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Executive Summary

The report at hand covers a short-term mission (reporting consultant Dr. Stefan Mann, ECO
Consulting Group) in support of the ongoing reform of Georgia’s hunting system, conducted
between June 9™ and June 13", 2014. The mission’s focus was to analyse the current setting
and framework conditions of hunting, and to provide evidence-based recommendations for
the review of legal-regulatory provisions on hunting.

The reform of Georgia’s hunting system unfolds against the backdrop of Georgia’s growing
alignment with the European Union’s Acquis Communitaire, culminating in the signing of an
EU-Georgian Association Agreement on June 27", 2014. This process necessitates
application of EU legal instruments — in the case of biodiversity protection and nature
conservation the “Habitat” and “Birds” Directives. To this end, the Georgian Ministry of
Environment and Natural Resources Protection commissioned the drafting of a Framework
Law on Biodiversity by a team of national experts. This framework law is intended to provide
a unified legal basis for hunting.

Since Georgia regained her independence and national sovereignty in 1991, the country
underwent market economic reform, societal transformation and fundamental changes of its
governance framework in rapid succession. Georgia's hunting system — despite its rich
legacy of hunting traditions, a high degree of organization of the hunting community, and
tight supervision in the pre-independence period — disintegrated in the wake of economic
liberalization and deregulation. As governance capacities declined and the hunting
community’s former structure collapsed, poaching has become widespread and developed
into a major threat to wildlife. The populations of even the most common game species have
been brought to an all-time low, prompting Georgian authorities to place numerous species
under Red List protection. At the same time, hunting has been commercialised as a “special
forest use”, to be exercised within designated hunting farms pursuant to the system of
licenses and permits. However, the number of hunting farms has been declining for several
years, raising doubts about the viability of commercialised hunting, and further reducing
opportunities for legitimate hunting.

Throughout the mission, Georgian stakeholders agreed on the need to reorganise hunting in
Georgia along the lines of sustainable management and use. However, governance
capacities, self-organisation and the qualification of hunters are critical bottlenecks. Legal
amendments, while clearly necessary, will not suffice to achieve key-objectives of the
ongoing reform process: (i) protection and rehabilitation of wildlife populations, (ii) reduced
incidence of poaching, (iii) promotion of legitimate hunting and related business
opportunities, and (iv) restoration of an organised and well-regulated hunting community.
Above all, legal amendments presuppose policy coherence and stakeholder consensus on
the goals and priorities of a future hunting system.

According to the mission’s findings, awareness creation, capacity development & knowledge
transfer, and a deliberate redefinition of hunting governance (with a focus on support &
incentive arrangements) must be prioritised as critical success-factors. External support will
be necessary to this end.
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1 Introduction

Cooperation Framework

Germany supports the regional programme Sustainable Management of Biodiversity, South
Caucasus (SMBP) at regional and national levels. The programme combines Financial
Cooperation (FC, with a focus on nature conservation in protected areas) and Technical
Cooperation (TC, focused on sustainable management and use) within defined and mutually
supportive modules. TC interventions, conducted by the Deutsche Gesellschaft fur
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (G1Z) GmbH, at the national level prioritize the creation of
enabling framework conditions (political, legal-regulatory and institutional) for sustainable
management of natural resources. Capacity-development, knowledge-transfer, and process
facilitation by means of a multi-stakeholder dialogue are at centre-stage.

In Georgia, GIZ cooperates with the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resource
Protection (MOENRP) as well as with a wide range of stakeholders, including related sector-
administrations, civil society and the private sector. Georgia is in the midst of fundamental
sector-reforms, economic re-structuring and societal transformation. This process, ongoing
since Georgia regained her sovereignty in 1991, did not progress in a linear fashion. It is
marked by dynamic, sometimes rapid & fundamental change (including recurrent policy
reversals), and has met with external disturbances (e.g. political instability in the wake of
armed conflict between Georgia and Russia in 2008).

Georgia’s transition process gained additional momentum through growing cooperation and
convergence with the EU — culminating in the signing of an EU-Georgian Association
Agreement on June 27", 2014. Adoption of (and alignment with) the EU’s Acquis
Communitaire requires Georgia to harmonize her legal framework for nature conservation
and sustainable use with the EU’s relevant directives'. For this reason, the MoENRP
currently prepares a draft Framework Law on Biodiversity, intended to (i) promote the
adoption of relevant EU directives, (ii) give effect to Georgia’s obligations arising from
multilateral environmental agreements® (MEA) to which Georgia is a signatory party, and (iii)
to foster inter- as well as intra-normative harmonization of the Georgian legal framework. The
draft framework law, consisting of seven main chapters, will in its sixth chapter prescribe a
legal framework for wildlife management and hunting. The Framework Law on Biodiversity is
currently being drafted by a team of experts commissioned by MoEPNR, with support by the
ministry’s Biodiversity Protection Service and a multi-stakeholder advisory group.

Wildlife under threat
The southern Caucasus has long since been recognized as a globally significant biodiversity
hot-spot, with a particularly high number of endemic species of wild fauna and flora®.

! Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the
conservation of wild birds (“Bird Conservation Directive”) and Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on
the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (“Habitat Directive”)

> UNCBD, Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention),
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn Convention), Convention on
Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar Convention), CITES

® http://iucn.org/about/union/secretariat/offices/europe/resources/country focus/georgia/



http://iucn.org/about/union/secretariat/offices/europe/resources/country_focus/georgia/

Georgia, located betwixt the shores of the Black Sea and the Greater Caucasus, features a
wide range of distinct biomes and ecosystems within a comparatively small territory (roughly
70,000 km?, similar to the size of Bavaria).

Located at the intersection of some of the earliest civilizations, the territory of present-day
Georgia has been subject to at least three millennia of sustained human influence (sedentary
agriculture, arts and crafts, trade and commerce), and fought over many times. In
consequence, Georgia, since ancient times, has always been characterized by a tightly
woven mosaic of cultural and natural landscapes.

Not surprisingly, Georgia, through the ages developed a vibrant hunting culture, marked, for
instance, by the art of falconry. Hunting to this day enjoys high popularity, for recreational as
well as socio-cultural and subsistence purposes (especially in high alpine regions, where
hunting of Tur — Capra caucasica — is considered a rite of passage for male adolescents).

Rapid industrialization, mining, and agro-industrial production occurred especially during the
Soviet era, albeit with comparatively low efficiency and, consequently, considerable impact
on natural resources. Traditional land use systems (including Georgia’'s traditional land
ownership patterns) were replaced by nationalization and collectivization of natural resource
management and use®. Even though, 14 strict nature reserves and five hunting reserves
were established under Soviet rule, representing 2.4 and 0.8 % of Georgia’s territory,
respectively”.

When Georgia regained her independence and sovereignty in 1991, in the wake of the
Soviet Union’s disintegration, economic decline, unemployment, (rural) poverty and political
instability caused an upsurge in non-sustainable and largely non-regulated open-access use
and exploitation of natural resources, with massive forest degradation and deforestation as
the most vivid consequence®.

Natural resources in the Southern Caucasus region are threatened by a wide range of
factors, including illegal logging and trade in illegally sourced forest products, a poverty-
induced renaissance of wood-fuel use in rural areas, rampant poaching and illegal wildlife
trade, and pollution.

While data on natural resources are admittedly sketchy — often extrapolated from statistics
dating back to Soviet times for lack of state-of-the-art environmental monitoring systems,
estimates indicate that as little as 12 % of Georgia’s vegetation may be considered pristine’.

