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SUMMARY

 In 2007, monitoring of the Desna-Dnipro and Prypyat population groups of Aquatic Warbler (AW) was conducted within the framework of two different projects funded by the United Kingdom “Environment for Europe Fund” and RSPB respectively. Current report covers overall state of both population groups in Ukraine and provides detailed account of the Prypyat population group monitoring. It also includes analysis of the relevant threats in the region and proposes further lobby strategy.

In 2007, there was very dry weather on the most part of Ukraine, especially on its left-bank part. In this region, the majority of bogs and river floodplains were dry. However, hydrological conditions on all breeding habitats of the Desna-Dnipro AW population group were favourable. This is due to the influence of different artificial hydrotechnical constructions and landscape features. The only exception is Svydovets habitat where the water regimen was not optimal and dropped below the ground level. The total number of the Desna-Dnipro population group in 2007 is estimated at 530 - 590 (529-587) males.


Hydrological conditions in the Upper Prypyat were more favorable – there was not any draught in this area. However, river bed deepening on some sites lead to draining of large areas in the floodplain, including Richytsya-Pidgirya, Pidgirya- Turya mouth, and interfluve area of Prypyat and Tsyr rivers. This resulted in considerable decrease of AW population in these areas. Conditions in other visited breeding habitats were either optimal or very close to the optimal ones.

This season, there was only single count conducted on 5 sites of the Prypyat population group; AW number can be estimated at 2700-3200 males.

The total number of AW in Ukraine in 2007 is about 3230-3790 males.  
1. GENERAL PART

1.1. Project Background

The Aquatic Warbler Acrocephalus paludicola is a globally threatened species, which breeds in Belarus, Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Ukraine. It is classified as Vulnerable according to IUCN Red List (2004). At the European level it is classified as Endangered. It is also included in Appendix I of the EU Wild Birds Directive, in Appendix II of the Bern Convention and in Appendix II of the Bonn Convention. In 1999, Aquatic Warbler was included in Appendix I of the Bonn Convention.  

More than 80 % of Ukrainian AW breeds in Prypyat valley. The breeding habitat in Ukraine covers 4 regions - Volyn, Rivne, Kyiv and Chernihiv. During 1997-2006, the majority of suitable habitats were surveyed by the Ukrainian Society for the Protection of Birds (USPB). 6 monitoring sites are selected as the basic ones for the monitoring purposes. 

In 2006, the total number of the Ukrainian part of Prypyat population was estimated at 3000 - 3605 males. 

The monitoring of 6 key AW settlements has being carried out since 2002. For this purpose, there were 2 breeding sites chosen of the Desna-Dnipro population (valleys of Supiy and Uday) and 4 breeding sites of the Prypyat ' population (2 sites in valley of Prypyat, valleys of Turya and Stir). These six key breeding sites keep from 50 to 70 % of Ukrainian AW population.
In 2007, it was necessary to continue monitoring and further clarify the population trends and threats. The monitoring of the Desna-Dnipro population in this season was conducted within the framework of the project on management planning for this population group. This project was implemented thanks to the funding from the United Kingdom “Environment for Europe Fund” and support of the UK Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and British Council, as part of Small Environmental Project Scheme.
Monitoring of the AW Prypyat population group in 2007 was conducted in Ukraine thanks to the support of RSPB. 
Monitoring of threats was also of high priority in 2007. There is a serious threat for AW habitats in the valley of Prypyat. Volyn State Department for Water Resources Management has adopted a new flood abatement program. The title of the programme is "Ecology-2010", though it might cause severe ecological damage. Volyn State Environmental Authority has approved this program. One of the activities under this program is indentation of river-bed between Richytsya and lake Lyubyaz. In 2005, similar work was conducted between Schedrogir (Pidgirya) and river Turya mouth. As a result of this work, the water level in river has decreased and in May and June 2006, it was 1 meter lower than on other sites and in comparison with previous years. The water goes away from the floodplain. The level of water has dropped below the level of baseline years at the sites of floodplain that are located on a distance of more than 1 km from the river. Therefore, urgent actions are needed to prevent harmful effects of planned and ongoing hydrotechnical activities. USPB has launched a lobby campaign to stop such projects; and more survey data is needed to justify the lobby and conduct it effectively. 

1.2. Project Team establishment

Established field team included two experts:

	Field Team

	1. A. Poluda (Project leader)

2. I. Legeyda 


Monitoring of the Desna-Dnipro population group included geobotanical description of habitats conducted by 2 botanists, including O. Pryadko, PhD. 
1.3. Methodology

The methodology of the fieldwork was a standard one, which has been used for the last four seasons. This methodology is based on the following steps:

· Survey of Aquatic Warbler is conducted on 1,5 km-long routes; 

· Counting of birds is carried out within 200 m strip transects;

· The starting point and the end of each rout strip are marked with well–seen marks. In Central Ukraine, marking of 100 m strips was done with 2,5–3 m high poles. In Western Ukraine, the GPS-72 (Garmin) devices were used for marking 100 m transects;

· The survey of Aquatic Warblers at monitoring routes starts 60 minutes before the sunset and continues for 80–100 minutes. All singing males within 200 m transects are counted and mapped;

· Other bird species are recorded during the survey and special morning counts (during the first survey period only);

· Information about hydrological regime and vegetation is also collected.

During May-June, there were conducted two single inspections of 8 sites of the Desna-Dnipro population. Survey of 4 key sites of the Prypyat population group were conducted only once in the third decade of June. Besides, boat inspection of Prypyat was conducted from Komarive village to Lyubyaz lake.   
2. RESULTS

Detailed monitoring results for each site are presented in appendixes.

2.1. Hydrological conditions in wetlands of the Northern Ukraine during AW nesting season
The level of river floodplain saturation with water in the given year depends on many factors, including first of all precipitation. Water level in the floodplain changes during the year; there is also over-year long-term dynamics. It is important to have data on water level in those rivers (or in their parts), which are in natural state and not influenced by the artificial constructions (dams, sluices, ponds etc.). Therefore, a site was selected in the floodplain of Uday river at the boarder of Chernihiv and Poltava regions, where water level is annually monitored during AW breeding season with the frequency of almost ones per ten days (Appendix 2, Fig. 1). When accounted for the catchment area of Uday, one can extrapolate this dynamics for the other rivers where AW habitats are located. The graph shows that in this season water level in rivers of the left-bank Polissya and forest-steppe zone was the lowest for the last 6 years of monitoring. Such low level has not been recorded since at least 1995. 

In 2007, water level in rivers of Prypyat basin was more appropriate for AW nesting compared to conditions of the Desna-Dnipro population.    
2.2 Desna-Dnipro population group 
Monitoring plots of the Desna-Dnipro population group were surveyed 2 times: in the 2nd ten-day period of May and 1st ten-day period of June. Detailed accounts are to be presented in the separate report.  Besides AW counts and hydrological measurements, there were other activities conducted to provide for more effective monitoring and management of the habitats. This list of activities includes:
· Geobotanical description of habitats; 
· Detailed study of habitats, which were not studied before (including floodplains of Galka and Perevid); 

· Setting up monitoring transect on Supiy and 3 monitoring sites near Zhevak – with botanical description.   

· Detailed threats analysis; and
· Developing objectives and recommendations for site management with accounting for conservation needs and community interests. 

2.3. Prypyat population group

Monitoring plots of the Prypyat population group were surveyed 2 times: in III ten-day period of May and III rd – of June.

2.3.1 Monitoring areas

As in the last years, USPB experts carried out two single inspections of 4 breeding monitoring sites of this AW population group. These sites support from 50 to 60 % of birds of the Prypyat population group.

2.3.1.1. Key breeding habitat in valleys of Prypyat and Lower Tsir (Volyn reg., Lyubeshiv district; coordinates of habitat centre: 51.52; 25.13; East from village of Vetly to villages Birky and Tsyr)

The key breeding habitat consists of two plots.  Plot 1 is in the Prypyat floodplain to southeast from Vetly (including such mires as Torople, Zamalytsa, Zapastushye). Area of this site is more than 3,000 hectares. However, not all this area is suitable for AW nesting. There are large tracts of bushes or cane, as well as dry places. Most AW habitats are sedge hayfields. Currently, there are 1400 ha of known suitable sites. AW prefers habitats, where rush and cereals occupy significant part. The most part of this area is used as a pasture. About 10% of this area is hayfields (Musheve). The area of suitable habitats constitutes about 500 ha.        
The monitoring route is located on a right bank of Prypyat river floodplain to the south-east from the village of Vetly (Appendix 3, Map 9). It is a part of plot 1 and its total area is 175 ha. The route passes along the river at a distance of 200-500 m. The westernmost tip of a route has co-ordinates of 51(52(64(( N; 25(08(91(( E, the easternmost tip’s coordinates are 51(52(62(( N; 25(10(27(( E. The length of the route is 1,5 km.

