Answers to Questions and Comments Expressed by the Romanian Non-Governmental Organisations, International Non-Governmental Organisations and Romanian Public on the Full-Scale Phase of the Danube-Black Sea Navigation Route Project, Including Questions Raised During the Public Consultation on the Transboundary EIA Report for the Project (Tulcea, 9 June 2009), Held in Line with the Provisions of the Espoo Convention (Articles 3.8 and 4.2)
	
	Comments of the Romanian Party
	Answers of the Ukrainian Party
	Addressed in:


	General Comments

	
	1. The ecological consequences of the canal construction will be most negative as the whole Ukrainian part of the Danube Delta is included into the Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve due to the high natural value of its territory and rich biodiversity; the Bystroye canal cuts through the heart of the Biosphere Reserve. Internationally important bird populations will be threatened by the direct removal and disturbance of their habitat and food supplies, i.e. the reed beds and sandbanks, which are critical to these birds. The full construction of the canal will directly destroy this habitat through dredging activities and the construction of concrete canals. Sandbars have been removed at the mouth of the Bystroye arm to allow ships to enter the canal. This is the habitat for over 4000 birds
.

Note: 


550 common and sandwich terns, 6 pairs of spoonbill. 25 pairs of white-pelican, 3 pairs of Dalmatian pelican, 25 pairs of pygmy cormorant (globally threatened) and one pair of white-tailed Eagles according to annual counts made in April 2005 by the Biosphere Reserve.

	The total length of the navigation route within the Danube Delta (i.e. from Ismail Ceatal to the Black Sea) is 116 km. Of that, the route runs across the territory of the Danube Biosphere Reserve for about 27 km, and across the strictly protected area of the Reserve for only 7 km (in the Bystre Branch). The Full-Scale Project design includes a provision for a very limited amount of dredging activity in the Bystre Branch since it generally has sufficient natural depths. Significant amount of dredging activity is planned to be undertaken within the seaward access channel in the sandbar section of the Bystre Branch (i.e. within the marine part of the navigation route), and this activity will not affect the major bird habitat (Ptashyna Spit) located in about 500 m from the dredging sites. Also, the design as proposed includes provision for restricting/suspending temporarily dredging activities in the access channel during the bird nesting period, and prohibiting the smaller vessels to approach the spit closer than 150 m. No concrete structures are planned to be erected as part of the project. The principal bank strengthening method is by establishing stone/gravel jetties diverting water flow away from the riverbanks. Bank strengthening measures will be obviously required in the upper reach of the Bystre Branch where it splits off from the Starostambulske Branch, in two locations with the total length of 450 m. Further downstream, bank strengthening measures are planned to be implemented only if and where needed, i.e. where natural reed vegetation is degraded and not able to maintain the riverbank stability. In this way, the riparian habitats for animals will not be disturbed/affected, and the route is not expected to pose any significant threat to bird populations and their habitats. 
	Sections 3 and 5.3.6

	
	2. The Delta is also an important and internationally recognized habitat and spawning ground for fish resources shared by Danube and Black Sea countries. The planned large-scale dredging (both for construction and maintenance of canal) and the operation of the canal will impact these habitats and spawning grounds for a number of threatened and commercial fish species
. Nearly 5,000 fishermen belonging to four countries (Romania, Ukraine, Bulgaria and Serbia) depend economically on the lower Danube River fishery. Dredging and operation of the canal during the spawning period (mid-May to Mid-August) will most likely decrease the population of fish species. 

2 The spawning migration of the Danube herring Alosa pontica (Pontic shad) passes through the mouth of the Bystroye. The herring has spawning grounds further upstream on the Danube, but its larvae migrate down the stream to the Black Sea. The Danube is also the last river of the Black Sea Basin where natural spawning of passing of sturgeon species remains.
	The EIA results and findings indicate that the impact of the navigation route construction and operation on fish stocks and their feeding/spawning grounds is expected to be minor since planned dredging activity will not affect/disturb the hydrological regime of shallow sections and wetland areas used by fish for spawning/feeding. The major spawning and feeding grounds for the Danube herring and sturgeon lie outside the project area. Also, the project design includes provision for restricting dredging activity during the spawning migration of valuable species.
	Section 5.3.6

