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Traditional economic activities, lifestyles and customs of many indigenous peoples in the Russian North,
such as reindeer herding, hunting and fishing, are closely linked to quality of the natural environment.
These traditional activities that constitute the core of indigenous cultures are impacted by extractive sec-
tor activities conducted in and around traditional territories of indigenous peoples. This paper examines
implications of an oil pipeline development in Eastern Siberia on the Evenki community in the Aldan dis-
trict of the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia). It examines community concerns about potential environmental
damage and impacts on traditional livelihood. The paper analyses the interaction of indigenous commu-
nities with the pipeline project through interrogation of elements such as impact assessment, consulta-
tion, compensation, benefits, communication and public activism. The paper discusses how state policy
and industry’s approach towards land rights and public participation affects the position of indigenous
peoples and discusses barriers for their effective engagement. The analysis shows a number of policy fail-
ures in the protection of traditional natural resource use of indigenous peoples and provision of benefits
with regards to the extractive sector that leave indigenous peoples marginalised in the process of devel-
opment. There is a need to involve indigenous peoples on the basis of dialogue and partnership, improve
regulation and shift industry’s approach towards consideration and engagement.

� 2011 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Expansion of the extractive sector into remote areas of the
world is a source of concern for indigenous peoples’ livelihood,
lands and development due to negative impacts on traditional nat-
ural resource use associated with the industry (O0Faircheallaigh,
2001; Hilson, 2002; O’Faircheallaigh and Ali, 2008). Under pressure
from international organisations, civil society and national govern-
ments, the extractive sector has started to develop mechanisms for
addressing indigenous peoples’ matters within minerals projects.
Notably, extractive companies in Australia and Canada have
started to formalise relations with traditional land users and own-
ers, engage them in environmental management and contribute to
community development (Hipwell et al., 2002; O’Faircheallaigh,
2008).

In Russia, rapid development of the extractive sector since the
1950s has brought large-scale socio-economic changes in the
north, contributing to urban and infrastructure development and
mass migration. The extent of environmental degradation caused
by the extractive industry has been documented since the Soviet
period (Komarov, 1978; Singleton, 1987; Peterson, 1995). How-
ever, in the 1990s studies emerged revealing negative effects on
ll rights reserved.
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indigenous peoples such as displacement of reindeer herding and
hunting, disregard for traditional lifestyle, lack of compensation
and benefit sharing (Osherenko, 1995; Vakhtin, 1998; Habeck,
2002; Wilson, 2003; Forbes et al., 2004; Stammler and Wilson,
2006). Although the 1990s legal, political and economic reforms
in Russia have changed the structure and relations of the state,
industry and indigenous peoples to natural resource use, ‘‘priva-
tised’’ extractive companies that experience substantial influence
from the state still lack responsibility for the negative impact on
indigenous communities (Stammler and Wilson, 2006; Hovelsrud
et al., 2008). Recent studies emphasise the need to improve dia-
logue and participation of indigenous peoples in resource develop-
ment projects (Wilson, 1999; Caulfield, 2004; Forbes et al., 2004;
Stammler and Peskov, 2008).

This paper aims to examine the effects of current oil sector
developments on indigenous peoples in Russia; to explore existing
avenues available to indigenous communities to influence resource
exploitation projects on their traditional territories; and to investi-
gate roles of the state, project developers and civil society in facil-
itating the participation of indigenous peoples. The paper presents
a case study of the Eastern Siberia-Pacific Ocean (ESPO) oil pipeline
construction in the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) (later referred to as
Yakutia), which passes through a homeland of indigenous Evenki
communities who rely on hunting and reindeer herding for their
subsistence livelihood. The analysis is based on semi-structured
interviews conducted in 2006–2009 in Yakutia with community
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activists, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), representatives
from regional government, local municipal authorities, the Evenki
community, local organisations and the oil and gas sector.

Firstly, the paper reviews critical themes of indigenous peoples’
relations in the global context of mineral resource exploitation.
Secondly, the paper reviews the Soviet legacy of extractive activi-
ties in the Russian North and examines the legal framework for
protection of indigenous peoples’ rights in Russia. Then, it details
the case of the ESPO pipeline and Evenki in Aldan, investigating po-
tential impacts of the project on the natural environment and tra-
ditional livelihoods and how indigenous people interact with the
project. The paper specifically examines elements of impact assess-
ment, consultation, compensation, benefits and communication. It
discusses provisions for indigenous peoples’ involvement in pro-
ject development by analysing areas of land rights, participation
in planning and public activism. Finally, the paper discusses barri-
ers for effective engagement of indigenous peoples in the extrac-
tive sector and possible ways forward to improve participation
and dialogue with indigenous people.
2. Indigenous peoples and the global extractive industry

The extractive industry significantly affects indigenous commu-
nities worldwide (Ali and Behrendt, 2001; O0Faircheallaigh, 2001;
Hilson, 2002; Ali, 2003; O’Faircheallaigh and Ali, 2008). Several is-
sues emerge as crucial for the development of indigenous peoples
including: land titles, traditional knowledge, health, education,
employment, capacity building, learning, women, youth participa-
tion and collective action (Anderson, 1997; Hipwell, et al., 2002;
Lane et al., 2003; Anderson et al., 2006; Kirsch, 2007). Discussion
of indigenous peoples’ issues in relation to economic development
often centres on topics such as inclusion in decision-making, par-
ticipation, co-management, consideration of traditional land own-
ership and provision of access to land and natural resources.

Indeed, land is often a subject of dispute between indigenous
peoples, national governments and private companies (Mercer,
1997; MMSD, 2002; Ali, 2003; ICMM, 2008). Although interna-
tional policy calls for national governments to provide indigenous
peoples with greater ownership rights for traditional lands, settle-
ment of land claims is uneven throughout the world (Sawyer and
Gomez, 2008; UN, 2008). In this regard, one of the main elements
of international policy is the promotion of a concept of free prior
informed consent (FPIC) that recognises the rights of indigenous
peoples to their lands, resources and respects their legitimate
authority to require parties to enter into equal and respectful
relationship with them, based on a principle of informed consent.
It is a manifestation of a fundamental right for self-determination
and specifically refers to indigenous peoples to define develop-
ment in accordance with their culture, needs and circumstances
(UN, 2005). FPIC is understood in several ways by financial insti-
tutions, nation-states and companies. One interpretation is as a
right of indigenous people to contest proposed projects on their
traditional territories (a view held by indigenous movements,
NGOs and the EU Council). Another interpretation is as consulta-
tion with indigenous people about a proposed project and inclu-
sion in the management of project issues (a position supported by
policies of the World Bank and the International Finance Corpora-
tion) (Commission on Human Rights, 2005; MacKay, 2004; Doyle,
2008).

