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Preface

The development of the Pan-European Ecological Network (PEEN) in Northern Eurasia requires a comprehensive analysis of the current state of the systems of specially protected natural areas in the former USSR. Such analytic review would also provide the necessary basis for summarizing the first decade of protected area management in these countires under the new conditions of their autonomous existence after the collapse of the Soviet Union.

The following review was conducted by the IUCN Office for CIS in collaboration with the Working Group on Ecological Networks in Northern Eurasia, assigned for this work by the Committee of Experts for the Development of the Pan-European Ecological Network.

The data presented in the sections devoted to individual states were compiled with assistance of the experts listed below in accordance with their respective countries
:

Armenia: Mark Kalashian, Head of the Scientific Center for Nature Reserves and Parks Complex of the Ministry of Nature Protection; David Javrouian, Head of the Department of Specially Protected Natural Areas of the Ministry of Nature Protection; 

Azerbaijan: Aziz Najafov, Chief Specialist of the Department of Nature Reserves, Hunting Resources, and Fauna Protection of the State Committee on Ecology and Nature Management Supervision; R. Tagiev, Head of the Department of Nature Reserves, Hunting Resources, and Fauna Protection of the State Committee on Ecology and Nature Management Supervision; 

Belarus: Alexander Luchkov, Head of the Division of Protected Natural Areas and Hunting Grounds of the President’s Administration; Nadezhda Grishkova, Chief Expert of the Department of Protected Natural Areas, Forestry, and Agriculture of the Ministry of Nature Resources and Environmental Protection; Alexander Kashtalian, Chief Expert of the Belarussian Biodiversity Conservation Center; 

Georgia: Vissarion Lobzhanidze, Deputy Head of the Main Administration for Hunting, Specially Protected Natural Areas, and Nature Reserves of the Ministry of Nature Protection and Nature Resources; Jason Badridze, President of the NGO “Noah’s Ark Centre for the Recovery of Endangered Species” (NACRES); 

Kazakhstan: Natalia Rysakova, ex-officer of the Committee for Forestry and Game Management of the Ministry of Nature Resources and Environmental Protection and (currently an expert with the “Naurzum” Public Association); F. Arynbaeva, Expert at the Main Administration for Animal Protection; T. Bragina, Naurzum Nature Reserve; 

Kyrgyzstan: Emil Shukurov, Chairman of the Ecological Movement of Kyrgyzstan “Aleyne”; Almaz Achikeev, Head of the Department of Biodiversity and Specially Protected Natural Areas of the Ministry of Environmental Protection; Farida Balbakova, Chief Expert of the same department; 

Moldova: Stela Drusioc, Chief Expert of the Division of Environmental Impact Regulation and Nature Protection of the Ministry of Environment and Territorial Development; Alexei Andreev, Expert of the “BIOTICA” Ecological Society;

Russian Federation: Vsevolod Stepanitsky, Deputy Head of the Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety of the Ministry of Natural Resources; Vladimir Pishchelev, Chief Expert of the Division of Specially Protected Natural Areas of the same department; 

Tajikistan: Alikhon Lafiti, First Deputy Minister of the Ministry of Nature Protection; Kokul Kasirov, President of the Association for Forest and Wildlife Protection;

Turkmenistan: Habibulla Atamuradov, Director of the National Institute of Deserts, Flora and Fauna; Andrei Zatoka, Tashauz Ecological Club; 

Ukraine: Grigorii Parchuk, Ministry for Environmental Protection and Nuclear Safety; Oleg Listopad, Chair of the NGO “Ukrainian Nature Rescue Team”; 

Uzbekistan: Alexander Filatov, Head of the Division of Protected Natural Areas of the State Administration for Flora and Fauna Protection (Gosbiocontrol); Elena and Alexander Kreuzberg, members of the Uzbekistan Zoological Society.

The major part of data analysis was performed by Dr. Nikolai Sobolev, Coordinator of the Working Group on Ecological Networks in Northern Eurasia. The drafting and editing of the text was carried out by a group of people including Alexei Blagovidov, Natalia Danilina, Olga Krever and others.

The present review incorporates the data included in the recent report “Start Position of the ECONET in Northern Eurasia” (Sobolev and Rousseau, 1998), as well as the relevant information from the reports and proceedings of the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA), reproduced by courtesy of the WCPA Vice-Chair, Natalia Danilina.

The IUCN Office for CIS is indebted to all people who generously provided the information for this review and assisted in its preparation at various stages. 

I. Introduction

The Commonwealth of Independent States encompasses a total of 22.1 million km2. This vast area features an enormous variety of natural ecosystems belonging to several geographic zones, ranging from the frigid Arctic deserts to the temperate deserts of Central Asia. 

Northern Eurasia has a well-developed system of specially protected natural areas (SPNA), established for a number of purposes, including the preservation of natural ecosystems, rare and endangered species and their habitats, as well as long-term ecological research and monitoring, and maintenance of healthy environmental conditions.

Toward the end of the 20th century, increased human impact on the natural environment resulted in a global awakening to the necessity of keeping the integrity of biotic communities as the main prerequisite of the stability of the biosphere as a whole. The concept of ecological network (ECONET) was proposed to meet this challenge, envisaging a web of natural ecosystems connected with one another to form the ecological backbone of any area, ranging from a fraction of a single country to a continent in its entirety. The development of ecological networks and their maintenance require special legislation and other measures aimed at the preservation of the natural areas they are built of. The main “building blocks” for any ecological network are the existing SPNA. 

For many a decade, the former Soviet Union republics had been merged in a single entity, which couldn’t but lead to certain similarities in their social and economic conditions, revealed among other things in the common methodological basis of nature protection.

However, each republic within the Soviet Union used to have its own conservation laws, somewhat different from those of its neighbors. Since the breakdown of the USSR, the legislative differences among its former members have become more and more pronounced. As far as conservation is concerned, this growing differentiation has by now resulted, for example, in the emergence of novel types of SPNA in some of the former Soviet republics, bearing no correspondence to those existing in the other ones, or in variant enforcement regimes applied to the same type of SPNA in different post-Soviet states.