Large mammals, including most ungulates as well as key-predators, are said to have
suffered most heavily from habitat loss / fragmentation and poaching, and are hence
regarded critically endangered. Many of these key-species — Caucasian leopard (Panthera
pardus saxicolor), West-Caucasian Tur (Capra caucasica), Caucasian Red Deer (Cervus
elaphus maral), Goitered Gazelle (Gazella subgutturosa), Brown Bear (Ursus arctos), Striped

* http://www.aboutgeorgia.ge/history/index.html|?page=11

> National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan — Georgia, 2005, Thilisi; p. 21

® Macharashvili, I. (2009): Forestry Sector Reform in Georgia. Caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and
Development; Policy Brief March 2009

7 http://caucasus-naturefund.org/the-caucasus/flora-fauna-threats/
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Hyena (Hyaena hyaena), Caucasian Chamois (Rupicapra rupicapra caucasica), Bezoar goat
(Capra aegagrus) — as would otherwise qualify as highly attractive and valuable game, have
been reduced to levels where their continued existence may depend on strict conservation
and even deliberate re-population by means of breeding.

Scope and conduct of the mission

Glz, through its Georgian SMBP component, in May 2014 commissioned a short-term
advisory support mission (reporting consultant: Dr. Stefan Mann, ECO Consulting Group,
Germany) with the aim of supporting the ongoing reform of Georgia’s hunting sector. This
mission, scheduled for the period June 07"-14", 2014 was specifically tasked to provide
input for the drafting of Biodiversity Framework Law’s chapter on hunting.

SMBP, already during its first implementation phase, supported the reform of Georgia’s
hunting sector. Outputs included, inter alia, (i) strategic recommendations on the reform of
Georgia’s hunting sector®, (i) a systematic comparison of European hunting laws as a
decision-making aid for Georgian stakeholders®, and (i) recommendations on the
formulation of indicators for the National Biodiversity Monitoring System of Georgia'®
(NBMS). These outputs provided a key-reference for the current advisory support mission.

The mission applied a phased approach, consisting of the following elements:

1 Document analyses of (i) the previous outputs of SMBP support and (ii) reference
literature obtained by the reporting consultant through Internet searches,
1 Fact-finding by means of semi-structured interviews with Georgian stakeholders,

1 Sharing of experience and lessons learnt from Germany’s hunting system by means
of a PPT Presentation,

1 Group-discussions during a multi-stakeholder workshop hosted by MOEPNR,
1 Afield-visit to a privately operated hunting farm.

The mission’s schedule, along with a list of persons met, is attached hereto as 5 Annex 1.
For details on the workshop participants, refer to Annex 2.

The course of interviews and discussions, along with the interviewees’ statements, was
recorded by means of a detailed consultation protocol. Interviews and group-discussions
were based on the following set of guiding questions (see Figure 1 Guiding questions for the
fact-finding exerciseoverleaf).

8 Wotschikowsky, U. (2010): Strategie flr die Reform des Jagdsektors in Georgien. Sustainable Management of
Biodiversity, South Caucasus, SMBP Working Papers 23/2010; Thilisi

? Straub, C,, Flasche, F. und Kuhlmann, T. (2010): Ausgewahlte jagdrechtliche Vorschriften in Europa —
Orientierungshilfe fiir die Jagdreform in Georgien. Sustainable Management of Biodiversity, South Caucasus,
SMBP Working Papers 24/2010; Thilisi

' Hintermann & Weber AG (2010): National Biodiversity Monitoring System of Georgia (NBMS) — Indikator R8:
Jagdreviere mit Managementplanen. Sustainable Management of Biodiversity, South Caucasus, SMBP Working
Paper 28/2010; Thilisi



Figurel Guiding questions for the faetinding exercise

1. What are the most pressing / acute problems and challenges of Georgia’s current hunting
system?

2. Which policy goals does the Georgian Government pursue in regard to Hunting? Do different
sector-administrations pursue different goals? Do local governments pursue goals of their own?
(horizontal & vertical coherence)?

3. Which relevant / organized interest groups exist in Georgia? What are their goals, and what is
their political leverage?

4. What historical experience and traditional knowledge does exist in Georgia? What is the public
perception of hunting?

5. Which of the problems identified readily lend themselves to legislative / regulatory action?
Which do not, and why?

6. What other options (besides legislative / regulatory action) are at our disposal?




2 Findings

2.1 Political and legal-regulatory framework conditions of hunting in
Georgia

The currently ongoing drafting of a Framework Law on Biodiversity — along with the revision
of the legal-regulatory framework for hunting — derives its political justification as well as its
goals and objectives from Georgia’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP,
2005). It specifically proclaims the strategic goal to “... promote sustainable hunting and
fishing through adequate planning, restoration and protection of key biological resources ...”.
The NBSAP portrays hunting as a double-edged sword — as one of the most acute threats to
Georgia’s biodiversity, and, at the same time, a means to “... generate income, thus creating
incentives for biodiversity preservation, and in some cases direct funding for conservation
activities ...”.

The Georgian government, in 2013 adopted the National Forest Concept, stipulating a
general commitment to sustainable forest management (SFM) in reference to internationally
recognized procedures and protocols, and promoting multi-purpose forest management and
use for a wide range of goods and services. Timber aside, Georgia is renowned for her
wealth of non-timber forest products (NTFP), including a wide range of wild fruit, mushrooms
and medicinal plants. At present, NTFP may be collected for private consumption only, even
though cases of commercial extraction (even for export purposes) have been recorded.
Game does not qualify as a non-timber forest product, and the National Forest Concept,
according to interview results, remains silent on hunting.

Georgia’s Law on Wild Fauna (1996) represents the centrepiece and most important
statutory basis for wildlife protection, management and use. Salient provisions of the law
include, inter alia, (i) state-ownership of wildlife, (i) non-commercial hunting as a
“recreational sport”, (iii) spatial limitation of hunting (only within designated hunting farms,
except in the case of migratory birds), (iv) mandatory competitive licensing to legal entities or
private individuals, and (v) various specialized studies / surveys as a precondition for both,
establishment of a hunting farm and subsequent allocation of hunting quota.

The Law on Wild Fauna has been criticized for a number of reasons. For one, the law
provides framework provisions only and relies on the issuance of numerous regulations
which, for various reasons (lack of funding, weak inter-agency coordination, unclear and
sometimes volatile institutional structures, roles and mandates etc.) never came to pass. In
consequence, practical governance remains difficult. Next, wildlife monitoring is curtailed by
an acute lack of sufficiently qualified human resources, material supplies, and funds. This
obstructs evidence-based decision-making in regard to both, issuance of licenses for hunting
farms and determination of hunting quota. The Law on Wild Fauna further remains silent on
salient aspects of Georgia’s hunting system, e.g. involvement of the private sector, hunting
traditions, education and examination of hunters, self-organization of the hunting community



through associations similar to the former Hunters’ Union (along with their roles and
mandates) etc.™.

Georgia, in 2006, adopted the Red List of endangered species, based on work done by a
special commission of the Georgian Academy of Sciences. The Red List includes Lynx,
Leopard, Striped Hyena, Red Deer, Bezoar Goat (critically endangered) as well as Brown
Bear, West Caucasian Tur, Chamois (endangered). Hunting of Red List species is prohibited,
notwithstanding a highly controversial and short-lived attempt to allow the hunting of certain
Red-List species (including, inter alia, Bezoar Goat, Red Deer, Brown Bear) in 2012. This
attempt evoked an outcry by civil society*? and ripple effects in international media®®. It was
motivated primarily by the goal to promote hunting tourism and attract international clients.

Georgia, during the 1990ies latter half, underwent rapid as well as multi-faceted legal-
regulatory reforms. According to the NBSAP, the Georgian parliament passed a total of 22
laws on environmental protection, nature conservation and management / use of natural
resources, including, inter alia, (i) the Environmental Protection Act (1996), (i) Law on the
System of Protected Territories (1996), (ii) Law on Environmental Permits (1997), (iv) Law
on State Ecological Expertise (1997), (v) Forest Code of Georgia (1999). The NBSAP
identifies a wide range of problems and challenges regarding the legal framework, including
gaps (especially in terms of monitoring and the provision of economic incentives for
protection, sustainable management and use) as well as contextual overlaps, insufficient
adaptation of international obligations and foreign experience to the Georgian context. Again,
regulations required for the practical application and enforcement of the laws mentioned
have, in many cases, not been developed in a timely fashion. Moreover, the NBSAP hints at
problems arising from the legal hierarchy and coherence of laws, suggesting that
environmental governance suffers from inner contradictions and inconsistencies™.

