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Voice from the Wild (A letter from the Editor)

hen the United States government created the National Park Service

in 1916, it established a dual purpose for the service: to conserve
nature and to provide for its enjoyment by current and future generations.
For better or for worse, this dual mission has informed the development of
protected areas in America, and in much of the Western world, ever since.
The Russian system of zapovedniks, however, is unique precisely because it
is not strongly rooted in recreation. “Zapovednik” comes from the Russian
word zapovednyi, meaning restricted or prohibited. In an oft-quoted 1908
paper, Grigori Kozhevnikov, an early advocate for zapovedniks, wrote that
Russia’s nature reserves “must be ‘zapovedniks’ in the full sense of the
word ... nothing should be eliminated, nothing should be added or
improved, nature should be left as it is and we shall watch the results.”

Kozhevnikov’s words are hardly a mandate for ecotourism, and that may
be part of the reason that ecotourism has been slower to take hold in
Russia and Northern Eurasia than in other parts of the world. Over the past
few years, however, ecotourism has gradually made inroads into the pro-
tected areas of the CIS, as directors of zapovedniks and, especially, national
parks began to see ecotourism as a means of garnering support for biodi-
versity conservation, rather than as a threat to the inviolability of protected
lands. The UN’s designation of 2002 as the Year of Ecotourism only
increased the focus on ecotourism development in the CIS, leading to a
wide range of ecotourism seminars, workshops, and projects throughout
the region. In this issue of Russian Conservation News, we take a look at
ecotourism development in Northern Eurasia, both in theory and in prac-
tice. Join us as we explore Vodlozersky National Park, already in the sec-
ond phase of its tourism development plan, and share in our authors’
visions for bird watching in northwestern Russia, scientific tourism in Altai,
and natural and cultural tours in the mountains of eastern Uzbekistan.

While some were working in 2002 to develop new sustainable tourism
projects in protected areas, others were fighting for those areas’ very exis-
tence. Environmentalists scored a major victory in December, after a year-
long campaign against the Ukrainian Ministry of Transportation’s plan to
build a canal through the middle of Dunaisky Biosphere Zapovednik. We
open this issue of RCN with a recount of that struggle and invite you to
share in our celebration of an important victory for biodiversity conserva-
tion in Northern Eurasia.

We then ask you to keep this victory in mind as you make your way
through the bulletin, for, unfortunately, not every threat to biodiversity has
been so successfully thwarted. We draw your attention to the ancient
forests of Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park, in Belarus, where stands
of old-growth spruce are threatened by the park’s two-year regime of sani-
tation clear-cutting. Public protest in Belarus has thus far proved powerless
to change the park’s policy, but recently the issue has been attracting
increasing international attention. The success of the campaign for
Dunaisky Zapovednik hinged upon the support of the international com-
munity. We hope that placing international pressure on the Belarusian gov-
ernment will have the same effect, and that by spreading news of the situa-
tion to our international readership, we might do our part to ensure the
protection of Belovezhskaya Pushcha’s remarkable forests.

Finally, we invite you to journey to the Sea of Okhotsk, a region of rich
marine diversity off the coast of Far Eastern Russia. First we focus on the
critically endangered western North Pacific gray whale population, one of
only two gray whale populations remaining in the world. Then we investi-
gate the possible effects of new Russian laws permitting orca capture in

Summer 2002, No. 30

o



RCN #31 7/2/03 16:34 Page 2

—p—

Protected Areas

/'

Protected Areas

An International Campaign Prevents Canal
Construction through Dunaisky Zapovednik

By Vladimir Sesin

A note from the editors: As 2002
came to a close, environmentalists in
Ukraine, and all over the world, had
cause to celebrate. After more than a
year of campaigning against the pro-
posed construction of a canal through
Dunaisky Biosphere Zapovednik,
Ukrainian president Leonid Kuchma
announced that be would not sign
any decrees related to the zapoved-
nik and that the Ministry of
Transportation would have to dig the
canal elsewbere. The president’s deci-
sion marked a major victory for envi-
ronmental activists and ensured the
ongoing preservation of one of
Europe’s most biologically diverse
wetlands. The following article
recounts the Ukrainian Ministry of
Transportation’s attempts to build
through the middle of the zapovednik,
and the successful efforts of activists
around the world to avert the threat
to the area’s biodiversit).

n autumn of 2001, the Ukrainian

Ministry of Transportation began
lobbying insistently for permission to
construct a deep-water ship canal
through the heart of Dunaisky
Biosphere Zapovednik. The canal
route supported by the Ministry
would have connected the Danube
River to Black Sea, cutting through
the middle of the zapovednik’s
strictly protected zone and travers-
ing the fragile Bystroe Estuary.

Part of the international Danube
Delta Biosphere Reserve, which
spans the Ukraine-Romania border,
Dunaisky Zapovednik protects part
of the largest and most intact wet-

land complex in Europe. It is home
to Ukraine’s largest nesting popula-
tion of spoonbills (Platalea leucoro-
dia), as well as large flocks of dalma-
tion pelican (Pelecanus crispus),
great white pelican (Pelecanus
onocrotalus), and pygmy cormorant
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Map by M. Dubinin. Source: Kiev
Environmental and Cultural Center
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(Phalacrocorax pygmeus). The
zapovednik’s waters protect popula-
tions of great sturgeon (Huso huso)
and Black Sea salmon (Salmo trutta
labrax), two species that are virtually
extinct outside of the reserve. The
unimpeded accumulation of silt in
the Danube Delta also makes
Dunaisky Zapovednik the only place
in Europe where one can observe
the natural formation of land and its
colonization by flora and fauna.

Ukrainian law directly forbids any
activity, economic or otherwise, that
contradicts the purpose of biosphere
reserves or other protected areas by
interfering with natural processes or
negatively affecting natural ecosys-
tems. The Ministry of Transportation,
therefore, drew up a proposal that
would withdraw 5,600 hectares from

Bystroye
Espna

Boundaries of Dunaisky Zapovednik
Core zone
- - - -  Proposed canal

the zapovednik’s total territory of
46,500 hectares. While perhaps legal-
izing the canal’s construction, the
measure would have done little to
avert the ecological effects of the
proposed canal upon the Danube
Delta. According to Viktor
Pomanenko, Academic of the
National Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine and Director of the Institute
of Hydrobiology of the National
Academy of Sciences, “The operation
of the canal as proposed by the
Ministry will inflict significant dam-
age to natural ecosystems, and its
negative impact will be permanent.”

Two hundred and twenty-three
species of birds, including 5 species
listed in the European Red List and
31 species listed in the Red Data
Book of Ukraine, inhabit the immedi-
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Picketers built a nest in front of the
Ukrainian Embassy in Moscow in protest
of the proposed canal route through
wetland nesting grounds in Dunaisky
Zapovednik. Photo by V. Kantor, courtesy
of Greenpeace Russica

ate zone of influence surrounding the
proposed canal route. These territo-
ries, together with the adjoining shal-
lows, form one of the most important
areas in the zapovednik for nesting,
migration, feeding, and wintering of
waterfowl. Many of these birds inhab-
it sandbanks that could have been
washed away by the increased flow of
water brought about by the canal,
while noise and altered habitat would
have displaced other species.

Construction and operation of the
canal would also have threatened fish
inhabiting the Danube Delta, thereby
adversely affecting local residents,
whose livelihoods are based mainly
on the fishing industry. The canal
would have blocked the migration
route of the Danube herring (Alosa
pontica), which passes through the
Bystroe Estuary, endangering the
species and reducing its annual indus-
trial catch by 90 tons. The process of
deepening the canal to accommodate
ship traffic and the dredging required
to maintain the artificial depth, as
well as waves created by ships passing
through the canal, could also have led
to youth death in rare and valuable
species such as sturgeon
(Acipenseridae sp.), schraetzer
(Gymnocephalus schraetser), zingel
(Zingel zingel), and Danube streber
(Zingel streber streber). As a result of
feeding ground damage, the annual
catch of freshwater fish might have
decreased by 19 tons, while marine
catches might have decreased by as
much as 80 tons.

The negative effects of the canal
would not have subsided after its
construction. Operation of the canal
would have contaminated the estu-
ary with petrochemicals, and ship

—————

SATPETITE Mucu

g I POUTEARC] CI0kBA
" RAHANSATIBEH

A Thank You from a Local Scientist
and Activist

Dear friends and colleagues,

In December I sent you and many others our plea for belp. Now I would
like to inform you about the bistory and results of our Danube campaign.

In July and August, about 20 scientists of the National Academ) of Sciences
of Ukraine (NASU), including myself, prepared an environmental expert
report on the construction of a deep shipping canal from the Danube (o the
Black Sea. The report was ordered by the Ministry of Transportation. The
canal bad to cross the Danube Biosphere Reserve. Besides supporting
unique ecosystems and rare birds and plants, the Danube Delta supports
the world’s largest population of European pond turtles (Enys orbicularis)
and an endemic newt species, the Danube crested newt (lriturus dobrogi-
cus). NASU concluded that the canal should not be constructed. But our
government still intended to build it.

We started the Danube Campaign—it was long and difficult. We organized
press conferences, publications, and an email and fax attack directed at
our government and president. Russians organized a picket in front of the
Ukrainian Embassy in Moscow. And finally our baiile to save the Dunaisky
Biosphere Reserve has been successful. We won only due to internationcal
support: several bundred letters, faxes, and emails from 64 countries were
sent to the administration of our president. So my deep gratitude to all the
people who supported us.

My best wishes for 2003/

Sincerely yours,
Dr. latiana Kotenko, National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine
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traffic through the estuary would
pose a risk of oil spills. Furthermore,
a functioning canal requires devel-
opment of supporting infrastructure,
such as loading and unloading
docks, access roads, and services for
workers on the canal and the ships
that pass through it, all of which
would have significantly increased
the human impact on the zapoved-
nik. The negative impact of the canal
upon the ecosystems of the
zapovednik would therefore only
have increased with time.

Scientific and civic organizations
began campaigning against canal
construction in Dunaisky
Zapovednik at the end of 2001. On
November 22, 2002, the Ministry of
Transportation issued its proposal to
withdraw 5,600 hectares from pro-
tected status directly to the
President, bypassing the Cabinet of
Ministers, and supporters of the
zapovednik feared that the President
would soon sign away the future of
the Bystroe Estuary and Dunaisky
Zapovednik. The nature reserve’s
supporters, however, were not ready
to give up. At this crucial moment,

A St g

Joint Danube Survey Report Available

The technical report of the International Commission for the Protection
of the Danube River (ICPDR) on the Joint Danube Survey (JDS) was
released in September 2002. JDS was conducted in August-September
2001 and covered the entire river. A team of experts thoroughly exam-
ined the Danube River based on samples from more than 200 sites. This
261-page report presents complete results from the hydro-biological and
hydro-chemical surveys as follows: hydro-biological - macrozoobenthos,
phytobenthos, marophytes, phytoplankton, zooplankton, and microbiolo-
gy; hydro-chemical -general characteristics, nutrients, heavy metals, and
organic pollutants. The report wraps up with a synopsis of findings and
conclusions and gives recommendations for the future. The Ramsar
Bureau has a limited number of hard copies of the report to give away.
Please send your requests to: europe@ramsar.org. The report can also be
downloaded (20 MB, zipped PDF) from the Internet at
http://www.icpdr.org/pls/danubis/danubis_db.dyn navigator.show.

faxes and emails from 64 countries
flooded into the president’s office,
and Russian supporters organized a
picket in front of the Ukrainian
Embassy in Moscow. At the end of
December, swayed by public opposi-
tion and fear of international scan-
dal, President Leonid Kuchma
announced that he would not sign
the Ministry of Transportation’s
decree and that the canal would

have to be built outside the bound-
aries of the zapovednik. Thanks to
international support, Dunaisky
Biosphere Zapovednik was saved!

Vladimir Sesin is Coordinator of the
Forest Program of the Kiev
Environmenial and Cultural Center.
Supplemental information for this
article came from the website of the
Socio-Ecological Union (wwwseu.ri).
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"Dilhaisky Zapovednik protects the nesting grounds of large flocks of waterfowl. Photo by O. Berlova
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Ecotourism

A note from the editors: The United Nations designated 2002 as the International Year of Ecotourism, sparking a series
of ecotourism seminars and development projects throughout the CIS. Defined by the International Ecotourism Society as
“responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment and sustains the well-being of local people,” eco-
tourism may prove to be an effectual means of garnering support jor the protected areas of Northern Eurasia while also
aiding local communities. In this special section of RCN, we take a look atl the path ecotourism development has taken in
the CIS and where it may be beaded in the future.

Ecotouristm Development in Russia,
Past and Future

By Natalia Moraleva too complex and troublesome, and
did not promise exceptional profits.
Zapovednik directors, with few
exceptions, could not under-
stand why ecotourism was

needed at all.

ithin the next ten years,

Russia may have a
chance to become one of
the world’s most attrac-
tive nations for tourism
focused on nature and
environmental educa-
tion. Yet less than a
decade ago, during eco-
tourism’s first stages of
development in Russia,
almost no one supported the
idea. As recently as 1995 and
1996, many environmental organi-
zations were either uninterested in

In these early years,

Vsevolod Stepanitsky

(director of the

Department of
Environmental Protection
of the State Committee on
the Environment of the Russian
Federation 1990-2000) and inter-
national organizations, such as the
United States Agency for

ecotourism or actively opposed its Tourists raft through the mountains. International Development (USAID),
development in zapovedniks. To the Photo by A. Lebedev, courtesy of Dersu the TACIS program of the European
private sector, ecotourism seemed Uzala Fund Union, and the Replication of

The Facts about Ecotourism in Russian National Parks *

Total number of trails in Russia’s 35 national Parks: ... ... ... . . 214
Total length of trails in Russia’s National PArKS:. .. ... ...ttt et e 16,612 km
Total number of visitors to Russia’s national parks in 2001: ... ... ..o 1,597,800
Number of Russian ViSitors 0N Organized LOULS:. . . .. ...ttt ittt e ettt ettt e e ettt 359,900
Number of foreign visitors On Organized LOULS: . ... ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e 6,590
Total number Of fOTEIGN VISILOTIS:. . . . . oottt et e e e e e e e e e e 47,930
Estimated number of visitors Russia’s national parks can sustain without harm to the natural environment:. . ......... 13,101,200
Number of parks reporting an average visit length of 1-2 days for 2001: .. ... ... ... i 18
Number of parks reporting an average Of 3—5 daAYS:. . . . ..ottt e 11
Number of parks reporting an average Of 6—10 AaYS:. . . ... ..ottt 3
Parks reporting visitors staying longer than 10 days: ................. Sochinsky, Tunkinsky, and Samarskaya Luka National Parks
Zapovednik receiving the largest annual number of visitors:. . ................ ... ... .. Priosko-Terrasny Biosphere Zapovednik
Number of visitors to Priosko-Terrasny Zapovednik in 2001:. .. ... 12,000

* With the exception of data from Priosko-Terrasny Zapovednik, whose proximity to Moscow makes it among the most beavily visited
zapovedniks, information for the entire zapovednik system was not available from the Ministry of Natural Resources, the central
agency administering Russia’s nature reserves.