	
	3. The changes caused in water circulation will most likely impact and damage the whole ecosystem. Through the deepening of the Bystroye arm, water flow will be accelerated to the sea and the drainage of the surrounding area will increase. Due to the reinforcement of the banks, lateral water flow from the arm to the neighbouring area will diminish or be interrupted, which will interrupt the important ways for short migratory fish to their spawning places, as was proven by rectification works in the Romanian part of the Danube Delta in earlier years.
	There will be little or no significant change in depths along the Bystre Branch, apart from several small sections where minor dredging will be required. The depths will increase within the seaward access channel in the sandbar area. The results of a detailed modelling study carried out in 2008-2009 show that the estimated changes in water levels and flow discharges in the Bystre Branch and other branches of the Delta due to the Project are too small to be able to have any noticeable effect on water exchange in the Danube Delta (the estimated margin of change is less than 1% in flow discharges, and 2 cm in water levels). The design as proposed features a submerged flow-guide dam, to be established in the Starostambulske Branch upstream of the bifurcation and designed to minimize these estimated minor changes even further. The bank protection structures proposed as part of the Project are fundamentally different in their scale and design from those structures that exist along the Sulina Channel. Our design features an approach where bank strengthening measures are implemented only in selected locations and for limited lengths, to be mainly focused on the underwater section of riverbanks, any potential effect on water exchange and short-distance spawning migration will be thereby kept at minimum. It can be therefore concluded that the implementation of the Project will not pose any threat to the Delta’s ecosystem due to the modification of hydrological regime.
	Sections 5.3.1 and 5.3.4

	
	4.. The process of decision-making on the canal has been carried out with violations to national legislation and international obligations of Ukraine in terms of nature protection and public participation. The actions taken by the Ukrainian Government demonstrated a serious lack of commitment to international conventions and agreements that Ukraine has signed (e.g. Bern, Aarhus, Espoo, Bonn, Ramsar and Bucharest Conventions). Despite international warnings, the constructions under Phase I continued (Press release of the Ukrainian Ministry of Transport and Communications, dated 7 February 2009) and up to date, Ukraine did not provide information on the status of Phase I as required by letters of UN ECE Convention (dated 20 March 2009) and ICPDR (3rd April 2009).
	Ukraine has acted and continues to act in a systemic and consistent manner in taking all necessary steps required to meet all international commitments and recommendations ensuing from the conventions mentioned in the question. To this end, Ukraine reports on a regular basis to the Aarhus Convention Compliance Committee, the Espoo Convention Implementation Committee, and the Secretariats of the Bern and Ramsar Conventions. The Romanian party is also able to take part in the meetings of these bodies in order to discuss various details and aspects of Ukraine’s efforts toward fulfilling their recommendations, which are described in the compliance reports produced by the Ukrainian Government
	Section 2

	
	5. The decision to construct the canal has been based neither on solid socio-economic and environmental analysis nor on proper assessment of alternatives. Before any decision is made concerning implementation of Phase II, alternative solutions to the project for a navigable way should be given closer consideration. Such alternatives should be located outside the Delta area to minimise the cumulative impact induced by shipping (waves, noise, turbidity, pollution, accidents, etc.) or construction/maintenance works, and should be in line with the principles for sustainable development applied to the whole Danube Delta as a unique, but complex system. These alternatives exist and should be included in future discussions.
	The socio-economic and environmental assessment of the Project and proposed alternative options has been carried out at all stages of the project development. There is no way to establish a navigation route around or outside the delta area and DBR territory in the Ukrainian part of the Danube Basin (please see Figures 3.1–3.3 in the Transboundary EIA Report). The analysis of alternative options and their environmental impacts on the DBR territory showed that the Bystre option appears to be most safe and acceptable from an environmental point of view.
	Sections 3 and  4.3

	
	6. However, we question the necessity of such a deep sea canal, i.e. shipping needs with draught of 7 m through the Ukrainian Danube Delta. No detailed investigations exist on the "larger picture" of ship traffic flow, i.e. no real needs assessment or credible forecast for transport of the entire south-western Ukrainian shoreline, to justify the need of a canal with a draft of 7 m. Insufficient socio-economic information has been gathered to justify building new or finishing current canal projects in the Ukrainian Delta. Furthermore a wider approach for the entire Delta to address a friendly negotiation on the terms of usage of the Sulina canal as an alternative, was not taken into consideration by the authorities. 
	Sustainable development of shipping industry in the Ukrainian part of the Danube Basin is one of strategic priorities and key to ensuring the development of Ukraine as an independent nation. This imperative has never been questioned since the sustainable development of main regional ports (Reni, Ismail and Kilia) is vital to prosperity and growth of the entire region. The safe and unimpeded navigation along the Chilia Branch and out to the Black Sea can only be ensured if navigable depths in this section are maintained at the same level as in the upstream part of the Danube Basin, i.e. to be sufficient for vessels with the 7.2 m draught.
	Section 3