In this review, the national types of SPNA are compared on the basis of their correspondence to the definitions of “protected area management categories” proposed by the IUCN (IUCN, 1994).

II. The Framework for Protected Area Management in CIS

Historical Background

The linchpin of nature protection across the former USSR, the most emblematic protected area type throughout its territory is zapovednik,
 an inviolable nature reserve dedicated to the permanent protection of all the native biota that occurs within its boundaries. According to the traditional zapovednik concept, it is the area forever retired from any economic use whatsoever (Kozhevnikov, 1909). As viewed by the pioneers of Russian nature protection movement, specially protected natural areas, and zapovedniki in particular, had to be established for the following main purposes:

· to serve as baseline areas embodying biotic communities typical of the surrounding region, thereby making it possible to study natural processes  undisturbed by human intervention (Kozhevnikov, 1909);

· to preserve parcels of virgin nature as heritage sites (Borodin, 1914);

· to maintain and restore the populations of game species (Zhitkov, 1914; Solov’iev,1918).

The modern history of conservation practice in the countries of Northern Eurasia is believed to have started in 1886, when Count V. Dzhedushitskii dedicated a portion of his estate (in present-day Lviv Province of Ukraine) for the preservation of an old-growth forest and the nesting sites of the erne (Melnik, 1999). In 1898, Baron Friedrich Falz-Fein fenced off five hundred hectares of virgin steppe on his estate Askania Nova in the vicinity of Kherson, Ukraine (Borodin, 1914). In 1910, Countess P. S. Uvarova initiated the establishment of a refuge to preserve a relic pine grove in the eastern Caucasus Mountains (this area is currently protected as a division of Geigel’skii Nature Reserve in Azerbaijan ― Zapovedniki Kavkaza, 1990). The authorities were soon to catch up with the pioneering conservation efforts of private land-owners: in the second decade of the 20th century, the Russian Empire already witnessed the establishment of its first government-owned nature reserves: Vaika in Estonia (1911), Morizsala in Latvia (1912), and Lagodekhi in Georgia (1912). The most impressive conservation achievement of the pre-revolutionary period was the creation of two extensive nature reserves in present-day Russia: Sayanskii in southeast Siberia (1915; abolished in 1919, then re-established in 1939 and abolished again in 1951) and Barguzinskii on the eastern shore of the Baikal Lake (1916). The conservation policy emphasizing the creation of a nationwide network of large nature reserves, drafted by the Nature Protection Commission of the Imperial Russian Geographic Society on the eve of the Bolshevik seizure of power, was not neglected in the Soviet period. As early as in 1919, the new communist government decreed the establishment of another pair of reserves in Russia: Astrakhanskii in the Volga River Delta and Penzenskii in its central European part (abolished in 1951) (Reimers and Shtil’mark, 1978). Another decree adopted in that year prescribed that the aforementioned Askania Nova estate (now nationalized) must continue to be preserved as a “public nature park.”

In the 1970s, the Soviet Union witnessed the establishment of its first national parks ― in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Armenia. The development of national park systems became most active in the years following the dissolution of the USSR. As a result, the national parks of its former republics have come to develop a greater variety of conservation regimes than their nature reserves. 

As a rule, these two types of SPNA ― nature reserves and national parks ― are established to protect the most valuable ecosystems, which makes them the key elements of the envisaged  Pan-European Ecological Network. The overwhelming majority of nature reserves and national parks in the NIS are governmental entities, each of them having state-employed inspectors to enforce its conservation regime.

The Decree “On the Protection of Nature Monuments, Gardens, and Parks,” adopted by the government of Soviet Russia in 1921, confirmed the status of its nature reserves as scientific institutions (Shtil’mark, 1997). After the establishment of the USSR in 1924, this status was assigned to all the nature reserves within its boundaries. Since no reorganizations they were subsequently subjected to, both in the USSR and later in the NIS, have ever resulted in a substantial modification of their basic purposes, the present-day regime of North Eurasian nature reserves allows for their overwhelming majority to be placed in the category of “strict nature reserves” (Ia), as defined by the IUCN (1994). 

Beginning with the 1920s, the Soviet nature reserves started implementing a unified program of long-term scientific research and monitoring (Kozhevnikov, 1928). Today, some of them can boast of having conducted regular ecological observations (known as the “Chronicles of Nature”) for over 40 years (Strict Nature Reserves…, 1994). Emphasizing the high level of ecological expertise demonstrated by the personnel of many nature reserves as well as their experience in maintaining working relationships with local authorities and land-users of all kinds, a number of authors have suggested that these institutions should be assigned the task of coordinating the work of all regionally-based agencies supervising the use of natural resources (Pereladov and Zabelin, 1988).

Apart from nature reserves, another traditional protected area type of Northern Eurasia is zakaznik (nature refuge)
 ― a territory in which certain forms of human activity are restricted or prohibited to ensure protection of all or a part of its natural components. Most typical of early conservation establishments of this kind in the Russian Empire were hunting refuges, dedicated to the propagation of certain game animals. Eventually, however, the “single-purpose” concept of zakaznik was superseded by a more inclusive vision, so that the range of nature refuges existing in the NIS area today features zoological, botanical, hydrological, geological, natural-historical and other varieties, as well as those dedicated to the preservation of the entire landscape. Even more numerous and encompassing an even greater variety of objects in these countries are nature monuments. From the early days of the 20th century, when the nature monument concept (adopted from German conservationists) was first popularized in Russia, and up to the present, both the identification of natural objects falling under this category and their protection have been predominantly a matter of local public concern. Accordingly, the enforcement regimes applied to this type of SPNA throughout Northern Eurasia reveal considerable variations from one region to another. (The same is true for nature refuges, owing to the diversity of objects they are created to protect, as well as to the fact that most of them exist within the purview of regional, rather than state, authorities.)  