Pressure on the extractive sector to consider indigenous peo-
ples’ matters in minerals operations comes from: promotion of
indigenous peoples agenda by international organisations and
international policy developments (UN, 2008); indigenous move-
ments (Coumans, 2008); advances in national legislation; stan-
dards and policies developed by international lending and
financial institutions such as Equator Principles (EIR, 2003; IFC,
2006; Equator Principles Website, 2010); guidelines developed
by various NGOs and business forums such as the Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI, 2005; Forest Peoples Programme and Tebtebba
Foundation, 2006); and initiatives developed by industry associa-
tions (e.g. Position Statement on Mining and Indigenous Peoples,
ICMM, 2008 and Towards Sustainable Mining Framework, MAC,
2008). Some extractive companies have started to formalise their
relationships with indigenous peoples by engaging them through-
out project lifecycles, establishing partnerships with indigenous
peoples (Anderson, 1997), adopting policies, dedicating resources
and reporting on indigenous peoples’ issues and supporting inter-
national schemes (e.g. ILO Convention 169). Indigenous peoples’ is-
sues are increasingly being incorporated in project planning,
consultation, social impact assessment, environmental manage-
ment, environmental monitoring, recruitment policies and corpo-
rate community relations (Hipwell, et al., 2002; Lane et al., 2003;
O’Faircheallaigh, 2007).

Operations of the extractive sector in circumpolar regions have
long been associated with impacts on and opposition from indige-
nous peoples (e.g. opposition from Alaska Native groups and envi-
ronmentalists to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System in 1974–1977,
Coates, 1991; and concerns for Aboriginal land and communities
with regards to the Mackenzie Valley pipeline project, Dana
et al., 2008). In the case of the Mackenzie Valley pipeline, many
Aboriginal groups that originally opposed the gas pipeline, after
having their land claims settled and following a series of consulta-
tions, have given support to the project and expect to benefit from
it through job creation and community development. Through the
Aboriginal Pipeline Group, Aboriginal communities are also incor-
porated as ultimate beneficiaries and partners in the project (Alta-
mirano-Jiménez, 2004; Anderson et al., 2006; Dana et al., 2008).
Moreover, the project developers conducted a comprehensive im-
pact assessment with a view to consider traditional knowledge
for minimisation of environmental impact during routing of the
pipeline (Imperial Oil Resources, 2003).

Moving away from plain disregard and exclusion towards con-
sideration and inclusion, the industry is gradually changing its ap-
proach to indigenous peoples’ matters. Some positive
developments to address and improve indigenous peoples rela-
tions include: consideration of traditional knowledge in impact
assessment that aims to respect indigenous peoples’ lifestyle, live-
lihood and culture; and engagement with indigenous peoples
through negotiated impact and benefit agreements that deal with
issues of environmental impact, compensation, benefit sharing,
training, employment and development (O’Faircheallaigh and Cor-
bett, 2005; O’Faircheallaigh, 2008). For instance, such impact and
benefit agreements have been reached between Aboriginal Com-
munities and mining companies in Canada in the cases of Victor,
Ekati, Diavik, Cigar Lake, Voisey Bay, Raglan and Musselwhite
mines. Experiences from developed countries show a trend to-
wards indigenous participation and co-management in extractive
projects. The research demonstrates that fundamental factors that
help improve relationships with indigenous peoples are: settle-
ment of land titles, enactment of legislation for consideration of
indigenous peoples’ interests; creation of Native corporations; set-
ting up compensation mechanisms and establishing royalty pay-
ments; and sharing benefits from minerals projects with
dedicated funds to improve training, employment, education and
health (Caulfield, 2004; Dana et al., 2008; O’Faircheallaigh, 2008).

The case study of Evenki communities in Russia, however, is
set in a different socio-economic setting, and the course of extrac-
tive sector developments is significantly different from developed
countries in the West. Nonetheless, the range of concerns for their
livelihood is similar to other circumpolar regions. The examina-
tion of the ESPO oil pipeline construction aims to explore how
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indigenous peoples’ issues are addressed in the extractive sector
in Russia and assess Russian industrial policy towards these
matters.
3. Indigenous peoples and the extractive industry in Russia

In Russia, the state provides special support to indigenous
minorities or korennye malochislennie narody, literally ‘numerically
small indigenous nations’, who live in territories of traditional set-
tlements of their ancestors. These ethnic communities numbering
fewer than 50,000 people maintain traditional lifestyles and trades
(Donahoe et al., 2008). Out of 45 recognised indigenous minorities
forty live in the North, Siberia and Far East, who are mostly en-
gaged in reindeer herding, hunting and fishing (Government of
the Russian Federation, 2006). The population of indigenous
minorities of the North is 280,000 people or 0.2% of the total Rus-
sian population. The area of their historical settlement covers up to
64% of the Russian territory (see Fig. 1) (UN, 2010; Yakovleva et al.,
2000). These areas hold significant reserves of gold, diamonds, tin,
coal, iron and gas and are of interest to state and private extractive
industries (Bond, 1994; Bradshaw, 1995; Bradshaw and Lynn,
1998; Tichotsky, 2000).

Industrial developments during the Soviet period largely disre-
garded the natural environment with wasteful exploitation prac-
tices, ineffective protection measures and weak regulatory
enforcement (Komarov, 1978; Singleton, 1987; Peterson, 1995).
Since the 1960s, the extractive industry has been persistently
harming the natural environment that supports the economies of
indigenous minorities. Fondahl (1995), Duhaime (2004), Xanthaki
(2004) and Overland (2005) observe that many destructive pro-
cesses amongst indigenous populations – such as deterioration of
living standards, degradation of reindeer herding, high levels of
unemployment, destruction of material culture, poor housing con-
ditions, and poor health conditions – are linked to the legacy of
state development policies.

Many of these polluting industrial practices have been carried
to the present (Osherenko, 1995; Pika and Bogoyavlensky, 1995;
Vakhtin, 1998; Forbes, 1999; Habeck, 2002; Tuisku, 2002; Wil-
son, 2003; Forbes et al., 2004). Wilson (1999) and Stammler
and Wilson (2006) note that the industry clearly lacks consider-
ation for indigenous peoples’ rights, interests and their relation-
ship to the land. Industry’s approach is characterised by
insufficient knowledge of indigenous peoples and their way of
life; lack of expertise to deal with ethnic questions; and lack
of understanding or willingness to accept indigenous peoples’
right to live according to their own premises (Hovelsrud et al.,
2008). However, some projects, such as the Sakhalin oil and
gas project, have developed different approaches to indigenous
participation (Wilson, 1999; Stammler and Peskov, 2008; Gray-
bill, 2008, 2009).