Following the “Rose Revolution” in 2003, Georgia embarked on a programme of fundamental
economic re-structuring, with liberalization, privatization, fiscal reforms, and de-regulation as
its characteristic traits. It reflected key-objectives of the Georgian government’s reform
agenda, including abolishment of the last vestiges of a planned economic system, economic
growth, promotion of international economic relations and free-trade, and the opening-up of
Georgia to foreign investors. Passage of the Law of Georgia on Licenses and Permits (2005)
proved pivotal to these ends. It drastically reduced the number of activities requiring licenses
/| permits, streamlined procedures for application and the granting of licenses / permits (e.qg.
by applying the one-stop-shop-principle), reigned in administrative control, and lifted various
executive checks and safeguards. Whilst being credited with significant increases of major
economic indexes (GDP, FDI, Tax Revenue), its influence on poverty, unemployment and
self-sustaining, long-term economic growth are said to have been less pronounced®.
Arguably, the Law on Licences and Permits not only took precedence over divergent
provisions on licensing in various sector-laws and regulations (including those pertaining to

" National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan — Georgia, 2005, Thilisi; pp. 32-34, 42

' http://www.nacres.org/

" http://iwpr.net/report-news/georgian-environmentalists-fear-hunting-free-all

“ National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan — Georgia, 2005, Thilisi; p. 41

B Narmania, D. (2009): Economic Policy in Georgia — Liberalization, Economic Crisis and Changes. Turkish Policy
Quarterly, Vol. 8 No. 2; pp. 114-116
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natural resources management, environmental protection and nature conservation), but
likewise introduced a non-sector-specific, strictly commercial focus to the concept of
licensing. Critics claim that the Law on Licenses and Permits significantly restricts MOEPNR’s
regulatory authority over protection, management and use of natural resources™®. At present,
the Law on Licenses and Permits distinguishes the following license types related to hunting:

Tablel Types of Licenses and Permits relatinghonting in Georgia

Type Implications

Relevance to hunting

under one common license (General License)

Operating License|License)

3) Applicant must meet legal eligibility criteria
4) License may not be transferred

5) Indefinite term

1) Grants the right to exercise several related types of activities

2) Grants the right to exercise one narrowly defined activity (Special

General License of Forest Use
(a) Special License of Timber
Production

(b) Special license of
Hunting Farm

Special Licenses)

User License 2) Awarded by auction (competitive bidding)
3) Transferable

4) fixed term

1) Grants the right to use state-owned resources (General or

Permit 1) Grants the right to exercise certain activities related to an object

Firearms Permit
(hunting or sporting
firearms)

Hunting, pursuant to the Law on Licenses and Permits, means commercial use of a state-
owned resource, i.e. game — in stark contrast to the Soviet era, when hunting was allowed
only as a “recreational sport” (notwithstanding the existence of a — now abolished — bounty

system for the hunting of fur animals).

Considering that the operation of a hunting farm constitutes one of two distinct types of forest
use, hunting farms can be established and operated only within areas belonging to the

Georgian Forest Fund (see Atrticle 5 ¢, Forest Code).

Forestry and hunting are strictly separated under the current system of licenses. The narrow
definition of permissible uses further means that even forest management and forest use are
segregated — special licenses of timber production are narrowly focused on (demand-driven)
commercial extraction of harvestable timber, instead of (production-oriented) forest
management. Interestingly, interview results suggest lingering discontent with the exercise of
licensed natural resource use rights (“...even though people are legally entitled to license the

use of natur al resources
existing licenses will remain effective, though ...”).

t he

ministry’”s—-politi

A separate type of license or permit for individual hunters does not exist, nor does the law
stipulate any kind of qualification requirement for individual hunters. Moreover, according to
Article 4 of the Law on Licenses and Permits, no such individual hunter’s license or permit
may be introduced (neither by sector-legislation nor regulatory instruments).

te Mazur, E. (2006): Transition to integrated environmental permitting in Georgia — Case Study. OECD, Paris; pp.

7-10



Outside designated hunting farms, only certain species of migratory birds (15 in total) may be
hunted, subject to (i) a firearms permit, (ii) payment of a fee of 10 GEL, and (jii) daily quota®’.

2.2 Administrative framework conditions, environmental governance

Hunting governance vests in MOENRP, and relies on two basic administrative structures: The
Biodiversity Protection Service (BPS) as well as the Environmental Supervision Department
(EnSD). BPS exists at the national level only, whereas EnSD maintains a total of eight
regional sub-divisions across Georgia.

EnSD is further subdivided into (i) a Rapid Reaction Unit tasked to investigate detected or
suspected cases of illegal activities (including poaching) and (i) the Environmental
Inspectorate, charged with the supervision and inspection of licenses and licensed areas.
The national EnSD head office is thematically structured, while regional sub-divisions apply
no thematic specialisation.

Human resources for environmental governance are noticeably scarce. BPS has a total staff
of six. Regional sub-divisions of EnSD avail of 6-10 staff, depending on the size of their
respective territories.

Georgia’s protected areas are administrated and managed by the Agency of Protected Areas
(APA). APA is formally mandated to exercise nature conservation governance, administrate
its territorial units (= protected areas), and to advise the Georgian government on political
and legal matters related to nature conservation. Individual protected area administrations
employ their own ranger force, tasked with environmental education, public relations duties,
patrolling and enforcement. At present, Georgia’s protected area network extends to about 9
% of the national territory, indicating that the spatial outreach of APA is rather small.

Forest governance responsibilities are shared between the MOENRP’s Forest Policy Service
(FPS) and the National Forest Agency (NFA'®). The FPS is responsible for forest policy
development and coordination and serves as an advisory body to the ministry and
government of Georgia. With a total staff of six, its operational capacity is rather limited.
Management and administration of Georgia’s State-Forest Fund vests in NFA, with a total
staff of about 800 (most of whom are attached to regional offices).

Fact-finding by means of stakeholder interviews cast light on a wide range of problems and
challenges, arising from (practical) mechanics of environmental (and, by extension, hunting)
governance much rather, than from the legal-regulatory framework. Interviewees
unanimously described institutional / governance deficits as the single most important
bottleneck for the reform and reinvigoration of Georgia’s hunting system.

To begin with, human resources were said to be not nearly sufficient for the task of
environmental governance — not only in terms of their number, but, more specifically, in
regard to their specific qualification. One interviewee went so far as to stating that “... the
number of adequately qualified hunting &xperts W

Y http://moe.gov.ge/index.php?sec id=51&lang id=ENG
8 http://moe.gov.ge/index.php?lang id=ENG&sec id=113
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Another problem seems to arise from the separation of governance mandates, as well as
from the perceived lack of inter-agency communication and coordination. This observation
was vividly confirmed during discussions with representatives of Georgia’s forest sector.
Asked about the relationship between FPS and NFA, interviewees opined that the respective
mandates and roles would be in urgent need of clarification (“... FPS has the formal mandate
for forest governance, but lacks the capacity. NFA, on the other hand, may have the
capacity, but lacks the formal mandate ...”). Similar observations apply to the relationship of
APA and FPS / NFA in regard to protected areas located within the State-Forest Fund
(according to interviewees, about 7 % of the total protected area network).

Moreover, forest sector stakeholders claimed to have virtually no stake in hunting
governance, or the ongoing reform of the hunting system. NFA, tasked to protect and
manage Georgia’s state forests, was said to be barred from engaging in wildlife management
or the operation of hunting farms. Interviewees likewise criticized that the current system of
forest uses would cut off NFA from most revenue sources (license fees are disbursed to the
general budget, and not channelled back to forest sector development / governance as
earmarked funds).