The history of nature protection in the USSR is truly dramatic (Weiner, 1988; Boreiko, 1995, 1996; Shtil’mark, 1997). The periods of considerable growth in the amount of its protected areas alternated with drastic declines. In 1951, for example, the Soviet Union witnessed the liquidation of 88 of its 128 nature reserves, and the resulting reduction in their total area from 12.5 million hectares (0.56% of the country area) to a meager 1.5 million ha (0.06% of the country area) (Weiner, 1988). Nevertheless, by the early 1990s, the countries of the former USSR had enjoyed a well-developed network of SPNA, comprising about 170 nature reserves, over 20 national parks, over 3,000 nature refuges, some 10,000 nature monuments, and a multitude of other objects, such as nature parks, protected waterways and forest tracts of high conservation value. This impressive achievement was made possible by the painstaking efforts of several generations of dedicated conservationists.

The ecological principles of SPNA establishment, which emphasized their importance as baseline areas (see above), were outlined in the early 20th century by the zoologist Grigorii Kozhevnikov (1909). In 1917, the geographer Veniamin Semenov-Tian-Shanskii proposed the first long-term plan for the development of a network of nature reserves spanning the whole of Russia (Shtil’mark and Avakov, 1977). A number of proposals for the nationwide network of SPNA were elaborated since then, the most recent example being the “Blueprint for a Rational Network of Nature Reserves and National Parks in the USSR up through the Year 2000” (Zabelina, Isaeva-Petrova, Karaseva, 1989). In effect, the development of SPNA network in the USSR was being planned by individual republics, while the “Bleprint” mostly summarized their proposals. Some of these proposals survived the collapse of the USSR and were eventually put into practice in the CIS.

As a rule, the establishment of a specially protected natural area in the countries of the former Soviet Union (especially if it entails substantial changes in the character of land management, as in the case of nature reserves, national parks, and large refuges) is preceded by a scrupulous investigation of the territory in question. 

Typically, a necessary condition for establishing a SPNA in these countries is to have its project negotiated with, and approved by, all the land-users currently entitled to operate within this area, whether they use its natural resources by virtue of ownership, on lease, or in any other legal manner. Another prerequisite is the approval of the project by local authorities. Often fraught with complications, these negotiations may take as long as several years. The final geometry of the projected SPNA usually represents a compromise between the intentions of its planners and the interests of local land-users. Sometimes the two sides fail to reach any compromise at all, and the project has to be abandoned altogether.

Beginning with the 1970s, the Soviet conservation specialists became concerned with the problem of integrating individual protected areas into a unified network. These concerns resulted in the elaboration of novel approaches aimed at developing multi-level systems of SPNA for large territories. Eventually, the results of this work were translated into conservation sections of complex planning schemes for different administrative units (Kuleshova, 1999), forming the basis for the future development of ecological networks in these regions. Since recently, however, the implementation of these schemes has been hampered thanks to the general tendency toward decentralized planning.

In 1997, Russian members of the European Council’s Committee of Experts for the Development of PEEN initiated the establishment of Working Group on Ecological Networks in Northern Eurasia (NEWG). Its recent report “Start Position of the ECONET in Northern Eurasia” (1998) outlined a draft program and action plan for developing a unified ecological network in this region. The NEWG is supported by the Committee of Experts for the Development of PEEN and by the WCPA Working Group on Protected Areas of Northern Eurasia. Its work brings together experts in nature protection, conservation officials, and members of environmental NGOs from the CIS. 

Conceptual Instruments for ECONET Development

The ability of natural communities to restore themselves and maintain a dynamic steady-state if not seriously interfered with makes possible sustainable use of renewable resources and, by extension, sustainable development of human society (Reimers and Shtil’mark, 1978; Gorshkov, 1991; Shchipanov, 1992; Tishkov, 1995). Artificial measures that should be taken to repair environmental damage and restore degraded natural communities require far greater investments than the costs of maintaining their stability (Andrienko et al., 1991; Reimers and Shtil’mark, 1978). At the same time, since no natural community possesses such power of self-regulation that may not be exhausted by any amount of external pressure whatsoever, conservation efforts, if they are to be effective, should match the actual levels of human impact (Reimers and Shtil’mark, 1978; Sobolev, 1998). 

When isolated from one another, small nature communities are bound to degrade (MacArthur and Wilson, 1967); their long-term persistence requires that they be ecologically interconnected (Kirikov, 1959; Reimers and Shtil’mark, 1978; Noss and Harris, 1986). Therefore, each bioregion (a natural area essentially uniform in its assemblage of species and character of ecological processes) should have a continuous network of natural communities, adapted to local environmental circumstances, as a necessary condition for keeping the integrity of its ecological backbone (Reimers and Shtil’mark, 1978; Sobolev and Rousseau, 1998). Since the minimum unit of ecosystem evolution is a sequence of natural communities correlative to the range of environmental conditions characteristic of a certain area (Razumovskii, 1981; Zherikhin, 1997), an adequate ecological network for any bioregion is such as would ensure continuous existence of its typical community sequence.

An important theoretical tool for ecological backbone conservation on a bioregional level is the concept of “polarized landscape,” which accounts for the spatial differentiation of anthropogenic and natural components of a self-contained area (Cristaller, 1966; Rodoman, 1974, 1988). The conservation approach based on this concept implies restrained use of nature in the zones of “economic vacuum” which often occur along administrative boundaries (Sobolev et al., 1990; Sobolev, 1998).

The optimal number of protected natural areas to be established per unit of territory may be calculated for each bioregion on the basis of models which take account of ecosystem structural diversity (Puzachenko and Drozdova, 1986). As to the size and shape of individual protected areas, it is desirable that they embrace catchment basins and are not smaller than the units displaying a specific flora (Nukhimovskaia, 1981).

In the recent years, Russian conservation scientists have proposed a number of indicators to be used in the development of ecological networks. One example is such criterion as the “presence of ecologically diverse rare species” (Sobolev, 1992; Sobolev et al., 1995), which helps appraise the conservation value of natural communities by taking into account the variety of ecological niches and trophic levels occupied by these species, as well as their space requirements. Another example is the “structural completeness of natural forest communities” (Smirnova et al., 1988), a criterion proposed to determine whether a certain forest tract is potentially sustainable or not, by identifying if its dominant tree species feature specimens of different ages in such numbers as are sufficient for their continuous existence over a number of generations.

