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A B S T R A C T   

In this study, we examined the failure of Russia’s environmental governance to prevent the nutrient load 
generated by littoral households and tourism businesses from reaching Lake Baikal. It is important to note that 
this failure has occurred even with sufficient implementation capacity and demonstrable political will to protect 
this body of water. This research inquiry into the ‘eutrophication governance’ of Baikal was based on field 
analysis of management issues, institutions, and actors concerned with the island of Olkhon and was further 
‘triangulated’ and completed using desk research targeting the broader institutional framework and actors’ 
discourses. On one hand, the study of the island’s socio-ecological system demonstrated that governance solu
tions developed by the Federal Government to curb Baikal’s eutrophication do not constitute a coherent set of 
measures targeting various stakeholder groups using an applicable repertoire of policy instruments. On the other 
hand, many local actors oppose the conservation agenda, and in doing so, they are actively making use of any 
gaps and inconsistencies in the eutrophication governance regime. This difference has resulted in a high level of 
conflict among key actors that is spreading across all policy levels. Successful solutions could be based on an 
inclusive and transparent policy elaboration aimed at resetting existing conservation tools to more acceptable 
ones with a parallel “ratcheting up” of enforcement and monitoring, which are grossly underpowered at the 
moment. This resetting process needs to be targeted by adequate capacity-building efforts. The greatest chal
lenge, however, is to address the inconsistent and confusing signals regarding the protection of Baikal originating 
from high-level policies.   

1. Introduction 

Of all the diversity of environmental policy implementation deficits 
described in the literature, perhaps the most curious cases are instances 
in which deficits develop despite the high multi-actor consensus over the 
importance of resolving these problems and an adequate capacity to 
resolve such issues. In more obvious instances, such deficits might occur 
due to the high complexity of biophysical systems interplaying with 
challenging socio-political contexts, which have often been framed as 
“wicked” problems (Peters, 2017; Shkaruba and Skryhan, 2019; Ter
meer et al., 2019; Turnbull and Hoppe, 2019). In situations in which 
problems can be proven to be manageable, implementation deficits are 
usually attributed to governance flaws or to instances of non-governance 

caused by imbalances in power relations and actor networks (Emerson, 
1962; Molm, 1990) to institutional misfits (Moon, 2019; Bastos Lima 
et al., 2019) or to the overall robustness of governance frameworks (Järv 
et al., 2021). 

The eutrophication of Lake Baikal in Russia can serve as an example 
of the latter case. Eutrophication is an important problem that is exac
erbated due to various human activities and climate change (Brown 
et al., 2021; Kravtsova et al., 2014, 2019; Kobanova et al., 2016) despite 
numerous policies targeting impactful activities in the littoral zone and 
the immediate watershed (Timoshkin, 2018). Importantly, Baikal is 
universally recognised in Russia as one of the most iconic natural heri
tage sites nationwide (Timoshkin et al., 2016; Korytny and Evstropyeva, 
2018). It enjoys multi-stakeholder consensus regarding the importance 
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of its protection (Nikitina, 2016), and its protection is duly recognised as 
a top priority policy objective as demonstrated by dedicated legislation, 
federal programs (TASS, 2016, 2017; Appendix B: FLSDRF, 1999; DGRF, 
2006), and numerous statements by heads of the state (Sandle, 1998; 
Vedomosty, 2017). Furthermore, no doubt that sufficient research and 
organisational and financial capacities of the Russian Federation to curb 
nutrient load exists, while the problem is known as a manageable one 
judging from well-described cases, such as the successful 
de-eutrophication of the Great Lakes (Scavia et al., 2014) or Lake 
Balaton (Istvánovics et al., 2007; Bernat, 2020). 

Most of the current nutrient load on Baikal can be attributed to the 
significant increase in tourism and the hotel/restaurant/catering 
(HORECA) sector during the recent decade, which is essentially a land 
use governance issue (Tsvigun et al., 2020). This study, therefore, aimed 
to explore the specific barriers and enabling conditions for environ
mental policy objectives related to nutrient load reduction in Baikal due 
to HORECA activities. In doing so, we refer both to how a littoral 
socio-ecological system interfaces with governance framework condi
tions and to changes occurring in governance regimes due to such in
teractions. We combined a helicopter view of Baikal-related policies and 
power relationships around such policies with an in-depth analysis of 
management challenges, actor networks, and conflicts in a specific 
location within the littoral zone that is also the focus of various envi
ronmental protection policies that have been established to protect the 
lake. 

Our inquiry further raises the problem of critical flaws in the specific 
policies of ‘eutrophication governance’ over Baikal. Our inquiry pertains 
to the global importance of this water body and the apparent gap in the 
international literature, which lacks systemic overviews of institutional 
landscapes of governance over natural resources in Russia. 

2. Conceptual framework and methods 

2.1. Conceptual framework 

When examining our eutrophication governance case, we started 
with the concept of socio-ecological systems (SESs). When proposing 
this concept, Gallopín et al. (1989) emphasized the capability of SESs to 
sustain themselves and later also added properties, such as complexity, 
constant change, ‘inherent unpredictability,’ interconnectedness, and 
‘irreducible uncertainty’ of interactions within such systems (Gallopín, 
1994). While analysing institutions in the context of common-pool re
sources (CPRs), Elinor Ostrom (1990) developed the generic properties 
of successful institutions (also widely known as institutional design prin
ciples). Building on Ostrom’s work and further exploring specific suc
cessful governance solutions, Paavola (2007) proposed generic 
environmental governance functions. These functions can be organized 
based on different governance solutions yet are found to be maintained 
in systems with reasonable social and environmental objectives and 
flawed in systems with ongoing conflicts over natural resources. Seven 
functions were described:  

1) exclusion of unauthorised users (how effectively unauthorised users 
can be excluded);  

2) regulation of authorised resource uses and distribution of their 
benefits (how the level of appropriation of resource units and their 
distribution is formulated and governed);  

3) provisioning and the recovery of its costs (what are the rules for good 
provision and cost recovery and how effective they are);  

4) monitoring (what is monitored and by whom);  
5) enforcement (who can participate in environmental decisions and 

how and which procedures should be observed in decision-making), 
6) resolution of conflicts over resource use (what are the conflict reso

lution mechanisms and how affordable they are), and  
7) collective choice for the modification governance solutions (which 

collective choices are supported/triggered and how). 

We view our local eutrophication governance case study as a focal 
action situation, namely specific instances of managing subsystems 
within and beyond a given SES, which manifest the complexity of in
stitutions and actor networks dealing with natural resources in specific 
biophysical contexts, including up- and down-stream situations 
(Ostrom, 2009). 

To expose a full range of institutional barriers of diverse origin and 
nature, we adapted Paavola’s (2007) generic governance functions 
(recognising their universal character and suitability for CPR systems) 
and analysed them in terms of governance frameworks (specific, pur
posive governance interventions that are developed and delivered by 
multiple actors on multiple scales in pursuit of a broad goal) and regimes 
and broader governance regimes, which encompass the whole range of 
customs, norms, and rules that form a particular aspect, such as the 
actual eutrophication status of Baikal (Paavola et al., 2009). Using this 
method, we accounted for such SES characteristics used in the Institu
tional Analysis and Development framework (IAD) in terms of bio
physical conditions, attributes of community, and rules-in-use 
(McGinnis, 2011) as they deal with management challenges, networks of 
actors and coalitions, and regulatory frameworks and local rules. 