Another critical issue — directly related to the realities of environmental governance — arises
from the dynamics (and, sometimes, volatility) of institutional governance frameworks and
their development over time. Key-institutions related to the forest sector, such as EnSD, FPS
and NFA were established only in the recent past (2013). Institutional memories and baseline
data and statistics, dating back to either the Soviet era or the immediate post-independence
period, have apparently been lost during the period 2010-2012 (when the Georgian
government pursued a pointed deregulation / privatisation agenda). Interviewees identified
frequent policy reversals as the underlying cause of this dilemma, with statements such as
“... the department was created only in 2013 — before that time, a messy situation prevailed.
Its predecessor was abolished in 2010, and its historical records lost ...”.

Interview results further suggest that in reality, environmental / forest governance to this day
remains centralized — in spite of both, capacity deficits of national governance bodies and
political / legal-regulatory commitments to decentralized governance. The National Forest
Concept as well as the Forest Code were said to promote, in principle, local decision-making
and management. However, these commitments do not seem to have practical
consequences (“... but this does not work in practice ...”).

2.3 Civil society participation - the stakeholder landscape

Interviewees identified (environmental) NGOs and academic institutions as the most active
and vociferous stakeholders in the policy dialogue about environmental / forest governance.
Georgia’s NGO community consists of both, national chapters of international NGOs (e.g.
IUCN, WWEF, Friends of the Earth) and Georgian NGOs (CENN, NACRES, Green
Alternative, Bird Conservation Georgia etc.). The environmental NGO community displays a
high level of professionalization and coordination (through a wide range of NGO networks
and consultation platforms), but likewise diversity in terms of their policy goals and modes of
participation. Academic institutions were said to be actively involved in policy dialogues,
albeit with a less practice-oriented and predominantly scientific focus (methodological and
technical expertise).



Georgia currently pursues a National Forest Programme (NFP) process. NFPs, by definition,
are country-specific, participatory consultation fora, geared towards the “implementation of
sustainable forest management and forest-related contributions to sustainable development”
(accentuation by the author)™. Arguably, NFPs would seem ideally suited to address wildlife-
management and hunting as part of the wider “forest-related contributions to sustainable
development” — even more so, since hunting in Georgia qualifies as a special kind of forest
use (see Table 1 Types of Licenses and Permits relating to hunting in Georgia). However, interview
results point to a number of weaknesses: First, the clear segregation of forestry and hunting
mentioned already in the previous section and, second, a certain lack of balance in regard to
stakeholder representation (“... what the NFP process really lacks is involvement by the
private sector — not even license holders are involved ...”). Overall, Georgia’s forest sector
was said to be represented by the ministry only (“... there is no formal representation of the

forest sector, notevenaprof essi onal f oresters’ associati

Hunting has always been highly popular as well as culturally significant in Georgia. A
hunters’ association, representing Georgia’s hunting community, was reportedly established
about 110 years ago®. During the Soviet era, the Georgian Union of Hunters and Fishermen
played a particularly significant role not only in terms of organizing the hunting community
(and preserving its traditions®), but likewise in terms of co-administration and enforcement
as a partner of the (now defunct) State Hunting Inspection. Moreover, the union also
operated hunting farms. Overall, the hunting sector appears to have been strictly organized —
with high levels of professionalism, supervision and enforcement — during much of Georgia’s
past.

Following the adoption of the Law on Wild Fauna in 1996, Georgia’s Union of Hunters and
Fishermen was stripped of most of its functions and, in consequence, lost both its
significance and most of its members (from about 70,000 to approximately 20,000 — including
fishermen)®. This judgement is backed by interviewees’ statements, to the effect that current
hunters’ associations “... are just like any other NGO — they have no power, but we need to
help them ...”. Stakeholders concurred in that part of the goals motivating the current reform
of Georgia’s hunting sector would be to (i) stimulate private investment in the hunting sector
(including FDI), and (ii) promote self-organization of the hunting community through ...
associations and clubs ...".

The multi-stakeholder workshop (held on the premises of MOENRP, June 10", 2014) was
attended by the leadership of the Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation, whose
representatives likewise accompanied the field-visit to one hunting farm some 110 km east of
Thilisi (June 11™, 2014). The Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation is strongly interested
in revitalizing a strong hunters’ association as both, a political interest group and a service-

% http://www.fao.org/forestry/nfp/en/

20 Wotschikowsky, U. (2010): Strategie fiir die Reform des Jagdsektors in Georgien. Sustainable Management of
Biodiversity, South Caucasus, SMBP Working Papers 23/2010; Thilisi; pp. 3-4

* The Union of Hunters and Fishermen is said to have been instrumental in reviving the art of falconry
(abolished as an “aristocratic” pastime during the Bolshevist revolution) from 1967 onwards; see
http://www.concordtravel.ge/portal/alias concordtravel/lang en/tabid 1816/default.aspx

2 Wotschikowsky, U. (2010): Strategie fiir die Reform des Jagdsektors in Georgien. Sustainable Management of
Biodiversity, South Caucasus, SMBP Working Papers 23/2010; Thilisi; pp. 3-4
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provider and partner for governance agencies. For instance, the federation representatives,
during discussions, claimed that a national hunters’ association should be set up as a legal
entity under public law, with a clear mandate and responsibilities to be prescribed in the
forthcoming Framework Law on Biodiversity. However, the federation’s outlook as yet seems
rather narrowly focused on hunting as a commercial activity (operation of hunting farms).
This is further underscored by the fact that the federation, in 2011, gained admission to
Safari Club International as the Club’s Caucasus chapter. Safari Club International Georgia,
Caucasus Chapter according to its mission statement pursues the following goals: (i) floral
research and rehabilitation, (ii) establishment of hunting farms, (iii) standard setting / hunting
rules, (iv) promotion of hunting in local and international markets, and (v) education and
awareness creation on hunting rules and traditions®. In 2012, Safari Club International
Georgia, Caucasus Chapter for the first time represented Georgia at the Safari Club
International hunters’ convention in Las Vegas (USA), jointly with the Georgian Tourism
Department®. This coincided with the Georgian government’s (short-lived) attempt to further
deregulate the use of natural resources, and allow commercial hunting even of Red List
species (and drew both, heated criticism by NGOs® and international media coverage®).

Attempts to discover further details about the Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation
through Internet searches proved unsuccessful, except for references to Safari Club
International Georgia, Caucasus Chapter. This fact, combined with stakeholders’ statements
obtained during interviews, leads to the conclusion that, at least for the time being, a
common, unified and effective organization of Georgia’s hunting community is virtually non-
existent.

2.4 Hunting farms and their operation

Even during Soviet times, hunting — despite its high popularity — was spatially restricted to
designated hunting farms (except for hunting of migratory birds). These consisted of State
Hunting Farms (5), Hunting Farms run by the Hunters’ Union (54), and a lesser number of
hunting farms operated by the Military Hunters’ Union or government agencies®’.

What used to be State Hunting Farms was subsequently re-designated as managed nature
reserves (IUCN Category V), when Georgia aligned her protected area network with the
internationally recognized classification system in 1996. Other hunting farms ceased to exist.
By 2009, the number of hunting farms stood at 22°® or 23%, with an area of roughly 30,000
ha overall.

Interview results suggest that the number of hunting farms has dropped even further, to —
depending on respondents’ accounts — 15 or 16. License holders were said to be required to

% http://www.scicaucasus.com/about-us/

** http://www.scicaucasus.com/blog/las-vegas-convention/

% http://www.nacres.org/

*® http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/endangered-species-are-poached-not-
protected/454080.htm|?id=454080

%’ National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan — Georgia, 2005, Thilisi; p. 30

%% http://moe.gov.ge/index.php?sec_id=51&lang_id=ENG

» Wotschikowsky, U. (2010): Strategie fiir die Reform des Jagdsektors in Georgien. Sustainable Management of
Biodiversity, South Caucasus, SMBP Working Papers 23/2010; Thilisi; p.4
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submit a management plan for official approval no later than one year after winning the
respective auction. The management plan provides the basis for a hunting farm’s operation,
including additional aspects such as eco-tourism, infrastructure development stipulated in the
conditions of any given license. License contracts are formally standardized, but may vary in
terms of their content (conditions, obligations). License contracts likewise provide the basis
for public supervision and enforcement by the Environmental Inspectorate in charge.