In addition to that, basic principles of ecological restoration (Tishkov, 1993) and protected area management (Nukhimovskaia, 1998) have been elaborated for a number of regions of Northern Eurasia, faced with the necessity of repairing either their natural backbone as a whole or some of its key components.

The ultimate objective of developing a network of SPNA in any region is formulated as the system of differentiated nature management (Sobolev, 1992; Blagovidov et al., 1998), which provides for the well-being of its natural and cultural components by means of identifying an optimal ratio between conservation and economic regimes for each locality that can be viewed as a separate unit.

Current State of Natural Communities in Northern Eurasia

The envisaged contours of ecological networks in different regions, the priorities to be set in their development, and the methods to be employed in its course are dictated primarily by local environmental conditions and the levels of human impact upon the areas in question. This implies that the choice of an appropriate ECONET development strategy requires such zoning that takes account of these two synthetic factors.

Compiling various schemes of biogeographic differentiation proposed for the former USSR (Takhtajan, 1978; Rastitel’nost’..., 1980; Isakov, 1982; Otchet..., 1992; Tishkov, 1995; Bukreev, 1997; Bogdanov, 1997), Nikolai Sobolev (1998) sketched out a synthetic map of North Eurasian bioregions. To evaluate the general status of natural communities in different parts of the former USSR, he then calculated an index of human impact for each bioregion (the ratio between its human population and the total area of extant natural ecosystems within its boundaries). These data were juxtaposed with the indexes of natural ecosystem resistance to external pressures, proposed by Martynov and Artyukhov (1994), to chart the risks of loss of natural communities resulting from human impact (see map in the Annex).

As is evident from this map, the most alarming conditions have developed in the steppe belt of southeastern Europe, Ciscaucasia, and Kazahkstan, in the deserts and irrigation-based agricultural regions of Caspian Lowlands and Central Asia, and in certain parts of the Caucasus Mountains, Middle and Lower Volga Basin, Central Black Earth Region, Southern Ural, and Kola Peninsula.

At the same time, it indicates the existence of a virtually continuous zone of little-disturbed natural communities, extending in a broad belt over northern and central regions of Northern Eurasia, from Fennoscandia (van Opstal, 1999) in the west to the Pacific Ocean in the east. Unique in its world-scale ecological importance, this belt requires close attention on the part of domestic and international conservation agencies and their concerted efforts to ensure its preservation.

Current Network of Specially Protected Natural Areas

The core of any ecological network is a system of designated natural territories. Throughout the former Soviet Union, the most valuable natural territories, designated and protected as such by special legislation, are called specially protected natural areas (SPNA).

Today, the national SPNA networks in the former Soviet republics reveal a number of common features. First, they all suffer from limited state funding — which has become insufficient even for maintaining the existing system of SPNA, not to mention its expansion. In all cases, the shortage of funding results from the difficult economic circumstances and is aggravated by poor financial management. Another common feature is the emergence of numerous conservation NGOs, which have come to assist state institutions in supporting the existing SPNA and developing ecological networks in various ways, including the generation of funds from charitable organizations, both domestic and international. Next, the cadre of conservation specialists throughout the CIS is composed predominantly of people graduated from biological and geographical departments of universities and pedagogical institutions. Furthermore, the majority of nature reserves throughout the CIS conduct ecological monitoring according to a unified program known as the “Chronicles of Nature,” commenced over 40 years ago to provide a common methodological basis for observing long-term dynamics of natural communities in different regions.

The following text provides accounts of existing systems of SPNA and measures for their integration into a unified ecological network for each member of the CIS (and Moldova). All these accounts are structured in the same way: each starts by characterizing the relevant conservation legislation, then goes on to sketch out the system of SPNA and the possibilities for improving its efficiency, and concludes by addressing the subject of ecological network development — its current state, the principal challenges it is faced with, and its future prospects.

IV. State of SPNA network in CIS

Armenia

Legislation

The basic conservation decree is the Law “On Environmental Protection” (adopted in 1991).

The Law “On Specially Protected Natural Areas” (1991) distinguishes four categories of SPNA: 

· state reserves {I}
;

· national parks {II};

· state nature refuges {IV};

· nature monuments {III};

The Forest Code (1994) recognizes three categories of protected forest areas:

· protective forests (i. e., those protecting waterways and land against erosion);

· forests of social importance (i. e., those intended to meet recreational and medicinal needs of the human population);

· special purpose forests (i. e., those protected for their intrinsic values).

Other legal instruments relevant for ecological network development in Armenia include: 

Land Code (1991);

Water Code (1992);

Law “On Environmental Impact Assessment” (1995);

Law “On Nature Management and Payments for Nature Resources Use” (1998);

Law “On Flora” (1999);

Law “On Fauna” (2000);

Decree “On Improving the Management of Sevan National Park and Conserving the Fish Resources of Lake Sevan” (1996).

Nature reserves, national parks, nature refuges, and nature monuments are considered to be objects of national importance and established by special governmental decrees.

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities responsible for protection and management of the areas enclosed within their borders. Each nature reserve becomes the sole landholder of its entire area, and the administration of any national park must own at least the major part of the land enclosed within its borders.

The areas designated as nature refuges and nature monuments are not withdrawn from their former landholders, which however become responsible for the preservation of these objects. 

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The following table shows the recent dynamics of the network of SPNA in Armenia:

	
	Number of units
	Total area

	Types of SPNA 
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	 (thousands of hectares)

	Nature reserves
	3
	4
	5
	5
	5
	68,5

	National parks
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	150,1

	Nature refuges 
	18
	20
	22
	22
	22
	89,9


The first nature reserves (Dilizhan and Khosrov) were established in 1958, along with a total of 9 nature refuges; 7 nature refuges were created in 1959, and 5 more in 1971. Sevan National Park established in 1978, Erebunii Nature Reserve in 1981. Created in 1958 and liquidated in 1961, Shikakhokh Nature Reserve was formally reestablished in 1975, but in fact has started operating only in 1998. Sevlich Nature Reserve presents a similar case: officially established in 1987, it has been put to work only since 1993. The information concerning nature monuments is not available.

