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Voice from the Wild (A letter from the Editor)

This spring, just as the first velvety leaves began to crown the trees of

Moscow, Yukos, the country’s largest oil company, announced its

intention to merge with Sibneft, another major Russian oil firm. Once

Yukos and Sibneft close ranks, the new company, YukosSibneft, will be the

world’s fourth largest private oil producer and will control more proven

reserves than any other private company in the world. The merger

announcement came on April 22, amid worldwide as Earth Day festivities,

but for environmentalists, the news was hardly reason to celebrate.

Since the fall of the Soviet Union, oil has been touted as the road to eco-

nomic development, not just for Russia, but for many of the former Soviet

Union’s struggling new republics. Yet the environmental and social outlook

for such development is at best uncertain. In this issue of Russian
Conservation News, we take a closer look at the trade-offs involved in oil

development in northern Eurasia and explore what kind of balance, if any,

can be struck between oil and the environment. Our authors write of the

struggle to hold Lukoil to international standards in the Baltic Sea, the pros

and cons of pipeline construction through the Republic of Georgia, and

the environmental consequences of transporting oil to Asian markets. Each

of these articles illustrates a tireless commitment on the behalf of many

NGOs and individuals to fight for public input into oil development strate-

gies and to demand corporate accountability. To date their stories are an

alarming reminder that the very foundations of democracy and civil socie-

ty are on shaky ground throughout northern Eurasia.

Meanwhile, in other parts of the region, spring has taken hold with a

promise for rich – and sustainable – harvests. In the “black earth” region

of south-central Russia, schoolchildren have been tending seedling nurs-

eries, as part of a Greenpeace forest restoration project. We hope our read-

ers will find inspiration in this simple project’s grand ambitions:

Greenpeace hopes that year after year, the work of children will restore

strips of forest to the steppe, protecting Russia’s famous grasslands from

erosion. Further north, in Pskov Region, the World Wide Fund for Nature

(WWF) is tending a larger nursery as it prepares for harvests years ahead at

the Pskov Model Forest. We invite you to take a tour of the model forest,

where the WWF crew is refining forestry techniques that foster the long-

term sustainability and efficiency of the Russian forest sector.

With summer just around the corner, Muscovites are already anticipating

those brief weeks in July when the linden trees come into bloom in

canopies of fragrant, cream-colored blossoms. In the Republic of Bashkiria,

however, this flowering is only a prelude to richer treasures – the linden

honey of the indigenous Burzyan honeybee. In this issue of RCN, we travel

to Shulgan Tash Zapovednik where efforts are underway to protect this

tiny endangered species and preserve a centuries-old tradition of wild bee-

keeping among the Bashikirian people.

Also in this RCN we invite you to learn about a strange and wonderful

journey undertaken by birds and humans alike. This is the journey of six

captive-raised Siberian crane chicks who followed Italian hang-glider

Angelo D’Arrigo to learn what should be their traditional migration route

from northwestern Siberia towards their wintering grounds in northern

Iran. Although last fall’s migration ended near Kazakhstan, you readers will

continue south, across the border, to consider the work of Kazakhstani

environmental NGOs. Finally, RCN concludes with good news from the

newly created Department of Protected Areas and Biodiversity

Conservation, which has picked up steam under the leadership of new

Deputy Director Vsevolod Stepanitsky.
Shetland bumblebee (Bombus musco-
rum). Cover drawing by A. Proskurin
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By Laura Williams

S
agit Galin, 69, saddles up his

chestnut mare, strapping a long,

braided leather rope and small

wooden vat to the horn. He calls to

his son, Sabit, 35, who is readying a

horse in the next stall. Together, the

two Bashkirians, descendents of

semi-nomadic keepers of wild

bees, lead the horses out of

the small barnyard encir-

cling their log home.  

They gallop out of the

village and through a

rolling meadow flow-

ering with fireweed,

angelica, and butter-

cup. Soon they disap-

pear into the surround-

ing woods, which extend

up the gentle slopes of the

ancient Ural Mountains.

Securing their horses beneath a

towering pine tree, Sabit hangs a

jumble of handmade tools over his

shoulder and from his waist. He

throws a braided rope around the

massive tree, slightly above his head,

catching it with his free hand, and

pulls himself up. He grabs a foothold

in a subtle notch in the tree’s trunk.

He releases the rope and quickly

snaps it around the tree higher still.

With the swiftness of a startled bear

cub, he scales the tree in seconds.

Sending the rope around the tree

one last time – just below his feet –

he attaches a narrow wooden

footrest. Now supported by a sturdy

platform 30 feet above ground, he

can tend his wild bees. 

Sabit learned the art of keeping wild

bees from his father, who learned it

from his father. Wild beekeeping has

endured for nearly 1000 years in

these remote forests of the southern

Ural Mountains – passing from

father to son. Wild beekeeping in

Bashkiria was at its peak in the eigh-

teenth century, but the art was near-

ly lost by the middle of the twenti-

eth century. Stalin

saw the Bashkirian wild beekeepers

as a threat to his collectivization

process since selling honey made

them better off than many peasants.

During World War II, wild beekeep-

ers were sent to the front lines,

where many of them were killed. In

the 1970s, young Bashkirians were

enticed to leave forest villages for

more promising livelihoods in bur-

geoning cities. As a result, few bee-

2 Russian Conservation News

Protected Areas

Protected Areas

Keeping a Sweet Tradition Alive

Shulgan Tash Zapovednik in the Republic of Bashkiria, Russia. Map by M. Dubinin

The Burzyan honeybee, found only in Bashkiria, is known

for its resistance to disease, its ability to survive in cold

climates, and its proficiency in gathering nectar from

the linden tree. Photo by I. Shpilenok
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keepers remained in Bashkiria to

carry on the tradition.

Survival of the distinct population of

wild honeybee the Bashkirians

depended on for their honey was

also problematic. The Burzyan hon-

eybee, found only in Bashkiria, is

known for its resistance to disease,

its uncanny ability to survive in cold

climates, and its extreme proficiency

in gathering large amounts of nectar

from the linden tree, which blooms

for only three weeks in July. Sweet

linden honey is prized all over the

world, and Bashkiria harbors 36 per-

cent of all linden forests in Russia.  

Like the Bashkirian beekeepers, the

wild bees came under fire in the twen-

tieth century. The large trees the bees

require for their nests fell to make way

for agricultural fields and develop-

ment. Other, less resilient subspecies of

honeybees from the Carpathian and

Caucasian Mountains were introduced

to the region, causing the bees to

hybridize. Weakened populations

began to die out. Thus, the future of

the honeybee and the wild beekeeping

tradition were at stake.

In 1958, Russian scientists created a

protected area at the core of the bee’s

natural range to save the distinct

population of Burzyan honeybees.

Originally a division of Bashkirsky

Zapovednik, the protected area was

reorganized in 1986 as Shulgan Tash

Zapovednik to preserve the last

remaining habitat of purebred popu-

lations of Burzyan honeybees.

Just saving the bees was not enough

for Mikhail Kosarev, now Director of

Shulgan Tash Zapovednik. Kosarev

sought to save the local tradition as

well. Kosarev knew that Burzyan

honeybees occupy natural cavities in

trees but are readily attracted to dens

carved out by experienced beekeep-

ers. By maintaining artificial hives in

the forest, more families of bees could

be supported within the protected

Protected Areas

Spring 2003, No. 32

A ranger-beekeeper scales a linden tree in search of honey. Photo by I. Shpilenok
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Protected Areas

bounds of the nature reserve.

Creation of a federally zapovednik

limits the types of activities permitted

within its boundaries. Consequently,

many beekeepers were precluded

from tending the specific trees their

forefathers cultivated. 

To preserve ancient tradition and win

the support of the local community,

Kosarev created a new position in the

reserve: “ranger-beekeeper.” He hired

12 “ranger-beekeepers,” all

descendants of Bashkirian keep-

ers of wild bees, to tend bee trees

in the reserve and to protect the

forests and its inhabitants from

poachers and other intruders.

Sabit Galin is one of the reserve’s

“ranger-beekeepers” and cares

for the same trees that his family

harvested for centuries. Today,

because they are within the

nature reserve, the trees are

granted protection in perpetuity

from loggers and developers.

Since good bee trees take cen-

turies to mature, Kosarev says that

drawing on local experience and

resources was crucial for saving both

the bees and the tradition.

Climbing down from the tree with a

vat full of golden honeycomb, Sabit

Galin describes how his great-grandfa-

ther must have picked out this pine

tree for his progeny nearly 100 years

ago. He would have selected a tree

that was 150 to 200 years old, making

sure that sufficient flowering plants

and fresh water were nearby. Next he

lopped off the crown of the tree 15

feet from the top and capped it with

a flat stone, forcing it to grow in cir-

cumference rather than height. After

carving the family’s insignia into the

trunk to lay unofficial claim to the

future bee tree, he opened up a clear-

ing to let in light.

Seventy years passed and the pine tree

grew broad enough to house a bee-

hive. That is when Sabit’s father carved

out a hollow cavity high up in the tree,

using traditional instruments that have

remained virtually unchanged for a

thousand years. He made the den

nearly three feet high and a foot wide,

smoothing out the inside with a sharp

blade. He carved a small entry hole for

the bees on one side and a removable

door on the other to allow access to

the hive and its honey. He rubbed the

inside of the den with grasses to give it

a natural smell, and hung lattices of

honeycomb to attract wild bees.

Evidently, the Galin dynasty has a

knack for attracting bees, because

over the years wild bees have occu-

pied all of their more than 30 trees at

one time or another. When Sagit

became too old to scale the trees him-

self, he passed the trade on to his son.

Now Sabit cares for the bees, while

readying new trees for his own sons

and grandsons. The Galins are grateful

that their trees are now protected in

the reserve. Logging and roads would

have surely destroyed them by now.  

To save the Burzyan bee and beekeep-

ing tradition, more is needed than

simply protecting the land where the

trees are located. Today, the zapoved-

nik is taking proactive measures to

shape the future. The reserve’s head

“ranger-beekeeper,” Fidrat

Yumaguzhin, is dedicated to preserv-

ing the genetic integrity of the hardy

Burzyan honeybee. His research and

breeding efforts are helping the

Burzyan bee regain its foothold in the

region and resettle its former range.

With encouragement from

Yumaguzhin and Shulgan Tash

Zapovednik, the Republic of Bashkiria

passed a law in 1995 prohibiting

importing other strains of bees.

Yumaguzhin provides local people

with Burzyan bee “starter kits” – a

queen bee laden with eggs and a few

of her workers. By encouraging local

beekeepers to use the hardy Burzyan

bee to make honey, the population of

Burzyan bees in the region is increas-

ing and its range expanding. This

approach keeps locals from using

other strains of bees, which can

hybridize with Burzyan bees and

weaken the population. In addi-

tion, some bees kept by locals

will inevitably escape and move

to the dens in trees maintained

by the reserve or to natural dens,

thus helping to boost the wild

bee population.

Thanks to the efforts of the

Shulgan Tash Zapovednik and

generations of keepers of wild

bees, people now understand the

importance of saving the Burzyan

honeybee. They value these bees

which are more resistant to disease

and pests than domestic bees. The

reserve’s honey has won gold medals

at international beekeeping exhibi-

tions in France, Germany, and Russia.

Preservation of these hardy and pro-

ficient bees and their forest habitat is

in turn saving the ancient tradition

of wild beekeeping in Bashkiria.

Hard work and courage are needed

to tend wild bees. These two traits,

always valued in Bashkirian culture,

are now paying off for the bees and

their keepers.

Laura Williams and her husband

Igor Shpilenok have been working

to conserve Russian nature for over a

decade. Laura has a master’s degree

in conservation biology and worked

for WWF-Russia. Igor founded and

directed Bryansk Forest Zapovednik.

Today, their team documents the

Russian wilderness.

Ranger-beekeepers tend their hives using traditional

Bashkirian methods. Photo by I. Shpilenok.
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Oil & the Environment

W
ith the fall of the Soviet

Union, Russia and other

newly independent states inherited

an oil and gas industry riddled with

outdated technology, decrepit

infrastructure, rampant corruption,

and poor environmental standards.

Yet, for Russia and many republics

of the Caucasus and Central Asia,

the oil and gas industry is a power-

ful means of attracting foreign

investment and fueling economic

recovery. 

Given their economic dependence

upon fossil fuel exports, oil and gas

development in these countries is

not likely to slow any time soon.

However, the environmental issues

connected with further exploration

and development simply cannot be

ignored. According to a report by

CEE Bankwatch1, pipeline leaks in

Russia produce an estimated 35

million tons of methane emissions

annually, and 3.5 billion cubic

meters of natural gas is burned in

flares on Russian gas fields each

year. Further exploration and

pipeline development is likely to

take place in regions with extreme-

ly fragile ecosystems – such as

Siberia, the Russian Arctic, the

Russian Far East, and the Caspian

Sea – which would suffer signifi-

cant degradation from oil opera-

tions.

In this special section of Russian

Conservation News, we take a look

at specific instances of oil devel-

opment in the former Soviet

Union. Focusing on the environ-

mental issues surrounding the oil

industry, these accounts also point

to the weaknesses of Northern

Eurasia’s emerging democracies,

where fledgling civil society often

proves powerless to influence the

decisions of major oil companies.

While our stories represent just a

smattering of the widespread

efforts to bring the oil industry

under civic control, they are

nonetheless representative of the

threats the industry poses and the

battles being fought to create a

more responsible oil and gas

industry in the former Soviet

Union.