The operation of hunting farms further depends on the annual allocation of hunting quota by
the ministry. Citing the ministry’s lack of human resources and funds for wildlife monitoring,
interviewees stated that, currently, allocation of hunting quota (in reference to species, but
irrespective of a game population’s sex- and age-structure) is based on proposals by the
license holders themselves (drawn up on their behalf by external experts contracted for that
purpose).

According to interviewees’ accounts, only about 10 hunting farms currently have received
hunting quota, and may offer hunting services. In 2012, the Georgian Ministry of Energy and
Natural Resources (to whom governance authority over hunting had — temporarily — been
transferred from the MOENRP) issued aggregate hunting quota (for 15 game species,
unrelated to specific hunting farms) for all of Georgia. This move was widely criticized by civil
society®® (and, according to interview results, even the Georgian Hunting and Fishing
Federation) for its alleged lack of factual evidence.

In summary, it seems fair to conclude that the methodological and procedural framework for
management planning and quota setting is in urgent need of clarification and improvement.

Moreover, the continued decline of hunting farms in terms of both, their number and area
coverage, invites critical reflection on several counts:

i First, the apparent erosion of hunting farms means that legitimate hunting
opportunities are declining as well. This aspect may be viewed as directly related to
the high incidence of poaching, cited by virtually all interviewees as the maost acute
threat to Georgian wildlife.

1 Second, the predominantly commercial rationale underlying hunting farms as a type
of licensed business operation is called into question. Under current framework
conditions, hunting farms may not be economically viable — even though clients face
no other requirements than (i) a valid firearms license, (ii) payment of an officially
prescribed fee, and (iii) payment of service charges determined by the license holder.

0 One may safely assume — even in the absence of reliable monitoring data — that
Georgian game populations are at an all-time low, requiring elaborate protection
measures, relocation of animals caught in the wild, and breeding of even
common species (e.g. roe deer, wild boar, pheasant etc., as confirmed by the
field visit to a hunting farm in the wider Thilisi region). This adds to the need for
high upfront investment, with amortisation periods of at least five years.

* http://www.nacres.org/position _hunting.html
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o Interview results suggest that license holders often lack a clear understanding of
legal-regulatory requirements, capacity for wildlife management, and
entrepreneurial skills.

0 Hunting of highly attractive species (including Bezoar Goat, West-Caucasian Tur,
Chamois, Red Deer and Brown Bear) remains prohibited, because of strict
protection pursuant to Georgia’s Red List, although there is some evidence that
sustainable hunting rather may help to increase game species populations®'.

0 Operators of hunting farms claim that license conditions often entail additional
responsibilities, which (i) seem unrelated to hunting, (ii) require additional
expenditure, and (iii) may entail liability risks. For instance, license holders may
be required to protect forests against illegal logging (on the other hand, the
narrow scope of the special use license prohibits hunting farm operators to
engage in forest management and raise revenue from forestry operations).
Hunting farm operators may likewise be held accountable for detected cases of
poaching (even in cases, where the license holder himself first notifies the
relevant authorities). Together, such observations suggest that one motive
underlying the current licensing system was to relieve relevant governance
bodies of supervisory & enforcement functions which, following deregulation,
frequent restructuring, and down-sizing, they can no longer perform.

According to interview results, NFA earlier in 2014 held internal discussions about the

possibility and feasibility of establishing hunting farms within Georgia’s State Forest Fund, as

a means of diversifying NFA’s operational portfolio. These discussions — which, in any case,

presuppose that a new legal-regulatory framework will lift the current spatial & institutional

segregation of hunting and forestry — caused NFA, according to interviewees’ accounts, to

assume a cautious and rather reluctant position on hunting (...t hat s why the i dea
involved in the hunting business was put on hold ...”):

1 Respondents claimed that NFA would lack capacities necessary for the operation of
hunting farms (establishment of baseline data on game populations, wildlife
monitoring, evidence-based quota setting, provision and marketing of commercial
hunting services, operational safety),

9 Provisional cost-benefit estimates underscore the need for high upfront investments
with extended amortisation periods,

9 Successful operation of hunting farms by NFA would require reforms and
amendments beyond the scope of hunting laws and regulations, including the —
ongoing — revision of Georgia’s Forest Code and modifications to the current system
of licenses and permits.

Interestingly, three hunting farms established within managed reserves under the jurisdiction
of APA (IUCN Category 1V) are said to have fared better, than hunting farms in other parts of
the Georgian forest fund. Asked about the underlying reasons, interviewees pointed to the
fact that APA mandatorily requires license holders to develop tourism facilities as part of their

*' Brown Bear Management Plan for the Republic of Croatia. Zagreb, 2008.
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license conditions — providing a source of off-season / additional revenue to the license
holders.

2.5 Poaching as a key-threat to Georgia’s wildlife resources

Interview results confirmed the high popularity and societal significance of hunting in
Georgia. Accordingly, about 50,000 Georgian citizens obtain bird-hunting licenses each year.
The rural population views hunting as a traditional right that cannot simply be denied.
However, the wider population’s interest in hunting seems to have not been sufficiently
reflected in policy discussions.

Interviewees generally agreed that knowledge, hunting ethics, and the hunting community’s
self-perception have been negatively affected over the past 20 years (“... in Georgia,
anybody who <can afford a g.UnThay durthersclaimedniste | f a
widespread ignorance of pertinent rules and regulations as well as disregard for the law are
key-causes of Georgia’s poaching problem.

Getting to grips with the scope and scale of poaching is difficult, because case-statistics as
well as records of successful prosecution leading to the conviction of poachers are non-
existent. For the year 2013, about 600 cases of poaching were recorded — however, the
number of unreported cases was said to be considerably higher. The Georgian government,
in the recent past, established a whistle-blower hotline, where concerned citizens may report
on suspected cases of illegal natural resource use.

Even though the actual incidence of poaching may be hard to establish, interviewees
generally agreed that the principal motive behind poaching is recreation and the exercise of a
customary right (“...meat is not an issue, it is more likely a hobby ...”). A new and
commercialized poaching of the rarest high-value species (e.g. West Caucasian Tur) was
said to have emerged in the recent past, albeit on a comparatively minor scale.

Law enforcement suffers from the general lack of capacity discussed various times in the
preceding sections. This problem is exacerbated by the narrow definition and separation of
various institutions’ roles and responsibilities (“... NFA Rangers provide some assistance
through their regional branches, but their mandate does not extend to poaching ...”).

Georgia’s legal framework already provides differentiated responses to poaching. Ordinary
cases are treated as a misdemeanour, punishable by a fine. Poaching within protected areas
entails a fine twice the amount stipulated for ordinary cases. Poaching of Red List species
constitutes a criminal offence, punishable by imprisonment and a fine five times the regular
amount. Even though, penal provisions seem to achieve little deterrence.

2.6 Current status of the draft Biodiversity Framework Law

The progress and overall direction of drafting the Biodiversity Framework Law was
summarized by the drafting team as follows:

1 Wildlife is to remain state property,
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1 Game species (mammals) are to be determined by ministerial order (including open-
and closed-seasons), and special provisions on migratory birds are to be issued in
reference to regional characteristics,

1 The Red List is to be upheld, however, hunting of Red List species is to be addressed
by specific provisions,

(0]

Hunting of Red List species shall conform to the national Conservation
Management Plan (which determines quota for translocation, reproduction and
breeding). Hunting clubs shall enjoy the right to hunt bred animals (from the 2™
generation onwards — parent animals are to be returned to their place of origin
once a viable population has been successfully established, and 40 % of bred
animals are to relocated to national parks and nature reserves),

T The framework law shall hold provisions on permissible hunting means and methods
(in regard to animal welfare, public safety etc.),

1 Hunting (except for migratory birds) shall remain permissible only within designated
hunting territories. Procedures for their establishment, operation, and management
planning shall be determined by ministerial order,

(0]

(0]

(0]

Hunting territories shall be established and operated by hunting clubs (of at least
five individuals, to registered as either an NGO, or a limited company),

Clubs need to identify suitable territories, and apply to the MOENRP for registration
as a hunting territory (in case of state-owned forests, subject to a leasehold
arrangement),

Minimum areas shall be determined by MOENRP in reference to the size of a club
(no. of member; 5-50, 51-100, 101-500, = 501),

Hunting by members of a club and / or invited / paying guests,

Approval procedures and requirements are to be determined by ministerial order.