The following areas in Armenia have been recognized as the Ramsar sites since July 1993:

· Lake Sevan (Sevan National Park and its buffer zone);

· Lake Arpi.

The Armenian Ministry of Nature Protection (MNP) is the governmental agency responsible for the management and coordinated development of the national network of SPNA. The MNP administers Dilizhan, Khosrov, and Shikakhokh nature reserves, Sevan National Park, as well as a special Nature Reserve and Park Complex comprising Erenbunii and Sevlich nature reserves, Ararat Cochineal Refuge and several other protected objects having no definite status under the Armenia’s Law on SPNA. Apart from that, the MNP is also in charge of the 17 nature refuges subordinate to its unit, the state enterprise “Armenian Forest.” Four of the rest nature refuges are administered by the Ministry of Agriculture, and one by the National Academy of Sciences. 

The enforcement regimes in all Armenian SPNA are controlled by the State Nature Protection Inspection of the MNP.

The enforcement personnel comprises a total of some 140 persons in nature reserves, 50 in national parks, 30 in the Reserve and Park Complex, and 70 in all the refuges administered by the “Armenian Forest.” Other nature refuges don’t possess any special enforcement staff. In addition to regular patrolling by their enforcement staff, protected areas and the roads leading to them are inspected by special teams of the MNP’s Department of Protected Areas, “Armenian Forest,” and the State Nature Protection Inspection.

The scientific personnel of the entire system of SPNA is a group of 16 researchers, all of them employed in the Reserve and Park Complex. Scientific studies and monitoring are conducted in accordance with a unified methodology specified for every particular discipline. A recent development has been the preparation of a manual on vertebrate census adapted to local conditions.

Regular monitoring programs are conducted in Sevan National Park (surveys of fishing resources, meteorological and hydrological observations), in all nature reserves and the refuges administered by the Department of Protected Areas (surveys of flora and fauna) and the “Armenian Forest” (surveys of forest resources).

A special Action Plan has recently been elaborated for Sevan National Park, aimed at preserving its biological and landscape diversity and facilitating sustainable use of natural resources in the area.

Protected areas in Armenia are funded mostly from the state budget. Additional funds may be generated from certain businesses stipulated by the legislation, e. g., recreation and licensed fishing (in the national park), selling timber obtained from sanitary cuts (in nature refuges), etc. Such operations are to be carried out by special state enterprises. 

Conservation activities in Armenia are also supported by international organizations. For example, the development of the National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and Action Plan was funded by the GEF via UNDP. The World Bank supported the development of Lake Sevan Action Plan.

A number of NGOs are engaged in protecting and restoring natural areas in the country, most notable of which are the Armenian Union for Nature Protection, the TAPAN Ecoclub, and the Armenian Botanic Society. The Armenian Ecotourism Association seeks to develop ecotourism as an economically viable activity capable of providing an additional source of financial support to the country’s protected areas.

Major Problems of SPNA

The system of specific legal instruments (bylaws) to accompany the Law “On Strictly Protected Natural Areas” is still poorly developed, and some norms regulating protected area management appear to contradict one another. For example, the conservation duties assigned to the “Armenian Forest” are in apparent contradiction with its for-profit logging operations. According to the national legislation, forests are not subject to privatization, while the state rights to manage and use woodlands may be privatized. The nature refuges administered by the “Armenian Forest” are not recognized as separate legal entities, and therefore may be sold in case of its bankruptcy.

Faced with drastic budget cuts in governmental funding for protected areas following the general economic decline, conservation authorities attempted to save the best cadre of researchers under the aegis of a unified Scientific Center organized by the MNP. The Center, however, failed to generate adequate funds and was soon liquidated. Eventually its functions and personnel were transferred to the newly established Reserve and Park Complex, which is now responsible for conducting scientific research and monitoring in all of the country’s SPNA.

The process of negotiating the boundaries of projected SPNA with the local land-users is always difficult and takes a long time. And quite often the agreed-upon area fails to suit the conservation purposes it was established for. For example, Shikakhokh Nature Reserve does not include the unique plane grove adjacent to it. A serious problem of Khosrov Nature Reserve is its division into four sections isolated from one another. Neither the migration routes of Armenian mouflons and wild goats nor the location of water sources were taken into account when establishing its borders. The efforts to include the nearby pastures within its area have failed, because the Reserve has no funds to reimburse their owners for the reclamation of these sites, carried out prior to its establishment. The negotiations over the project of Arpi Nature Refuge took so long that the river flowing across its envisaged area was tubed and is currently used to irrigate the surrounding arable lands, resulting in the degradation of its plant cover and the disappearance of drinking water sources essential for wild goats (Capra aegagrus) and other animals.

A common problem of Armenian nature reserves are illegal actions by the people living in the nearby areas, such as tree-cutting, poaching, grazing and plant gathering within their borders. In Dilizhan and Shikakhokh nature reserves the situation is aggravated by their extremely long and convoluted boundary lines, drawn in such a way that a number of villages, formally located beyond them, are in fact enclosed within reserve borders. A special law prescribing the liquidation of such villages, adopted in 1985, has remained on paper, because the funds for their relocation are non-existent. From the early 1990s on, nature reserves have witnessed increased attempts on their forest cover, provoked by a grave energy crisis. Over the last decade, Dilizhan Reserve has lost as much as 4,000 ha of its forests, cut mostly by the local villagers to heat their homes. 

For a large portion of the people living around Lake Sevan, fishing has become virtually the only source of livelihood; the Sevan sisco (a trout species endemic to the Lake) is their main protein supply. The fishing quotas assigned by the Ministry of Nature Protection tend to prioritize economic profits over conservation reasons. As a result, the amount of sisco taken over the last years has far exceeded the reproductive potential of its population, and its demographic structure has become disturbed. Massive poaching further aggravates the situation.