In 2007, there was a single count conducted on this key area on June 29th.  Only 7 males were counted on the monitoring plot. Results of the counts are presented in Table (Appendix 2, Tabl. 1) and Site Data Sheet 3 (Appendix 2).

The level of water in the habitat was exceptionally low - 37 cm below the optimum level for AW (Appendix 2, Fig. 4). This is the lowest water level for all period of monitoring. The lowest level in the last years was in 2003 (-3 cm). The reasons of this situation are discussed below. 

On June 30th, 2007, there was a census conducted along the central drainage chennel (50 ha). 31 singing males were counted from 21:15 and 22:00. Earlier (from 20:15 to 21:10) on the same route there were only 7 singing males recorded. Water level was very low on this site – it was approximately the same as in 2003. 

Total area of the suitable habitat on the sites of Plot 1 is nearly 1400 ha. Low number of AW was in this area near the monitoring route in north-western part of the habitat (175 ha). The estimated number of males there is no more than 40-50.  
The total number of AW on the Plot 1 was estimated as 700-800 singing males. 

Total suitable habitat area of Plot 2 sites is nearly 500 ha. Although not all sites of this area were visited this season, dry conditions on the most of the area does not allow estimate the number of males on those sites as more than 100.      

The total number of AW males in this key breeding habitat is estimated as 800-900 (Plots 1 and 2, and other sites of the key area).   
2.3.1.2. Key breeding habitat in Prypyat valley between Richytsya and Pidgirya (Volyn reg., Ratne district; coordinates of habitat centre: 51.46; 24.43)

This breeding area includes part of Prypyat floodplain from village Rechitsa up to the village Pidgirya. The total area of suitable for AW habitats is 350 ha.
The monitoring route starts near village Pidgirya; the length of the route is about 1,7 km and the area of the monitoring plot is 28 ha. The total area of the habitat, where monitoring route is located, constitutes 120 ha (Appendix 3, Map 10). 

This area was visited on June 26th.All area of the monitoring route was dry. Water level in the monitoring well was 45 cm below level optimum for AW (Appendix 2, Fig. 5). This is the first time when such low level is recorded; earlier, the previous lowest level was in 2004 (-10 cm). USPB experts suggest this situation is connected with deepening of the river bed near the monitoring plot.

During the evening counts, there were 13 males counted. Results of this census are represented in Appendix 2 (Tabl. 2 and Site Data Sheet 4). 

USPB experts estimate the total number of AW in the monitoring site (120 ha) as 50-70 males.  The number of singing males in the floodplain between villages Richytsya and Pidgirya (350 ha) is 120-150 males. This is the lowest number since 1996 with the exception of 1999 when the floodplain was completely flooded.

2.3.1.3. Key breeding habitat in Vyzhery mire in the lower Turya valley (Volyn reg., Kamin-Kashirsky district; coordinates of habitat centre: 51.42; 24.50)

Vyzhery mire is located in the floodplain of river Turya on its right bank. The total area of habitats suitable for AW is 275 ha.  The monitoring route was marked out through the central part of the habitat. The total length of the route is 1,5 km, and the area covered by census is 30 hectares.
In 2007, this area was visited only one time on June 25th. The water level was optimum for AW (Appendix 2, Fig. 6). There were 37 males counted during the evening census from 21:15 to 22:00. Earlier (from 20:30 to 21:15), there were only 19 males counted on this very route. 

USPB experts estimate the total number of the breeding group as 330-350 singing males. 

2.3.1.4. Key breeding site of the Middle Stir valley near the village of Chetvertnya (Volyn reg, Rozhishche and Manevychi districts; coordinates of habitat centre: 51.04; 25.28)

The breeding site consists of four plots.   

Plot 1 is a part of the right-bank Stir floodplain between Chetvertnya and Godomychi. The area of AW habitat is 40 ha. 

Plot 2 is part of the right-bank floodplain of Stir to the north-west from Chetvertnya. The area of AW habitat is about 15 ha. In 1998, there were 20 males counted. 

Plot 3 is a part of the Stir floodplain near south-eastern outskirts of village of Naviz (left bank). There is Gursko-Grivensky hydrological zakaznik of local importance (Rozhishche district); its area is 145,2 ha. The area of habitats suitable for AW is 110 ha. In 1998, there were 50 males counted. In 1999, only 6 singing males were counted (total number is no more than 10 males).

Plot 4 is a part of the left-bank floodplain of river Stir – 5 km to WE from Plot 1. The area of AW habitat in 2006 is nearly 10-15 ha. In 2006, USPB experts estimated this group as 10-15 males. The AW number might be higher in other years. 

The monitoring route was marked out on Plot 1. It goes for 100-150 m along the southern side of the river floodplain. Total length of the route is 1,4 km and the monitoring area is 28 ha. 

In 2007, this area was visited on June 24th. Mostly, the habitat was dry; only some spots remained wet. Water level was 19 cm below the optimum one for AW. In some seasons this level was even lower. For example, in 2003-2005, it was -40 – -50 cm. 
During the evening count, there were 12 singing males recorded. Totally, there were about 15 males on this site (Plot 1). 

During day time, there was another site visited (Plot 3). Habitat was completely dry and mown-out. There were 2 AW seen, though they did not sing. 

The total number of AW on all 4 plots is estimated as 70-80 males.     

2.3.2. Surveys of other breeding habitats of AW Prypyat population group

Besides the obligatory double inspection of monitoring plots, some other known settlements were also visited.

Prypyat valley between Pidgirya and Turya mouth. In 1999 and 2002, USPB experts have not met any AW in this part of the floodplain, although M. Flade gives a number of 15-90 males for 1996. The area of suitable habitat is 50-200 ha (data of M. Flade). In 2003, there were 40-60 males in sites adjoining to lake Krupyne. In 2004, there were 120-150 males on these sites.
In 2004 (June 4th and July 11th), USPB experts have estimated the total area of habitats suitable for AW:

a)  site near vil. Pidgirya (right bank), where the area of suitable habitats reaches 20 ha (20 males);

b)  site of 15-20 ha to northeast from vil. Pidgirya (right bank) (15 males);

c)  site around the lake Krupyne with area of 55-60 ha (~ 50 males); 
d)  site of more than 50 ha to east from vil. Schedrogir (~ 50 males).

The total area of suitable habitats for AW reaches about 150 ha (Appendix 3, Map 9).
In July 2005, USPB experts have visited two sites of the breeding habitat (“a” and “c” on the map). There were no birds recorded. Water level in the breeding habitat strongly depends on the river. Most sites keep high level of water even in ‘normal’ years. Therefore, in 2005 the water level was very high on these sites, and the number of birds was estimated as very low - no more than 10-20 males. 

In 2006, hydrological regimen on the site has changed very strongly. In autumn 2005, Volyn State Department for Water Resources Management has carried out deepening of river-bed between Schedrogir (Pidgirya) and river Turya mouth. As a result of this work, in May and June 2006, water level in river was more then 1 m lower in comparison with other sites and with the normal level of water during this time of year. Water goes away from the floodplain. The level of water dropped below the ground level even on those sites of the floodplain that are located on a distance of more than 1 km from the river (for example, area of the lake Krupyne). The small number of AW had still been nesting there in spite of the fact that the habitats became dry. It was logical to assume that the number of birds the next year will be minimal. 


The situation in 2006 was the following: plot “a” – about 10 males; plot “b” – about 5 males; plot “c” – about 30 males; plot “d” – about 5 males.  The number of AW in the site came to 40-60 males. 


Survey of this habitat in 2007 has proved the earlier predication as to further decrease of AW number. This area of the floodplain was completely dry except for the river itself. During the evening survey of site “a” there were 2 males recorded (no more were present), while on site “c” there were 7 males recorded (actually, there were 20 males on this site). 


The total AW number is about 30-40 males. 
 Area to the north of Lyubyaz lake. There are two habitats where AW is present, the total area of which is about 100 ha. There was an evening count conducted on July 1st, 2007. The water level was even higher than the optimum one. High number was recorded on the north site – there were 7 males counted at 5 ha.  The total AW number is estimated at 110 — 120 males. 
Stohid valley near Stara Chervishcha. In this valley, there is one known AW habitat; its area reaches 20 ha and the last year, there nested about 20 males. At the beginning of June 2005, the site was flooded – water level was more than 50 cm above the ground. In June and July USPB experts did not hear any AW. In 2006, water regimen was optimum, but during visits of experts during daytime on May 18th and 24th, June 26th AWs were neither seen nor heard. In 2007, during daytime visit on July 2nd USPB experts did not find any AW and the site was dry. There are three years already during which no AWs have been recoded in this habitat.  

