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Executive summary 
 
Scope of the briefing: The Briefing Paper analyses the EU's assistance to Russia through 
the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) and other external aid 
instruments in the light of: 

• key documents, including Road Maps for the Four Common Spaces, the ENPI 
National Indicative Programme 2007-2010, ENPI Cross-Border Cooperation 
Strategy Paper 2007-2013, CBC Indicative Programme 2007-2010, the EU-Russia 
Common Spaces Progress Report 2007,  and the Annual Action Programme for 
2007; 

• recent political, economic or social developments and emerging policy priorities 
that may motivate adjustments to, or re-prioritisation among these objectives;  

• the positions stated by the European Parliament in its recent resolutions on issues 
relevant for EU-Russia relations. 

The paper assesses the extent to which funded programmes contribute to the stated goals of 
EU-Russia cooperation and gives recommendations for increasing the relevance and 
efficiency of EU assistance in the future. The paper is divided into three main parts. The 
first section briefly explains the framework of EU assistance to Russia and provides an 
overview of the progress made towards the declared objectives of EU-Russia cooperation. 
The second section focuses on the relevance, effectiveness and sustainability of EU 
assistance. The briefing closes with conclusions and recommendations. 
 
Main findings:  
The main objectives of EU-Russia financial cooperation include supporting the 
implementation of the four Common Spaces, promoting cross-border cooperation and 
supporting the development of the Kaliningrad Oblast. Overall amounts of EU assistance to 
Russia have been significantly reduced over time, reflecting the narrowing of the EU-
Russia cooperation agenda, Russia’s improved economic performance, and limited 
absorption capacity. Insufficient commitment of RF authorities to financial cooperation 
with the EU has hampered effective multi-annual programming of aid and timely 
identification of projects. This led to a serious underprogramming of assistance in the first 
year of ENPI implementation. Despite these limitations, the specific projects that have been 
implemented have been sound, in line with the objectives of the EU-Russia partnership, 
and, in many cases, have had significant impact. Increasing the volume of EU assistance is 
not realistic, unless Russian cooperation on the identification of priorities and projects 
improves markedly. Attempts to link EU financial assistance to democratic conditionality 
are likely to fail due to the limited volume of EU aid, Russia’s economic recovery, its 
conscious divergence from democratic norms, and its instance on being treated as a 
sovereign great power. However, the new EU-Russia agreement has the potential to place 
EU-Russian relations, including financial cooperation, on a firmer footing.  
 
Recommendations:  
 
• With regard to the programming and implementation of EU assistance, the EU should 

strive for  
o greater Russian cooperation in identifying clear priorities of financial cooperation 

which would lead to better planning and multi-annual programming of aid;  
o seek to intensify dialogue on the identification of concrete projects; 
o take measures to increase joint ownership of projects identified for funding (e.g. 

by insisting on co-financing, introducing decentralized planning, etc). 
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• Increasing assistance available to Russia is currently not feasible. Efforts should be 
directed at effective annual programming and implementation of assistance already 
earmarked for 2007-2010. If sufficient cooperation in the preparation of AAPs is not 
forthcoming from the Russian side in 2008 and 2009, the volume of aid under the next 
programming cycle should be further reduced to match actual absorption capacity. 

• In making decision about assistance to Russia, the EU should clearly recognize the fact 
that the long-term priorities of the RF government are inconsistent with the goal of 
transformation toward a market-based democracy. Offering or withholding financial 
assistance will not sway the RF government from the path of development it has chosen. 
Democratic conditionality can be effective only if made an integral part of a well-
formulated and effectively implemented EU common strategy on Russia. 

• In light of increased government control of the NGO sector, EU assistance aimed at 
democracy-promotion though supporting civil society organizations has to strike a 
delicate balance between what is desirable and what is possible. While supporting 
activities/organizations explicitly critical of the government would create new stumbling-
blocks in EU-Russian financial cooperation, selected projects focusing on NGO capacity-
building, advocacy activities, and democratic participation can be successfully planned 
and implemented. Support to the civil society and local authorities under the Institution 
Building Partnership Programme and the EIDHR should be maintained. Active 
participation of non-governmental actors in the drawing up of the CBC programmes 
should be further encouraged. 

• The selection of priorities for financial cooperation should be based on the recognition 
that the EU’s ability to influence the direction of Russia’s development is limited. Full 
endorsement of assistance priorities, objectives and methods by the RF authorities is a 
precondition for effective implementation. Projects should be selected on the basis of 
common interest in areas where the partners have agreed to cooperate (four Common 
Spaces, CBC).  

• Assistance should be concentrated on regions and sectors where it has the potential to 
make the greatest contribution to the EU’s own security, stability, and prosperity (either 
due to geographical vicinity or due to the trans-border character of issues such as the 
environment, nuclear safety, etc). It should continue to address concrete problems and 
bottlenecks hindering EU-Russia interaction (border facilities, road and transportation 
infrastructure, etc). 

• Research, education and culture stand out as areas where the EU and Russia have clear 
common interests and where the transformative potential of EU assistance is substantial. 
R&D cooperation, higher education reform, and Russia’s alignment with the Bologna 
process should be further encouraged. More funds should be allocated to student and 
scholar mobility.  