1 The framework law shall introduce decentralized hunting governance by local
governments, in recognition of the fact that national level governance bodies lack the
required capacity,

1 The framework law shall introduce qualification & eligibility criteria for individual
hunters,

(0]

(0]

Minimum age 18,

Training and examination, certificate & membership in a hunting club required for
first issuance of a hunting license,

Mandatory background checks (mental health, drug abuse, previous convictions),

Hunting clubs shall be authorized to expel members for “serious breaches of
hunting regulations”,

1 A national hunters’ association shall be established as a legal entity under public law
(self-organized, self-governed), and mandated for
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0 Organization & conduct of education and examinations,
o0 Issuance of certificates,
o Elaboration of an ethics code,

o Training of rangers (to be hired by hunting clubs for physical protection of hunting
territories against poaching.

In terms of its formal structure, the Biodiversity Framework Law will be a comparatively
spacious document, with as many as 86 individual articles (clustered into main chapters). As
can be gleaned from the following Table 2 Structure of the draft Biodiversity Framework Law, the
chapter on hunting will be the biggest (in terms of the number of articles) and most detailed
part of the law (followed by the chapters dealing with CITES and the Georgian Red List).
Even though, salient aspects of Georgia’s future hunting system will not be determined by
the framework law, but require various regulatory instruments to be issued by MOENRP.

Table2 Structure of the draft Biodiversity Framework Law

Main Chapter Articles Number of Articles
General Provisions 1-6 6
Monitoring and Planning 7-12 6
Species and Habitats Protection 13-19 7
Red List 20-33 14
CITES 34-55 22
Hunting 56-78 23
Fishery 79-86 8

According to the drafting team, the draft framework law remains silent on licensing of hunting
rights. The current system of licenses and permits was said to have resulted primarily from
past Georgian governments’ attempts to promote economic liberalization and transparency.
Almost one decade after passage of the Law on Licenses and Permits, licensing nonetheless
remains a controversial issue. Stakeholders criticise that the current practice of awarding
natural resource use rights to the highest bidder would ignore qualitative criteria, and
motivate license holders to prioritise short-term benefits over long-term sustainable
management. Interviewees expressed doubts as to whether licensing would provide a
suitable framework for hunting (“... the basic question in regard to hunting is whether the
current auctioning system should be applied to hunting, or abrogated altogether ...”).
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3 Conclusions

The mission’s findings lead to the following conclusions:

Policy coherence as a precondition for the reform of Georgia’s hunting

system
The mission’s findings suggest that a coherent vision for the reform of Georgia’s hunting
system has not yet been developed. While interviewees unanimously agreed on the need for
change, different groups of stakeholders criticise the current hunting system for different
reasons.

The Georgian government’'s commitment to the protection and sustainable management of
natural resources (including, in particular, the need for alignment with MEA and the EU’s
Acquis Communitaire) still contrasts with policies to promote economic liberalization and
deregulation, irrespective of sector-specific conditions and requirements. The resulting
tension has not yet been conclusively resolved. Georgia’s system of licenses and permits
(especially the practice of awarding use licenses through auctions) pursues a combination of
specific objectives — maximised budgetary revenue, transparency and robustness against
corruption, and efficiency gains (by relieving — drastically downsized — governance bodies of
planning and supervisory responsibilities, and streamlining governance routines — e.g.
applying the one-shop-stop concept).

Hunting qualifies as one kind of forest use, and Georgia’s Forest Code holds numerous
references to hunting (allocation and exercise of hunting rights, supervision and
governance). Salient provisions of the Forest Code have been superseded by institutional
changes as well as passage of the Law on Licenses and Permits. A review of the Forest
Code has been ongoing for several years, but remains pending.

The draft Biodiversity Framework Law resolves neither, the aforementioned tension between
sustainable management of natural resources and the strictly commercial focus of licensed
resource utilization nor problems surrounding the hitherto strict segregation of forestry and
hunting. Policy coherence remains a critical issue.

The foregoing observations invite one additional conclusion regarding the relevance /
replicability of experience and lessons learnt from third countries: Laws are nothing else but
transmission belts for policy objectives, and cannot be fully understood outside a country-
specific context. Even though Georgian partners expressed high interest in Germany’s
hunting system throughout the mission (a detailed presentation on Germany’s hunting laws
featured prominently as part of the multi-stakeholder workshop), discussions confirmed that
foreign experience cannot serve as a blueprint. Georgia will likely benefit from third countries’
experience only after a clear-cut, coherent and consensual system of policy goals has been
put in place first.

Institutional framework conditions & natural resource governance

Findings discussed in section 2.2 indicate considerable governance deficits on several
counts: First, relevant (national) governance bodies are critically short of human resources,
material supplies / transport, and funds necessary to fulfil key-governance tasks (e.g. wildlife
monitoring, supervision and law enforcement). Second, several key-institutions in charge of
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natural resources have not only been thoroughly restructured but, in the recent past, actually
re-established after their predecessors had been abolished during the tumultuous
deregulation period (2010-2012). Third, inter-agency coordination and cooperation as well as
clarification of institutional mandates and responsibilities warrant critical reflection. Neither of
the foregoing issues can be resolved directly by the draft Biodiversity Framework Law.

Moreover, various interviewees stated that natural resource governance (including in regard
to hunting) in the past suffered from a widespread failure to enact regulatory instruments
(giving effect to provisions of statutory laws) in a timely fashion. Practical application of the
Biodiversity Framework Law will likewise require passage of various regulations / ministerial
orders. The draft law as such does little to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of
governance.

Hunting as a commercially focused operation

Past reforms of Georgia’s hunting system prioritized commercial hunting as a source of
revenue, especially in regard to trophy hunting by (foreign) clients. However, under the
current setting, hunting tourism does not seem a viable option. Wildlife populations are low,
and red-listing of some of the most attractive game species further diminishes Georgia’s
hunting potential. The constant decline of hunting farms bears witness to this observation, as
does NFA'’s reluctant stance on hunting operations. The apparent failure of hunting farms
further exposes fundamental problems of Georgia’s licensing system.

Citing the example of brown bear populations in the southern Caucasus, one may even
argue that strict protection failed to achieve its intended purpose. In Georgia, the number of
brown bears dropped steadily from around 675 (in the 1970ies) to 450 (past the year 2000).
By contrast, the brown bear population of Azerbaijan (having declined almost by half — from
1,086 to 680 — between the 1970ies and the 1980ies) rebounded to about 1,600 past the
year 2000%. First hand observations by Georgian stakeholders during a recent study-tour to
Croatia (organized and facilitated by GlZ) point in a similar direction. Several interviewees
recounted that according to their Croatian counterparts, well-regulated hunting had actually
been instrumental in preserving (and increasing!) the populations of several key-game
species. Arguably, strict (legal) protection alone does little to preserve either game species or
their habitats, but simultaneously removes critical incentives for their rehabilitation and
sustainable management.

Moreover, one cannot discount the obvious causal relationship between the lack of legitimate
hunting opportunities and the critically high incidence of poaching. Solving the poaching
problem first requires a clear understanding of its underlying causes and motives.
Interviewees agreed that (i) rural poverty (poaching for meat) and high-level organized crime
(international trade in high-value commodities such as ivory, rhino horn, tiger products etc.)
provide no explanation for Georgia’s plight, and (ii) poaching — for recreational purposes —
occurs across all segments of society. The fact that large numbers of otherwise law-abiding
citizens indulge in poaching strongly suggests that neither tighter rules nor stricter
enforcement will solve the problem. If poaching is to be replaced with well-regulated,
sustainable hunting, and if Georgian hunters are to engage voluntarily in the protection and

3 Lortkipanidze, B. (2010): Brown bear distribution and status in the South Caucasus. Ursus 21/1
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rehabilitation of game populations, the hunting system must be broadly-based and provide
sufficient hunting opportunities across Georgia’s national territory. Any future options of
commercial trophy hunting will likely depend on this precondition.