2.4. Summary of results: State of the AW population in Ukraine 2007
In 2007, there was very dry weather in Ukraine, especially in its left-bank part. The majority of bogs and river floodplains dried up. However, hydrological conditions in most AW habitats of Desna-Dnipro population group were favourable for AW nesting. This was due to the influence of artificial constructions, including sluice on Uday river, pond on Supiy river, dam on Galka river; as well as landscape features. The only exception is habitat near village Svydovets. Although this habitat is developed thanks to the highland across the floodplain, however, this feature is not enough now to sustain the optimal water regimen on the most part of the site. Thus, water level on this site was below ground level. 

This season, AW has bred on 7 sites.  It is the second year already that no AWs are recorded near Noviy Bykiv village. 
The total number of Desna-Dnipro AW population is 530-590 (529-587) males.
Hydrological conditions in the upper Prypyat were more favorable – there was no draught in the area. However, river bed deepening on some sites along the river led to draining of large areas in the floodplain, including Richytsya-Pidgirya, Pidgirya- Turya mouth, and the interstream area of Prypyat and Tsyr rivers. This resulted in considerable decrease of AW population in these areas. Conditions in other visited breeding habitats were either optimal (Vyzhery mire, site near Lyubyaz lake) or very close to optimal ones (Styr river).


This season, there was only single count conducted at 5 sites of the Prypyat population group; AW number can be estimated at 2700-3200 males. This is 300-400 males lower than in two previous years, which is due to population decrease on sites impacted by the river bed deepening.   


The total number of AW in Ukraine in 2007 is about 3230-3790 males.  

3. DISCUSSION OF THE CURRENT STATE AND LOBBY NEEDS

3.1. Official status of AW habitats in Prypyat valley
During the last several decades the wetlands of Volyn region have being experiencing dramatic changes – floodplains of most rivers and bogs were drained for agricultural and pit production purposes. Even small changes of the hydro-regimen lead to drastic and irreversible changes in wetland ecosystems. Therefore, it is crucial to conserve areas, which are still in the natural state. One of such areas is Prypyat floodplain from Richytsya village to the boarder of Rivne region; it is mostly covered by pit bogs. 
This area of Prypyat is very important in protection of water resources and biodiversity in our country, as it is a part of one of the European ecological corridors. With accounting for the importance of the area at the regional, national and European level, a lot was done in oblast and in the country to protect this floodplain part. There were 10 hydrological zakazniks (reserves) and a regional landscape park established; all area is designated as the wetland of international importance and Ramsar site. There is the Presidential Decree # 699/2007 on ‘Establishing the national nature park ’Prypyat-Stohid’, which was signed on August 13th, 2007. According to this Decree, almost all floodplain in the natural state was included into the national nature park except for the 12 km tract from Richytsya village to the boarder with Lyubeshiv district. The projected park will include 7 out 10 zakanzniks located in the floodplain. 
3.2. Legal requirements as to protection of AW and its habitats in Prypyat valley 

National legislation

Aquatic Warbler is included into the Red Data Book of Ukraine (1994). According to the Law on the Red Book, its habitats should be protected. 

Generally, the activity of Volyn State Department for Water Management does violate national environmental legislation. Chennel dredging between Strybuzh lake and Schedrogir village is conducted within hydrological reserve “Schedrogirsky”. Such activity violates the following laws of Ukraine: 
· Law on Environmental Protection (Articles 64, 68), 
· Law on Wild Animals (Art. 9, 10, 39, 40-44), 
· Law on Nature Reserve Fund (Art. 7, 26), 
· Law on the Red Book of Ukraine (Art. 11, 20), 
· Law on State Programme of Developing National Ecological Network for 2000-2015, 
· Law on Protection of Land (Art. 42),

· Water Code of Ukraine (Art. 80, 87-89, 94),
· Law on Environmental Impact Assessment etc.

For example, Article 7 of the Law of Ukraine “On Nature Reserve Fund of Ukraine” stipulates that “any activity, which has negative impact on the state of natural systems, should be banned within reserves”; this especially refers to destruction of water resources within hydrological reserves. 

Volyn State Department for Water Management is aware of this violation of the law, as they state in the report on “Scientific and Ecological Justification of River Bed Restoration in the upper Prypiat of Volyn region” (2003). It is written in the report (p.21) that despite the protection status, restoration of river bed is still necessary. In their report of 2002 they confirm that designation of protected areas (though nominal as there are no administrations so far) does create a barrier for river bed restoration in the upper Prypyat (p 77-78 of the Report).
Art. 80 of the Water Code of Ukraine prohibits straightening and indentation of river bed below the natural level. According to Art. 94 of this Code, no activity should be carried out within a protected area, if it is in conflict with the goals of the area. 
EIA of the individual projects under “Ecology -2010” Programme were conducted, but we did not have the opportunity to receive all the copies of final reports. We have all the reasons to suspect that the EIA conclusion was prepared without proper scientific study of all ecological effects. Volyn Oblast Environmental Authority has approved the Programme “Ecology-2010” in 2005, and this decision was not appropriately justified. 

If all the planned river bed deepening activities are realized, the floodplain will be drained and will loose its water-protection function and ecological value. In this case, the existence of protected area and the projected national nature park “Prypyat’-Stohid” will make no sense any more.  
International legislation
AW and its habitats should also be protected according to international environmental law.

AW is listed in the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species and included in Appendix I of the EU Wild Birds Directive, in Appendix II of the Bern Convention and in Appendix I and Appendix II of the Bonn Convention. The species is also protected under Convention on Biological Diversity. Its habitat in Prypyat valley is protected under Ramsar Convention. All mentioned conventions are ratified by Ukraine. 
Ukraine also undertook obligations to provide strict protection for the Aquatic Warbler and conserve its breeding habitats under Memorandum of Understanding concerning conservation measures for the Aquatic Warbler (2003). 
Therefore, river bed indentation does violate the international law.

3.3. Positions of key stakeholders 

There are stakeholders who are interested in draining the area. Volyn State Department for Water Resources Management has prepared a Programme under the title ‘Ecology-2010’, which includes ‘hidden’ draining of Prypyat floodplain. Some of the examples include activity 2.1.1 of the Programme - “Restoring water regimen of Prypyat from Vyzhivsk water diverting structure to lake Lyubyaz, river bed regulation”, the cost of which is 8 million 245 thousand UAH; and activity 2.1.2 “Restoring water regimen of Prypyat from Richytsya to Vyzhivsk water diverting structure, river bed regulation”, the cost of which is 4 million 986 thousand UAH. According to the Programme, in 2005-2010, the river bed was planned to be deepened within the framework of Activity #2.1.1 for the length of 50.8 km, which constitutes 71% of the total river length (71.3 km) in this area. As to the activity 2.1.2, it implies deepening for the length of 15.3 km (70%), the total length of river in this area is 21.9 km. 
One of the key arguments of water management authorities to justify the necessity of the river bed deepening is that during recent decades the river has been deteriorating from Richytsya village to Rivne region. This includes decrease of the river carrying capacity, which leads to expanding the period of flood-water stay. Expert justifications of the river ‘restoration’ have being prepared by the Research Institute of Water Resources Engineering and Melioration (they are subordinated to Volyn State Department for Water Resources Management). Experts of the Institute consider melioration chennels to be in the best natural condition in comparison with other river parts. 
USPB has collected monitoring and other scientific data to justify falseness of the position of water management authorities and their experts. USPB has started the dialogue with respective institutions and experts and this data can effectively be used in further lobby and public appeal strategy. 
How do the experts on water management see the reasons of river deterioration? In their report on scientific justification of river bed deepening projects in the upper Prypyat in Volyn region (2003) they write that the main reasons of the prolonged flooding of large areas, which causes economic looses for agriculture, decrease in the grass diversity and worsening habitat conditions for animals, include:
· building of fishing dams by local people; 
· lack of shrubs’ removal and grass mowing by local people; and 

· water intake to Belarus by the Dnipro-Buzskiy Channel. 
Unfortunately, the conclusion made in the report is that river bed deepening is the only answer to those problems. 

If the above-mentioned factors are the main ones, than it would logical to decrease their influence – de-mount fishing dams, promote mowing and bush removal, reconsider water supply regimen to Belarus, build new road-dams across the floodplain to promote extra water-flow passage etc. This will lead to increase of the river carrying capacity in the most coast-effective way. 

For some projects, water management experts justify the need in the “river bed restoration” by the need to protect local public from floods. At the same time, our data and water monitoring results show that the threat of floods in the area is over-estimated and the dredging in any case is not the most effective solution. 

