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The Arctic Council 12 Years On:
Successful or Out of Touch?

Editorial

In March 2003, the United Kingdom’s Foreign Office and
The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs held a
conference at Wilton Park in the United Kingdom to eval-

uate the success of arctic co-operation. I’ve summarised
below my remarks at the conference, and reprinted
comments from Jan Huber of The Netherlands, a long-time
observer country to the Arctic Council.

The Arctic Council has done an excellent job on contam-
inants. Its work contributed to the Stockholm Convention,
the first global agreement on persistent organic pollutants,
as well as small but important pollution cleanup projects in
Russia. It remains to be seen whether the Council’s Arctic
Climate Impact Assessment will stimulate meaningful cuts
in carbon emissions, which are the single biggest long-term
threat to the arctic environment.

On resource management and nature conservation issues,
however, the Council’s record is poor:

• In 1997, arctic countries agreed to create a circumpolar
network of protected areas. Six years later, the countries
are still discussing what areas should be included.

• Arctic governments agree that oil and gas development

will be a key challenge for the region. The Council’s deliv-
erables so far include an outdated map of areas at risk, and
guidelines for offshore oil and gas devel-
opment that are weaker than most arctic
national regimes.

• Fisheries are the single biggest impact on
arctic oceans. The Council does not
address fisheries issues other than
through a small and underfunded project
on Sami coastal fisheries.

• Marine transport, particularly of oil, is
probably the second biggest immediate
threat to the arctic marine environment.
The Council’s many infrastructure proj-
ects do not include active work to develop
common policy on marine transport.

The Arctic has a potential to show the rest of the world
that environment and sustainable development really can be
combined. As a long-time Council observer, WWF encour-
ages the Council to take a far more active, inclusive and deliv-
erables-focused approach.

SAMANTHA
SMITH
Director,
WWF International
Arctic Programme 
ssmith@wwf.no

� � We agreed that cooperation in the
Arctic Council has been a success. I
heard this especially strongly in the
interventions we heard from the repre-
sentatives of the indigenous peoples,
whether from North America or from
Siberia. It is clear that the recognition
they and their plight have obtained
through being admitted to the table on
an equal footing with the representa-
tives of the Arctic countries has been
and continues to be tremendously
important. We heard many complaints
of the relative weakness of the Arctic
Council, an entity without a fixed
address, a secretariat or a commonly
financed programme, but the recogni-
tion of the Arctic and the solidarity of
the Arctic peoples have been established
firmly and cannot be ignored anymore.

Of course, the most tangible prod-
ucts of the Arctic Council process have
been the studies and projects that have
resulted from AMAP, CAFF and the
other programmes that started already
under the Arctic Environmental
Partnership Strategy from 1991
onwards. About the deliberations in the

Arctic Council itself a lot of frustration
was expressed, not only from the UK
and the Netherlands, the two observer
countries that had sponsored the
seminar, but also from participants
from the Arctic Council themselves.
Many times we heard that there is a
tendency for the Arctic Council to avoid
real discussion and debate and instead
go through endless “tours de table”
repeating standpoints that stick close to
a safe consensus. Difficult issues like the
economic and social foundations for
sustainable development, the relation
between sustainable development and
nature conservation, and the commu-
nication of the results of environmental
monitoring to the indigenous peoples
are sometimes avoided, and the voice of
some stakeholders, like industrial enter-
prises, is hardly heard.

The Arctic Council has had an
ambiguous attitude towards “outsiders”,
be they non-Arctic states or non-
governmental organisations. The Arctic
States and the indigenous peoples know
that their region is deeply affected by
developments in the surrounding

regions, and they are also aware of the
benefits that the participation from
non-Arctic states brings to the
programmes of the Arctic Council. At
the same time the non-Arctic states’
participation in the deliberations of the
Council has been very much restricted.
The United Kingdom and the
Netherlands, as most active of the non-
Arctic states, urged the Arctic states to
consider a) allowing the observer states
to participate more fully in the deliber-
ations of the Council and b) actively
encouraging the countries of East Asia
bordering the Arctic, namely China,
Korea and Japan, to join the Council as
observers. This last point was picked up
by the one Korean participant in the
conference, who said his country was
considering the question of becoming
more actively involved in the activities
of the Arctic Council.

JAN HUBER
Chairman, Polar Affairs Committee

The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs
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S
cientists have found dramatic
clues to North American
climate change at the bottom

of 50 arctic lakes.
Using innovative techniques that

enable them to collect historic
evidence from fossilised algae in
lake bottom sediment, the scientists
from Queens University, Kingston,
Ontario, found signs of marked
environmental changes in a variety
of lakes of different depths and
composition, within a 750-km
region bordering the northern tree-
line.

The changes are a signal of
things to come in the rest of North
America, say the scientists.

“We’re seeing a significant,

regional change in the ecology of
these lakes over the past two
centuries that is consistent with
warmer conditions,” says Dr. John
Smol, Canada Research Chair in
Environmental Change and co-
head of the university’s
Paleoecological Environmental
Assessment and Research
Laboratory (PEARL).

Dr. Smol conducted the study
with Dr. Kathleen Rühland and
student Alisha Priesnitz of Queen’s
Biology Department.

“Because the Arctic is a very
vulnerable environment and
usually the first area of the conti-
nent to show signs of environ-
mental change – often to the

greatest degree – it’s considered a
bellwether of what will happen
elsewhere,” says Dr. Rühland.

“These are important signals
that all of us should be heeding: the
lakes’ sedimentary records have
tracked marked and directional
ecosystem changes.”

The Queen’s study was
published recently in the interna-
tional journal Arctic, Antarctic, and
Alpine Research.

To reconstruct past environ-
mental trends, the team used fossil
markers (tiny algal cells) preserved
in lake sediment. Sediment cores
were collected by helicopter from
the 50 lakes, in an area from
Yellowknife, NWT, in the Boreal

The new Greenland Home
Rule Government has reneged
on promises by the former

Government to adopt sustainable
hunting practices of threatened
species.

Hunting of the declining
common eider and guillemot will
now go ahead again during the
breeding season despite the advice
of Greenland’s own biologists.

The new decision replaces the

2001 Bird Protection Act, which
was Greenland’s first serious
attempt to ensure the sustainable
use of wildlife species. It means that
common eider and guillemot can
be shot on their nests.

According to the Institute for
Natural Resources in the capital of
Nuuk, the eiders in West Greenland
have declined by about 80 per cent
over the last 40 years.

The common eider is the largest
breeding duck in the northern
hemisphere. It frequents coastal
headlands, offshore islands, skerries
and shoals.

Eider ducks are gregarious, trav-
elling and feeding in flocks of
between ten and several thousand,
and are one of the many migratory
bird species which Greenland and
Canada share.

Canadian and Greenlandic
research both show that most of the
eider ducks that breeds in eastern
Canada spend the winter in
Greenland.

Biologists from Environment
Canada, the Greenland Nature
Institute and the American
Museum of Natural History have
developed a model that shows
current levels of eider hunting in
Greenland could be too high to
sustain the health of the population.

The guillemot used to be found

in millions along the western coast
of Greenland. A colony in
Uummannaq in Northwest
Greenland has declined from
500,000 breeding guillemot to a
meager 10,000 over the past 60
years.

The Brünnich’s guillemot also
experienced a massive decline in
Iceland, where it is now listed as
threatened. According to an official
Icelandic government document,
the only plausible explanation for
this is hunting pressure in
Greenland where guillemots from
Iceland winter.

In 2002 the former government
of Greenland, under heavy pressure
from environmental groups from
all over the western world as well as
within Greenland, decided to limit
the hunting of amongst other
species, the common eider and the
guillemot.

This decision was followed with
the decision to part-fund a
campaign, Tulugaq, to promote the
sustainable use of living natural
resources in Greenland. Co-funders
of this campaign are the
Government of Denmark and a
number of private donors.

The goal of the campaign, see
article on page seven in AB 1.03, is
to create a better dialogue between
different groups in Greenland

Greenland Government’s U-turn 
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Eider and
guillemot: back
on Greenland´s
menu during
breeding
season.

Lakes show climate impact
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forest area towards the Bering Sea
in the arctic tundra. For each lake,
they compared fossilised algae
preserved in the top, most recent
sediment layer with those from the
bottom, pre-industrial layer dating
back about 200 years.

They found that the aquatic
habitat of today is different from
pre-industrial times. More fossils of
the type that live in open water were
found in the top (most recent) layer
of sediment – an indication that
these lakes have less ice cover and a
longer growing season that would
alter important lakewater properties
such as light availability and the way
lakes stratify, as a result of warming.
This marked a major ecological shift
in the lakes that coincides with a
period of increased human indus-
trial activities and emissions in
more southern regions.

Earlier PEARL studies in the
High Arctic tundra indicated
major changes in the different
layers of fossils associated with
climate warming. The new findings
bring the effects of climate change
closer to populated areas. “The
logical extension was to see if tree-
line lakes also show these dramatic
changes, and this study confirms
that the impact is even greater than
previously documented,” says Dr.
Rühland. “We believe that the
consequences of greenhouse gas
emissions, in the form of climate
change, are already having a
notable impact on the Arctic envi-
ronment.”

As well as affecting plant and
animal life, melting permafrost and
less ice cover are already beginning
to have repercussions on human
concerns such as transportation,

housing, and even sovereignty
issues.

Last year an entire Nunavik
community was relocated by the
Quebec government after melting
permafrost caused houses to slide
from their foundations. Other
researchers have found evidence that
ocean ice is thinning, which could
have future implications for inter-
continental transportation routes.