	
	7. The Bystroye route together with the break wall into the sea will significantly alter the delta forming processes and put the internationally protected area and its unique biodiversity at high risk. In addition, the quality of the Environmental Impact Assessment is questionable and not complying with international standards.
	Predicting/assessing the impact of the seaward access channel on the delta development processes was one of key areas of focus for a detailed survey programme carried out after the completion of the Inquiry Commission procedure. The predictive modelling estimates demonstrate that the impact of the access channel and associated structures is expected to be minor and of local nature. 
	Section 5.3.3

	
	8. The investigation of the impacts of construction and operation of Danube - Black Sea canal, and corresponding mitigation/compensation measures, should be integrated into a management plan for the Delta, i.e. the Danube Delta Management Plan to be prepared under the framework of the ICPDR (International Commission for Protection of the Danube River) in accordance with the EU Water Framework Directive.
	The view of the Ukrainian party is that the analysis/assessment of impacts associated with the construction and operation of all navigation routes and artificial channels within the Danube Delta, with subsequent development and implementation of adequate mitigation measures, should become a major activity area within the framework of the Danube Delta Management Plan to be prepared under the auspices of the ICPDR in accordance with the EU Water Framework Directive. Being is fully consistent with the provisions of the Espoo Convention Article 7 on post-project analysis, this approach would help raise the profile of this stage in the EIA process.
	Section 7

	
	9. In addition, existing and/or new navigation and transport plans should be integrated into an updated strategic development plan that includes various socio-economic aspects. This planning should be based on modern approaches to regional and local development based on best practice, as well as the "Joint Statement on Guiding Principles for the Development of Inland Navigation and Environmental Protection in the Danube River Basin", which Ukraine has endorsed. The need for an updated strategic development plan is also justified by the fact that all existing programmes of the Ukrainian Danube Region Development, in particular the National Programme of the same name, are inadequate as they are still based on the principles of a centralised economy.
	Naturally, the Navigation Route Project will be integrated in the navigation and transport infrastructure development plans, and in the updated regional development strategy, which will also take into account the provisions of the Joint Statement on the Development of Inland Navigation and Environmental Sustainability in the Danube Basin, signed by Ukraine.
	This issue has been taken into consideration

	Specific Comments
	

	Description of the proposed activities and purpose
	10. According with the EIA (pg. 15) the decision for constructing the canal was made arbitrary by the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine prior to any detailed strategic regional development planning with all its socio-economic and environmental implications.

11. No detailed investigations exist on the "larger picture" of ship traffic flow, i.e. no real needs assessment or credible forecast for transport of the entire south-western Ukrainian shoreline, to justify the need of a canal with a draft of 7 m. Not enough socio-economic information has been gathered to justify building new or finishing current canal projects in the Ukrainian Delta.

12. Some information is contradictory („not dredging works were carried out in the Bystroye canal,,).

13. For example, it is not clear if the EIA refers to Phase I, II or both. In the first part, there is only the following reference to the Phase 1 :„further sections of the present document consider and describe potential environmental impacts of the navigation route in relation to the full-scale phase, which incorporates and builds on the parameters achieved at the first phase of the project,, (pg. 25).
	The Transboundary EIA Report (page 15) describes the official DBR zoning arrangement approved by the Order of the Ministry of Environment of Ukraine in 2008. Under this arrangement, the riparian areas along the Bystre and Ochakiv Branches are classified as the anthropogenically modified landscape zone. In 2004, when the decision on the implementation of the Project Phase 1 was made, a temporary zoning arrangement approved by the Presidential Decree was in force, where these riparian areas also had been classified as the anthropogenically modified landscape zone. There is no mention of any regional development plans on page 15 of the Transboundary EIA Report. 

Please see the answer above (No. 6).