• The new PCA will restructure the basis of EU-Russia cooperation, including financial 
cooperation. The EU should strive for a treaty that 

o emphasizes shared values and commitment to democracy, human rights, and the rule 
of law as the basis of the partnership; has built-in mechanisms of democratic 
conditionality;  

o is detailed, laying out the specific objectives, principles and mechanisms of EU-
Russia cooperation (as opposed to a brief and general framework text preferred by the 
Russian authorities); 

o incorporates the framework of the four Common Spaces and develops it further; 
o includes a detailed section on financial cooperation, clearly spelling out objectives, 

commitments and obligations of both sides. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Over the past eight years, Russian leadership under President Putin has aimed at economic 
growth, strong state, and Russia’s resurgence as a great power in world politics. It has been 
very successful in meeting these objectives. However, the aims, means and outcomes of 
Russia’s transformation deviate, in several key respects, from Western standards of 
democracy and market economy. The growing value gap between Russia and the West, 
coupled with Russia’s forceful assertion of its sovereignty, place limits on the extent to 
which external actors can play a role in Russia’s domestic transformation and reform 
process.  
 
However, EU and the Russian Federation (RF) are bound together by shared interests and 
increasingly close interaction. The EU’s eastern enlargement extended the length of EU-
Russia shared border and contributed to the EU’s increasingly active role in the post-Soviet 
space where Russia has sought to retain its influence and geostrategic predominance. Trade 
between the EU and Russia is growing rapidly (by 25.7% in 2006) and the EU is now 
Russia's main trading partner, accounting for more than half of its overall trade. Russia is a 
major external energy supplier to the European Union, accounting for over 25% of its oil 
and gas deliveries. The EU remains Russia’s most important energy export market. 
 
Russia’s relations with the EU are based on the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement 
(PCA) that took effect in December 1997. While Russia opted out of the European 
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), the framework of the four Common Spaces was agreed upon 
as the basis of the EU-Russia strategic partnership in 2003. The roadmaps, detailing the 
objectives and actions of the partnership in were drawn up in 2005. Negotiations on the 
new EU-Russia agreement that will replace the current PCA started in June 2008.  
 
The EU has been the largest provider of economic and technical assistance to Russia. Since 
1991, over €2.7 billion of assistance has been provided by the EU to Russia under 
Technical Aid to the Commonwealth of Independent States (TACIS). Russia has also 
received support from the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), 
European Community Humanitarian Aid department (ECHO), as well as food aid and 
support for science and technology cooperation.  
 
From 1 January 2007 onwards, the various geographical and thematic EU assistance 
programmes were replaced by a single instrument – the European Neighbourhood and 
Partnership Instrument (ENPI). Although Russia is not included in the ENP, it receives 
assistance from the ENPI. In addition to its national allocation, Russia is entitled to support 
from the Cross-Border Cooperation (CBC) programmes of the ENPI: seven such 
programmes have been proposed, all involving Russian regions. Russia is also eligible to 
receive Community support through instruments such as TAIEX and twinning, and has 
access to selected Community programmes, agencies and networks. TACIS projects 
programmed since 2004 will also continue to operate until the end of the decade. 
 
The objective of this briefing is to assess the relevance and effectiveness of EU assistance 
to Russia. The assessment is performed in light of relevant EU objectives, as stipulated in 
key documents, as well as recent political, economic and social developments in the 
country that may necessitate a review or a re-prioritization of these objectives. The 
assessment is based on the analysis of data from a variety of sources, including EU 
institutions, the Russian government, and various intergovernmental and non-governmental 
organizations monitoring reforms and developments in Russia.  
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2. EU action and progress  
 

2.1. The objectives of EU-Russian financial cooperation 
 
The objectives of EU-Russia cooperation have become more narrowly defined over time. 
At the St. Petersburg Summit in May 2003, Russia and the EU agreed to fill the declared 
strategic partnership with more concrete content by creating four Common Spaces. 
 

• The objective of the Common Economic Space is the creation of an open and 
integrated market between the EU and Russia. This cooperation aims at increasing 
opportunities for economic operators, promoting trade and investment, and 
strengthening cooperation in a variety of sectors from energy to environment. 

• The objective of the Common Space of Freedom, Security and Justice is to build 
a Europe without dividing lines and facilitating travel between all Europeans while 
creating conditions for effectively fighting illegal migration, organized crime, 
terrorism and other illegal activities of cross-border nature. 

• The objectives of the Common Space of External Security include strengthening 
dialogue and cooperation on the international scene, with a focus on fighting 
terrorism, non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, cooperation in crisis 
management and in the field of civil protection.  

• The objective of the Common Space for Research, Education, and Culture is to 
deepen science and technology cooperation, to enhance education cooperation in 
line with the Bologna process and to reinforce people-to-people contacts..  

 
A set of roadmaps for the implementation of the Common Spaces were agreed at the St 
Petersburg Summit in May 2005. The roadmaps lay out the principles of EU-Russia 
cooperation in each of the policy domains, along with the objectives and proposed actions.  
 