1 Baranova, Irina. Leaking Operations:

Environmental Consequences of World

Bank and EBRD Involvement in the

Russian Oil Sector. CEE Bankwatch

Network, 2001. (www.bankwatch.org)
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A Precarious Balance: Oil and the Environment
in the Former Soviet Union

Oil & the Environment

Oil & Gas in Russia and the Caspian Region

Oil & Gas

Proven Oil Proven Gas Oil Production Net Oil Exports Revenue Oil- & Gas-

Reserves Reserves in 2001 in 2001 (as a percentage Related Exports

(in millions cubic feet) (in barrels (in barrels of govt. budget (as a percentage

Country/Region of barrels) (in billion per day) per day) revenue) of total exports)

Russia 48,600 1,700,000 7,290,000 4,910,000 25% 17–24%*

Kazakhstan 5,400 65,000 811,000 631,000 30% 50%

Azerbaijan 1,200 4,400 310,000 175,200 50% 70% 

Turkmenistan 546 101,000 159,000 107,000 50%† 50%†

Georgia 35 300 2,000 –23,000 N/A N/A

Caspian Sea 10,000 170,400 1,300,000 920,000 N/A N/A

Unless otherwise noted, data in this table comes from the Energy Information Administration of the US government

(www.eia.doe.gov).

* According to a May 2, 2002 press release of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 

† Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Turkmenistan Country Brief, March 2003

(http://www.dfat.gov.au/geo/turkmenistan/turkmenistan_brief.html)
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Oil & the Environment

By Nino Gujaraidze

O
n November 30, 2002, the

Georgian Ministry of

Environment and Natural Resources

issued official permission for con-

struction of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan

(BTC) main export oil pipeline.

Scheduled to become operational in

2005, the BTC pipeline will trans-

port up to one million barrels of

crude oil per

day (59 mil-

lion tons

annually)

approximately

1,750 km from the

expanded

Sangachal terminal

near Baku,

Azerbaijan,

through Georgia, to a

new marine terminal in

Ceyhan, Turkey, on the

Mediterranean coast. Along with the

proposed Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum gas

pipeline, to be constructed in late

2004 for natural gas transport, the

BTC pipeline will form part of an

energy corridor connecting the oil

and gas reserves of the Caspian Sea

to the Turkish Mediterranean, pro-

viding oil and gas to Western mar-

kets. As Western governments, par-

ticularly the US, seek to decrease

reliance on oil produced in Arab

states, alternative routes such as the

BTC pipeline have taken on increas-

ing political significance, sometimes

eclipsing the environmental and

social concerns associated with

their construction and operation.

British Petroleum (BP), the world’s

third largest oil company, is seeking

public funding from the World

Bank, the European Bank for

Reconstruction and Development

(EBRD), and major national export

credit agencies to finance construc-

tion of the pipeline. Major financial

organizations such as the

International Finance Corporation

(IFC), EBRD, European Investment

Bank, Export-Import Bank of the

United States, OPEC, US Trade and

Development Agency, and Japan

Bank for International

Cooperation are expected to com-

mit funds covering up to 70 percent

of the project’s costs.

NGOs concerned about the social

and environmental consequences of

the BTC pipeline have pointed out

that in fact the project is not eco-

nomically feasible and would not be

possible without what Lord John

Browne, chief executive of British

Petroleum, called the “free public

money”1 that has been offered by

governments and International

Financial Institutions.

Moreover, this “free money”

has been offered despite

BP’s inadequate assessment

of environmen-

The BTC Pipeline: Political Considerations
Outweigh Environmental Concerns

Protected areas

along the pro-

posed BTC

pipeline route in

the Republic of Georgia.

Map by M. Dubinin. Source:

Association Green Alternative
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tal risks and the company’s refusal to

consider alternative pipeline routes

that avoid extremely sensitive natu-

ral areas.

Currently in its initial stages of con-

struction, the BTC pipeline route

chosen by BP traverses regions of

tremendous cultural, economic, and

natural significance, particularly

where it crosses the Borjomi Valley

in central Georgia. The Borjomi

region is one of the most well

known tourist destinations in the

former Soviet Union and the most

popular resort area in Georgia,

famous for its rich biodiversity and

world-renowned mineral waters,

which account for approximately

ten percent of Georgia’s exports. The

Borjomi Valley also functions as a

buffer zone for Borjomi-Kharagauli

National Park, which is managed by

the World Wide Fund for Nature

(WWF) with support of the German

government.

BP has acknowledged that “the pro-

posed route is characterized by very

diverse ecological conditions and by

abundant biodiversity.”2 On its way

through the Borjomi Valley, the

pipeline traverses both the buffer

zone of Borjomi-Kharagauli National

Park and Ktsia-Tabatskuri Managed

Reserve, which protects primary for-

est and provides habitat for protect-

ed and endangered migratory birds.

Other environ-

mentally sensitive

areas along the

Borjomi section

of the proposed

route include: the

valuable forest

habitat of

Tetritskaro out-

skirts and forest

which supports

endangered

species such as

the brown bear

(Ursus arctos);

the high moun-

tain meadows and floral diversity of

Bedeni plateau; Mount Tavkvetili,

which provides habitat for Georgia’s

endemic black grouse (Tetrao

mlokosiewiczi); the rare high moun-

tain wetlands of Narianis Veli and

Ktsia which provide habitat for

migratory birds; Tkhratskaro and

Kodiana, whose forest and alpine

meadows provide habitat for large

mammals and birds; Tsikhisjvari and

Sakire forests, home to rare floral

species and endangered animals; and

the Mtkvari and Potshkovi River

crossings which possess remnants of

biologically diverse riparian forest.

Furthermore, the proposed pipeline

route crosses surface water catch-

ments of Borjomi natural springs,

thus endangering the region’s valu-

able waters. In its Environmental

and Social Impact Assessment

(ESIA), British Petroleum states that

“given the extremely low probabili-

ty of a spill occurring in this region,

or elsewhere along the pipeline, the

potential impacts are highly theo-

retical and the discussion above

needs to be viewed in its appropri-

ate probabilistic context.”3 Yet

Georgian experts claim that any

amount of leakage would pollute

Borjomi’s lava rocks and the associ-

ated underground water. This in

turn could contaminate the ground

waters of the Bakuriani plateau,

which provides drinking water for

the villages of the Borjomi-

Bakuriani resort area and Borjomi

city itself, and pollute existing min-

eral water sources in the region,

including Borjomi brand mineral

waters. Pipeline construction in this

region will therefore affect not only

its biodiversity and tourism industry,

but also the mineral water industry,

which currently employs 25 percent

of the Borjomi area’s population.

British Petroleum claims to have

studied the pipeline route and pre-

pared the Environmental and Social

Impact Assessment (ESIA) in accor-

dance with the guidelines supported

by International Financial

Institutions such as the IFC and

EBRD. However, following the pres-

entation of the ESIA draft in May

2002, the Dutch Commission for

Environmental Impact Assessment

issued an advisory review that ques-

tioned BP’s route selection, called for

reconsideration of alternative routes

that avoid environmentally sensitive

areas, and found that a number of

environmental issues had not been

adequately addressed. 

NGOs in Georgia and throughout

the world have called upon BP to

address these concerns by thorough-

ly studying alternative routes and

providing adequate impact mitiga-

tion plans.4 The Dutch Commission

for Environmental Impact

Assessment has advocated alternative

routes that almost completely avoid

the Borjomi-Bakuriani area and stat-

ed that BP’s assessment of the possi-

ble routes is unclear and incomplete.

BP, however, has ignored the public’s

concern and remained stubbornly

opposed to alternative pipeline

routes that avoid the Borjomi Valley.

BP has not only refused to investigate

alternative routes, but in fact pres-

sured the Georgian government into

hastily accepting the route through

the Borjomi region. In a letter to

Georgian President Eduard

Old growth forest in Borjomi Kharagauli National Park.

Photo courtesy of WWF – Caucasus.
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Shevardnadze dated November 7,

2002, David Woodward, Associate

President of BP Azerbaijan warned

that “without this timely approval we

cannot move forward with the con-

struction phase” and suggested the

position the Georgian government

should take, stating that “it may be

necessary to inform experts who visit

with [President Shevardnadze] in the

coming weeks that [alternative] routes

through this district are and will

remain unacceptable.” 

The pressure BP has put on the

Georgian government is also clearly

demonstrated in a letter from the

Georgian Minister of Environment to

BP Chief Executive Lord John

Browne on November 26, 2002. In

this letter, the Georgian Minister

states that “BP representatives are

requesting the Georgian government

to violate its own environmental leg-

islation. Although all possible alter-

natives to the Borjomi Valley were

not studied in the BTC ESIA, and

despite BTC’s own experts’ opinions

on the risks of taking this route, we

are now told that it is impossible to

consider alternatives to the Borjomi

Valley route.”

Despite prolonged negotiations

between BP and the Georgian Ministry

of Environment, accompanied by pub-

lic protests, the Ministry of

Environment finally issued permission

for pipeline construction as suggested

by BP. The Georgian government has

given clearance for the construction of

the Georgian section of the BTC

pipeline, and construction was slated

to begin this spring. Yet the project

continues to face setbacks: in February

of 2003, the World Bank decided to

postpone discussion of a proposed

loan for the project, and the war in

Iraq appears to have delayed pipeline

construction. In the meantime, NGOs

in Georgia and throughout the world

continue to put pressure on

International Financial Institutions and

British Petroleum in the hopes that

their concerns will finally be addressed.

Nino Gujaraidze is National

Coordinator for Georgia for CEE

Bankwatch Network, an organization

which monitors the activities of

International Financial Institutions in

Central and Eastern Europe and the

Commonwealth of Independent States

(CEE-CIS region). Nino is affiliated with

CEE Bankwatch Network through

Green Alternative, a Georgian NGO

working to create a framework for eco-

nomically viable and socially desirable

alternatives to protect Georgia's unique

environmental and cultural heritage.

1 John Browne told the Financial Times

in November 1998 that the BTC project

would not be possible unless "'free public

money' was offered by government to

build the line."

(http://www.bankwatch.org/issues/moil-

clima.html)

2 Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline project

ESIA study, www.caspiandevelopmen-

tandexport.com.

3 Chapter 13. 13.5.4. “BTC and the

Borjomi Mineral Water development.”

4 Different letters, press releases, reports

of NGOs and experts can be found at

http://www.bankwatch.org/issues/moil-

clima.html.

The proposed BTC pipeline route runs near the pristine forests of Borjomi Kharagauli

National Park. Photo courtesy of WWF – Caucasus
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The Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) Pipeline:
A Necessary Compromise

O
ver the past few months, we

have witnessed an upswing in

an aggressive campaign to discredit

the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) Main

Export Pipeline, unleashed by a group

of international anti-globalist NGOs.

For quite a while now, activists of this

campaign, known as “Rising Tide,”

have been spreading information

around the world, claiming that the

pipeline would only add to the

poverty and external debts of the

country, infringe upon human rights,

contribute to corruption, breed new

conflicts, endanger human health,

and provoke climate change. 

The sad reality, though, is that in

present-day Georgia, without any

pipelines, we see extreme poverty,

deep-rooted corruption, dormant

conflicts, energy deficits, a relatively

unattractive investment climate, and

economic stagnation which Georgia

has few means to overcome. One of

these very few means – perhaps the

only one – is associated with the

Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan Main Export

Pipeline and Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum

Natural Gas Pipeline projects. This is

not to say that these projects will

resolve all the existing social and

economic problems overnight. We

agree that Georgia’s direct economic

benefits from these projects hardly

compare to the expected profits of

oil companies and oil producers.

Nonetheless, we believe these pro-

ceeds (Georgia’s annual revenue

from oil and gas transport will

amount to approximately $200 mil-

lion) will become an extremely

important part of Georgia’s budget.

One of the most controversial topics

of broad public discussion in

Georgia has been the Borjomi sec-

tion the pipeline. In our opinion, the

“Rising Tide” NGOs have taken up a

rather one-sided stance regarding

environmental issues. As a result they

have put forth demands for rerout-

ing options that are unacceptable to

the investors in principle. In our par-

ticular situation, this misbalanced

and categorical position regarding

environmental concerns can hardly

be viewed as justifiable. Such a

stance can only drive the project

into a dead end. 

Certain NGOs have insisted that BP

reconsider the Akhalkalaki route, an

alternative route that avoids the

Borjomi Valley, but which was reject-

ed by the company due to security

concerns. Yet from a purely environ-

mental standpoint, the Akhalkalaki

route can hardly be considered as

any substantial improvement over

the proposed route through the

Borjomi Valley, preferred by BP, for

the simple reason that it runs

through zones of even higher geody-

namic and seismic risk. The

Akhalkalaki route also traverses

unique landscapes, including highly

sensitive wetlands, a lake system,

volcanic formations of high tourist

value, and a very high quality

potable water resource area. Georgia

is a very small country, but one with

extremely rich and diverse nature, so

much so that it would be impossible

to lay a pipeline at any substantial

length across its territory without

trespassing upon unique habitats

and ecosystems.

A note from the editors: The following text is an excerpt from a letter to Rashad Kaldany, Director of the Oil, Gas,

Mining & Chemical Department of the International Finance Corporation (IFC), and Peter Reiniger, Energy Business

Group Director of the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), from 63 Georgian NGOs. Members of

the Caucasus Sub-Regional NGO Network, a subgroup of the Second Europe and Central Asia NGO Working Group on the

World Bank, drafted this letter after the Working Meeting of the network held on March 1, 2003. 

Local communities, like this one at

Tabatskuri Lake, hope that the BTC

pipeline will bring economic develop-

ment to the region without sacrificing

the environment. Photo by A. Kandaurov
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The undeniable truth in our current

situation is that Georgia cannot

afford to lose this project. The pro-

posed pipelines are generally seen by

the public as an essential, if not the

only, means of lifting Georgia out of

its present economic stagnation.

Therefore, rather than scatter our

potential and efforts, we ought to

concentrate very seriously on deter-

mining the environmental standards

and protection methods that should

be applied in building the pipelines

through sensitive zones, and ensur-

ing that these protection and mitiga-

tion measures are duly implemented

both in the construction and opera-

tional phases.

