participation process was much higher in the 

development of the East Estonian river basin management plan. However, it should be kept in 

mind that in this case the whole river basin was made subject of discussion while  the Peipsi 

sub-river basin is just one part of it.  

In Lithuania, it seems that the society is poorly informed about RBMPs. There is a lack of 

attention on this issue in rural communities. In particular, farmers lack information regarding 
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potential damages they might cause to aquatic ecosystems. Direct meetings with the locals 

were among the most effective ways to inform the public. 

3.1.4 Transboundary Cooperation 

During the first river basin management cycle there was no cooperation between countries on 

the preparation and reconciliation of the joint river basin management plans. The national 

authorities were mostly busy with organising national processes in the given time as the work 

load was high and human and financial resources limited. Therefore, the activities of the 

authorities were limited to information exchange on procedures, principles, criteria and on the 

status of the rivers, while real reconciliation and collaboration was postponed to the next 

period. During the public consultation process on the river basin management plans, several 

meetings were held between Latvia and Lithuania and one between Latvia and Estonia. 

There were no consultations with non-EU neighbouring countries.  

Language turned out to be one of the main obstacles in getting an overview on the process in 

other countries. All documents have been published in national languages, making it difficult 

for people from other countries to understand them.  

Nevertheless, with the help of different cross-border projects on water management issues, 

cooperation and information exchange became possible for different stakeholders. These 

projects also supported the increasing cooperation between different specific target groups 

dealing with different water management issues (e.g., the integration of water management in 

spatial planning, the development of the public participation manual or handbooks).  

 

Table 6. List of cross-border projects in the Baltic States that included stakeholder 

involvement or public participation (2005-2009) 

 Title of the project Implementation 

period 

River basin 

1.  Water quality improvement measures within 

cross-border Lielupe river basin management 

(Norway grant) 

2009-2010 Lielupe 

2.  TRABANT: Transnational River Basin Districts on 

the Eastern Side of the Baltic Sea Network 

(INTERREG IIIB) 

2005-2007 Daugava 

Nemunas 

Lake Peipsi  

3.  INAWARE: Cross-border cooperation on 

integrated nature and water resource 

management between Bauska and Biržai districts 

(INTERREG IIIA) 

2006-2007 Lielupe 

4.  ENMAR – European network of municipalities and 

rivers 

2005-2007 Gauja 
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5.  WATERSKETCH – sustainable strategies for 

River Basin Management 

2004-2007 Minija River  

6.  Latvian-Swedish cooperation project on 

Development of Daugava river basin management 

plan 

2002-2004 Daugava 

7.  Improved regional development and CBC in the 

Estonian-Russian border region through partial 

implementation of Lake Peipsi Management 

Programme 

2007-2009 Lake Peipsi 

3.2 Implementation of River Basin Management Plans   

3.2.1 Involvement of Interest Groups/ Stakeholders 

In Latvia, after the approval of river basin management plans, the work with stakeholders 

takes place mainly via the established river basin coordination committees. This means, 

working with smaller groups of stakeholder representatives. The work is coordinated by the 

Latvian Environment, Geology and Meteorology Centre, which has nominated a coordinator 

for public participation issues.  

During the last meetings of the RBCC, the following issues were addressed: bathing areas 

and water quality, fish resources and new river drainage activities. The agenda of the 

meetings is based on the proposals of the Board members as well as on the report on the 

status quo with regard to different aspects of the river basin management. 

The practical work regarding the implementation of  river basin management plans is related 

to the advocating for financial means related to the reduction of the pollution (establishment of 

waste water treatment plans and connecting households to the centralized sewage system). 

Here, the authorities work closely together with municipalities being in charge of the 

organisation of such services in their area. 

Another aspect of the work programme is to prevent emerging new pressures such as the 

establishment of small hydropower plants, draining of re-naturalised rivers as well as avoiding 

the increase of diffuse source pollution from agricultural sources. The authorities and NGOs 

are working jointly on the improvement of the permitting and supervision procedures.  

At the moment, there are no special educational activities performed to increase the skills of 

different stakeholders in river basin management. However, the responsible authority gives 

advice and provides information to persons interested in water related information.  

Currently, there is no new information generated and no consultations with stakeholders are 

carried out. The next stakeholder consultations will be held in December 2012, as the report 

on the efficiency of measures shall be prepared.  Therefore, information on measures taken 

by stakeholders additionally on their own initiatives is not available.  
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In Estonia, similarly to Latvia, the work is carried out at basin district level, e.g. in the East 

Estonian river basin district. To coordinate the activities, a working group consisting of thirty 

persons, e.g. representatives from different ministries, inspection, municipality unions and 

bigger companies (i.e. Eesti Energia) has been established. Up to now, this working group 

has met annually (November 2010 and 2011). The recent discussion topics were the action 

plan for implementing the programme of measures in river basins and the introduction of the 

management plan for land improvement systems.  