Source: Department of Protected Areas and Biodiversity of the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation
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Lessons Learned (ROLL) project of
the Institute for Sustainable
Communities, offered the only real
support for ecotourism develop-
ment in Russia. Starting in 1996, this
support led to a series of ecotourism
development projects in zapoved-
niks in Primorsky Krai (Maritime
Region), Khabarovsky Krai (Region),
and Amur Oblast (Region), in the
Russian Far East; in zapovedniks and
national parks of the Altai-Sayan
ecoregion; in zapovedniks in the
North Caucasus; and in Vodlozersky
National Park in northwestern
Russia. (Please see accompanying
article about ecotourism in
Vodlozersky National Park on page
7.) The supporting organizations
also led seminars, developed new
tour routes, published advertising
materials, conducted a mass media
PR campaign, and created a website
(www.ecotours.ru). These projects
laid the foundation for a whole
series of new initiatives in eco-
tourism development on protected
areas and helped change attitudes
toward tourism in national parks
and zapovedniks.

Five years later, in 2001, the
Association for Ecological Tourism
was created as a forum for sharing
experience among Russia’s protect-
ed territories staff, government
agencies, and the private sector,
and to unite these groups through
a single set of principles for eco-
tourism development. The

Astravel Travelers Association, and
the Russian Association of Tourist
Agencies. The Association for
Ecological Tourism now conducts
its activities under the aegis of the
World Conservation Union (IUCN).

Ecological tourism currently makes
up 5 percent of all tourist activity
in Russia (Financial News, 12
January 2003). However, the major-
ity of tourists visiting Russia’s pro-
tected territories still cannot truly
be called ecotourists. The demand
for nature-oriented tourism in
Russia is largely focused on tradi-
tional recreation in natural areas
and on traditional tour routes that
do not necessarily depend on the
existence of protected areas. All too
often, there is simply no demand
for the ecological tours, lectures,

and excursions prepared by Russian
zapovedniks. Tourists come to
zapovedniks and national parks
with interests far-removed from the
objectives of nature conservation
and protected territories, and with
little understanding of the princi-
ples and ethics of ecological
tourism. Thus, the single most
urgent objective of ecotourism
development in Russia is to
increase awareness of the goals and
objectives of ecotourism and to
heighten public understanding of
protected areas not only as recre-
ational areas, but as special territo-
ries offering a unique experience
that must be enjoyed responsibly.

Natalia Moraleva is President of
the Association for Ecological
Tourism.

Arranging a Visit to Russia’s

Protected Areas

Who to contact: There a number of organizations that lead tours to pro-
tected areas in Russia and which will also help you design a more person-
alized tour. RCN does not favor any of these, nor will we assume liability
or responsibility for their activities. The Association of Ecological Tourism
and Dersu Uzala Ecotourism Development Fund is a good starting point,
and its staff can put you in touch with ecotourism firms that uphold
international principles and standards for tours on protected lands
(www.ecotours.ru). Dersu Uzala serves as advisor and partner to foreign
ecotour operators such as the American environmental group Sierra Club.
This year, Sierra will organize a trip to the western Sayan Mountains.
Check out www.sierraclub.org/outings for more information about their

“Journey to the Center of Asia.”

Association for Ecological Tourism
was founded on the initiative of
the Dersu Uzala Ecotourism
Development Fund, as part of a
World Wide Fund for Nature
(WWF) ecotourism project in the
Russian Far East, with funding from
USAID. Its membership consists of
zapovedniks and national parks, as
well as a wide range of organiza-
tions, including the Ecological
Travels Centre, Collection of
Adventures interregional alliance,
Green Network tourist agency,

Another Russian organization is the Ecological Travels Centre (Www.eco-
travel.ru), which organizes practical field experience and scientifically ori-
ented tours; and Collection of Adventures, which specializes in ecological
programs for children (www.active-life.ru). The website of the Russian
Nature Press (www.rusnatpress.org.uk) also has a list of Western and
Russian agencies offering tours to Russian protected areas. (Please see
Conservation Contacts on the back page of this issue for more detailed
contact information for these organizations.)

For more information about the above, or about nature reserves or parks
where ecological or scientific tourism is available, please contact Russian
Conservation News or our Russian partner, Partnership for Zapovedniks,
directly. (Our contacts are found on the back of this issue of RCN.)

6 Russian Conservation News
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By Vladimir Tigusbkin

D uring Soviet times, the Republic
of Karelia was a veritable
mecca for tourists. Located in far
northwestern Russia, between
Finland and the White Sea, the
Republic of Karelia boasts crystal
clear lakes and white-water rivers,
vast tracts of virgin taiga, monu-
ments of history and culture, and
examples of northern architecture.
Data from the republic’s archives
show that more than 1.5 million
people visited Karelia in 1989. With
the beginning of perestroika, howev-
er, the number of tourists to Karelia
drastically declined, and in the
1990s, the republic had to develop
its ecotourism industry from scratch,
without any support from the gov-
ernment.

Aware of the difficulties involved in
redeveloping the republic’s tourist
infrastructure and organizing eco-
tourism, administrators of
Vodlozersky National Park, located
in southeastern Karelia, concluded
that before any action could be
taken, they must first draw up a plan
for ecotourism development and
determine up-to-date methods for
its implementation. These plans were
first developed in 1994 in a docu-
ment entitled “Plan for Organizing
and Developing Tourism in

Taking the Second Ste
Development in Karelia

Tourists hike along a trail
through Vodlozersky National
Park. Photo courtesy of
Vodlozersky National Park.

Vodlozersky National Park.”
This plan laid the founda-
tions for the development
of ecotourism in the park.
The strategies outlined in it
formed the basis for the
General Plan for the
Development of Tourism in
Vodlozersky National Park and for
the park’s business plan for tourism
development. All of these documents
envisaged three stages of ecotourism
development for the park: organiza-
tion (1996—1999), implementation
(1999-2001), and development
(2002-2010).

The first stage has already been com-
pleted, and the park is currently
working on the second stage of
development. The first stage
involved the planning and initial
development of tourist infrastruc-
ture, staff training, and the creation
and active marketing of tourist prod-

Q
<
q
~
£
L

Republic
of Karelia

Belomors

)
{o

towards Ecotourism

ucts. Vodlozersky National Park now
has two tourist bases, several cabins
outfitted for tourists, dozens of
camping areas, and a summer field
station on Kologstrov Island for con-
ducting environmental camps for
children. The park has acquired
equipment required for tourism,
including transportation such as
snowmobiles, buses, boats, rafts, and
even a motorized sailboat named
Saint Ilya modeled on a seventeenth
century Russian ferry. Vodlozersky
National Park also opened north-
western Russia’s first visitor center,
located in Petrozavodsk, a city in
southern Karelia. The visitor center is
equipped with modern technology,
and visitors have access to fascinat-
ing museum exhibits, as well as data-
bases containing information about
the history and ecology of the area.
Thousands of residents and tourists
have already flocked to the visitor
center. When construction is com-
pleted, there will also be two visitor
centers within the national park.

Vodlozersky National Park has devel-
oped many types of tourism, includ-

Arkhangelsk

. RUSSIA
Region

Petrozavodsk
[

Vodlozersky
National Park

Ladozhgkoye
aKe

Map by M. Dubinin
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ing white-water rafting, hiking and
ski trails, snowmobile safaris, recre-
ation on Vodlozer Lake, fishing, edu-
cational tours, and diverse forms of
educational environmental field-
work. The park received a license for
international tourist activity in 1995,
and in 1998 the park’s tour routes
were certified by the government.
The number of visitors to the park
has grown steadily: from 400 visitors
in 1994 to 10,000 visitors in 2002.
Currently, while ecotourism is still in
the implementation phase, most of
its proceeds go towards building
new sites and facilities for tourists.
Each year, new routes through the
park are completed. Park staff mem-
bers are currently finishing construc-
tion of a 40-kilometer hiking trail,
called Varishpelda-Luza, which runs
along an ancient monastery and
trade route from Moscow to the
White Sea.

Lack of trained personnel proved to
be one of the greatest obstacles to
organizing ecotourism activities in
the national park. To overcome this,
park staff created four-month cours-
es to train guides for work in
Vodlozersky National Park. Lectures
and practical work covered the
whole spectrum of park activities,
including nature protection, scientif-
ic research, and environmental edu-
cation. The course concluded with a
two-week field practicum and exam.
These courses turned out to be quite
popular, attracting about 200 people
in all, mostly tourism specialists from
Russian zapovedniks and national
parks. This may have been due in
part to the fact that the classes were
provided free of charge, thanks to
the financial support of the State
Committee on Labor and
Employment of the Republic of
Karelia. As a result of these courses,
several dozen specialists were
trained for the summer season, some
of whom were subsequently hired
on as staff members.

In 1997, with the goal of continuing
and developing its staff training pro-
gram, Vodlozersky National Park, in
conjunction with Kuru College of
Forestry in Finland and Hartpury
College in England, began conduct-
ing yearly international courses to
train ecotourism specialists. Over the
course of one school year (August to
June), students receive professional
training in working in natural areas
and a certificate of international
standards, which qualifies them to
work in tourist companies and envi-
ronmental organizations. Students
intern at tourist firms in Finland and
Great Britain and participate in field
practicums in Vodlozersky National
Park, Lapland, and Wales. They
receive a specialization in instructing
and guiding, and they learn essential
skills such as rafting, orienteering,
driving, and rescue work. The course
has proved immensely popular, both
in Russia and abroad. Enrollment is
boosted by the financial support
available: students study free of
charge and receive stipends of 1000
Finnish markkaa (about $180), as
well as other exemptions.

Over the past few years, Vodlozersky
National Park has been sending its
own staff to study at Russian schools
specializing in tourism training:
Petrovsky College, Tourist Lycee, the
Academy of Tourism, and Karelia
Pedagogical University. In 2000,
Vodlozersky National Park and

Arranging a Visit

Petrovsky College founded a 2-year
program to train specialists for work
in the protected natural territories of
northwestern Russia. This program
covers all the skills and knowledge
required for work in national parks.

The park’s work in getting tourist
products into the market has been
no less important. A division of
tourism was created in 1997. Each
year, staff members from this divi-
sion present exhibits in all the major
tourism conferences and fairs, both
Russian and international. This
allows the park to sign contracts and
develop relationships with major
tour operators. Such contact with
the tourist industry resulted in the
creation of autumn ecotours in the
national park for journalists con-
nected to mass media in Karelia, as
well as correspondents for Russian
media outlets. The park also designs
advertising materials, such as book-
lets, cards, calendars, information
bulletins, CD-ROMs, and videos. Park
staff members have also developed a
system for organizing press confer-
ences and briefings. Vodlozersky
National Park takes part in Russian
and international conferences and
seminars on ecotourism, which
allow for information exchange, col-
lective decision-making, and unified
strategies. For example, the park par-
ticipates in the activities of the
Association of Zapovedniks and
National Parks of Northwestern

to Vodlozersky National Park

Park Contacts: Tel/Fax: +7(814-2) 76—43-79, 76—44-17;

e-mail: vodloz@karelia.ru

Getting there: From Petrozavodsk, Vodlozersky Park can be reached by
boat across Onezhskoe Lake or by train as far as Belomorsk and from
there by park or local transportation. Arrangements can also be made for
park transportation directly from Petrozavodsk.

Cost: $180—-$475 per person for a weeklong tour of the park.
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By Sergei Bourmistrov

ver the past few years, Russia

has turned increasing attention
toward the idea of ecotourism.
Considered an important compo-
nent of sustainable development
strategies, ecotourism has come to
Russia largely through the efforts of
international funds and environmen-
tal organizations. Development of
ecotourism can be a means of
spreading environmental education,
creating jobs, revitalizing rural
economies, and raising the standard
of living of local populations. Among
the benefits of ecotourism, nature
protection takes center stage. In
developing nations, for example,
ecotourism represents a viable alter-
native to other, less sustainable
forms of natural resource use, such
as unsustainable agricultural prac-
tices, hunting, gathering of wild
foods and medicinal plants, logging,
mining, and mass resort tourism.

The World Wide Fund for Nature
(WWTF) has played a major role in
fostering the development of eco-
tourism throughout Russia. WWF

5

Pskov Region

ecotourism projects are already
underway in Far Eastern Russia, the
Altai region, Bashkortostan,

and European Russia.

Now, as part of
a project to
promote
€co-
tourism
and
evalu-
ate its
poten-
tial for
develop-
ment, WWF is
planning two
pilot bird watching
tours in Pskov Region.

Located in northwestern Russia,
south of St. Petersburg, and bordered
to the west by Estonia, Latvia, and
Belarus, Pskov Region is home to
valuable southern taiga forests of
pine, birch, aspen, and spruce, as
well as linden, maple, and ash. These
woodlands are already the site of
WWE’s Pskov Model Forest project,
which aims to provide a working
model for sustainable forest manage-

RUSSIA

Map by M. Dubinin

Birding for Sustainable Tourism
in Pskov Region

The Eurasian woodcock (Scolopax rusti-
cola) makes its home in Pskov Region.
Photo by S. Fetisov

ment in north-
western
Russia.
Within
the
frame-
work of
the
Model
Forest
project,
development
of ecotourism is
considered an impor-
tant step towards sustainable for-
est resource use, and thus the new
project to promote and evaluate
ecotourism within the area is an
indispensable part of the larger for-
est management initiative.

The pilot bird watching project
began in September of 2002, when
Russian and foreign researchers con-
vened in Pskov Region to assess the
existing possibilities for ecotourism
in the area. After studying the region
and consulting with nongovernmen-
tal organizations, local government
leaders, and other interested parties,
experts suggested a pilot program of
bird watching ecotours as a first step
in developing and evaluating eco-
tourism in the Pskov taiga.