The Borjomi region is, indeed, a

unique ecosystem. Development and

implementation of mitigation meas-

ures for this area will require an

impartial, comprehensive, and pro-

fessional analysis. To this purpose,

the environmental permit issued by

the Georgian Ministry of

Environment and Natural Resources

on December 1, 2002, requires addi-

tional studies and unprecedented

prevention and mitigation measures

in the region. These measures will

provide for enhanced

environmental safety

along the Borjomi sec-

tion of the BTC

pipeline. In terms of

public monitoring

along the pipeline, it

is crucial that NGOs

focus their current

efforts on ensuring

that these extra miti-

gation measures are

implemented duly and

in full.

Viewing the situation

at a macro level, it

becomes only too

apparent that the

most critical prob-

lems in this country

cannot be resolved

until the general

social and economic

situation improves.

This, naturally, holds

true for the particular

problems of Borjomi:

deforestation due to

intensive, illegal log-

ging; pollution due to

a poor utility infra-

structure; landscape

degradation; exten-

sive erosion and landslides pro-

voked by poor water supply and

drainage systems. Projects that aim

at lifting the country out of its cur-

rent economic stagnation and

energy crisis will, by definition,

contribute most positively toward

resolving environmental problems.

Demands to shift the pipeline route

to the Akhalkalaki district are detri-

mental not only because they might

halt the project altogether, but also

because they divert the public’s

attention away from issues of critical

importance – specifically, monitor-

ing of environmental and social pro-

grams. At this point, we risk finding

ourselves in a situation in which

strict environmental and safety

requirements, so well formulated in

the environmental permit, remain

on paper, unfulfilled. Therefore, it is

crucial that the NGO community

focus on monitoring and work

actively with both the investors and

the government.

Public monitoring should aim, on

the one hand, to ensure that the

investors religiously follow all the

requirements set forth in the envi-

ronmental permit. On the other

hand, it should ensure that the gov-

ernment develops a program for

optimal use of the proceeds from

the project, and make sure that these

proceeds are distributed fairly.

Monitoring related to employment

and land compensation is also of

critical importance. A combination

of such monitoring efforts will ulti-

mately guarantee that the investors

implement the project in an envi-

ronmentally and socially responsible

way, while also ensuring that the

opportunities associated with the

pipeline are used to revitalize the

country and trigger its economic

growth.

Though a small country, Georgia is extremely biologically diverse, and it

is unlikely that any pipeline route could avoid crossing sensitive areas.

Photo by A. Kandaurov
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Adapted from an article by Ibragim

Kushenov

W
hen the USSR collapsed in

1991, the number of states

bordering on the Caspian Sea more

than doubled: once shared between

Iran and the Soviet Union, the sea

would now have to be divided

between Iran, Russia, Kazakhstan,

Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan.

Twelve years later, these five

states have yet to agree on a

means of dividing the

Caspian Sea, and its natural

resources, among themselves. 

The inability of the five littoral

countries to reach consensus on

a legal agreement defining

national boundaries and

governing use of the

Caspian Sea stems prima-

rily from the uneven dis-

tribution of the region’s

oil reserves. Different

approaches to dividing up

the sea have different implications

for the amount of hydrocarbon

resources under the control of each

country. Unfortunately, the Caspian’s

lack of a clearly defined legal status

has not so much delayed oil and gas

exploration in the region as it has

hindered the development of inter-

national environmental programs

and  efforts to monitor the effects of

exploration and other threats to the

Caspian Sea’s biodiversity.

In an effort to facilitate oil and gas

development, Russia, Kazakhstan, and

Azerbaijan have signed bilateral agree-

ments dividing up the seabed based

on a “median line” equidistant from

their coastlines, while allowing com-

mon use of the water beyond national

coastal zones. Iran, however, considers

these agreements invalid and favors

either a “condominium” policy of

joint ownership and development or,

alternatively, division of the sea floor

and waters into national sectors of

equal size. (Iran’s part of the Caspian

is, for the most part, too deep for oil

ventures, and division according to a

“median line” would put only 12–13

percent of the sea under its control.)

This April, Turkmenistan and Iran

appeared to be nearing an agreement

to create 45-mile national zones near

the coast and to develop resources

jointly in deeper waters.

According to an official from the US

State Department, the US govern-

ment has not taken a position on

the issue, maintaining only that the

five nations should resolve the

debate peacefully, and in such a way

as to allow for export to the western

market. In this author’s opinion,

from an environmental standpoint,

joint ownership might prove more

rational, for it would force the five

nations to develop integrated envi-

ronmental policy for the entire sea. 

For now, though, the sea’s lack of

legal boundaries and usage regula-

tions continues to undermine

regional cooperation on environ-

mental issues and renders national

environmental legislation difficult to

enforce on disputed territories. The

Energy Information Administration

of the US government even claims

that “the overfishing that threatens

the Caspian’s sturgeon population is

a direct result of the inability to

reach a new agreement to

the divide the sea.”

Special representative of

the Russian president and

oilman by birth Viktor

Kalyuzhny is convinced

that the conservation of

biological resources and

environmental security

must be a priority in deter-

mining the status of the

Caspian Sea. “First it is necessary

to establish the true reasons for pol-

lution of the Caspian. Right now no

one possesses this data. Many things

threaten the Caspian. Environmental

protection and ecological problems

are no less important than dividing

up the seabed. Oil lies deep within

the earth – it doesn’t need tending

to; it can wait. But if the problems of

the living resources are not solved,

they won’t be here tomorrow.”

As long as the legal status of the

Caspian remains unresolved, individ-

ual environmental protection efforts

will have only limited success. 

Ibragim Kushenov is Director of

Caspian 21st Century, an NGO based

in Atyrau, Kazakhstan.

The Caspian Sea:
No Legal Status, No Protection

Countries bordering the Caspian Sea.

Map by M. Dubinin
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Basedon a report by Alexandra

Koroleva, Vladimir Slivyak,

and Elena Gorbacheva

F
or more than a year now,

Ecodefense!, an international

environmental NGO founded in

Kaliningrad, Russia, has been

engaged in a campaign to prevent,

or at the very least, to regulate, an

environmentally risky venture

planned for the Baltic Sea shelf in

Kaliningrad Oblast: development of

the D6 oilfield. Led by the Russian

company Lukoil, the D6 project

encapsulates the

political problems

that obstruct the

development of civil

society and environ-

mental protection in

Russia today.

Following an envi-

ronmental review

process hampered by

Russian authorities’

disregard for their

own laws and

attempts by Lukoil to

withhold crucial

information, Ecodefense! is now call-

ing for international pressure to

force the company to play by the

rules of transparency and environ-

mental security as dictated by

Russian law. 

The D6 oilfield is located on the

shelf of the Baltic Sea, off the north-

eastern coast of Kaliningrad, a

detached Russian territory bounded

by Lithuania, Poland, and the Baltic

Sea. Lukoil predicts that by the end

of 2003, the field’s 20 wells will be

capable of producing approximately

600,000 tons of oil per year, to be

transported along a 45-km sub-sea

pipeline for the next 25–30 years. 

Curonian Spit National Park, part of

the Lithuanian-Russian Curonian Spit

World Heritage Site, lies only 22.5 km

from the oilfield. The national park

protects a peninsula of fragile sand

dune ecosystems extending 98 km in

length and from .4 to 4 km in width

between the Curonian Lagoon and

the Baltic Sea, along the coasts of

Kaliningrad and Lithuania. This nar-

row spit represents one of the largest

accumulative sand formations in the

Baltic Sea and preserves some of the

highest dune complexes in Europe.

Because it runs northeast-southwest,

the spit

also serves

as a com-

pass point

directing

migratory

birds along the White Sea-Baltic

Flyway. Each year, thousands of water

birds winter along the Curonian Spit,

while in the summer its dune and for-

est ecosystems provide breeding

grounds for over 100 bird species,

including rare species such as the

white-tailed eagle (Haliaetus albicilla),

black kite (Milvus haliaёtus), hobby

(Falco subbuteo), ringed plover

(Charadrius hiaticula), tawny pipit

(Anthus campestris), and shelduck

(Tadorna tadorna).

In the event of an oil spill, the only

effective means of cleaning up the

dune ecosystems of the Curonian Spit

would be removing polluted sand.

Already, the Baltic Sea provides barely

enough “building material” to sustain

the continual process of erosion and

rebuilding that the dunes undergo.

The removal of sand due to petro-

chemical pollution would exacerbate

this deficit and could destroy the

unique landscapes and vital habitat of

the Curonian Spit. Yet Lukoil has not

taken this into account in its assess-

ment of the D6 project.

Ecodefense! claims that Lukoil has

failed overall to consider the envi-

ronmental risks involved in the

exploration of the D6 oilfield. In

addition to

the threats to

Curonian Spit

National

Park, any

exploration

along the

Baltic shelf

increases the

possibility of

oil spills in

the Baltic Sea,

a risk that is complicated by the

field’s proximity to the border with

Lithuania. Lukoil has provided no

plans for action in the case of a

transnational spill, and the emer-

gency action plans it has provided

address only minor accidents occur-

ring under conditions of daylight

and good weather. Furthermore,

Lukoil’s documents give no consider-

ation to the economic consequences

of the loss of fisheries located within

the oil field and the decline in

The D6 oilfield: Lukoil predicts that by the end of 2003, the

field’s 20 wells will be capable of producing approximately

600,000 tons of oil per year, to be transported along a 45-km

pipeline for the next 25–30 years. Curonian Spit National Park,

part of the Lithuanian-Russian Curonian Spit World Heritage

Site, lies only 22.5 km from the oilfield. Map by M. Dubinin

Playing Dirty
on the Baltic Sea
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tourism likely to result from con-

struction of drilling platforms.

While Lukoil is bound by law to pro-

vide Environmental Impact

Assessment (EIS) documents for pub-

lic discussion, the company has done

its best to deny access to the docu-

ments and to render discussion use-

less. In fact, frustration with the public

discussion organized by the Lukoil

administration eventually led

Ecodefense! to file suit against the

company. Using stalling tactics and

obstructionist practices in its “release”

of the EIS, Lukoil essentially halved

the amount of time legally allotted for

public comment. The company dis-

tributed incomplete and often inten-

tionally unreliable information and

created such insurmountable barriers

to access that only seven people man-

aged to get a hold of the company’s

materials. Public discussions were not

organized in the regions directly

affected by the proposed oil develop-

ment, and discussions that did take

place were dominated by specialists

employed by Lukoil in a clear attempt

to minimize public participation. The

administration of Kaliningrad Oblast

has also constructed barriers to effec-

tive social and environmental assess-

ment of the D6 project, primarily by

refusing to register the public environ-

mental assessments provided by

Ecodefense! and the Baltic Resource

Information Center.

The Kaliningrad Regional

Environmental Socio-Political

Movement, however, did manage to

register a public environmental assess-

ment in September of 2002.

According to Russian law, independ-

ent experts should then have had

immediate access to Lukoil’s EIS docu-

ments, in order to begin an independ-

ent evaluation. Instead, Lukoil held

the independent experts at bay for a

full three months, responding to their

requests for information with a maze

of correspondence, phone calls, and

meetings with the company’s repre-

sentatives. Finally, in December of

2002, Lukoil announced its refusal to

provide the materials, claiming that

they contained confidential govern-

mental and business information. By

that time, there was little that the

public could do: Russian law allows

public evaluation either before or dur-

ing the official governmental assess-

ment, which was completed on

December 22, 2002. Lukoil successful-

ly evaded the independent experts

and never did present its environmen-

tal assessment materials to the public.

Efforts to hold Lukoil to principles of

democracy and sustainability will con-

tinue throughout 2003. In a project

begun this year, Ecodefense! and the

Baltic Resource Information Center

have teamed up with the Lithuanian

Green Movement and Green

Federation “Gaiya” of Poland to facili-

tate public participation in monitoring

oil exploration along the Baltic shelf.

While their collaboration is dedicated

to mitigating the effects of oil explo-

ration in the Baltic Sea as a whole, the

defense of Curonian Spit National Park

will be a focus of their efforts.

Thus far, the collusion of the local

authorities with oil interests has effec-

tively blocked attempts by NGOs to

hold Lukoil to international standards

of transparency and environmental

sustainability. However, the European

Union wields powerful influence over

Russian companies dependent upon

European markets, including Lukoil.

The fact that Kaliningrad is located

entirely within proposed European

Union territory should make Lukoil’s

work within the region of high inter-

est to the EU, particularly considering

that any impact of the D6 develop-

ment upon the Curonian Spit or the

Baltic Sea is likely to be transnational

in nature. Ecodefense! is thus calling

on the EU to aid local Russian NGOs

in their battle to force Lukoil to com-

ply with Russian law and international

environmental standards. 

Alexandra Koroleva is Coordinator of

Environmental Projects for Ecodefense!

Vladimir Slivyak is Founder of

Ecodefense! and Coordinator of the Anti-

Nuclear Campaign of the Socio-

Ecological Union. Elena Gorbacheva is

Co-Chairman of the Baltic Resource

Information Center. This article is based

on the report “Company Lukoil:

Imitation of Image,” published in Russian

by Ecodefense! and the Baltic Resource

Information Center, Kaliningrad, 2003.

The fragile Curorian Spit is located within 23 km of Lukoil’s D6 oil develop-

ment. Photo courtesy of Ecodefense!
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By Andrew Eil

and Brendan Luecke

F
rom atop a windy knoll in the

Tunkinsky Valley, nestled in a

remote corner of eastern Siberia, vis-

itors to this pristine wilderness are

treated to a breathtaking panorama.

Yet the vista of undulating cedar

forests and grasslands pockmarked

by mineral springs and extinct volca-

noes belies the fact that Tunkinsky

National Park, like many others in

the Russian national park system, is

under siege. Reeling from a decade

of steep budget cuts, the reorganiza-

tion of the Ministry of Natural

Resources in 2001, and a rising tide

of illegal encroachments on park

territories, Russian nature preserves

have been weathering a storm of

mounting ferocity. Tunkinsky, one of

Russia’s largest national parks, now

faces its gravest threat to date:

an oil pipeline planned to

bisect the park’s territory.