“Until recently, no one was recon-
structing Arctic climates in this way,
because the technology didn’t exist,”
says Dr. Smol. “Now that we can
reconstruct the past through this
indirect technique, we’re filling in
gaps in our knowledge and finding
answers to many ecological and
environmental questions.”

LYNN ROSENTRATER,
lrosentrater@wwf.no

society, to share information and to
create a common understanding of
what sustainable use of living
natural resources really means.

Apparently, the campaign hasn’t
reached either the new government
or the fishers’ and hunters’ organi-
zation, KNAPK, as the new govern-
ment decision to allow hunting of
declining bird species during the
breeding season was passed
through parliament allegedly as a
result of pressure from KNAPK.

Such policy is undermining the
initiatives of the campaign and
could scare off donors and
supporters.

The decision ignores the advice
of the biologists from the Institute
of Natural Resources in Nuuk, the
Tulugaq campaign and local NGOs,
such as Timmiaq (ornithologists),
and also Greenland Tourism, which
is very concerned about
Greenland’s image amongst
tourists.

International NGOs like WWF
and Bird Life International have
voiced their concern in letters to the
Government and to the parlia-
ment’s standing committee on
conservation issues.

ANNE-MARIE BJERG, a.bjerg@wwf.dk 
and THOR HJARSEN, thor@ecoadvise.dk

on hunting
Birds are not the only wildlife in
Greenland suffering from a lack of
sensible management to ensure a
sustainable harvest. Other species
include beluga whales and walrus.

Since the mid-1990s international
marine mammals management coun-
cils have urged Greenlanders to
reduce beluga whaling. From the 1950s
the West Greenland beluga population
has decreased by around 75 percent.

In 2000 biologists from the
Greenlandic Institute of Natural
Resources calculated the outcome of
the current whaling at 600 to 700
belugas annually: in just 15–20 years
the beluga stock in western
Greenland will disappear if today’s
catch levels continue.

The biologists advised the Home
Rule Government to reduce the
catch to 100 whales a year to avoid
further decline.

In spite of this, the Greenlandic
Vice-minister of Hunting, Settlements
and Agriculture Amalie Jessen recently
told the Greenlandic press that a
quota on beluga whaling will be set in
late 2003 at 400 belugas a year.

Walrus are also hunted intensively
in Greenland.There are now only two
haul-out sites left.These are in
northwestern Greenland in the
National Park.All other haul-out sites
have been abandoned.

In the early part of the 20th
century walrus basked on the cliffs at
many sites along Greenland’s west
coast – one just opposite the capital
of Nuuk.

The current hunt of about 410
animals (not including losses) a year is
mainly taken from the Canadian
population passing on drift-ice close
to the Greenlandic shores.

During hunts many animals are
killed and in some cases 60–75 per
cent of all shot walrus sink due to
improper hunting gear.

According to the biologists the
walrus catch in Greenland should
immediately be reduced to no more
than 50 animals per year to be
sustainable.

Regardless of this serious decline
no quotas are in place and large
amounts of carved walrus tusks and
skulls are still on sale in Greenlandic
souvenir shops.

To certify this trade an unre-
stricted amount of pre-issued CITES-
export permits are handed out by
souvenir shops in Greenland.This is
without doubt a violation of the
international CITES regulations.

WWF Denmark is currently
preparing a report on what is wrong
with Greenlandic nature conservation
and wildlife management.

Other wildlife issues ignored 
by the Greenlandic government
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After losing a vote in the US
Senate in March, proponents
of oil drilling in the Arctic

Refuge have shifted their focus
from the budget process (see AB
1.03 page 20) to authorising legis-
lation designed to establish a new
national energy policy.

Conservationists celebrating the
victory for the wildlife refuge were
deflated in April when the House of
Representatives voted on a provi-
sion in the energy bill that would
allow development in the sensitive
area.

But managers of the energy bill
that is now being debated in the
100-member Senate have refused to
consider the drilling measure.

Based on the outcome of the
vote in March and a similar vote last
year, Refuge drilling proponents are
12 votes shy of the minimum neces-
sary in the Senate.

When bills passed by the two
bodies are different, a conference
committee is established to resolve
the differences. House and Senate
members must vote again to accept
the final bill. Thus, conferees are
almost certain to object to
including a drilling provision due
to Senate opposition that could
bring down the entire bill.

The reality of the legislative
hurdles to be surmounted or public
opinion polls that consistently
show a majority of Americans are
opposed to development in the
Arctic Refuge has not dissuaded
drilling advocates from pressuring
Senate opponents to change their
position.

The State of Alaska continues to
pour money into Washington DC-
based lobbying and public relations
firms to target senators they
consider persuadable.

The Bush administration also is
weighing in with a formal policy
statement on the Senate energy bill
that makes a plea to senators to add
a drilling provision during consid-
eration on the floor.

The timing for concluding debate
on the energy bill is uncertain, but it
will take several months or even drag
on until next year. Wildlife such as
the Porcupine caribou herd and
millions of nesting birds that are
found in refuge each summer are
safe this year.

WWF, other conservation
groups, and labour, religious and
Native American organisations will
continue efforts to protect the
wildlife refuge in the National
Wilderness Preservation System,
placing the area permanently off-
limits to oil development.

RANDALL D. SNODGRASS
randy.snodgrass@wwfus.org

Arctic Refuge safe for now
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Norway has become a pioneer
nation for the protection of
coldwater coral reefs.

Although an estimated 30 to 50
percent of Norwegian coral reefs
are already damaged – mainly as a
result of bottom-trawling – fish-
ermen, fishing authorities and the
Norwegian Government have now
recognised the importance of coral
reefs for fisheries and the future use
of marine resources.

In contrast to other North East
Atlantic countries, Norway has
taken measures to protect the
remaining reefs.

Several known reefs, including
the world’s largest known coldwater
reef (the Røst reef ), have been
protected against harmful fisheries
activities. A marine conservation
plan is under development to
provide additional protection to the
reefs and other vulnerable marine
habitats.

Norway also promotes improved

coral conservation in important
regional and international environ-
mental negotiations.

WWF has recognised Norway’s
coral reef protection as a Gift to the
Earth, the organisation’s highest
accolade for applauding a signifi-
cant contribution to the protection
of the living world.

Few people know about the large
and beautiful coral reefs which
grow on the seafloor off the
Norwegian coast. Some of these
reefs are more than 8000 years old,
and their growth is extremely slow.
As a result, damage to the reefs is
disastrous.

The reefs play an important
ecological role as nursing grounds
for several fish species. More than
750 different organisms have been
found on the coral reefs throughout
the North East Atlantic. The coral
reefs are among Europe’s richest
natural habitats.

WWF has, to date, recognized 85

Gifts to the Earth since this initia-
tive was launched in 1996. This will
be the first time Norwegian author-
ities receive this recognition from
WWF.

DAG NAGODA, dnagoda@wwf.no
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Conservation issues did not
feature prominently in the
recent Icelandic general

election. However, the new
Icelandic Government has said that
plans for a national park north of
the Vatnajökull Glacier will be
pursued.

And conservation issues and
environmental issues, such as
climate change, are likely to occupy
Icelandic parliamentarians over the
next four years just as much as they
did between 1999 and 2003.

Prior to the elections the Iceland
Nature Conservation Association
(INCA) sent all political parties a

list of questions, asking for their
policies on some 11 key conserva-
tion issues. All parties agreed that
pristine unspoiled nature is one of
Iceland’s great resources.

It was also encouraging to see
that all parties do support new and
larger protected areas: in particular
a new national park north of the
Vatnajökull Glacier, including the
Jökulsá River with Europe’e largest
waterfall, Dettifoss, along with
Eyjabakkar. In particular, the
Progressive Party put this policy
into its election proposal.

The new Government declara-
tion states that plans for a national

park north of the Vatnajökull
Glacier will be pursued. In line with
the Nature Conservation Act, the
Environment and Food Agency
recently published a draft Nature
Conservation Plan for the next five
years.

This plan recommends that
Eyjabakkar is protected along with
other areas north of the Vatnajökull
Glacier. The draft will be discussed
and adopted by the Parliament next
autumn.

ARNI FINNSSON
arnif@mmedia.is

Hope for Iceland’s future

Norway reef conservation recognised

The Røst reef is the
world’s largest cold-
water reef.
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Huge reductions in fossil-fuel
carbon emissions will be
required by the middle of

this century, according to a study
published in the March 28 issue of
the journal Science.

“To reduce carbon dioxide emis-
sions and avoid dangerous interfer-
ence with the climate system, we
must switch to alternative, carbon-
free energy sources,” said Atul Jain,
a professor of atmospheric sciences
at the University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign and a co-
author of the Science study.

The study found that even if
climate sensitivity is in the low end

of the accepted range, climate stabi-
lization will require a massive tran-
sition to carbon-emission-free
energy technologies during this
century.

Climate sensitivity is the global
mean temperature change that
would result from doubling the
amount of carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere. Based on current
models, climate sensitivity is
thought to lie between 1.5 degrees
Celsius and 4.5 degrees Celsius.

In their study, the researchers
constructed stabilization pathways
that led to a two degrees Celsius
warming after the year 2150. For

each of the pathways, they calcu-
lated the allowable carbon dioxide
levels using a globally aggregated
Earth system model called the
Integrated Science Assessment
Model.

If climate sensitivity is at the
high end of the range, then by the
end of this century nearly all of our
power will have to come from non-
carbon-dioxide-emitting sources,
the researchers found.