The draft Biodiversity Framework Law reflects this notion by refocusing the establishment
and operation of “hunting territories” on Georgia’s hunting community, to be self-organized
through locally-based hunting clubs.

Georgian hunters - awareness, self-perception and capacity

The mission’s findings confirm that Georgia’s hunting community - despite its high level of
organisation in the past — has fallen into disarray and lacks both, strong societal
representation and its (historically grown) self-perception. The vast majority of Georgian
hunters lack even basic knowledge and skills. Interviewees concurred in that self-
organization and the hunting community’s institutional set-up will decide the future success of
hunting reforms in Georgia.

The draft Biodiversity Law holds numerous provisions on both counts — reestablishment and
strengthening of a national hunters’ association, and qualification / eligibility criteria for
individual hunters. The draft law assigns the future hunters’ association a critical role in
determining an ethics code for hunting as well as the modalities of education and
examinations. While this may be regarded as one of the draft law’s strongest features (along
with provisions on hunting clubs and the operation of hunting territories), it seems doubtful
how and by which means the contents and mechanics of hunters’ education shall be
developed and conceptualized in practice. According to interviewees’ accounts, traditional
knowledge and expertise regarding hunting have mostly been lost — even to a point where
relevant governance bodies themselves do not avail of sufficiently qualified human
resources.

Practical application of the draft framework law will depend on external support with a focus
on capacity development and knowledge transfer for the benefit of both, governance bodies
and appointed representatives / staff of the hunters’ association. Networking and exchange
with governance structures and hunting associations in similarly situated transition countries
likewise seem indispensable. The development of governance capacity further presupposes
clarification of roles and mandates from the national level downwards. These requirements
constitute a key-priority and need to be addressed within the shortest possible time frame.

Public participation, stakeholder dialogue and conflict resolution

According to interviewees’ accounts, environmental NGOs currently are the most active
group of organized stakeholders. They display comparatively high levels of
professionalization and expertise, and must hence be viewed as important partners and
facilitators for rapid capacity development. Even though, their positions and priorities vary,
ranging from promotion of sustainable management and use, all the way to strict
conservationist agendas and vociferous criticism of hunting. In some cases, NGOs publicized
personalized allegations of corruption and abuse of authority®. It seems fair to conclude that

3 Macharashvili, I. (2013): Hunting of endangered animals. Green Alternative / Open Society Georgia
Foundation; Thilisi
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the reform of Georgia’s hunting system remains a controversial issue, fraught with heated
disputes among various organized interest groups. On the other hand, its future outcome will
in large measure depend on consensual decision making and cooperation.

Georgia already avails of a National Forest Programme process which could, in principle,
provide a platform for stakeholder consultation, conflict resolution, and integration of hunting
within the wider context of forest protection and sustainable forest management. The NFP,
despite its shortcomings identified during over the mission’s course (refer to section 2.3),
represents a critical opportunity and entry-point in terms of civil society participation and
inter-agency coordination / cooperation.

Formal aspects of the draft Framework Law on Biodiversity

Hunting occupies a particularly prominent position within the draft Framework Law on
Biodiversity. No English translation of the draft in its current form was available, and no in-
depth analysis could be performed. Even though, discussions about the draft law’s structure
and content indicate that provisions on hunting are far more numerous and detailed, than the
law’s title (“framework” law) suggests.

Aside from hunting and fishery, all main chapters of the framework law deal with nature
conservation and biodiversity protection. Even though hunting and fishery intersect with
nature conservation in various ways, they nonetheless represent types of management and
use (and relate more closely to similar land uses such forestry and agriculture, which remain
excluded from the framework law’s purview). Two conclusions readily suggest themselves:
First, a framework law may be expected to stipulate general rules only, to be spelled out in
greater detail either within specific laws, or regulatory instruments. Second, one may expect
the framework law to address only those aspects of hunting which relate directly to nature
conservation (e.g. restrictions on hunting within protected areas, hunting of Red List species
etc.). Other aspects might be more appropriately addressed within a dedicated hunting law.

As the discussion in the foregoing section has shown, several of the Georgian hunting
system’s challenges either cannot be resolved directly through legislation (e.g. policy
coherence), or require further interventions outside the purview of a hunting law (e.g.
capacity development, advisory support, process facilitation etc.).

According to the mission’s findings, a strong justification to base the reform of Georgia’s
hunting system on a biodiversity framework law is not entirely evident — irrespective of the
draft's undeniable strengths in terms of promoting self-organization of the hunting
community, individual hunters’ qualification, and creating a broader basis of legitimate
hunting territories by means of hunting territories under the stewardship of hunting clubs.
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4

Recommendations

In view of the foregoing conclusions, the following recommendations seem pertinent:

Policy coherence & legal-regulatory reforms

1. The Framework Law on Biodiversity derives its basic justification from Georgia’s

desire to align her national nature conservation framework with relevant EU
directives. The intended signing of a formal EU association agreement adds
momentum to the exercise. Even though, the reform of Georgia’s hunting system
may require more time and more careful preparation.

Georgian stakeholders should consider the option to limit the framework law’s
purview in regard to hunting to generic provisions and nature conservation
safeguards only, or to exclude hunting from the framework law altogether.

Georgian stakeholders should consider the option of drafting a dedicated hunting
law, designed on the concept of protection by means of sustainable management
and use.

Ideally, drafting of a hunting law should be closely aligned with the — pending —
revision of Georgia’s Forest Code. The ongoing NFP-process provides a means to
this end, with a high potential to promote policy coherence, multi-stakeholder
participation, and conflict resolution.

As a stop-gap measure, MOENRP should consider issuing a limited set of transitory
regulations with a view to creating a basic institutional framework for (i) creation of a
national hunters’ association, (ii) determination of qualification requirements for
hunters (contents, regulations for the conduct of examinations, third party insurance
etc.), (iii) formation of hunting clubs etc.

The current practice of red-listing otherwise common game species should be
critically reviewed. Re-classification of currently endangered species as game within
the purview of a hunting law does not automatically imply that hunting of the species
in question might be possible without restrictions. While utilization of these species
would, in any case, presuppose rehabilitation of populations to usable levels and
evidence-based management planning, their re-classification as game would
nonetheless provide a strong incentive for the hunting community to engage actively
in protection & rehabilitation measures.

The mission found no convincing justification why hunting of mammals and hunting
of migratory birds should be treated differently. In any case, all hunting activities
should be conducted by adequately skilled hunters only. No one should take to the
field without proper qualification and training. Migratory bird hunting — as currently
practiced in Georgia — much more resembles sport shooting than sustainable
hunting. Besides, all hunting activities should be directly linked with habitat
protection / improvement activities as well as protection and promotion of game
species and other wildlife populations.

The concept of licensing natural resource use and — along with it — the Law on
Licenses and Permits should be critically reviewed, because it artificially segregates
protection and sustainable management of natural resources from their
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(predominantly commercial) utilization. Sustainable hunting in Georgia first and
foremost presupposes the recovery of game populations. Translocation and
breeding of game species may be required, but entail the risk of altering the gene-
pool of endemic wildlife populations. In any case, the recovery of game populations
on Georgia will require an extended period of protection, active rehabilitation and —
above all — self-restraint by the hunting community. At this juncture, commercial
hunting (e.g. hunting tourism) is no viable option.

9. Further on the issue of licensing, the Law on Licenses and Permits currently enables
hunting only as a “special forest use”. There is no apparent justification why hunting
should be restricted to areas of the Forest Fund. It should be possible to establish
hunting territories in a diverse range of natural and cultural landscapes.