In Russia, indigenous relations are regulated at three levels: (1)
Russia has signed and ratified several international documents
relating to indigenous peoples; (2) Russia is developing a national
federal legislation concerning indigenous minorities; and (3) regio-
nal legislative bodies have a right to develop regional legislation
for indigenous minorities within the boundaries of the federal
legislation (Balzer and Vinokurova, 1996; Lynn and Fryer, 1998;
Fondahl et al., 2000; Fondahl and Poelzer, 2003; Xanthaki, 2004;
Alferova, 2006). Natural resource use is the main area of intersec-
tion between extractive activities and traditional activities of
indigenous minorities. Although Russian environmental legislation
is relatively comprehensive, the regulatory framework for indige-
nous minorities is criticised as being incomplete and often contra-
dictory (RAIPON, 2009). This may have significant negative
implications for reindeer herding and other forms of traditional
resource use affecting the livelihood and culture of many indige-
nous minorities (Alferova, 2006; Danilova, 2006).
4. A case study of ESPO construction in Yakutia

By enlarging physical infrastructure in the east, Russia plans to
develop inland oil and gas resources and expand exports in the
eastern direction. The Russian Government has invested in the
construction of the Eastern Siberia-Pacific Ocean oil pipeline that
will extend over 4400 km and carry up to 80 million tonnes of
oil per year from oil fields in Western and Eastern Siberia to the Pa-
cific Coast (see Fig. 1) (Belova and Mel’nikova, 2005; Sagers, 2006).
The project is developed by Transneft, a state-owned pipeline
monopoly, and managed by its daughter company, the Centre for
Project Management of Eastern Siberia-Pacific Ocean (CPM ESPO).
It consists of two phases: Phase 1 from Taishet to Skovorodino,
near the Chinese border, was constructed between 2006 and
2009; and Phase 2 from Skovorodino to Kozmino, near Vladivostok,
is planned to be completed by 2015.

Plans of the route were changed on several occasions due to
political, economic, business and environmental reasons (Paik,
2005; Buszynski, 2006). In 2006, the Government proposed to shift
the pipeline northwards from the Lake Baikal following extensive
environmental protests. Expansion of the ESPO northwards, enter-
ing into Yakutia, allows it to connect to oil fields in the region.
Now, the pipeline passes through Aldan, Lensk, Olekminsk and
Neryungri districts of Yakutia and, at least in the Aldan and
Neryungri districts, it affects traditional activities of indigenous
Evenki (that are regarded as indigenous minorities of the North).
Evenki are one of the largest and most geographically spread
indigenous nations, and ESPO passes through the Evenki homeland
along much of its route (Anderson, 1991; Fondahl and Sirina,
2006). Seventy six percent of the total 35,500 Evenki population
in Russia live in rural areas. The majority reside in Yakutia (51%),
the rest live in Krasnoyarskii Krai (23%) (including 10% residing
in its Evenkiiskii Municipal District), Khabarovskii Krai (12%),
Republic of Buryatiya (6%), Amur Oblast (4%), Irkutsk Oblast (3%)
and Zabaikalskii Krai (1%) (see Fig. 1).

This paper analyses the implications of the pipeline construc-
tion for Evenki communities in Aldan. Here, around 1200 Evenki
live in villages of Khatystyr, Kutana and Ugoyan (see Fig. 2). This
paper is based on analysis of in-depth, face-to-face interviews con-
ducted in Yakutia during 2006–2009 with a variety of respondents,
including: state and municipal authorities in the Aldan district (six
interviews), municipal authorities in Belletskii nasleg (six inter-
views), local organisations in the Aldan district (four interviews),
Evenki herders (seven interviews), environmental NGOs (10 inter-
views), indigenous peoples NGOs (four interviews), other civil soci-
ety organisations and civil activists (seven interviews), an
extractive company (one interview), oil and gas businesses (four
interviews), regional government officials (eight interviews). The
data include recordings and notes from public meetings (two
meetings). All interviews were conducted in Russian and the
majority of interviews were recorded with prior consent from
interviewees. Collected interview data have been triangulated by
approaching different actors and corroborating interview accounts
with on-site observations, written records, newspaper articles, reg-
ulation and government documents.

In 2006, initial unstructured interviews conducted in Yakutsk
(capital of Yakutia) helped to map themes and actors involved as
well as those affected by the pipeline construction. During 2007
and 2008, semi-structured interviews followed two separate inter-
view schedules and were conducted to ascertain the perceptions of
various actors from a developed list of interviewees. Some respon-
dents were approached on several occasions to comment on



Fig. 1. Map of the Russian Federation showing the North, Siberia and the Far East. (Russia consists of various regions that have different names such as Republic, Krai, Oblast,
Autonomous Oblast, Autonomous Okrug, but they are all equal subjects of the Russian Federation. Currently, there are 83 subjects in the Russian Federation).
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project developments. In 2009, unstructured and semi-structured
interviews were conducted to revisit the themes and complete
the range of accounts. Data collection was completed when ‘data
saturation’ on explored topics had been reached. For instance, all
relevant tribal communes that are directly affected by the pipeline
construction were interviewed and it was decided that interview-
ing further number of tribal communes would not enrich the
study. Collected textual data (including interview transcripts,
meeting notes, documents and records) were analysed through a
mixture of coding and narrative analysis using Nvivo 8 software.
The data were analysed for narratives to track sequences of events,
chronologies, stages of pipeline development and relationships
between different actors on topics that emerged from coding.
The case study is presented following the logic of analysis: firstly,
the paper describes major features of the case, then it explores
major challenges faced by indigenous minorities, and finally it tries
to explain the reasons behind these challenges.

4.1. Industry and Evenki in Aldan

In the 1930s, the state initiated a collectivisation policy for
organising traditional economic activities of indigenous minorities
within a system of state supervised collective farms (kolkhoz)
(Overland, 2005). In Aldan, many Evenki were brought together



Fig. 2. The ESPO pipeline in Aldan district of Yakutia.
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under the Belletskii municipal authority (see Fig. 2) formed in
1928, and their activities were formed under Kolkhoz ‘‘Khatystyr-
skii’’. In the 1990s, the collective farm system had been reformed
into a private-farm system by breaking down the kolzhoz into small
and large agri-businesses (Uzin, 2005). De-collectivisation was fol-
lowed by the establishment of rodovaya obschina (tribal commune)
that aimed to introduce family approaches to economic and land
relationships and traditional economic activities of reindeer herd-
ing, fishing and hunting (Fondahl et al., 2001; Fondahl and Sirina,
2006; Vitebsky, 2005). In the 1990s, Kolkhoz ‘‘Khatystyrskii’’ was
privatised into a joint-stock company ‘‘Khatystyr’’, and more than
20 tribal communes were formed in the Belletskii municipal
authority, most of which are small units of 10 herders and hunters
with herds of up to 100 reindeers. Today, Evenki in Belletskii
authority hold 9000 reindeers, rely on traditional subsistence
activities as well as commercial and employment activities. Tribal
communes receive state subsidies for hunting and reindeer herd-
ing, and obtain licenses in order to hunt for food and sables that
go for regulated commercial sale.

