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Water Resource Fee Strategy: International Experience and Implications for Armenia

I.
Introduction

To support Armenian Government in development of the Water Resource Fee Strategy to be incorporated into the National Water Program of the Republic of Armenia, the USAID funded Sustainable Water Resources Management Project in Armenia organized series of Informal Retreats on Water Resource Fee Strategy.

Main objectives of the meetings were: to present and discuss general principles, approaches and methodologies to be included in the Water Resource Fee Strategy, as well as a draft structure of the Strategy, to present results of the research on international and Armenian experiences on water resource fees, and to discuss implications for Armenia.

Informal Retreats on the Water Resource Fee Strategy were facilitated by Dr. Benoit Laplante, SWRMP Water Economist. Discussions were held at Adigaz and Writers Houses in Tsaghkadzor. Agendas and Lists of Participants are enclosed with this r

eport.

Informal Retreat I was devoted to the Key Elements of Water Resource Fee Strategy and those issues that shall be addressed by the Research on International and Armenian Experiences on Water Resource Fees. Presentations of the Retreat I are enclosed in Part 1 of Attachments to this report. (Attachments 1.1 to 1.6)

At Informal Retreat II initial results of the Research on International and Armenian Experiences on Water Resource Fees were presented, and implications for Armenia discussed. Materials are presented in Part 2 of Attachments to this report. (Attachments 2.1 to 2.7)

During Informal Retreat III additional findings on Water Resource Fees were finalized, and Questionnaires for social survey to support the development of recommendations on Water Resource Fee Strategy were presented and discussed. Part 3 of Attachments contains the updated presentation on Armenian Experience on Water Resource Fees and Draft Irrigation and Industry Questionnaires. (Attachments 3.1 to 3.4)

This report summarizes the highlights of Informal Retreats I, II and III, as well as presents conclusions and recommendations made.

The Water Resource Fee Strategy will be completed in early 2004 following another set of Informal Retreats.

II.  Summary of Informal Retreats I, II and III Outcomes

(Informal Retreat I, July 10-12, 2003)

Water Resource Fee Strategy: Key Elements of the WRF Strategy

Thursday, July 10

Dr. Marina Vardanyan, USAID/Armenia, and Barbara Britton, Sustainable Water Resources Management Project Director opened the meeting by welcoming all participants of the Retreat.

Dr. Benoit Laplante, SWRMP Water Economist, presented to the participants the program and expected outcomes of the Retreat I. The Program of the Retreat I, as well as technical presentations is enclosed in Part 1 of Attachments to this report. 

Step 1: Examination of the Water Code Principles and Directions Pertaining to Resource Fee

Participants examined main principles of the Water Code that guide the Water Resource Fee Strategy to provide for clear definition of those principles, which may be interpreted differently. Participants also identified gaps in principles and approaches that shall be reflected in the WRF Strategy and that are not included in the Water Code. These discussions and recommendations are incorporated in presentations on Water Resource Fee Strategy: Guidance from the Water Code, and Issues to be addressed by the Research Group, presented in the Attachments 1.3 and 1.4 respectively. 

Main issues addressed in the course of discussions that are worth to be mentioned are as follows:

Social Equity Issue:

Mr. Hosnik Kirakosyan mentioned the differentiated approach to water fees establishment to reflect the social equity and affordability issues. Mr. Ashot Harutyunyan commented that incorporation of social equity issue in the resource fee is desirable, however very difficult from an implementation standpoint. It is better to incorporate social equity issues in tariff policy. Dr. Benoit Laplante questioned the ability of covering the poor farmers that directly extract water from water resource by addressing social equity though the tariff policy. Dr. Laplante mentioned, that social equity issues have a serious impact on water resource fee structure. We need to know how to tackle such issue. For example, we can say that every person shall have an access to Xm3 of water at 0 price. Or a situational approach can be applied based on determined circumstances.

Mr. Vl. Narimanyan informed participants that the equity principle is currently applied in Armenia through established water use quotas/norms, an in case of exceeding the quota a three-fold fee is applied. Dr. Laplante noted that this is a water use efficiency rather than social equity issue.

The Research group was asked to pay particular attention to the following questions:

1. Can the Water Resource Fee Strategy account for social equity issues and in what circumstances the strategy accounts for this issue?