While examining compliance issues from the federal policy imple
mentation perspective, we noted that the emerging polycentricity of 
natural resource governance in Russia can play a significant role in 
vertical (when policies are not translated into practices after transfer at 
lower levels) and horizontal (when local actors rank their own priorities 
over those of higher-level actors) disintegration of such policies 
(O’Toole and Hanf, 1998) as demonstrated by numerous policy trans
position studies in the EU (Leventon, 2014; Gollata and Newig, 2017; 
Hudson et al., 2019). The seven generic functions underline the 
multi-layer structure of resource governance systems related to complex 
governance solutions associated with each given resource; in turn, the 
solutions exhibit variable degrees of fit to their biophysical and social 
contexts, such as in terms of function, timeliness, and spatial charac
teristics (Folke et al., 1998; Paavola et al., 2009). In this study, we 
attempted to expose the structural constraints of the overall architecture 
of eutrophication governance over Baikal. The fit/misfit analysis from 
Baikal was compared to Belarus in which a comprehensive analysis of 
conservation policies was previously conducted following a similar 
framework (Shkaruba and Kireyeu, 2013). Belarus is an obvious choice 
because it emerged from the same Soviet system and followed a similar 
trajectory in the post-Soviet era. 

The overall methodological framework is shown in Fig. 1. 

2.2. Case study area and data collection 

Our analysis was performed using the case study approach. For our 
“helicopter view” we chose the island of Olkhon (Fig. 2) because most of 
its large (730 km2) territory is undergoing extensive tourist sector 
development that has expanded recently and caused a fundamental 
restructuring of its SES (Fig. 3). These developments only started in the 
2000s, so their characteristics and dynamics are fully associated with 
Russia’s current political and socio-economic dynamics. At the same 
time, Olkhon is a key recreational area near the lake, and this littoral SES 
is responsible for a significant share of nutrient transport to Baikal 
(Bondarenko et al., 2023). Importantly, Olkhon is the land of the Buryat 
people, whose traditional lifestyles were disrupted by Russian coloni
zation, Gulag, fisheries, and later tourism development. Most of the local 
population is Buryat, including small property owners and tourist ser
vice operators. 

The SES data were collected using 60 in-depth interviews with 
owners of accommodation facilities and other local businesses, national 
parks and municipal officers, non-governmental organisation (NGO) 
representatives, academics, and island visitors (see Appendix A for de
tails). The interviewees were identified based on the preliminary list of 
key actors after which snow-ball sampling was used. HORECA owners 
were approached by a team of interviewers who tried to speak with each 
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collaboratively minded accommodation owner. The interviewers had a 
list of questions they needed to address, although the overall conver
sation was flexible and based on open-ended questions regarding key 
governance players and the relationships between them, relevant policy 
and management measures, and visions for the future of Olkhon. 
HORECA owners were further asked about nutrient fluxes in their 
households and their incentives to manage them. The interviews were 
conducted in July 2017 and took from 10–15 min to up to 50 min, and 
an additional interview was conducted in October 2020. All the 

interviewees were anonymized, and reported facts were checked 
whenever possible. 

We further proceeded with a desk study to double-check (to check 
that third parties could support all the facts),‘triangulate’ field evidence, 
and take stock of institutional frameworks and relevant developments at 
both regional and federal levels, in stakeholder conflicts and positions, 
and in prevailing discourses. We reviewed national and international 
research literature, traditional and social media, legislation, court de
cisions, and reports by local municipalities (see the list of references and 

Fig. 1. Methodological framework.  

Fig. 2. Case study area and the Baikal Natural Territory (BNT): 1 — Lake Baikal, 2 — major rivers, 3 — major cities, 4 — BNT central zone (BNTCZ), 5 — BNT buffer 
zone, 6 — BNT atmospheric impact zone, 7 — Pribaikalsky National Park (PBNP), 7a — PBNP Strict Protection Zone (IUCN Ia), 7b — PBNP Recreation Zone (IUCN 
II), 7c — PBNP Economic Zone (IUCN VI), 8 — boundaries of Khuzhir Municipality settlements before (8a) and after (8b) 2013 Master Plan, 9 — 2018 Baikal Water 
Protection Zone of Olkhon Island, 10 – paved (10a) and unpaved (10b) major roads, 11 - Case study area (Olkhon Island). 
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the online source 2 for regulation and policy documents). Most policy 
instruments were generally more environmental protection/planning 
oriented as long as nutrient transport from non-point sources (associated 
with changes in land use) was of primary interest to this research. The 
data were recorded, transcribed, and collated to develop a consistent 
narrative containing all the facts obtained and reflecting on different 
actor perspectives. It was used to construct storylines explaining man
agement practices and actor interactions as presented in Sections 3.2 
and 3.3 and further analysed in terms of the methodological framework 
(see Fig. 1). 

3. Results 

3.1. Regulatory framework: development and enforcement 

Regarding governance frameworks, lake eutrophication of the lake 
and land use/environmental management in Olkhon are the focus of 
several interplaying sectoral institutions established by the federal 
legislation (see Appendix B for the full list). An overview of the frame
works is presented in Appendix C. 

The Baikal Natural Territory (BNT) emerged from geographical and 
environmental literature as an area relevant to the environmental status 
of the lake. First, BNT did not have any legal recognition (Tulokhonov, 
2009); however, it was soon recognised by the Act ‘On the Protection of 
Lake Baikal’ (Appendix B: FLSDRF, 1999) that had set the three 
ecological zones: (1) Central, (2) Buffer, and (3) Atmospheric Impact 
zones. As with other littoral areas, Olkhon belongs to the BNT Central 
Zone (BNTCZ). The Act was developed and adopted to enable the 
environmental management of Lake Baikal, a UNESCO World Natural 
Heritage Site, which was established in 1996. The delineation of the BNT 
zones was completed by the researchers of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences (Antipov et al., 2006) and approved by the Federal Government 
in 2006 (Appendix B: DGRF, 2006). 

To support the implementation of the Act, and in response to the 
large and growing scale of non-compliance identified by public prose
cutors (IRK.ru, 2017a), a dedicated public prosecutor’s office for Envi
ronmental Protection of Baikal with eight branches was established in 
December 2017 (TASS, 2017b). Based on the same purpose, in 2016, the 
Ministry for Natural Resources (MNR) established a dedicated Baikal 
division of the Federal Supervisory Natural Resources Management 
Service (Rosprirodnadzor), its monitoring and enforcement arm (Niki
tina, 2016). Since 1999, the Act has undergone six revisions that aim to 
harmonise it with changing legislation. The analysis of media contents 
suggests the existence of several lobbying groups looking to ease envi
ronmental restrictions, which became particularly active in 2015 
(Ryabtsev, 2018b). Examples include legislative proposals by the Irkutsk 

Region to lift the ban on land-use conversion of forests (Kuznetsov, 
2009), the government of Buryatia announcing its intentions to reduce 
BNTCZ (SIA, 2018), and others. 