Since the adoption of the roadmaps, EU aid has increasingly focused on actions supporting 
the implementation of the Four Common Spaces. References to this framework were 
included in TACIS Annual Action Programmes since 2005. Under the new package of EU 
aid programming documents effective since 2007, the majority of EU financial assistance 
to Russia is explicitly geared towards the implementation of the Common Spaces 
roadmaps.1 
 
Other priorities of EU assistance include promoting cross-border cooperation and 
supporting the development of the Kaliningrad Oblast. The broad objectives of Cross-
border cooperation are defined as follows2: 

• promoting economic and social development in regions on both sides of common 
borders; 

• addressing common challenges in fields such as environment, public health and 
fight against organised crime;  

• ensuring efficient and secure borders; 
• promoting local cross-border “people-to-people” actions. 

 

                                                 
1 National Indicative Programme 2007-2010 for the Russian Federation 
2 Cross-Border Cooperation Strategy Paper 2007-2013 
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The Kaliningrad Oblast is an exclave of the Russian Federation entirely surrounded by 
EU member states. There have been concerns that Kaliningrad may hold back the 
development of the Baltic region of the EU. The objective of financial cooperation is to 
ensure that the potential for socio-economic development of Kaliningrad and the 
surrounding region is fulfilled. 
 

2.2 Main instruments of EU assistance 
 
Technical Aid to the Commonwealth of Independent States (TACIS) 
 
The aim of TACIS was to promote the transition to a market economy and to reinforce 
democracy and the rule of law in the partner states in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. 
TACIS has been the main instrument of Community assistance to Russia: over €2.7 billion 
of assistance has been provided and over 1500 projects implemented since 1991. With the 
introduction of the ENPI in 2007, TACIS will be gradually phased out. Currently, the 
implementation of projects under TACIS AAPs 2004, 2005, 2006 is still ongoing (the 
implementation of projects under AAP 2004 must be completed by 31.12. 2009).  
 
Table 1. Key facts about TACIS Annual Action Programmes 2004-2006 
 

Year Funding Priorities/actions 
2004 € 94 m Institutional, legal and administrative reform (€25 m) 

Private sector and economic development (€35 m) 
Social consequences of transition (€28 m) 
Small Projects Programmes (€6 m) 

2005 € 70 m  Special programme for Northern Caucasus (€20 m) 
Institutional, legal and administrative reform (€9 m) 
Private sector and economic development (€8.5 m) 
Social consequences of transition (€6 m) 
Institution Building Partnership Programme (€5 m) 
Tempus (€10 m) 

2006 € 47 m Institutional, legal and administrative issues (€8 m) 
Private sector and economic evelopment (€7 m) 
Special programme for Kaliningrad Oblast (€9.5 m) 
Institution Building Partnership Programme (€7 m) 
Tempus (€10 m) 
Common Space Facility (€5.5 m) 

 
TACIS allocations to Russia have been significantly reduced over time. For comparison, 
the total volume of the AAP 1991 was €212 m; in 1993-1998, the amount of available 
funding was around 130-160 m per annum.  The reduction in funding is due to:3 

• improved economic performance of the Russian Federation and improved capacity 
of RF authorities to finance reform measures; 

• limited absorption capacity of the recipient and occasionally questionable political 
will to engage in financial cooperation with the EU  (in particular, long delays in 
obtaining Russian signatures to the Financing Agreements have caused delays in the 
implementation of projects); 

• narrower agenda of cooperation (now confined to the Four Common Spaces). 

                                                 
3 European Commission, EuropeAid Co-operation office, TACIS Annual Action Programme for Russia 2005, 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/neighbourhood/regional-cooperation/enpi-east/annual-programmes_en.htm 
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European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) 
 
From 1 January 2007 onwards, several geographical and thematic EU assistance 
programmes were replaced by a single instrument, the ENPI. Although Russia is not 
included in the European Neighbourhood Policy, it receives assistance from the ENPI. 
 
The key document guiding the planning and identification of EU’s financial cooperation 
with individual third countries is the National Indicative Programme (NIP). The NIP 
2007-2010 for the Russian Federation envisions EU assistance in the amount of €120 
million for the four years (€30 million per annum). It also stipulates that the total amount 
will be divided between two main objectives as follows:  

• 80-90% of EU assistance is dedicated to supporting the implementation of the four 
Common Spaces roadmaps;  

• 10-20% of EU assistance is reserved for supporting the development of the  
Kaliningrad oblast.  

 
In contrast to typical EU aid programming documents, the NIP for the Russian Federation 
does not identify specific priorities and indicators of achievement for the 2007-2010 
programming period because “the Russian side has rejected the idea of deciding in advance 
on the prioritisation of objectives.”4 As a result, the NIP remains very general:  it 
summarizes the agreed-upon objectives of the four Common Spaces and outlines possible 
contributions that EU assistance could make. It states that priorities will emerge from 
dialogue and discussion with Russia in the context of the four Common Spaces. It also 
emphasizes that EU assistance will be as flexible and demand-led as possible. 

Finally, the Annual Action Programme 2007 (AAP) defines the priority actions for the 
first year of ENPI implementation and identifies the amounts allocated to these actions. 
The volume of AAP 2007 is approximately € 17 million (of which EC contribution 
constitutes € 13 m, complemented by € 3 m from the RF Government and € 1 m from non-
governmental organizations and local and regional authorities). This amount constitutes 
only about a half of the allocation of € 30 million per annum envisioned in the NIP.  