10. Hunting within protected areas constitutes a particularly controversial issue. As
Georgia aims to expand her protected area network, it will become more significant
in the foreseeable future. Given the diversity of Georgia’s protected areas in terms of
their size, geo-physical and ecological conditions, no blueprint solution seems
feasible, and special restrictions / provisions on hunting should be determined in
reference to the concrete conservation objectives and management concepts (e.g.
differentiated zoning) stipulated in the legal instruments establishing individual
protected areas.

Capacity development and awareness building

11. As yet, hunters’ education faces a critical shortage of expertise in Georgia. Training
of trainers should hence constitute a first priority. This will require external support
(e.g. through development cooperation and civil society involvement). Developing
capacity building partnerships (“twinning”) with hunters’ associations in EU Member
States (e.g. Germany’s DJV) should be considered as an additional option. The
contents, course structure, examination requirements of hunters’ instruction in
Georgia will need to be developed virtually from scratch. At the same time, remnants
of Georgia’s hunting traditions should, to the extent possible, be integrated.

12. For a revised hunting system to work, public awareness building will constitute a
critical precondition. The intended reform of the hunting system will introduce more
regulation, more supervision, more requirements and — consequently — added
expenses for individual hunters. At the same time, hunting opportunities will depend
not only on the recovery of game populations, but likewise on the establishment of
workable hunting territories (including management planning). No hunting system
can realistically be introduced without the informed consent of Georgia’s hunting
community. Tangible benefits and incentives will be required (far more than stricter
enforcement) to garner the Georgian hunting community’s active involvement and
support.

Revitalizing hunting governance
13. While self-organization and self-governance of Georgia’s hunting community are,
without doubt, critically important, key-governance responsibilities (e.g. wildlife
monitoring & change detection as a basis for evidence based decision making,
counter-measures against poaching — including prosecution of detected cases)
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cannot simply be transferred to either the hunters’ association or individual hunting
clubs. Conditions and requirements for the operation of hunting territories should be
designed in such a way that obligations and responsibilities of hunting clubs extend
no further than is necessary for sustainable hunting pursuant to an approved
management plan.

14. Relevant governance bodies presently are unable to conduct either wildlife
monitoring or adequate supervision and control, for lack of human resources,
material supplies, and funds. MOENRP should therefore initiate a process to
streamline and align the mandates of BPS, EnSD, APA and NFA in regard to
hunting. This process should aim to strengthen regional governance capacities, and
to identify means and requirements for the future involvement of local governments.

Hunting governance should prioritize awareness building, service provision (e.g. education),
and incentives. Incentive arrangements should be focused on hunting clubs as operators of
hunting territories, and address both, the promotion of game populations (preferably by
means of habitat improvement) and provision of co-benefits and social services (e.g.
protection and promotion of wild flora and fauna, development of eco-tourism opportunities,
and involvement of hunters in environmental education and awareness building of the wider
public — e.g. school children) by hunting clubs.
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5 Annex 1

Mission Schedule

Programme Participants
Mr. loseb Kartsivadze (BPS)
Ms. Nona Khelaia (BPS)

) Planning meeting of the Expert with the Biodiversity Protection SMBP office, Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
14:00 — . " . MOENRP L
16:00 Service (BPS) of the Ministry of Environment and Natural 6. Gulua Str Mr. Christian Goenner (GI2)

' Resources Protection (MENRP) and GIZ/SMBP. T,bilisi Georéia Ms. Natia Kobakhidze (GI2)

Monday, Ms. Mariam Urdia (Gl2)
09.06.2014 Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze (GI2)
Ms. Neli Korkotadze (ESD)
Ms. Maia Chkhobadze (ESD)

16:30 — Meeti ith the Envi I ision D ESD MBP offi
1328 Ofetﬁgn& EVSR ; e Environmental Supervision Department (ESD) |S office Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
' ' Ms. Natia Kobakhidze (GI2)
Ms. Mariam Urdia (GI2)
Mr. Lasha Moistsrapishvili (APA)
10:00 — APA, Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)

Meeting with the Agency of Protected Areas (APA) Ms. Natia Kobakhidze (GIZ)

11:00 MOENRP Ms. Mariam Urdia (Gl2)
Tuesday, Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze (GI2)
10.06.2014 _ ) Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
14:00 Meeting with Experts working on the draft Biodiversity Law SMBP office Ms. Ana Rukhadze (Expert)
15:00
Mr. Paata Turava (Expert)
. Stakeholders, including
15:00 — . L . Meeting room at '
18:00 Workshop on Hunting Regulation in Georgia MOENRP Qovernment, NGOs, hunters,
fishermen, etc.
Wednesda Tchiaur hunting farm Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
11.06.201 4y, 8:00 — 18:00 |Fieldtrip to the Tchiauri hunting farm (Dedophlistskaro district)  |Dedophlistskaro district, |Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze (Gl2)

Kakheti, Georgia Hunters

Vi



Thursday,
12.06.2014

Friday,
13.06.2014

viii

11:00 —12:00

Programme

Meeting with the Forest Policy Service (FPS) of the MENRP

FPS,
MOENRP

Participants

Ms. Tamar Pataridze (FPS)
Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
Ms. Mariam Urdia

Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze

15:00 -
16:00

Meeting with the Forest Use Department of the National Forest
Agency (NFA)

SMBP office

Mr. Zurab Kelichashvili (NFA)
Mr. David Chalatashvili (NFA)
Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
Ms. Natia Kobakhidze (GIZ)
Ms. Mariam Urdia (GI2)

Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze

17:00 —
18:00

Debriefing

SMBP office

Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
Mr. Christian Goenner (GI2)
Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze (GI2)

13:00 —
14:00

Meeting with Experts working on the draft Biodiversity Law

SMBP office

Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
Ms. Ana Rukhadze (Expert)
Mr. Paata Turava (Expert)
Mr. loseb Kartsivadze (BPS)
Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze

Ms. Natia Kobakhidze

15:00 -
16:00

Meeting with the Analytical and Maintenance and Reforestation
Departments of the National Forest Agency (NFA)

SMBP office

Mr. Dimitri Ghlonti (NFA)

Ms. Marina Sujashvili (NFA)
Mr. Stefan Mann (Consultant)
Ms. Natia Kobakhidze (GIZ)
Ms. Mariam Urdia (GI2)

Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze (GI2)




6 Annex?2

List of Participants

Workshop on Hunting Regulation in Georgia; 10 June, 2014, Thilisi, Georgia

No. |Name Function
1{Mr. Shalva Amiredjibi Deputy Minister, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection of Georgia
2|Mr. loseb Kartsivadze Head of Biodiversity Protection Service, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection of Georgia
3|Ms. Nona Khelaia Biodiversity Protection Service, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection of Georgia
4|Mr. David Dadiani Legal Department, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection of Georgia
5|Mr. Teimuraz Tkemaladze Chairman of the board, Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation
6|Mr. Gocha Koberidze Secretary general, Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation
7|Mr. loseb Ghutishvili Expert in game-keeping, Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation
8|Mr. Levan Akhmeteli Board member, Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation
9|Mr. David Tsarielashvili Board member, Georgian Hunting and Fishing Federation
10|Mr. Nugzar Zazanashvili WWF Caucasus
11|Mr. Alexander Gavashelishvili Institute of Ecology, llia State University
12|Mr. Bejan Lortkiphanidze NACRES Centre for Biodiversity Conservation and Research
13|Ms. Mariam Urdia “Sustainable Management of Biodiversity” Programme, GIZ
14|Ms. Natia Kobakhidze “Sustainable Management of Biodiversity” Programme, GIZ
15(Mr. Giorgi Lebanidze “Sustainable Management of Biodiversity” Programme, GIZ
16|Mr. Stefan Mann Consultant
17|Ms. Marina Sujashvili National Forestry Agency, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection of Georgia
18|Ms. Ana Rukhadze Biodiversity expert working on “Biodiversity Law”
19|Mr. Paata Turava Legal expert working on “Biodiversity Law”
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