Tunkinsky National Park

lies wedged between

crisscrossing mountain ranges and

plateaus in the Republic of Buryatia,

approximately 20 km from

the southwestern shore of

Lake Baikal. Taiga –

largely virgin cedar

forests – covers

nearly two-thirds of

the park’s almost

1.2 million acres,

but Tunkinsky is

also home to

marshes, decidu-

ous and mixed

forests, meadows,

and alpine high-

lands.

The park’s rich biodiver-

sity reflects its varied land-

scapes. Endangered species

endemic to Tunkinsky include

Siberian blue spruce (Picea obovata

var. Caerulea Malysch) and two

types of lady’s slipper, the essential

(Cypripedium calceolus L.) and the

large-spotted (Cypripedium

macranthon Sw). The nation-

al park also protects endan-

gered fauna such as the

Asiatic wild dog

(Cuon alpinus),

snow leopard

(Uncia uncia),

gray goose (Ancer

ancer), Eurasian

otter (Lutra

lutra), the Siberian

ibex (Capra sibiri-

ca), Daurian hedge-

hog (Hemiechinus

dauricus), two species

of bumblebee (Bombus

schrenckii, Bombus modes-

tus), the moor frog (Rana

arvalis), and the Mongolian toad

(Bufo raddei). Yet, according to

Alexei Bordoshchev, Deputy Director

of Enforcement,

Tunkinsky’s greatest

treasure is its bird

life: roughly 50

threatened

species

14 Russian Conservation News
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Proposed Angarsk-Daqing pipeline route through Tunkinsky National Park. Two possible routes through the park include the west-

ern option (A), which crosses 125 km of park territory, taking a low, gentle path through the Tunkinksy Valley; and the central

option (B), which crosses only 80 km of park territory, but runs through extremely inhospitable and practically uninhabited territo-

ries. Map by M. Dubinin

The Kyngagra River could be excluded

from Tunkinsky National Park if the

park’s boundaries are redrawn to

accommodate the pipeline.

Photo by B. Luecke.

Tunkinsky National Park:
Baikal’s Backyard in Jeopardy
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inhabit the park’s territories, includ-

ing four species of owl listed in the

Red Data Book and the golden eagle

(Aquila chrysaetus kamtschatica

Severtzov).

Beyond its own ecological wealth and

natural beauty, Tunkinsky plays a sig-

nificant role as part of a corridor of

semi-continguous protected territo-

ries that extend south from Lake

Baikal into Mongolia. The park was

conceived as a link between

Pribaikalsky National Park to the

north and Mongolia’s Lake Khovsgol

National Park just beyond the Russian

border. This chain of protected terri-

tories preserves the ecological integri-

ty of both Lake Baikal and Lake

Khovsgol, which empties into Baikal

through the Egiin Gol River.

However, the oil interests of major

corporations and the Russian gov-

ernment currently threaten to turn

the Tunkinsky Valley into a transport

corridor for the movement of

Siberian energy resources to Far

Eastern markets. Russian oil giant

Yukos (now officially YukosSibneft,

after a merger on April 22) has plans

to construct an oil pipeline running

from Angarsk, a city in Irkutsk

Oblast west of Lake Baikal, to

Daqing, a city in northern China.

After months of high-level lobbying

and debate, it appears that the

Russian administration will approve

Yukos’ plan.

Meanwhile, in the very same region,

construction of another pipeline is

being proposed by Transneft, a large-

ly state-controlled oil transport com-

pany. This second pipeline will run

from Angarsk to Nakhodka, a city on

Russia’s Pacific coast, southeast of

Vladivostok. Combined, these two

projects would ship a staggering 80

million tons of oil through the

Tunkinsky Valley each year. 

Given Russia’s commitment to devel-

oping Siberia’s hydrocarbon reserves
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The complicated topography of southern Siberia increases the risk of pipeline leakage

and would complicate clean-up efforts. Photo by B. Luecke
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and opening an eastern export

route, encroachment upon

Tunkinsky National Park’s territory

has come to seem virtually

inevitable. The geography of the

southern Baikal region dictates that

any pipeline heading east must

either hug the southern shoreline of

Baikal or cross the national park. A

recent export pipeline proposal to

the north of Baikal proved to be too

costly and environmentally risky to

be feasible, and China has repeatedly

rejected what appears to be the only

other possible solution – a route

through Mongolia – due to political

considerations.

For these reasons, Yukos has not been

able to offer viable alternatives to

routes through Tunkinsky National

Park. In answer to environmentalists’

protests, Yukos did propose an

option, known as the eastern route,

that skirts the national park, but this

option is widely seen by ecologists as

no more than a cynical response to

environmental concerns. The eastern

route passes to the north of Tunkinsky

National Park, but comes within 20

kilometers of the shore of Lake Baikal

and passes through disputed territory

that some consider part of the Baikal

World Heritage site. The environmen-

tal risks and dubious legality of the

eastern route eliminate any real

chance of its ever being realized.

In other words, Yukos is committed

to implementing one of the two

proposed routes through Tunkinsky

National Park. The first of these, the

central route, runs though extremely

inhospitable and practically unin-

habited territories, crossing 80 km of

park territory. The second, western

route crosses 125 km of park territo-

ry, but takes a low, gentle path

through the more accessible and

populated Tunkinsky Valley. Of

course, because building through the

national park is itself a violation of

Russian environmental law, both the

central and western routes are tech-

nically illegal. Yukos intends to get

around this obstacle by seeking a

change in park boundaries or in the

legal regime of the national park.

The environmental concerns sur-

rounding pipeline construction

through Tunkinsky National Park are

as numerous as they are serious. Any

pipeline through the region would

fragment the corridor of protected

territories between Mongolia and

Lake Baikal, thus threatening Baikal

and its watershed. The pipeline itself

and the infrastructure necessary for

its construction, maintenance, and

development would also lead to sig-

nificant habitat loss and disturbance.

New roads servicing the pipeline

would increase access for poaching,

illegal fishing, logging, mining, and

other illegal natural resource use in

park territory. In effect, the pipeline

and its surrounding infrastructure

would divide the park into two

parts, increasing human access while

blocking the free movement of ani-

mals that depend upon resources on

both sides of the pipeline. 

The most serious concern, both

within and beyond national park

boundaries, is the possibility of an oil

spill, which would not only damage

the local environment, but could

also contaminate Lake Baikal.

Although Yukos claims that “the sta-

tistical possibility of an oil spill is

extremely remote,” the routes pass

through regions whose complicated

and shifting geology presents an

undeniable risk. Both proposed

pipeline routes traverse two high

mountain ranges, regions of very

high seismic activity, permafrost, and

areas prone to flooding, soil erosion,

and falling rocks. Indeed, the region-

al topography changes so rapidly

that the data from Soviet-era surveys

that Yukos possesses are hopelessly

out of date.

River crossings along the pipeline

routes compound the region’s seismic

risk, for an accident at one of these

sites would have enormous and

immediate impact. The central route

intersects a total of 39 rivers, 23 of

which flow into Baikal, and the west-

ern route crosses 45 rivers, 25 of

which flow into Baikal. A spill within

the Baikal watershed, including the

portion located in eastern Tunkinsky

National Park, would leave little time

to contain the oil before it spread to

the lake itself. In its environmental

impact statement, Yukos acknowl-

edged that in the event of a spill with-

in Tunkinsky National Park, oil would

reach Lake Baikal within 24 to 72

hours, depending on location.

A leak or spill could also contami-

nate water supplies throughout the

region, affecting both small villages

and larger cities such as Irkutsk.

Because many Tunkinsky Valley com-

munities lack ground water, the pol-

lution of surface water by an oil spill

could necessitate the relocation of

entire villages.

To make matters worse, the leak pre-

vention system planned for the

pipeline would allow up to 30 tons

of oil to escape before the pipeline

could be effectively shut down.

Emergency shut-off valves located

intermittently along the pipeline are

designed to isolate leaks by stopping

oil flow into the damaged pipeline

section, but they allow the oil

already in that section – which

could be up to 30 tons – to drain

into the surrounding environment.

Lax Russian law may be partly to

blame for this situation: Russian leg-

islation provides for so much inci-

dental oil leakage that the amount

of spillage permitted by Yukos’ pre-

vention system is astonishingly close

to legal. The Russian Federation is

the only country in the world where

“operational oil losses” are permitted

by law. According to the Buryat

paper Informpolis from September

18, 2002, the Russian regulation

“Norms of natural petroleum prod-
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uct loss during loading, storage,

unloading, and transport” (RD 153-

39.4-033-98, approved by the

Ministry of Fuel Industries of the

Russian Federation, September 4,

1998) allows 19,000 tons of oil to be

leaked annually for every hundred

kilometers of pipeline.

Aside from causing environmental

damage to the national park, the

pipeline promises to compound the

region’s many social and economic

problems. The western route would

entail the relocation of several vil-

lages and cause significant loss of

agricultural lands. Forest degradation

along either pipeline route could

lead to a decline in staples of the

regional economy, such as cedar nuts

and wild game, while pipeline con-

struction and operation could limit

access to pasturelands. The tourist

industry, only now beginning to

blossom, would be destroyed before

it has a chance to develop, as the

image of the entire region would be

irreparably tarnished.

While Yukos has promised extrava-

gant financial benefits in exchange for

these risks, the $320 million in tax

revenues earmarked for the Buryat

Republic and promises of new jobs

are by no means guaranteed to allevi-

ate local problems. Local residents are

far from qualified for the technical

work demanded, and there are no

provisions which guarantee that tax

revenues will filter down to the

regions most affected by the pipeline.

On April 29, Yukos received

approval from Russian Prime

Minister Kasyanov for the Angarsk-

Daqing pipeline “environmental and

social risks notwithstanding.” This

does not mean, however, that the

fate of Tunkinsky has been deter-

mined. As plans for construction are

solidified and Yukos revises its

Environmental Impact Statement,

the government’s approach to legal-

izing construction through the

national park will become a signifi-

cant issue. To legalize pipeline con-

struction, one of three things must

happen: 1) the law “On Protected

Territories,” which bans industry and

development on national park terri-

tory, must be amended or repealed;

2) Tunkinsky’s status as a national

park or its borders must be changed;

or 3) Yukos must be granted special

permission to supersede Russian law.

While any of these decisions would be

devastating for the environmental

movement as a whole, undermining

environmental legislation and setting

a dangerous precedent of “industry

over environment,” their implications

for Tunkinsky vary greatly. If the park’s

borders are changed, as Yukos has

proposed, the park will lose any fund-

ing it might have received to mitigate

the pipeline’s impact, and the legal

framework for protecting and moni-

toring the surrounding territories will

be seriously compromised. Ironically,

giving Yukos special permission to

build through Tunkinsky might con-

ceivably give the park administration

more leverage and resources to deal

with the resulting problems.

Last December the Ministry of

Natural Resources rejected the

Environmental Impact Statement

Yukos submitted for the pipeline.

This document was incomplete,

egregiously shoddy, and ill-pre-

pared—in short, consistent with the

quality of the entire plan. This victo-

ry, however, may prove temporary if

resistance to the project by locals

and environmental organizations is

not strong and focused. The pipeline

is broadly viewed as a matter of

national economic security and,

despite disagreement over the details

of pipeline ownership, is supported

by the government in Moscow and

powerful Russian oligarchs.

Overruling a Kremlin blessing has

never been an easy thing to do.

Andrew Eil is a Fulbright Scholar

studying nineteenth-century Russian

literature and interning at the Eurasia

Foundation in Moscow. Brendan

Luecke is a Fulbright Scholar research-

ing environmental policy issues and

civil society in the Baikal region.
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If the Angarsk-Daqing pipeline is built, resort towns like Arshan, located in Tunkinsky National Park, could face the loss of their main

livelihood: tourism. Photo by B. Luecke
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By Claire Mirande

W
ith two world cup titles and

several world records to his

name, Italian hang-glider Angelo

D’Arrigo is unquestionably a pioneer

in his field. But his latest innovations

in free flight go beyond the realm of

sport and adventure, to a slightly dif-

ferent kind of competition: the race

to save an endangered population of

Siberian cranes (Grus leucogeranus)

from extinction. With the

International Crane Foundation and

the All-Russian Research Institute for

Nature Protection leading the

charge, D’Arrigo completed his first

season last year as a pilot for young

cranes who are learning to follow

the migration routes their ancestors

have flown for centuries.

Numbering approximately 3,000

birds, the Siberian crane is consid-

ered at high risk of extinction due to

pressure from expanding human

populations. By far the majority of

these cranes belong to an eastern

flock which winters in China, while

two overlapping and dwindling

Central Asian flocks contain only 10

to 20 birds between them. 

Since 1991, the International Crane

Foundation has worked in conjunc-

tion with the Crane Breeding Center

at Oksky Zapovednik to restore

these endangered populations.

Costumed to mimic adult cranes,

human “parents” at the breeding

center rear Siberian crane chicks for

reintroduction in the wild. This cap-

tive-rearing program has met with

initial success: when released, the

cranes adapt to the wild, show prop-

er feeding and roosting behavior,

and depart south with wild Eurasian

cranes (Grus grus). Yet after their

departure, few are ever seen again. 

The International Crane Foundation

believes that if we provide assistance

during migration, survival along the

cranes’ arduous migration routes

may increase. We therefore became

interested in the Whooping Crane

Eastern Partnership (WCEP) ultra-

light-led migrations. As part of a pro-

gram to reintroduce a population of

whooping cranes in eastern North

America, WCEP teaches captive-bred

cranes to follow costumed trainers

in ultralight aircraft. Pilots from

Operation Migration, WCEP’s part-

Endangered Species

Siberian Passage: Flight of Hope

Angelo flies over the Pra River at Oksky Crane Breeding

Center. Photo by A. D’Arrigo.
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ner, then act as parents and guide

the young whooping cranes along a

new migration route. We hoped that

this approach would work for

Siberian cranes. Siberia, however,

poses extra challenges. 