Pskov Region provides habitat to
support a rich diversity of bird
species, including many rare species.
Thus far, Sebezhsky National Park,
Polistovsky Zapovednik, and
Remdovsky Zoological Preserve
appear to possess the greatest poten-
tial for bird watching ecotours.
Sebezhsky National Park alone has
registered more than 190 species of
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birds, quite a few of which are rare
breeds that attract special attention
from the birding community. These
include the black stork (Ciconia
nigra L.), white-tailed eagle
(Haliaeetus albicilla), osprey
(Pandion bhaliaetus L.), spotted eagle
(Aquila clanga Pallas), lesser spotted
eagle (Aquila pomarina Brebm), nine
species of woodpecker, corncrake
(Crex Crex L.), capercaillie (7etrao
urogallus L.), and mistle thrush
(Turdus viscivorus L.), to name just a
few. Remdovsky Preserve has regis-
tered sightings of 208 bird species,
37 of which are either rare or threat-
ened. Migrating birds may also prove
a significant attraction, particularly
in the fall and spring, when bird
watchers can observe their annual
mass migrations. Development of
infrastructure in Sebezhsky National
Park to allow for greater access and
education opportunities, the rich
natural worlds of Polistovsky
Zapovednik and Remdovsky
Preserve, and nearby historical and
cultural monuments would also pro-
vide a greater breadth to bird watch-
ing tours conducted in the area.

The idea of bird watching as a fasci-
nating and environmentally educa-
tional leisure activity is not wide-
spread in Russia. In Western Europe
and North America, however, bird
watching has become an extremely
popular form of leisure, and the
number of bird watchers has grown
to rival that of amateur hunters and
fishermen. Various calculations have
estimated that 30—78 million people
take part in bird watching tours
annually, spending approximately
$78 billion on the activity each year.

The tendency of bird lovers to join
national and local ornithological
societies may also make bird watch-
ing more conducive to develop-

A photographer stalks his subject in
Sebezhsky National Park.
Photo by S. Bourmistrov

ment in countries like Russia, where
ecotourism is relatively undevel-
oped. These societies are often
influential organizations with the
capacity to discuss and affect
ornithological and environmental
protection issues on a national
scale. The Swedish Ornithological
Society, for example, organizes
courses, seminars, and excursions
for its ten thousand members, and
publishes a magazine devoted to
ornithology. It has long offered its
members organized bird watching
tours in foreign countries. Britain
alone boasts no less than thirty
such societies. With their ability to
disseminate information and organ-
ize tours, these ornithological soci-
eties may prove to be valuable part-
ners in the Pskov bird watching
project and in future endeavors.

The project’s two pilot bird watch-
ing tours are planned for spring and
autumn of 2003. Foreign eco-
tourism experts, including directors
of tourist agencies from Sweden
and the UK, have been invited to
participate in the tours, along with
veteran birdwatchers, ornithologists,
and staff from Pskov Region’s pro-
tected areas. Their experience in
and knowledge of the international
market for ecotourism will allow
these experts to analyze the viability
of ecotourism development in
Pskov Region, and the presence of

both foreign and Russian experts
will provide an opportunity to
develop the lasting contacts that
will be essential in getting any eco-
tourism enterprise off the ground.
Experts will evaluate the education-
al and recreational aspects of the
tours, as well as the level of services
offered, the professionalisms of the
guides, the region’s existing infra-
structure, and potential Russian
partners for further ecotourism
development. Additionally, staff of
the region’s protected areas, as well
as local residents, will gain valuable
experience in organizing ecotours
and will have a chance to evaluate
the possible economic opportuni-
ties associated with the develop-
ment of ecotourism in the region.

The ecotourism development project
in the Pskov Region is made possible
by the financial support of the Swiss
Agency for Development and
Cooperation (SDC). Since the begin-
ning of its work in Russia in 1994,
SDC and WWF have worked togeth-
er to bring about a series of coopera-
tive projects for biodiversity conser-
vation and sustainable forestry in
Russia.

Sergei Bourmistrov is Project
Leader of Pskov Model Forest, a proj-
ect of the World Wide Fund for
Nature’s Russian Program Office

(WWE-RPO).
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Adventures in Eastern Uzbekistan:
Developing Tourism in Ugam-Chatkalsky
National Park

By Tamila Abdullaeva

ast November, 50 experts in eco-

logical, adventure, and historical-
cultural tourism gathered in
Tashkent for a seminar on the devel-
opment of ecological tourism in
Ugam-Chatkalsky National Park.
Situated on a fingerlike extension of
easternmost Uzbekistan, the park is
bounded along much of its length by
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Forests
of juniper, pistachio, and other nut-
bearing trees spot its rugged, moun-
tainous terrain, and its breathtaking
landscapes could lure tourists from
the world over. With this in mind,
experts at the seminar discussed
means of attracting investment in
tourist operations, the capacity of
the region’s infrastructure to support
tourists, and the creation of tourist
products associated with the
foothills of the Tashkent Region. The
seminar was sponsored by Tacis, a
European Union initiative to provide
grant-financed assistance to support
the transition to market economies
and democratic societies in CIS
countries, as part of its Central Asia
Transboundary Biodiversity Project
in the Western Tien Shan Mountain
Range. Under the guidance of the
Tacis biodiversity project, the semi-
nar focused on ecotourism as a
means of supporting the ecological
balance of the park’s fragile ecosys-
tems.

Uzbekistan currently has very few
rural recreational areas: only .08 per-
cent of total area of the country is
devoted to rural recreation, com-
pared to 3—8 percent in many coun-
tries worldwide. The pace of recre-
ation development in Uzbekistan is

checked by the country’s scarcity of & - b

forests, the significant distance sepa- The breathtaking landscapes of eastern Uzbekistan draw tourists to Ugam-Chatkalsky

rating forests from major population National Park. Photo courtesy of Rabit Malik Tourist Association
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Border of Uzbekistan
Archeological sites
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Petroglyphs

centers, a relatively low level of
mobility, and transportation difficul-
ties. In spite of these hindrances, the
tourist industry in Uzbekistan is
growing, much of it in the form of
hunting, fishing, rafting, trekking,
and picnicking, all forms of tourism
that make direct use of natural
resources.

Yet national parks like Ugam-
Chatkalsky seldom receive any bene-
fit from this type of tourism. Profits
are rarely directed toward support-
ing and restoring the ecosystems
that human use may have thrown
off balance. Nonetheless, tourism
represents a viable alternative to the
illegal and unsustainable natural
resources use that currently plagues
Uzbekistan’s natural areas. Practices
such as unregulated collection of
medicinal plants, unlicensed hunt-
ing, and illegal trade of rare species
of flora and fauna particularly
threaten Uzbekistan’s national parks.
Natural resource use of this type
results in a loss of biodiversity, and
restoration of damaged areas can
require huge financial resources. It is
thus essential to convince people
that sustainable use of living nature
is capable of producing greater prof-

its than the hides, bones, and meat
of animals.

Participants in the Tacis seminar
focused on three possible directions
for tourism development in Ugam-
Chatkalsky National Park: adventure
tourism, historical and educational
tourism, and nature tourism, all of
which can be considered compo-
nents of ecotourism. Already, both
local and foreign tourists participate
in adventure tourism in and around
the national park, though mostly in
unorganized, unregulated forms.
Local residents, especially, use the
park’s resources without any guid-
ance. Local tourists outnumber for-
eigners 5:1 in organized tours, while
the ratio of locals to foreigners in
unregulated tourist activity is 40:1.

Development of adventure tourism
in Ugam-Chatkalsky National Park
might include activities such as
mountaineering, rafting, trekking,
horse packing, hang-gliding and
paragliding, and sailing. Much of the
infrastructure required for these
activities is already in place, and the
foundation of adventure tourism —
that is, the spectacular, rugged natu-
ral areas that make these activities

possible and attractive — exists in
abundance. The park is accessible by
functioning roads, which, while not
always in perfect shape, allow visi-
tors to reach the tourist base at the
entrance to the park without diffi-
culty. Trails through the mountains
and forests were blazed and marked
during the Soviet period, and chair
lifts run up the mountain slopes, car-
rying skiers in the winter and
trekkers in the summer. Hotels and
tourist bases provide nearby lodging,
as well as a staff of instructors.
Rescue services exist in several areas.

Historical and educational tourism,
with a focus on visiting historical
sites and learning about the region’s
archeology, ethnography, art, and
ancient metalworking, might also be
incorporated in tours of the national
park. Although this approach to
tourism has not yet been tried out
on tourists to Ugam-Chatkalsky, the
area boasts many objects of cultural
and historic interest, such as reli-
gious artifacts, handicrafts, historical
monuments, archeological excava-
tions, and petroglyphs. This region is
also home to settlements of diverse
ethnic groups (Tajik, Kazakh, Uzbek,
Kyrgyz, and mixed groups) which
have preserved their traditional eth-
nic spirit, customs, and ways of life.
Visitors to these villages might pur-
chase traditional crafts produced by
these people, thus providing material
benefits to the local population.

Nature tourism represents a third
significant direction for tourism in
Ugam-Chatkalsky National Park. The
park’s 570,000 hectares have been
protected since 1947, thus preserv-
ing eastern Uzbekistan’s high moun-
tain landscapes and nut-bearing
forests, along with the 24 species of
mammals and 100 species of inver-
tebrates that inhabit them. The
park’s lakes, mountains, flora and
fauna, caves, and fossils make it an
attractive place for visitors interested
in nature and natural history. Already

12
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several tourist agencies have made
active use of the park’s ecological
resources to attract ornithologists,
spelunkers, and botanists, as well as
artists and poets attracted by the
park’s spectacular landscapes.

Yet despite the park’s extensive natu-
ral and culture resources, Ugam-
Chatkalsky faces a series of problems
that impede full development of
ecotourism in the area. Particularly
in the realm of adventure tourism,
which often requires sophisticated
technology and experienced guides,
local residents cannot offer the level
of service and instruction expected
by paying tourists, and certain servic-
es simply are not offered at all. The
area lacks rescue services and med-
ical centers within quick reach of
tourist bases and encampments, and
emergency services are further inhib-
ited by the absence of technology
that would allow for emergency
communication during adventure
activities. Cultural and ethnological
tourism faces similar problems of
inaccessibility. The remote villages
that might prove most interesting to
anthropologists and ethnologists are
often not accessible by roads, and
the local population is not prepared
to offer standards of service expect-
ed by foreign tourists.

Eastern Uzbekistan’s labyrinthine
borders have also posed problems
for tourism in Ugam-Chatkalsky.
After the events of 1999-2000,
when Islamic militants entered the
park from Kyrgyzstan, the Uzbek
government imposed restrictions
that severely limited tourism in the
area. According to Vadima Shiryaeva,
of the Asia-Raft tourist agency, “The
lack of coordination between cus-
toms, police, and border patrol cre-
ates problems for visitors, and the
potential for tourism in the park has
sharply decreased. This zone has
practically been crossed off the map
of regional rafting.”

If these problems have detracted
organized tourist operations, Ugam-
Chatkalsky remains a favorite recre-
ation spot for unguided “wild”
tourists. The park suffers serious eco-
logical damage in the summer and
fall period, due to the seasonal influx
of unregulated tourists. Because
there is no appointed place for
camping, campers pitch their tents
anywhere they please, without
regard for the park’s fragile ecosys-
tems.

It is thus essential that any effort to
develop tourism in Ugam-Chatkalsky
National Park first establish guide-

lines for controlling the impact of
tourism on the natural environment.
Already research has pointed to areas
that can sustain more or less human
impact and therefore might be more
or less conducive to tourist activities.
According to Evgeny Butkov, an
expert for Uzbekistan’s Ministry of
Agriculture and Water, juniper stands
can sustain between 5 and 10 peo-
ple per hectare per hour, depending
upon the recreation season, while
the maximum human load that can
be borne without damage is approx-
imately 8 to 15 people. Artificially
planted deciduous forest can sustain
3—-5 people/ha/hr, with a maximum

Bk

A waterfall in Ugam-Chatkalsky National Park. Photo courtesy of Rabit Malik Tourist Association
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By David Ortiz
and David Ostergren

t was a trip to remember for stu-

dents from Northern Arizona
University (NAU). July 19 through
August 15 of 2002, twelve under-
graduate and graduate students jour-
neyed from the cool, dry climate of
Flagstaff, Arizona, to what should
have been a cool, dry climate in cen-
tral Siberia. When the group arrived
with their professor David Ostergren
in Ust-Koksa, in the Altai Mountains,
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American students'
route through Altai

Scientific Tourism in Altai:
American Students Visit Katunsky
and Altaisky Zapovedniks

they were surprised by one of the
wettest summers in recent memory.
Fortunately, the expedition went
well, and the hospitality of Katunsky
Zapovednik and Altaisky Zapovednik
staff and the surrounding communi-
ties was warm and welcoming,

When Americans think of Siberia,
many think of a cold, inhospitable
place, but during the summer
months, it is an area of flowering
plants and dense forests with weath-
er that permits horse packing or
backpacking expeditions into the
taiga. The NAU students who made
the trek to these
lands this
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past summer came to explore
Siberia’s rich ecosystems, as well as
to investigate the management and
policy challenges to nature protec-
tion in Russia. For Dr. Ostergren,
who holds a Ph.D. in recreation and
tourism and has been researching
the changing circumstances of
Russian zapovedniks since 1993, it
was also a chance to contemplate
the role that ecological or scientific
tourism might play in sustaining
Russia’s nature reserves.

Visiting zapovedniks is controversial.
Some researchers, managers, and
policy experts believe that no one
should be allowed within, or even
on the fringes of, the reserve’s strict
nature protection zone. While
it is true that excessive visita-
tion would degrade these pristine
natural areas, for the time being,
the number of people visiting
Altaisky and Katunsky Zapovedniks
is relatively small, and all visitors are
accompanied by zapovednik staff.
This is a tremendous difference
from the mass, self-guided
tourism in American and
European protected areas,
and it allows Russian
zapovedniks to highly regu-
late human impact on nat-
ural areas. Alexander
Zateev of Katunsky
Zapovednik estimated
that 100 visitors had
traveled on small por-
tions of the zapovednik
during the first eight months
of 2002 and said that they
plan to limit visitation to 500
per year. Altaisky Zapovednik
recorded 203 visitors in 2001

Professor David Ostergren and American students traveled

through the Republic of Altai, from Katunsky Zapovednik to Altaisky Zapovednik,

as shown on this map. Map by M. Dubinin
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and 216 by August of 2002. These
numbers include Russian school chil-
dren as well as foreigners.