The Commission gives the following explanation for the limited volume of AAP 2007: 

The late agreement on this Indicative Programme provided insufficient time to identify 
and prepare a full Action Programme that would meet the expected volume in the first 
transitory year. Assuming that the dialogue with the Russian authorities with respect to 
the identification of projects will intensify in the coming year, it is expected that Action 
Programmes in coming years may well increase significantly.5  

AAP 2007 identifies three priority areas for financial cooperation, including:  

• Border management, focusing on border infrastructure and faster and more secure 
operation of borders (€ 5 m EU contribution);  

• Investment in infrastructure, focusing on road and transport infrastructure (€ 3 m 
EU contribution; € 3 m RF contribution); 

• Institution Building Partnership Programme, fostering people-to-people contacts 
and links between local authorities and other non-state actors (€ 5 million EU 
contribution; approx. € 1 million contribution from other sources). 

 
 
                                                 
4 National Indicative Programme 2007-2010: Russian Federation, p.4. 
5 Annual Action Programme covering the programming document National Indicative Programme 2007-2010 for 
the ENPI for the Russian Federation for 2007, p.2. 
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Humanitarian Aid (ECHO) 
 
The European Commission's Humanitarian Aid department has been supporting victims in the 
Northern Caucasus since the beginning of the Chechen conflict. Since the beginning of the 
second Chechen war in 1999, the Commission has allocated over €220 million, making it the 
largest donor in the region. However, in light of recent socio-economic improvements and the 
successful implementation of reconstruction projects the Commission has scaled down its 
funding by approximately 50%. In 2008, it allocated a €11 million humanitarian aid package, 
covering income-generation activities, food security as well as rehabilitation of private houses 
and primary health services. The recipients include internally displaced persons in Chechnya 
as well as refugees in neighbouring regions.  
 
Instrument for Nuclear Safety Co-operation (INSC) 
 
Until the end of 2006, EU assistance in nuclear safety was provided under the TACIS 
programme. From 1 January 2007 onwards, as part of the reform of EU assistance 
instruments, the TACIS Nuclear Safety Programme was replaced by a new instrument – the 
Instrument for Nuclear Safety Co-operation (INSC). From 1991 to 2006, the TACIS Nuclear 
Safety programme allocated €1.3 billion to the improvement of nuclear safety in the Newly 
Independent States (NIS) of the former Soviet Union. The Russian Federation received 44% 
of this funding. It is scheduled to receive €12 million under the TACIS 2006 AAP for 
improving safety of Soviet-designed reactors, strengthening regulatory frameworks, and 
improving the management of radioactive waste. 
 
European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR)  
 
The EIDHR is a financial instrument that allows the EU to provide support for the promotion 
of democracy and human rights worldwide. Key priorities include enhancing respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, strengthening the role of civil society, and enhancing 
democratic electoral processes. Approximately €1.2 m per annum has been allocated to 
supporting civil society in Russia under the EIDHR country-based support schemes in 2007 
and 2008. Recent project calls have focused on fostering a culture of human rights, promoting 
the democratic process, advancing equality, tolerance and peace, and on helping Russian civil 
society to develop greater cohesion in working on human rights, political pluralism and 
democratic political participation.  
 

2.3 Support to the implementation of the EU-Russia Common Spaces 
 
A key objective of EU assistance programmed since 2005 has been to support the 
implementation of the four Common Spaces. The recent evaluation of progress made on 
creating the Common Spaces provides an opportunity to reflect on the relevance and 
effectiveness of this assistance. Contributions made by EU financial assistance are 
highlighted in the Commission’s Progress Report on the implementation of the four 
Common Spaces, issued in March 2008. 
 
The Commission’s overall assessment of progress in the implementation of the Common 
spaces is mixed. The report argues that although there were no major breakthroughs, day to 
day business was conducted efficiently under all four Common Spaces. It recognizes that 
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“much remains to be done and some important points agreed in principle are yet to be 
implemented in practice.”6  
 
The main achievements under the Common Economic Space include an agreement on the 
gradual abolition of Siberian overflight payments, agreement to set up energy early 
warning mechanisms, lifting of the Russian ban on Polish meat exports, and agreement on 
measures to be taken to reduce congestion at EU/Russia borders.  
 
A number of assistance projects have been launched in various areas (for example, private 
sector development, sanitary and phyto-sanitary issues, customs, space exploration, cross-
border cooperation, environment, transportation). Examples of successful projects under 
the Common Economic Space include, inter alia: 

- the construction of  the Saint Petersburg Sludge Incineration Plant (€ 25 million EU 
contribution). This is the largest and the most expensive project under the TACIS 
programme in the Russian Federation; 

- a large number of TACIS projects supporting SME development; an evaluation of 
the projects and their impact will be completed by the end of 2008;  

-  an € 2.8 million project on energy efficiency in Arkhangelsk, Astrakhan and 
Kaliningrad regions, coupled with another project dealing with renewable energy 
and the rehabilitation of small scale hydropower plants; 

- a project focusing on the preparedness of Russian administration for e-government;  
- the construction of a waste water treatment plant in Gusev (Kaliningrad region), 

jointly funded by the Commission and the regional authorities in Kaliningrad (total 
budget €  6.5 m).  