While WCEP teaches whooping

cranes to fly from Wisconsin to

Florida, Siberian cranes need to fly

almost three times that distance. The

ultralight aircraft used in the WCEP

project flies in the still air of early

morning. If we were limited to that

time of day, we would never com-

plete the migration in a realistic time-

frame. Instead, we explored ways to

fly midday as wild cranes do, by locat-

ing rising air currents called thermals.

The warm air lifts the birds, allowing

them to soar in spiraling patterns to

the top of the air column and then

glide to the next thermal. This type of

flight takes less energy and allows the

birds to fly longer distances. We need-

ed to use this same principle to lead

our birds through the migration. But

who would be the best human to

guide them? We needed a skilled

hang-glider, and we got the best –

Angelo D’Arrigo.

Angelo, a passionate and generous

man, is a world record hang-glider in

the midst of a four-year quest to

learn to “fly like a bird, think like a

bird.” His quest, called Metamorpho-

sis (www.angelodarrigo.com) was

expanded when we asked him to

help teach the Siberian cranes a new

migration route. He was pleased that

his extreme sport expertise and his

interest in free flight could con-

tribute to the conservation of a rare

and beautiful bird.  

To develop the hang-glider migra-

tion project, the International Crane

Foundation and Angelo worked

closely with Russian crane experts

Sasha Sorokin, Yuri Markin, and

Nastya Shilina. With the help of

Operation Migration’s Bill Lishman,

Angelo designed a hang-glider that

could climb in thermals at the same

rate as the cranes. A small “mosqui-

to” engine allows the glider to take

off and land in shorter distances and

on rougher terrain. The mosquito

also enables Angelo to alter his

speed in order to stay with the flock.

Last year (in 2002) in the first phase

of this project, while Angelo worked

out the details of the special glider,

the staff at the Oksky Zapovednik

Crane Breeding Center constructed

isolation pens where they costume-

reared and trained six Siberian crane

chicks. By the first weeks of August,

all six birds were following a cos-

tumed human pulling a mosquito

engine on the ground, and two had

already begun to take short flights

behind Angelo in the hang-glider.

Then, in mid-August, the young birds

were ready for shipment to

Salekhard on the Arctic Circle in

western Siberia. There the birds

spent the night in temporary pens,

and the next day we departed by

helicopter to the release site just

The 2002 hang-glider migration route followed the traditional Siberian crane migration

route from northwestern Siberia, but bad weather and the birds’ inexperience kept the

group from traveling all the way to the crane’s traditional wintering grounds in Iran.

Map courtesy of the International Crane Foundation.
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west of Kunovatsky Zakaznik on the

Ob River. 

Just as the migration was about the

begin, we were confronted with a

huge obstacle. The Ob River had

reached a 100-year

record and its waters

had risen five feet above nor-

mal! We conducted numer-

ous helicopter, boat, and ground

explorations to seek suitable take-off

and landing sites amid extensive

flooding. Rainy weather with low

cloud cover limited Angelo’s ability

to conduct local training flights and

to strengthen the birds.

Nonetheless, after two weeks, the

team headed south. The distance

between dry and suitable landing sites

was too great for the initial flights of

the inexperienced birds, so they were

placed in crates and transported by

boat between landing sites. They fol-

lowed the Ob and Irtysh Rivers, and

then traveled overland to Belozersky

Zakaznik near the Kazakhstan border.

Along the way, the birds gradually

increased their flight strength by tak-

ing local practice flights. 

Rather than attempting the entire

route to northern Iran our first year,

we decided to end the hang-glider

migration at Belozersky Zakaznik.

Here, Angelo took flights with the

cranes in wide circles at altitudes nor-

mal for wild migrating cranes and for

periods of more than two hours. His

flights with the birds around

Belozersky demonstrated that a hang-

glider can be used to lead juvenile

Siberian cranes for distances of more

than 300 km per day, at speeds of

more than 120 km/hour.

After the

flight practice at

Belozersky, three of the

birds were released on

the zakaznik territory,

where they joined

four other Siberian cranes costume-

reared at Oksky Zapovednik. All

seven become wary of humans and

departed south with the wild

cranes.

The

remaining three

birds were

returned to Oksky

Zapovednik. In

early January, Yuri

Markin, Director of

Oksky Zapovednik, took two of these

young cranes to Iran, to release them

at the wintering grounds at Fereydoon

Kenar and Esbaran “Damgahs” (tradi-

tional waterfowl trapping areas pro-

tected by local residents) on the south

shore of the Caspian Sea.

Unfortunately, the birds did not join

the wild cranes and migrate north.

They are being held in captivity at

Bujagh National Park and

will become part of a pro-

gram aimed at increasing

public awareness and sup-

port for conservation of

this species and its threat-

ened habitats. 

In spite of the challenges

of this first migration, we

learned valuable lessons, and Angelo

was amazed at the flight skill of the

young birds. We are optimistic that

this technique can work to restore

Siberian crane flocks along their

migration corridors to India and

Iran.

In 2003, the International Crane

Foundation and Russian spe-

cialists plan to “rehearse” the migra-

tion without the birds. This will give

us a chance to survey and fly the

route, map all suit-

able landing and

stopover

places, and

prepare all

the permits

officially required. The

International Crane

Foundation also plans to

arrange a meeting of repre-

sentatives from each of the

range countries and Angelo

D’Arrigo in autumn 2003 under

the auspices of the Convention for

Migratory Species Memorandum of

Understanding concerning

Conservation Measures for the

Siberian Crane. Together, the project

team will evaluate the results of the

2002 migration and discuss the next

important steps to restore the criti-

cally endangered Siberian crane to

Central Asia. 

Claire Mirande is Director of

Conservation Services of the

International Crane Foundation in

Baraboo, Wisconsin, USA. This article

was adapted with the author’s per-

mission from THE ICF BUGLE, Vol. 28,

Number 4 2002.

For more information, please see the

following websites:

savingcranes.org/SCFC/NewsBriefs.htm

angelodarrigo.com/htm/eng/sib.htm 

fondsterkh.yamal.org (Russian lan-

guage only)

operationmigration.org 

wcmc.org.uk/cms

Siberian crane chicks form

bonds with the hang glider

and its pilot.

Photo by C. Mirande
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S
ince the governments of Russia,

China, India, Iran, and several

Central Asian nations signed the

Memorandum of Understanding

concerning Conservation Measures

for the Siberian Crane in 1993, the

Siberian crane (Grus leucogeranus)

has been the focus of a series of

conservation projects. (Please see

accompanying article on the hang-

glider led Siberian crane migration,

page 18.) Yet despite a decade of

conservation, the Siberian crane

still faces substantial threats. The

crane’s western and central popula-

tions are thought to number a

mere 3 and 2 birds, respectively,

although credible reports from

Russia suggest a small number of

additional birds. The eastern popu-

lation, though 3,000 strong, may

face imminent

decline due to

habitat destruction along

its migration route and

wintering grounds. As with

other migratory species, the

extensive, transnational

range of the Siberian crane

poses particular difficulties for

conservationists: Siberian

cranes migrate over 3,000 miles,

from Russia, through Central Asia,

to Iran, China, and India. 

A new $22.7 million project led by

the International Crane Foundation

with funding from the Global

Environmental Facility (GEF)

attempts to address the complexity

of conserving this endangered and

highly migratory species. This proj-

ect will be implemented under the

aegis of the United Nations

Environmental Programme (UNEP)

by the International Crane

Foundation (ICF) in accordance

with the Convention on Migratory

Species. ICF will also work closely

with the governments of the

People’s Republic of China, Islamic

Republic of Iran, Republic of

Kazakhstan, and Russian

Federation.  

The GEF project

will be imple-

mented on

three lev-

els.

Locally,

the proj-

ect will

seek to

curb specific

threats to wetland

sites, in part by engag-

ing local communities

in programs to devel-

op more sustainable

Flyway Initiatives in Eurasia

The Asia Pacific Migratory Waterbird Conservation Strategy 2001–2005 supports the conservation of

waterfowl habitat along the three major flyways of the Asia Pacific region, including the Central Asian-Indian, East

Asian-Australian, and West Pacific Flyways. It builds and expands upon the 1996-2000 strategy, which implemented

three migratory bird conservation plans (shore birds, cranes, and waterfowl) and created three networks of wet-

lands of international importance, encompassing 67 sites in 11 countries. For more information, please see

http://www.ea.gov.au/water/wetlands/mwp/2001-2005/.

Covering approximately 117 countries, the Africa Eurasian Migratory Waterbird Agreement (AEWA) has the

broadest geographical scope of all the agreements developed within the framework of the Convention on

Migratory Species. The Agreement came into force in 1999 and has been ratified by over 30 Range States, including

Ukraine and Georgia. (Though Russia is a range state, it has not yet become a contracting party.) The Agreement

seeks to identify and conserve key sites required to sustain migration, strengthen national wetland protection

frameworks, and fill knowledge gaps regarding ecological, social, and economic aspects of migratory bird conser-

vation along the African-Eurasian flyway. For more information, please see http://www.unep-

wcmc.org/AEWA/index2.html.

The Moscow office of Wetlands International is coordinating a project entitled “Towards a Strategy for

Waterbird and Wetland Conservation in the Central Asian-Indian Flyway.” One of the world’s most sig-

nificant, but least researched flyways, the Central Asian-Indian Flyway stretches across vast semi-arid lands largely

in countries whose developing economies can offer little protection to the flyway’s scarce wetlands. Information

about plans for protecting this flyway can found at http://www.unep-wcmc.org/AEWA/index2.html.

Focusing on Flyways

A new GEF project protects the flyways of the endangered Siberian crane (Grus

leucogeranus). Reprinted from the Red Data Book of the USSR, Moscow, 1978
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livelihoods; raising public aware-

ness; and building capacity for

local site management. On a

national level, the project will

expand the legislative and political

framework for wetland protection

and improve coordination of wet-

land conservation efforts within

and beyond national borders.

Finally, on an international scale,

the project will collaborate with

other transnational flyway initia-

tives in implementing internation-

al conventions such as the

Memorandum of Understanding

concerning Conservation Measures

for the Siberian Crane. A regional

coordination center will be estab-

lished in Moscow as a means of

facilitating cooperation and col-

laboration between various flyway

initiatives.

A large, beautiful bird with dramat-

ic courtship rituals and territorial

displays, the Siberian crane is asso-

ciated with long life, good mar-

riage, and spiritual guidance by the

cultures along its range. The

International Crane Foundation

hopes that the bird’s wide appeal

will help draw public support not

just for the species itself, but for

the entire GEF project and for wet-

land conservation as a whole. The

wetlands along the Siberian crane

flyways support millions of migra-

tory birds, including 32 globally

endangered species of waterfowl.

Conservation measures focused on

the Siberian crane will extend pro-

tection not only to this critically

endangered species, but also to the

millions of animals throughout

Russia, Iran, Kazakhstan, and China

that depend upon the flyway wet-

lands for survival.

Compiled by RCN editors based on

materials provided by the

International Crane Foundation.

Captive-raised Siberian cranes and their costumed “parent” on the banks of the Ob River in Siberia. Photo by A. Sorokin
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Forest Management

By Sergei Bourmistrov

I
t is no secret that the potential

profits from the use of forest

resources in Russia are comparable

to the profits from the country’s oil

and gas industry. According to data

from the forest program of the

World Wide Fund for Nature

(WWF)’s Russia Program Office, the

forest industry currently provides

only 3 percent of Russia’s gross

domestic product (GDP), despite the

fact that Russia possesses the world’s

greatest forest resources, with 22

percent of global forest stocks. If

forestry in Russia functioned as

effectively as it does in the neighbor-

ing countries of Sweden and Finland,

its profits would increase 10–15

times. Under such circumstances, the

forest sector could account for

30–40 percent of

Russia’s GDP, approach-

ing or even outstrip-

ping the oil and gas

industry.

The renewable nature

of forest resources also

make them more viable

than oil and gas as a

means of developing

Russia’s economy over

the long term. Yet only

serious, unbiased gov-

ernment forest policy at

federal and regional

levels can ensure a significant and

sustainable role for forestry within

the Russian economy. For this rea-

son, WWF is working with many dif-

ferent organizations to create a

vision for the development of the

Russian forestry sector and to come

up with new approaches to forest

management in Russia.

In order to put its theoretical work

into practice, WWF has created

model forests in various regions of

Forest Management

A Model
for Sustainable Forestry

The Pskov Model Forest, located in Pskov Region in

northwestern Russia. Map by M. Dubinin

Santa Claus joins the Pskov Model Forest crew for a winter forest festival. Photo by P. Petrov
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Russia, including the Pskov Oblast in

northwestern Russia. The Pskov

Model Forest project is actually a

complex of projects aimed at creat-

ing new norms of conduct for inten-

sive forest management in north-

western Russia. On the model terri-

tory itself, project staff members test

new techniques in order to deter-

mine the most productive and sus-

tainable approaches to forest man-

agement under the particular condi-

tions of Pskov Region. They strive to

find practices that

allow for profit maxi-

mization over the

long-term, resolve

social conflicts, and

support biodiversity of

flora and fauna in for-

est ecosystems. As

new practices devel-

op, the project aims

to create a complex

of models for sustain-

able forest manage-

ment, to train and

increase the qualifica-

tions of forest workers, and to repli-

cate the project’s work in other

regions of Russia.

The Pskov Model Forest project

brings together representatives of

virtually all organizations and agen-

cies concerned with forest manage-

ment, including experts from the

Russian Ministry of Natural

Resources, the Northwestern Forest

Inventory Enterprise, Saint

Petersburg Forestry Research

Institute, and the Pskov Region

Committee on Natural Resources.

The project is made possible by the

financial support of the Swedish

International Development

Cooperation Agency (Sida), WWF –

Germany, and Stora Enso, an inte-

grated forest products company. The

logging company STF-Strug, which

owns the Pskov Model Forest territo-

ry, is WWF’s main partner in imple-

menting the project. This company

has been putting into practice the

sustainable forest management

methods developed in the course of

the project.