Fishery and water protection zoning was established by federal legis
lation (Appendix B: FLSDRF, 2004; WCSDRF, 2006). While the fishery 
protection zoning is a simply delineated 500 m buffer strip, water pro
tection zoning includes two components: (1) littoral protection strips set 
at 200 m for most of the Baikal shores; the same as for any other inland 
water bodies with high-value fisheries (Appendix B: WCSDRF, 2006) 
and (2) a water protection zone. First, this zone was established for 
Baikal in March 2015 at 57.000 km2 (Appendix B: DGRF, 2015) but then 
shrunk to 6.000 km2 in March 2018, while within settlements, it was 
narrowed to only 200 m (Appendix B: DGRF, 2018). This development 
was triggered by complaints from the inhabitants of Olkhon that were 
voiced during a direct TV broadcast with Russia’s President in June 
2017. The legislative change, therefore, appeared to be an emotional 
move by the Russian President. 

The previous 2015 Protective Zone edition was extremely conser
vative. The zones were set at 10–80 km wide and contained 159 set
tlements with about 128,400 people (Tokareva, 2016). This edition was 
adopted on a wave of relatively high environmental prioritization that 
came before and ended shortly after the Winter Olympics in Sochi 
(2014), and it also could be attributed to the sharply increasing 
awareness about the degradation of Baikal’s ecosystems (see Latynina, 
2015). The original protective zone was set as an even larger one than 
suggested by the researchers of the Russian Academy of Sciences, and its 
borders fully coincided with the BNTCZ (Latynina, 2016). This zoning 
was contested by businesses and local communities immediately after its 
very expedited approval (Latynina, 2016). Representatives of regional 
authorities were also among the first to complain (Tokareva, 2016), 
although according to the procedure set by Baikal Act of 1999 (art. 3), 
zoning should be based on their regional governments’ proposals. 

Within a year, MNR gave up its ultra-conservative stance, and in 
meetings and during interviews, its representatives mentioned that 
cutting the zone to a 500 m strip would be an option (Tokareva, 2016). 
Yet, this development depended on the momentum from the presidential 
campaign to become an actual revision in 2018. Although the approved 
zoning was again claimed as based on the work of the Russian Academy 
of Science (Government of Russian Federation, 2018), the critics insisted 
that the Academy’s guidelines were used very selectively (Berezina and 
Shterman, 2018). Again, the process was quick and not particularly 
transparent. On the suggestion of the Irkutsk Region and Buryatia, set
tlements were almost completely excluded from the approved water 
protection zones (SIA, 2018). 

The revision of 2018 was contested by environmental activists and 
academia who appeared particularly worried about the exclusion of 
settlements; popular support for this revision also did not appear to be 
overwhelming. Although communities directly benefiting from mass 
tourism were actively protesting against environmental restrictions at 
least as insisted by local politicians (Ryabtsev, 2018a), sociological polls 
run shortly after the zone’s revision also showed that it was supported 
only by 46% of people living in littoral communities, while 48% were 
against this revision, and 63% recognised that economic developments 
by the lake required further restrictions (NAFI, 2018). MNR appeared to 
agree that a new revision would be a good idea; however, this process 
would also advise environmental NGOs and researchers to exclude 
themselves from the policy elaboration process (Berezina and Shterman, 
2018). 

Over 50% of the Baikal coastline is included in nature-protected 
areas, such as national parks and preserves (also known as zapo
vedniks). The whole island of Olkhon belongs to Pribaikalsky National 
Park (PBNP). Land use and economic activities within national parks are 
significantly restricted (see Appendix C). In principle, the land of na
tional parks is under Federal ownership, although privately owned lands 
can be added to these parks (and further withdrawn), and land priva
tisation or change of land-use profiles are prohibited. About 20% of the 

Fig. 3. The state of socio-ecological system of Olkhon Island: a — hotel/ 
restaurant/catering (HORECA) developments in Khuzhir Settlement, b — 
HORECA units in Kharantsy Village, c — main street in Khuzhir Settlement, 
d — hiking trails on Cape Khoboy. 
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island is designated as a strict protection zone. 
The UNESCO World Heritage Site was inscribed in 1996 (under ref. 

754). Its area of 88,000 km2 included 31,500 km2 of lake surface and 
19,000 km2 of protected areas, whereas major cities and industrial zones 
located by the lake were not included in the inscription. The UNESCO 
Site’s spatial extent is not clearly defined by any legal action; likewise, 
the management regimes of this or any other UNESCO Sites in Russia are 
not legally defined either, except in the Land Code provisions (Appendix 
B: LCSDRF, 2001, art. 27) that ban any transfers of government and 
municipally owned lands. Establishing the BNTCZ has ensured the 
conservation regime of the site, although it is supposed to only roughly 
coincide with the site (Berezina and Shterman, 2018). 

The declared high political priority of environmental protection of 
Baikal is backed by dedicated ‘Federal Target Programs’. The current 
program, funded at 58 billion roubles (approximately EUR 750 million), 
is called ‘Protection of Lake Baikal and Socio-economic Development of 
the Baikal Natural Territory’. It ran from 2010 to 2020 but has been 
extended to 2030 (with a budget increase to 80 billion roubles or 
approximately EUR 1 billion) as many of its target indicators have not 
been achieved as of 2018 (TASS, 2017a; Chistyakova, 2019). In 
December 2020, the program lost the special status of a ‘target program’, 
so its measures are presently financed with no priority over any other 
nature protection measures in Russia (Appendix B: DGRF, 2020a). This 
program will be replaced with a new and more ambitious program, ‘The 
Great Lake of the Great Country’ (some drafts are also known as ‘The 
Unique Baikal’), but the consensus concerning its contents and funding 
has not been reached, and its approval is still pending (TASS, 2017a). 
These Federal Target Programs have been criticised for poor planning 
and management (Chistyakova, 2019) and for overemphasising the 
development components at the expense of the environmental compo
nents (including underfunded research), especially at the implementa
tion stage. During this stage, the high voltage lines connecting Olkhon 
with the federal grid were funded by a previous version of such an 
environmental program. This program only resulted in grossly 
increasing the environmental footprint on ecosystems. One of the rea
sons for delaying the latest generation program is the recognition of the 
environmental footprint issue by MNR, which lobbied for more envi
ronmentally sound content. Nevertheless, some of the program’s drafts 
promote further radical growth in the number of visitors (TASS, 2016). 

In the summer of 2020, after lobbying by industrial and resource- 
extracting companies following the overall ‘turn to the East’, the high
ly controversial Act N◦ 254-FZ ‘On the Specifics of Individual Regula
tions in order to Modernise and Expand the Main Infrastructure and on 
Amendments to Certain Legislative Acts of the Russian Federation’ 
(Appendix B: FLSDRF, 2020) was adopted. This act permits broader 
economic development, including forest clear-cuts and industrial and 
urban development, within protected areas around Baikal. In July 2023, 
another Federal level legal initiative was aggressively pushed through 
the first hearing as an amendment to the Federal Laws, ‘On the Protec
tion of Lake Baikal’ and ‘On Environmental Expertise’ (Appendix B: 
FLSDRF, 1999; FLSDRU, 1995) that authorizes clear forest cutting in the 
BNTCZ for an extended list of reasons until 2030 and reclassifies forest 
lands to other categories until 2025. The document contains an annex 
with a list of 75 forest stands prioritized for clearcutting (Appendix B: 
DFLSDRF, 2023). Of note, although the initiative sparked a considerable 
scandal, including negative reviews by parliamentary committees and 
allegations of corruption, it received overwhelming support from 
parliament members (296 versus 76) as described by Voronov (2023). 