Gold mining and accompanying industrial developments in Al-
dan began in the 1920s with the discovery of major gold deposits.
In the Soviet period, gold mining dominated the regional economy
and was associated with mass migration, infrastructure and urban
development (Yakovleva, 2005). Industrial pollution, open-pit min-
ing and land use change caused significant negative environment
impacts by affecting regional water, land and biodiversity re-
sources (Poiseev, 1999; Savvinov, 2000; Artamonova and Danilov,
2004). Nizhny Kuranakh, a centre of gold mining is only 30 km
away from the Evenki village of Khatystyr. Over the years, without
due acknowledgement and compensation, mining has negatively
affected Evenki communities, reducing their reindeer pastures,
hunting grounds and influencing traditional economic activities
through destruction of landscape and forest, and water pollution.
Although mining contributes towards the overall economic devel-
opment in Aldan, there is a disparity between standards of living of
industrial and rural settlements. For instance, 70% of the Belletskii
authority population are low income households and the majority
of them are Evenki.

Currently, many Evenki in Aldan have a base in the villages and
migrate with their herds and hunt in certain seasons. Before the
establishment of formal settlements like Khatystyr in the 1920s
and 1930s, Evenki led nomadic lifestyles and used the area for



Table 1
Impacts of ESPO pipeline construction on Evenki communities.

Impact on the natural environment Possible effects on Evenki practices

Cutting down of forest for access
roads and prior to construction

Disruption of reindeer routes

Land disturbance along the route,
although the pipeline is buried
underground, the access roads
remain

Impact on hunting sable due to
changes in migration

Impact on pipeline river crossings on
fish

Reduction in hunting grounds and
disturbance of hunting animals for
food (wild ducks, geese, elk, wild
deer)

Noise pollution during construction
and from traffic

Effects of sturgeon fishing in Aldan

Impact on animal migration Reduction in income due to reduced
hunting

Possible poaching from newcomers Reduction in food supplies
Changes to lifestyles of Evenki

1 OVOS is an abbreviation for otsenka vozdeistviya na okruzhayuschuyu sredu
translated as an assessment of impact on the natural environment and equivalent to
the environmental impact assessment statement. OVOS or EIA is a requisite documen
produced by the developer for the process of state environmental approva
(ekologicheskaya ekspertiza).

2 Expansion of the ESPO in Yakutia was planned in three sections: Section 1 – from
Ust-Kut to the Talakan oil field (in Lensk district of Yakutia); Section 2 – from Aldan to
Tynda (in Aldan and Neryugri districts); Section 3 – from Talakan oil field to Aldan (in
Aldan and Olekminsk districts).
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traditional activities. At present, the kolkhoz system no longer ex-
ists, the extractive industry is privatised, land ownership is re-
formed and indigenous people are organised into tribal
communes. The Aldan district is an important hub with developed
mining, rail and road infrastructure and is being marked by state
policies for further industrial development – oil pipeline and main-
tenance facilities have been constructed, there are proposals for
the development of a uranium mine and hydroelectric stations.

5. Implications of the ESPO construction for Evenki in Aldan

In Yakutia, attitudes towards impacts, benefits, risks and ratio-
nales for the pipeline construction are divided. The pipeline devel-
opers’ position (Transneft, CPM ESPO and contractors) is supported
by the economic policy of the federal government and rests on the
dominant national economic interest – i.e. development of the oil
and gas sector. Developers assure that they will minimise environ-
mental impacts during the construction and manage maintenance
risks using advanced technologies. Regional government promotes
ESPO as an excellent opportunity to develop the regional oil sector,
attract potential investment, boost employment and increase re-
gional state revenues. Many local organisations and businesses
have been supportive of the project that would bring employment
and a diversification of the regional economy.

However, there is a group mostly formed by civil society forces,
including environmental NGOs, indigenous peoples’ NGOs, other
civil society organisations and civil activists that are openly discon-
tent with the project. The latter group is specifically concerned that
Evenki communities will be significantly affected by the ESPO pro-
ject compared to other communities. They anticipate, and voice in
public, that environmental change will negatively affect Evenki
subsistence and cultural practices of hunting, fishing and reindeer
herding (see Table 1).

For many Evenki themselves, the project has clear local implica-
tions that poses a danger to their practices and livelihood, as one of
the Evenki herders described,

‘‘This, of course, will impact on hunting and reindeer herding, even
if they pass on the side, for example, on migration of animals, rein-
deers, elks and sables. . . Many people will arrive. . .poaching may
rise. . . And for us, for those who are engaged in hunting and live
from it. . . there may be difficulties. In short, we will hunt less.
And there may be a reduction in numbers of wild animals’’ (head
of a tribal commune, December 2007, Aldan).

Besides construction impacts, Evenki communities are worried
about possible maintenance risks: ‘‘There are no guarantees from
accidents. A pipe of 110 centimetres in diameter is laid. If there is a
spill, what will be the damage? The distance is great, no human settle-
ments and no good roads. If something is to happen, tonnes of oil will
be spilled into the water and on the ground’’ (head of a tribal com-
mune, June 2009, Yakutsk). The pipeline is laid underground, in-
volves forest clearing and trench river crossings on the river
beds, notably on the rivers of Amga and Aldan (see Fig. 2). The ter-
ritory between the two rivers is a naturally diverse area that sup-
ports migration routes of many wild animals, a primary source of
food for Evenki (head of a tribal commune, June, 2009).

Construction of the pipeline crossing on the river Aldan near
Khatystyr (literally a place with khatys – sturgeon in Sakha lan-
guage), a location claimed to be rich with fish, causes concerns
for fish resources and community fishing amongst Evenki. Recall-
ing two industrial accidents at a gas pipeline crossing near Yakutsk,
the community fears future spills and lacks trust in developers’
assurances. Although the pipeline developers insist on using highly
advanced technologies and working to maintain high standards of
safety, a recent accident (450 cubic metres of oil were spilled on
the area of 20,000 square metres on January 20, 2010) on the ESPO
pipeline in Lensk district further heightens the anxieties of envi-
ronmentalists and pipeline critics.

Evenki communities in Aldan have struggled to engage with
and influence the pipeline development. This struggle is examined
through the analysis of key elements of industry indigenous rela-
tions such as impact assessment, consultation, compensation, pro-
vision of benefits and communication.

5.1. Environmental impact assessment and consultation

Current environmental impact assessment (EIA) procedures do
not comprehensively address social impacts or the impacts on tra-
ditional activities of indigenous minorities. Although Russian legis-
lation mentions etnologicheskaya ekspertiza (anthropological expert
review or ethno-cultural impact assessment) in the Federal Law of
1999, it has not received wide dissemination due to the absence of
a methodology that has been officially developed and approved
to carry it out (Federal law of the Russian Federation, 1999;
Murashko, 2006).