Such nature refuges as Juniper Groves, Banks Pines, Pines of Giularak, Idjevan, Gandzakar, and Rose Bay Scrub Forests suffer from illegal timber harvesting. Illegal grazing is not infrequent in Aragats Alpine, Rose Bay Scrub Forests, and Ararat Cochineal nature refuges. The area of Gorovan Sandlands Nature Refuge is subjected to sand extraction, and road construction has recently started in Gandzakar Nature Refuge. In 1999, the Ministry of Nature Protection recognized the situation in 20 nature refuges as unsatisfactory.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

The natural backbone over the most part of the country is fragmented, and ecological connectivity between its individual natural areas is disturbed.

Protected natural areas have been established in each of all the bioregions we have identified within Armenia. Viewed within the framework of a more detailed floristic zoning, two of the country’s twelve floristic regions (namely, Upper Akhurian and Shirak) have no protected natural areas. On the whole, the current system of SPNA features about 60% of plant and animal species recorded in Armenia (Biodiversity of Armenia, 1999).

The existing protected areas are found mostly in forested areas, and should be complemented by those featuring other types of ecosystems characteristic of the country. Most of Armenia’s SPNA have no buffer zones and therefore suffer from intensive human impact upon their margins.

The regulations on forest protection categories established by the Forest Code and those on nature management in river valleys provided by the Water Code can be used as the legal basis for maintaining and restoring ecological linkages between keystone natural areas (SPNA).

The existing schemes for the future development of the system of SPNA provide an adequate basis for constructing the nationwide ecological network.

The country has elaborated its National Environmental Action Plan. Further steps in defining its conservation priorities will include the adoption of National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and Action Plan, which are currently under development.

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Fragmentation of natural areas over the most part of the country;

· Economic crisis and the increased dependence of human population on local natural resources;

· Insufficient funding for conservation activities; 

· Inadequate legislation.

Azerbaijan

Legislation

The basic conservation decree is the Law “On Nature Protection” (adopted in 1999).

The Law “On Specially Protected Natural Areas”(2000) distinguishes five categories of protected areas in Azerbaijan:

· state nature reserves {I};

· state national nature parks {II};

· state nature refuges {IV};

· nature monuments {III};

· state hunting grounds {VI};

Other legal instrument relevant for protected area management include the laws on land, water, forests etc. 

Nature reserves and refuges, as well as national parks are the objects of national importance established in each case by a presidential decree. Nature monuments can be of national or regional importance.

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities responsible for protection and management of areas enclosed within its borders. A nature reserve should be the sole landholder of its entire area; a national park must hold at least a major part of the land enclosed within its borders. 

The territories of nature refuges and nature monuments are not withdrawn from landholders, which become responsible for the preservation of these objects. 

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The following table shows the recent dynamics of SPNA network in Azerbaijan:

	Year
	Nature reserves
	Wildlife refuges

	
	Number
	Total area (thousands of hectares)
	Number
	Total area (thousands of hectares)

	1980

1985

1990

1995

2000 
	10

13

14

14

14
	171,5

186,8

191,2

191,2

191,2
	16

17

18

20

20
	260,60

265,70

266,18

308,08

308,08


There are no national parks in Azerbaijan yet, although the Comprehensive Nature Protection Plan of Azerbaijan Republic (1985) and National Environmental Action Plan (1998) envisaged their establishment. 

30 forest areas of high conservation value with a total area of 15097 ha, 2083 trees over 100 years old, and 37 geological and palaeonthological sites are enlisted as nature monuments. Apart from that, there are two state hunting refuges.

Ghizil-Agaj and Agh-Ghol nature reserves have been included in the Ramsar List.

The following sites are recognized as important habitats for migratory species:

· Ghizil-Agaj Nature Reserve,

· Agh-Ghol Nature Reserve,

· Shirvan Nature Reserve,

· Apsheron Nature Refuge,

· Divichin Estuary,

· Mahmudmala Lake,

· Sarysu Lake.

The State Committee on Ecology and Nature Management Supervision of Azerbaijan administers 14 nature reserves, 20 state nature refuges, and 2 state hunting refuges. Protection of nature reserves is carried out by the special protection service chaired by vice-directors of nature reserves. Enforcement personnel ranges from 2 to 7 persons per one reserve. Protection of the refuges is carried out by corresponding governmental agencies. 

Gobustan Art and History Reserve is administered by the Ministry of Culture.

7 state nature refuges are subordinate to the adjacent nature reserves.

11 state refuges are supervised by the local departments of the Azerbaijan State Committee on Ecology and Nature Management Supervision, and 2 remaining refuges are administered by the Samukh State Hunting Refuge. 

Nature monuments are under supervision of the local authorities. 

SPNA system is funded from the state budget.

Major Problems of SPNA

The following problems are common for Azerbaijan’s protected areas:

· Insufficient budget funding;

· Local authorities cannot ensure protection of nature monuments;

· Majority of nature reserves have no buffer zones and therefore are vulnerable to external effects.

There are several particular problems to be mentioned:

Pirkuli Nature Reserve consists of three isolated clusters, and does not represent the local landscape variety. The areas surrounding these clusters must be incorporated in the reserve. 

The territories of Karayaz and Alty-Agach nature reserves are too small to provide adequate protection of biota (primarily that of large mammal and bird species).

The grasslands surrounding Lake Karaggiol (Sevlich) featuring many rare and endangered plants are not included in the Karaggiol Nature Reserve. 

Economic activities are still carried out in some nature reserves, for example: oil mining and grazing in Shirvan Reserve; recreation in Geygel Reserve; fishery in Agh-Ghol and Ghizil-Agaj reserves.

As a result of eight year-long armed conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia, Garagiol and Basutchay nature reserves; Dashalty, Lachy, Kubatly and Arazboyu nature refuges, 13,198 hectares of valuable woodlands, over 150 centennial trees and 6 geological sites are beyond control of the governmental authorities.