 
However, in some areas, dialogue with Russian partners has been more difficult and some 
identified projects risk being lost. For instance, a proposed €3m TACIS project to support 
the development of technical regulations and standards has not been signed by Russian 
authorities despite continued insistence from the EU side.  
 
The main achievement under the Common Space on Freedom, Security and Justice in 
2007 was the entering into force of the EC-Russia Visa Facilitation and Readmission 
agreements. Other achievements include the launch of the broader visa dialogue, signature 
and ratification of Russia/Latvia Border Agreement, closer cooperation on drugs control, 
and an agreement on cooperation between FRONTEX and Russian Border Guard Service. 
 
Several TACIS projects have supported the reform of the judicial system in Russia. 
Twinning efforts complement these efforts. TACIS projects have also been used to support 
the development of Russian legislation on migration and asylum, anti money laundering 
and financing of terrorism as well as fighting trafficking in human beings. Training events 
have been carried out to raise awareness and skills in the area.  
 
There has been little progress in the area of human rights: indeed, the situation in Russia 
continues to deteriorate. Recent developments in the Northern Caucasus are a particular 
reason for concern. Recent NGO laws restrict the activities of the civil society. Freedom of 
the press has eroded. There are significant problems with racism, xenophobia, religious 
intolerance, police brutality and torture. Both the 2007 Duma elections and the 2008 
Presidential elections deviated from the democratic standard. While the EU has provided 
                                                 
6 EU-Russia Common Spaces – 2007 Progress Report, prepared by the Commission and the General Secretariat, 
8134/08, March 2008, at http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/08/st08/st08134.en08.pdf (document partially 
accessible to the public). 
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some support to NGO activities in the realm of human rights and democratic political 
participation, the impact of EU assistance in the realm of democracy and human rights 
remains limited.  
 
EU-Russia dialogue on international issues under the EU-Russia Common Space of 
External Security has been considerably strengthened since the adoption of the roadmaps. 
EU and Russia have cooperated on Iran, the Balkans and on the Middle East, while over 
Kosovo, opinions and interests diverged. Some progress has been achieved in cooperation 
in the fight against terrorism (notably through the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear 
Terrorism) and in the field of non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and 
disarmament. No significant progress has been achieved in solving frozen conflicts in the 
common neighbourhood.  
 
The EU helps finance the safe dismantlement or reconversion of infrastructure, equipment 
and scientific capabilities linked to weapons of mass destruction. In 2007, the Council 
adopted a Joint Action contributing over € 3 million to the construction of a chemical 
weapons destruction site in Shchuch'ye. In the past, over € 20 million has been allocated 
from CFSP funds for the destruction of chemical weapons, the disposal of fissile material, 
and the protection of radiological sources. 
 
The main achievements in 2007 under the EU-Russia Common Space on Research, 
Education, and Culture relate to Russia’s active involvement in EU’s science funding 
programmes, the introduction of the two-cycle system of higher and postgraduate education 
in Russia (in line with the Bologna process), and the agreement on new priorities for 
Tempus and Erasmus Mundus education cooperation programmes.  
 
Russia was the most successful non-associated country in the 6th Framework program for 
Research and Technological Development, participating in 280 projects worth almost € 2,8 
billion. Russia’s interest in R&D cooperation is reflected in the level of co-financing, 
which amounted to EUR 20 million for the 6th FP. 
 
Cooperation focusing on the higher education system has been financed largely from the  
Tempus programme to which Russia has had access since 1994. The allocation to Russia 
has been approximately € 10 million per year. A total of 300 cooperation and reform 
projects have been implemented; on average, more than 1300 academics and students 
benefited every year from short-term mobility opportunities. The EU continues to support 
the European Studies Institute (ESI) in Moscow.  
 

2.4. Support to developing EU-Russia cross-border cooperation 

Participation of Russia and Eastern European countries in cross-border cooperation (CBC) 
has been funded under TACIS since 1996. A key problem hampering the effectiveness of 
CBC was the existence of separate instruments for different groups of countries on 
different sides of the EU external border (INTERREG, TACIS, PHARE). For the period 
2004-2006, new Neighbourhood Programmes (NP) were developed ensure improved co-
operation among the existing instruments. The Neighbourhood Programmes are now fully 
operational in Russia. In North-West Russia, 171 projects were contracted or started by the 
end of 2007 (for a budget of around €30 million). As a result, a total of 227 projects were 
running at the end of 2007. 
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The principles of EC financing of CBC changed considerably with the introduction of the 
ENPI. These changes reflect lessons learned from past CBC experience under previous 
programmes. The innovative features include the manner in which internal and external 
funding is combined in a single instrument, and the provision for decentralised 
programming and implementation by the local partners themselves.  
 
The CBC Indicative Programme 2007-2010, adopted in March 2007, defines the 
geographical scope of 15 individual CBC programmes along the EU’s external border. The 
objectives and content of these individual programmes will be developed by programme 
partners from the eligible areas, through a bottom–up process. Five of the proposed land-
border programmes and two sea basin programmes involve Russian regions as participants 
(Kolarctic/Russia, Karelia/Russia, SE Finland/Russia, Estonia/Latvia/Russia, 
Lithuania/Poland/Russia, Black Sea and Baltic Sea Region programmes). 
 