3.2. Management challenges in the socio-political context 

Our case study analysis introduced three groups of key management 
challenges in terms of nutrient load on the lake:  

• (1) management of visitors in terms of the overall number of visitors 
entering the islands, those entering the national park outside 

settlements, and their behaviours (such as camping off campsites and 
in the zone of strict protection and littering);  

• (2) control over the sprawling developed areas;  
• (3) control of sanitation conditions and sewage discharge, especially 

for HORECA business, and for the compliance with land-use re
strictions, in particular, the use of housing and summer housing 
(dachas) stock for HORECA. 

The first challenge and its problematic nature were clearly recognised 
by the Baikal’s Environmental Prosecutor’s office, which had already 
been observed in 2014 (when tourist flow was significant yet modest 
compared to future years) that the number of visitors is not managed 
and not even properly counted, while it is clearly beyond the island’s 
coping capacity and according to the consensus of local academic 
communities, needs to be reduced (Levasheva, 2016). Estimates for 
2017 were approximately 700 k visitors that year (Khuzhir Duma, 
2018b). The target of limiting the number of visitors appeared in the 
proposals for the development of Khuzhir in 2018 (Khuzhir Duma, 
2018b), although this limitation conflicts with key federal strategic 
documents calling for more tourists in the Baikal area (TASS, 2016). 

Although visitor management comes as its direct obligation, PBNB is 
not entitled to restrict access to settlements excluded from its area (such 
as Khuzhir and other big villages), while Khuzhir and the ferry point are 
connected by a federal road that must be restriction-free as per the 
federal regulation (Appendix B: Statute, 2009). That said, PBNP is 
concerned only with the visitors entering one of the several official trails 
(Mamontova, 2014). PBNP is severely understaffed. Gate-keeping and 
toll-taking tasks are therefore prioritised over proper surveillance and 
patrolling (Ryabtsev, 2015a). Even though gate-keeping appears to be 
either neglected/left unattended or corrupted or the number of vehicles 
cruising the protected area is clearly above prescribed thresholds; even 
in 2014, Rosprirodnadzor inspectors counted 27 cars concurrently 
parked at Cape Khoboy, with an allowed daily limit of only ten cars per 
day (Mamontova, 2014). As a result, soil and vegetation cover has been 
destroyed around all the spots that are popular with tourists (Zna
menskaya et al., 2018; field observations of July 2017). Many tourists 
have been observed to camp at areas other than allowed campsites (such 
as an estimated 1500 tourists were observed camping on August 4–8, 
2014), and this figure even includes constructions of temporary cabins 
surviving for several years (Ryabtsev, 2014b). Nutrient load generated 
by legal and illegal visitors appears to be significant as most visitors to 
Khuzhir also go on a tour around the island, while even the most visited 
spots along official trails are not equipped with toilets. Locals are seri
ously annoyed by illegal campers as these campers spoil landscapes 
without bringing them any profit. PBNP cannot manage this problem 
due to insufficient human resources, which has caused concern among 
the local citizens (Interviews 39–60). 

The second challenge is related to the sprawl and legality of HORECA 
units and is caused by controversies with land ownership and entitle
ments and with the high level of readiness of dwellers (both local ones 
and holidaymakers). HORECA owners take risks and explore them; new 
summer houses and HORECA facilities are emerging and spreading all 
over the island, while sanitation is poor, and wastewater mostly ends up 
in the groundwater table (see below more on the third challenge). The 
land market in Olkhon appears to be highly criminalised, at least during 
the first years of the tourism rush. The mayor of Khuzhir was allegedly 
involved in many suspicious land deals during his tenure (2005–2011) 
and was found hanged in 2011 (FederalPress, 2011). 

In addition to commonly occurring instances of explicitly unau
thorised construction within the park (such as Ryabtsev, 2014a), several 
land transfers from PBNP to the settlements of Khuzhir Municipality 
took place during the development of the 2013 Master Plan of Khuzhir. 
The reason for such transfers was to clarify boundaries, and they mostly 
involved chunks of land classified by the State Cadastre as agricultural 
(Ryabtsev, 2015b); in addition to Khuzhir, this transfer also included 
eight other villages, four of which have fewer than ten inhabitants 
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(Khuzhir Duma, 2018b). As a result, settlement areas were significantly 
expanded by up to 10-times for some villages, so that a total of 
1947.82 km2 or 12.3% of Olkhon was recognised as “lands of human 
settlements” (Khuzhir Duma, 2018b). NGO observers found those 
transfers highly controversial and raised questions about corruption 
(Ryabtsev, 2015b). Such expansions led to a “revival” of small and 
abandoned settlements in which new houses and conglomerates of 
recreational facilities started to rapidly appear as did a strict protection 
zone (ibid.). 

Substantial land-grabbing opportunities emerged due to the options 
to purchase the land shares owned by local people after the collective 
farms (also known as ‘Kolkhoz’) were dissolved in the 1990 s. During the 
initial period of the land rush, the perceived value of such shares was 
close to nothing as the land was abandoned and unproductive (interview 
34). At that time, the municipality also sold modestly priced land par
cels, and NGO observers suspected corruption. However, a land- 
management officer at Khuzhir Municipality explained that ‘reserve 
lands’ (ones previously undeveloped as they were believed to belong to 
PBNP) were distributed to needy citizens to help with their housing 
problems (7ka, 2018). 

Regarding land ownership and entitlements, the revisions did not 
help reduce the legal uncertainty. In 2017, the District Public Prosecu
tor’s office went to the District Court to contest the right of Khuzhir 
Municipality to distribute the lands formerly managed by PBNP on the 
ground that although the municipality had agreed to new borders and a 
national park, the documents were not countersigned by a responsible 
federal body, such as MNR. They also argued that any construction ac
tivities within the national park are forbidden if they do not serve 
conservation purposes, and therefore any housing projects would be 
illegal. After a lengthy process that lasted over a year and involved 23 
postponed hearings, the District Court agreed with prosecutors 
(Olhonsky Sud, 2018). Although the defendants for this trial were two 
house owners in a contested forest (alongside the Khuzhir Settlement), 
its consequences were far-reaching as the Court’s resolution effectively 
terminated most of the land transactions that took place in Olkhon from 
2010 to 2013. 

The third challenge concerns sanitation arrangements as most housing 
and HORECA units discharge their sewage to aquifers, watercourses, 
and/or directly into the lake. While detached housing units in the 
countryside are not legally forbidden to discharge in such a manner, 
HORECA facilities are subject to environmental permits. Within settle
ments, the construction of guest houses and hotels is legal if they comply 
with permitting and sanitary requirements. In cases of areas not 
belonging to settlements, agricultural lands outside PBNP were often 
converted to ‘dacha communities’ and advertised as short-term rental 
houses. Within PBNP, such questionable sanitation (see Shkaruba et al., 
2021) conversions are forbidden; therefore, new constructions are being 
self-branded as ‘farmer houses’ (for this purpose is the only eligible one), 
while their actual purpose is often HORECA-related (BIEPO, 2018). 
Local authorities recognize this branding as a major problem because 
under the current legislation, many de-facto HORECA facilities cannot 
be legalized (Khuzhir Duma, 2018b). 