Recent surveys have revealed a total of 6,944 hectares of forests, 35 geological and palaeonthological sites, and 1810 old-growth trees to retain their conservation value.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

All bioregions identified within Azerbaijan are represented in protected areas. However viewed within the framework of more detailed zoogeographical zoning, Nakhichevan, Nagorno-Talysh, Samur-Divichi zoo-geographical regions as well as the foothills of the Minor Caucasus have no SPNA. Also, the protected areas in highlands of the Minor Caucasus, Kura - Arax and Apsheron-Kobustan zoogeographical regions do not cover all habitats that require protection.

Azerbaijan’s SPNA have no buffer zones and therefore suffer from intensive human impact upon their margins. The natural areas are generally fragmented, and ecological linkages between different areas are disturbed.

The National Environmental Action Plan envisages establishment of 2 more nature reserves and 2 national parks, restoration of natural communities and enlargement of Ghizil-Agaj Nature Reserve. Azerbaijan State Committee on Ecology and Nature Management Supervision, local authorities and the corporation “Azerbaijan forests” (Azerbles) are responsible for these activities.

Experts of the State Committee on Ecology and Nature Management Supervision together with WCPA experts are developing the project proposal on establishment of transboundary ecological network of the Eastern Caucasus. 

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Fragmentation of natural areas;

· Economic decline coupled with high dependence of local communities on the use of natural resources;

· Poor control over natural areas in the areas of armed conflicts;

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation initiatives.

Belarus

Legislation

The Law “On Specially Protected Natural Areas” adopted in 2000 identifies SPNA as areas featuring unique, typical, or other valuable ecosystems and objects having particular ecological, scientific, historical and cultural, aesthetic importance, where economic activity is banned or regulated by the special protection regime. SPNA establishment is aimed at preservation of biological and landscape diversity.

Belorussian legislation distinguishes the following basic categories of SPNA:

· nature reserves {I};

· national parks {II};

· nature refuges {III, VI};

· nature monuments {III, IV}.

Besides the abovementioned types, the Law “On Environmental Protection” adopted in 1992 provides for protection of the following natural areas: health resorts, recreation zones, coastal belts, water protection belts and sanitation zones, green zones within cities and towns, protected forest tracts. The regimes of these SPNA are regulated by the Water Code (1972) and the Forest Code (1999).

The Law “On Land Property” (1993) bans privatization of protected areas.

Other legal instruments relevant for ecological network development include: the Land Code (1999), the Code on Mineral Resources (1997), the Law “On Municipalities and Local Governments,” the Law “On Wildlife Protection and Management” (1996), the Law “On State Environmental Expertise” (1993).

The legislation prescribes planning of SPNA to be conducted according to the Scheme of Protected Areas Development prepared by the Ministry of Nature Resources and Environmental Protection and approved by the Government of Belarus. 

Reservation of the territories included in this Scheme implies imposing restrictions on the use of natural resources in the areas in question without taking them from their landholders.

Nature reserves and national parks are the objects of national importance established in each case by the special decree of the President or the Government of Belarus. A nature reserve must be the sole landholder of its entire territory, while a national park must be a landholder of the areas of the greatest conservation value within its borders.

Nature refuges and nature monuments can be either of national or regional importance. The territories of nature refuges and nature monuments may be either kept as property of the landholders or withdrawn from them. 

The following agencies and institutions are responsible for protected areas management: the President’s Administration, Government of Belarus Republic, local councils of deputies and municipalities, and Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection. 

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities governed by the Administration of the President (Division of Protected Natural Territories and Hunting Grounds).

Special legal entities may be created to supervise over nature refuges and nature monuments as well but this is rarely done in practice. As a rule nature refuges and nature monuments are administered by regional executive bodies (if there are several landholders operating in the area) or by the special state body responsible for the control over landuse. For example, Ministry of Forestry is in charge of SPNA in forested areas. 

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The following table shows the development of the basic SPNA in Belarus over the last two decades:

	Types of SPNA
	Number of units
	Total area (thousands of hectares)

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	

	Nature reserves
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	81,8

	National parks
	-
	-
	-
	2
	4
	335,9

	Nature refuges of national importance
	54
	59
	63
	76
	90
	802,3


Besides, as of 01.08.99 there were 697 nature refuges of local importance and 661 nature monuments of republican and local importance in Belarus.

Berezinsky Nature Reserve (established in 1925) and Byalovezhskaya Pushcha National Park (established in 1939) are the oldest protected areas in the Republic.

“Belovezhskaya Pushcha” State National Park has been recognized as World Heritage site since 1992.

Two sites have received the status of UNESCO biosphere reserves:

· Berezinskiy Nature Reserve (with adjacent are) in 1978,

· Belovezhskaya Pushcha (including national park) in 1993.

Two SPNA have been awarded the European Diplomas (Type A):

· Berezinskiy Nature Reserve (in 1995);

· Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park (in 1997).

Sporovsky Biological Reserve, Mid-Pripyat State Landscape Zakaznik, and Olmany Mires Zakaznik have been recognized as the Ramsar sites.

There are several wetlands of particular importance for migratory species:

· large fish-breeding ponds – Beloe, Krasnaya Sloboda, Krasnaya Zor’ka, Lakhva, Loktyshi, Lyuban’, Novinki, Poles’e, Selets, Sokolovo, Stradoch, Tremlya.
· large bogs – Belynichskie bolota; Golubitskaya Pushcha, Elnya (Nature Refuge); Kobrinskie bolota, Obol’, Ol’manskie bolota (Nature Refuge);

· Berezina River Floodplain from Palik Lake to Gaina River;

· Naroch Lake (within Narochansky NP);

· Neman River from Ula River Mouth to West Berezina River Mouth;

· Pripyat River Floodplain from Yaselda River Mouth up to Gajna River Mouth;

· Vygonotchanskoe Lake. 

Current legislation defines the following possible sources of income for national parks and nature reserves:

· state budget,

· non-budgetary funds,

· income from statutory scientific, conservation and economic activities,

· reimbursement for damage to a protected area,

· donations,

· other legal income.

