Climate change adaption in St. Petersburg
1.
 Abstract
St. Petersburg (Russia) has a problem with water in the city to start with. Flood defenses against the bay of Finland have just been finished, and have contributed to more coastal erosion along with milder winters (with less ice to protect the coast against winter storms). Ground water levels can be a major issue with construction. 

The paper presents finding about how city authorities are starting to use data about theses aspect in planning and Impact Assessment, which were before only used to aid construction. It also presents how public participation is taking shape in these processes. 
2.
Introduction
What happens when Russian urban localities encounter increased needs for adaption to climate-related risks? This article takes a look at the politics of climate change adaption in St. Petersburg. Our main question is: to what extent is climate change concerns incorporated into urban planning, what measures are taken that help St. Petersburg adapt to a warmer and wetter climate? 
3.
Climate change and urban development in SPB
St. Petersburg is a highly interesting city to study when it comes to the interface between urban development and environmental challenges, since planning in the light of a problematic natural environment has always been a special challenge of the city, being located out in the delta of the river Neva. Being a planned city, it has had master plans for its development from the beginning.  It soon became evident for the city’s planners that the local climate presented Russia’s new capital with certain challenges. 
The so-called “Baltic Surge” is a phenomenon that occurs when the surge reaches the shallow Neva Bay, the water rises. The water from the west “crashes” with the water from the Neva River, trapping the river water in the bay and further intensifying the flood. Since the founding of St. Petersburg, there have been more than three hundred floods of varying intensity – some of them catastrophic.
 The floods not only damage infrastructure and wash away land, but also pollute ground water and hence constitutes an epidemiological risk. The flooding furthermore leads to situations where the sewage system cannot lead the water away quickly enough, and its infrastructure collapses. This does not only happen during Baltic surges, but is particularly likely in such scenarios. 
The increased moisturization of the soil makes subsurface water more likely to penetrate to the surface, creating problems for urban infrastructure. Subsurface water penetrating to the surface is already at the outset a problem in St. Petersburg. The global temperature change also delays the formation of a stable ice cover in the Bay of Finland, which again leads to a longer flood season and more intense floodings caused by the winter winds. 
This, along with, the rise of the sea level may in itself threaten St. Petersburg – built, as it is, on a flat and swampy delta plain. Increased riverside and bay erosion is taking place, and pessimistic predictions are that St. Petersburg could lose 1,300 hectares of land (KPOOS 1, KPOOS 2, Mineral 2, Master Plan 1).
Our topic of research in this project is, in light of this situation: What mechanisms are created to ensure that St. Petersburg’s citizens and infrastructure are safe from climate- related threats?  To what extent do local authorities, civil society and private interest coordinate to solve this complex problem – and how do different levels of the public authorities coordinate with each other? How does international cooperation affect local climate change adaption? Will we find patterns of organization that correspond to the notion of “network governance” as a tool to solve complex problems?
4. Urban development proposals: public participation and environmental concerns
The procedures surrounding development project proposals contain possible tools for climate adaption, in the sense that it would be possible to demand that new construction projects take into account the possibility for global/local warming and its effect on the proposed building site. 
The Urban Development Code (Gradostroitel’niy kodeks) does not specify any necessity for developer to make, or for that matter, relate the project to, scenarios on how climate change may impact the proposed building site. It does however specify the necessity to conduct engineering surveys in order to prepare project documentation, including the gathering of materials on natural conditions of the proposed building site, including “factors regarding the technogenic [anthropogenic] impact on the environment, and the prognosis of their changing” (§47.1), and also to map out the climatic conditions of the site (§47.5). The legislation however stops short of saying that building projects should take into account possible warming-related future worsening of the site conditions.
Building projects must also relate to certain explicitly environment-oriented rules and regulations. The most relevant mechanisms are the Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) and Environmental Reviews (ERs). We will first account for the EIAs, which are based on the Urban Development Code.
Тhe rules and regulations for EIAs do not specify that climate change adaption should be a focal point of the assessments – which is no surprise, since these decrees predate the intensification of the global debate on climate change. Still, EIA holds potential in that actors who are given a role in the assessment procedure are free to bring up the adaption issue, e.g. to address the feasibility of the construction project in light of possible/probable warming. In this light it is particularly interesting that while EIAs are prepared by the party that wants to initiate building, civil society does have a formal opportunity to involve itself in the EIA process.
So, even if there are obstacles and challenges for civil actors to get involved, but that it is indeed possible – and in some cases that they are even successful in convincing the experts hired in by the developer, or the local authorities, that a project should be stopped or changed.  