Regarding nutrient load on the lake, the problem is that even legally 
established HORECA units often ignore sanitary requirements (BIEPO, 
2018), while those operating illegally appear to care even less. This 
ignorance was observed both by our field survey and by public prose
cutors, who found that almost every hotel they inspected had major 
compliance issues while the total number of HORECA facilities is simply 
not known (IRK.ru, 2017b). In its strategic documents, the Municipality 
of Khuzhir does recognise the problem of high nutrient loads (Khuzhir 
Duma, 2014). However, only in the development agenda for 2019–2023 
(adopted in 2018) was wastewater treatment considered for future 
development plans (Khuzhir Duma, 2018a). 

Public prosecutors work to bring both legal HORECA facilities 
without proper wastewater management and the illegal ones that are 
declared as farms and detached housing to court. As the capacity of 

district prosecutors is modest, more new units appear every year than 
can be shut down by the court (Khuzhir Duma, 2018a). The prosecutors 
typically target larger facilities (see Mamontova, 2018) unless media 
pressure generated by environmental activists exists (see Ryabtsev, 
2017b). Monitoring and enforcement are also constrained by the limited 
police force (only two staff) stationed on the island because federal 
norms set the number of law enforcement per capita, and although 
Olkhon receives over 700k tourists per annum, its registered permanent 
population is only 1.7 thousand people (January 2018). Khuzhir Mu
nicipality also adopted this line of reasoning to explain their unaware
ness of land use and environmental misconduct (interviews 1, 5, 36). 

In terms of the development of institutional arrangements around the 
management of eutrophication in Olkhon, a major game-changer is 
being discussed by the Federal Government as a proposal to grant 
complete exclusions of the areas recognised as ‘land of settlements’ from 
PBNP and to compensate for this loss with forested lands elsewhere by 
Lake Baikal (Appendix B: DDGRF, 2019) has been put forth. Settlements 
have already been excluded from the water protection zone of Baikal 
(see 3.2), and with the new development, the only protective regime left 
would be the BNTCZ, which was effectively terminated in December 
2020. 

3.3. Actors, their narratives, and advocacy coalitions 

In their public statements, any actors and stakeholder groups 
involved in eutrophication governance in Olkhon have declared their 
commitment to sound environmental management of Baikal, but this 
declaration is often the only common aspect they share. For the rest of 
the governance, the actors and their networks are in a state of conflict. 

On one side of the conflict are conservation NGOs (such as Baikal 
Environmental Wave, Lake Baikal Foundation, My Baikal, Biodiversity 
Conservation Center, Socio-Ecological Union, Greenpeace, WWF) and 
local standalone activists, who have observed the deterioration of eco
systems and are determined to halt it at any cost. This group takes issue 
with (a) HORECA owners and new housing units because they produce a 
negative environmental impact and exploit any hole in the poorly 
enforced conservation regimes; (b) the municipality because it embraces 
legal uncertainties and has a suspiciously good understanding with the 
previous group; (c) the PBNP because of its moderate success with 
achieving conservation objectives, for favouring tourism at the expense 
of conservation, and for the controversial deals with tourism business 
and the municipality; and (d) public prosecutors (including environ
mental ones) for their slow action. Members of this group are well in
tegrated into and supported by broader NGO and academic communities 
in Russia, and they actively publish in regional and federal outlets. The 
spirit NGO and standalone activists express through the media is that 
they are being defeated at all levels and that their wins are rare and 
occasional, while the opponents are powerful and connected with 
regional and federal elites, who only seek how to gain electoral sym
pathies or to make Baikal generate more profits (Ryabtsev, 2017d, 
2018d). Importantly, most of the NGOs listed above have been recently 
recognized by the Russian government as foreign agents (and subse
quently closed) or ‘undesirable organizations’ (this list includes WWF 
and Greenpeace), and any ties with them have been criminalized. These 
actions by the government have significantly weakened the Federal and 
international level backup of local conservation activists since the start 
of the war. 

Although not entirely happy about them, conservationists are in 
situational coalitions with public prosecutors as those prosecutors are 
mandated to ensure law enforcement. Although the capacity of prose
cutor offices is inadequate and legal uncertainties around land-use 
ownership and entitlements are overwhelming, they strictly stick to 
their institutional mandate. Conservationists help them with monitoring 
and putting media pressure if their complaints are not well-considered 
or processed slowly (see Ryabtsev, 2017b). While we could not spot a 
single public statement by public prosecutors describing their 
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relationship with conservationists, there are notes of discontent towards 
the municipality for their opportunistic ways (IRK.ru, 2017b) and to
wards the regional (Irkutsk) government for their delay with legally 
binding definitions of HORECA and tourism activities as this tardiness 
constrains litigation options (GazetaIrkutsk, 2018). Activists never 
mentioned Rosprirodnadzor as an ally. However, Rosprirodnadzor does 
cooperate with prosecutors on compliance monitoring with environ
mental standards (BIEPO, 2018). PBNP is supposed to be in the same 
camp as Rosprirodnadzor; however, its overall attitude towards NGOs 
and activists, as well as towards business communities and the munici
pality, varies significantly depending on the personality of a current 
park director ([interviews 1, 4, 5]). 

At the other end are HORECA and housing developing businesses 
appear to have teamed up with Khuzhir Municipality. Their narrative is 
that land-use relations on the island have been under great uncertainty 
due to more than a decade-long unwillingness of PBNP and MNR to 
resolve such relations, while the Federal Government has been highly 
inconsistent in defining the status of the land. Land circulation has been 
restricted since 2001. However, land transactions were not questioned 
by public prosecutors until 2016; during this time, many land parcels 
changed owners while sizeable investments were made in recreation and 
housing, and it is unfair to reset the whole set of rules, even though the 
rules are informal, for bona fide owners all at once and backdate the rules 
(Kryshkina, 2017, 2018). The activities of environmental public prose
cutors have been called an act of terror on lawful citizens and busi
nessmen as they destroy the well-being of local communities (Kryshkina, 
2017; Bakulev, 2018). Wastewater treatment for Olkhon is recognised as 
essential, but the treatment needs to be arranged and financed by the 
Federal Government (Kryshkina, 2017, 2018). 

This narrative can be rather selective in presenting facts (Tayga, 
2018), and it is very effectively communicated to regional and federal 
audiences through the media (Sibir Realii, 2018), accompanied by 
threats of protest, mass resignations of village mayors around Baikal 
(Presidential Council, 2018), collective open letters, and direct appeals 
to government officials of various ranks (see Kryshkina, 2017, 2018; 
Bakulev, 2018). It appears the direct appeals are working very well, at 
least since an inhabitant of Olkhon famously complained to Vladimir 
Putin about excessive environmental restrictions (see 3.1). Typically, 
the complaints are lodged on behalf of local citizens, in particular, the 
vulnerable groups; as an example, public prosecutors were publicly 
accused of taking houses from needy families (Tayga, 2018). Popular 
opinions might, however, deviate from the narrative promoted by the 
municipality and businesses. For instance, many were against con
struction activities in the sacred ‘Shaman Woods’ in which the munici
pality sold land parcels for housing developments (7ka, 2018). During 
the massive protests organised by Khuzhir Municipality in December 
2018 against environmental restrictions, some representatives of the 
citizens spoke against HORECA developments and requested lifting land 
circulation bans only for housing and social infrastructure, while the 
local shaman said in his speech that federal regulation is restrictive only 
towards violators of environmental permit requirements. However, the 
meeting resolution was circulated to the media and then sent to the 
federal government with demands that any land circulation restrictions 
be lifted (Ryabtsev, 2018c). 