Scientific data to justify the need of river bed deepening mainly includes dynamics of the average over-year duration of water stay in the floodplain. Water management experts show increase of this parameter at the end of XX century. Is their conclusion about constant drastic increase of water stay duration (up to 165 days in 1988-1997 at Lyubyaz water control point) actually true?    
The figure of 165 days was typical for 1970-90s. However, with accounting for the landscape of the valley, floods are a natural condition there. For example, there were times in the first half of the XX century when water had been covering the floodplain for almost the whole year (333 days in 1926). Serious increase of the water stay period was caused by large-scale melioration of the upper Prypyat and its influxes in the part of the river where melioration started. According to Volynvodproekt, the average over-year water stay period before the beginning of melioration (1958-1967) was 133 days; therefore, it has increased in 1970-90s by 25-35 days. However, in 2000-2007 this parameter was already 55 days only! 
Experts of the Research Institute of Water Resources Engineering and Melioration emphasize that the average over-year water stay period has almost doubled at the end of XX century and reached 302 days; but their calculation was made for two abnormally wet years – 1988 and 1999. 

There was inaccurate use and incorrect interpretation of over-year water control data. It is more scientifically accurate to use longer periods, for example decades. The two abnormal years did not actually influence the over-year dynamics in 1990s. In this decade, the average over-year water stay period was about 185 days; while in 200-2006 (up to the mid August 2006) this parameter has dropped up to 59 days (according to official water control data published in the report for Vyzhevsk water diverting facility, 2006). Therefore, there is no any trend of increase in the duration of water stay; vise versa, this duration drops. We assume that respective data was deliberately used in the inaccurate was to justify the state funding of river bed deepening projects.   
Water management experts do acknowledge that there were some problems in this part of Prypyat after draining its upper part, including after building in 1987 of Upper-Prypyat Drainage System. It was in 1985-1994 (the first years after finishing construction) when there was the longest average over-year duration of water stay. However, starting from 1995, this parameter started decreasing as river was self-restoring.   
Water management experts claim in their materials that river bed deepening will not cause floodplain draining. However, some of their materials provided to us show the correlation between water level changes in the river and ground water level at the distance of at least 500 meter from the river. In other materials and reports they contradict themselves and do not confirm this wide influence. Even if the impact is spread over for 300 meter (as the water management experts wrote in one of the reports), it is already 50% of the floodplain.
Our summarised position based on scientific data and expert assessments is that river bed deepening is a hidden melioration in terms of its harmful ecological effects; furthermore, this activity is of no need and ineffective for ecological, economic and social reasons. 
The river bed deepening drains the whole floodplain. This work causes chain reaction – sediments elevated from the river bed are transported downstream and cause further overgrowth of the river, which gives the water management authorities the ground to ask for additional state funding to dredge the river.  
3.4. Update on the recent river bed deepening and its ecological effects
One of the stages of Prypyat river bed deepening has started in 2004 between Schedrogir village (Pigrirya village) and Turiya river mouth. It was planned to deepen the river bed at the length of 6 km. In 2004, the work was carried out only at some sites; though in autumn 2005, all planned leg was finished (Appendix 3, Map. 10). 

USPB experts have been monitoring this part of floodplain since 1999. It has always been abundant in water as there are numerous lowland sedge bogs, which are mowed by the local people. There are also girts and old channels in the area. All these features promote optimum conditions for nesting of waterbirds; there is high concentration of Coots and Mallards; there also were several nesting pairs of the Graylag Goose. This area holds from 2.5 to 4% of the Ukrainian population of the AW. It has never been dry (at least since 1995). The main limiting factor for AW nesting was high level of water. In high water years AW did not nest there, for example in 1999 and 2002. In the optimal years there were 120-150 males nesting (for example in 2004).

During May-June 2006, USPB experts have studied the impact of river bed dredging on the state of the floodplain. The consequences of this work are drastic – during this season, the floodplain was dry, and there was no water even in the lowest parts in between tussocks. In the second decade of May 2006, water level was 0.7-0.8 m below the natural level of the low-water summer season (the low-water season in the region is in late July- at the beginning of September). At the same time, water level in other parts of the floodplain was high (including to the west from Shlapan village; in the interstream of Prypyat and Tsyr, to the south from Vetly etc.), which is normal for this season. River bed deepening has resulted in decrease of the water level even in 1 km from the river. The respective sites is not a wetland anymore – geese, ducks, coots have left it. The number of AW has dropped to 40-60 males, and they will not breed there in the next years.
As there is a variety of different lowland landscape feature (such as girts, channels etc.), the bed deepening resulted in water level decrease in parts of the floodplain located in more than 1 km from the river, including for example haymaking fields near Krupyne lake and in opposite to low part of Pidgirya village). Sedge tussocks among which there usually should be water, this time were on the dry ground.  Despite the water-blocking influence of the bridge dam, the negative impact was shown in 2006 even for the upstream floodplain part in 1.5-2 km from the road Pidgirya-Schedrogir. Such a low level has not been recorded there since 1999 (Appendix 2, Fig. 5). However, after the heavy rains in the second half of June, the water level had slightly risen upstream from the dam. In the deepened part of the bed, water was speeding up. This part of the river was studied on the boat, and the inspection showed that river deepening caused 0.5-1 meter water level decrease in the nearby floodplain compared to the ground level.  In this season, the river functioned as a melioration channel - it drained water from the floodplain.
In December 2006, the river bed was deepened for 2 km upstream from the bridge in Schedrogir village (Appendix 3, Map. 10). The negative effects of this work became evident in 2007.  
In June 2007, USPB experts have surveyed Prypyat valley from Ratne village to Lyubyaz. The monitoring sites of Prypyat, Turya, Stohid and Styr were surveyed. Furthermore, this part was inspected on the boat.  This year, there generally was a low water and its level was similar to that of 2003. On Lyubyaz water control point, water level on June 20th was 237 mm; the same level was also on July 1st. Nevertheless, there was good flowage – the water did not stagnate even in small channels. This shows inaccuracy of water management experts’ claims that Prypyat is disappearing in some parts as a river.  
 In 2007, USPB’s predications were confirmed that river bed deepening leads to floodplain drainage (Appendix 3, Photos). As a result of dredging, the hydrological zakaznik (reserve) Schedrogirskiy of 700 ha has disappeared. There is no water in the floodplain for up 4 km downstream from the bridge, despite the fact that this part of the river has always had relatively high level of ground water. Now, one can pass over dry-shod there. Water level in the floodplain is 50-60 cm below the ground. River resembles a meandering ditch now with a slow flow and almost no water vegetation. There were neither ducks nor coots recorded there, though previously this area held hundreds of water birds. In 1999-2004, their number was even higher than in Southern Ukraine. Currently, this is a desert. The AW number has also dropped – it is 30-40 males only. One of the breeding sites near the road Pidgirya-Schedrogir can be used to demonstrate these effects – in 2004, there were 20 males nesting at 20 ha,  in 2006 this number dropped to 10 and in 2007 – to 2. 

There is a monitoring site near Pidgirya village with a water control well. After river bed deepening near this site at the end of 2006, the water level has dropped. (Appendix 2, Fig. 5). The site was drained – the water level became 0.5 m below the ground. The number of AW at this site in 2007 was the lowest when compared with other years starting from 2002. 
In 2006, there was also another river bed part deepened downstream from Vetly village.  The length of the dredged part is 1.5 km. This was enough to substantially lower water level in the nearby floodplain, including the monitoring site (Appendix 3, Map. 9). The water level there in 2007 was also the lowest since 1995 (Appendix 2, Fig. 4).
To explain the situation, our opponents might refer to the low-water year. However, why is the water regimen in other areas of Prypyat, Turya, Styr and Stohid much better (Appendix 2, Fig. 6)?
3.5. Lobby to protect Prypyat valley: summary of results and further strategy

Data of monitoring and assessments by USPB experts is used for the lonby purposes. 

Ecologically harmful and economical ineffective activities of the water management authorities should be stopped now and the possibility of their conducting in the future should be minimized. 

USPB’s objectives in the lobby campaign are to:

· Encourage environmental authorities to stop all hydrotechnical projects in Prypyat floodplain (impose moratorium on such activities); 

· Encourage establishing Interagency State Appraisal Commission with involvement of experts in ecology (as well as hydrology, botany, zoology, and hydrobiology) for assessment of conducted activities on channel improvement and possible future changes of conditions in this part of Prypyat floodplain in the case of its drainage. We also aim at active participation in the work of such Commission.

· Further attract public attention to the problem and educate all stakeholders (including local public and NGOs) about negative environmental impacts of the “Ecology 2010” Programme.
· Ensure that ecological scientific analysis (as part of EIA) should become a pre-requisite for similar hydrotechnical projects and that it should be conducted by independent organisations which are not within the jurisdiction of the State Committee for Water Resources Management and its oblast-level authorities.
USPB has launched a protest campaign and took the following steps:

· Information was widely circulated through USPB web-site, environmental list-serves, forums, personal meetings etc;

· Press-releases were distributed among national/ regional mass media;

· Protest letters were sent by USPB and other organizations which joined protest campaign to Volyn State Environmental Authority, Volyn State Department for Water Resources Management, Ministry for Environmental Protection of Ukraine, Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine. 