The total EC funding available for ENPI-CBC programmes for the period 2007-10 amounts 
to € 583.28 million. For the period 2011-13, it is foreseen that a further € 535.15 million 
will be made available. The envisioned Community contribution to the seven programmes 
that involve Russia is €307.488 million over the seven year period (the amount covers 
multiple partner countries on both sides of the EU-Russia border).  
 
Although the implementation of the ENPI-CBC scheme is still in an early stage, some 
progress has been made and Russia has repeatedly declared its commitment to this form of 
cooperation. Legislation relevant to CBC is currently being prepared in Russia, and the 
recently established (2004) Ministry of Regional Development in Russia is taking a 
particular interest in this topic.7 At the Mafra Summit, Russia announced a contribution of 
€122m for the seven CBC programmes bringing the overall amount to €429.488 million. 
The agreement to cooperate on seven joint CBC programmes was confirmed at the EU-
Russian summit at Khanty-Mansiysk in June 2008.  
 
Local and regional actors on both sides of the border have been working together on 
defining the content of the joint programmes.  The Baltic Sea region programme was 
approved by the Commission in December 2007. The other programmes were submitted to 
the Commission by June 30th, and the Commission’s decision is expected in 
September/October 2008. The parties intend to start implementing these Programmes in 
early 2009. However, on the practical level, Russian cooperation appears to be marked by 
delays and, in some instances, questionable commitment. Thus, the first call for proposals 
under the Baltic Sea region programme was launched with a suspensive clause for Russia 
and Belarus pending on the signature of the Financing Agreements by these countries.  
 

2.5 Support to the development of the Kaliningrad Oblast 
 
The EU maintains a particular interest in the development of the Kaliningrad Oblast. The 
objective of financial cooperation is to ensure that the potential for socio-economic 
development of Kaliningrad and the surrounding region is fulfilled. Given the limited 
amount of funding available for Kaliningrad under the national allocation, the NIP limits 
the specific objectives to a reduction in corruption and organised crime, the improved 
governance of Kaliningrad, and the improvement of the environment, and responses to 
alarming health issues. 
 
                                                 
7 Cross-Border Cooperation Strategy Paper 2007-2013. 
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The EU has already allocated tens of millions of euros to support the development of the 
Kaliningrad oblast since the early 1990s. The NIP stipulates that in light of signs that 
economic growth of Kaliningrad is picking up, it may be desirable to limit the funding 
earmarked for Kaliningrad for 2007-2010 towards the lower figure of the range (i.e. € 12 m 
for the four years).  
 
A broad range of projects supported from TACIS have focused on the Kaliningrad oblast. 
These have focussed, inter alia, on: 

• administrative capacity building and investment-promotion activities in the oblast 
(budget of € 6.7 million); 

• developing border-crossing infrastructures (over € 20 m investment in major border 
crossing points on the Lithuanian-Russian and Polish-Russian borders, with 
another € 10 million pending);  

• developing integrated border management systems (€ 4 m investment);  
• fight against organised crime; waste water treatment; energy efficiency andtural 

cooperation. 
 

3. Relevance, effectiveness, and sustainability of EU 
assistance  

3.1. Relevance of EU assistance 
 
An assessment of the relevance and impact of EU assistance to Russia must proceed from 
the recognition that the volume of EU aid to Russia is very small compared to allocations 
to many ENP countries. For instance, Georgia (population 4.6 m) is programmed to receive 
the same amount of aid (€ 120 m) in 2007-2010 as the RF (population 141.4 million). 
Ukraine (population 46.3 m) will receive € 494 million under its NIP for the same period. 
As a result, EU assistance to Russia can target „only a limited selection of the wide range 
of objectives associated with the roadmaps” and “there can be no one-to-one 
correspondence between roadmap objectives and the allocation of financial cooperation."8  
 
It should also be recognized that the agenda of EU-Russian cooperation as defined in the 
four Common Spaces roadmaps is limited to what the partners have been able to agree on 
and does not adequately address several key issues of concern to the EU (such as Russia’s 
democratic development). The European Parliament has emphasized that “a robust defence 
of human rights and democratic values should be a core principle of any EU engagement 
with Russia,” urging the Commision to ensure that „any financial assistance granted to the 
Russian authorities takes into consideration the strengthening of democratic standards in 
that country.”9 
 
The prospects of successfully applying democratic conditionality in relations with Russia 
do not look bright. Russia has repeatedly shrugged off international criticism of the state of 
democracy and human rights. A recent report by the Bertelsmann Foundation notes:  

As Russia is strong enough to ignore foreign pressure, external supporters of Russia’s 
development toward a market-based democracy can either opt to accept Putin’s conditions and 
find a niche for specific support programs, or decide to withdraw from relations with Russia.10 

                                                 
8 National Indicative Programme 2007-2010: Russian Federation. 
9 European Parliament resolution of 10 May 2007 on the EU-Russia Summit to be held in Samara on 18 May 
2007, P6_TA(2007)0178 
10 Bertelsmann Transformation Index 2008: Russia Country Report. 
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For any EU conditionality to be successful, it must relate not only to the EU’s (limited) 
financial assistance but should be an integral part of a well-formulated common strategy on 
Russia. The formulation of such a strategy, however, requires much greater unity and 
solidarity among member-states than what has been demonstrated so far.  
 