Dr. Ostergren’s research indicates
that Russia’s zapovedniks may face a
difficult choice. If visiting these areas
for research and ecotourism
becomes popular, managers may
have a difficult time turning people
away, especially as the potential
financial and scientific support of
such tourism grows. One way to
limit visitors while preserving some
of the economic benefits of eco-
tourism might be a two-tiered sys-
tem for entrance fees. Russian school
children, for instance, would contin-
ue to have access and guide support
for a fee geared toward their ability
to pay, while foreigners who are
spending much more money just to
travel to the area would pay higher,
but still relatively reasonable fees.
Russia’s museums, national parks,
and several zapovedniks have
already set a precedent for this,
charging foreigners several times
more than citizens of the Russian
Federation.

Because zapovednik policy focuses
on ecosystem research, any eco-
tourism conducted on zapovednik
grounds should be strictly scientifi-
cally or environmentally oriented.
Ostergren puts forth his own group
of students as an example of “eco-
tourists” who are serious about
learning about the environment and
eager to aid the zapovednik in any
way that they can. “It is essential that
the group contribute more than
money,” says Ostergren. This might
mean maintaining trails or even col-
lecting data for the zapovednik.
Indeed, Ostergren believes that
zapovedniks should look upon this
type of scientific tourism as an
opportunity to win not only finan-
cial aid, but also the invaluable sup-
port of their colleagues in the scien-
tific and environmental world.

Students visited Noname river in Altaisky Zapovednik

Taking a focused, scientific approach
to ecotourism can also provide stu-
dents with an unparalleled educa-
tional opportunity and can foster a
lifetime commitment to nature pro-
tection in Russia and throughout the
world. Their experiences at Altaisky
and Katunsky Zapovedniks pro-
foundly affected Ostergren’s students
and led some of them toward new
avenues of research. For Brent Tyc, a
geology major, the trip prompted an
interest in nature conservation and
the need to incorporate people’s val-
ues and interests into strategies for
protecting natural areas. Lisa Taylor,
an environmental sciences major,
felt the visit prompted her to want
to research technologies, infrastruc-
ture, and resource consumption in
different cultures and environments.
She said, “The trip convinced me of
something I've been introduced to in
school, but never really sunk in until
I traveled to the zapovednik—the
connection between protected areas
and the surrounding communities.”
Perhaps most importantly for
Russia’s zapovedniks, these students
have forged ties to the wilds of Altai
that give them a more personal stake
in issues of Russian nature conserva-

tion. “I got a better understanding of
why the Russian steppe is so impor-
tant and what measures are being
used to protect it,” said Amber
Shows, an environmental humanities
and biology major. “I will always
have an interest in Russian conserva-
tion efforts because it’s personal to
me now.”

Even if tourism on zapovednik terri-
tory remains restricted to small
groups of scientists and students,
tourism in the surrounding areas is
not likely to be so limited. While
zapovedniks must continue to serve
as sanctuaries where nature is left to
run its course, untouched by human
impact, providing general access to
beautiful, spectacular natural areas is
also an essential community service.
Providing this service in a sustain-
able way, however, is not easy. This
can be seen in the growing impact
of tourists at Lake Teletskoye, an L-
shaped lake located along the border
of the northern part of Altaisky
Zapovednik. The zapovednik’s
boundary runs right down the mid-
dle of the lake, leaving the western
half of this spectacularly deep lake
open to general tourist recreation.
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American students learn first hand about the ecology of

Altai. Photo by D. Ostergren

and villagers. Allowing
Westerners to visit
Russian wilderness
areas not only pro-
motes a greater under-
standing of the coun-
try’s ecosystems and
nature protection sys-
tems, but also allows
for cultural exchange
between foreigners and
Russians. It is extremely
important that scientif-
ic tourism benefit the
community as well as

—

Already some problems have begun
to emerge, including pit toilets at
water level only about 100 meters
from the lake, motor boats that spill
gas directly into the water, traffic,
and noise pollution. If tourism
blooms and more resorts are built,
this disturbance could become a real
problem. Involving zapovedniks in
regional land planning and develop-
ment might help control tourism in
unprotected areas, but without an
increase in zapovednik budgets, such
involvement may be impossible.

Of course, visiting Russian zapoved-

niks also means interacting with

Russian people, including scientists,
tour guides,

the zapovednik. There
is a growing realization that if
zapovednik managers want public
support for protected areas, the local
population needs to find ways to
replace the economic benefits of
hunting, grazing, and food collecting
in areas designated as national parks
and zapovedniks. The American
group contributed to the local econ-
omy by staying at local hotels and
homes and purchasing local food.

Whatever economic benefits eco-
tourism brings, in Russia, as in America
and throughout the world, the great
majority of the zapovednik budget will
still need to come from the govern-
ment. Natural areas represent a benefit
to all society, for generations to come.
The only way that Russia will be able

to continue conducting research and
protecting nature is through govern-
ment support.

Dr. Ostergren is planning another
expedition in 2004 which will
include students from Idaho State
University as well as Northern
Arizona University. “Both the
zapovednik staff and I now know
what my students are capable of
doing,” Ostergren said. “In 2004 we
will assist in collecting data for
research and try to visit a national
park as well. As long as we are care-
ful about how we live on the pro-
tected landscape, this is one small
contribution that we can make to
international understanding and
supporting the goals of Russian pro-
tected areas.”

David Ortiz is a Communications
Specialist with Northern Arizona
University Public Affairs. David
Ostergren is an Assistant Professor of
the Department of Political Science
and the Center for Environmential
Sciences and Education at Northern
Arizona University. Dr. Ostergren
notes that the trip could not bave
bappened without a great deal of
belp from many people, and he and
bis students would like particularly to
thank their interpreter Nadezhda
Maleshina.

Students visited Teletskoye Lake
in Altaisky Zapovednik
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By Rodney Cole

D uring the summer of 2002 my
wife and I were fortunate to be
able to travel in Bashkortostan, visit-
ing one of the national parks and
three of the zapovedniks in that area
of the southern Urals. This was
indeed a rare opportunity: most
British people have only the vaguest
idea of where the Urals are, let alone
any notion of what they are like. Yet
as we traveled around, we realized
that there would surely be other
people who would love to travel
here and see something of the varied
natural landscape and wildlife.

There is a great deal in the southern
Urals that ecotourists would be
delighted to see. Bashkiriya National
Park boasts some magnificent lime-
stone landscapes, along with its asso-
ciated karst features, such as swallow
holes and caves, and distinctive cali-
cole (limestone-loving) flora, such as
orchids. Shulgan-Tash Zapovednik
has a fascinating cave system, the
spectacularly beautiful Belaya River
flowing within a limestone gorge,
and a scientific program devoted to
the preservation of its indigenous
forest subspecies of the wild honey-
bee (Apis mellifera). Bashkirsky
Zapovednik provides fascinating
mountain flora that contrasts with
that of the deciduous forest further
south, with mountain steppe afford-
ing a further dimension to a wild
and beautiful mountain landscape.
Yuzhno-Uralsky Zapovednik, located
just that much further north and a
bit higher in elevation, possesses a
yet more contrasting taiga landscape,
with mountain tundra elements on
higher ground.

History and culture might also be
incorporated into ecotours of the

Would Ecotourism
be Practicable
in Bashkortostan?

southern Urals. The history of
Russia’s zapovednik system is fasci-
nating in itself, and far too little is
known outside Russia about the
achievement of creating these
reserves. Russian and Bashkir villages
also provide a potential cultural
attraction in the region. The farm-
ing-based way of life that we saw in
the Urals was much more like what
existed forty years ago in Britain,
before everything gave way to mech-
anized and specialized agriculture,
and would be of great interest to
those who value intimate contact
with nature. Moreover, incorporating
contact with the local community
could also involve material gains for
the hosts and other local residents.

In short, there is enormous scope for
mounting enjoyable and informative
trips to Bashkortostan. However,
tourism in zapovedniks should not
mean mass tourism: it should mean
catering to that widening section of
society, abroad and within Russia,
that is sympathetic to the objectives
of the reserves. Zapovednik staff will
need to take measures to manage
human access to sensitive areas, such
as the fragile hillside adjacent to the
natural stone bridge and waterfall at
Kuperlya in Bashkiriya National Park.
The rare plants and thin soils of this
cliff area would be particularly sensi-
tive to erosion caused by excessive
human visitation. Most importantly,
ecotourism need not violate the
sanctity of the bulk of the reserve,
and indeed must not. If people have
access to an interpretation center, a
viewing point, walks, and perhaps a
talk or a video, they will be able to
establish meaningful contact with
nature without infringing upon the
core of the reserve.

It does appear that something imagi-

The Belaya River flows through Shulgan-
Tash Zapovednik. Photo by I Shpilenok
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Adapted from a paper by Erich
Hoyt, Haruko Sato, Alexander
Burdin, and Rauno Laubakangas

$1.25 billion industry operated

in 87 countries worldwide,
whale watching represents an
increasingly significant example of
the ways in which ecotourism can
successfully intertwine science and
conservation with economic devel-
opment. While development of
whale watching in Russia has so far
been tentative, the country’s Arctic
and Far Eastern waters possess both
the spectacular marine ecosystems
and the “social” cetaceans that might
be considered the raw materials of
the whale watching industry.

Whale watching is not altogether
unknown in Russia. Commercial
whale watching began here in the
1990s as converted Russian ice-
breakers escorted foreign tourists
through Arctic waters, where tourists
could spot bowhead whales
(Balaena mysticetus) and beluga
whales (Delphinapterus leucas).
Western cruise companies offer
nature cruises to Far Eastern Russia
which include regular cetacean
sightings. A Finnish initiative has also
begun arranging trips to the White
Sea to observe beluga whales. In the
summer of 2001, this initiative led
nine trips to Arctic Russia, bringing
200 mostly Finnish tourists to the
White Sea, for a total whale watch
expenditure of $96,000, a large part

of which was spent in Russia. These
trips have already improved the eco-
nomic prospects for the Solovetskiye
Islands, and future expansions could
increase the number of tourists to
700-1000 people, for a total expen-
diture of approximately $500,000.

Commercial whale watching also
provides an economic alternative to
exploitation of whales for meat or
for placement in marine zoos. In
1999, the Russian government
attempted to begin commercial
hunting of beluga whales, and in
2002, Russia granted permits for the
capture of up to five orcas (Orcinus
orca) in the waters off Sakhalin
Island (please see accompanying
article, page 22). As social, vocal
cetaceans, beluga whales and orcas
are considered Russia’s most accessi-
ble and charismatic whales for
tourism. Development of whale
watching focused on these species
might act as a counterweight to eco-
nomic arguments in support of per-
mitting their hunting or capture.

Whale watching tours can also func-
tion as a tool for, and a means of
funding, marine research. Several
organizations, such as Earthwatch
and the Tethys Research Institute in
Italy, facilitate the development of
partnerships between scientists and
whale watching operations inter-
nationally. The partnership
: between science
and com-

Commercial Whale Watching in Russia:
A Scientific and Conservation Tool,
a Future for Communities

merce can also extend to environ-
mental education and conservation.
High-quality whale watching is an
engaging educational experience
that motivates participants to care
about marine conservation. As
Russia’s coastal communities begin
to face seemingly irreconcilable
choices between economic develop-
ment and environmental conserva-
tion, whale watching may well pro-
vide a middle ground that benefits
communities, science, and the
whales themselves.

Erich Hoyt is Co-director of the Far
East Russia Orca Project (FEROP)
and Senior Research Associate of the
Whale and Dolphin Conservation
Society (WDCS). He is working with
the WDCS (o investigate whale waich-
ing and mavrine ecotourism through-
out Russia and will produce a report
in late 2003. Haruko Sato is
Principal Investigator of FEROP.
Alexander Burdin is Co-director of
the FEROP and Chief of the
Laboratory of Animal Ecology of the
Kamchatka Institute of Ecology and
Nature Management. Rauno
Laubakangas is a bigh-energy
physicist at the Helsinki Institute of
Physics who leads nature and beluga
research tours to the White Sea.

This article was adapted from a
paper presented at the 2nd
International Conference, Marine
Mammals of the Holarctic, Irkutsk
Scientific Center of the Russian

Whale watchers are drawn to the spectacular sight on an orca breaching. Photo by Hal Sato, Far East Russia Orca Project
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Russia’s Gray Whales Face
an Uncertain Future

By Dmitri Lisitsyn
and Natalia Barannikova

B ordering much of Russia’s east-
ern coastline, and bounded to
the east by Kamchatka and the Kuril
Islands, the Sea of Okhotsk is one of
the world’s cleanest bodies of water
and one of the richest in marine
biodiversity. More than one
hundred species of fish,
as well as dozens of
species of crabs,
shellfish, and
mollusks

attract fisher-
men and sci-
entists to

these waters
from all over
the world. Yet
few are aware
that the Sea of
Okhotsk is also
home to a wide variety
of marine mammals, includ-
ing dolphins, seals, and an unusual-
ly diverse population of whales.
These Far Eastern waters provide
habitat for the largest mammal in
the world, the blue whale
(Balaenoptera musculus), as well as
the fin whale (Balaenoptera
Dhysalus), sei whale (Balaenoptera
borealis), humpback whale
(Megaptera novaeangliae), northern
right whale (Eubalaena glacialis),
bowhead whale (Balaena mystice-
tus), Cuvier's beaked whale (Ziphius
cavirostris), minke whale
(Balaenoptera acutorostrata), sperm
whale (Physeter catodon), beluga
whale (Delphbinapterus leucas), and
orca (Orcinus orca).

Although many of these cetaceans
are extremely rare and endangered,
there is one species which merits a
more detailed exploration: the gray
whale (Eschrichtius robustus). Once
at home in both the Atlantic and
Pacific oceans, only two populations

of this species survive today. The
larger of the two, the eastern North
Pacific population, spends the sum-
mer in the shallow waters of the
Chukchi Sea, between northern
Alaska and Siberia, and winters off
the coast of California. Thanks to the
full protection accorded to the
species in 1946 by the International
Whaling Commission (IWC), this
stock appears to have stabilized at a
population of several thousand
whales and is considered at lower
risk for extinction. Unfortunately, the
same cannot be said of the second
stock, the western North Pacific

During a period of seismic exploration in
the Piltun-Astokhsk oil field, gray whales
surfaced to breathe more frequently.
Photo by D. Weller

population, which inhabits the
coastal waters off northeastern
Sakhalin Island, a Russian island
located in the southwestern part of
the Sea of Okhostk, just east of
mainland Russia and north of the
Sea of Japan.