Putting forest management

theory into practice

As WWF and its partners on the

ground in Pskov develop new for-

est management techniques for the

18,400-hectare model territory,

each approach is evaluated using a

network of demonstration plots.

Project participants take the lead in

planning, then turn their plans over

Russian Conservation News

Pskov Model Forest staff conducts a field practicum on one of the forest’s demonstration plots. Photo by E. Yablochkina

Forest Management

Clear-cutting techniques used in the Model Forest leave

areas of high biodiversity intact. Photo by Sergei Kishchenko
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to the industry partner, STF-Strug,

for implementation. Demonstration

plots reveal the variety of sustain-

able management techniques devel-

oped in the course of the project.

For example, one 7-hectare plot

shows how habitat or species rich-

ness can be left intact during clear-

cutting in order to preserve biodi-

versity. One area allows for obser-

vation of the process of natural for-

est regeneration, while others

demonstrate the process of artifi-

cial restoration of different forest

types. Management techniques are

showcased in these plots as well,

such as forest thinning using con-

temporary methods and technolo-

gy, changing and regulating the

species composition of mixed

stands, and clear-cutting while

leaving an overstory of seed-bear-

ing trees. The project has created a

total of 15 demonstration plots. 

Results from the Pskov Model Forest

Project have already shown that the

potential for sustainable develop-

ment of forestry operations is quite

high. For example, in areas of inten-

sive forest management, forest thin-

ning allows for increased quality and

higher yields per hectare when con-

ducted according to project recom-

mendations. Results from demon-

stration forest plots have shown that

implementing new thinning meth-

ods can increase the volume of tim-

ber harvested on individual plots to

two to three times the yield current-

ly harvested in this part of Russia.

The market value of an individual

plot also increases two to three

times, or even more so, due to the

increase in the volume and quality of

timber produced.

Yet it is this system of forest thinning

which engenders the greatest con-

flict between WWF and its partner

logging company. Sture Carlsson, a

representative of the Swedish com-

pany Nordfor Training & Consulting

who participated in planning the

demonstration plot on thinning, for-

mulated the fundamental difference

between Swedish and Russian thin-

ning practices in this way: “In

Sweden logging takes place on a

mature plot once; all other felling is

thinning to help restore the plot. In

Russia, there are many intermediate

types of thinning from which they

also try to make a profit. In practice,

this leads to a perversion of the

goals of forest restoration work:

thinning becomes cutting for profit.”

Rather than thinning by removing

lower quality timber, which

improves the overall quality and pro-

ductivity of the stand, the forestry

operation has been harvesting the

best trees with the aim of selling

them for profit. The model forest

project seeks to convince the opera-

tion and other forest managers in

Russia that in the long term a strict

management regime will be more

profitable than intermittent “thin-

ning” for profit. 

Because forestry is based on invest-

ments that often take decades to

mature, it is important to under-

stand the ways in which forest

management measures undertaken

today will affect forest stocks over

the long term. A computer program

that forecasts the development of

forest stocks is currently helping

experts at Pskov Model Forest to

gauge the effects of their manage-

ment practices. Developed by

experts at the Saint Petersburg

Scientific Research Institute for

Forest Management, this unique

program aids forestry operations to

develop sustainable business plans.

A selection of parameters allows

managers to formulate different

forest management scenarios and

allows one to choose the optimal

path for business development.

Aside from its technical work in for-

est management, WWF and its local

partners aim to increase knowledge

and awareness of forest manage-

ment methods, both among experts

and the general public. The project

has created a training center where

seminars and practical courses on

different aspects of forest manage-

ment are held for leaders and spe-

cialists in forest management, as well

as for representatives of logging

companies from all over Russia. 

To better engage the public, the

Pskov Model Forest Project has cre-

ated a Forest Club and conducts

public discussions before any major

project decisions are made.

Environmental education also plays

a crucial role in the project. In

cooperation with the

Administration of Education of the

Pskov Region, the Model Forest

Project has created, for the first

time in northwestern Russia, a high

school course on forest ecology

and sustainable forest management,

which is now being taught for a

trial period in Pskov Region

schools. By developing method-

ological and educational literature

about forestry and conducting for-

est camps and environmental cele-

brations, the project is fostering a

careful approach to the forest and

an understanding of the founda-

tions of forest management among

Russia’s youth.

The model forest project is currently

preparing to undergo voluntary for-

est certification with the goal of

conforming to international stan-

dards of forest management.

Voluntary forest certification allows

for comparison of local forest man-

agement with the highest of interna-

tional standards. Receiving forest

certification also opens up additional

possibilities for work in the global

market. 

Sergei Bourmistrov is Project

Leader of Pskov Model Forest, a proj-

ect of the World Wide Fund for

Nature’s Russian Program Office

(WWF-RPO).
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By Svetlana Piskareva

G
lancing at the central “black

earth” regions of European

Russia, it is hard to believe that

many centuries ago this land, too,

was forested. Intensive agricultural

development in these regions has

strongly changed their appearance.

Of course, this area never support-

ed the boundless, unbroken forests

of Russia’s more northern regions;

more likely, this land was a mosaic

of fields, meadow, steppe, and for-

est. People tilled the open land,

while the surrounding forests and

copses protected the ploughed soil

from wind and erosion. Yet gradu-

ally these forests were burned

down or harvested, and all

“usable” land was either cultivated

or turned into hayfields or pas-

tureland.

The unending fields of central

European Russia are now broken

only by occasional belts of forest,

windbreaks planted in recent

decades to protect the region’s fer-

tile soil from windstorms, drought,

and water erosion. Yet even these

forest belts have gradually been

destroyed and cut down for fire-

wood by local populations. As a

result, ravines are growing deeper

and wider, carrying away more and

more of the fertile soil that is so

valuable for agriculture. 

During the nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries, local communi-

ties took care of reforesting the land

along ravines and creating forest

belts to serve as windbreaks. At that

time, forest cultivation was under-

taken as a fundamental field protec-

tion measure. Similar measures are

called for today. By restoring the old

windbreaks and planting trees along

rivers, along the banks of ravines

and gullies, and in the wastelands

surrounding villages, we can protect

the fertile soil of central European

Russia without infringing upon

unique steppe ecosystems that must

not be artificially forested.

For restoration of these forest areas

to succeed, plantings will need to

take place continually, from year to

year. Since there will be no one to

look after each and every young

plant, restoration will depend upon

having many seedlings that can sur-

vive in areas of high grass.

Unfortunately, it is close to impossi-

ble to buy such seedlings. It is, how-

ever, possible to grow them our-

selves. This is where the project

“Restore Our Forest” comes in.

In 2002, Greenpeace conceived a

new initiative to involve rural

schools in a pilot project to restore

woodlands to the once-forested

regions that lie to the south of

Moscow. Through this “Restore Our

Forest” program Greenpeace helps

rural schools set up nurseries where

they raise tree and bush seedlings

that can then be planted on denud-

ed, deforested lands and along

streams and ravines. Today, 67

schools throughout Ryazan Region,

and 33 schools in Tula Region, both

roughly 150 miles south of Moscow,

are participating in this restoration

program. This spring, Greenpeace

began expansion of the program

into the neighboring regions of

Lipetsk and Orlovsk, where nurseries

were set up in 1 and 2 schools,

respectively.

At first glance one might think that

tending a forest nursery is too great

Restoring Our Forests

Children sow seeds in their school’s seedling nursery. Photo courtesy of Greenpeace Russia
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a task for local schools. Yet this is

not the case. Nearly every rural

school has its own plot of land

where schoolchildren participate in

practical work during their summer

vacation. On these plots of land,

along with carrots, cabbage, onions,

and potatoes, they have also begun

raising seedlings. In half of the

seedling beds, known as the “seed

division,” children sow seeds that

will later by transferred to the

“school division,” where the

seedlings grow until they are large

enough to be replanted outside the

nursery. Watching these two stages

of plant growth simultaneously, chil-

dren feel invested in the nursery and

are able to understand how their

trees mature from a seed to a full-

grown pine or larch.

The spring of 2002 was devoted to

creating the seedling nurseries.

Greenpeace staff members and vol-

unteers traveled from Moscow to

various schools and helped chil-

dren establish nurseries on their

plot of land. In order to allow for

“age diversity” in the nursery, we

brought both seeds and two-year-

old seedlings to plant. Thus, this

spring each nursery boasted both

one-year-old plants (those that

grew from seeds) and three-year-

olds, some of which were ready for

transplanting.

We planted coniferous species, such

as pine and larch, as well as decidu-

ous species indigenous to the area,

such as Norway maples (Acer pla-

tanoides), common pear (Pyrus com-

munis), and oak (Quercus robur).

Pine and larch are good species for

children to begin with, as they are

hardy and require relatively little

care. The forest steppe poses a threat

to young deciduous trees in the form

of grass fires, which are the greatest

factor in young tree death. In this

respect, the coarser bark of pine and

larch gives them a distinct advan-

tage, for it allows the seedlings to

survive grass fires. Larches have an

even greater chance for survival, as

they are not cut down for Christmas

trees in the winter.

Towards the end of May 2002, we

took stock of our first plantings. We

found that much depends upon the

teachers and directors of the schools,

and on the technical conditions –

whether, for example, they were able

to water the plants every day during

the year’s dry spring. Overall, howev-

er, the majority of the 43 schools

where nurseries were created in

2002 achieved success.

The project has generated quite a

response. Participating teachers have

contributed suggestions and have

made changes to their planting meth-

ods to fit the particular conditions of

their school and land. The planting

has attracted not only local residents,

but also volunteers from other

regions. More than 2000 students

now participate in the program.

Now that “Restore our Forests” is

developing in Ryazan and Tula

Regions, Greenpeace plans to broad-

en the scope of the project to work

with schools in other areas of south-

ern Russia. We also plan to maintain

contact with the schools where

nurseries have already been created.

Each spring we will send them seeds

so that every year they can grow

their own seedlings and transplant

the adolescent plants from the previ-

ous year.

Svetlana Piskareva is Assistant

Coordinator of the Forest Program of

Greenpeace Russia.

Deforestation has led to erosion and wide ravines in the black earth regions of central Russia. Photo courtesy of Greenpeace Russia
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By Laura Trice

S
ince the appearance of

Kazakhstan’s first nongovern-

mental organizations in the mid-

1980s, the number of environmental

NGOs in the country has skyrocket-

ed: Kazakhstan is now home to at

least 270 environmental NGOs, and

possibly as many as 525. Given the

recent emergence of civil society in

Kazakhstan, these numbers bear wit-

ness to the impressive tenacity and

commitment of the country’s envi-

ronmental movement. 

Even so, a recent report by the

German Society for Nature

Conservation (NABU) claims that in

the twelve years since the country

gained independence, Kazakhstani1

environmental organizations have

remained largely incapable of mobi-

lizing the population and effecting

change on a national scale.

Published in Russian and English, the

NABU study “Local Environmental

NGOs in Kazakhstan: An Assessment

of Efficiency” investigates the institu-

tional capacity, sponsor behavior,

legal and political conditions, and

other factors that contribute to the

efficacy of Kazakhstani NGOs. 

The report’s authors, Konstantin

Kreiser and Lars Lachmann, both

consultants for NABU, claim that, in

fact, the large number of environ-

mental NGOs in Kazakhstan belies

fundamental weaknesses in the

country’s environmental sector that

must be overcome before any real

progress can be made. They con-

clude that “the state of natural

resources in the Republic of

Kazakhstan has not, on a nation-

wide scale, noticeably improved

since local environmental NGOs

began their efforts in 1989.” Yet they

are also quick to point out that

without the efforts of environmental

NGOs, the environmental situation

in Kazakhstan would undoubtedly

be worse. 

The study finds that NGOs have thus

far been most effective on a local

scale, where they have occasionally

achieved clear results, especially in

the fields of environmental educa-

tion and environmental control. This

is due in part to the quality of NGO

staff members, who are perceived to

be highly skilled, flexible, and moti-

vated, particularly in comparison to

staff of relevant government agen-

cies. While this level of skill wins

them influence and respect within

local communities, it is also a poten-

tial tool for expanding their influ-

ence at a national level. The national

government has begun to consult

environmental NGOs because of

their reputation for competency, and

the skill and specialization of NGO

staff make them suitable partners for

international projects. Indeed,

Kazakhstan’s environmental NGOs

have succeeded in attracting signifi-

cant support from international

donors, and are seen as additional

partners, complementary to state

institutions, for implementing inter-

national agreements. 

Overall, however, the NABU report

presents the network of Kazakhstani

environmental NGOs as a sector that

has grown laterally without achiev-

ing vertical development, financial

independence, or greater public sig-

nificance. Kreiser and Lachmann

worry that this stagnation has been

fostered, unintentionally, by the

international donor community.  The

authors devote a large part of their

evaluation to the relationship

between local Kazakhstani environ-

mental NGOs and the international

organizations that support them. 

One of the authors’ greatest con-

cerns is the ability of large, interna-

tional donor organizations to dictate

the development of Kazakhstani

organizations, at times without

proper knowledge of local needs

and conditions. In such situations,

NGOs bound financially to interna-

tional donors are compelled to pur-

28 Russian Conservation News
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Constructive Criticism for Kazakhstan’s NGOs

Kazakhstani environmental NGOs have

achieved some of their greatest success in

the sphere of environmental education.

Photo by K. Kreiser
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sue the goals of the donor organiza-

tion at the expense of local commu-

nities. Kreiser and Lachmann believe

that this miscommunication

between sponsors and local NGOs is

exacerbated by international envi-

ronmental projects conceived in

accordance with political trends that

have little relevance to Kazakhstan.

The study also questions the value

of what Kreiser and Lachmann per-

ceive as the tendency of sponsor

organizations to encourage the cre-

ation of as many NGOs as possible.

Although funding provided by

these donors to cover Kazakhstan’s

relatively costly registration fees

and training costs for new staff is

clearly indispensable, the authors

question the need to continually

increase the number of NGOs in

Kazakhstan. They imply that the

emphasis on creating new NGOs

has caused sponsoring organiza-

tions to value quantity, rather than

quality and effectiveness, as a meas-

ure of their success.