In the design and EIA documentation, the route section within the Bystre Branch and the sandbar section are considered separately. It is true that no dredging was carried out in the Bystre Branch itself since its natural characteristics are sufficient for the operation of the Project Phase 1.

The Transboundary EIA considers likely transboundary impacts associated with the full-scale phase of the Project, and work quantities are presented/analysed as totals for the entire period of construction (i.e. Phase 1 is accounted for as an integral part of the Full-Scale Phase).
	Section 3

Section 3

No account taken
Section 3

	Description of reasonable alternatives and also of the nonaction alternative
	14. A „Zero Alternative,, assessment is by definition the evolution of environmental factors in the absence of the proposed project. Such alternative is not considered in the EIA, moreover, Option 6 (restoration of the Prirva arm) is considered as the „baseline„ scenario, but referring to historical navigation conditions which could have only socio-economic relevance. The consideration of the „zero„ alternative is essential to evaluate the impact in a transboundary context. The baseline alternative should consider the existing situation - use of the Sulina canal.

15. The study mentions 10 alternatives but presents and compares only 8 and later in the study (section 4) is only comparing 6. To fully distinguish between alternatives and assess advantages and disadvantages, the detailed evaluation should be provided at least as an Annex to the study. The study is only describing the methodology used without giving enough information on how different alternatives were weighted/scored and what data have been used.

16. The decision on any of the alternatives need to be based on detailed studies/assessment (including Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment of existing and/or new navigation and transport plans and programmes).
	For about two centuries, shipping activities have affected the development and evolution of the Chilia Delta, therefore it would be nonsense to assume that the absence of navigation activity in this part of the Danube Delta can be considered as a ‘zero’ alternative. However, if we go further in looking at the ‘zero’ alternative from the perspective offered by the Romanian NGOs, it would seem logical to ‘zero’ the Sulina Channel too. The reference to the preceding situation (the use of the Ochakiv and Prirva Branches with significant amount of high-cost maintenance dredging) seems to be absolutely appropriate and justified – if funding continued, this situation would have lasted till the present time, to have caused progressive deterioration of ecological status of the Delta at the similar scale as the Sulina Channel. 

In the Transboundary EIA, the six most realistic options were promoted to the detailed analysis and comparison stage using the analytical hierarchy process. Other options were considered and rejected at the feasibility study stage, being either environmentally unacceptable or economically unviable.

The individual EIA process for each navigation route alternative examined in the Transboundary EIA was undertaken at the pre-feasibility study stage by various organizations. It would be inappropriate to go back as far as a very early decision-making and strategic assessment stage. The Transboundary EIA provides a systemic comparative analysis of those options that are considered to be most practicable among all other options considered, which takes account of all wealth of information about the ecological status of the Delta, its evolution trends, valuable areas and likely transboundary impacts. The results of this analysis have confirmed the validity of the chosen option of the route.
	Section 3

Sections 3 and 4.3

No account taken

	Description of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the proposed activities and its alternatives
	17. The description is too general. There is reference to the previous study (Integrated Monitoring Programme, 2007) which is outdated. No reference to recent data is included.
	The Transboundary EIA Report was produced in 2008, and the 2007 Integrated Environmental Monitoring Report was the most recent collection of monitoring data at that time. 
	Section 5.3.6

	Description of the potential environmental impact of the proposed activities and its alternatives and an estimation of its significance
	18. Still missing, a comprehensive and updated list of species and habitats that are likely to be affected by the navigation canal, both in the Ukrainian part of the Danube Delta as well as in the Romanian territory of the Danube Delta. Recent maps with distribution of species and habitats should also be included. The biodiversity data the study refers to, are not recent data (maps presented are not updated).

19. „Cumulative impact of loss and/or disturbance of habitats and by shipping traffic on fish and bird life on a large scale and long time,, is considered to be likely significant but is not addressed at all in the EIA.
	In response to this question, we have provided a special annex (Annex 9) containing a complete list of species and habitats in the Danube Delta, provided by the Romanian and Ukrainian scientists. Updated maps showing the distribution of species and habitats will be provided at the post-project analysis stage. 