Due to intensive hunting in
the past, the western
North Pacific popula-
tion of these
giants, which can
reach 15
meters in
length and
weigh 35
tons, has been
reduced to
barely more
than 70 individ-
uals. Although this
stock, too, has been
protected under the
International Convention for
the Regulation of Whaling (ICRW)
since 1946, not all countries have
observed this convention. The
Republic of Korea (South Korea) and
China did not join the IWC until
1978 and 1980, respectively, and the
Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea (North Korea) is not a mem-
ber to this day. Whaling depleted the
population so drastically that by the
early 1970s, many researchers
believed that the western North
Pacific stock had become extinct. In
1977, however, sightings revealed
that a small community had miracu-
lously survived and continued to fre-
quent the summer waters off the
northeastern coast of Sakhalin.
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Kamchatka
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Map by M. Dubinin

whales for four years, yet
remain unable explain the
decline of the species.
However, since this
research was previously
funded by oil companies
conducting oil exploration
in the waters off Sakhalin
Island, researchers were
unable to publish hypothe-
ses about human influence
affecting the northeastern
shelf. This has only changed
recently, resulting in resolu-
tions from the IWC that
recommend reducing
anthropogenic influence on
gray whales and their habi-
tat, and bringing interna-
tional attention to the issue.

Currently, the largest con-

Recent studies have shown this pop-
ulation to be genetically differentiat-
ed from the eastern North Pacific
population, and it is listed as a geo-
graphically distinct, critically endan-
gered population by the World
Conservation Union (IUCN).

Although gray whales have been
protected from hunting in Russia,
China, South Korea, and Japan for
more than two decades, the western
North Pacific population has contin-
ued to experience decline, in num-
ber and in health. A group of scien-
tists from Kamchatka, Vladivostok,
and the US have been studying these

centration of gray whales in
the western North Pacific is
found in the southern part of Piltun
Bay, located along the northeastern
coast of Sakhalin Island. Since the
middle of the 1990s, oil exploration
and extraction have been conducted
on the northeastern shelf of the
island, and in Piltun Bay itself, not
far from the feeding grounds of the
gray whale. For several years now,
these waters have been subject to
constant noise and vibrations caused
by drilling, helicopters, ship traffic,
and the construction of drilling plat-
forms. Drilling wastes dumped into
the sea have polluted the water, and
construction has destroyed marine
habitat, especially on the ocean

floor.

Experts have been particularly con-
cerned about the effect of noise and
vibrations upon the gray whale pop-
ulation. Studies of the western North
Pacific gray whale population in
1997 showed that a period of seis-
mic exploration in the Piltun-
Astokhsk oil field corresponded with
a change in the average speed and
direction of the whales’ movements,
which became quicker, more sud-
den, and marked by more frequent
breathing. The whales also exhibited
a change in behavior during the
early stages of construction of the
Molikpaq drilling platform, when for
more than a month boat traffic in
the region was extremely heavy. In
1999, a group of scientists conduct-
ing acoustic research in the area of
the Molikpaq platform and nearby
gray whale habitat concluded that
low-frequency sounds caused by oil
extraction could have a negative
effect on the whales. As oil activity in
this region is planned to continue
for several decades, during which
time more drilling platforms will be
built, and pipelines and other infra-
structure will be constructed, the
industry may prove a major threat to
this critically endangered species.

Perhaps a more obvious effect of oil
exploration upon the gray whale
population is pollution. Water quali-
ty near Sakhalin Island fell dramati-
cally during the summer of 1998,
when several hundred thousand

Scientists are concerned about the effects of nearby oil exploration on the western North Pacific

gray whale population. Photo by D. Weller
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cubic meters of earth were removed
from the sea floor during the con-
struction of the Molikpaq platform.
Working in direct proximity to the
permanent feeding grounds of the
gray whale population, construction
crews used a special suction-tube
dredger to bring the seafloor mud
aboard ships and then used it as fill
for the area beneath the platform
and for other construction purposes.
After the platform’s construction,
forty thousand cubic meters of
building stone were lowered into the
water for use in strengthening the
platform’s foundation. This construc-
tion process was accompanied by a
sharp rise in the amount of sediment
suspended in the region’s waters.

Furthermore, for the past several
years, drilling wastes produced by
the Piltun-Astokhsk oil field and
other fields on the Sakhalin shelf
have been released into the Sea of
Okhotsk, potentially contaminating
the waters with petrochemicals used
in the drilling process. The powerful
East Sakhalin Current, as well as
wind-affected and tidal oscillations,
can carry toxic matter and suspend-
ed particles from drilling muds a sig-
nificant distance. As these particles
eventually settle to the ocean floor,
they degrade the habitat of bottom-

dwelling organisms: a layer a few
millimeters thick can kill the bot-
tom-dwelling organisms that make
up the bulk of the gray whale’s diet.

As the only cetacean species that
feeds on bottom-dwelling organisms,
the gray whale may be particularly
vulnerable to the effects of drilling
waste pollution. The whales feed by
diving to the ocean floor and scoop-
ing sediment from the sea bottom.
They then filter the water and silt
through their baleen, leaving only
the amphipods (small crustaceans)
that constitute a large part of the
whale’s diet. The effects of drilling
waste accumulation on the sea floor
could be disastrous, first killing the
bottom-dwelling organisms, and
then starving the whale population.
Researchers have expressed increas-
ing concern over the number of
emaciated or “skinny” whales with
below-average body fat reserves, a
condition first observed only in
1999. Because feeding is believed to
take place almost exclusively in the
whale’s summer territory, it is essen-
tial, particularly for pregnant females
and young whales, that they have
access to sufficient food supplies to
fuel what amounts to a six-month
fast in their winter grounds (current-
ly unknown, but believed to be near

the Korean Peninsula, in the Sea of
Japan). The gray whale’s feeding
habits also confine it to a limited
stretch of the Sakhalin shelf, in
waters normally no deeper than 25
meters and more often between 10
and 20 meters, where the
amphipods are found. Displacement
to less desirable feeding grounds due
to seismographic disturbance may
also play a role in the population’s
declining health.

The extremely low population of the
western North Pacific stock makes it
especially vulnerable to human influ-
ence. If we merely study these beau-
tiful giants, and take no measures to
protect them, in a few years we may
have nothing left to study, or to pro-
tect. Conservation of endangered
marine animals off the coast of
Sakhalin must begin with minimiz-
ing the danger and pollution caused
by oil exploration and extraction—
and this must be done in deeds, not
merely in words. Prohibiting the
dumping of harmful drilling and oil
wastes into the sea is an essential
step towards limiting the effects of
oil exploration on the marine life of
the Sea of Okhotsk. Such a measure
would give us a better chance of
protecting not only the rare gray
whale, but also fish, crabs, and other

_‘_""L"Iu‘.‘ _‘-‘;?

The largest concentration of gray whales in the western North Pacific is found off the shore of northeastern Sakhalin Island.

Photo by D. Weller

Summer 2002, No. 30

o

21



RCN #31 7/2/03 16:35 Page 22

—p—

Endangered Ecosystems

By Laura Trice

The world’s largest species of dol-
phin, orcas are perhaps better
known as captive performers than as
the wild, intelligent, and highly
social creatures that dwell freely in
seas all over the planet. Since 1961,
at least 134 orcas, or killer whales,
have been taken from the wild and
placed in captivity. As of October
2002, 12 marine parks in 5 countries
held a total of 48 orcas, 23 taken
from the wild and 25 born in captiv-
ity. The marine adventure park

Sea World attributes up
to 70 percent of its
income to visi-
tors attracted
by its killer
whale shows. A
single captive
orca can fetch
as much as one
million dollars
on the interna-
tional market.

The Russian govern-
ment appeared
eager to cash in on
this market in early

Russia Orca Project concurred, rein-
forcing the IWC’s statement with sci-
entific evidence presented at a
Russian conference on marine mam-
mals in September.

Of the five permits allocated by the
government in 2002, only two were
taken up. No orcas were captured
with these two permits. However,
despite international opposition, the
Russian government

apparently

The Russia Far East Orca Project is currently studying orca

populations in Russian waters near Kamchatka. Photo by Hal
Soto, Far East Russia Orca Project

2002, when it
passed a decree
establishing a quota of five permits
for the capture of orcas (Orcinus
orca) in Russian Far East (RFE)
waters off Sakhalin Island. The scien-
tific and environmental community
has criticized the government’s deci-
sion to issue the permits, which
allow the captured whales to be sold
and exported to aquariums. In May
of 2002, the International Whaling
Commission (IWC) declared that
orca populations in Russia and else-
where should be studied and
assessed before any captures occur. A
group of scientists from the Far East

has no plans to revoke the permits
or to reduce the quota for the com-
ing year. In fact, the Russian
Federation has actually doubled the
number of permits available for
2003, allowing capture of up to ten
orcas. Approved in November of
2002, the new quota also expands
the geographic scope of the permits,
allowing orca captures in additional
areas off eastern Kamchatka and in
the northern Sea of Okhotsk.

Scientists currently know too little
about the orca communities inhabit-

The Case against Orca Capture
in Russia’s Far Eastern Waters

ing Russia’s Far East waters to pre-
dict the effect that five or ten cap-
tures might have on the population.
However, studies in other areas have
shown that even a small number of
removals can adversely affect orca
populations.

The vulnerability of orca communi-
ties is due in part to their complex
social structure of pods and sub-
pods, which can
easily be disrupt-
ed by capture.
Maintaining
the bonds of
pods and
sub-pods
appears to be
crucial to
orcas’ survival
and ability to
reproduce.
Although no pods
are known to have
been dissolved due to cap-
ture, removal of individual
members has eliminated several sub-
pods. Capture of young females
endangers the reproductive viability
of the pod, while removal of older
females can severely disrupt the
pod’s integrity and deprive young
orcas of the essential instruction
they require. Capture occasionally
results in premature death of
remaining orcas, and orcas attempt-
ing to remain with their captured
relatives can be injured or even
killed during removal. Orca commu-
nities’ resilience to disruption and
population loss is further limited by
the species’ low birth rate and high
rate of infant mortality, which result
in an annual population increase of
only 2—-3 percent.

If our current knowledge of orca
behavior provides strong arguments
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against orca capture, just as com-
pelling is our sheer lack of knowl-
edge about these animals. Research
in the eastern North Pacific has
shown that individual orca commu-
nities can exhibit vastly different
behavior, even within overlapping
ranges. Although the Far East Russia
Orca Project, supported by the
Whale and Dolphin Conservation
Society, Alaska Sea Life Center, and
other groups, recently began a long-
term study of orca populations in
RFE waters, very little information
on these particular communities is
presently available.

Orcas are listed in Appendix II of the
Convention on International Trade
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna
and Flora (CITES). Under the CITES
framework, export permits may be
issued for Appendix II species only if
the export will not be detrimental to
the survival of that species. When
the effect of trade upon a species
remains unclear, both CITES and the
international scientific community
advocate use of the precautionary
principle to protect the species from
risks that are not yet clearly under-
stood. Given the incomplete knowl-

edge of orca biology and the effects
of capture on the species, it is
impossible to claim with honesty or
certainty that exporting wild orcas
from Far East Russian waters will not
be detrimental to the survival of the
species. It is thus the responsibility of
the Russian government to invoke
the precautionary principle and
revoke its permits for orca capture,
sale, and export.

Laura Trice is Assistant Editor of
Russian Conservation News. This arti-
cle is based on materials provided by
Erich Hoyt of the Far East Russia
Orca Project and from the websites of
the Far East Russia Orca Project
(wwwrussianorcanarodru) and the
Whale and Dolphin Conservation
Society (wwwawdcs.org).
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Orcas’ complex social bonds make them more vulnerable to capture. Photo by Hal Soto, Far East Russia Orca Project
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A note from the editors: Known as Belovezhskaya Pushcha in Belarus and Puszcza Bialowieska in Poland, Belovezh
Forest spans nearly 100,000 bectares of these two countries, harboring the only intact old-growth forest remaining in
Europe. A favorite bunting ground for Lithuanian, Polish, and Russian royalty, the forest was protected for centuries as a game
reserve, and to this day the age and diversity of these woodland ecosystems is matched by no other in Europe. An estimated
5,500 species of plants, 3,500 species of mushrooms, and 25,000 species of animails inbabit Belovezh Forest. Today this biodi-
versity falls under the protection of Belovezbskaya Pushcha National Park in Belarus and Bialowieza National Park in
Poland, both designated as biosphere reserves and managed separately, with some cross-border collaboration.

Logging remains a threat to old growth forests in both parks. Howeuver, the problem is particularly acute in Belovezbskayc
Pushcha National Park in Belarus, where management practices bave led to widespread clear-cultting over the past two

years. Though the park’s management claims that the clear-cutting is a protective measure, meant to coniain a bark bee-
tle infestation, environmentalists and former parR staff members bave questioned the management’s motives. In this arti-

cle, Georgi Kozulko, former Deputy Director of Science at Belovezbskaya Pushcha National Park, investigates the use of
sanitation clear-cutting in the national park and challenges the science, and the motivation, bebind the park’s current

Dpest control policy.

Sanitation Clear-Cutting in Belovezh Forest

By Georgi Kozulko

eginning in the summer of

2001, and continuing through-
out 2002, the administration of
Belovezhskaya Pushcha National
Park, headed by General Director
Nikolai Bambiza, attempted to
implement a special protective
regime of sanitation clear-cutting in
the protected zone of the forest.
Ostensibly aimed at fighting a
European spruce bark beetle (Ips
typographus) infestation, the level of
harvesting proposed by Bambiza had
not been seen in Belovezh Forest
since WWI. Since early summer of
2001, more than 100,000 m3 of
wood have been felled in
Belovezhskaya Pushcha National
Park, including ancient spruce trees
valuable to the forest’s genetic diver-
sity. The park’s administration insists
that the harvest is meant to protect
the forest. Yet this claim is under-
mined by the lack of scientific sup-
port for sanitation clear-cutting and
by recent changes in park policy that
emphasize timber production over
conservation.