2. How does can the methodology of calculating water resource fees account for social equity?

3. How best to include social equity issue into water resource fee without harm to water use efficiency and sustainability?

Water use based on seasonality:

The issue of water use during different seasons was discussed. Article 26 of the Water Code of the Republic of Armenia states “early spring waters shall be provided free of charge for the sprinkling of saline lands …”. Mr. H. Kirakosyan emphasized the environmental importance of this provision. He also mentioned the need of examining the differentiated pricing of water during different seasons, and providing early spring and late autumn waters for smaller price not only to irrigation, but all other uses.

Mr. Vladimir Narimanyan indicated the need for developing differentiation coefficients for different waters. Mr. V.Sahradyan noted, that resource fee for waters originating at the border shall be different. The Research Group was requested to examine the international experience on differentiated water rates based on seasonality, water quality and place of origination.

At the end of Day 1 of the Informal Retreat Mr. A. Harutyunyan informed participants on the following issues: the Ministry of Nature Protection was required to make changes in the Republic of Armenia Law on Nature Use and Environmental Fees according to the Prime Minister’s Decree #533. Due to some difficulties with the old and new Water Codes terminology, it was suggested that the Government of Armenia start making changes in corresponding laws and regulations only after the adoption of the National Water Program and Water Resource Fee Strategy that will be incorporated into it. 

Dr. Laplante expressed his concern on the situation when Armenia having the Law on Nature Use and Environmental Fees on one hand and will have the National Water Program on the other hand, which is going to address the same issues. 

Mr. A. Harutyunyan answered that as a solution, a mechanism of coordinating the laws and regulations with the National Water Program may be developed. One alternative is when the National Water Program establishes maximal and minimal water use permit fees (water use fee, including water extraction, wastewater discharge and environmental fees rates) as its defined by the Water Code, while the laws and regulations establish quotas for each parameter. 

Friday, July 11

Day 2 of the Retreat I started with the discussion of fees associated with Water Use Permits (Article 78 of the Water Code). As a clarification to this issue it was noted that the state duties are paid to the state budget and not a part of Water use permit fees. 

	Mr. A. Harutyunyan informed Retreat participants that the Ministry of Nature Protection and WRMA were requested to make changes in the Republic of Armenia Law on State Duties. Water is included in a section on “Other activities” of the mentioned law, and according to it 10,000 AMD and 50,000 AMD are paid by physical and legal entities respectively as an annual state duty. The Ministry did 
	


not change the size of the state duty paid, as it requires detailed studies for establishing new and realistic rates of state duties. Collected duties, as it has already been mentioned, are directed to the state budget and annually comprise about AMD 100 million, which could be of great support for WRMA given new mechanisms of financial resources allocation from the state budget exist.

Dr. Laplante asked about the possibility of including the Water use permit issuance fee into the resource fee. Mr. A. Harutyunyan opposed to that idea, as that fee (mostly of administrative nature) has nothing to do with the resource fee. 
Step 2. Outline of the Water Resource Fee Strategy

Dr. Benoit Laplante presented a draft outline of the Water Resource Fee strategy and asked for comments and recommendations. Mr. A. Harutyunyan suggested that it has an introductory part, consisting of the analysis of current situation and based on which we make decisions regarding the chosen approaches, principles and mechanisms. 

Mr. H. Kirakosyan suggested including a separate section in the Strategy, which will lay down main factors that affect the water resource fee. Mr. V. Sahradyan suggested having a conclusion of the strategy or a separate section where summarizing expected results (outcomes) of Water Resource Fee Strategy implementation.

The Draft Outline of Water Resources Fee Strategy with incorporated recommendations is presented in Attachment 1.5 of this report.

Step 3. Methodology for Assessing the Economic Value of Water:

Dr. Benoit Laplante presented some methodologies from the international experience that are used to assess the total economic value of water. The presentation is enclosed to this report in the Attachment 1.6.

Step 4. Issues to be addressed by the Research Group

Retreat participants discussed the presentation of the list of issues that shall be addressed by the Research Group, which is enclosed to this document as Attachment 1.4. 

Some of the issues discussed worth mention are as follows:

1. Strong need of differentiating consumptive and non-consumptive water uses in defining water resources fees, and international experience in dealing with this issue. 