The authors also claim that the

prevalence of small-grant programs,

which are based on short-term proj-

ects instead of long-term operational

support, further discourages NGO

expansion. Small-grant programs

allow several small organizations to

raise more total funding than one

large organization could, thus pro-

viding little incentive for growth or

consolidation. As a result, while the

number of environmental NGOs in

Kazakhstan continues to grow, the

total number of staff has not kept

up, and the average size of individual

organizations has declined. Kreiser

and Lachmann consider this a seri-

ous barrier to achieving political

influence.

Indeed, the NABU study finds that

environmental organizations in

Kazakhstan tend, overall, to avoid

political issues. While this is partly

due to the socio-political situation

in the country, Kazakhstan’s envi-

ronmental NGOs also tend to lack

the expertise in legal and political

matters that they command in

other areas. In recent years, the

government has actually begun to

improve legal and political condi-

tions for local NGOs. Yet sponsor

organizations are often reluctant to

support political projects, and the

NGOs themselves appear to lack

the motivation to represent public

interest through lobbying and other

activities. Kreiser and Lachmann

believe that ultimately the state

bears both the responsibility and

the power to protect the country’s

environment. Thus, to them, the

failure of Kazakhstan’s environ-

mental movement to engage in

politics is one of its greatest weak-

nesses.

The problems laid out in the NABU

report are in many ways founda-

tional, and to overcome them may

require significant structural and

even ideological changes in the

way that NGOs work with sponsor

organizations, the public, and each

other. In the last section of their

study, Kreiser and Lachmann out-

line recommendations, for both

NGOs and sponsor organizations,

that call for professionalization and

vertical growth of NGOs, on one

hand, and broader outreach and

advocacy for the local population,

on the other. It is their hope that

“Local Environmental NGOs in

Kazakhstan: An Assessment of

Efficiency” will guide Kazakhstani

environmental NGOs towards posi-

tive change and help them to

develop the legitimacy and sustain-

ability that Kazakhstan’s people,

and its wilderness, require.

“Local Environmental NGOs in

Kazakhstan: An Assessment of

Efficiency” was published in Russian

and English by the German Society

for Nature Conservation (NABU)

with support from the German CCD

project of the Deutsche Gesellschaft

fur Technische Zusammenarbeit

(GTZ) GmbH. The report can be

accessed in its entirety at

http://www.nabu.de/

international/kasachstan.pdf.

Laura Trice is Assistant Editor of

Russian Conservation News.

NGO News
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The steppe in Kazakhstan.

Photo by K. Kreiser
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By Nikolai Maleshin

T
his winter, thanks to the efforts

of translator and publisher

Geoffrey Harper, the English-speak-

ing world was granted access to

Felix Shtilmark’s History of the

Russian Zapovedniks: 1895–1995.

First published in Russian in 1996,

Shtilmark’s History is the only com-

prehensive historical assessment of

Russia’s zapovednik system, from its

inception in the late nineteenth cen-

tury to its development alongside

the dramatic social and political evo-

lution of twentieth-century Russia.

Shtilmark’s work recounts the histo-

ry of how, over the course of the

twentieth century, the Soviet govern-

ment distorted the ideals underlying

the creation of the zapovednik sys-

tem and subverted its scientific goals.

The book begins, appropriately, with

a discussion of these original ideals

and goals. According to Shtilmark,

the philosophical and scientific

underpinnings of the zapovednik

system were developed largely by

Vasily Dokuchaev, a leading scientist

who created a scientific station in

the steppe that would later become

a model for Russia’s first zapoved-

niks. Dokuchaev conceived of nature

as a system fully capable of main-

taining ecological equilibrium – if,

that is, humans do not interfere with

it. In Dokuchaev’s view, zapovedniks

should be spaces in which nature is

allowed to function on its own,

without human influence. He advo-

cated that the zapovednik system

should be managed with a policy of

non-intervention, in order to con-

serve natural ecosystem processes.

Shtilmark also cites Dokuchaev’s for-

mulation of the scientific objectives

of the zapovednik system – long-

term scientific observation on per-

manent plots using standardized

methods – as a crucial doctrine that

paved the way for modern environ-

mental monitoring. 

Taken together, the ideals of non-

intervention and scientific observa-

tion should have turned Russian

zapovedniks into “nature’s laborato-

ries” (not laboratories in nature, as

they are often called now). Instead,

Shtilmark claims, the changing

demands of Soviet society became

the driving force behind zapovednik

management, destroying the dream

of achieving a system of natural

areas truly based upon principles of

ecosystem conservation. 

Shtilmark maintains that during

Soviet times, zapovedniks fell victim

to political objectives imposed by

the state. He refers, for instance, to

Stalinist decrees of the 1930s which

advocated “developing and enrich-

ing” nature and which led, ultimate-

ly, to regulated hunting, logging,

“proletarian tourism,” and the intro-

duction of non-native species on

zapovednik territory. It is Shtilmark’s

belief that behind such pseudoscien-

tific activities lie human greed and

man’s desire to change the environ-

ment to satisfy his growing needs. 

In presenting his arguments,

Shtilmark investigates the intricate

ties between zapovedniks and

Russia’s political history. This histori-

cal perspective creates a vivid, epic

picture of the interdependent phe-

nomena and processes that shaped

Russian zapovedniks over a 100-year

period.

Geoffrey Harper’s English translation

of History of the Russian

Zapovedniks: 1895–1995 is available

from Russian Nature Press (www.rus-

natpress.org.uk), a nonprofit organi-

zation devoted to translating and

publishing popular Russian natural

history literature. Russian Nature

Press aims to inform English-speak-

ing naturalists and conservations

about natural history and conserva-

tion in the former Soviet Union and

to encourage scientific cooperation

between the former Soviet Union

and other parts of the world. 

Nikolai Maleshin is Managing

Editor of Russian Conservation

News and Director of the nonprofit

organization Partnership for

Zapovedniks.
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News of the Day

A Century of Russian
Zapovedniks – In English

Geoffrey Harper’s translation of History of

the Russian Zapovedniks: 1895–1995, by

Feliks Shtilmark
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By Nikolai Maleshin

S
ince the last issue of Russian

Conservation News was published,

Russia’s Department of Protected

Areas and Biodiversity Conservation

(housed in the Ministry of Natural

Resources) has been transformed into

an active, exciting federal organization

which is now making great new plans

for Russia’s protected areas system.

The change came about when

Vsevolod Stepanitsky, who served as

Director of the Department of

Protected Areas Management from

1991 to 2001, rejoined his former

Ministry. Stepanitsky’s new post is

Deputy Director of the Department of

Protected Areas and Biodiversity

Conservation. This department is also

new, having been created in

December of 2002 by Minister Vitaly

Artyukov, head of the Ministry of

Natural Resources. 

Stepanitsky returned to government

in February, after spending the last

two years with the Russia Program

Office of the World Wide Fund for

Nature (WWF).  Since then, the new

department has focused on two pri-

mary activities: assessing and taking

steps to improve the effectiveness of

management of Russia’s federally

protected areas; and planning for the

expansion of the country’s zapoved-

nik and national park systems.

In examining protected areas man-

agement, Stepanitsky began evaluat-

ing the performance of his top man-

agers. This spring, for instance, the

department conducted performance

reviews of every director in each of

Russia’s 100 zapovedniks and 35

national parks. Although Russian law

permits competency reviews of pro-

tected areas staff every three years,

the last review of zapovednik and

national park directors took place in

1987 – over 15 years ago. The new

department’s decision to reintroduce

competency reviews speaks to its

determination to set higher standards

of accountability for the administra-

tion and protection of Russian

zapovedniks and national parks.

Under Stepanitsky’s leadership, his

department is also attempting to

improve enforcement of environ-

mental laws within protected areas.

This spring, for example, the

Department of Protected Areas and

Biodiversity Protection prepared a

series of methodological recommen-

dations for holding violators crimi-

nally liable in accordance with

Russian nature protection law.

The Department of Protected Areas

and Biodiversity Conservation has

also been planning for the develop-

ment of Russia’s zapovedniks and

national parks in the coming years.

On April 22, 2003, the Ministry of

Natural Resources of the Russian

Federation approved a document

entitled “Fundamental directions for

the development of the system of

state zapovedniks and national parks

in the Russian Federation until 2015.”

This document calls for the creation

of 12 new protected areas within the

next three years (2003–2006). These

include 4 zapovedniks: Ingerman-

landsky (Leningradskaya Oblast),

Kologrivsky Forest (Kostromskaya

Oblast), Sailyugemsky (Republic of

Altai), and Yuzhnotaezhny Pikhtovy

(Tomskaya Oblast); and 8 national

parks: Udegeiskaya Legenda and Zov

Tigra (Primorsky Krai), Anyuisky and

Shantarskie Islands (Kabarovsky Krai),

Berengiya (Chukotsky Autonomous

District), Kalevalsky (Republic of

Karelia), Buzuluksky Bor (Orenburg-

skaya Oblast), and Onezhskoe

Pomorye (Arkhangelskaya Oblast). 

Nikolai Maleshin is Managing

Editor of Russian Conservation

News and Director of the nonprofit

organization Partnership for

Zapovedniks.
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Champion for Russia’s Protected Areas
Returns to the Ministry!

Threats to Dunaisky Zapovednik
Persist

Last December, the Ukrainian President denied the Ministry of

Transportation’s request to withdraw territory from Dunaisky Zapovednik

in order to legalize construction of a canal through protected wetlands.

Environmentalists around the world, including RCN staff, regarded this as

victory for the zapovednik. Unfortunately, it now appears we may have

celebrated too soon. In recent months, the Ministry of Transportation has

continued its campaign to build a canal through the reserve with

renewed aggression. 

International support is needed to ensure the integrity of Dunaisky

Zapovednik. For the latest information, or to find out how you can help,

please visit the website of the Socio-Ecological Union (www.seu.ru/proj-

ects/eng/dunay/). For background information, please see “International

Campaign Prevents Canal Construction through Dunaisky Zapovednik” in

Russian Conservation News #31.
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BirdNetCaucasus
Electronic Mailing List

This spring, a new mailing list was

created for professional and ama-

teur ornithologists, birdwatchers,

and bird lovers interested in dis-

cussing the birds of the Caucasus

and adjacent regions. The

BirdNetCaucasus list covers

research, conservation, bird news,

recent literature, information

exchange, and more. To subscribe,

visit http://groups.yahoo.com/

group/BirdNetCaucasus or send an

email to BirdNetCaucasus@

yahoogroups.com.

Eighth International
Environmental Film
Festival “Green Vision”

St. Petersburg, Russia,

28 September – 1 October 2003

This festival will present new films, as

well as TV and video programs,

aimed at raising awareness of nature

and the environment, particularly in

the Baltic Sea region. The festival will

include an international film and

video contest, “green discussions,”

seminars, and press conferences.

Films must be received by July 15 to

be considered for the contest.

For more information, please con-

tact Elena Titova, Festival Director,

tel/fax: +7 (812) 233 83 01,

e-mail: ecatsp@mail.lanck.net.

First Georgian
International Mountain
Film Festival “NIAMORI”

Republic of Georgia,

10–19 October 2003

Georgia’s first mountain film festival

aims to address the outdoor commu-

nities of Georgia, including its moun-

tains and culture. The festival will

also function as a platform for the

exchange of ideas between the pub-

lic and filmmakers. Professional and

amateur filmmakers are invited to

submit films for jury prizes in the fol-

lowing categories: man and moun-

tain, travels, mountain expeditions,

extreme sports, and mountain rescue.

For more information, please con-

tact the First Georgian International

Mountain Film Festival NIAMORY,

Agladze Street 39-a / 62, Tbilisi,

Georgia, Tel/Fax: + 995 32 35 30 64,

+ 995 77 47 23 20, e-mail: kastiri-

oni@rambler.ru; tagi@rambler.ru. 

International
Conference

Conservation of the Caucasian Black

Grouse

Republic of Georgia, September 2003

This conference aims to promote

regional cooperation for the con-

servation of the endemic and glob-

ally threatened Caucasian black

grouse. Participants will exchange

information on species research

results and status; share conserva-

tion experience; begin development

of a long-term action plan for the

species; and promote multinational

cooperation. More information will

be available soon at

http://www.gccw.org.

International
Conference 

Cranes at the Turn of the Millennium 

Askania-Nova State Nature Reserve,

Ukraine, 7–9 October 2003

This conference will take place at

Askania-Nova Reserve, a stopover

site for hundreds of migrating com-

mon and demoiselle cranes.

Participants will discuss the status

of crane populations, their biology,

captive breeding and reintroduc-

tion, migrations and wintering,

marking techniques and coordina-

tion, education, and the effects of

forestry and agriculture on crane

populations.

For more information, please con-

tact Mr. Andruschenko,

tel/fax: (38-06192) 67305,

e-mail: station@melitopol.net.

First International
Ecology Conference
for the Caspian
Region

Turkey, 10–11 September 2003

This conference will cover state

environmental protection programs;

issues of Caspian ecology; activities

of oil & gas companies and safety

measures for offshore operations;

risks and risk management; issues

concerning transportation of raw

hydrocarbons across the Caspian;

intensification of sea tanker ship-

ping and associated ecological risks

of oil spills; construction of the

Atyrau-Baku undersea pipeline; and

cooperation between Caspian states

to improve the ecological situation

and preserve the ecosystems of the

Caspian Sea. Participants will

include leading international and

local oil & gas companies, NGOs,

transportation companies, insurance

companies, International Financial

Institutions, public associations, and

mining companies.

For more information, please see

www.caspianworld.com or send

email to industrial@iteca.kz.
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Раздел I.