In light of the poor prospects of effectively applying democratic conditionality, EU’s 
assistance to Russia should be limited to areas in which Russian and EU interests coincide 
and where both sides have declared their commitment to cooperation. Priority should be 
given to projects that increase the EU’s own stability, prosperity and security by reducing 
threats emanating from the bordering Russian regions. The current framework of assistance 
which prioritizes the implementation of the four Common Spaces roadmaps, the promotion 
of cross-border cooperation, and the development of the Kaliningrad oblast is entirely in 
line with these principles.  
 
This analysis also suggests that increasing assistance available to Russia is currently not 
feasible. Given scarce resources, it is hard to justify allocating large amounts to a partner 
whose commitment to shared values is highly questionable and who has not acted as a 
committed partner in financial cooperation with the EU. In addition, Russia’s ability to 
finance reforms and modernization has improved greatly: state revenues have increased 
dramatically, Russia is running budget surpluses and has rapidly paid back it international 
debts. As long as the EU and Russia are struggling to identify a sufficient number of 
projects to spend even the admittedly small earmarked amounts of assistance, any 
discussion of increasing EU financing is certainly premature.  
 

3.2 Effectiveness and sustainability of EU assistance 
 
General EU commitments and actions to ensure aid effectiveness:  In managing its external 
assistance, the European Commission is committed to achieving the 12 indicators of progress 
identified in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness.11 These aim at strengthening partner 
country ownership, donor alignment, harmonization, managing for results, and mutual 
accountability. The Commission has also set more ambitious targets for itself in a number of 
areas. For instance, it aims at channeling 50% of government-to-government assistance 
through country systems, to increase the percentage of EU assistance provided through budget 
support. To facilitate implementation by the Commission, devolution of responsibilities to 
Delegations was completed in 2006. 
 
Existence of clear priorities: Existing multi-annual aid programming documents (NIP 
2007-2010) are too general and vague and do not meet the Commission’s own standards of 
effective programming. The Russian refusal to identify priorities and to narrow down the 
Roadmaps agenda is regrettable, as the Roadmaps contain simply too many objectives and 
action points to serve as concrete blueprint for financial assistance. At the AAP level, 
priorities are clear and appropriate. 
 
Joint ownership and alignment of aid with national priorities: The long-term priorities of 
the RF government are inconsistent with the goal of transformation toward a market-based 
democracy. Increasingly, projects are selected on a basis of common interest in specific areas 
(e.g. EU support to road and transport infrastructure development under AAP 2007 is in line 
with a RF federal programme aimed at improving and modernising the transport system). The 

                                                 
11 The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/11/41/34428351.pdf 
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Commission increasingly insists on co-financing to increase joint ownership. Aid programmed 
under ENPI AAP 2007 and ENPI-CBC programmes is complemented by notable funds 
pledged by the RF. However, co-financing should be further increased.  

Evaluations of programmes and lessons from past experience: The specific projects that 
have been implemented have addressed important problems and have had significant, 
positive impact. Many of the projects implemented under TACIS have made important 
contributions to socio-economic development, environmental protection, effective border 
regimes, and people-to-people contacts. A 2006 evaluation of the Institution Building 
Partnership Programme concluded that the programme had been successful in terms of 
relevance, efficiency and effectiveness with positive (and on the oblast level, impressive) 
impact.12 Also, the European Commission has drawn important conclusions from past 
experience. A Special Report (No 2/2006) by the Court of Auditors made several 
recommendations on how to improve the TACIS programme in Russia, including the need 
to ensure clear objectives of projects, the need to utilise the log frame, to improve 
evaluations, and to ensure a genuine commitment of the recipient. 

 
Institutional and administrative capacity. The effectiveness of assistance provided under 
TACIS was often undermined by weak institutional and administrative capacity of the RF 
government. Although administrative efficiency has been improved under the Putin 
presidency, policy implementation is hampered by problems associated with an oversized, 
often corruptible and only modestly competent administrative apparatus. The processes of 
budget planning and spending discipline have been considerably improved. However, there is 
no effective audit.  Administrative reform, which started in 2003 still lingers on. As a result, 
“the coherent strategy of the political leadership, which is regularly being translated into 
coherent legislation, is regularly being distorted at the implementation level.”13 
 
Corruption remains widespread, as indicated by polls and international expert opinions. 
There is a lack of functioning integrity mechanisms. State auditors lack enforcement powers. 
Procurement is open to manipulation. Corruption is not systematically prosecuted and courts 
themselves are highly corrupt. Civil society organizations are systematically discouraged from 
engagement in corruption and public integrity issues.14 
 
Donor coordination: The Delegation of the European Commission to Russia maintains a 
regular dialogue with Member State Embassies, international financial institutions and other 
major donors. Most major bilateral donors are currently in the process of reducing their 
support to Russia, or of phasing-out this work completely.15 
 
Communication and visibility: The Commission Delegation actively pursues a visibility 
strategy for the EU-RF Cooperation Programme. Overall, the visibility of EU aid is 
proportional to its limited volume and varies greatly by sector and region. The Putin 
administration’s “we will do it ourselves” attitude towards Russia’s reform and modernization 
efforts has broad resonance with the public. Among the authorities and in the Russian society, 
there is considerable suspicion regarding the motives of foreign donors and a negative attitude 
towards any external conditionality. 