2. Uniform or block fees: what is better for Armenia and clear mechanisms of defining those fees.

3. Seasonality factor: how it is incorporated in water resource fees?

4. Shall water resource fees be paid for water use for environmental purposes (i.e. Vorotan river diversion to Lake Sevan for environmental purposes)? The Research Group was required to further examine water resource fees for water use for environmental purposes.

5. Examination of international experience on pollution fee calculation techniques: pollution loads versus concentration.

Saturday, July 12

Retreat I Wrap-up

During Day 3 of the Retreat I, outputs of joint efforts of the Task Force and Research Group were summarized.

1. A thorough analysis of the Water Code and the extent of its relation to the Water Resource Fee Strategy.

2. A need to add new principles to those provided by the Water Code to get a full 

set of guiding principles for Water Resource Fee Strategy.

3. Identification of issues that require more clarity through the examination of international experience on water resource fees.

4. Discussion and approval of a Water Resource Fee Strategy Outline.

5. Clarification of issues to be addressed by the Research Group in the forthcoming study of the international and Armenian experiences on water resource fees.

Next steps:

1. Informal Retreat II, which will take place on July 29-30, 2003 .

Research Group will start reporting initial results of the research on international and Armenian experiences on water resource fees, with answers to the issues raised during this 3-day discussion. The Draft report with research results will be prepared to be presented at the next step.

2. In September 2003 the Research Group will present final results of the Research to the larger Task Force established by the Government to develop the National Water Policy and National Water Program of the Republic of Armenia.

(Informal Retreat II, July 29-30, 2003)

Initial Results from the Research on Water Resource Fees:

Implications for Armenia
Tuesday, July 29

After the welcoming remarks by Dr. Marina Vardanyan, Dr. Benoit Laplante presented the existing knowledge and new results of his research on Economic value of water in Armenia. The presentation is enclosed in Attachment 3.1 of this document.

The Research Group consultants continued the Retreat by presenting their findings on the research on the international experience on Water abstraction fees, Water Pollution and Environmental Fees and the Armenian experience on water resource fees. Presentations by Gevorg Nazaryan, Mher Mkrtumyan and Eleonora Matevosyan are presented in the Attachments 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 respectively.

The issues discussed in the course of presentations are as follows:

1. This case reflects the real situation with water users in Armenia. Water user is using different sources of water for its business. The question is whether the user has to ensure one Water use permit with specifying sources and locations of water use, or this case will require water user to secure separate permits for each source of water. Dr. Laplante suggested the following way of dealing with this kind of cases:

	Fee =
	Fixed Permit Fee +
	Variable fee (m3)


where fixed permit fee will be based on the number of wells.

(i.e. Water Use Permit (WUP) for 1 well will cost $ X,

WUP for 2 wells will cost $ Y etc.). 

The fixed part of the fee will be defined based on the Agency’s monitoring costs. 

2. The issue of background pollution was discussed by referring to the presented Chinese experience on calculating water pollution fee based on pollutants concentration. Participants’ debates were on pollution fee calculation based on pollutants load (per each unit of pollutant) versus concentration. An experience of Philippines with pollution fees was also presented, and the participants agreed on the approach used by that country, when the pollutants, which are better monitored are charged by environmental fees, and with an increment in monitoring capacities, the list of chargeable pollutants expands. According to Mr. A. Harutyunyan we can adopt this approach by reflecting it in changes we are going to make in the Republic of Armenia Law on Nature Use and Environmental Fees.

To visually demonstrate the issues 1 and 2 discussed Dr. Laplante prepared a note on Number of wells and the number of Water use permits required, and Pollution load versus concentration for calculation of water pollution fees. The note is attached to this report in Attachment 2.6.

	3.  The issue of earmarking the revenues from the application of environmental and pollution fees was discussed. Mr. A. Harutyunyan said, that 2001 year was an ice-break for this issue as the corresponding law was adopted on earmarking mechanisms of revenues from the state budget to local budgets for financing environmental projects at the local level (RoA Law on Target use of Environmental fees). But due to 
	


low capacities of local governments to develop environmental projects, this mechanism was not implemented fully in Armenia and still remains on paper. Mr. V. Sahradyan added, that the idea of establishing an Environmental fund was developed and submitted to the Government some time ago and all ministries except of the Ministry of Justice gave positive response to it. The idea of securities posting was put in the basis of the fund establishment. He also talked about the idea of Medium-Term Projects Costs, which will be applied starting from 2004.