The results of expert review of potential cumulative impact and analysis of efficiency of proposed mitigation measures undertaken after the completion/submission of the Transboundary EIA Report are presented in Annex 8 
	Annexes D-E
Section 5.3.7

	Description of the mitigation measures to keep adverse environmental impact to a minimum
	20. According to the SEA Directive (UE Commission's Guidance of the implementation of SEA Directive) the mitigation/compensatory measures should be directly related to the species and habitats likely to be affected identified in the EIA, moreover, their implementation should start before the project is implemented. The measures listed on pg. 112 as environmental mitigation measures do not compensate for the environmental losses as these are not even quantified. Measures like „Protective„ (e.g. flow guide dam, riverbank enforcement, retaining dam, settling basins and on-site dikes) are more likely to generate negative environmental impacts and are not included in the EIA. „Compensatory„ measures referring to fish stock losses (e.g. construction of fish breeding farms) and disturbance of bird communities are not likely to ,compensate,, the damages induced by the project. No detailed assessment is provided on how these losses will be calculated.

21. The monitoring programme itself cannot be considered a mitigation measure as its main purpose is to provide information about the evolution of the ecosystems and to identify changes.

22. Mitigation opportunities should be identified and incorporated into consideration of alternatives and design options. Mitigation should be an important part of the EIA and should follow the impact identification and prediction.
	The estimates of potential environmental damage due to the proposed project are presented in the EIA Report for the Full-Scale Phase of the Project, the English version thereof has been provided to the Romanian party (while the Transboundary EIA complements but not replaces/repeats data and information provided in the above mentioned EIA Report). It should be noted that the compensation payment for environmental damage caused by construction activities and considered as irreversible was already paid by the Project Client to the State Budget in accordance with the requirements of the national legislation. The estimates of potential damage to or loss of bird habitats due to the project were also produced as part of the EIA process, but the likelihood of this type of damage is considered to be marginal, and compensation will be provided in the event of such damage. The claim expressed by the Romanian NGOs that proposed protective measures may be likely to generate adverse impacts is absolutely relevant since any human action creates disturbance to the environment and does have both positive and negative implications. The development of these measures is steered by the assumption that the beneficial effect achieved with a mitigation measure in minimizing the adverse consequences of a proposed activity outweighs potential detrimental effect of this measure. The early implementation of these measures may not be feasible due to uncertainty with regard to perceived magnitude and likelihood of some types of impacts.

According to the Ukrainian standards regulating the content and scope of the EIA documentation, environmental monitoring is considered as an important element of an environmental management/protection strategy because it enables prompt and timely response to any adverse impact of human activity, and adjustment of already identified mitigation measures at the post-project analysis stage. We agree that mitigation measures should constitute an important part of any EIA process and be based on the identification and prediction of potential environmental impacts. This exactly approach was employed to identify and justify proposed mitigation measures as part of the EIA process for the Navigation Route Project. The analysis of alternative options also involved the review and comparison of mitigation measures associated with each option considered.
	Section 6

No account taken

Section 8

	Explicit indication of predictive methods and underlying assumptions as well as relevant environmental data used
	23. Generally, the scale used for assessment of the impact is limited to the Ukrainian territory; it is difficult to accurately identify the transboundary impact from the models & presentation of the results. The results of hydraulic models are only shown on a local (small) scale and therefore, do not reflect the impact on a larger scale to include the Romanian territory of the Danube Delta.

24. There is no ref1erence to the potential impact of climate changes in relation with the modifications (e.g. water flows) induced by the planned and already implemented actions.
	Considering that all impact sources are located in the Ukrainian territory, the most essential changes due to these sources are also likely to occur within Ukraine. For those impacts that might cause a change in the environmental characteristics of the Delta within Romania (or on the border with Romania), the Transboundary EIA process involved the assessment of magnitude and severity of each type of impact in the relevant section of the Danube Delta (for example, the modelling of potential distribution of turbidity along the Babyna and Starostambulske Branches due to dredging; potential changes in water levels and flow discharges in the Starostambulske Branch; potential increase in marine water turbidity on the border with Romania due to the operation of marine dump site). If the magnitude of an impact is estimated to be marginal or negligible even within the Ukrainian territory, there is no reason to go further and try to assess how this impact may affect the Romanian territory (the impact is considered highly unlikely). The impact of the Project on water levels and flow discharges in the Chilia and Tulcea Branches was not examined in the Transboundary EIA because it was considered to be likely insignificant by the Inquiry Commission. As regards to other potential changes in the hydrological regime, they were considered in relation to the areas where these changes are likely to occur. The modelling results showed that no significant change in hydrological parameters can be expected in the boundary areas defined for each modelling scenario, the larger-scale modelling would therefore seem unfeasible. Although no significant changes in the environmental characteristics of the Delta within Romania are expected to occur during the development and operation of the navigation route, the position of the Romanian party and conclusions of the Inquiry Commission were taken into account in the assessment of likely transboundary impact of the Project on biota, to recognize and acknowledge the fact that the Danube Delta constitutes one coherent ecosystem where any change in habitat conditions can be considered as transboundary.