The environmental impacts of the ESPO construction were as-
sessed within the premise of OVOS1, equivalent to an environmen-
tal impact statement that undergoes state approval (ekologicheskaya
ekspertiza) (Kovalev and Koeppel, 2003). The developer, Transneft,
prepared separate OVOS documents for three sections2 of the ESPO
expansion in Yakutia that went through consecutive consultations
prior to the approval by the Federal Service for Ecological, Technical
and Nuclear Control (Rostekhnadzor) of the Ministry of Natural Re-
sources and Ecology of Russia.

Local communities in Aldan and some indigenous communities
attended public hearings of OVOS documents. Consultations on
sections 1 and 2 could have served as a stage to voice concerns
about the impact on traditional activities of Evenki, but following
a common practice in Russia – lack of prior notification and no
transport provision for consultees (Murashko, 2006) – public
hearings were not well advertised to Evenki herders. OVOS
consultations were not held in their rural settlements, but in urban
centres of Aldan and Neryungri. None of the directly affected tribal
communes, on whose allocated territories the pipeline was laid,
,

t
l



714 N. Yakovleva / Geoforum 42 (2011) 708–719
attended the public hearings, as leaders of tribal relevant tribal
communes claimed, ‘‘They just don’t inform us. . . Soon they will
construct everything here. As a nation we will probably disappear’’
(head of a tribal commune, December 2007, Khatystyr).

Civil activists criticised these public hearings as formal occa-
sions that were non-inclusive and not reflective of public opinions.
‘‘Developers should inform. . .Following an old habit, they approach the
Administration. Does the Administration care? Not much. Therefore,
few people are involved. . . Is it easy to bring people from a village
60 km away?. . . you need transport. A person needs 600 roubles to
travel. . .So naturally these public hearings are held in the district cen-
tres and attended by few people’’ (civil society activist, November
2007, Yakutsk). Aldan district administration, however, assured
us that public hearings were conducted effectively: ‘‘In general,
the public hearings went as normal. There was nothing like that, such
as explicitly defiant. That did not happen. Access was free. . . The first
hearing on ESPO was attended by 150 people; during the second hear-
ing there were more than 200 people’’ (Aldan municipal administra-
tion, June 2009, Aldan). This, in turn, creates a picture of
democratic procedures being followed and presented at the regio-
nal level: ‘‘Nonetheless, the public hearings were held in Olekminsk,
Lensk, Aldan and Neryungri districts. Citizens and representatives of
indigenous population directly participated and supported the project
in principle’’ (senior regional government official, July 2008,
Yakutsk).

The developers did not assess impacts on animal migration,
hunting activities and reindeer herding. No evaluation was con-
ducted concerning the effects on social and economic structures
of Evenki populations around the project. No etnologicheskaya
ekspertiza was conducted, although requested by civil activists. Re-
gional civil society organisations released independent public envi-
ronmental impact assessment statements, contesting the
presented OVOS documents. These criticised the lack of consider-
ation for indigenous Evenki. The Association of Indigenous Minor-
ities of the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) made several propositions:
(1) to negotiate compensations for indigenous minorities along the
pipeline route; (2) to consider direct consent forms signed with tri-
bal communes of indigenous minorities of the North to be illegal,
and proposed to set up a committee inclusive of civil society organ-
isations to oversee the negotiations of legal documents for the sus-
tainable long-term collaboration of involved parties, in order to
exclude corruption and ensure control of natural resource use;
(3) to allow multi-stakeholder participation including tribal com-
munes in collaborative management of the project; and (4) to en-
sure employment of indigenous minorities during the pipeline
exploitation (Expert committee on public environmental assess-
ment, 2006a, 2006b). However, none of these propositions have
been addressed by the developers. Agreements with the tribal
communes along the pipeline route that contained consent to
use of their land plots and compensation clauses have been signed
without monitoring of external parties.

5.2. Compensation and benefits

The undetermined nature of socioeconomic impacts through
formal assessment (like etnologicheskaya ekspertiza) weakens the
claims of Evenki for greater compensation and shared benefit from
the project. According to the Federal Law of 1999, when a proposed
project affects land, which is given for traditional natural resource
use to indigenous minorities, project developers need to consult
these communities. Transneft arranged for the tribal communes
who had official land entitlements to sign consent agreements
for the pipeline construction on their land plots and awarded them
compensation ‘‘for temporary disruption to land use’’. Adjacent
communes who may also experience negative impacts from the
construction, due to changes in animal migration, were excluded
from consultation and compensation arrangements, as well as
the ‘‘Khatystyr’’ Company that did not have a complete set of legal
land documents.

To the discontentment of regional civil activists, Transneft led
these negotiations directly with the communes, excluding the
indigenous peoples’ NGOs and the wider indigenous Evenki com-
munity. The amount of compensation and methodology for calcu-
lation were not discussed. On what basis the developers arrived at
a sum of US$3800 as a one-time compensation payment to a tribal
commune consisting of five workers and a herd of 70 reindeer is
unknown to the recipient commune. In hindsight, some tribal com-
munes regret signing those agreements with Transneft, ‘‘We did not
assess the damage. It appears we should have done as environmental-
ists told us. There is a certain scheme. We should have asked for every
bush. . . here are so many wild plants, here are so much fish and here is
so much meat we can get. And all of these will be affected. . . We did
not do it right, it seems. Now they will tell us, here is your signature. . .

you gave us your consent. Indeed, we put our signatures. Now, it’s un-
likely we can contest the agreement. It won’t be in our favour’’ (head
of a tribal commune, July 2009, Khatystyr).

No regional frameworks have been developed for evaluating if
damage is caused to traditional activities by industrial develop-
ment. Thus, Evenki communities find little support in terms of
compensation in the regional regulation. A major critique of the
ESPO compensations is their coverage of the construction period
only and the exclusion of provisions for long-term effects on tradi-
tional trades. As an Evenki herder admits, ‘‘. . .they’ll pay one-off
payment. . .They want to pay for a year of construction. They want
to pay for land which they use during a period of construction. The
compensation should be for things that change – migration of hoofed
animals, sable and others. There will be roads. There will be fishing,
poachers and gatherers of rare plants. No one wants to pay a compen-
sation for that. That would be a bigger damage for us’’ (head of a tri-
bal commune, December 2008, Khatystyr).

Recognising the impact on their traditional activities, Evenki in
Aldan have aspirations to seek compensatory investments in local
infrastructures (health and education) and wish to share the ben-
efits from the project in a form of employment opportunities and
direct dividends. With this in mind, the Belletskii municipal
authority approached Transneft with specific requests for social
assistance, which were not (at the time of writing) acknowledged
by the company. Nonetheless, up to 80 workers from the area were
temporarily recruited for logging during the construction. Indige-
nous communities could not offer any other qualified workforce
for the construction and no provisions were made to extend train-
ing to indigenous communities for potential employment during
pipeline maintenance.