Mr. H. Kirakosyan suggested addressing the earmarking mechanism in the Water Resource Fee strategy as a financial mean for the strategy implementation. 

Participants agreed that there is a strong need for political will and commitment for well-written strategies to be implemented, including environmental funds and earmarking mechanisms. Mr. A. Harutyunyan added the need of revising the existing legislation and creating an enabling environment for the environmental fund and corresponding mechanisms to operate (revisiting such laws as on penalties, inspection authorities and procedures etc.). 

Discussion: Implications for Armenia and Next Steps

As a next step, Retreat II participants discussed implications for Armenia based on international and Armenian experiences with water resource fees. Participants agreed to localize international experience by selecting those mechanisms that will work for Armenia. 

As an initial step towards water supply and demand calculation, an excel sheet for calculating water balance was prepared and presented to the Retreat participants by Dr. Laplante. The excel sheet is enclosed in the Attachment 2.7. Participants agreed to start filling this simple form and think about improvement by incorporating such things into it as the National Water Reserve requirement. 

Retreat participants decided to have another Retreat in late September to present the finalized report on research on water resource fees and possibly a draft outline of the Water Resource Fee Strategy.

(Informal Retreat III, September 23-24, 2003)

Final Results of the Research on Water Resource Fee Strategy:

Implications for Armenia
Tuesday, September 23, 2003

Dr. Benoit Laplante, SWRMP Water Resources Economist, welcomed the Retreat and presented the Agenda. Ms. Eleonora Matevosyan, the Research group consultant, presented the updated presentation on Armenian experience with Water Resource Fees.  Ms. Matevosyan underlined all those comments and recommendations that were incorporated into the report and presentation in the result of the previous Retreat.

The presentation is enclosed to this report in Attachment 3.3.

During the discussion the following issues were addressed:

1. Rates of Government established and actually paid water resource fees were discussed. Mr. Vl. Narimanyan and Mr. A. Harutyunyan mentioned that currently 0 AMD is paid for the use of ground waters for irrigation purposes, which is a result of Government taken programs program to rehabilitate water companies (Government of Armenia Concept Paper on the Republic of Armenia Water Systems Reformation and Development, February, 2001). In their opinion we need by our strategy to establish realistic resource fees and to suggest corresponding changes in the Government adopted program for application of water resource fees that will promote more effective and sustainable water use. 

	 2. Mr. Vl. Narimanyan raised the issue of background pollution to be incorporated into pollution and wastewater fees. Though this particular issue was raised during several discussions, it still seems ignored in the presented materials. Mr. A. Harutyunyan and H. Kirakosyan mentioned that background pollution was 
	


discussed during the last retreat and will be considered in the Water Resource Fee Strategy.

3. The reliability of data collected from the Department of Statistics that was used by the consultants in their reports was questioned. Mr. A. Harutyunyan mentioned that statistical reports often appear inaccurate due to mis- and/or double-calculations. Mr. Harutyunyan suggested that consultants use the reports of the Ministry of Finance on the state budget implementation, as well as promised to submit to the consultants additional information on reliable data sources. 

4. Mr. H. Kirakosyan mentioned the need of considering transboundary waters pollution issue in the strategy paper as Armenia already bears international obligations and may become a signatory to other international conventions and documents.

The discussions were followed by Mr. A. Harutyunyan’s presentation on the Trends of Financing Environmental Programs in Armenia. During the presentation Mr. A. Harutyunyan mentioned that in Armenia environmental fees are of fiscal rather than incentive nature and only 2.8-3.0% of collected fees are directed for financing environmental measures. Mr. A. Markosyan informed the Group, that while drafting the Water Code, such mechanism of financial resources allocation for water resources protection needs was discussed. Such a mechanism would require the allocation of that amount of financial resources from the State Budget for financing water resources protection, which has been collected during the previous year in a form of water resource use and environmental/pollution fees. Mr. A.Harutyunyan said that already existing law allows earmarking of revenues generated from environmental fees to finance environmental projects at local level. Mr. Harutyunyan suggested start thinking over a few simple workable mechanisms for Armenian that will allow collection of water use and environmental/pollution fees in a separate fund, which will be further used for water protection and conservation (such mechanisms as Environmental and Trust Funds). Mr. V. Sahradyan informed the participants that the Government of the Republic of Armenia is very well aware about the need of establishing this kind of funds. However the economic situation in the country as well as requirements of the International Monetary Fund are still limitations for these funds establishment. The Government should work towards development of mentioned mechanisms. Some models are already used in forests management. The separate fund is created where revenues from forest use are collected that further used for reforestation. We can try applying the similar mechanism in the water sector. 