“We must begin replacing fossil
fuels with alternative energy tech-
nologies that support economic
growth and equity,” Jain said. “To
achieve stabilization at a 2 degree

To control climate change, alternative e

The Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme
(AMAP) is developing a new

five-year strategic plan.
AMAP will not produce

comprehensive contaminants
assessments during this period.
Instead, it will focus on monitoring
key substances and producing
reports on important topics, such
as mercury contamination.

AMAP is responsible for moni-
toring the levels of, and assessing
the effects of, anthropogenic pollu-
tants in the arctic environment.

Delegates to the AMAP working
group meeting in Boulder,
Colorado in the US from May
12–14, suggested the following
future directions for AMAP:
• Monitoring of and a report on

levels, trends and pathways of
new/current use chemicals.

• Continued monitoring of levels,
trends and pathways of
substances covered by interna-
tional agreements, so as to track
implementation of Stockholm
and the Long Range
Transboundary Air Pollution
protocols (LRTAP) has been
asked by United Nations
Environment Programme

(UNEP) Chemicals to provide
arctic monitoring information
relevant to Stockholm.

• A report on human health and
contaminants, focusing on what
is known about dietary consid-
erations (benefits of country
food contra risks from contami-
nants, as well as alternatives) and
mitigation.

• Monitoring of and a report on
mercury (due 2006), including
levels, trends and effects.

• Effects of POPs and heavy metals
on arctic wildlife.

• Monitoring of trends and effects
of climate change on arctic biodi-
versity (a follow-up to the Arctic
Climate Impact Assessment), for
example UV/climate change
effects on wildlife.

AMAP working group members
will review the AMAP 2002 report
to identify key strategic issues, such
as those mentioned above, and
generate a set of strategic goals.

The deadline for providing input
to this process is the end of August.
There may be a new AMAP
meeting in November or December
of 2003 to discuss and approve the
strategic plan.

Arctic oil and gas assessment
At the last Arctic Council meeting,
Ministers asked AMAP to produce
an assessment of oil and gas activi-
ties in the Arctic, for delivery in
2006. The US has since successfully
argued for including social and
economic impacts, particularly
beneficial ones, in the assessment.

At this stage, it looks as if the
assessment will have three main
themes: pollution levels, trends,
sources, pathways and effects
(including PAHs, production
chemicals and produced water);
direct impacts on biodiversity, such
as fragmentation and habitat
disruption; and social and
economic consequences.

An international conference,
with likely industry participation,
will be a part of the assessment
process. The conference will
provide some input to the assess-
ment, but will also be a forum for
dialogue.

A draft outline of the assessment
will now go back to the Arctic
Council, for discussion and
approval in October 2003.

SAMANTHA SMITH, ssmith@wwf.no

Five-year plan for AMAP will focus
on monitoring and reporting



WWF’s International Arctic
Programme has awarded
its prestigious WWF

Arctic Award for Linking Tourism
and Conservation 2002 and prize
money worth 8,000 USD to
Svalbard Villmarkssenter.

Svalbard Villmarkssenter, based
in Longyearbyen, Svalbard is a
small, family-run business based
around dogsledding and hiking
trips.

The company, run by husband
and wife team Karl and Berit Hole
Våtvik, are active campaigners for
conservation: for the last ten years
they have campaigned for non-
motorised tourism in Svalbard in
response to the increased use of
snow-mobiles by other tour opera-
tors.

They have also opposed plans to
build a road to link two mining
communities on Svalbard. The
road, which would have ruined
Reindalen, a beautiful and biologi-
cally-rich valley, is now set to
become a protected area within the
next year.

Samantha Smith, director of
WWF’s Arctic Programme, said:
“We are delighted to award our 2002
Arctic Award to Svalbard
Villmarkssenter. They are an excel-
lent example of how tourism can
work in harmony with conservation.

“They serve locally
produced food, use hand
made sleds, tents and
clothes, are committed to
recycling and work hard to
share the local culture as
much as local nature with
their guests. They show
that with commitment
and hard work small busi-
nesses can survive in a
larger commercial setting
and stake out the path for
future sustainable
tourism.”

The runner-up prize
for the 2002 WWF Arctic
Award goes to Canoe
Arctic Inc, from Fort
Smith, Northwest
Territories, Canada. Canoe
Arctic Inc. is a one-person
tourism business founded
in 1974 by biologist and
campaigning conservationist Alex
Hall who offers guided canoe trips
across the uninhabited regions of
the Barren Lands of Canada’s
Northwest Territories (NWT) and
Nunavut Territory.

Previous winners of the Arctic
Award were Alaska Wildland
Adventures from Alaska in 2001,
Lappland Safari from Finland in
2000, and Arctic Treks from Alaska
in 1999.

The Award was established in
1999 by WWF’s International
Arctic Programme to reward arctic
tourism with an outstanding
commitment to conservation. The
Award has been made possible
through the sponsorship of Heidi
Andersson, a former vice president
of the board of trustees of WWF
Finland.

JULIAN WOOLFORD, jwoolford@wwf.no

Husband and wife win tourism prize
WWF ARCTIC BULLETIN • No. 2.03 News 9

energy technologies must be developed
Celsius warming, we would need to
bring the equivalent of a large
carbon-emission-free power plant
into production somewhere in the
world every day for the next 50
years.”

WWF released a report in May,
offering a blueprint for a climate-
safe power sector. The report, Low
Carbon Electricity Systems, identi-
fies feasible ways to substantially
reduce CO emissions by
increasing the share of new renew-
ables to up to 50 per cent of the
total energy supply.

The WWF report shows that
with effective programmes for both

reducing energy demand and stim-
ulating investment in renewable
energy, carbon neutrality for the
entire power sector in the EU can
be achieved by 2040.

Large power companies are in a
prime place to move the world
along that track. In Germany, for
example, 50 per cent of old power
stations are due to be replaced in
the near future – the question is
whether the new stations will use
dirty coal or clean and efficient
renewable energy.

The major challenge for energy
policymakers will be to design and
stimulate an effective market and

implement programmes for energy
efficiency and “new renewable”
energy technologies – wind, sustain-
able biomass, and solar energy.

Substantial changes to energy
policies, energy taxes, and market
incentives are required to meet the
challenging targets set by WWF. Such
changes will also ensure achievement
of the Kyoto Protocol targets and set
Europe on track for the deeper cuts
required in the future.

For more information see
www.panda.org/powerswitch 

LYNN ROSENTRATER,
lrosentrater@wwf.no

Karl and Berit Hole Våtvik
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Artists, writers and photogra-
phers from across Canada
and North America will join

members of Yukon and Northwest
Territories First Nations’ commu-
nities on voyages down three rivers
in the Peel Watershed in July

Launched by the Canadian Parks
and Wilderness Society (CPAWS)
in cooperation with First Nation
community participants in Mayo
and Ft McPherson, the Three Rivers
Journey will take 36 paddlers down
the Snake, Wind and Bonnet Plume
Rivers to drive home the power of
the wild river landscape and its
cultural significance.

“We are delighted to be working
with members of the community of
Mayo and the Tetl’it Gwich’in First
Nation to bring together northern
people and notable Canadians to

celebrate and conserve one of the
most extraordinary places in
Canada’s north – the Three Rivers
and the greater Peel watershed,”
said Juri Peepre, Executive Director
of CPAWS-Yukon.

But the journeys are only the
first part of the celebratory effort.
The voices and images of the Peel
watershed, will tour through the
North and major Canadian cities
sending a vital message on conser-
vation.

The artists will be producing
work inspired by their river experi-
ence and those works will be
collected into an exhibit which
CPAWS, in partnership with the
Yukon Conservation Society and
Yukon Arts Centre, plans to tour
throughout Canada and the North
in 2004. The Wilderness Tourism

Association is a co-sponsor of the
event.

“This is the most interesting and
unusual project CPAWS-Yukon has
had the privilege to participate in –
the Three Rivers Journey is
unprecedented in the Yukon, since
it brings together First Nations,
community people and conserva-
tionists with artists, photographers
and writers from across Canada,”
added Peepre.

The Three Rivers Journey begins
on July 22nd and ends with an
Elder’s Gathering on August 7. The
trips will start with a send-off in
Mayo, while Elders from Ft.
McPherson will travel up the Peel
River by river boat to join the
paddlers for the Gathering.

JULIAN WOOLFORD, jwoolford@wwf.no

River expeditions highlight heritage 

The Deh Cho First Nations
and the Government of
Canada have received an

international conservation honour
for withdrawing a vast tract of land
from industrial development in the
Northwest Territories’ Mackenzie
Valley.

This pristine sub-arctic region is
home to the Deh Cho peoples as
well as to huge populations of
wildlife including caribou, grizzly
bears, and migratory birds.

These intact wildlife habitats are
important watersheds and hunting,
trapping and fishing areas for the
Deh Cho – resources that have
sustained them for thousands of
years.

WWF is officially recognizing

this as an internationally significant
Gift to the Earth. Representatives of
the government of Canada and the
Deh Cho First Nations met in Fort
Providence, NWT, to sign the Land
Withdrawal and an Interim
Resource Management Agreement.

This major habitat and cultural
conservation step is especially
important because it comes in
advance of finalising plans for a
natural gas pipeline along the
Mackenzie Valley.

“This is a tremendous achieve-
ment in an area coming under
significant pressure for industrial
development,” said Bill Carpenter,
WWF-Canada’s Northwest
Territories Conservation Director.
“I’d like to congratulate Grand
Chief Michael Nadli, the Deh Cho
Elders, the Deh Cho negotiating
team and the Government of
Canada on outstanding work.”