Considered the most serious ento-
mological threat to Europe’s conifer-
ous forests, European spruce bark
beetles bore into the bark of trees,
creating “galleries” in the cambium

where they lay
their eggs each
spring. When
the eggs hatch,
larva tunnel into
the tree’s vascu-

Because beetle-infested trees remain
valuable as timber, logging opera-
tions in commercial forests are often
moved to infested areas as a means
of containing the outbreak.
According to Yakova Marchenko,
director of Bellesozashchita, the state
institute for forest monitoring and
protection, 1.5 million m3 of
Belarus’s spruce forest were subject
to felling as a means of eradicating
the beetles in 2001, an amount that
was projected to increase to 2.5-3

lar system,

depriving it of .

water and nutri- > N <
ents, and even- I Core zone

tually girdling it Bulffer zone

from the inside.

[_] Transition zone

Map by M. Dubinin
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million m3 in 2002. Among the
forested areas affected in Belarus
were the forests of Belovezhskaya
Pushcha National Park, one of the
largest intact forests in Eastern
Europe. The park’s forest department
reported 300 sites of infestation dur-
ing the 2001-2002 beetle infesta-
tion, representing approximately
70,000 m3 of spruce wood over 600
hectares.

The park’s response to the beetle
infestation began in early summer of
2001, when the park’s general direc-
tor Nikolai Bambiza ordered sanita-
tion clear-cutting in infested areas,
without receiving the official permis-
sion required for harvesting protect-
ed forest. Park specialists, journalists,
and scientists immediately opposed
the administration’s plans for wide-
spread felling of Belovezhskaya
Pushcha’s ancient, protected wood-
lands. Yet despite public protest, as
well as the opposition of a govern-
ment commission, park administra-
tors continued to fell large tracts of
forest, insisting that clear-cutting in
infested areas constituted a protec-
tive measure. “World experience has
shown,” they claimed, “that the most
effective means of fighting beetles is
felling newly infested trees” (Zarya,
18 December 2001).

In fact, there is little scientific sup-
port for sanitation clear-cutting as
a protective means of eradicating
European spruce bark beetle infes-
tations, particularly when used to
the exclusion of other methods.
European practice has demonstrat-
ed that harvesting infested trees is
actually of limited use and can even
help spread the infestation. The
most effective approach to eradi-
cating European spruce bark bee-
tles is now believed to be a combi-
nation of trap trees (downed trees
or logs used to attract beetles away
from living trees) and pheromone-
baited traps, along with quality
monitoring.

National Park. Photo by G. Kozulko

Such pest control methods are prac-
ticed in national parks in Eastern
and Western Europe, which this
author visited a year before the bark
beetle outbreak in Belarus. One of
these, Shumava National Park in the
Czech Republic, had faced a similar
European spruce bark beetle infesta-
tion in 1996. The administration of
Shumava National Park conducted
an experiment, leaving 1000
hectares untouched while treating
the remaining 3000 hectares of
strictly protected spruce forest with
trap trees and pheromone-baited
traps. Thanks to the careful work of
scientists and forest managers, they
were able to completely save the
spruce on these 3000 hectares —
without felling a single tree.

Swedish specialists confirmed this
experience. In his letter of January
11, 2002, the well-respected Swedish
entomologist Gunar Isaksson writes,
“My preliminary conclusion is that
harvesting should not take place in
old-growth forests or protected terri-
tories. The experience of Sweden
and Lithuania has shown that bark
beetle attacks on old-growth forest
run their course and die out natural-

ly within three to four years if the
trees are not felled. In territories
where felling takes place, removal of
the dead spruce in the winter may
even facilitate the spread of bark
beetles (in connection with the
removal of their natural predators).”

As we see, none of these countries
advocate felling as a means of con-
trolling bark beetle infestations in
protected forests. Uncut forests pre-
serve a larger complex of the bark
beetle’s predators and parasites,
whose numbers also rise as the bark
beetle population increases and
which are ultimately responsible for
suppressing the infestation. While
selective, carefully planned felling in
May and June may limit bark beetle
infestation, year round logging in
spruce stands cannot be justified.

In the case of Belovezhskaya
Pushcha National Park, the park
administration appeared to be less
concerned with containing the
bark beetle outbreak than with
simply harvesting as many trees as
possible. On July 12, 2001, a group
of Belovezhskaya Pushcha park
staff (in which the author was
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included) conducted patrols of sev-
eral plots on which sanitation log-
ging had been carried out. It
appeared that the felled timber —
and any beetles within it — had not
been cleared from the plots and
had been lying untouched for
months. In July 2001, 1019 m3 of
felled timber remained uncleared;
by October this volume had grown
to 7400 m3, and by January 2002,
to 15,608 m3. Had the administra-
tion truly aimed to eradicate the
beetles, the felled trees should have
been removed immediately.
Eradicating the beetles, however,
does not appear to have been the
administration’s goal. In some
plots, park staff discovered felled
trees that did not possess even a
hint of bark beetle infestation, sug-
gesting that clear-cutting was con-
ducted with little regard for the
beetles’ presence. A government
commission also noted that no
other measures, such as the use of
traps baited with pheromone or
trap trees, were taken to prevent
the infestation from spreading.

The park administration’s motives
for ignoring scientific opinion and

conducting widespread clear-cutting
may be rooted in policy changes that
have taken place in Belovezhskaya
Pushcha National Park over the past
several years. The focus of manage-
ment policies in this famous protect-
ed area has shifted from science and
conservation toward more utilitarian
purposes. In 1994, Belovezhskaya
Pushcha National Park was trans-
ferred to the authority of the
Presidential Administration of the
Republic of Belarus. At that time,
Ivan Titenkov, head of the
Presidential Administration, coined
the following motto: “Zapovedniks
and national parks must earn not
only for themselves, but also bring
profit to the Presidential
Administration.” Under this new
management regime, forestry
became a primary focus of park
activities. By 1998 construction had
begun on a large timber-processing
workshop in the neighboring town
of Kamenyuki, and the park’s forest
service was put on year-round log-
ging duty. Gradually, Belovezhskaya
Puscha National Park was turning
into an agro-industrial complex in
which traditional forest management
practices had no place.

Timber was left through the winter after sanitation clear-cutting in Belovezhskaya

Pushcha National Park. Photo by G. Kozulko

In 2001, just as the bark beetles were
beginning to appear, the Presidential
Administration appointed a new
general director of the national park,
Nikolai Bambiza. After a preliminary
inspection of Belovezh Forest, he
started upon a course of felling pro-
tected forest, and as soon as the first
signs of bark beetle infestation
appeared, Bambiza ordered the
infested areas logged. The year-
round sanitation clear-cutting that
has been conducted since then has
no basis in conservation science.
Rather, it appears that park adminis-
trators simply seized the infestation
as an opportunity to pursue wide-
spread logging, producing more tim-
ber, in fact, than they had the capac-
ity to clear and use.

Over the past year, the volume of
timber logged in Belovezhskaya
Pushcha National Park has only
increased. Approximately 48,100
m3 were felled in the first quarter
of 2002, followed by 56,600 m3 in
the third quarter. The Belarusian
public has tried repeatedly to
bring this matter to the attention
of the President of Belarus, but
nothing has come of their
attempts. At this point, the only
solution may be to bring the park’s
disregard for national environ-
mental legislation and its con-
scious degradation of Belovezh
Forest to the attention of interna-
tional environmental organiza-
tions, such as the United Nations
Educational, Scientific, and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO),
UNESCO’s program on Man and
the Biosphere (MAB), and the
Council of Europe.

Georgi Kozulko is a Candidate of
Biological Sciences and former
Deputy Director of Science Research
at Belovezbskaya Pushcha Nationcl
Park. This article was originally pub-
lished in Russian in ‘Belarusian
Forest Newspaper,” Ne 26(380), 11
July 2002, pp 5, 7.
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The Ukrainian government has failed to control poaching

by local residents. Photo by S. Shcherbcak

protect Ukraine’s
fishing stocks. The
following article
summarizes some
of the key conclu-
sions from this
project.

A total of 10 per-
cent of Ukraine’s
population, or
more than 4 mil-
lion people, fish
in some capacity.
More than 90 per-
cent of these 4

By Sergei Shcherbak
and Sergei Afanasiev

eaps of roach (Rutilus rutilus),

mountains of crayfish (Astacus
astacus), fresh catfish (Silurus glanis),
carp (Cyprinus carpio), zander
(Sander lucioperca), and caviar fill
the stalls of city markets and road-
side stands in Kiev and in towns sur-
rounding the Dnieper River Basin.
Yet a recent project, funded by the
Global Environmental Facility under
the auspices of a project of the
United Nations Development
Program (UNDP) for environmental
restoration of the Dnieper River, has
shown that a large portion of these
offerings was harvested illegally.
Although the Ukrainian government
has attempted to prohibit fishing
during spawning and migration peri-
ods and to impose quotas on the
fishing industry, these efforts have
failed to control poaching by local
populations, whose illegal fishing
practices threaten the biodiversity of
the Dnieper River. By investigating
the illegal fishing industry in the
Dnieper River Basin, the GEF-funded
project laid the foundations for
future efforts to curb poaching and

million people
live, and fish, in the Dnieper River
Basin. While the majority of these
people fish only rarely and harvest
no more than 5 kg of fish per year, a
small percentage of Ukraine’s ama-
teur fishermen catch more than 300
kg of fish annually. Although these
“amateurs” are not able to obtain
commercial fishing licenses and can-
not legally sell their catch, many are
able to sell fish in markets through-
out the country, where illegal fish
sales remain largely unregulated.

According to results

Local Poachers Endanger the Rich
Fisheries of the Dnieper River Basin

2000. The size of the amateur catch
in the Dnieper Basin — at least ten
times greater than the official com-
mercial quota — points not only to
the threat local fishermen pose to
the country’s fishing reserves, but
also to the existence of a thriving
black market for illegally-caught fish.

In the spring of 2002, inspectors and
volunteers for the Independent
Environmental Security Service, a
non-governmental environmental
protection organization, investigated
illegal sales of freshwater fish and
invertebrates in markets and for
unsanctioned local sale in Kiev. Fish
sold illegally in these markets includ-
ed zander (Sander lucioperca), carp
bream (Abramis brama), roach
(Rutilus rutilus), northern pike (Esox
lucius), sterlet (Acipenser ruthenus),
fringebarbel sturgeon (Acipenser
nudiventris) and more than twenty
other species of fish. In particular,
crayfish (Astacus astacus) were sold
in huge quantities in city markets
and in more than ten mobile stands.
The number of crayfish sold in Kiev
markets alone exceeded the entire
crayfish quota for the Dnieper Basin

of the GEF study,
amateur fishermen
in Ukraine catch
approximately
170,000 tons of fish
per year and spend
$100 million on the
sport annually. These
numbers far exceed
the official quotas
for Ukraine’s com-
mercial fishing

UKRAINE

industry, which was
limited to a catch of
14,500 tons in the

é::é Dnieper Basin

Black Sea

reservoirs of the

Dnieper River in

Map by M. Dubinin
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Other organizations figh

ting

poaching in the Dnieper River Basin:

Green World.
Key Contact: Sergei Fedorinchik.

Email: fedoryn@grworld.FreeNet.Kiev.UA

Green World - Lugansk.

Key Contact: Valerii Anatolevich Denshchik.

Email: grworld@ua.fm

Cities of Melitopol and Tokmak, Zaporozhskaya Region.

Key Contact: Sergei Ivko.
Email: mpi@comint.net

in 2000. Furthermore, during a ban
on catfish catches, up to eighty tons
of the species were sold in markets
in Kiev. Overall, this city’s markets
offer illegally caught fish worth an
estimated $4,000 per day.

Moreover, amateur fishing often
takes place during periods when
fishing is prohibited. During the fish-
ing ban of spring to early summer
2002, amateur fishermen caught no
fewer than 53.5 tons of roach
(Rutilus rutilus) in the lower reaches
of the Desna and Dnieper Rivers. In
the same year, during the spring
migration of ziege (Pelecus cultra-
tus), amateur fishermen brought in
at least 20 tons of this species in the
lower Desna River. In the winter of
1998, during another seasonal ban
on fishing, amateur fishermen on the
Kiev Reservoir caught approximately
195 tons of migrating zander
(Sander lucioperca) and 25 tons of
migrating catfish (Siurus glanis), a
catch 10 times greater than the 1999
commercial quota for zander and 27
times greater than the quota for cat-
fish.

The Agency for Protection and
Management of Living Aquatic
Resources, the Inspection for
Regulation of Fishing (Fish
Inspection), and the Environmental
Inspection, which have branches in

every region of Ukraine, are respon-
sible for enforcing the laws that pro-
tect fish stocks. These agencies, how-
ever, are hampered by weak legisla-
tive powers and a lack of technical
equipment (informal talks with Fish
Inspection staff members revealed
that a typical regional Fish
Inspection, with 4—6 inspectors, 2—4
boats, and 1-2 cars, was allotted
only 150 liters of gas for all of 2001).
The Fish Inspection lost its right to
impose fines for poaching in 2001,
and a project addressing government
fish protection structures, called
“The Condition of Government
Structures of Fish Protection,” has
been awaiting approval in the
Cabinet of Ministers for about ten
years now.

Recent statistics show a laughably
low level of criminal punishment for
fish poaching. The criminal codex
lists no more than thirty people offi-
cially charged with poaching per
year. An interdepartmental operation
known as “Spawning,” intended as a

yearly crackdown on illegal fishing,
is supposed to take place throughout
all Ukraine, but in the Dnieper Basin
the operation has only been con-
ducted in the reservoirs along the
lower reaches of the river. Public
inspectors, often local residents who
volunteer to aid the Fish and
Environmental Inspections, have also
proved to be ineffective in prevent-
ing illegal fishing. Of the total num-
ber of violations recorded, only one
percent are recorded by public
inspectors, a number which reflects
the low level of citizen action in this
sphere.

The existing high level of fish and
crayfish poaching is endangering
Ukraine’s natural areas. Illegal catch-
es in the Dnieper Basin degrade fish
stocks, undermine our ability to
restore valuable species of fish such
as catfish and zander, and weaken
spawning schools of bream and
roach by depriving them of valuable
breeders. The critical situation in the
Dnieper River Basin can be attrib-
uted to the local population’s lack of
understanding of sustainable fish
resource use, the absence of devel-
oped infrastructure for amateur fish-
ing, weak governmental enforce-
ment structures, and transitional
economic and social problems.
However, the situation may be ame-
liorated through a combination of
scientific planning and monitoring,
reorganization of government struc-
tures, legislative initiatives, further
limits on fish species permitted for
fishing, education, development of
amateur fishing organizations, and
development of a network of pro-
tected wetland territories.