· Articles are regularly published in the USPB membership newsletter. 

Results of the lobby campaign so far:

· More than 20 organisations from different East European countries have joined our lobby campaign;

· The Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine and the Ministry for Environmental Protection of Ukraine have requested regional authorities to investigate the situation;

· We started the dialogue with Volyn State Environmental Authority. For example, a joined field on-site appraisal was organized in December 2006, which allowed USPB experts to study the situation.

· Volyn State Department for Water Resources Management does deny not only ecological impacts of their projects, but also the fact that some of the projects are planned! However, the discussion started, in which we apply our scientific expertise. 

· We are building partnership with relevant international organisations, including Pilot Project on Transboundary Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment (Kiev office);

· We receive support from BirdLife partners who are ready to join our lobby campaign.
Unfortunately, The State Committee for Water Resources Management has answered that state money is already allocated for the river bed deepening and the work will continue. The Ministry for Environmental Protection of Ukraine has ordered its Regional Authority in Volyn region establish a regional commission with involving local experts who as we think will be selected among those working for the water management bodies. 
What is next?

Now we encourage establishing the Interagency State Appraisal Commission and introducing the ban on hydromelioration in Prypyat floodplain. We encourage national NGOs to request Ministry for Environmental Protection of Ukraine to take lead in those issues. We hope we will be able to solve the problem on the national level through lobbying the Ukrainian Government (Cabinet of Ministers, Ministry for Environmental Protection of Ukraine, State Committee for Water Resources Management) together with research institutions. 
APPENDEXES
Appendix 1. Financial Report

	 
	USD
	Spent, USD
	Leftover
	UAH
	Spent, UAH
	Leftover
	 

	
	Project
	
	
	Project
	
	
	# receipt

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	 

	Transport and travel expenses
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Car rent (11 days x 50 USD) 
	550,00
	550,00
	0,00
	2761,00
	2761,00
	0,00
	1,2

	Daily fees 
	100,00
	100,00
	0,00
	502,00
	502,00
	0,00
	3,4

	Subtotal
	650,00
	650,00
	0,00
	3263,00
	3263,00
	0,00
	 

	Overhead
	46,00
	46,00
	0,00
	230,92
	230,92
	0,00
	 

	Total
	696,00
	696,00
	0,00
	3 493,92
	3 493,92
	0,00
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Payment: 02.07.07 USD 696,00
	
	
	
	
	

	Exchange rate USD 1.000 = UAH 5,02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	After exchange USPB received UAH 3493,92
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Table 1: Results of AW survey at the monitoring plot “Vetly”

	Date of census


	Number of singing males per monitoring route (1,5 km )
	Population estimate in the monitoring plot (a part of plot 1) (175 ha)

	16.06.2002
	17
	80-90 (for 150 ha)

	09.07.2002
	3
	

	09.06.2003
	19
	90-100 (for 150 ha)

	05.07.2003
	11
	

	05.06.2004
	25
	140-150

	08.07.2004
	8
	

	05.06.2005
	10
	50-60

	11.07.2005
	2
	

	21.05.2006
	10
	50-60

	28.06.2006
	6
	

	29.06.2007
	7
	35-45
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Site Data Sheet 1.
	BirdLife International Aquatic Warbler Conservation Team

Site Data Sheet



	A - General Information

	(1) Site name (bold letters)
Key breeding habitat in valleys of Prypyat and Lower Tsir 


	(2) location: position to next village/town, country, region, district;

East from village of Vetly to villages Birky and Tsir; Ukraine, Volyn reg., Lubeshiv district

Geographical co-ordinates: 51°52‘ N 25°13‘ E
	(3) site no in map

	(4)  area in total (ha)

more 4000


	(5)  pure sedge mire area (ha) with subtypes

	(5)  area suitable for Aquatic Warbler (ha)

Plot 1 – no less 1400

Plot 2 – 500

	(7)  years and total estimate of Aquatic Warbler population

year:
  estimate:
	(8)  years and total number of  counted male Aquatic Warblers
year:
  counted males:

	1996 / 1998
	700-800
	1996 / 1998
	462

	1999
	~400-500
	1999
	68

	2002
	880-1150 (Report – 2002)
	2002
	43

	2003
	600-700 (Recalculation for 1300 ha) 
	2003
	54

	2004
	800-900
	2004
	86

	2005
	1400-1600
	2005
	171

	2006
	900-1100
	2006
	106

	2007
	800-900
	2007
	45

	(9)  Compiler (name, address): Poluda Anatoly

	(10)  date of latest update:

September of 2007

	B - Information on single sunset counts

	(11) No./name of plot


	(12) plot size (ha)

	(13) date of count

	(14) number of counted AW 

	(15) density (males/km²)


	Plot 2
	170
	26.06.98
	78
	46

	Plot 2
	86
	26.06.98
	68
	79

	Plot 2
	112
	03.07.99
	41
	37

	Plot 2
	58
	03.07.99
	27
	47

	Plot 2
	18
	15.06.02
	11
	37

	Plot 2
	60
	15.06.02
	15
	25

	Plot 1 (monitoring plot)
	30
	16.06.2002
	17
	57

	monitoring plot
	30
	09.07.2002
	3
	

	monitoring plot
	30
	09.06.2003
	19
	63

	Plot 1
	60
	12.06.2003
	21
	35

	monitoring plot
	30
	05.07.2003
	11
	

	monitoring plot
	30
	05.06.2004
	25
	83

	monitoring plot
	30
	08.07.2004
	8
	

	Plot 1
	98
	06-07.06.2004
	55
	56

	Plot 2
	60
	08.06.2004
	6
	10

	monitoring plot
	30
	05.06.2005
	~ 10-15
	33

	monitoring plot
	30
	11.07.2005
	2
	

	Plot 1
	156
	13.06.2005
	169
	108

	Plot 2
	72
	13.06.2005
	44
	61

	Plot 1
	64
	13.07.2005
	81
	127

	Plot 2
	22
	13.07.2005
	24
	109

	monitoring plot
	30
	21.05.2006
	10
	33

	monitoring plot
	30
	28.06.2006
	6
	20

	Plot 1(dam 1–upper canal) 
	64
	20.05.06
	36
	56

	Plot 1(dam 1–upper canal)
	64
	30.06.06
	31
	48

	Plot 2
	20
	30.06.06
	11
	55

	monitoring plot
	30
	29.06.07
	7
	23

	Plot 1(dam 1–upper canal)
	50
	30.06.07
	31
	62

	C - Detailed information on habitat and bird community

	(16)  detailed habitat description: vegetation structure, water level and condition, human impact (cutting, burning, drainage, ...), coverage and height of shrubs; coverage and height of tussocks; moss cover; indicate date(s) of first description.
Rich floodplain mire in valleys of Prypyat and Lower Tsir. Earlier, we marked out three plots in this area. Now we consider only two plots. Plot 1 occupies Prypyat floodplain in south-east from Vetly (including next mires: Torople, Zamalytsa, Zapastushye). The area covers more than 3,000 hectares. However not all this area is suitable for nesting of Aquatic Warbler. There are large tracts of bushes or cane, dry places. Most part of AW habitats is sedge hayfields. Now we know 1400 ha of suitable sites. Plot 2. AW occupies habitats, where rush and cereals occupy significant part. The most part of this terrain is used as a pasture. About 10% of this area is hayfields (Musheve). The area of suitable biotopes makes nearly 500 ha.        

Water level in habitats is determined by Prypyat river (north sites of Plot 1) and Tsir  (Plot 2 and southern part of Plot 1)  

Date of first description: May of 1996.



	(17)  changes in habitat conditions (date, description of changes in relation to first description)
date/year:

description of changes:

	
	

	(18) characteristic plant species and abundance in 4 categories (+, ++, +++, ++++)

for monitoring plot

	Carex riparia ++++
	

	C. acuta ++++
	

	Glyceria maxima +++
	

	Typha latifolia +++
	

	Calamagrostis canescens ++
	

	Salix cinerea ++
	

	(19) other bird species observed (give numbers of breeding pairs and abundance in bp/km², if possible)

	bird species ((data of 2002-2003) 

	number

	abundance

	bird species

	number

	abundance


	Acrocephalus arundinaceus
	2
	7
	
	
	

	Acrocephalus schoenobaenus
	23
	77
	
	
	

	Emberiza schoeniclus
	23
	77
	
	
	

	Circus aeruginosus
	1
	
	
	
	

	Locustella naevia
	7
	23
	
	
	

	Luscinia svecica
	1
	3
	
	
	

	(20)  other animal species observed:


	
	

	D - Threats and protection status

	(21) legal protection status:
Plot 1 is located on territories of three protected areas: hydrological zakaznik  of  local importance  "Vetlyvsky”,  hydrological zakaznik of local importance "Girkivsky”, hydrological zakaznik  of  local importance  "Birkivsky”. Plot 2 is located on non-protected area. 