Dr. B. Laplante informed the retreat participants on the work done by him in Laos for establishing Environment Fund. The report will be soon approved by the Asian Development Bank and made available to the group. 

Consultants presented Draft Questionnaires to the Retreat participants. These are designed for the social survey to collect data for the Resource Fee Strategy development. Draft Questionnaires are presented in Attachment 3.4.of this report.  We found out that the first drafts of questionnaires were initially circulated for the retreat participants’ comments and recommendations, and current presented drafts already incorporate first set of comments.

One major suggestion is incorporation of questions regarding earmarking mechanism(s) of revenues from water resource fees: what should Government do with the collected fees?

Retreat participants agreed to submit in written further comments and recommendations on Draft questionnaires during a week after which the draft questionnaires are finalized and distributed to respondents.

Friday, September 24, 2003

Mr. H. Kirakosyan continued the retreat by presenting recently adopted Republic of Armenia Government Decree on the Procedure for Assessment of Impact on Water Resources Caused Due to Economic Activity and its relationship with the environmental fees. Mr. H. Kirakosyan informed the retreat participants, that this decree provides a mechanism for compensation of damage(s) caused to water resources and has nothing to do with environmental fees as it covers penalties. In general it was agreed not to lose time on the details of that Decree and continue the works on developing the Water Resource Fee Strategy.

As a next step consultants agreed to submit their written comments and recommendations on the material presented during this informal discussions and have another 2-day retreat to discuss initial results of social survey and start shaping the presentation about works done on the Water Resource Fee Strategy development for reporting to the Government established Task Force to develop the National Water Policy and Program.

ATTACHMENTS

PART 1.
Attachment 1.1

AGENDA

Informal Discussion I

“Water Resources Fee Strategy:  

Key Elements of the WRF Strategy”

ADIGAZ REST HOUSE 
Tsaghkadzor, Armenia

July 10-12, 2003

Thursday, July 10, 2003

08:45


Buses Depart Water Resources Management Agency

10:30-11:30

Hotel Check In

11:30-11:40

Opening Remarks by Barbara Britton, SWRMP Director, and  

Dr. Marina Vardanyan, USAID/Armenia

11:40 -12:45
Introductory Session by Dr.Benoit Laplante, SWRMP Water Resources Economist

13:00-14:00
Lunch

14:00-15:30
Discussion:
Step 1: Examination of the Water Code Principles and Directions Pertaining to Resource Fee

15:30-16:00
Coffee/Tea Break

16:00-18:00
Discussion:
Step 1 Continuation
18:00
Adjournment

Friday, July 11, 2003

10:00-11:00
Discussion:
Step 2: Outline of the Water Resources Fee Strategy

11:00-11:15
Coffee Break
11:15-12:45
Discussion:

Step 2 Continuation

12:45-14:00
Lunch

14:00-15:30
Discussion:

Step 3: Issues that need to be addressed by Research Group
15:30-16:00
Coffee/Tea Break

16:00-18:00
Discussion:
Step 3 Continuation

18:00


Adjournment

Saturday, July 12, 2003
10:30-12:00

Discussion:
Step 4: Wrap-up: Presentation of Retreat Outcomes and Next Steps
12:00


Hotel Check-out and Lunch

13:00


Buses Depart for Yerevan

Attachment 1.2

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

“Water Resources Fee Strategy: Key Elements of the WRF Strategy”
ADIGAZ Rest House

Tsaghkadzor, Armenia

July 10-12, 2003
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Ì³ÕÏ³ÓáñÇ ²¹Ç·³½ Ñ³Ý·ëïÛ³Ý ïáõÝ

ÐáõÉÇëÇ 10-12, 2003 Ã. 