In December 2018, the Head of Olkhon District voiced this narrative 
at a meeting with the Presidential Council for Civil Society and Human 
Rights and the vice-chair of the council followed up by a statement: 

‘…the Council is worried and concerned… and in the near future it 
will address the President’s representative in the Siberian Federal 
District and the General Public Prosecutor with a request to inspect 
the legality of prosecutors’ prescriptions, court decisions, and other 
information about large-scale violations of human rights’ (Presi
dential Council, 2018). 

Such an aggressive line of lobbying (involving direct attacks against 
federal agencies) is highly unusual for Russia and alongside the quick 

and efficient communication, suggests that significant business interests 
might be attached to such lobbying efforts. In terms of ownership, 
business communities concerned over Olkhon are difficult to describe as 
most of the business operations are not legally established. NGO ob
servers (Ryabtsev, 2017a) and interviewees (interviews 1, 5, 35) insist 
that people from Irkutsk and major Russian cities own all of the larger 
facilities. 

Relatively new business development is visible, and the growing 
presence of Chinese tourism is estimated to reach one million visitors for 
Baikal destinations (Irkutskaya Oblast, 2016), and it is typical for Chi
nese tourists to travel in organised groups served by Chinese companies 
(often illegal ones) throughout Russia (Infpol, 2017). These travel pat
terns appear to annoy all of the stakeholder groups who mention that 
Chinese businessmen use ‘environmental lobbies’ to eliminate HORECAs 
run by small businesses (Kryshkina, 2017), free-ride, and super-optimise 
taxes (Infpol, 2017), and that both visitors and business produce a high 
level of pollution (Ryabtev, 2017c) as described by interviews 39–60. 
NGO observers detect tensions and predict conflicts (Ryabtev, 2017c). 

The core beliefs and values of local communities appear to be spread 
across broad trade-offs between demands for socio-economic well-being 
and healthy ecosystems, which have been recognised as a basis for 
tourist attractiveness. On the one hand, all interviewees reported that 
they dislike development activities in sacred woods and biodiversity 
hotspots (interviews 2, 3, 33–36, 39–60), while on the other hand, 
development restrictions were also opposed in any form (interviews 1, 
6–30, 3–60), especially from the point of view that businessmen coming 
from outside of the community appear to have less trouble accessing the 
land in Khuzhir (Ryabtsev, 2019). Furthermore, local citizens have 
better trust in the local council and tend to blame PBNP and federal 
environmental protection authorities for unfair land allocation rather 
than blaming the local council in charge (Ryabtsev, 2019). 

4. Discussion and conclusions 

In the studied case of the littoral SES and its broader governance 
context, it was demonstrated that on the one hand, governance solutions 
developed by the Federal Government aimed at curbing Baikal’s 
eutrophication do not constitute a comprehensive and coherent set of 
measures that would target a variety of stakeholder groups with an 
applicable repertoire of policy instruments. On the other hand, many 
local actors oppose the conservation agenda, and in doing so, they 
actively emphasize any gaps and inconsistencies in the eutrophication 
governance regime. This process results in a high level of conflict 
involving all the key actors and spreading across all policy levels. 
Furthermore, we discuss constraints for successful eutrophication 
governance, first from the perspectives of the littoral SES and generic 
functions of its institutions, and then in terms of misfits pertaining to the 
whole eutrophication governance system. To ensure a broader 
perspective on institutional misfits, we introduced a comparative in
ternational perspective to their analysis. 

4.1. Functions of the environmental system through the lenses of 
governance framework and regime 

Our analysis of generic governance functions (Paavola, 2008) in 
littoral SES of Olkhon is summarised in Table 1. For the purposes of our 
analysis, we primarily considered how institutions and actors interact 
over the issues and drivers pertaining to nutrient discharge into the 
environment. 

4.2. Misfits in the architecture of eutrophication governance 

The overview of governance functions confirms the well-established 
observations concerning poor quality governance by the state in Russia 
in general (Gel’man, 2021) and also demonstrates the complex nature of 
governance barriers causing implementation deficits of federal policies 
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for halting the eutrophication of Baikal. After further examining the 
governance architecture, we can attribute the barriers to institutional 
misfits (Folke et al., 1998) of which many have already been observed in 
nature-protected areas elsewhere in the former USSR region (Shkaruba 
and Kireyeu, 2013). 

Out of four types of spatial misfits identified by Shkaruba and Kireyeu 
(2013) for ecosystem governance in Belarus, we could directly find two 
in Olkhon. One was related to unclear or legally unsettled boundaries 
between areas with different management mandates that led to 
numerous land-use disputes, and the other was related to the instability 
of such boundaries for which land-users with a high lobbying capacity 
seek to expand and legalise new status quo situations. 

Out of three groups of functional misfits observed by Shkaruba and 
Kireyeu (2013), we could locate only one, which was between a core 
function of the managing agency (PBNP in our case) and an emerging 
challenge the agency is not capable of managing (large numbers of 
tourists and related growth of provided services). Related instances of 
such misfits also include an insufficient number of police officers in 
Khuzhir due to staffing rules (not accounting for massive seasonal 
population inflow) or limited staff of the Public Prosecutor Office for 
Environmental Protection of Baikal that was not originally designed to 

look after the countless lower scale violations but rather a limited 
number of larger-scale violations. The most important functional misfits 
observed in Olkhon apparently do not have counterparts in Belarus as 
they come from the mismatches in policy rationales expressed by local 
communities and those underlying federal policies. Municipalities tend 
to adopt the priorities of local people and, therefore, contribute further 
to horizontal policy disintegration, similar to what was observed in 
situations with the implementation of EU directives in newly accessed 
member states (Leventon, 2014; Niedziałkowski et al., 2014). In the case 
of the eutrophication governance of Baikal (as demonstrated by the 
Olkhon SES), the conditions favouring this type of mismatches appear to 
be deeply embedded in the very structure of the environmental system 
(e.g., see the generic properties). Furthermore, unlike the EU’s cases, 
Baikal’s cases are aggravated by highly contradictory signals sent from 
Russia’s top policymakers. 

Regarding temporal misfits, our findings are consistent with the ob
servations from Belarus, in which the national environmental protection 
system reacts quickly enough to abrupt changes while incremental 
changes are recognised and addressed more slowly. Baikal is in the 
spotlight of the federal news agenda and attracts attention and much 
federal funding to address the major impact originating from a single 

Table 1 
Generic environmental governance functions.  