	(22) description of threats:
Habitats are heavily impacted by vegetation succession due to alterations of the water regime and cessation of traditional land-use practices (hand scything, winter burning, low-intensity grazing).

In the last 2-3 years, there was excessive grazing by horses and cows in habitats of Plot 2.    


	(23) conservation action needed:
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Table 2: Results of AW census in the monitoring plot “Pidgirya” 

	Date of census


	Number of singing males for monitoring route (1,4 km, 26 ha) 
	Population estimation (120 ha)

(singing males)

	20.06.2002
	30
	130-150

	11.06.2003
	14
	60-70

	07.07.2003
	9
	

	04.06.2004
	24
	100-120

	11.07.2004
	19
	

	07.06.2005
	0
	

	15.07.2005
	13
	50-70

	22.05.2006
	16 (28 ha)
	

	27.06.2006
	20 (28 ha)
	80-90

	26.06.2007
	13 (28 ha)
	50-70


Site Data Sheet 2
	BirdLife International Aquatic Warbler Conservation Team

Site Data Sheet



	A - General Information

	(1) Site name (bold letters)
Key breeding site in the Prypyat valley between Richytsya and Pidgirya  


	(2) location: position to next village/town, country, region, district;

between Richytsya and Pidgirya; Ukraine, Volyn reg., Ratne district

Geographical co-ordinates: 51°46‘ N 24°43‘ E
	(3) site no in map

	(4)  area in total (ha)

800
	(5)  pure sedge mire area (ha) with subtypes

	(5)  area suitable for Aquatic Warbler (ha)

350 

	(7)  years and total estimate of Aquatic Warbler population

year:
  estimate:
	(8)  years and total number of  counted male Aquatic Warblers
year:
  counted males:

	1996 / 1997
	180-220
	1996 / 1997
	12+13

	1999
	10-15
	1999
	4

	2002
	340-400
	2002
	32

	2003
	180-220
	2003
	14

	2004
	300-350
	2004
	23

	2005
	180-220
	2005
	13

	2006
	240-270
	2006
	20

	2007
	120-150
	2007
	17

	(9)  Compiler (name, address): Poluda Anatoly

	(10)  date of latest update:

September of 2007



	B - Information on single sunset counts

	(11) No./name of plot


	(12) plot size (ha)

	(13) date of count

	(14) number of counted AW 

	(15) density (males/km²)


	monitoring plot
	24
	20.06.2002
	30
	125

	monitoring plot
	26
	11.06.2003
	14
	54

	monitoring plot
	26
	07.07.2003
	9
	

	monitoring plot
	26
	04.06.2004
	24
	92

	monitoring plot
	26
	11.07.2004
	19
	

	monitoring plot
	26
	07.06.2005
	0
	

	monitoring plot
	26
	15.07.2005
	13
	50

	monitoring plot
	28
	22.05.2006
	16
	

	monitoring plot
	28
	27.06.2006
	20
	71

	monitoring plot
	28
	26.06.2007
	13
	46

	C - Detailed information on habitat and bird community

	(16)  detailed habitat description: vegetation structure, water level and condition, human impact (cutting, burning, drainage, ...), coverage and height of shrubs; coverage and height of tussocks; moss cover; indicate date(s) of first description.

Rich floodplain mire in Prypyat river valley. The total area of the habitat, where monitoring route is set up, reaches 120 ha. Most suitable AW habitats are sedge hayfields, which are mowed. 

Water condition of the habitats depends on Prypyat river water level – all sites are situated very closely to the river. There is no problem of overgrowing shrubs within the biotopes in this part of the river.  

Date of first description: May of 1996



	(17)  changes in habitat conditions (date, description of changes in relation to first description)
date/year:

description of changes:

	
	

	(18) characteristic plant species and abundance in 4 categories (+, ++, +++, ++++)

for monitoring plot

	Carex riparia ++++
	

	C. acuta ++++
	

	Typha latifolia ++
	

	Salix cinerea +
	

	(19) other bird species observed (give numbers of breeding pairs and abundance in bp/km², if possible)

	bird species (data of 2003-2004)

	number
(26 ha)
	abundance

	bird species

	number

	abundance


	Acrocephalus arundinaceus
	6
	23
	
	
	

	Acrocephalus schoenobaenus
	21
	81
	
	
	

	Emberiza schoeniclus
	11
	42
	
	
	

	Locustella naevia
	7
	27
	
	
	

	Gallinago gallinago
	8 birds
	
	
	
	

	Tringa tetanus
	5 pairs
	
	
	
	

	Limosa limosa 
	2 pairs
	
	
	
	

	(20)  other animal species observed:


	
	

	D - Threats and protection status

	(21) legal protection status:

Habitats are located within two protected areas: hydrological zakaznik of local importance "Rechitsky” and hydrological zakaznik of local importance "Schedrogirsky”. 


	(22) description of threats:

There is frequent high level of water In these habitats, which can be explained by their close location to the river. The dam on the road Pidgirya – Schedrogir is also significant in water level control.      



	(23) conservation action needed:
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Table 3: Results of AW census in the breeding habitat in the Vizhery mire 

	Date of census


	Number of singing males per monitoring route (1,5 km )
	Population estimation (275 ha)

(singing males)

	19.06.2002
	37
	320-360

	10.07.2002
	11
	

	10.06.2003
	32
	280-300

	06.07.2003
	28
	

	03.06.2004
	31
	270-290

	10.07.2004
	15
	

	06.06.2005
	8
	

	16.07.2005
	35
	310-330

	23.05.2006
	24
	

	26.06.2006
	36
	320-340

	25.06.2007
	37
	330-350


Site Data Sheet 3
	BirdLife International AW Conservation Team

Site Data Sheet



	A - General Information

	(1) Site name (bold letters)
Key breeding site in Vyzhery mire in the lower Turya valley  


	(2) location: position to next village/town, country, region, district;

Between villages Khoteshiv and Melniki-Mostysche; Ukraine, Volyn reg., Kamin-Kashirsky district

Geographical co-ordinates: 51°42‘ N 24°50‘ E
	(3) site no in map

	(4)  area in total (ha)

400


	(5)  pure sedge mire area (ha) with subtypes

	(5)  area suitable for AW (ha)

275

	(7)  years and total estimate of AW population

year:
  estimate:
	(8)  years and total number of  counted male AWs
year:
  counted males:

	1997
	250
	1997
	150

	1999
	130-150
	1999
	28

	2002
	320-360 
	2002
	37

	2003
	280-300
	2003
	~90

	2004
	270-290
	2004
	31

	2005
	310-330
	2005
	35

	2006
	320-340
	2006
	36

	2007
	330-350
	2007
	37

	Compiler (name, address): Poluda Anatoly
	(10) date of latest update:

September of 2007



	B - Information on single sunset counts

	(11) No./name of plot


	(12) plot size (ha)

	(13) date of count

	(14) number of counted AW 

	(15) density (males/km²)


	
	66
	30.06.99
	28
	42

	monitoring plot
	30
	19.06.02
	37
	123

	monitoring plot
	30
	10.07.02
	11
	

	monitoring plot
	30
	10.06.03
	32
	107

	monitoring plot
	30
	06.07.03
	28
	93

	monitoring plot
	30
	03.06.04
	31
	103

	monitoring plot
	30
	10.07.04
	15
	50

	monitoring plot
	30
	06.06.2005
	8
	

	monitoring plot

	30
	16.07.2005
	35
	117

	monitoring plot

	30
	23.05.2006
	24
	80

	monitoring plot

	30
	26.06.2006
	36
	120

	monitoring plot

	30
	25.06.2007
	37
	123

	C - Detailed information on habitat and bird community

	(16)  detailed habitat description: vegetation structure, water level and condition, human impact (cutting, burning, drainage, ...), coverage and height of shrubs; coverage and height of tussocks; moss cover; indicate date(s) of first description.
Rich floodplain mire in Turya valley. The most part of habitat is hayfield. Grassy cover has height of 0,8-1,2 m, its density was middle. The vegetation background was composed of sedges – in hassocks and dispersed, cereals, cotton grass, ferns, mints. The usual plant is Typha latifolia (15-20 plants per 100 sq. m).         

Level of water in habitats is rather stable - for years of monitoring of this mire we did not mark very high or very low level of water.