	
	Water Resources Management Agency of the RoA
	ÐÐ æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý ·áñÍ³Ï³ÉáõÃÛáõÝ 

	1. 
	Vladimir Narimanyan, Deputy Head,

Water Resources Management Agency,


	ìÉ³¹ÇÙÇñ Ü³ñÇÙ³ÝÛ³Ý

æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý ·áñÍ³Ï³ÉáõÃÛ³Ý å»ïÇ ï»Õ³Ï³É



	2. 
	Hosnik Kirakosyan, Deputy Head,

Water Resources Management Agency 
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	Ministry of Nature Protection of the RoA
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Ministry of Nature Protection
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	Ministry of Finance and Economy of the RoA
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	4. Na
	Vardan Sahradyan, Senior Specialist 

Department of Water Economy, Agriculture and Environment Programs of the Ministry of Finance and economy of the RoA


	ì³ñ¹³Ý ê³Ññ³¹Û³Ý, ÐÐ ýÇÝ³ÝëÝ»ñÇ ¨ ¿ÏáÝáÙÇÏ³ÛÇ Ý³Ë³ñ³ñáõÃÛ³Ý çñ³ÛÇÝ ïÝï»ëáõÃÛ³Ý, ·ÛáõÕ³ïÝï»ëáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ µÝ³å³Ñå³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Íñ³·ñ»ñÇ ·ÉË³íáñ Ù³ëÝ³·»ï



	
	Ministry of State Property Management of the RoA
	ÐÐ å»ï³Ï³Ý ·áõÛùÇ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý Ý³Ë³ñ³ñáõÃÛáõÝ

	5. 
	Ashot Markosyan, Deputy Minister

Ministry of the State Property Management of the RoA
	²ßáï Ø³ñÏáëÛ³Ý

ÐÐ å»ï³Ï³Ý ·áõÛùÇ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý Ý³Ë³ñ³ñÇ ï»Õ³Ï³É



	
	Local Consultants Research Group
	î»Õ³Ï³Ý ËáñÑñ¹³ïáõÝ»ñÇ Ñ»ï³½áï³Ï³Ý ËáõÙµ

	6. 
	Eleonora Matevosyan, Team Leader of the Research group
	¾É»áÝáñ³ Ø³Ã¨áëÛ³Ý

Ð»ï³½áï³Ï³Ý ËÙµÇ Õ»Ï³í³ñ



	7. 
	Gevorg Nazaryan, 

Local consultant
	¶¨áñ· Ü³½³ñÛ³Ý 

î»Õ³Ï³Ý ËáñÑñ¹³ïáõ



	8. 
	Mher Mkrtumyan,

Local consultant
	ØÑ»ñ ØÏñïáõÙÛ³Ý

î»Õ³Ï³Ý ËáñÑñ¹³ïáõ

	
	USAID/Armenia
	²ØÜ Ø¼¶ Ð³Û³ëï³Ý

	9. 
	Marina Vardanyan

Program Manager

USAID/Armenia

	Ø³ñÇÝ³ ì³ñ¹³ÝÛ³Ý

Ìñ³·ñÇ Õ»Ï³í³ñ

²ØÜ Ø¼¶ Ð³Û³ëï³Ý

	
	ARD, Inc. Armenia, Sustainable Water Resources Management Project
	¾Û²ñ¸Ç, ÇÝÏ. Ð³Û³ëï³Ý, æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ Ï³ÛáõÝ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý Íñ³·Çñ

	10. 
	Barbara Britton, Project Director

Sustainable Water Resources Management Project
	´³ñµ³ñ³ ´ñÇïáÝ, Ìñ³·ñÇ ïÝûñ»Ý

æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ Ï³ÛáõÝ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý Íñ³·Çñ



	11. 
	Benoit Laplante, Water Resources Economist, Sustainable Water Resources Management Project


	´»Ýáõ³ È³åÉ³Ýï, æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ ïÝï»ë³·»ï, æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ Ï³ÛáõÝ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý Íñ³·Çñ

	12. 
	Lilit Harutyunyan

Integrated Water Resources Management Economist, 

Sustainable Water Resources Management Project


	ÈÇÉÇÃ Ð³ñáõÃÛáõÝÛ³Ý

æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ Ñ³Ù³å³ñ÷³Ï Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý ïÝï»ë³·»ï

æñ³ÛÇÝ é»ëáõñëÝ»ñÇ Ï³ÛáõÝ Ï³é³í³ñÙ³Ý Íñ³·Çñ
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