5.3. Communication and transparency

Some of the interviewed Evenki admitted that they were not
fully aware of the project details, e.g. route, timeline and natural
resources affected by the construction. Their major criticisms re-
ferred to the unwillingness of developers to establish two-way,
open and continuous communication with the communities. Only
the regional government and Aldan district administration main-
tained constant and direct communication with the developers,
and their contractors. The pipeline developers did contact the
Belletskii municipal administration, Evenki communities and tribal
communes, organised community visits and meetings and main-
tained written communication; but what concerned Evenki was
the absence of established channels for Evenki to contact and get
appropriate responses from the pipeline developers.

This situation was common in other areas of the pipeline con-
struction, as a regional environmental leader described: ‘‘When I
came to ask the Environmental protection agency . . . they showed
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me the plans for its [pipeline] route. . .I travelled to Iengra and showed
these to the Head of the municipal administration and showed these to
people during meetings, explaining: ’This is where it will pass. This is
your village.’ ’Is that so? Will it pass here?’... No one explains it to
them. . . They don’t have a habit of going and requesting the informa-
tion’’ (environmental NGO, November 2007, Yakutsk).

Administrative communication channels between the regional
government, district level authorities (Aldan district administra-
tion) and local authorities (Belletskii municipal administration)
proved to be slow and ridden with political conflicts such as land
disputes. Physical distance and no internet connection at the
Belletskii administration offices further add to obvious obstacles
in communication. Nonetheless, the Belletskii administration re-
mains to be a focal link between communities and the developers.
A representative of the administration admitted, ‘‘They found an
exit through me. . . We collected all the documents here. I called the
representative [of the pipeline developers], showed them the map,
where they pass. We clarified several times which tribal communes
were affected and whose territory was not affected’’ (Belletskii muni-
cipal authority, December 2007, Khatystyr).

Based on previous experiences with the industry, indigenous
communities lack trust in both state authorities to communicate
their views and industry to inform and consult with them, claiming
that decision-making processes are non-transparent and avenues
for open dialogue are limited. You often hear passive comments
such as ‘‘they won’t ask us’’, ‘‘it’s decided at the government level’’,
indicating that communities feel detached from decision-making
processes on issues that can potentially affect their lives. The Even-
ki communities in Yakutia were not consulted about route plan-
ning and socio-economic impacts of the upcoming developments.
If communities had a planned access to information, many of the
uncertainties could have been addressed, as a representative of
the Environmental protection agency noted: ‘‘. . .indigenous popula-
tions do not live in cities. In practice, the information is passed from
person to person. Media does not reach them. If work is conducted
with them continuously, then up to 50% of questions would be ad-
dressed. There would be no questions’’ (Environmental protection
agency, December 2007, Aldan).
6. Critical issues of indigenous peoples’ engagement in the
extractive sector in Russia

Indigenous minorities in Russia face challenges in three major
areas: provision of land rights; participation of indigenous minor-
ities in planning; and public activism. These areas are analysed be-
low using the case study. This analysis will help identify barriers
for effective engagement with indigenous minorities and possible
ways forward.
6.1. Land issues

The root of many disputes between industrial developers, the
state and indigenous communities revolves around land ownership
rights which in turn affects processes of consultation and compen-
sation. In the 1990s, supported by the issue of quasi-legal papers,
tribal communes were promised a permanent possession of land
plots allocated to them. After the land property reform of the
2000s, the status of these land plots is undecided.

‘‘I have land of 149 thousand ha. . . When we were established for
the first time [as a tribal commune], we were given a right of use. . .

This document is now invalid. We went through a cadastre assess-
ment. . . It was not expensive. We can’t get through the land survey.
This is a copy of the certificate for the right of possession and use of
land with description of boundaries and land users. . .it was given in
1999. Life-long inherited possession. This certificate is a temporary
document. After this we needed to get an Act for the right of possession
and permanent use of land. . . We need to get through the state regis-
tration in the Chamber. Without a survey we can’t get it, because the
survey is very expensive. . . It costs millions. . . Now, we need to pass
the survey and register. We cannot pay the rent. The land belongs to
the Russian Federation or the Republic’’ (head of a tribal commune,
June 2009, Aldan).

The regulatory framework governing the allocation of land for
traditional economic activities is incomplete and functions poorly.
Article 8 of the Federal Law of 1999 ‘‘On guarantees of rights of
indigenous minority nations of the Russian Federation’’ prescribes
that indigenous minorities have a right of free possession and use
of land within their traditional settlement areas to lead traditional
economic activities and trades. It also stipulates that land and nat-
ural objects within allocated plots are given to indigenous minor-
ities for free use (Article 11) (Federal Law of the Russian
Federation, 1999). However, the majority of land rich with mineral
resources, including traditional land of indigenous peoples in Rus-
sia, is de facto owned by the state (Wessendorf, 2009).

Indigenous minorities possessed and used their traditional
lands on a principle of free permanent use (Semenova, 2007),
which was replaced by a principle of paid land use under the
new Land Code of 2001 (Land Code of the Russian Federation,
2001). The Land Code also excluded a lifelong inherited ownership
right for lands of traditional economic use, previously extended to
indigenous minorities (Danilova, 2006). Current legislation (e.g.
Federal Law ‘‘On turnover of land for agricultural purposes’’) does
not provide means for registering ownership of lands dedicated
to traditional economic use by indigenous minorities (but states
that federal and regional laws may stipulate free land use) and,
effectively, these lands are limited in turnover and owned by the
state (Danilova, 2006; Federal Law of the Russian Federation,
2001).

Irregularities and inconsistencies of the federal legislation are
further complicated by poor enforcement and implementation
mechanisms of the existing legal norms (Danilova, 2006). It affects
land entitlements, further hampering traditional economic activi-
ties and excluding indigenous minorities from the processes of
due consultation and compensation. The Federal Law of 2001
‘‘On territories of traditional natural resource use of indigenous
minorities of the North, Siberia and Far East’’ requires developers
to obtain consent and guarantees equally priced plots in case of
relocation and compensation for land use or damage only to titular
land owners. Although Federation Council recommends the State
Duma to improve the current indigenous minorities’ legislation,
the process of changing the legislation takes time, whilst industrial
projects are being developed faster.

During the Soviet period, the state allocated land plots to Kol-
khoz ‘‘Khatysyrskii’’ for hunting grounds, reindeer pastures and
for small agricultural activities. After the de-collectivisation, the
‘‘Khatystyr’’ Company (reformed Kolkhoz) has been leading herding
and hunting activities on the same plots; however, the paperwork
is not properly completed. In the 1990s, local land authorities in
Aldan district issued certificates for use of land plots to newly
formed tribal communes; these were supposed to be followed by
issue of legal certificates for the right of possession and free perma-
nent use. However, now these traditional lands belong to the state
and the rights of tribal communes for land are undecided.