Date of first description: May of 1997



	(17)  changes in habitat conditions (date, description of changes in relation to first description)
date/year:

description of changes:

	
	

	(18) characteristic plant species and abundance in 4 categories (+, ++, +++, ++++)
for monitoring plot

	Carex omskiana ++++
	Menyanthes trifoliata ++

	C. rostrata ++++
	Comarum palustre ++

	Glyceria maxima +++
	

	Typha latifolia ++
	

	Calamagrostis canescens +++
	

	Salix cinerea ++
	

	(19) other bird species observed (give numbers of breeding pairs and abundance in bp/km², if possible)

	bird species (2004) 

	number

	abundance

	bird species

	number

	abundance


	Acrocephalus schoenobaenus
	18
	60
	Silvia communis
	1
	3

	Emberiza schoeniclus
	10
	33
	Porzana porzana
	+
	

	Locustella naevia
	4
	13
	Crex crex
	2
	7

	Locustella luscinioides
	1
	3
	Gallinago gallinago
	6 birds
	

	Anthus pratensis
	3
	10
	Limosa limosa
	1 pair
	

	Carpodacus erythrinus
	3
	10
	
	
	

	(20)  other animal species observed:


	
	

	D - Threats and protection status

	(21) legal protection status:
The narrow stripe of 300-400 m width along the Turya river is included in the hydrological zakaznik of local importance "Tursky”. The main part of the mire is not a protected area. 



	(22) description of threats:
There was noted an expansion of reed and bush to sedge sites. The constraining factor here is a regular mowing of these plants. There is a redistribution of hayfields among land users occurring annually on most part of the area. People are not interested in clearing their sites (leased for a short time) from reed and bush - the next year they will get other sites. In this connection, it is important to approach local authorities with a request of leasing sites for a longer period of time (even for 5 years). 



	(23) conservation action needed:
It is necessary to create protected area in all Vizhery mire.




Table 4: Results of Aquatic Warbler census in the breeding habitat in the Stir valley 

	Date of census


	Number of singing males per monitoring route (1,4 km )
	Population estimate 

	
	
	Monitoring site (40 ha)
	Total (165 ha)

	14.06.2002
	12
	
	

	08.07.2002
	19
	30
	100-120

	08.06.2003
	20
	30
	100-120

	03.07.2003
	14
	
	

	01.06.2004
	15
	20
	

	15.07.2004
	26
	35
	120-130

	04.06.2005
	0
	
	

	17.07.2005
	7
	10
	70-80

	24.05.2006
	11
	15
	

	25.06.2006
	7
	10
	70-80 

	24.06.2007
	12
	15
	70-80



[image: image8.wmf]Fig. 7 Dynamics of water level at the monitoring plot in Stir valley 
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Site Data Sheet 4
	BirdLife International AW Conservation Team

Site Data Sheet



	A - General Information

	(1) Site name (bold letters)
Key breeding site in the Middle Stir valley   


	(2) location: position to next village/town, country, region, district;

near village Chetvertnya; Ukraine, Volyn reg., Rozhysche and Manevychy districts

Geographical co-ordinates: 51°04‘ N 25°28‘ E
	(3) site no in map

	(4)  area in total (ha)

800


	(5)  pure sedge mire area (ha) with subtypes
200


	(5)  area suitable for AW (ha)

165 + 15 ha (in 2006)



	(7)  years and total estimate of AW population

year:
  estimate:
	(8)  years and total number of  counted male AWs
year:
  counted males:

	1998
	150
	1998
	51

	1999
	10
	1999
	6

	2002
	95-130 
	2002
	21

	2003
	100-120
	2003
	26

	2004
	120-130
	2004
	43

	2005
	70-80
	2005
	17

	2006
	70-80
	2006
	21

	2007
	70-80
	2007
	14

	(9)  Compiler (name, address): Poluda Anatoly

	(10) date of latest update:

September of 2007



	B - Information on single sunset counts

	(11) No./name of plot


	(12) plot size (ha)

	(13) date of count

	(14) number of counted AW 

	(15) density (males/km²)


	Plot 1
	25
	23.06.98
	22
	88

	monitoring plot
	28
	14.06.02
	12
	

	monitoring plot
	28
	08.07.02
	19
	68

	monitoring plot
	28
	08.06.03
	20
	71

	monitoring plot
	28
	03.07.03
	14
	

	monitoring plot
	28
	01.06.04
	15
	54

	monitoring plot
	28
	15.07.04
	26
	93

	monitoring plot
	28
	04.06.05
	0
	

	monitoring plot
	28
	17.07.05
	7
	25

	Plot 3
	30
	02.06.04
	17
	57

	monitoring plot
	28
	24.05.2006
	11
	39

	monitoring plot
	28
	25.06.2006
	7
	25

	monitoring plot
	28
	24.06.2007
	12
	42

	
	
	
	
	

	C - Detailed information on habitat and bird community

	(16)  detailed habitat description: vegetation structure, water level and condition, human impact (cutting, burning, drainage, ...), coverage and height of shrubs; coverage and height of tussocks; moss cover; indicate date(s) of first description.
Rich floodplain mire in Stir valley. The most part of habitat is haymaking. Grassy cover has height of 0,8-1,2 m, its density was middle. The vegetation background is composed of sedges – in hassocks and dispersed, cereals, ferns, and mints. 

Three plots have been marked out there:

Plot 1: part of right-bank floodplain of Stir between Chetvertnya and Godomychi. The area of AW habitat is 40-50 ha. 

Plot 2: Part of right-bank floodplain of Stir north-west from Chetvertnya. The area of AW habitat is around 15 ha. In 1998 20 males were counted here. 

Plot 3: Part of the Stir floodplain near south-eastern outskirts of village of Naviz (left bank). The area of suitable habitats for AW is 110 ha. 

The monitoring route was marked out on Plot 1. It passed in 100-150 m along southern side of the river floodplain.  Total length of the route is 1,4 km and monitoring area is 28 ha.

The level of water in habitats very strongly changes and depends from Stir river.

Date of first description: June of 1998



	(17)  changes in habitat conditions (date, description of changes in relation to first description)
date/year:

description of changes:

	
	

	(18) characteristic plant species and abundance in 4 categories (+, ++, +++, ++++)


	Carex acuta ++++
	Menyanthes trifoliate +++

	Equisetum fluviatile ++++
	Typha latifolia ++

	Glyceria maxima +++
	Salix cinerea ++

	Calamagrostis canescens +++
	

	Phalaroides arundinacea +++
	

	(19) other bird species observed (give numbers of breeding pairs and abundance in bp/km², if possible)

	bird species (data of 2002-2004) 

	number

	abundance

	bird species

	number

	abundance


	Acrocephalus schoenobaenus
	22
	79
	Rallus aquaticus 
	+
	

	Anthus pratensis
	2
	7
	
	
	

	Circus pygargus
	1
	
	Saxicola rubetra
	1
	

	Crex crex
	3
	11
	Gallinago gallinago
	2 birds
	

	Emberiza schoeniclus
	6
	21
	Vanellus vanellus 
	1
	

	Limosa limosa 
	1
	
	
	
	

	Locustella naevia
	5
	18
	
	
	

	Luscinia svecica
	1
	
	
	
	

	Motacilla flava
	5
	
	
	
	

	(20)  other animal species observed:


	
	

	D - Threats and protection status

	(21) legal protection status:
The "Gursko-Grivensky” hydrological zakaznik of local importance (Rozhyshche district) is located there (Subpopulation C); the area is 145.2 ha. 

	(22) description of threats:


	(23) conservation action needed:
The level of water in habitats very strongly changes and depends from Stir river.




Table 5: Estimation of the number of the Desna-Dnipro population of Aquatic Warbler
	   Site and location
	Total estimation of singing males in:

	
	1996-1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002


	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Supiy valley  between Vilne and M.Berezanka 
	150-200
	120-140
	100-120
	80-100
	90-100
	90-100
	110-130
	160-180
	100-110
	140-160

	Supiy valley  near Noviy Bykiv (Zakaznik "Boloto Supiy")
	5
	5
	4
	?
	5
	10-15
	15-20
	20-25
	?
	0

	Supiy valley  near Voronky (Zakaznik "Svidovetsky”)
	10
	11
	6
	?
	?
	20
	(20)
	20
	20
	10-15



	Supiy valley  near Bilotserkivtsy (Zakaznik "Svidovetsky”)
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	13
	12



	Uday valley between Dorogynka and Monastyrysche
	250
	205
	140-160
	220-250
	280-300
	270-290
	300-320
	340-360
	280-300
	300-320

	Perevid valley near Paskivschyna
	?
	?
	15
	?
	15
	3-5
	15
	~15
	15
	12-15



	Mire Zamglay (Chernigiv reg., Repky distr.)
	10
	?
	?
	?
	?
	0
	?
	?
	0
	0

	Mire to SE from Petrivka (zakaznik “Gorodok”) (Chernigiv reg., Snov river)
	12
	15
	?
	?
	?
	20
	20
	(20)
	20
	25-30

	Snov valley to NE from Elino (Chernigiv reg.)
	3-5
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	0
	?