It is, however, a constant element of EIA and ER that focus lies on the possible negative impact on the environment of building projects – and as such does not at the present time include climate change adaption awareness explicitly. There is room for EIA to incorporate such elements, but it in practice this does not happen to any considerable extent. This has not only to do with the EIA/ER system in itself moving all actors towards focusing on the impact of new infrastructure on the environment rather than the other way around, but it also has very much to do with the fact that climate change as such is very low on the agenda at the popular level. Ordinary citizens tend to focus on problems that appear acute, or problems that it is easy to demonstrate locally are real. As Ekom puts it, climate change is «far from personal experience for the normal population». Climate change adaption is hence a special issue within a special issue, and not something civil society in Russia prioritizes when lobbing to impact urban development projects.
If popular notions about climate change and the necessity for adaption should change, however, the EIA/ER system could be a potential tool for channeling the need for adaption into the urban development processes. If this was to be the case, it would still be a challenge that laws and regulations are not really aimed at picking up this kind of input – as of yet.   
5. The Master Plan and the Rules for Land Use and Development (PZZ)
In Russia, Master Plans are designed to be key instruments for urban development. The plans, which are to have a time frame of 20-30 years (minimum 20 years, Urban Development Code §9.11) formulate «strategic issues for city development and land allocation according to social, economic and environmental circumstances» (Golubchikov 2004: 235).  
The Master Plan was subject to an EIA, but that due to alterations in the law done in 2007, the next Master Plan will not need to have an EIA, according to one of our sources (the NGO Ekom). There was a State ER for the Master Plan, but according to Ekom no public ER. They state that they “tried to get one, but it was impossible – we didn’t have enough time”. The Master Plan was approved by Parliament in 2005
, and according to NIPIGrad “incorporated roughly a thousand public comments” (quoted in Dixon 2010:40).
According to Ekom there were public hearings at the “third tier” level in regard to this document as well, with the authorities even tasking certain public environmentalist activists to organize some of the hearings. These hearings were organized at the district level, in mid-2006 (Dixon 2010: 41). These initial hearings, according to Ekom, revealed that the document was “of poor quality” and it subsequently took two more years to prepare an “acceptable” document. The current PZZ was confirmed by the Parliament of SPB in 20,091.
 According to Dixon (2010: 40-41) the PZZ made building processes in SPB more transparent for “citizens and developers alike” since it did not just include specific sub-zoning but also set out clear procedures to govern public hearings.  
As we approach the middle point of the Master Plan’s validity period (2015, as the plan is valid 2005-2025), a process to update the document is under way. After a SPB Government Decree, the responsible authority for this is KGAI (KPOOS 1). The Committee will ask for input from other authorities, NGOs, municipalities, deputies etc. as part of the process. Ekom stated in interviews that the city authorities had already gathered public comments for the updating during 2012. According to KPOOS (2) the revised Master Plan as a city law should “pass through all authorities, public hearings, parliamentary procedures and then finally be decided by the government. That would all in all take a year or so”. If everything goes on time, the revised document should be ready by the end of 2013. It would be possible for civil society activists and various parts of the SPB administration to give climate change adaption-related input into the revision. If they do, and if that is accepted, is something we will have to wait and see. However, the likelihood that such concerns will be given as input to the revision is small – as it would take a lot of time and resources to gather the data needed to influence the revision, but even more importantly due to the low consciousness about this problematic on the grass root level in Russia. 
6. The Climate Change Adaption Strategy
The SPB climate change adaption strategy project is a true-born child of the Russian climate doctrine. The Federal climate doctrine recommends the identification of climate change parameters and adaption measures at the local level. Since the document lacks the force of command, it is technically the goodwill of the Governor that has made SPB decide to follow the doctrine up (KPOOS 2).
A “plot twist” in this otherwise straightforward story of Russian political verticalness is the strong involvement of an international cooperation in the project to create an adaption strategy in SPB – the project Climate Proof Living Environment (CliPLivE). CliPLivE is co-funded by the Russian Federation (20%), Finland (20%), the EU (40%) and partner organizations (20%). CliPLivE is much bigger than just the climate change adaption strategy part: Geological risk assessment is for example a major issue in the project, (KPOOS 2) with an included goal to produce a risk map that should be completed by 2014. Here, however, we will focus on the climate change adaption strategy.
Several actors point to KPOOS as the initiative-taker in CliPLive – and KPOOS again refers to their getting responsibilities for the subject “environmental security” and the signals from the Climate Doctrine the catalyst events. Their decision to go by an international cooperation is rooted in (KPOOS 2) Russia’s small “national experience” with climate change adaption strategies (DFK). The international experience with making adaption strategies is hence seen as a good tool to shape SPB’s own. 
 According to KPOOS (2) no institution can “prepare such a document alone”, interdisciplinearity is important – input from relevant authorities, scientific communities - and also civil society. Yet, the picture painted so far is of a project group which involves partners from the state hierarchies, mainly at the local level.  Public hearings will however be organized during 2013 to provide input from the civil society sector. As an example of how this will be done, KPOOS in interview, referred to the public hearings about the new SPB Environmental policy which were held at the end of 2012. 
7.
Conclusion
In the current situation, climate change seems to be highest on the agenda at the Federal level. Awareness seems to “emanate” from the centre (and “seep in” from outside), rather than be rooted in any substantial local and grass roots interest. Political signals from the centre and Federal climate change-related law-making has not yet reached a level of intensity regarding climate change that would cause the local level to really begin saturating their planning processes with adaption measures. However, that process is starting in SPB as we speak. Data-access is taking off, and planning and EIA are becoming tools for handling climate change adaptation.
� When it comes to the more usual type of seasonal river flooding, the Neva is in fact a rather stable river. Some of the smaller rivers feeding into it can, however, on occasion create problems (KPOOS 2; Mineral 2).





� It was subject to some alterations in 2009.


� This law as altered in 2011.
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