Municipal reform has also affected municipal land relations, for
instance the Belletskii authority is still working on its land bound-
aries. Previously, Belletskii nasleg (nasleg – a unit of administrative
territorial division within districts of Yakutia) had a large territory
as an administrative unit within the Aldan district that included
reindeer pastures, hunting grounds and agricultural land. Since
the municipal reform, the new Belletskii municipality was formed
in 2004, which was given a smaller territory (only around the
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boundaries of the settlements of Khatystyr and Ugoyan) according
to the regional law of 2004 ‘‘On setting boundaries and establish-
ing status of municipalities to urban and rural settlements in
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)’’ (Law of the Republic of Sakha (Yaku-
tia), 2004). In accordance with 2004 land allocations, previous ter-
ritories of Belletskii nasleg were given to a higher authority, the
Aldan district administration. The new Belletskii authority had
been fighting to reinstate its old boundaries of Belletskii nasleg
through court and discussions in the regional parliament.

The ESPO pipeline goes through land that was previously within
the Belletskii nasleg boundaries. Ignoring the historic land alloca-
tions and following current land entitlements, the pipeline devel-
opers bypassed the Belletskii municipal administration and the
‘‘Khatystyr’’ Company during land access negotiations and instead
dealt with the Aldan district administration, causing tensions be-
tween the municipal administrations. This land situation also af-
fected the strength of claims of the Belletskii administration for
greater community benefits from the project. The status of munici-
pal administrations that are formed within the territories of tradi-
tional natural resource use of indigenous minorities and their
political and economic role in managing land relations of indige-
nous minorities requires further investigation.

6.2. Participation in planning

Although the federal legislation provides certain protection to
indigenous minorities, it fails to fully secure their rights in relation
to the extractive sector. The promotion of the FPIC principle has
not received due attention in Russia. Nominally, the legislation
gives indigenous minorities an opportunity to be involved in con-
sultation on projects proposed in the areas of traditional economic
activities. However, it does not give them the right to object to any
development projects, initiated by the state, municipality or indus-
try. Indigenous minorities in Russia do not have the right to say
‘‘no’’ to a proposed development, if it does not conform to their
needs and aspirations. Instead, indigenous minorities can be of-
fered relocation. Article 12 of Federal Law 2001 states (Federal
Law of the Russian Federation, 2001): ‘‘In the case of exemption of
land and other isolated natural objects that are within the boundaries
of traditional subsistence territories for state or municipal needs, the
persons belonging to the numerically small peoples and communes
of indigenous peoples receive equivalent land plots and other natural
objects, as well as reimbursement for losses caused by such removal.’’

In reality this translates into an ultimatum: if communities
oppose a proposed seizure of land for state or municipal purposes
– the ESPO project can be classified as being for state purposes
– then they will be offered an equivalent plot of land elsewhere,
as evidenced from interviews with affected herders. ‘‘No one asks
for our opinion. And generally, as a mega project it goes through fed-
erals, through the President. If you begin to question, you won’t receive
a thing. It is something like that. Mega projects go like that’’ (head of
tribal commune, December 2007, Khatystyr). This ultimatum fur-
ther sounded in accounts of other tribal communes:

‘‘They always referred to the fact that we don’t have a land docu-
ment. This is true, we don’t have. We, as they say, are not owners,
not users. . . We don’t have a document that it’s our property. That’s
why they didn’t even talk to us. Told us - these are federal lands. If
you don’t want to cooperate, if you don’t want the pipeline to pass
through, you can choose any other place’’ (head of a tribal com-
mune, 5 June 2009, Khatystyr).
Although consent of indigenous minorities is sought, refusal
may lead to a loss of land (or relocation). The other side of FPIC
(such as consultation) is not being developed to include indigenous
minorities specifically. First, EIA consultation procedures do not
require specific inclusion of indigenous minorities, but require
involvement of local and the interested community in general. Sec-
ond, indigenous minorities could channel their views through civil
society organisations, but an independent environmental impact
assessment launched by regional NGOs did not affect the pipeline
being approved by the state authorities. Third, although indigenous
minorities are entitled to compensation in case of relocation or
damage to land Federal Law of the Russian Federation, 2001, Arti-
cle 12, the compensation procedures are not transparent or
negotiable.

Furthermore, international principles for consideration of the
rights and interests of indigenous peoples do not penetrate the
extractive sector in Russia as most projects are financed by domes-
tic capital and conducted by domestic companies. The pipeline
developers did not employ a framework of social impact assess-
ment with specific reference to indigenous peoples. Recent
changes to planning and assessment legislation, such as the intro-
duction of the City Planning Code of the Russian Federation (2004),
makes no mention of indigenous minorities. The update of envi-
ronmental impact assessment procedures gives greater powers to
federal departments to approve projects; these are later responsi-
ble for environmental monitoring. Exclusion of regional authorities
from the process of environmental approval also robs the indige-
nous minorities of a chance to influence the regional political rep-
resentative system in their favour.

6.3. Public activism

The ESPO construction did not cause direct action on the part of
Evenki communities. Evenki were pessimistic about their ability to
influence the project. ‘‘They will extend it through anyway. They
won’t ask us about it. They are already extending it through’’ (local
organisation, December 2007, Khatystyr). However, the Evenki
communities were able to channel their views through regional ci-
vil activists, environmental NGOs and indigenous peoples’ organi-
sations. These civil forces expressed views on environmental and
indigenous peoples’ issues at public hearings, in organised public
meetings, in the press and through open letters. Although not ap-
proved by the state, the regional environmental movement
launched an independent environmental impact assessment, criti-
cising the OVOS produced by Transneft. Moreover, activists initi-
ated a law suit against Rostekhnadzor to contest the state
approval of the pipeline’s EIA.

Regional environmental activists organised public protests
against the trench method crossing on the River Lena, and collected
public support for petitions to the government through the collec-
tion of signatures and a web campaign ‘‘Save Lena!’’ Although
these initiatives gained some support from national environmental
organisations, no great support was evident from international
environmental organisations that were mainly active previously
in opposing the pipeline near Lake Baikal. Public concern for indig-
enous peoples along the pipeline has not received wide dissemina-
tion and resonance at a national level. Regional environmental
organisations lack funding and organisational capacity to under-
take wide reaching action to address indigenous peoples’ concerns.
Nonetheless, they managed to organise seminars and training for
indigenous minorities on issues of compensation, legislation and
consultation. On several occasions, the regional government acted
to suppress activities of these NGOs by evicting an NGO previously
housed in government premises and by trying to ban public meet-
ings on major squares.