	Galka valley (Chernigiv reg.) (40-50 ha)
	3-5
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	5-10
	20-25
	20-25
	30-35

	Total number of known groups
	440-500
	380-400
	290-330
	350-400
	410-450
	410-450
	485-535
	595-645
	468-503
	529-587


Table 6: Estimation of the number of Prypyat population of Aquatic Warbler

	        Site and location
	1996-1998
	1999
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Prypyat valley between Komarove and Richytsya
	25
	?
	? (25)
	? (25)
	?(25)
	? (25)
	0
	0

	Prypyat valley between Richytsya and Pidgirya (Schedrogir) (350 ha)
	180-220
	10-15
	340-400
	180-220
	300-350
	150-170
	240-270
	120-150

	Prypyat valley between Pidgirya and Turya mouth (~175)
	15-90
	0
	0
	40-60
	120-150
	10-20
	40-60
	30-40

	Eastern part of Turya mouth (~100 ha)
	5-10
	30
	? (30)
	? (30)
	(30)
	?(30)
	(30)
	(30)

	Area near canal Vyzhevskiy – Prypyat (~350 ha)
	105-160
	~30
	? (105-160)
	? (105-160)
	(105-160)
	? (105-160)
	(105-160)
	(105-160)

	Prypyat valley to the south of Nevir (including mire “Zalissya”) (more than 600 ha)
	200-300
	120-220
	200-250
	200-250
	200-250
	200-250
	300-350
	(200-250)

	Area  between Vetly,  Birki and Tsir (~1900 ha)
	700-800
	270-290
	600-700
	340-410
	800-900
	1400-1600
	900-1100
	800-900

	Prypyat valley (left bank) between Vetly – Lyubotin (>500 ha)
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?
	~250-300
	400-500
	(400-500)



	Prypyat valley (left bank) to south-west from Grechyshcha and hayfield to south (200 ha)
	20-50
	?
	? (20-50)
	? (20-50)
	(20-50)
	10-30
	80-100
	(80-100)

	Area to north of Lyubyaz lake (90-100 ha)
	20-50
	?
	80-100
	80-100
	(80-100)
	80-100
	80-100
	110-120



	Area to north of lake Rogozne (30-40 ha)  
	40
	(40)
	(40)
	(40)
	(40)
	(40)
	(40)
	(40)

	Southern and eastern banks of Volyanske lake and channel “Khabarische” (~100 ha)
	20-50
	20-50
	? (20-50)
	? (20-50)
	20-50
	70-90
	(70-90)
	(70-90)

	Turya valley  (mire “Vizhery”) (275 ha)
	250
	130-150
	320-360 
	280-300
	270-290
	310-330
	320-340
	330-350



	Stohid valley (St.Chervysche) (20 ha)
	70-150
	10-20
	~50
	10-20
	(~50)
	0
	0
	0

	Stir valley between Navoz – Godomychi (180 ha)
	150
	20
	95-130
	100-120
	120-130
	70-80
	70-80
	70-80

	Area between lakes Bile and Pisochne (310 ha) 
	?
	?
	?
	?
	> 150
	120-150
	(120-150)
	(120-150)

	Chornoguzka valley (430ha)
	?
	?
	?
	?
	> 100
	150-200
	120-150
	(120-150)



	   Total number of the groups
	1760-2305
	705-950
	1885-2405
	1430-1795
	2390-2785
	2980-3545
	2915-3520
	2625-3110



	   Total number of Prypyat population - Ukrainian part, including Shatsk NP (25), Rivne reg.  (60)
	1940-2580
	  880-1230
	2060-2680
	1610-2070
	2620-3015
	3105-3670
	3000-3605
	2700-3200
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Fig. 1 Dynamics of water level in the floodplain of  Uday river on the border of  Chernigiv and the Poltava regions
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		Уровень воды в Удае (р-н Пирятина)

				I May		II May		III May		I June		II June		III June		I July

		2002		-15		-20		-25		-23		-31		-40		-47

		2003		14		-7		-12		-26		-42		-51		-33

		2004		-2		-6		-9		-15		-24		-29		-34

		2005		0		-10		-13		-10		-7		-10		-11

		2006		19		12		6		8		10		6		2

		2007		-20		-22		-42		-49		-70		-75		-80

		Оптимальный уровень в диапазоне -10 - +5 см
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Fig. 6 Dynamics of water level at the monitoring plot in  Vizhery mire
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				I May		II May		III May		I June		II June		III June		I July		II July

		Optimum		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10

		Optimum		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15

		2002										-10				-19

		2003										-15				-21

		2004								-21						-31

		2005								0						-14

		Оптимум - перевод:				"-30 стало 0 см, а макс. Оптимум 10 см (было -20)

				Water level		Optimum

		II June 2002		20		10

		I July 2002		11

		II June 2003		15

		I July 2003		9

		I June 2004		9

		I July 2004		-1

		I June 2005		30

		II July 2005		16

		III May 2006		15

		III June 2006		20

		III June 2007		5
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Fig. 5 Dynamics of water level at the monitoring plot "Pidgirya"  in the Pripyat valley
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				I May		II May		III May		I June		II June		III June		I July		II July

		Optimum		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10

		Optimum		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15

		2002										-10

		2003								-10						-19

		2004								-17								-30

		2005								55								-20

		Оптимум - перевод:				"-15 стало 0 см, а макс. Оптимум 10 см (было -5)

				Water level		Optimum

		II June 2002		10		10

		I July 2002

		I June 2003		10

		I July 2003		1

		I June 2004		3

		I July 2004		-10

		I June 2005		75

		I July 2005		1

		III May 2006		-3

		III June 2006		6

		III June 2007		-45
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Fig. 2 Dynamics of water level at the monitoring plot in the valley of Supoy
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		Optimum		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10
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		2003						-5						-15

		2004						-7				-11						-9

		2005						-5								-5.5

		2006						1										-12

		2007				-6						-9

		Оптимум - перевод:				"-10 стало 0 см, а макс. Оптимум 10 см (было 0)

				Water level		Optimum

		III May 2002		0		10
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Fig. 3 Dynamics of water level at the monitoring plot in the Uday valley
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				I May		II May		III May		I June		II June		III June		I July		II July

		Optimum		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5

		Optimum		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10		-10

		2002						-10						-11

		2003						-8						-12

		2004						-5				-12						-12

		2005						-9								-7

		2006								-3								-8

		Оптимум - перевод:				"-15 стало 0 см, а макс. Оптимум 10 см (было -5)

				Water level		Optimum

		III May 2002		5		10

		III June 2002		4

		III May 2003		7

		III June 2003		3

		III May 2004		10

		II June 2004		3

		II July 2004		3

		III May 2005		6

		I July 2005		8

		I June 2006		12

		II July 2006		7

		III May 2007		12.5

		I June 2007		5
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		III June 2002		III June 2002

		III May 2003		III May 2003

		III June 2003		III June 2003

		III May 2004		III May 2004

		II June 2004		II June 2004

		II July 2004		II July 2004

		III May 2005		III May 2005

		I July 2005		I July 2005

		I June 2006		I June 2006

		II July 2006		II July 2006

		III May 2007		III May 2007

		I June 2007		I June 2007
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		II June 2002		II June 2002

		I July 2002		I July 2002

		I June 2003		I June 2003

		I July 2003		I July 2003

		I June 2004		I June 2004

		I July 2004		I July 2004

		I June 2005		I June 2005

		I July 2005		I July 2005

		III May 2006		III May 2006

		III June 2006		III June 2006

		III June 2007		III June 2007
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Fig. 4 Dynamic of water level at the monitoring plot  "Vetly"  in the Pripyat valley
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				I May		II May		III May		I June		II June		III June		I July		II July

		Optimum		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15		-15

		Optimum		-20		-20		-20		-20		-20		-20		-20		-20

		2002										-10				-16

		2003								-14						-24

		2004								-11						-20

		2005								40						-14

		Оптимум - перевод:				"-20 стало 0 см, а макс. Оптимум 10 см (было -10)

				Water level		Optimum

		II June 2002		10		10

		I July 2002		4

		I June 2003		6

		I July 2003		-4

		I June 2004		9

		I July 2004		0

		I June 2005		60

		I July 2005		6

		III May 2006		9

		III June 2006		8

		III June 2007		-37
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Fig. 7 Dynamics of water level at the monitoring plot in Stir valley
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				I May		II May		III May		I June		II June		III June		I July		II July

		Optimum		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5		-5

		Optimum		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		2002										-10				-40

		2003								-30						-60

		2004								-17								-60

		2005								50								-50

		Оптимум - перевод:				"-10 стало 0 см, а макс. Оптимум 10 см

				Water level		Optimum

		II June 2002		0		10

		I July 2002		-30

		I June 2003		-20

		II July 2003		-50

		I June 2004		-7

		II July 2004		-50

		I June 2005		60

		I July 2005		-40

		III May 2006		-4

		III June 2006		-15

		III June 2007		-19
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