Unlike the situation 30 years ago,
most aboriginal groups now
support the development of a gas
pipeline in the Mackenzie Valley –
but not at any cost. Under today’s
interim land withdrawal, about
seven million hectares will be
protected from any industrial
activity for five years, while more

detailed assessments of resources
are completed for these areas.

In total, taking into account two
previous land withdrawals, 10.1
million hectares (nearly half the
Deh Cho lands) will be protected.
The land withdrawal does allow for
the possibility of a future
Mackenzie Valley gas pipeline.

“This is a fundamental and very
welcome shift in policy for the
federal government, which WWF
strongly supports,” said Dr. Peter
Ewins, WWF-Canada’s Arctic
Director.“It’s a major expression of
the government’s support for
taking a conservation-first
approach, which is rooted in
northern Aboriginal land claims
and traditional values. The govern-
ment is recognising that protection
of key cultural and wildlife areas
must come first, before frontier
areas are developed. This is clearly
a minimum requirement to meet
the principles and commitments of
sustainable development.”

A Gift to the Earth is a distinc-
tion reserved by WWF for environ-
mental efforts of global signifi-
cance.

PETE EWINS
pewins@wwfcanada.org

Honours for NWT’s Deh Cho First N
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The two northern-most metal
mines in the world are closing;
Cominco’s Polaris mine on

Little Cornwallis Island and
CanZinco’s Nanisivik mine on the
northwest tip of Baffin Island, both
in the Canadian Arctic archipelago.
Yet at the same time the pace of
development in Canada’s north is
increasing.

Against this background, WWF-
Canada co-sponsored the 7th
International Symposium on
Mining in the Arctic in Iqaluit,
Nunavut recently, to collaborate
with industry and government to
ensure that the pace of develop-
ment does not prevent options for
conservation, in particular habitat
protection in some the world’s
remaining pristine ecosystems.

Other sponsors at the sympo-

sium, which looks at mineral
economics, exploration and mining
operations were Falconbridge, BHP
Billiton Diamonds, Natural
Resources Canada and the
Government of Nunavut.

WWF set out the case for proac-
tive regional planning as part of the
overall development process. The
WWF presentation session
included two speakers from WWF
and two presentations describing
collaborations with environmental
non-government organisations and
the mining industry (Mining
Association of Canada and Inco
Ltd.).

At the suggestion of WWF, the
Symposium organisers also
included an open panel discussion
on a “balanced approach to mining
development in Nunavut”. This

session opened with remarks by the
Commissioner for Nunavut, Peter
Irniq, who talked about the impor-
tance of balancing the traditional
and new economies.

Monte Hummel, President of
WWF-Canada, participated in the
presentations and discussion with
industry and government represen-
tatives. The almost singular focus
on the mining sector to generate
economic rent in Nunavut was a
clear message from managers and
leaders in Nunavut.

This series of symposia began in
Fairbanks, Alaska in 1989 and has
been held every two years in other
locations including Russia,
Svalbard, and Greenland.

TONY IACOBELLI
tiacobelli@wwfcanada.org

Conservationists engage miners

ations and Government of Canada
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In October 2000, after several
years’ negotiation, Russia and
the United States signed an
agreement On the Conservation
and Management of the Alaska-
Chukotka Polar Bear Population.
But despite international,
national and regional support –
particularly within Alaska – the
treaty has yet to be ratified.
Implementing legislation for the
treaty is long overdue.
There are an estimated 2,000 to 5,000
polar bears in the Alaska-Chukotka
polar bear population. Their range is
wide: along north-eastern Siberia’s
Chukotka Peninsula, on the ice and
islands and near shore areas of the
Chukchi and northern Bering seas, and
in north-west Alaska.

Conservation efforts have been
hampered by a lack of adequate coor-
dinated management and funding
across the US-Russia boundary. The
polar bear agreement of 2000 was a

critical step forward in overcoming
these obstacles, restricting hunting of
this population for the first time and
instituting a system to sustainably
manage the Alaska-Chukotka polar
bear population.

Currently a wide range of threats to
the bears and their habitat continues to
pose concern to conservationists.
Climate change, toxic contamination,
poaching, habitat loss, oil spills, and the
disruption of their food chain caused
by fisheries mismanagement are
among those factors that may adversely
affect the polar bear’s future.

More urgent, however, is the illegal
hunting occurring on the Russian side
of the Bering Sea. In Russia currently,
any hunting of the polar bear – even for
subsistence, is illegal. However,
according to local Russian experts (see
feature p. 13) monitoring the situation
on the ground, around 250 bears have
been harvested annually in recent years.
Although the main motivation for

taking polar bears in Russia is for food,
many of the hides from these animals
are entering commercial markets ille-
gally and acting to fuel harvest demand.

In the 1950s in the United States,
sport hunting of polar bears at the
same or lower levels severely depleted
the polar bear population, which
finally gained protection under the
Marine Mammal Protection Act.

In Russia, the polar bear is listed in
the Russian Red Book of Rare and
Endangered Species. (Because this
population is listed as Category V,
“recovered” it is eligible to be hunted).

The new bi-lateral agreement is crit-
ical to establishing a sanctioned
program of management and enforce-
ment of subsistence-use only
harvesting. It specifically bans the
hunting of bears in dens or females
with cubs and prohibits the use of
poison, traps and snares, as well as the
use of aircraft or large motorized
vessels or vehicles to hunt polar bears.

The agreement also authorises
limited hunting by native peoples for
subsistence purposes, and creates a
bilateral commission to determine and
allocate annual harvest quotas and
requires monitoring and enforcement
to protect against the kind of polar
bear population decline that might

What does the future hold for
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What happened to the
polar bear agreement?

A dead
polar bear:
symbol of 
a bleak
future?
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Nikita Ovsyanikov, deputy director
and senior research scientist of
the Wrangel Island State Nature
Reserve, gives a personal view
on the status of the polar bear
on Wrangel

Polar bears on the Chukotka side of the
Chukchi Sea are under threat. The
summer and autumn of 2002 months
in Chukchi Sea region were particu-
larly bad for the bear population. The
sea ice started to break up in the waters
around Wrangel Island by mid August.
By the end of August, only small fields
of broken ice floes could be seen in the
western part of Chukchi Sea, eastern
part of the East-Siberian Sea and in the
Long Strait.

This meant many polar bears that
were hunting near Wrangel Island were
forced to land on the island. Many of
the bears stranded on Wrangel island
during the autumn of 2002 were
starving.

I observed a higher proportion of
‘skinny’ bears than ever before, and a
higher mortality rate than usual. Out
of a total of 85 bears we recorded

during this autumn season, three died
on the coast of Wrangel Island.

In open sea situations, such as those
of autumn 2002, the polar bears’ main
food – seals – become unavailable. The
only prey stranded bears can find are
walruses. This autumn, however,
walruses did not haul out on Wrangel
Island.

Walrus numbers near the coast of
Wrangel island were unusually low –
the highest number I observed near
Cape Blossom and Doubtful Spit
(traditional walrus haul out sites at
Wrangel island) did not exceed 300
animals at any one time, and even these
walruses remained near the coast for
only a few days at a time.

For most of the time, there were
only a few walruses swimming back
and forth along the beach; few of them
hauled out. As result, stranded polar
bears had nothing to hunt and looked
hungry.

By the end of November, after my
observations on Wrangel Island were
finished and I could leave the island for
the mainland, I collected more infor-
mation on the ice conditions and polar

Polar bears in Chukotkaoccur at the hands of poachers or
commercial hunters.

A central part is the direct role
Russian and Alaskan native subsistence
hunters will have in the implementation
of the agreement, thereby providing
incentives to become more involved in
the conservation of their own wildlife.

The area covered by the new agree-
ment includes Wrangel and Herald
Islands in the Chukchi Sea. The two
islands are the most important onshore
denning habitat for polar bears in the
circumpolar Arctic, and together they
harbour around 80 percent of the
breeding female polar bears in the
Alaska-Chukotka population.

Margaret Williams, director of
WWF’s Bering Sea Ecoregion
Programme, says: “WWF and the
Audubon Society’s Alaska Office are
concerned about any further delays in
the treaty’s ratification. In hopes of
moving the implementing legislation
into the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee – the next step required in
the treaty process – we are sending letters
and conducting visits on Capitol Hill to
key members of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.” (See also inter-
view on page 21.)

MARGARET WILLIAMS
margaret.williams@wwfus.org ➤
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Later this month, the World Heritage
Committee votes on whether or not
to add Wrangel Island in the Russian

High Arctic to its list of World Heritage
sites. The signs are good.

Yet Wrangel Island State Nature Reserve
continues to suffer from inadequate
funding. One of the major problems is that
there is no money to pay for adequate air
travel between the island and the mainland
where the reserve´s office is based. It´s also
difficult to patrol the island as transporta-
tion is limited and fuel scarce.

Nevertheless research on the island
continues with three major projects on
the population dynamics of snow geese,

polar bears and predators such as snowy
owls and arctic foxes. Research on musk
oxen has also increased.

And scientists running the reserve are
also making every effort to expand the
territory of protected areas in the
surrounding region. They are planning to
establish two new zakazniks on the north
coast of western Chukotka. The new
zakazniks will be administered by the
Wrangel Island team.