Although indigenous peoples’ organisations in Yakutia acted in
support of the environmental movement, local indigenous peoples’
organisations were modest in mobilising communities to act col-
lectively. Although the ESPO affects various indigenous communi-
ties along its route in the east of Russia, these communities failed



N. Yakovleva / Geoforum 42 (2011) 708–719 717
to unite at cross-regional level to express their concerns and attract
developers’ attention to potential impacts on their livelihood and
development. The Evenki communities in Aldan did not pretend
to oppose the pipeline project altogether, but wished the industry
and government would consider their opinions concerning impact
on traditional activities, sharing of project benefits, investment in
indigenous education, training, job opportunities, and improve-
ment of social services, infrastructure and health.
7. Discussion

There are clear barriers to effective engagement of indigenous
minorities in extractive sector developments: complexities in leg-
islation, undeveloped systems for presenting community claims,
and irresponsible industrial policy. Besides, Russia has not ratified
many important international documents (such as ILO Convention
169; UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples of 2007)
which could improve indigenous relations. Irregularities in land
entitlements of indigenous minorities, absence of land ownership
for traditional territories, and lack of established mechanisms for
public participation prevent indigenous communities from assert-
ing a stronger stance in relationships with industry and state.
Although there are many indigenous peoples’ organisations, the
case of ESPO shows that no strong, united indigenous movement
has been formed around the pipeline development.

In Russia, the state takes a central role in the extractive sector as
an investor, shareholder and regulator. Although the state formally
guarantees to protect the rights of indigenous peoples, the ESPO
case demonstrates that many concerns of indigenous communities
are left unanswered. Complex land regulation and absence of for-
mally recognised consideration for indigenous minorities in plan-
ning leaves them poorly protected from the industrial expansion
into their homeland. Several areas such as ethnological assessment
and compensation to traditional land users require further atten-
tion in regulation. Finally, revenues generated from the extractive
sector are distributed centrally, without giving a priority (although
nominally acknowledged in the legislation) to the needs of indige-
nous communities on whose traditional land extractive projects
are taking place.

Although consultation with indigenous peoples in line with
FPIC is formally acknowledged in the legislation, in practice con-
sultation procedures are non-inclusive, while consent is forced at
a price of relocation. Until there are specific changes to regulation
and corresponding provisions for enforcement, indigenous minor-
ities in Russia are in no position to claim for FPIC, when full infor-
mation is presented, where debates can be launched on different
aspects of development, when studies can explore the extent of
impact and risk, and when consultation inclusive of a wide range
of participants can be conducted.

While NGOs often lack funding and capacity, the government
suppresses their activities and disregards legitimacy of community
claims. When it comes to environmental risks, industry and gov-
ernment discard evaluations and opinions of communities and civil
society organisations concerning technological risks and this area
requires further investigation. Apart from litigation, that some
NGOs choose to pursue, there are limited avenues for civil society
to exert substantial pressure on the industry to discuss issues of
socio-economic importance to communities.

Finally, the industry clearly lacks social responsibility when
dealing with issues of local communities and indigenous matters.
This case shows that industrial developers disregard traditional
possession of land, lack understanding of traditional economies
and the links between environmental change and traditional activ-
ities, and are unwilling to maintain transparent and open commu-
nication with the public, and unwilling to contribute to social
development of affected communities. Although indigenous
minorities expect the industry to act voluntarily in areas of consul-
tation, compensation and community development; there is a lack
of non-regulatory drivers for the extractive companies in Russia to
consider indigenous peoples’ issues in their operations. The indig-
enous movement is growing, but not a strong enough force to unite
indigenous minorities in their campaigns; policies of finance insti-
tutions to uphold indigenous peoples’ rights do not easily pene-
trate the Russian industry due to domestic financing;
international guidelines for best practice on indigenous peoples’
relations (GRI, 2005; ICMM, 2008) are not a common business
practice in Russia; and the industry lacks initiative to assume vol-
untary actions.

Compared with other northern areas (Wilson, 2003; Stammler
and Wilson, 2006; Graybill, 2009; Dana et al., 2008), the struggles
of Evenki are reminiscent of struggles of other indigenous peoples
fighting for greater inclusion in decision-making and minimisation
of industrial impacts on their traditional activities and territories.
Developers in Russia can learn from their counterparts in other
countries by reviewing their practices on impact assessment, con-
sideration of traditional knowledge (e.g. Imperial Oil Resources,
2003) and dialogue on the basis of formal agreements (O’Fair-
cheallaigh and Corbett, 2005; O’Faircheallaigh, 2008). Russian
companies can also learn from home-grown innovations. Notably,
the diamond mining sector in Yakutia designed a mechanism for
sharing benefits with affected communities via investment in envi-
ronmental protection, education, health and small business devel-
opment (SAPI Foundation) (Yakovleva, 2005). One of the vital
elements in this scheme was the participation of the regional gov-
ernment as a shareholder in the mining enterprise. This is similar
to the Mackenzie Valley pipeline, where Aboriginal groups were
made partners of the project via the Aboriginal Pipeline Group.
Likewise, civil activists in Yakutia demanded a sale of Transneft
shares to communities affected by the ESPO and formal agree-
ments between developers, regional authorities and indigenous
communities. Although the regional government thought about
developing such an agreement with Transneft for centralised social
investment in the region, political will and leadership are required
to promote the ideas of co-management and benefit-sharing.
8. Conclusions

It is difficult to envisage greater shifts towards inclusion of
indigenous peoples in project development, while top-down deci-
sion-making still predominates in the Russian extractive sector.
Systematic review of both legislation and industrial policy is re-
quired. In each case, the number of indigenous peoples affected
would be usually small due to dispersion of indigenous minorities
throughout large areas in Russia. However, given extensive na-
tional plans for development of northern and eastern territories,
the cumulative effect will be significantly detrimental to indige-
nous minorities.

Various levels of governance in Russia, including federal, regio-
nal and local authorities as well as industry and civil society, need
to collaborate on improving engagement with indigenous peoples.
Firstly, there are expectations that the State Duma will update the
federal legislation on indigenous peoples as it has been planning
for the last few years (State Duma, 2008). The focus should not
be on reforming the legislation alone, but on strengthening the reg-
ulatory enforcement of impact assessments (e.g. etnologicheskaya
ekspertiza), operationalising the FPIC principle, providing legal sup-
port to indigenous peoples, and broadening the merit of indige-
nous peoples’ participation in planning.

Secondly, there is a scope for regional governments to develop
policies to promote impact assessments, schemes for benefit
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sharing and industry-community collaborations. Thirdly, the role
of municipal authorities in territories of indigenous minorities
(such as the Belletskii authority) needs to be further investigated,
so that indigenous minorities have a strong place in political,
administrative and territorial structure and a capacity to influence
decision-making concerning use of natural resources. Fourthly,
voices other than the state and industry need to be given greater
consideration in decision-making. Civil society forces still require
both financial support and space to continue their work of facilitat-
ing public voices and opinions that are often contradictory to
industrial and state policies.

Finally, extractive companies in Russia need to exercise greater
responsibility for their impact on local and indigenous communi-
ties. Although the Russian extractive industry is less influenced
by international standards on indigenous peoples, it needs to reas-
sess its approach to indigenous minorities. Whilst integrating into
international markets, Russian extractive companies should exer-
cise greater corporate social responsibility in domestic operations.
The pressure for corporate social responsibility needs to come from
domestic financial institutions, civil society, national and regional
governments.
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