An important player in the water management in the Peipsi catchment area is the Peipsi 

Center for Transboundary Cooperation which implements regional and local activities. Their 

regular activities include summer schools, the Peipsi Forum, roundtables, study tours, 

publications and information lists to promote cooperation between different stakeholder 

groups. 

3.2.2 Evaluation of the Involvement of Interest Groups 

During the interviews, it was stated that the financial constraints of the governmental budgets 

do not allow increasing the work with stakeholders. It became clear that local stakeholders 

appreciate if authorities visit them and explain the river basin management and the foreseen 

measures at their premises. However, the authorities do not have sufficient resources to 

respond to each invitation. 

If more financial resources were available, more efforts would be undertaken to better involve 

and inform the stakeholders. In particular, more stakeholder visits by representatives of the 

responsible authority would be conducted.  

Furthermore, the interviewed persons were of the opinion that different advisory groups or 

committees are a very good mechanism to get direct feedback from actors outside the 

environmental sector. However, the present work is rather centralized and in order to reach a 

higher involvement it would be necessary that each river basin has its own representation in 

the territory of the respective basin. In this way, local inhabitants could more easily be 

involved.  

It would be important to treat the local inhabitants as an important target group by informing 

them and involving them in the implementation of the RBMPs. In this way, the efficiency of 

implementing the RBMPs would be higher. Therefor it is necessary to explain the purpose of 

RBMP to the general public in an easy understandable language and show the connection of 

it to the joint work.  

3.2.3 Transboundary Cooperation 

The adopted river basin management plans show that there is a need for closer cooperation 

between the different authorities in order to harmonize the quality classification and the 

respective assessment on the status of waters. Otherwise, different quality statuses are 
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attributed to one river on the different sides of national borders. This is in particular the case 

regarding the rivers with territory in both Latvia and Lithuania.  

The trilateral agreement on the usage and protection of Daugava/ Zapadnaja Dvina basin 

water resources between Latvia, Belarus and Russia is not signed yet, therefore the 

cooperation is not organised.  

A better situation can be noted for the cooperation between Estonia and Russia. Three 

bilateral agreements concerning water use and the protection in the Lake Peipsi region have 

been made: 

1. Agreement on the Conservation and Use of Fish Resources in lake Peipsi, Lake 

Lämmijärv and Lake Pihkva (1994),  

2. Agreement on Environmental Protection (1996) 

3. Agreement on the Protection and Sustainable Use of Transboundary Watercourses 

(1997).  

The Joint Commission meets regularly and addresses the following issues: 

 Elaboration and implementation of water management and water protection 

programmes, 

 Analysis and assessment of the situation, 

 Inventory of water pollution sources, 

 Exchange on information and ensuring public participation. 

The cooperation efforts between Estonia and Russia have resulted in a common 

understanding of problems and a discussion of common targets. In the past years, a 

systematic exchange of information on the situation in water management and water quality 

has been organised and joint monitoring on Lake Peipsi and the Narva reservoir based on an 

agreed monitoring programme has been performed. The cooperation resulted in the water 

management plans elaborated on both sides of the border. 

Due to ERDF cross-border cooperation programmes it is possible to implement also 

cooperation projects in the water sector. This possibility is used by municipalities and NGOs 

in particular for the implementation of small scale projects responding to local needs. 

It would be good if environmental specialists of the different countries could meet in order to 

agree on common development of plans, planning, measures and financing. Then also 

information on the involvement of inhabitants, the collaboration with farmers, and performed 

explanatory/ education activities could be exchanged. 
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4 Conclusions and Recommendations  

Although the process of public participation has been organised in different ways in the three 

Baltic States, the drawn conclusions are similar. Therefore, the recommendations developed 

are relevant for all three countries. 

Regarding information supply: 

1. If information on the general principals of the Water Framework Directive is available, 

target group specific information containing practical advices on what to do in order to 

improve the situation are missing.  

2. The first report on “Pressure and impact assessment on water resources” could be 

prepared in several versions in order to make it more understandable for different target 

groups. For example, an interim overview on the significant water management issues 

identified in the river basins should be prepared in a more attractive way. 

3. The scarce monitoring data is one of the drawbacks in the public participation process. 

During the first planning, part of the assessment of the situation was based on expert 

judgement as factual data were missing. This should be avoided in future. However, the 

limited funding for monitoring in the last years does not give a reason for optimism in this 

respect.  

Regarding consultation: 

4. The experience shows that citizens and inhabitants are rather passive in commenting or 

consulting on the river basin management plans. Just a few NGOs have been following 

the process and made contributions. Therefore, it is recommendable to search for new 

tools and to present information in different ways in order to increase the involvement of 

general public. 