A New Hope for the Dnieper River

For more information on the GEF program for sustainable development
of the Dnieper River, please see “A New Hope for the Dnieper River” by
Sergei Shcherbak, published in Russian Conservation News #29, page 32.
To order back issues, please contact us at rcn@igc.org.
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Natural Resources. The new minister
discharged staff members without
any consideration of the quality of
their work. Rather, the main reason
for dismissing department heads
appeared to be the creation of a new

Winds of Change Blow through
the Ministry of Natural Resources

By Nikolai Maleshin every head of every agency and

department in the Ministry of

O ver the past three years,
Russia’s system of protected
areas and the people working within
it have found themselves in a tense
and uncertain position with regard
to their present, and future, standing
in the government. This period of
instability began in May of 2000
with the liquidation of the State
Committee on Environmental
Protection and the Federal Forest
Service and the creation of the
Ministry of Natural Resources under
the leadership of Minister Boris
Yatskevich. The new ministry had
not even had time to form an
administrative structure of federal
and regional branches and begin
work when, in June of 2001, a new
minister, Vitaly Artyukhov, was
appointed to replace Yatskevich.

This appointment had far-reaching
consequences for protected areas
management in Russia: between
August and November of 2001,
Minister Artyukhov replaced virtually

Notes on the Russian Federal Budget
for 2003

Following are highlights of an unclassified January 27, 2003 cable by the
US Embassy in Moscow regarding the Russian federal budget for 2003:

The government of Russia’s 2003 federal budget has been approved by
the State Duma and the Federation Council and on December 24 was
signed into law by President Vladimir Putin.

The Russian Academy of Sciences received an increase of 29.7 percent,
which gives it $281 million for the year.

The Ministry of Natural Resources had its budget increased by 5.7 percent
to $532 million, but funds specifically earmarked for ecology and natural
resources across the whole federal budget were down 23.7 percent to
$17.9 million. The Arctic Ocean Program will be funded at $7.1 million, an
increase of 58.9 percent over 2002 levels.

Actual amounts that programs receive can vary significantly; just because
a line item is budgeted for a certain amount of money does not mean
that program will ultimately be funded at the full level. Additionally, legis-
lation throughout the year can supplement or supplant these programs.

Table 1: Changes in Federal Spending for Zapovedniks between 2000 and 2003

Real Growth of Federal Spending for
Zapovedniks

Annual Inflation Rate
(expressed

Federal Spending
for Zapovedniks

(adjusted for inflation and expressed

as percentage change from one

(in millions of dollars)

as a percentage)

year to the next)

2000 3,09 26.8

2001 5,80 185 +72,1
2002 10,67 160 +65,2
2003 11,17 12.0° -73

* If the actual rate of inflation for 2003 is greater than the expected rate of 12 percent, the level of funding for
zapovedniks in 2003 will be correspondingly lower in comparison with 2000—-2002.
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lflx.

Kazakhstan’s First Bid
for World Heritage Designation

By Kymbat Imangalieva

In late August of 2002, a group of
international experts from the World
Conservation Union (IUCN) met in
Kazakhstan to evaluate
Kourgaldzhinsky and Naurzumsky
Zapovedniks for designation as
World Heritage Sites. These two
zapovedniks preserve the steppe
landscapes of north central
Kazakhstan and the systems of
fresh and saltwater lakes that run
through them, providing nest-

ing grounds for hundreds of
thousands of migratory birds.

A project of the United Nations
Educational, Scientific, and

Cultural Organization (UNESCO),
the World Heritage Convention was
created to define and conserve the
world’s cultural and natural her-
itage. Of the five former Soviet
Central Asian republics,

Kazakhstan is the first to nom-
inate natural territories for
inclusion on UNESCO’s World
Heritage List (although cul-
tural sites in Uzbekistan

and Turkmenistan are

ecosystems, along with the flora and
fauna characteristic of these land-
scapes. Regions of intact steppe,
which have been subject to degrada-
tion in other parts of Kazakhstan,
continue to flourish on the territo-
ries of the nominated zapovedniks.

Tengiz Lake is home to the northernmost nesting
grounds of the pink flamingo. Drawing from the Red Data
Book of Russia

species of birds and up to 350,000
nesting individuals, while Naurzum
and Sarykopin Lakes support 110
species and up to 250,000 individu-
als. Tengiz Lake is home to the
northernmost nesting grounds of
the pink flamingo (Phoenicopterus
roseus Pallas), while the zapoved-
niks’ complex systems of fresh and
saltwater lakes provide nesting
grounds for such rare species as the
great white pelican (Pelecanus
onocrotalus), dalmation pelican
(Pelecanus crispus), whooper swan
(Cygnus cygnus), Eurasian spoonbill
(Platalea leucorodia), white-
headed duck (Oxyura

e leucocephala), and great

‘.;g‘ (?}t black-headed gull
< (Larus ichthyaetus).

These zapovedniks rep-
resent Kazakhstan’s last
large, intact areas of
melkosopochnik (a sandy, highly
eroded plateau) and Turgai steppe,
and offer clear examples of impor-
tant and enduring ecological and
biological processes that influ-
ence the evolution and develop-
ment of terrestrial, river, and lake
ecosystems. As such, and as areas of
exotic natural beauty,
Kourgaldzhinsky and
Naurzumsky Zapovedniks meet
UNESCO’s criteria for inclusion

already listed).

The nominated territories protect
valuable tracts of natural steppe, an
endangered ecosystem that once
covered a vast swath of Kazakhstan,
Russia, and Ukraine, but has suffered
a high level of fragmentation and
disturbance. Forty-four percent of
Kazakhstan lies in the steppe zone,
and despite massive cultivation of
steppe in the 1950s and 1960s for
agriculture, the country has managed
to preserve areas of intact steppe

Kourgaldzhinsky and Naurzumsky
Zapovedniks also protect some of
the most expansive aquatic ecosys-
tems of the steppe zone, including
Tengiz and Kourgaldzhin Lakes,
with a total area of 2600 km2, and
Naurzum and Sarykopin Lakes, with
a total area of 1222 km?2. Located
at the confluence of Central Asian
and Siberian-Southern European
migration routes, Tengiz and
Kourgaldzhin Lakes support 112

in the World Heritage List.

The World Heritage Committee will
make a preliminary decision on
Kazakhstan’s nomination in January
or February of 2003, and will reach a
final decision in July at a meeting of
UNESCO in Paris.

Kymbat Imangalieva works for the
Initiative for Social Action and
Renewal in Eurasia Ceniral Asia
Office (ISAR-Central Asia).
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News of the Day

n December, Yuri Luzhkov, mayor
I of Moscow, reportedly urged
Russian president Vladimir Putin to
revive a century-old project to divert
Russia’s northern rivers to southern
Russia and Central Asia. His pro-
posed project would rechannel part
of the flow of the Ob River, which
runs north through the Siberian city
of Omsk to the Kara Sea. This would
require digging an open canal 2250
km long and 200 meters wide, from
Khanty-Mansiyska, in central western
Siberia, through Kazakhstan, to
Uzbekistan.

Due to the area’s topography, the
diverted water would have to be car-
ried uphill, with the aid of eight
pump stations and an annual 10.2
billion kilowatt-hours of electricity.
The project could cost as much as
$30 billion, and new electric stations
would have to be built to support its
energy needs. The completed canal
would transport a total of 27 — 30
km3 of water to Central Asia per
year, or about 6 — 7 percent of the
Ob’s annual flow volume.

Luzhkov noted that in the twenty-
first century water “will become an
important strategic material, and
moreover, a significant source of
global conflict and a dominant
human problem.” The mayor
believes that using Russia’s vast
water resources to irrigate the
Central Asian states could be a pow-
erful geopolitical influence on a
region that appears to be pulling
away from Russia. Central Asian gov-
ernments have also developed a
renewed interest in the project.

The idea of diverting the flow of

northern rivers to Central Asia is not
new. First broached at the end of the
nineteenth century, the idea was offi-

cially studied by the Imperial
Academy of Sciences of Russia in
1902. The Soviet government made
preparations to actually implement a
river-diversion project in the 1960s,
but its plans eventually petered out.
The idea resurfaced at the end of the
1970s, when the passage of
Brezhnev’s Food Plan, which provid-
ed for large investments in the USSR’s
agro-industrial complex, fueled devel-
opment of a project to divert water
from both the Ob and North Dvina
Rivers. In 1986, however, under pres-
sure from the public and the scientif-
ic community, Mikhail Gorbachev laid
the project to rest.

According to Sergei Markov, director
of the Institute for Political Research,

Moscow Mayor Urges Revival
of Siberian River-Diversion Project

the project’s opponents will be “huge
in number: environmental organiza-
tions, European political structures,
which depend on environmental
groups in many ways, and various
influential groups that depend on
money from the Russian government
— the auto and aerospace industries,
the army, and others.” Moreover, the
possible buyers for the diverted water
— the Central Asian republics — are
not capable of paying for it.

President Putin’s reaction to Mayor
Luzhkov’s proposal is not yet known.

Compiled by RCN editors based on
reports from the websites of Russian
environmental organizations and
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Bulletein Board

BULLETIN

5th INTERNATIONAL
GREEN WALK

Buryatia, Lake Baikal, Russia,
Summer 2003

The 5th International Green Walk
(IGW) will take place in one of the
most beautiful and significant
regions of Buryatia - the Barguzine
Valley. Participants walk along pri-
mary roads, camping in tents and
meeting with locals, businesses, and
organizations along the way. Final
preparations for campsites, local
projects, and other logistics will be
made in January-February 2003.
Please see http://www.reapintl.com/
gw-5-announcement.html for more
information.

Sustaining the
Bering Sea: An
International
Conference for
Collaboration

Girdwood, Alaska, 2-5 April 2003

This international conference will
focus on the Bering Sea as a shared
resource, with all of the nations
involved affected by the action or
inaction of any one nation in the
management of the Bering.
Scientists, government representa-
tives, NGOs, business representa-
tives, and indigenous leaders from
the US, Japan, and Russia are being
brought together to share informa-
tion and to develop an internation-
al approach to ensure the sustain-
ability of the Being Sea.

For more information, please visit
http://www.pacificenvironment.org/
marine/beringconference.htm or
call Jennifer Eyres, Pacific
Environment's Exchange
Coordinator at

510-251-8800 x 307.

BOARD

International
Symposium

The Current Status of Populations
and Protection of Geese of the White
Sea-Baltic Flyway

Olenets, Republic of Karelia, 20-25
April 2003

This symposium will investigate the
current status of different species of
geese, problems of migration, the
ecology of nesting and wintering
grounds, and methods for calculat-
ing geese populations. Practical
seminars will address improvement
of hunting management and pro-
tection measure for geese popula-
tions at migration stopover points;
agriculture and the protection of
geese; and the current status of
European populations of the lesser
white-fronted goose (Anser erythro-

pus).

For more information please con-
tact Tatiana Kharkina. Tel: +7 (814
2) 783622. Fax: +7 (814 2) 769810.
Email: biodiv@krc.karelia.ru.
Internet: http://wwwkrc.karelia.ru/
conference/,

http://biologykrc karelia.ru.

Third International
Conference

of the Regional
Environmental
Centre for the
Caucasus

Sustainable Development of
Mountainous Regions of the
Caucasus, Thilisi, Georgia, July 2003

The overall objective of this confer-
ence is to identify ways to over-

come existing problems and gather
information on means of influenc-
ing sustainable development of the
mountainous regions of the
Caucasus. It also aims to act as a
forum for stakeholders from
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia,
Russia, and Turkey; to promote
exchange of information and expe-
rience within and beyond the
region; to support awareness of tar-
get groups; and to facilitate devel-
opment of a long-term action plan
for sustainable development of the
mountainous regions of the
Caucasus.

For more information, please visit
WWW.rec-caucasus.org or contact
Nina Shatberashvili, Administrative
Assistant to the Executive Director,
REC Caucasus, Tel/Fax: +995 32
253649/ 253648, email: nina.shat-
berashvili@rec-caucasus.org.

Grigory Pasko
Free at Last!

Military journalist and environmen-
tal whistleblower Grigory Pasko -
who has for five years fought to
clear his name of espionage charges
- was finally set free on January 23,
2003, after a parole hearing in
Ussuriysk, Far Eastern Russia. His
freedom brings to a close a cam-
paign of harassment by the Federal
Security Service that saw him
branded as a traitor for his report-
ing on the Russian Pacific Fleet and
its irresponsible handling of its
nuclear waste.

The victory is also a personal vindi-
cation for Pasko, who has main-
tained his innocence through two
military trials, and who even reject-
ed offers of pardon offered to him
by Federation Council Speaker
Sergei Mironov on the basis that an
innocent man cannot be amnestied.
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Abstracts in Russian

AHHOTAIIUH CTATEH, IIPEACTABICHHBIX B HOMEPE

HBIA MapeBbI 3anoBeHuK Poccun. Ha ne-
6OJIBIION TEPPUTOPHH 3/1€CH BCTPEYAIOTCH
PaCTEHUs U JKUBOTHBIE, XaPAKTEPHBIE /IS
PAa3HBIX IPHUPOIHBIX 30H: TYH/IPBI, TANUTH, IITH-
POKOJIMCTBEHHBIX JIECOB U cTenen. Cpesin HUX
MHOTO PEJKHX M MCYE3AIOMMX BUJOB: a7JTy-
mus asuatckas (Adlumia asiatica), muon o6-
parnostinesuanbr (Paconia obovata), uep-
HbIN U AMOHCKUH Kypasau (Grus monacha, G.
Japonensis), pei6ubt prmmn (Ketupa blak-
istoni). I/maBHOM /JOCTONPUMEYATENBHOCTBIO
3ATIOBEJHUKA ABIACTCS CENEM/KMHCKASA TIOITy-
JIAMSA KPYITHCHIIEH B MUPC MUT'PDUPYIOMICH
IPYNIUPOBKU CUOUPCKOH Kocyau (Capreolus
capreolus) YUCJIEHHOCTBIO JIO 7 TBIC. TOJIOB.
JleTHAS IJIOTHOCTD HACEJICHUS KOCY/IN JJOCTH-
raer 37ech 40—50 ocober Ha 1000 ra.