Generic functions Governance framework Governance regime 

1) exclusion of unauthorised 
users 

Regulatory frameworks do not regulate nutrient discharge by 
households yet clearly forbid it for HORECAs. Land-use regulation 
provokes conflicts and is not stable with various new modification 
proposals always in the pipeline. Distinctions between HORECA and 
residential or agricultural uses are not clearly defined either. At the 
same time, dedicated Baikal-related regulation sets a broad and rigid 
framework of exclusion rules 

Local actors do not have clear incentives to curb nutrient load while 
monitoring and enforcement measures do not create sufficient 
pressure on the collective action. Illegal HORECA developments and 
land transfers are disputed by federal prosecutors, yet the cases are 
too few. The local adoption of the federal exclusion framework makes 
it fragmented and optional as some exclusion rules are not realistic, so 
the rest of the framework is taken less seriously 

2) regulation of authorised 
resource uses and distribution 
of their benefits 

Entitlements rules do not provide clear legal ways for HORECA 
development, although they allow (to a limited extent) to use 
residential houses (including farms and summer cottages) for 
hospitality services, with no clear rules though. Local residents are 
further entitled to green fields within the formal boundaries of 
settlements. 

The collective action is that the entitlements are fully used and 
overused, and their limits are contested, with local authorities rather 
supporting the collective action, while NGOs and federal prosecutors 
contest them, and PBNP has no clear standing. The incomes and fiscal 
benefits are shared mostly between local and regional actors while 
environmental impacts are being accumulated with far-reaching 
consequences relevant nationwide. Non-local HORECA owners are 
seen as not entitled to pollute. 

3) provisioning and the recovery 
of its costs 

No support schemes to support responsible nutrient management, 
recovery of environmental investment or the recognition of responsible 
users (while wastewater treatment infrastructure does not exist) are 
available. 

Although the pressure on illegal HORECA by federal prosecutors is 
gradually increasing, such pressure is still not sufficient to create 
incentives for responsible users. Some limited green self-branding is 
in place, but it is not duly substantiated. 

4) monitoring 

Land allocation and compliance with land-use rules are set to be 
monitored by authorised bodies managing the land, such as 
municipalities and PBNP, and ultimately by Rosprirodnadzor. Nutrient 
discharge from private residents is not monitored, and while formally 
recognised, HORECA is required to prevent any discharge to the 
ground- or surface waters with no formal monitoring obligations clearly 
assigned 

Land allocation, ownership status, and management are not closely 
watched by the municipality and PBNP, or their monitoring 
procedures do not function. Support from police is limited, as only 
two staff are stationed in Olkhon. NGOs, journalists, and local 
activists are more active with watchdog functions (such as finding 
illegal HORECAs or questionable land transactions) and providing 
input to prosecutors’ work in addition to creating pressure through 
media publications. 

5) enforcement 

Rules of land allocation, management of housing stock, building and 
environmental permitting are enforced by entitled land management 
bodies (municipality and PBNP), regional branches of dedicated federal 
agencies and regional agencies, and regular enforcement bodies (police, 
public prosecutors) 

Public bodies experience a severe shortage of enforcement capacity, 
as PBNP offers pay much beyond the local average, while police and 
environmental prosecutors have too few staff positions. Due to the 
unrealistic nature of many restrictions and some legal uncertainties, 
the actual and potential violations are massive that further overloads 
enforcement bodies. The municipality often sides with local people 
and sometimes overlooks that the law is being compromised. 

6) conflict resolution Normally conflicting sides are expected to enter the litigation process 

The municipality must be running a range of conflict resolution 
mechanisms as there are no openly reported natural resource or land 
conflicts within Olkhon; the mechanisms may not be entirely legal, 
though. The conflicts identified by external monitors are being 
brought to the court, where the process is slow and expensive. A direct 
informal appeal to high-level authorities (including the president) is 
in broad use, although to a variable effect. 

7) collective choice 

Formal governance rules (including sectoral policies) still do not 
provide positive motivation for the development of collective choices 
supporting involvement in natural resource management or 
environmentally friendly behaviour. Negative incentives (restrictions 
and exclusion rules) are plentiful. 

The legitimacy of land use allocation and environmental protection 
frameworks is compromised due to perceived unrealistic nature of 
some restrictions, and overall sceptical attitude regarding the 
rationale of the others. Respect for nature conservation rules is further 
undermined by expectations of quick profits, traditionally weak 
monitoring, as well as a strong belief in the unlimited carrying 
capacity of ecosystems.  
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source. As international experience demonstrates, eutrophication 
abatement requires systematic grassroots work, while potential solu
tions are not universally accepted, and success is difficult to achieve 
(Gren, 2008; Jetoo, 2018; Ibisch et al., 2016.). This lack of success and 
arguably also a lower sense of urgency have led to a delay in a 
large-scale and coordinated response by the federal government. 

4.3. Conclusions: wrapping up on barriers and moving on with solutions 

Our findings reveal diverse barriers to nutrient load reduction pol
icies, which are concentrated at the level of local communities. Impor
tantly, any local actors, including local residents and HORECA 
businesses, have demonstrated that, in principle, they accept the global 
importance of water quality protection objectives, also in terms of sus
tainability of their business opportunities, requiring the high ecological 
status of lake and island ecosystems. Furthermore, many (including 
those running and employed in water polluting activities) have 
expressed strong relational values towards land- and waterscapes, such 
as those triggered by the traditional beliefs of the indigenous Buryat 
population. Specific restrictive measures are disputed, however. Some of 
these measures directly hurt their common sense perception of what is 
reasonable; hence, such measures are immediately rejected. Further
more, for many years most of the restrictions were not enforced, and 
many actors, including local authorities, have ignored them. ‘Business as 
usual’ practices were perceived as fully legitimate, and that is why it felt 
outrageous when conservation groups started to push for the enforce
ment of the regulations. Furthermore, businesses appear to discredit all 
the conservation intentions. In this situation, any actors, such as NGOs, 
academics, and/or PBNP, which are promoting a conservation agenda, 
are particularly weak as they face outright hostility and no interest in 
searching for compromises from the side of their opponents. In their 
turn, conservation-minded actors either give up elaboration attempts 
and propel the level of conflict or compromise to the extent to which the 
conservation agenda is almost lost, similar to many other ecosystem 
governance conflicts in Eastern Europe in which the stakes are high (see 
Niedziałkowski et al., 2014). 

One answer to this situation involves revisiting policy tools and 
management options to remove ambiguities and contradictions and to 
set clear objectives with trackable implementation perspectives. On the 
one hand, this process might require some policy innovation, such as 
inclusive and iterative stakeholder consultation and moderation exer
cises, and, as the most challenging part, embedding the outcomes of 
these exercises in actual policies. On the other hand, this process would 
involve massive and scrupulous inventory efforts and deliberations 
regarding any poorly defined land-use boundaries and contested situa
tions; the number of disputed properties and land-use options can be 
significant at the scale of the whole lake, and while a blanket “land-use 
amnesty” might have grave environmental consequences, the strictest 
measures for upholding and enforcing the law may not be feasible. At 
any rate, the land-use regime within PBNP and BNTCZ should be 
somewhat loosened to enable sustainable investments. However, 
monitoring and enforcement would require a substantial effort because 
demonstrable rent-seeking intentions by market actors are enormous, 
while bona fide practices have a disappointing track record. This issue 

further necessitates the urgent need for low-cost and acceptable conflict 
resolution mechanisms. 

Another traditional policy response is capacity building. One of its 
directions could be towards the filling up of obvious capacity gaps of 
public bodies responsible for enforcement and monitoring, including 
municipalities, local police, environmental prosecutors, and PBNP staff, 
who are greatly underpowered at present. To ensure adequate moni
toring, some further capacity support would also be needed for civil 
society groups, for instance, in terms of equipment, human resources, 
organisation, and information. Another direction would be providing 
knowledge (e.g., through consultations of green HORECA) and resources 
for making this knowledge useful and operational (e.g., through direct 
subsidies, fiscal mechanisms, and support for green labelling). 