Особо охраняемые

природные территории.
«Международная акция против строи-
тельства канала через Дунайский за-
поведник увенчалась успехом». Влади-
мир Сесин. Уникальные экосистемы цент-

рального ядра Дунайского биосферного за-

поведника были бы постепенно разруше-

ны, если бы осуществился проект строи-

тельства судоходного канала Дунай - Чер-

ное море по гирлу «Быстрое», настойчиво

лоббируемый Министерством транспорта

Украины. По последним данным, уже под-

готовленный проект Указа, отклонен Пре-

зидентом Л. Кучмой, что в полной мере

совпало с требованиями природоохранной

общественности. 

Раздел II.

Экотуризм. 
«Экологический туризм в России: про-
шлое и будущее». Наталия Моралева.
Если верить международным экспертам, то

при условии стабилизации политической

обстановки, в ближайшие десять лет Россия

имеет все шансы войти в десятку самых

привлекательных стран для природно-ори-

ентированного туризма. Экотуризм может

стать одним из наиболее динамично разви-

вающихся и прибыльных направлений, в

т.ч. и на охраняемых территориях. 

«Новые шаги в развитии экотуризма в
Карелии». Владимир Тигушкин. Карелия

всегда была настоящей «Меккой» для тури-

ста, но с началом «перестройки» турист-

ский поток сократился в десятки раз. Вод-

лозерскому национальному парку работу

по развитию экотуризма пришлось начи-

нать с нуля. За 10 лет парк осуществил пла-

нирование и организацию туристской

структуры, обучил персонал, создал тури-

стический продукт и начал его активное

продвижение на рынок. 

«Наблюдение птиц, как один из видов
экологического туризма в Псковской
области». Сергей Бурмистров. В Рос-

сии наблюдение птиц как отдых и хобби

не так популярно, как в Западной Европе и

Америке. WWF в рамках проекта «Псков-

ский модельный лес» выявил территории

для потенциального развития экотуров по

наблюдению птиц: национальный парк

«Себежский», заповедник «Полистовский» и

зоологический заказник «Ремдовский».  

«Узбекистан: экотуризм в Угам-Чат-
кальском национальном парке». Тамила
Абдуллаева. Экотуризм является значимым

направлением для Угам-Чаткальского наци-

онального парка, считают эксперты проек-

та ТАСИС по сохранению биоразнообразия

Западного Тянь-Шаня. Для этого существу-

ют практически все естественные условия:

красивые ландшафты, озера, горы, флора и

фауна, палеонтология и спелеология.

«Научный туризм на Алтае». Давид
Ортиз и Давид Остергрен. В июле-авгу-

сте 2002 г. группа студентов и аспирантов

из университета Северной Аризоны (США)

совершила увлекательную поездку в Катун-

ский и Алтайский заповедники. Участники

экспедиции могли на практике оценить

перспективы развития экологического и

научного туризма в этом удаленном регио-

не России. 

«Каковы реальные перспективы и усло-
вия для экотуризма в Башкортоста-
не?». Родни Коул. В Башкортостане есть

все условия для развития экологического

туризма. Однако, туризм в заповедниках не

должен носить массовый характер. Для

этих целей лучше использовать природные

территории за их границами, а в самих за-

поведниках преимущественно использо-

вать визит-центры, музеи и коллекции. 

«Коммерческие туры по наблюдению за
китами в России». Эрик Хойт, Харуко
Сато, Александр Бурдин, Рауно Лаха-
кангас. В последние годы жители поселков

по берегам Берингова и Охотского морей

столкнулись с противоречивым выбором ме-

жду экономическим развитием и сохранени-

ем окружающей среды. Российское прави-

тельство пока не настолько чувствительно и

предпочитает выдавать квоты на отлов, вме-

сто охраны. Коммерческое наблюдение за

китами – альтернативный путь, способный

дать экономическую выгоду местным жите-

лям, пользу науке, и китам непосредственно.

Раздел III.

Виды животных и растений,

находящиеся под угрозой

исчезновения.
«Есть ли будущее у редкой популяции
серых китов в России?». Дмитрий Ли-
сицын и Наталия Баранникова. Эксплу-

атация нефтегазоносных месторождений

на шельфе северо-восточного Сахалина,

поблизости от района нагула и размноже-

ния серого кита, может стать потенциаль-

ной угрозой для его существования. Наи-

большая опасность серым китам может ис-

ходить от загрязнения акватории буровы-

ми растворами и нефтью по непредсказуе-

мым техногенным причинам. Данная аква-

тория (залив Пильтун), вероятно, является

единственным местом обитания серого ки-

та корейского стада в Охотском море. 

«НПО против отлова косаток на
Дальнем Востоке». Лаура Трайс. Косат-

ка – самый крупный в мире дельфин. Мно-

гие черты биологии вида еще не изучены, а

о косатках в российских дальневосточных

морях известно крайне мало. Поэтому «Об-

щество защиты китов и дельфинов»

(WDCS) ведет борьбу против отлова каса-

ток на Дальнем Востоке России. В 2002 го-

ду попытка отлова двух косаток в районе о-

ва Сахалин оказалась безуспешной. Несмо-

тря на протесты WDCS угроза отлова снова

нависла над косатками: российское прави-

тельство утвердило квоту на 2003 год на

отлов 10 косаток. 

Раздел IV.

Экосистемы в опасности.
«Санитарные рубки в Беловежской пу-
ще». Георгий Козулько. В истории Бело-

вежской пущи «черные периоды» были не

раз. В ХХ веке таким периодом была первая

мировая война и немецкая оккупация, когда

было построено 4 лесозавода, проложено

300 км ж/д путей и вывезено в Германию 4,5

млн. куб.м. отличной древесины. В ХХI веке

администрация национального парка «Бело-

вежская пуща» под видом борьбы с корое-

дом начала сплошные санитарные рубки

живого леса в природной управляемой зоне

со специальным режимом охраны чего в

послевоенной истории белорусской части

«Беловежской пущи» никогда не было.

«Рыбное богатство Днепра может ос-
таться в прошлом». Сергей Щербак и
Сергей Афанасьев. На Украине ловлей

рыбы занимается 10% населения (около 4

млн. человек) из которых 90% проживает в

бассейне Днепра. Сом, сазан и судак, связки

вяленой плотвы, горы вареных раков вы-

ставлены на продажу на рынках в период

полного запрета рыбной ловли. Каков уро-

вень браконьерства в бассейне Днепра? Как

браконьерство влияет на популяции неко-

торых рыб и беспозвоночных? В поиске

ответов на эти вопросы участвуют экспер-

ты в рамках программы UNDP-GEF “Эколо-

гическое оздоровление бассейна Днепра». 

Раздел V.

Финансирование

охраны природы.
«Ветер перемен в МПР». Николай Мале-
шин. Последние три года система ООПТ

России и работающие в ней люди, находят-

ся в состоянии напряжения и неопределен-

ности своего положения. В конце 2002 г.

приказом министра МПР был создан Де-

партамент ООПТ и сохранения биоразно-

образия. Пока новый Департамент нахо-

дится в состоянии организации. Но одно

остается несомненным – лоббирование

бюджета для ООПТ на 2003 г. потерпело

фиаско, и ООПТ должны будут выживать

только за счет финансовой поддержки ре-

гионов, своих собственных доходов от эко-

туризма или других внутренних ресурсов.

Раздел VI.

Новости дня.
«Первые территории Всемирного куль-
турного и природного наследия ЮНЕ-
СКО в Казахстане». Кымбат Иманга-
лиева. Казахстан является единственным

государством в Центральной Азии, которая

претендует на внесение своих заповедных

территорий – заповедников «Коргалжын-

ский» и «Наурзумский» - в список Всемир-

ного наследия ЮНЕСКО. По словам между-

народных экспертов, предварительное ре-

шение по казахстанской номинации будет

принято в январе-феврале, а окончатель-

ное решение – в июле 2003 г. на заседании

ЮНЕСКО в Париже. 

«Антиэкологические инициативы Мо-
сквы». По материалам российских Веб-
сайтов природоохранных организа-
ций и новостных рассылок. Юрий Луж-

ков обратился к Владимиру Путину с пред-

ложением реанимировать проект исполь-

зования части стока реки Обь для ороше-

ния юга России и Средней Азии. По проек-

ту, предложенному московским мэром, не-

обходимо прорыть открытый канал дли-

ной 2550 км и шириной 200 м от Ханты-

Мансийска до Узбекистана через Казахстан.

Реакция Путина на предложение Лужкова

пока не известна.

Аннотации статей, представленных в номере
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All-Russian Research Institute for Nature

Protection and Reserves. Dr. Alexander G. Sorokin,

Head of Department. Ministry of Natural Resources of

Russian Federation, Znamenskoye-Sadki, P.O. Vilar, Moscow,

113682, Russia. Tel: +7 (095) 423 8222.

Fax: +7 (095) 423-8222. E-mail: sibtor@msk.net.ru

Association “Green Alternative.” Nino Gujaraidze, National

Coordinator for CEE Bankwatch Network in Georgia. 62

Chavchavadze Avenue, Tbilisi, 380062, Georgia.

Tel: +995 32 22 33 47/ 22 38 74. Fax: + 995 32 28 74.

E-mail: ngujaraidze@wanex.net. Website: www.bankwatch.org

Baltic Resource Information Center. Elena Gorbacheva,

Co-Chairman. PO Box 1477, 236000, Russia.

Tel/fax: +7 (0112) 437 286, +7 (0112) 757 106.

Caspian 21st Century. Ibragim Kushenov, Director. Avangard

house 17, apt 28, Atyrau, 465050, Kazakhstan.

Tel/Fax: +7 (3122) 21-32-46

Caucasus Sub-Regional NGO Network. Keti Dgebuadze,

Caucasus Regional Coordinator, Director of the International

Information Center of Social Reforms, and Executive Secretary

of the Second ECA NGO WG on the World Bank. #5 Mindeli

Street, Tbilisi, 380086, Georgia. Tel/fax: (995 32) 537161.

Tel: (995 32) 314859. Cell: (995 93) 301632.

E-mail: ketdgeb@yahoo.com, ECA_WG_WB@psigeorgia.org.

CEE Bankwatch. Manana Kochladze, Regional Coordinator

for Caucasus; Nino Gujaraidze, National Coordinator for

Georgia. Kratka 26, 100 00 Praha 10, Czech Republic.

Tel/fax: +420 (2) 748 16 571. E-mail: manana@wanex.net,

ngujaraidze@wanex.net, main@bankwatch.org.

Website: http://www.bankwatch.org

Ecodefense! Alexandra Koroleva, Coordinator of

Environmental Projects; Vladimir Slivyak, Founder; Alexey

Milovanov, Press Service Coordinator. PO Box 1477, 236000,

Russia. Tel/fax: +7 (0112) 437 286, +7 (0112) 757 106.

E-mail: ecodefense@ecodefense.ru. Website: www.ecodefense.ru

Andrew Eil, Fulbright Scholar. E-mail: andrew_eil@yahoo.com

Greenpeace Russia. Svetlana Piskareva, Assistant Coordinator

of the Forest Program. Russia 127994 Moscow, GSP-4.

Tel: +7 (095) 257 4116/ 4118/ 4122. Fax: +7 (095) 257 4110.

E-mail: gprussia@diala.greenpeace.org.

Website: www.greenpeace.ru

International Crane Foundation. Claire Mirande,

GEF Siberian Crane Project Director. E-11376 Shady

Lane Rd. P.O. Box 447, Baraboo, WI 53913 USA.

Tel: +1 (608) 356 9462. Fax: +1 (608) 356 9465.

E-mail: mirande@savingcranes.org.

Website: www.savingcranes.org.

Konstantin Kreiser and Lars Lachmann, Consultants for

NABU (German Society for Nature Conservation / BirdLife

Germany). Freienwalder Str. 21, D-13359 Berlin, Germany.

Tel: +49 (30) 46 57 838. Fax: +49 (30) 46 98 83 10.

E-mail: Konstantin.Kreiser@web.de, Lars.Lachmann@web.de

Brendan Luecke, Fulbright Scholar.

E-mail: bjluecke@hotmail.com

NABU (German Society for Nature Conservation /

BirdLife Germany) Almaty Office. Gulzhanar

Ablajkhanova, Office Manager. Sejfullina Street 597, 5th floor,

room 511, Almaty, 480072, Kazakhstan.

Tel: +7 (3272) 696439. E-mail almaty@nabu.lorton.com

Operation Migration. 174 Mary St. Suite 101, Port Perry, ON.,

L9L 1B7, Canada. Tel: +1 (905) 982 1096.

Fax: +1 (905) 982 1097. E-mail: opmig@durham.net.

Website: www.operationmigration.org

Pskov Model Forest Project. Sergei Bourmistrov, Project

Leader. Kholokhinskaya Street 18, Pos. Strugi Krasnie,

Pskovskaya Oblast, 181110, Russia.

Tel: +7 (095) 727 09 30. E-mail: sbourmistrov@wwf.ru,

pskov@wwf.ru. Website: www.wwf.ru/pskov.

Russian Nature Press. Geoffrey Harper, Director. 19-3

Warriston Road, Edinburgh EH7 4HN, United Kingdom.

Tel: +44 (0) 131 558 31 39. E-mail: gharper@rusnatpress.org.uk.

Website: www.rusnatpress.org.uk

Shulgan Tash Zapovednik. Mikhail Kosarev, Director. Irgizly

Village, Burzyansky Raion, Republic of Bashkortostan, 453535,

Russia. Tel: +7 (347-55) 3-22-17, 3-37-21.

E-mail: LAND13@bausers.bashmail.sovmail.sprint.com

Tunkinsky National Park. Syrenov Zhamsaranovich,

Director; Alexei Bordoshchev, Deputy Director of Enforcement.

Lenin Street 69, Kyren, Tunkinsky Raion, 610010, Republic of

Buryatia, Russia. Tel: +7 (30147) 914-85, 915-73, 913-54.

Laura Williams and Igor Shpilenok. Chukhrai, Suzemsky

raion, Bryansk oblast, Russia 242181.

E-mail: nerussa@online.debryansk.ru.

Website: www.wild-russia.org.
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