                                                 
12 Annual Action Programme covering the programming document National Indicative Programme 2007-2010 
for the ENPI for the Russian Federation for 2007. 
13 Bertelsmann Transformation Index 2008: Russia Country Report. 
14 Ibid. 
15 Annual Action Programme covering the programming document National Indicative Programme 2007-2010 
for the ENPI for the Russian Federation for 2007. 
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Effectiveness of CBC programmes: Multiple factors hinder the effective implementation of 
the CBC programmes involving Russia. These include the limited institutional capacity and 
autonomy of local and regional administrations, weak civil society organizations and their 
subordination to political authorities, limited understanding of EU institutions and policies, 
poor intergovernmental relations (e.g between the Baltic states and Russia), and insufficient 
dialogue and cooperation with civil society organizations in the planning of the CBC 
programmes. On the positive side, over ten years of experience in implementing EU-
supported CBC projects has led to shared objectives, increased institutional capacity, 
functioning networks and effective practices that that serve as good foundation for further 
cooperation. Also, the EU-Russian visa facilitation agreement, effective since June 1 2007, 
has made travel easier and thus facilitated CBC.  
 
The sustainability of EU aid depends mostly on the quality of political relations, 
continued  commitment of the parties to the implementation of the Four Common Spaces 
agenda and Russia’s commitment to financial cooperation with the EU. The fact that many 
international donors are reducing or phasing out assistance to Russia also reflects dramatic 
improvements in the performance of the Russian economy. 
 

4. Recommendations 
 
• With regard to the programming and implementation of EU assistance, the EU should 

strive for  
o greater Russian cooperation in identifying clear priorities of financial cooperation 

which would lead to better planning and multi-annual programming of aid;  
o seek to intensify dialogue on the identification of concrete projects; 
o take measures to increase joint ownership of projects identified for funding (e.g. 

by insisting on co-financing, introducing decentralized planning, etc). 
• Increasing assistance available to Russia is currently not feasible. Efforts should be 

directed at effective annual programming and implementation of assistance already 
earmarked for 2007-2010. If sufficient cooperation in the preparation of AAPs is not 
forthcoming from the Russian side in 2008 and 2009, the volume of aid under the next 
programming cycle should be further reduced to match actual absorption capacity. 

• In making decision about assistance to Russia, the EU should clearly recognize the fact 
that the long-term priorities of the RF government are inconsistent with the goal of 
transformation toward a market-based democracy. Offering or withholding financial 
assistance will not sway the RF government from the path of development it has chosen. 
Democratic conditionality can be effective only if made an integral part of a well-
formulated and effectively implemented EU common strategy on Russia. 

• In light of increased government control of the NGO sector, EU assistance aimed at 
democracy-promotion though supporting civil society organizations has to strike a 
delicate balance between what is desirable and what is possible. While supporting 
activities/organizations explicitly critical of the government would create new stumbling-
blocks in EU-Russian financial cooperation, selected projects focusing on NGO capacity-
building, advocacy activities, and democratic participation can be successfully planned 
and implemented. Support to the civil society and local authorities under the Institution 
Building Partnership Programme and the EIDHR should be maintained. Active 
participation of non-governmental actors in the drawing up of the CBC programmes 
should be further encouraged. 

• The selection of priorities for financial cooperation should be based on the recognition 
that the EU’s ability to influence the direction of Russia’s development is limited. Full 
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endorsement of assistance priorities, objectives and methods by the RF authorities is a 
precondition for effective implementation. Projects should be selected on the basis of 
common interest in areas where the partners have agreed to cooperate (four Common 
Spaces, CBC).  

• Assistance should be concentrated on regions and sectors where it has the potential to 
make the greatest contribution to the EU’s own security, stability, and prosperity (either 
due to geographical vicinity or due to the trans-border character of issues such as the 
environment, nuclear safety, etc). It should continue to address concrete problems and 
bottlenecks hindering EU-Russia interaction (border facilities, road and transportation 
infrastructure, etc). 

• Research, education and culture stand out as areas where the EU and Russia have clear 
common interests and where the transformative potential of EU assistance is substantial. 
R&D cooperation, higher education reform, and Russia’s alignment with the Bologna 
process should be further encouraged. More funds should be allocated to student and 
scholar mobility.  

• The new PCA will restructure the basis of EU-Russia cooperation, including financial 
cooperation. The EU should strive for a treaty that 

o emphasizes shared values and commitment to democracy, human rights, and the rule 
of law as the basis of the partnership; has built-in mechanisms of democratic 
conditionality;  

o is detailed, laying out the specific objectives, principles and mechanisms of EU-
Russia cooperation (as opposed to a brief and general framework text preferred by the 
Russian authorities); 

o incorporates the framework of the four Common Spaces and develops it further; 
o includes a detailed section on financial cooperation, clearly spelling out objectives, 

commitments and obligations of both sides. 
 

 
 
 
  