One of these sites lies at the mouth of
Pegtimel River. It covers an area of around
2,200 sq.km on the western part of the
Valkarnai lowlands and includes low
mountains in the watershed of the

Pegtimel and Kuul’-Innukai rivers, the
lower reaches of the Regtimel and Kuul’-
Innukai rivers and parts of the coast of the
Aachim peninsula with its characteristic
sand deposits.

The site is rich in archeological remains
and biodiversity. Pegtimel petroglyphs
and two to three thousand-year-old Inuit
drawings can be found on the sea coast at
Shalaurova Izba, Aachim peninsula and
cape Veuman. It is also home to 22 bird
species (eight of which are on the IUCN
Red List of Threatened Species), and 12
mammal species (two of which – the polar
bear and snow sheep – are on the IUCN
list).

bear activity in the region. Autumn
2002 turned to be the worst of the
last decade for polar bears.

Due to the  ice patterns in the sea
and the prevailing directions of
winds during late summer and
autumn, the majority of walruses
and relatively large proportion of
polar bears, had missed Wrangel
Island and landed on the north
coast of Chukotka. It was fatal for
both walruses and polar bears.

Walruses hauled out at an
unusual place on the north coast of
Chukotka, between Cape Schmidt
and the native village of Vankarem.
Previously, walruses have never
been reported hauling out there.Yet
this time they formed a big coastal
rookery.

During September, when the
number of walruses at the rookery
was high, many walruses died in
stampedes. Some of these stam-
pedes may have been caused by
native hunters, as natural death at
walrus coastal rookeries without
anthropogenically-caused stam-
pedes is not normally high.

The number of stranded polar
bears along the north coast of
Chukotka was high. It was the first
autumn that a few polar bears even
entered Pevek town. As a result, the
illegal harvest of polar bears on the
Chukotka north coast during the
autumn of 2002 was higher than
during any previous years, with
probably twice the usual illegal
take. Experts’ estimate of the illegal
polar bear take in 2002 in Chukotka
was between 250 to 300 animals.

At least five polar bear skins were
ready for the black market in Pevek

by December and January. Many
more remained stored and waiting
for sale in small villages along the
north coast. At least three polar
bears are known to have been shot
on Aion Island.

The illegal take has little to do
with traditional subsistence, as it
appears to be purely for illegal
commercial use. Preliminary exam-
ination of polar bear pelts for sale
on Russian websites indicates that
the number of polar bear skins put
up for sale during last winter is
higher than ever before.

Threats to polar bears are
serious. Global warming and
related changes in ice patterns in
arctic seas are increasing the
impacts on polar bear populations
all over the Arctic. The Alaska-
Chukchi population is no excep-
tion.

The fact that more bears are
visiting the northern coast of
Chukotka does not reflect the
increase in the number of polar

bears, but rather the growing
impact on bears from the reduced
ice cover during the summer to
autumn seasons.

Full and exact implementation
of US-Russian agreement “On the
Conservation and Management of
the Alaska-Chukotka Polar Bear
Population” is urgently needed.
This treaty is critical for creating
efficient mechanisms to monitor
and enforce subsistence-use only
harvesting.

The issue is too serious to be
ignored or dealt with superficially.
Measures for the realisation of
Agreement terms must be
adequate.

Conservation organisations
should be also be involved in moni-
toring the poaching of polar bears
in Chukotka, and other areas.

NIKITA OVSYANIKOV, deputy director 
and senior research scientist,

Wrangel Island State Nature Reserve

Wrangel a World Heritage site?

➤

� Editor’s note: in the 1990s, when state funding of the Wrangel Reserve was
dramatically cut, polar bear studies could only continue thanks to the support
of Polar Bears International (previously called Polar Bears Alive). In 2002,
additional grants for field research were provided by the International Fund for
Animal Welfare. Now WWF-Russia is working with the Wrangel Island Nature
Reserve on polar bear conservation and helping to create additional protected
territories on the north coast of Chukotka. In 2002,WWF funded production
of public information materials about the protected status of the polar bear in
the Russian Arctic and advice on avoiding polar bear-human conflicts. Poster
and flyers are now being distributed in Chukotka and across the Russian
Arctic.WWF is also working with Wrangel scientists to monitor websites
which are advertising polar bear skins for sale.The monitoring is nearing
completion and results are being processed as the Arctic Bulletin goes to press.
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In autumn 2002, scientists on
Wrangel Island finally
confirmed that wolves had

successfully settled on the island.
In the history of Wrangel Island,

wolves have attempted to colonise
the island but were always extermi-
nated by humans. The last attempt
took place in late 1970s and early
1980s when a couple of wolves

reached the island, started breeding
and went as far as forming a pack of
eight animals.

Then, under pressure from the
Soviet Hunting State Committee
bureaucracy, the former adminis-
tration of the reserve was forced to
shoot most of the pack members –
four in 1982, and three in 1983.

The last survivor from that pack

disappeared. After that, one wolf
was recorded on the island in the
summer of 1994, but was probably
a loner that did not settle there.
Without wolves, the ecosystem of
Wrangel island, with two species of
large ungulates – reindeer and
musk oxen – was incomplete. The
key component, a large predator
like the wolf, was missing.

The second area is the Chaun lowland.
The suggested territory of 4,500 sq.km lies
in the central part of Rauchua-Chaun
Depression, on the border between Chaun
and Rauchua lowlands. The area includes
all the main types of landscapes that are
characteristic of the eastern periphery of
the maritime lowland of Chaun Bay.

If the reserve is recognised, large
numbers of resident and migratory birds
will be protected: out of 30 of the resident
breeding bird species, ten are included in
the IUCN list. The area is also home to 12
large and medium-sized mammal species
(two of which are on the IUCN list).

Plans to extend the Wrangel Reserve to
include these satellite reserves have been
approved by the Chukotka administrative
authorities. The plans are being consid-
ered. If these two satellite reserves are
included, the Wrangel Island State Nature

Reserve will have the status of a Biosphere
Nature Reserve.

NIKITA OVSYANIKOV, deputy director 
and senior research scientist,

Wrangel Island State Nature Reserve

1 This international agreement, signed to date by
more than175 states, was adopted by the General
Conference of UNESCO in 1972. Its primary
mission is to define and conserve the world’s
heritage, by drawing up a list of sites whose
outstanding values should be preserved for all
humanity and to ensure their protection through a
closer co-operation among nations.
2  A zakaznik is a non-permanent protected area
established at a regional level with a lower
protected area status than a zapovednik.A
zapovednik, like Wrangel island, is a permanent
federally-protected area with the highest level of
protection. Research is allowed but no other
human presence or use is permitted.
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Call of the wild on Wrangel
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Then, in early spring 2000, fresh
wolf tracks were found on the
island. It looked like a couple of
wolves had reached the island by
crossing the frozen straits from the
mainland in late winter.

During the summer of 2000 we
recorded the tracks of this pair
(large and medium-sized foot
prints) practically everywhere – at
any place visited by field
researchers. Evidently, that year
wolves were non-breeders but they
appeared to be actively exploring
the entire island. Signs of their
successful hunts on reindeer were
recorded too.

Then in 2001 signs of their pres-
ence on the island abruptly disap-
peared. During the whole of 2001,
no one from the reserve found any
evidence of wolves’ presence on the
island. Three scenarios were
possible to explain their absence:
(1) Wolves had left the island (the
least believable given the abun-
dance of food and protection from
persecution); (2) One or both of
the wolves died (possibly as a result
of arctic rabies caught from arctic
foxes); (3) They started breeding
and settled quietly in one of the
more remote areas away from our
field research sites.

This third scenario was
supported in the summer of 2001
when it appeared that all the major
herds of reindeer moved to remote
coastal areas after the snows had
melted, and were not recorded near
field research stations again until
autumn.

In Summer 2002, the picture was
similar – no signs of wolf presence
were found in areas covered by field
observations. So, I suggested that if
they had settled and were breeding

on the island, autumn 2002 would
reveal them.

The first record was made in late
September. Conducting my usual
observations on polar bears at Cape
Blossom, I detected a wolf-like
animal running along by the front
of a reindeer herd and approaching
another dark colored animal of the
same appearance. Unfortunately
they were too far away and it was
too dark to be sure of what I was
seeing.

Two days later I found wolf like
tracks on fresh snow at the same
spot, but again the tracks had partly
melted and were still not the 100
percent proof I needed.

One day later, while travelling
from Cape Blossom to Gusinaya
River, I finally found the clear tracks
of a wolf pack.

Wolves had walked along the
valley of Neozhidannaya River
across fresh, well frozen snow. Their
tracks were very clear and left no
doubt in my mind. Three of those
seven tracks were left by adult
wolves, three others clearly
belonged to pups of about a year
old. One could have been that of
small yearling, or well grown pup.
It was proof that wolves had settled
on the island, and bred for the
second year.

The re-colonisation of wolves
here is tremendously exciting: on
Wrangel Island we now have a
unique opportunity to study how
the wolves behave in their new
habitat, free from human interfer-
ence. It’s a new chapter in the
history of the reserve.

NIKITA OVSYANIKOV, Deputy director 
and senior research scientist,

Wrangel Island State Nature Reserve

➤

Canada’s co
New endangered designations

and fisheries closures
marked yet more dismal

news in the history of Atlantic Cod
in Canada. On May 2, 2003 the
Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC) listed cod stocks in
northeast Newfoundland and
Labrador as Endangered, those in
the northern Gulf of St. Lawrence
and south coast of Newfoundland
as Threatened and the remaining
Maritime and Arctic stocks as
Special Concern.