5. The involvement of the society would increase, if practical activities for the local society 

would be organised, and if the public hearings were located close to their residence. For 

this purpose appropriate funding shall be allocated as well. The debates shall be less 

general and instead of treating the whole river basin district, discussions of individual 

water bodies shall be promoted more. 

6. It has been noticed that the involvement of municipalities is an important aspect of better 

water management planning. Also in the next period, the focus of discussion shall be 

local views on the water quality of the water bodies located in the respective territory, as 

well as measures, expenses, sources of finances and deadlines for receiving the 

planned water quality.  
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7. Special attention shall be paid also to the representatives of water users which are 

directly influenced by the measures, e.g., the water suppliers and the entrepreneurs 

using the water as the basis for their business. 

8. The advisory boards would work more effective if at the beginning of a work period of a 

newly composed Board the members would have trainings explaining the Water 

Framework Directive, the national legislation, the requirements of RBMPs, the 

programme of measures and possibilities for its implementation. Otherwise it is difficult to 

produce constructive proposals or develop critics. 
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Annex: Questionnaire Template 

Questionnaire template for the interviews with stakeholders 
 
 
 
Country: ......................................................... 
 

 
 
I. Preparation of ......................................... RBMPs (2006 – 2009) 

 

1. Involved interest groups/ stakeholders 

1.1. Was a specific public participation strategy/ approach developed and 

implemented to involve the stakeholders in the preparation of the RBMP?  

If yes, please provide a copy or description of the strategy. 

1.2.  Did the responsible authority conduct a stakeholder identification process for the 

public participation needs? If yes, please describe the process. 

1.3. Which interest groups were involved in the preparation of the RBMPs and how were 

they involved?  

Please tick the applicable: 

 

Target group They were 
informed 

Educated/ 

trained 

Consulted on 
measures 

Other ways 

Municipal specialists     

Municipal policy-makers 
(deputies) 

    

Specialists from water 
management 
companies 

    

Local inhabitants     

Local land owners     

Local farmers     

Local entrepreneurs     

Journalists     

Youth     

Local nongovernmental 
organisations 
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National 
nongovernmental 
organisations 

    

....     

....     

 
 

1.4. How were the interest groups/ stakeholders informed? By which means, how often 

and by whom? 

General information: ..... 

If internet was used, please list the web-sites; please collect copies of the 

information brochures. 

Target group specific information: ..... 

If internet was used, then please list the web-sites; please collect copies of the 

information brochures. 

1.5. Which educational/ training activities were performed? 

Please describe:  who organised the activities, when did they take place, who was 

trained? If possible, please collect the draft agendas, etc. 

1.6.  How were the consultations on the draft RBM plans organised?  

Please describe the procedure: when and by whom organised? Where there 

meetings organised or just drafts published on internet? 

1.7.  Do you have statistical data on how many organisations/ persons have taken part in 

the different public participation events organised by your institute? 

1.8. How do you evaluate the whole process of involving the different interest groups in 

the preparation of RBMPs?  

 

2. Topics raised by the interest groups 

2.1. Which were the most debated issues that were raised by the interest groups?  

Please list them. 

2.2. Which of the proposed measures were objected by the stakeholders?  

Please list the measures and describe who objected and why. 

2.3. Which of the new measures were initiated by the stakeholders? Were they included 

in the plan?  

Please list the measures. 
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II. Implementation of the ............................... RBMPs (2010 and 2011) 

 

1. Involved interest groups 

 

1.1. Which strategy/ approach is realised to ensure the involvement of the stakeholders 

in the implementation of the RBMP? 

Please describe if there is still work with different stakeholders on-going and how it 

takes place. 

1.2. Which stakeholders take actively part in following the implementation of the 

RBMP? 

Please describe how the authorities work with different stakeholders for 

implementing the RBMP. 

1.3. Are stakeholders informed and or consulted on the implementation process?  

If yes, please describe with which of the stakeholders and on which topic/ 

questions the consultation is organised. 

1.4. What kind of educational activities are performed to increase the skills of different 

stakeholders in river basin management? 

 Please describe the trainings. Who organises them, who are the target groups, 

how do they take place? 

1.5. Are there measures taken by stakeholders that are not included in the RBMP? 

 Please describe the measures and who takes them. 

1.6. How do you evaluate the whole process of involving the different interest groups in 

the implementation of RBMPs? 

 

2.  Topics raised by the interest groups 

 Are there any debated issues that are raised by the different interest groups during 

the implementation of the RBMP? If yes, please name the issues.  

 

3. Is there anything that is important to discuss with representatives from other 

countries of the relevant RB?  

 If yes, which topics shall be discussed?  

 With whom would it be necessary to discuss and agree on?  

 

4. Please name good practice examples regarding your RBD with regard to public 

participation. 

5. What would you recommend to improve regarding public participation for the 

preparation of the second RBMP? 
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