Pa3gen I1.
YcromdyuBO€ pa3BUTHE: YTO

omnpegesier no3uuyu Poccun?
dIosuyus Poccuu é Hoxannecoypze:
umozu Bcemupnozo cammuma OOH no
ycmotiuueomy pazeumuio». B nyonuxye-
MOM MaTepHae COOPAHBI MHEHUS 00 UTOrax
CAMMHTA U3BECTHDIX JIIO/IEH — TIOJIUTHKOB,
YUEHBIX, [IPE/ICTABUTEIICH ITPABUTEILCTBA U
HIIO, y9aCcTBOBABIINX B €O MOATOTOBKE U
IIPOBE/ICHUM CO CTOPOHBI Poccuu. B nepero-
BOpPAX, KOTOPBIE BEINCh B MloxaHHecoypre,
POCCHIICKAsL JIC/IET ANl HEJIBYCMBICJICHHO 3251~
BUJIA, YTO Poccus roToBa paTudUIUPOBATL
KuoTckuit mpoTOKOI, HO MPH YCIIOBUH, YTO
MUPOBBIE JIMJIEPHI YUTYT €€ SKOJTOTMYECKYIO
POJIb, CITMCAB C HEE YaACTh JIONTOB «OObIION
ceMepke». Peub MoxkeT uaru o 20% gonra — u
3TO HE €ro NPOIIEHUE, A CAMBIN HATYPAJIbHBIN
3a4€T, KOTOPBII IaBHO 11OPa GbUIO C/IENATh.
«Poccust Ha IK0O02uUecKoll Kkapme mu-
pa». Huxonaii Knioea. Poccusi sABISICTCS
TJIABHBIM 3KOJIOTHYECKUM JIOHOPOM IUIAHEThI
U pacnionaraer 20% MUPOBBIX 3aI14COB IIpe-
CHOM BOJIBI, 25% 3aI1aCOB JieCa 1 TOJE3HBbIX
MCKOITAEMBIX, COOTBETCTBCHHO. Poccust, 3Ko-
HOMMKA KOTOPOU COCTABJIAET BCETO 2% MHUPO-
BOro BBII, orseyaer 3a COXpaHHOCTL 10% Mu-
POBBIX 3KOJIOI'MYECKUX CUCTEM U UyTb HE B
OJJMHOUKY TSHET OOIINIT BO3, COXPAHSIS JIJIs
IJIAHETBI €€ HKOJIOI'MYECKUE COKPOBUIIA. 3a
10 et mmenno Poccust o6ecrieuria 60% 06-
LIETO COKPAIIEHUs BLIGPOCOB HA IUIAHETE.
VYUTBIBAETCA JIM MUPOBBIM COOOIIECTBOM 3TA
posb Poccun? DTOT U APYrUe BOIPOCHI, CBSI-
3aHHBIE C BHEITHUMU U BHYTPEHHUMU YIPO34-
MM 3KOJIOTMYECKOM 6e301macHocTu Poccun
HallUId OTPAKEHUE B AHAJTUTUYECKOM MATEPH-
ajie U3BeCTHOrO ydyeHoro j.rH. HH. Kmoesa.
Amnac manronapyuennorx recoe Poc-
cuw». ATIaC MAJIOHAPYIICHHBIX JIECHBIX TEP-
purtopuit Poccun 66Ut CO371aH B paMKax Bee-
MUPHOM siecHOH BaxThl (Global Forest Watch).
VHUKaIbHOE U3JJAHUE TIOJIOTOBIEHO POCCUH-
CKHMMH IKCIIEPTAMH Hd OCHOBE MHBEHTAPH3a-
LIMM POCCUICKUX JIECOB. IIpU MOATOTOBKE aT-
J1aca 6bUIA UCTIONb30BAHBI THICAYM KOCMHYE-
CKMX CHUMKOB POCCUMCKHX M AMEPUKAHCKUX
CITyTHHUKOB, TONOT pa(puYeCKre KAPThl, MaTe-
pHaIbl POCCUACKON JIECHOM CJTyKOBI U JIaH-
HbIE MHOTOYMCJIEHHBIX HA3EMHBIX 3KCIEU-
1IUIA.

Pazpen II1.
3aKOHOJATEIbCTBO

«B 3awumy necoé Kazaxcmana». Huna
Anmawrxeeuu. Jlecnaa kamnanua Popyma
3KOJIOroB KasaxcraHa BBICTYIIHIIA C NIPETIO-
JKEHUAMU 110 PEOPIaHM3ALINU JIECHOT'O X035~
crBa crpansl [Tocnennasa pepakiya JlecHOro
Kopexca PK MOXeT IIPUBECTH K IIEPEBOY
0CO6O0 IIEHHBIX JICCHBIX MACCUBOB B JICHTOY-
HBIX 60PaxX B KATErOPHIO "pe3epBaTos', 1, CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO, K IIPOBEIEHUIO PYOOK IVIABHO-
I'O TIOJIb30BAHMA, YETO HENIb35 AOIYCTUTL HU B
KOEM CJIyJae.

JIecHoti OusHec modcem npoasums 60nb-
ULy10 OMmeemcmeeHHoOCnmsd 6 3auume Jie-

coe, uem Munucmepcmeo npupoonstx pe-
cypcoé PD». Braoumup 3axapos. MHOTHC

U3 PYKOBOJMTEJICH JIECCHOIO OU3HECA HAYMHA-
10T IOHUMAaThb, YTO IEPHUOJ] JIMKOTI'O KaIlluTa-
JI3Ma IPOMIENL, YTO IOPA3/0 BhII'OAHEE U IIEP-
CHEKTUBHEE BK/IA/IBIBATL CPEACTBA B PA3BUTHE
1epepaboTKU U BBITYCK TOTOBOM MPOYKIHH.
Ho, K coXkaIeHNIO, MHBECTUPOBATD B ITPOM3-
BOJICTBO OCMEJIMBAIOTCA HEMHOTI'HE, TOCKOJIbKY
HET YETKOM roCyJapCTBEHHOM MOJUTUKA B
3TOM 06nacTy. TTOKa Ke MOJMTHKA I'OCY/1apCT-
Ba GOJIBILIC HAIIPAB/ICHA HA YBEJIMYCHUE 3aI'0-
TOBOK M TOPI'OBJIIO HEOOPAOGOTAHHBIM JIECOM.

Pasgen IV.

DKOCHCTEMBI B OIIACHOCTH.
«Omuuueckoe paznooopasue u ycmoviuu-
80¢€ 3eMNenoNb306aHUe 6 OONUHAX 6bICO-
Kozopnozo Tadncuxucmana». AnerxceiiI'y-
HA. BBICOKO B ropax cesepo-3anagHoro Taj-
JKHKUCTAHA Ha BbICOTE O0Jee 3 ThIC. METPOB
H4J] YDOBHEM MOPS B YPE3BbIYANTHON Ieorpa-
(UYECKON M KyJIBTYPHOU HU30JIAIIUN OT BCETO
MHPA NPOKUBACT STHUYECKAS IPYIIIA — SIT-
HOOIBL DTO HEGOIBIION OCTPOBOK JIDEBHEM
LIMBUWIN3ALMH, IJIE COXPAHWINCh YHUKAIBHbIC
CIIOCOOBI BEICHUSI YCTOMYUBOIO CEJILCKOTO
XO34MCTBA HA SKCTPEMAIbHBIX BbICOTAX. B
CTATBE PACCKA3BIBAETCA O JIOAAX JOJUHBI SAT-
HOO, UX KyJIBIYPE U 3KOJIOTMYECKAX TPAJULIN-
AX.

«IIocaou depeso u oopemu Haoexcoy: na-
MupuybL 6occmanagruearom oepe3osnte
zeca». Bukmopua Konecnuxoga. Korpa-to
3H/IEMUK [Tamupa — nmaMupckas 6epesa
(Betula pamirica) pocia 1ensmMu poujamu. Te-
nepb 6epesa ncyesna. OCHOBHAs NPUYMHA —
IIOBCEMECTHbIE PYOKU Ha JIPOBA [Vl OTOILIE-
HUA U IPUTOTOB/IEHNA Uiy, ITocne cepun
ceMuHAPOB (ponma «POKyC», IPOBEICHHBIX B
2000—-2002 IT. MECTHBIE JKUTEJIN PEMIUIA BOC-
CTAHOBUTB B JIOJIMHE BaTaHra jieca u3 namMmp-
CKOI1 6epe3bl, KOI7IA MOHSIH, KAKKE OIIACHO-
CTH UM T'PO3AT, €CJIN JIECOB HE OYJIET BOOOITIE.

Pasgen V.

Buapl ;JKHBOTHBIX U PACT€HUH
HaXOJALTHECA 110, yIPO30H
HCYE€3HOBCHUA.

«Boccmanoeénenue 60abHO Hcusyujeti no-
nyaayuu 3yopa 6 uenmpe esponerickori
uacmu Poccuu. Braoumup Kasemun.
JKu3Hb B IMKOH IIPUPOJIE — ITO €JUHCTBEH-
Hasl BO3MOKHOCTb COXPAHUTb €BPOIEHCKOTO
3y6pa — K TAKOMY BBIBOJIy IIPUIIIO MEKIYHA-
poaHoe HaydyHOe coobmecTBO. Co3lanne
BOJIBHO KMBYIIEH TONYJIAIIMN 3yOpa B HALUO-
Ha/bHOM Tapke "Oprosckoe TTonecse" npes-
CTaB/IgeT COOOM HAYAIbHBIN 3TAIl B PEUHT-

POAYKIINHN 3y6pa B COXPAHUBIINECST U BOCCTA-
HaBJIMBAEMBIC JIECOTYTOBBIE 9KOCHCTEMBI 11CH-
TPaJIbHOI 4yacTu Poccum.

JIpoonemvt COXPanenus esponetickux
3y6poe 6 numomnurax Poccuu». Exame-
puna Iuéu3oea. [1jist TOro, 4TOOHI BBIPAC-
TUTB 3y6pa B IUTOMHHKE, JIOXKJATHCS €TO T0-
JIOBO3PETIOCTH U TIOJIYIHUTDh ITOTOMCTBO TPEOY-
eTcst OT 4-X 10 6 JeT. 3aTpaThl HA COIEPIKAHUE
U BBIPANUBAHKE 3yOPOB 3HAUNUTEIBHO BbIIIE
TEX JJOXO/IOB, KOTOPBIE ITMTOMHUKH IOJIYIAIOT
TIOCJIE PEATTU3AIINM JKUBOTHBIX B MECTA UX
JlaJIbHEUIIErO npedbiBaHms. CI0XKWIACh TTapa-
JIOKCAJIBHASI CUTYALMST: 3yOPbl HYKHBI TOJIBKO
paboTHHKAM MTUTOMHHUKOB. Ho 6€3 oMoy —
MMUTOMHUKH HE BBUKHBYT, HE CMOTYT BBITIOJI-
HSTb CBOHU 32/1a4M, KAK HE BbDKUBYT U BOJIb-
HBIC MTONYJIAIMHN 3yOPOB, TOCKOIBKY JAKE B
JICHCTBYIOIIYIO TIONYJIITAIO HYKHO O0sI13aTE/b-
HO JIOOABJIATH CBEKUH MaTEPUaL
«dlIepedneasduamckuii 1eonapo: zoe meps-
1omca ezo cneowvt na Kaexa3ze?». Ymap Ce-
Mmeno6. CoTpyaHUKH TeGepAMHCKOro 3ar0-
BEJTHUKA TTOTy4aiOT MHOTO YCTHBIX COOOITE-
HUH OT JKUTEJENH O BCTPEUAX C JIEONApJoM. B
2003 rojy TuIaHupyeTCss HAYIHAsT KCIIEUITHST
C LIE/IbIO MBYYEHUS SKOJIOI'MH NIEPEIHEA3UAT-
CKOT'O JIEOTIAP/ia U OTBETA HA BOIIPOC €CTh OH
B ropax 3anajgHoro Kaskaza win Her. B cBa3u
C 3TUM, ObUTH ObI JKEIATEIBHBIMUA YYACTUE Ha-
YYHBIX CHELUATUCTOB U3 JIPYTUX CTPaH U (Pu-
HAHCOBAs MOJYIEPKKA ITUX PabOoT. IMs mccie-
JIOBATEIEN MOKET BOHTU B UCTOPHIO, KAK B
Cy4dae ycrexa, Tak U Hey/Iaun dKCIICUITNH,
HO BCErjja OHO OyZIET TECHO MEPEIUIETATHCS C
HUCTOPHEN neonapaa Ha Kaskase.

Paszgen VI.

OnsbIT HCIIPABHUTC/IBCTBCHHBIX
OpPraHu3aun

«BOOHO-0010MHbBIE Y2005 APMenuu:
onvum HIIO 6 ux coxpanenuu u uzyue-
Huw». Kapen Jacenoepeorncan. «Coio3 1o
PO ECCUOHAIBHON U IPEAIIPUHUMATEb-
CKOM OPUEHTALIUM> - HEMPABUTEIbCTBEHHAS,
HEKOMMEPUECKAS OPraHU3aLMs, KOTOpas pa-
6oraer ¢ 1988 . 1 KOHIIEHTPUPYET CBOM YCH-
JIMs HAd COXPAHEHUU BOJHO-O0JIOTHBIX YIO/WMI
Apmenun. ITpoBOAUT HAYYHBIE UCCIEAOBAHUA
Y1 UHBEHTAPHU3ALIUIO 3200JI04CHHBIX 3€MEIIb,
OLIEHUBAET UX 3KOJIOTHYECKOE U IKOHOMHYE-
CKO€ 3HAYEHUE, IPOBOAUT OOYYEHHUE MEHE/IK-
MEHTY TAKUX YIOJUIL

Paznen VIIL

HosBocrHu gHs.

«dIodapoxk 3emne om Amypckoii
oonacmu». 13 nons 2002 roga Iy6epHarop
Amypckoit obnactu Jleonuns; KOpoTkos
MOANUCAT TIOCTAHOBJIEHUE O CO3/IaHUU Ha
TEPPUTOPUN AMYPCKOI OOIACTH MECTH
HOBBIX OCOB0 OXPAHAEMBIX IIPHUPOJHBIX
TEPPUTOPUIL: IISATh 3AKA3HUKOB U OJIMH
MaMATHUK IPUPOJBI OOLIEN TUIOMAAbio 734
TBICSTYN TE€KTAPOB. Elre 601ee pemnTe/IbHbIN
miar caenan Iyéepuatop IIpUMOPCKOro Kpas,
KOTOPBIN MOJIMUCAIT PACTIOPSLKEHUE O
pacmmpennu OOTIT kpast Ha 1,8 M. ra.
«WWF npusemcmeyem nepeuvlii usum
npe3udenma Ilymuna 6
Janvresocmounviii MOPCKOi
3anoeednur». Busur Ilpesujenta PO umen
6omboit pezonanc B CMU 1 MO3BOTHIT
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