Newfoundland and Labrador
cod populations (NAFO Divisions
2GH, 2J3KL, 3NO) are endangered
because they are at historic low
levels in both inshore and offshore
waters. The Endangered designa-
tion means the species is facing
imminent extirpation or extinc-
tion. Cod have declined in these
areas by more than 99 percent since
the early 1960s when record catches
of up to 800,000 tonnes were
harvested. Cod in the offshore
waters have not shown any recovery
in either abundance or in age struc-
ture since the fishing moratorium
in the early 1990s.

Cod in the Laurentian North
population (NAFO Divisions 3Ps,
3Pn4RS) received a Threatened
designation, which means they are
likely to become endangered if
limiting factors are not reversed.
This population has declined by 80
percent over the past 30 years.
There still remains a commercial
fishery in southern Newfoundland
(NAFO Division 3Ps) with a total
allowable catch of 15,000 tonnes in
each of the last three years.

The Arctic (NAFO Subarea 0)
and Maritimes populations of cod
(NAFO Divisions 4TVn, 4VsW, 4X,
5Zc) received the Special Concern
designation indicating they are
particularly sensitive to human
activities or natural events. In the
entire Maritimes region cod have
declined by 14 percent in the past
30 years and are at historic low
levels on the eastern Scotian Shelf,
despite a moratorium since the
mid-1990s. Active fisheries exist on
the western Scotian Shelf, Gulf of
Maine and Bay of Fundy. The Arctic

Musk ox:
part of
Wrangel
ecosystem.Ph
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population consists of occurrences
in a few coastal salt lakes and may
only number in the thousands of
individuals. Fishing is poorly regu-
lated and there is considerable
uncertainty as to their distribution
and abundance.

Threats to persistence for cod
include directed fishing (where
allowed), bycatch in other fisheries
and natural and fishing-induced
changes to the ecosystem.
Predation, especially by harp and
grey seals, is considered by many to
be a major factor preventing
recovery but proposed solutions
remain controversial. The harp seal
population has grown to record
highs from two to over five million
in the last thirty years and the
amount of cod they eat is estimated
at two to 20 percent of their diet.

While Harp seals do eat large quan-
tities of cod in Newfoundland,
Labrador and northern Gulf of St.
Lawrence waters, the impact on cod
recovery is unknown.

The bad news on the status of
Canadian cod populations rein-
forced the recent announcement by
the Canadian government to indef-
initely close nearly all the remaining
fisheries east of Halifax, Nova
Scotia. This decision, combined
with the 1990s NAFO closures of
the nose and tail of the Grand
Banks, brought dwindling quotas
to an end, but not without social
and political upheaval. Fishermen
burned the Canadian flag in protest
and Newfoundland politicians
demanded that the government
renegotiate the terms of union with
the rest of Canada.

The state of this once mighty
fishery and the emotional response
to fishing moratoria should now be
familiar to most people. Cod was
not like any other fishery. Its
profound cultural significance
made the prolonged collapse even
more tragic. And now, on the tenth
anniversary of the 1992 morato-
rium, the frequently asked question
“Why haven’t the cod come back?”
has been answered with the grim
statistics of these most recent
closures and designations.

Commercial recovery, if it occurs
at all, may take many more decades.
No one can predict what cod popu-
lations will look like in the coming
years. The marine ecosystem has
been devastated by declines of top
predators around the world and the
consequences are unknown. One
thing is clear, however, new and
bold solutions are needed if we are
to successfully manage our fish-
eries.

The Grand Banks of
Newfoundland are perhaps the
most famous and storied geograph-
ical location in all the world’s
oceans. The area holds a powerful
grip on our imagination and
maritime culture. The Grand Banks
have been identified by WWF as
one of the top 200 globally
outstanding ecoregions. However,
in the last decade, the area has
become a global example of
mismanagement and failure. There
may be no place on the planet
where it is more important to rise
to the emerging challenge to solve
oceans management issues. We
must succeed here and prove that
we can succeed anywhere.

ROBERT RANGELEY,
Marine Program Director,Atlantic 

WWF-Canada

The distribution of Atlantic Cod status in Canada based on designations
by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC). Canadian cod fisheries are open west of Halifax, Nova Scotia
(NAFO Divisions 4X, 5Zc) and in southern Newfoundland (NAFO Division
3Ps).

d stock are not recovering
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Last summer more than 18,000 visi-
tors walked through the doors
of Asbjorn Bjorgvinnson’s

Whale Centre in Husavik in the
north-east of Iceland. Not bad
considering that when Asbjorn first
talked of a whale-watching business
in Husavik, everyone laughed at
him.

That was in 1997. Now whale
watching is Iceland’s faster-growing
tourism sector. In 2001, 60,500
tourists went whale watching from
ten locations around Iceland. In
2002, that number had grown to
around 65,000 tourists. By 2010,
numbers are predicted to exceed
100,000.

It means a lot to Husavik, a small
town of 2,500 people. It was a town
where tourists never used to stop
recalls Asbjorn, except maybe to
‘take photos of our church.’ Now his
business, which WWF supported
at its outset, gives jobs to around 70
people at the height of the summer
whale watching season.

The boom in whale watching –
the fastest growing industry in
Iceland – generates around $8
million in the Icelandic economy
last year and Abbi, as he likes to be
known, believes politicians are now
beginning to take the business seri-
ously. From a conservationists’
point of view, it’s good news. For
although whaling has been banned

in Iceland since 1985, the whaling
lobby is as powerful as ever and
pressure to resume whaling grows
strong each year.

In March this year the Icelandic
Government announced plans to
kill 100 minkes, 100 fin whales, and
50 sei whale over the next two years.
They claim they want to catch them
for research which is allowed by the
International Whaling Commission.

Abbi believes that a resumption
in whaling would be bad news for
the burgeoning whale-watching
industry. “If they start hunting
Minke whales, it could have a very
negative effect on the whale
watching business in Iceland as they
are one of the most important
whales for us,” he says.

He believes the friendly minke
would be one of the first whales to
be killed as they often approach the
whale watching boats and are likely
to approach the whaling boats.
“Whaling could therefore directly
damage many years of friendly
encounters with the minke whales
around Iceland,“ he says. “There is
simply no evidence that whaling
and whale watching can co-exist as
many politicians have been
claiming.”

The Icelandic Tourist Industry
Association, whose members repre-
sent about 80 per cent of Iceland’s
turnover from tourism, agree that

whaling is bad for business. They
have issued a statement saying that:
“Whale watching has become one
of the most popular tourist activi-
ties in Iceland, providing consider-
able income for the economy, as
well as creating a very positive
image for Iceland.” It added that to
resume whaling, while govern-
ments in countries from which
many tourists come do not recog-
nise Iceland’s right to hunt whales,
would cause great damage to the
Icelandic tourism industry.

The potential for whale watching
in Iceland currently is excellent.
Blue, fin, humpbacks, minke and sei
whales can all been seen close to
shore. It’s an appetising prospect
for tourists visiting the Husavik
Whale Centre, who can now also
enjoy the new museum there.

Abbi is delighted. “The positive
effects of the increased tourism
through the whale center have
resulted in greater economic bene-
fits for everyone, “ he says. “The
Hotel, guesthouses, shops and
restaurants have reported that the
increased number of tourists has
resulted in greater turnover and
more profits than ever. I keep
asking myself will whaling bring the
same benefits?”

JULIAN WOOLFORD
jwoolford@wwf.no

Iceland’s 
whale 
watching 
future?
Asbjorn Bjorgvinsson,
director of the Husavik
Whale Centre in Iceland,
was recently voted one of
Time Magazine’s heroes of
2003.The Arctic Bulletin
discovers more about a
man who gave up a
successful career as an
engineer to set up a whale
watching business in
Iceland.



Murmansk: next
stop the USA.
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Some of the most environmen-
tally vulnerable areas of the
Barents Sea are in the exact

same areas where new oil and gas
development is set to take place,
according to a new report from
WWF.

The report, The Barents Sea: a
sea of opportunities and threats,
maps biologically-rich areas in the
Barents Sea which are most at risk
from planned petroleum-related
activities.

The Barents Sea, which lies
between Spitsbergen (Svalbard),
Norway and Russia, is Europe’s last
unspoiled marine environment.

It is home to unique sea bird
colonies, including one of the
world’s largest puffin colonies, huge
reefs, including the biggest cold
water reef in the word, large popu-
lations of seals, whales and polar
bears. It is one of the few ecosys-

tems in Europe still relatively intact.
The oil industry, including

companies such as Statoil and Agip,
is lobbying the Norwegian
Government to open the Barents
Sea to oil and gas development. The
industry opposes proposed plans
for petroleum-free zones, claiming
oil companies can operate without
harming the environment.

In a recent development, WWF
discovered that while the
Norwegian Government has
commissioned environmental
impact assessments (EIAs) for oil
and gas developments in the
Barents Sea, some assessments –
such as the environmental impact
assessment of oil and gas on fish-
eries – were carried out in just four
weeks. At the same time the
Norwegian Government also
secretly asked oil companies to
comment on the drafts before they

were sent out for public hearing, so
undermining both their scientific
and independent credibility.

“WWF would prefer oil and gas
companies to stay away from sensi-
tive ecosystems, but where this is
not possible, then oil and gas free
zones must be put in place first,”
said Samantha Smith, director of
WWF’s Arctic Programme. “The
alternative is to risk an oil spill in
the Barents that could have
dramatic consequences for both
the people and the environment.”

