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The article discusses a methodology for determining the environmental flow of two rivers in 
Azerbaijan, based on a holistic approach. It is shown that the application of this methodology 
requires data on the hydrological regime and hydromorphology of rivers, on the 
physicochemical parameters of river waters, species of bottom fauna and water use. An 
example of assessing the environmental flow of a river is given. It is noted that when 
implementing the considered methodology in the conditions of Azerbaijan, a number of 
problems arise related to the availability of initial information. To adapt this modern 
approach, it is necessary to develop recommendations for assessing the necessary indicators of 
unstudied rivers. 
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