The modelling results obviously demonstrated that there would be no significant change in the Delta’s flow regime due to the Project, any significant impact on climate change is therefore considered to be highly unlikely.
	Section 5

No account taken

	Identification of gaps in knowledge and uncertainties encountered in compiling the required information
	25. As mentioned above, most of the data are from previous monitoring programmes or investigations (e.g. water quality data - 1990, 1993, 1997; macrozoobenthos - 2004, 2005; flora and fauna (especially birds and fish) - no clear reference).
	The data used in the EIA study are considered to be sufficiently representative to characterize the status of typical biotic communities. Routine monitoring data correlate well with those used in the EIA.
	Section 5.3.6

	Outline for monitoring and management programmes and plans for post-project analysis 
	26. „The Monitoring Programme has been designed to cover the whole period of restoration and operation of navigation route,, - the use of word restoration,, is not clear in this context.

27. English summaries of the reports should be provided.
	The term "restoration" is used to emphasize the fact that the Bystre Branch had been used for navigation in the past, and the present Project aims to restore navigation activity in this branch.  

The recommendation of the Romanian NGOs concerning the need to provide the English summaries of the monitoring reports has been taken into consideration .
	Section 3

Taken into consideration

	Non-technical summary including visual presentation as appropriate (maps, Graphs, etc)
	28. There is a contradictory reference to the implementation of the Comprehensive Environmental Monitoring Programme (pg. 120):„It is anticipated that sampling and monitoring activities will be carried out throughout the entire project lifecycle, or from 2004 onwards, to encompass all the seasons of the year (winter, spring, summer, autumn) in order to take account of seasonal specifics of delta development processes,,. Clarification of the monitoring period is necessary.
	The precise timeframes for seasonal monitoring surveys are defined on an annual basis and can be revised/modified taking into account specific hydrological and meteorological conditions, and project work schedule.
	Section 7

	Concluding Comments

	
	29. Overall, the "Assessment of the likely transboundary environmental impacts (EIA) of the Danube-Black Sea navigation route in the Ukrainian part of the Danube Delta" concludes that '''the full-scale development and implementation of the Navigation Route Project in general is not likely to give rise to any significant adverse transboundary effects'" but fails to take into consideration all „likely adverse transboundary impacts,, (pg. 55) due to "insufficient information to judge significance,,.
	The detailed surveys yielded additional information on those environmental impacts of the Project for which insufficient information was available at the time of Inquiry Commission procedure to judge their significance. This information indicates that these impacts are likely to be relatively minor and of local nature (please see the Summary of EIA Findings). Moreover, these impacts are planned to be further monitored as part of the post-project analysis.
	Section 8

	
	30. Acknowledging the efforts made by Ukraine to address the transboundary impact of the Danube-Black Sea navigation route and to make it subject to a public debate, we consider that the arguments presented are insufficient to justify the project implementation. The project in its current design still poses a high threat on the present and future status of natural ecosystems of the Danube Delta, both in Ukraine and Romania. Careful consideration should be given to more nature-friendly alternatives outside Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve or joint operations of the existing Sulina canal by Ukraine and Romania as the most economically and environmentally viable option.


	The Ukrainian party considers that, considering the results of comparative analyses of navigation route options (undertaken as part of the EIA process at the feasibility study stage and also as part of the Transboundary EIA process), there is no reason to undertake a new analysis of alternative options. As regards the proposal to jointly use the Sulina Channel by Ukraine and Romania, it would be a complete denial of reality that the Chilia Branch had been traditionally used for navigation on one hand, and would discriminate Ukraine as a marine country that has all legal grounds, natural and socio-economic conditions and developed port infrastructure to manage water resources in the Danube Basin within its territory.
	Section 3


� The last column of the Table specifies a relevant section of the 2nd Draft of the Transboundary EIA Report where a comment has been addressed and appropriate amendment made.











227