Norway prides itself on its green
credentials, she said, but at a time
when the US Senate has voted for
the second time not to open the
Arctic Refuge in Alaska to oil and
gas development, Norway appears
to be consulting with the oil
companies about how it can fast-
track oil development in Europe’s
last unspoiled marine environment.

Following the news that Russia
has dropped its opposition to
plans for a privately funded oil

pipeline to Murmansk from
Russia’s oil fields, WWF is calling
on the Russian government to join
Norway’s plans to give the Barents
Sea status as a particularly sensitive
sea area (PSSA). This would allow
more stringent regulations on ship-
ping activities in the area.

If the pipeline is built, the port
on the Russian coast could become
a major oil distribution terminal by
2007, much sooner than previously
expected.

As much as 2.5 million barrels of
oil a day (approx. 325,000 tons)
could be transported by tanker
from Murmansk to the United
States through the Barents Sea’s
most biologically sensitive areas.

WWF wants the Barents Sea
recognized as a Particularly
Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA) under the
UN International Maritime
Organization (IMO). This would,
for example, enable the Russian and
Norwegian governments to require
oil tankers to sail safe distances
away from the sensitive coastal
areas of north-west Russia and
northern Norway, as well as enforce

the mandatory reporting of ship
movements in the area.

Following appeals by WWF, the
Norwegian government has now
decided to move forward with plans
to recognize the Barents Sea a
PSSA, a decision that the conserva-
tion organization applauds.

“Without proper protection, the
Barents Sea, particularly in the
biologically-rich coastal areas, will
be at risk from oil spills which
could do untold damage to this
unique area,” said Samantha Smith,
Director of WWF’s International
Arctic Programme.

“Norway and Russia have the
chance to break new ground in
conservation planning through
recognizing the Barents as a PSSA.
At present, there are no adequate oil
spill contingency plans in place at
all for this area.”

The new pipeline and
Murmansk port development plan
adds to the threats already facing
the Barents Sea. The oil industry is
lobbying the Norwegian
Government to open the Barents
Sea to oil and gas development. In
Russia large off shore oil and gas
fields are likely to be developed
within a few years.

Besides this, the pipeline
construction itself poses a threat to
fragile coastal communities. Of
particular concern is the so-called
eastern option, in which the
pipeline would cross the Gorlo of
the White Sea, an important transi-
tional and highly hydrodynamically
active area. Any accident there
could affect unique marine
ecosystem of the entire White Sea.
The pipeline will cross important
wintering areas of common eider,
salmon rivers and reindeer habitats.

WWF is calling for strategic
environmental assessment of all
options.

DAG NAGODA, dnagoda@wwf.mo
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The migratory nature of most
birds breeding in the Arctic
means they are a significant

international resource, if not
treasure. As such, these birds
require a ‘range-wide’ approach to
their conservation and manage-
ment, and the collaboration of
many countries beyond the Arctic
to ensure their protection.
Although migratory birds do not
recognise political boundaries,
nations within the ranges of these

birds need to
recognise a joint
ownership and
responsibil ity
for their conser-
vation.

S h a r e d
migratory bird
populations and
a concomitant

joint responsibility for their conser-
vation was a primary message in
the Conservation of Arctic Flora
and Fauna (CAFF) 1998 Technical
Report, Global Overview of the
Conservation of Migratory Arctic
Breeding Birds Outside the Arctic,
by Derek Scott and a subsequent
CAFF workshop in 2000
concerning the same subject.

With this background, CAFF’s
Circumpolar Seabird Group has
undertaken a project to document,
for each of the eight arctic countries,
their arctic breeding birds that
migrate beyond the jurisdiction of
their country, migration corri-
dors/flyways and wintering areas,
and the level of protection afforded
migratory birds in the wintering

areas. Each country will also develop
a list of priority species called Birds
of Arctic Conservation Concern.

For example, in Alaska, we have
about 250 species of regular
breeding birds of which over 160
species, or about 65 percent,
migrate beyond Alaska and the
legal jurisdiction of the United
States. The migratory nature of
Alaska’s breeding birds is best char-
acterised by its breeding seabirds
and shorebirds in which over 90
percent of the species in each bird
group migrate beyond US jurisdic-
tion. In contrast, about 50 percent
of Alaska’s landbirds migrate
beyond Alaska. There are similar
stories in the other arctic countries.

The predominant wintering areas
of Alaska’s breeding migratory birds
are pelagic areas of the North and
South Pacific, and regions in Mexico,
Caribbean/Central America, and
South America.Alaska also provides
several species of birds to the East-
Asia Australasian region.

Another important focus of this
CAFF project is a review of interna-
tional instruments, and gaps therein,
that provide mechanisms for the
arctic countries to coordinate and
collaborate on conservation,
management,and research programs
for common issues and species and
shared populations. Several arctic
countries have witnessed recent
expansions of international collabo-
rations for migratory birds. Such
expansions have been a reflection of
an increased understanding of the
wintering locations of their breeding
birds and new geographic areas of

concern and population threats on
these newly recognized wintering
grounds. As such, there will be an
associated need to develop new or
improved international agreements
to capture the needs for enhanced
coordination on a range wide basis.
The recent Bonn Convention
Agreement and Agreement on
Albatrosses and Petrels were a reflec-
tion of the need for improved coor-
dination within a flyway or for a
specific highly mobile species group.
The Asia-Pacific Migratory Bird
Waterbird Conservation Committee,
the Central Pacific Flyway Bird
Working Group, Circumpolar
Seabird Working Group, and North
Pacific Albatross Working Group
have also been recent responses to a
need to improve international coor-
dination for shared migratory bird
populations.

Alaska is unique in that it is the
US’s ‘Arctic’ and it provides birds to
not only the four flyways in the
Americas, but also to two additional
international flyways – East Asia
and Central Pacific flyways. The
international travels of the bulk of
Alaska’s breeding migratory birds
highlights the importance of a
range-wide or total flyway approach
to managing Alaska’s migratory bird
resources. The same can be said of
the migratory bird resources of the
other arctic countries. Obviously, it
is insufficient and ineffective to
approach migratory bird conserva-
tion and management in the Arctic
on the breeding grounds, migration
staging areas, or wintering grounds
in isolation of each other. The most
effective migratory bird conserva-
tion is achieved by an integrated,
multinational approach throughout
a bird’s entire range or flyway.

As well known as it is that the
Arctic hosts its breeding birds for
only a few months of the year,
migratory bird programs in the
Arctic countries are very ‘breeding-
ground-centric.’ Even today, it is
still the pioneering mind that looks
beyond the breeding grounds. The
CAFF project will be a mechanism
to focus attention on the needs for
international collaboration and
define pathways for each Arctic
country to improve their interna-
tional migratory bird programs.

KENT WOHL, Kent_Wohl@fws.gov
Chair, Conservation of Arctic Flora and

Fauna/Regional Nongame Migratory Bird
Coordinator, US Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Arctic birds need global
conservation approach
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The arctic tern
migrates from
Pole to Pole.
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� Why does the Alaska Nanuuq
Commission think the US-Russia
agreement is important?
Our organisation’s mission is the
conservation of polar bears. Part of
our mission statement is “to
conserve polar bears for present
and future use for subsis-
tence….[Another part is] the
preservation of habitat. The treaty
goes a long way toward
that….[and] we need to see it put
in place.

We are supportive of the ability
of native people of Chukotka to
hunt polar bears
legally for subsistence
but need the agree-
ment to put into
place management
measures  – particu-
larly those limiting
the harvest – to
ensure conservation
of this population of
bears.
� How will your
organisation assist with implemen-
tation of the polar bear treaty once it
has been ratified?
On the Alaskan side we will send
out notices to communities
involved in polar bear subsistence
use (there are 15 communities
participating in this hunt), and we
will go to villages to explain how the
treaty will be implemented. This
spring, I have made three such visits
to communities in connection with
this subject.
� How else is the native community
preparing for the treaty’s implemen-
tation?
Currently a native to native agree-
ment is being drafted between
Russian and Alaskan native leaders.
Together we must determine how
quotas will be set and how regula-
tions will be enforced. I will be
drafting language for our Russian
partners to consider, and in late

May I will be visiting Chukotka to
discuss this agreement.
� How would you characterize your
trans-boundary cooperation across
the Bering Strait?
Our cooperation is very good. Our
organisation has been providing
technical assistance in a variety of
forms: we send our old computers
over to Russia, and are getting our
Russian partners involved in
training programs. For example, we
help to show how the US Fish and
Wildlife Service does marking and
tagging of polar bears. Standardised

methods of
collecting and
recording data
across the entire
population will
help us to better
understand the
status of the popu-
lation and will
help us to better
manage and
conserve it.

� How do your partner organisa-
tions participate in these activities?
The Association of Traditional
Marine Mammal Hunters of
Chukotka (the director of which is
Eduard Zador) has written a good
draft management plan, which was
done in cooperation with the
Chukotka government and the
Russian Ministry of Natural
Resources. The plan included
proposed seasons for the subsis-
tence hunt, and also called for the
identification and protection of
critical habitat areas – places where
bears concentrate, feed, and den.
But our Russian colleagues
currently do not have the funds to
put the plan into action.
� Are there any similar agreements
in which Alaska natives participate?
There is a successful example of an
international agreement between
Alaska and Canada called the

Inuvialuit- Inupiat Management
Agreement on the Southern
Beaufort Polar Bear Population,
which was signed in 1988. On each
side, Native communities can take
up to 40 bears for subsistence.
When “problem” bears are removed
or destroyed, these are also taken
against the quota. Over the last ten
years, this entire quota has not been
met; a total of 680 bears have been
taken.