The suggested policy directions represent a substantial challenge to 
Russia’s current policy system, yet its rich human and social capital and 
economic powers give it sufficient capacity to move forward. The 
greatest challenge, however, is the globally unstable nature of the 
decision-making system at the highest political level and the selective 
enforcement of rigid regulatory standards. The storyline of Baikal 
environmental policies demonstrates their susceptibility to powerful 
anti-environmental lobbies and populist traps on both sides of the 
barricade. The resulting fluctuations work to undermine the legitimacy 
and the rational of conservation actors. At the same time, such fluctu
ations encourage local economic actors to venture further into grey 
areas, which again raises the level of conflict and reinforces path 
dependence patterns. 
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Organisation /stakeholder group Division or a specific organization Interviewee description Date Interview 
ids  

1 Khuzhir municipality 
Khuzhir Municipality Administration Head of the Administration July 17, 2017 1 
Cultural Center of Khuzhir Municipality Director July 17, 2017 2 
Khuzhir Local History Museum Director July 15, 2017 3  

2 Protected area Pribaikalsky National Park Administration 
Former member of the 
administration 

October 14, 
2020 4 

Pribaikalsky National Park, Island Forestry Assistant head of the forestry July 17, 2017 5  

3 Service providers 

Hotel and HORECA 
Owners 

July 15–17, 
2017 

6–10 

Staff members July 15–17, 
2017 

11–30 

Local polyclinic Staff representative July 16, 2017 31 
Waste management company “Daban” Director July 16, 2017 32 
Mobile sauna Owner July 15, 2017 33 

Tourist bus 
Owner July 16, 2017 34 
Driver July 16, 2017 35 
Guide July 16, 2017 36  

4 
Research and Educational 
Organisations 

Irkutsk National Research Technical University Researcher July 16, 2017 37 
Institute of Geography, Siberian Branch of the Russian 
Academy of Science 

Researcher July 16, 2017 38  

5 Local residents Khuzhir Settlement 
20–40-year-old residents 

July 15–17, 
2017 39–48 

Residents aged 50 and older 
July 15–17, 
2017 

49–60  
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DFLSDRF, 2023. State Duma of the Russian Federation. Draft of the Federal Law “On amendments to Article 25–1 of the Federal Law On the Protection 

of Lake Baikal and Article 11 of the Federal Law On Environmental Expertise”, registered on June 23, 2023. URL: https://sozd.duma.gov.ru/bill/38757 
5–8 (Accessed 24 November 2023) 

DGRF, 2001. Government of the Russian Federation. Decree “On approval of the list of activities prohibited in the central ecological zone of the Baikal 
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Timeline of key legislative and normative developments for the case study area  

13.02.1986 
Establishment of Pribaikalsky 

Na�onal Park (PBNP) 

19.12.1990 
Approval of the 

PBNP zoning 31.12.1997 
Approval of the 

PBNP statute 

17.02.2014 
Transfer of the PBNP management to a 

Joint Directorate (created to manage 
several protected areas of Irkutsk Oblast) 

05.12.1996 
Inscrip�on of Lake Baikal Site 

on UNESCO World Heritage List 

01.05.1999 
Approval of the Federal Law “On 

the protec�on of Lake Baikal” 

27.11.2006 
Approval of the boundaries of the Baikal 
Natural Territory and its ecological zones 

31.07.2020 
Approval of 

infrastructure 
amendments 
to the Federal 
Law “On the 
protec�on of 
Lake Baikal” 

05.03.2015 
Establishment of the 

boundaries of the 
water protec�on zone 
and the fish protec�on 

zone of Lake Baikal

26.03.2018 
Approval of new boundaries of the water 

protec�on zone of Lake Baikal 

01.11.2017 
Establishment of 

Public Prosecutor’s 
Office for 

Environmental 
Protec�on of Baikal 

06.10.2016 
Establishment of Baikal division of the 
Federal Supervisory Natural Resources 

Management Service (Rosprirodnadzor) 

Appendix C 

Sectoral environmental governance frameworks relevant for Baikal littoral communities  

Sectoral frameworks Establishing legislation Spatial extent Land-use / economic restrictions 

BNT’s Central Zone (BNTCZ); 
corresponds to UNESCO 
world heritage site 

Appendix B: FLSDRF, 1999 
The whole island, the lake, and all 
other coastal areas (total 
approximately 90,000 km2) 

Bans and/or limitations within the whole BNT on:  
• discharge and emission of harmful substances and waste disposal;  
• physical changes in the state of the lake or its components (water 

temperatures, water levels, and in/outflow fluctuations beyond the 
established range);  

• biological pollution of the lake associated with alien/invasive 
species in Baikal and connected water bodies. 

Bans within the whole BNT on:  
• construction works, reconstruction works subject to the state 

environmental review 
(continued on next page) 
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(continued ) 

Sectoral frameworks Establishing legislation Spatial extent Land-use / economic restrictions 

Appendix B: DGRF, 2001 
(canceled by DGRF, 2020b); 
DGRF, 2020c 

Activities prohibited in the central ecological zone:  
• industrial-scale timber harvesting  
• any polluting industries and mining, disposal of hazardous wastes, 

wastewater discharge not complying with environmental standards  
• recreational activities and housing without water treatment 

arrangements, camping outside dedicated areas  
• timber harvesting (except for the needs of local communities)  
• sizeable construction activities subject to the environmental 

appraisal 

Fisheries protection zone 
Appendix B: FLSDRF, 1999, 
2004; DGRF, 2015 

500 m inland along the coastline 

The same as for the BNT’s Central Zone and further bans on:  
• transfer of forested lands to any other land-use categories except 

nature conservation areas  
• croplands and pastures  
• new cemeteries and waste disposal sites  
• movement and parking of motorised vehicles on unpaved surfaces  
• wastewater discharge  
• deployment of aviation for pesticide application 

Water protection zone 
Appendix B: FLSDRF, 1999; 
WCSDRF, 2006; DGRF, 2015, 
2018 

200 m inland along the coastline 
within settlements; 

The same as for the fishery protection zones and further bans on:  
• any mining activities  
• storage and use of pesticides and agrochemicals 

Littoral protection strip Appendix B: WCSDRF, 2006 200 m inland along the coastline 

The same as for the fishery protection zone and further bans on:  
• plowing of land  
• placement of dumps of eroded soil  
• farm animal grazing and bathing 

Pribaikalsky National Park 
(PBNP) 

Appendix B: LCSDRF, 2001 
(Art. 95) 

4173 km2 

Bans on:  
• provision of land plots for gardening, truck farming, individual 

garage and/or individual housing construction outside of 
settlements  

• construction of roads, pipelines, power lines and other 
communications; construction and operation of industrial, 
economic and residential facilities not directly related to PBNP  

• movement and parking of motor vehicles not related to the 
operation of PBNP 

Appendix B: FLSDRF, 1995; 
Statute, 2009 

Zones with special regimes:  
• Strictly protected zone  
• Recreation and educational tourism zone  
• Economic zone  
• Zone of traditional extensive nature management  
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