On each side, the quota is
administered differently. In
Canada, the Inuvialuit Game
Council (a native entity created
through a land settlement act and
recognised in legislation that part-
ners with the provincial game
management agency) assigns a
quota to villages, and then local
hunters decide how they’ll take the
bears amongst themselves. In
Alaska, hunters usually take the
bears more opportunistically and
then report each taken bear to the
US Fish and Wildlife Service. On
both sides, this agreement has been
helpful in protecting polar bears,
particularly by regulating the take
of females. In this population, of
the documented take in Alaska, 25
percent of the subsistence take is
females.

Joint polar bear conservation

❝
Together we
must determine
how quotas will
be set 

Margaret Williams, director of WWF’s Bering Sea
ecoregion program, talked to Charlie Johnson, exec-
utive director of the Alaska Nanuuq (Polar Bear)
Commission during his visit to Washington, DC.
They discussed the US-Russia Agreement on the
Conservation and Management of the Alaska
Chukotka Polar Bear Population.

Charlie Johnson 
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Shedding a light
on the dark
business of toxics
in the Arctic

� Northern Lights Against POPs
Combatting Toxic Threats in the Arctic
Edited by David Leonard Downie and
Terry Fenge
Published for the Inuit Circumpolar
Conference Canada
pp 324
Colour photographs

David L Downie and Terry Fenge,
the editors of Northern Lights
against POPs, have collected a series
of essays by specialists, which
provide an excellent overview of the
current status of pollution impacts
in the Arctic.

The book is separated into two
sections: the first looks at the pres-
ence and impacts of toxics in the
Arctic, while the second examines
the legal instruments that are
currently available to combat

Persistent Organic Pollutants
(POPs). The Inuit perspective is
well represented.

Highlights are the chapters in the
book on dietary advice, on policy
recommendations on dioxin emis-
sions, and on the principles of envi-
ronmental law.

The book gives a good update on
contamination in the Arctic. It
emphasises that epidemiological
studies, especially on mixed
contaminates, should become a
high priority issue in all arctic
countries before further nutritional
advice can be given. Likewise a
direct appeal from local communi-
ties to major polluters to reduce
dioxin emissions will reap the
greatest benefits.

Finally, based on the assessments
presented on the book, one is left in
no doubt that it is a high time the
convention on long range trans-
boundary air pollution (LRTAP)
and Stockholm convention entered
into force.

INGUNN RISA, irisa@wwf.no

The sacred 
seal in the life 
of the Inuit 

� Sacred Hunt:A Portrait of the
Relationship between Seals and Inuit
David F. Pelly, 2001 Greystone Books,
University of Washington Press, Seattle 
pp 127 with 61 photographs and two
maps.

“The seals were a lifeline, the very
means of survival for the people.
From the beginning, Inuit had a deep
respect for the seals, which for them

were the key to a successful hunt, the
essence of survival, and the basis of
their relationship with the seals.”

This is an excellent and very
important book. It contains lots of
thoroughly-researched material
and, for many readers, provocative
and fascinating perspectives on the
backbone of Inuit culture – the
ringed seal (nattiq in Inuktitut).
Harp and bearded seals are also
covered.

Author David Pelly is a long-
time resident of the Canadian
Arctic, and a very keen traveller and
listener. He presents a vital
reminder about the traditional seal-
Inuit relationship at a time when
many urban-dwelling people are
again campaigning against the
harvesting of marine mammals.

By reading this book, animal
welfare campaigners may better
understand the importance of seals
to Inuit as a food source, as well as
culturally and spiritually iIn a harsh
environment, where alternatives are
extremely limited, and where long-
term conservation prospects clearly
hinge upon the respect Inuit show
for wildlife, the land and the ocean.

Following a moving foreword by
Nunavut Commissioner Peter Irniq
(who says of Pelly “he writes about
the real stuff”!), the book is divided
logically into three sections:
Respect for the Seal; Hunting the
Seal; and Pact for Survival.

Each section comprises a
colourful, easy-to-read series of
short illustrated essays and trans-
lated seal and hunting tales, trans-
lated from extensive interviews
with Inuit elders, especially in
Canada and Greenland.

A special section for me was the
detailed mid-20th Century profile

Apology

� The editors of the Arctic Bulletin would like
to apologise to Vladimir Sertun who took the
fantastic photographs in Chutkotka, which we
published in our 4.02 issue, including the
photograph on the front cover. Due to an
editorial mistake, we included the captions for
the photographs but forgot to credit the
photographs properly – sorry Vladimir.
Vladimir works with the WWF-Russia
Programme Office.



of the very traditional community
of Kitsissuarsuit, in Disko Bay,
Greenland, beautifully illustrated
by archived photographs.

Of great importance to under-
standing the nature of this vital
relationship is the Sacred Link
section (page 106). For example,
“Whereas the European world-view
is that only humans have a soul, the
traditional Inuit belief is that all
beings have a soul”.

But it is the final section that
ignites the reader most fiercely.
With relatively few ways to make
money in the modern world, Inuit
are still unable to make money
from seal products – a consequence
of the bans on sealskin imports
imposed over the past 30 years by
European and American authori-
ties. Seal meat is still a basic nutri-
tious staple of the Inuit diet in most
communities, and it still powers the

dog-sled teams. But products like
sealskin clothes, and seal oil
capsules are very difficult to
market.

Beyond this, Pelly rightly stresses
that it is the role of seals at the
foundation of the material, social,
cultural, spiritual and cultural
values that define for many Inuit
who they are. It’s a great book.

PETER EWINS, pewins@wwfcanada.org
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Forthcoming arctic meetings & events

Arctic Council Events
Strategic Plan for the Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (SPPAME)

• WHERE: Svartsengi, Iceland • WHEN: October 19–22
• CONTACT:Arctic Council Secretariat, Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Iceland, Raudararstigur 25, IS-150 Reykjavik, Iceland.
Tel. + 354 545 9900. Fax. + 354 562 2373.

Sustainable Development Working Group Meeting
• WHERE: Svartsengi, Iceland • WHEN: October 22, 2003
• CONTACT: Mr Hugi Olafsson, Chair of SDWG, Ministry for the Environment,Vonarstraeti 4, IS-150 Reykjavik, Iceland.
Email: hugi.olafsson@umh.stjr.is .

Senior Arctic Officials Meeting
• WHERE: Svartsengi, Iceland • WHEN: October 23–24
• CONTACT:Arctic Council Secretariat, Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Iceland, Raudararstigur 25, IS-150 Reykjavik, Iceland.
Tel. + 354 545 9900. Fax. + 354 562 2373.

Other Events
2nd Healthy Lifestyle Summit

• WHERE: Republic of Sakha, Russia Federation • WHEN: June 26–29
• CONTACT: For more information, contact the Northern Forum Main Secretariat: abozhedo@northernforum.org

Cryosphere-Climate Interaction Symposium at the IUGG 2003
• WHERE: Sapporo, Japan • WHEN: July 7–8 2003
• CONTACT: More details and a preliminary programme can be found at the IUGG site:
http://www.jamstec.go.jp/jamstec-e/iugg/index.html

8th International Conference on Permafrost
• WHERE: Zurich • WHEN: July 21–25
• CONTACT: Prof.Wilfried Haeberli, Department of Geography, University of Zurich,Winterhurerstrasse 190,
CH-8057 Zurich, Switzerland. Email: haeberli@geo.unizh.ch

Sustainable Arctic – Sustainable North – Sustainable World – International Conference
• WHERE: Republic of Sakha, Russian Federation • WHEN: August 8–22
• CONTACT: Ministry of Sakha Republic for Nature Protection, ul. Dzerzhinskogo 3/1,Yakutsk 677000,
Sakha Republic, Russian Federation Tlf: +7 4112 24 12 90. Email: sterh@sakha.ru

IASCP Northern Polar Regional Conference: The International Association for the Study of Common Property (IASCP) 
Northern Polar Regional Conference Joining the Northern Commons: Lessons for the world, Lessons from the world

• WHERE: University Anchorage, Alaska • WHEN: August 17–21
• CONTACT: For more information see: http://www.indiana.edu/~iascp/alaska.html All questions related to 
this meeting should be directed to: Michelle Curtain (iascp@indiana.edu)

11th Arctic Ungulate Conference
• WHERE: Saariselkä, Finland • WHEN: August 24–28
• CONTACT: 11th AUC  Finnish Game and Fisheries Research Institute, Reindeer Research Station,
Toivoniementie 246, FIN-99910 Kaamanen, Finland.
Phone: +358 205 751 820  Fax: + 358 205 751 829  Email: auc@rktl.fi http://www.rktl.fi/auc/index.html

12th International Congress on Circumpolar Health
• WHERE: Nuuk, Greenland • WHEN: September 8–14
• CONTACT: ICCH12, Postbox 1001, 3900 Nuuk, Greenland, + 299 344445. Email nunamed@gh.gl, www.icch12.org

For more on these events and other meetings, please visit:
http://www.arcus.org/Calendar/upcomingEvents.shtml • http://www.iasc.no/SAM/samtext.htm



WWF is the world’s largest and most
experienced independent conservation
organization, with almost five million
supporters and a global network active
in 90 countries. WWF’s mission is to
stop the degradation of the planet’s
natural environment and to build a
future in which humans live in
harmony with nature. WWF con-
tinues to be known as World Wildlife
Fund in Canada and the United States
of America.
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PCB concentrations in blood of mothers and
women of child-bearing age across the Arctic
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