State budget remains the major source of funding for protected areas. Several biodiversity conservation projects were supported by GEF. Besides, financial support has been secured through the TACIS program “Raising public environmental awareness.” Scientific studies in protected areas have been funded from the State Research Program “Nature Management and Environmental Protection in the Republic of Belarus” (1996-2000) and the Republican Fundamental Research Program “Biodiversity of Belarus” for the period 1996-2000.

The protection of nature reserve and national parks is carried out by special staff of state inspectors. Besides, each national park and nature reserve has special enforcement personnel including officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs (up to 10 persons). Forest Watch Service works in close co-operation with SPNA staff. The total staff of inspectors currently working in Belorussian protected areas amounts to 700 persons.

Local authorities, landowners and landholders and other specially authorized bodies are responsible for the protection of nature refuges and nature monuments.

National parks and the nature reserve in Belarus serve as large scientific laboratories. Scientific staff of the nature reserve and national parks is 30 people. The National Academy of Sciences of Belarus and Protected Areas Research Center (at the Belarus State University) provides scientific and methodological support to SPNA. Lately, scientific co-operation between SPNA and high schools, primarily with the Belorussian State University has been promoted. SPNA scientific staff conducts comprehensive flora and fauna studies within the framework of republican fundamental and applied research programs. 

Protected areas are actively supported by a number of NGOs, most notable of which are Belorussian Bird Conservation and Belorussian Biodiversity Conservation Center (BCC-Belarus).

Major Problems of SPNA

In certain situations local authorities are opposed to the establishment of new SPNA (especially nature reserves and national parks) because they do not want the use of land and other resource to be restricted over large territories. For example, the 25 years-long efforts to establish nature reserve or national park in Nalibokskaya woodland have thus far brought no practical results. Existing proposals on establishment of Svisloch-Berezinskiy, Belaya Rus and Surazhsky national parks have long been shelved.

The existing practices of protected area management do not fully conformed to the conservation legislation. For instance, some portions of the nature reserves subordinate to the President’s Administration are used for tourism and public recreation, which contradicts the Law on SPNA. 

The Chernobyl catastrophe badly affected Pripyat National Park and several other protected areas. Polessky radiation and ecological Reserve of 281,000 ha was established in the contaminated area. The access to the area is limited due to high levels of radiation. This SPNA is used as an experimental plot for studying radiation impact on environment and possible ways of decontamination.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

Belarus has a well-developed SPNA network protecting areas of high conservation value in all bioregions. Forests of all protection categories, water protection belts, and other protected areas serve as buffer zones and ecological corridors.

On the other hand, some of the valuable nature areas are not adequately protected. The natural backbone is fragmented over the large part of the country.

In 1983, the Council of Ministers of the Belarus Soviet Socialist Republic endorsed the “Scheme of a Rational Network of Protected Areas in Belorussian SSR.” It is designed in accordance to ecological principles of protected areas establishment, e.g. it takes into account natural migration routes (Suchenya et al., 1983). In 1995 group of experts conducted the feasibility study for this Scheme and detailed inventory of natural objects. An updated version of the “Scheme for a Rational Network of Protected Areas in Belarus” up through 2005 has been approved by the Cabinet of Ministers in 1995. This blueprint envisages the expansion of the protected area system to 6.8% of the country’s area by 2001 and to 8,7% by 2005 (in early 2000, it amounted to 5,7% of the country’s area). Taking into account the priorities of economic development in the Republic, the Scheme fits well with purposes of ecological network development. However, some factors impede the development of ecological network: 

· Negative trend in the ratio between urbanized and preserved natural areas (growth of urban agglomerations, construction of transport roads of European importance across undisturbed natural areas).

· Existing SPNA network does not adequately represent the natural communities typical of surrounding areas. Many valuable ecosystems (especially those of grasslands, floodplain and wetlands) remain unprotected. 

· Lack of ecological connectivity between individual protected areas first of all in the large river valleys that serve migratory routs for protected species. 

· Protection status of the keystone natural areas is often not adequate to their value. 

Planning of ecological networks is supervised by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection and sponsored from republican budget. The funds are allocated to research groups on a competitive basis. Experts of the Republican Centre of Land Cadastre, the Institute of Experimental Botany, the Institute of Zoology, Belarus Research Institute of City Planning, Belarus State University and many other institutions are involved in the ecological network planning.

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Disintegration of natural areas in some regions of the country;

· Economic instability and low living standard resulting in extensive use of large areas,

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation initiatives,

· Insufficient interdepartmental coordination in the management of SPNA.

Georgia

Legislation

Basic conservation decree of Georgia, the Law “On Environmental Protection” is adopted in 1996.

The following types of protected areas are recognized by Georgia’s legislation:

· state nature reserves {I},

· national parks {II};

· nature monuments {III};

· hunting refuges {VI}.

The regimes of protected areas are determined by the Forest Code. Another important conservation decree is the Law “On Wildlife Protection” (1997).

Nature reserves and national parks are the objects of national importance established in each case by a special governmental decree.

Nature refuges and nature monuments are established by and subject to, either the state or regional authorities. 

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities responsible for protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. A nature reserve should be the sole landholder of its entire area, while a national park must hold at least the major part of the land enclosed within its borders.

The areas designated as nature refuges and nature monuments are not withdrawn from landholders who are obligated to preserve SPNA located on their lands.

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

There are 19 nature reserves in Georgia with a total area of 150745 hectares. Two of them (with a total area of 18448 hectares) are included in the national parks as core zone where all kinds of economic activity are banned. 

Nature reserves and national parks are managed by 13 nature reserves administrations and two national parks administrations. The total staff of inspectors in nature reserves and national parks amounts to 208 persons.

All protected areas are administered by the Main Administration for Hunting, Specially Protected Natural Areas and Nature Reserves, which subordinate directly to the President Administration. The Department supervises the enforcement regime in SPNA. 

Besides, there are 5 hunting refuges with a total area of 58000 ha (Georgia, 1997), and several dozens of nature monuments. 

Lagodekhi Nature Reserve, the oldest in Georgia, was formally established in 1912, but has started operating only in 1929. 

Borzhomi Kharagaul National Park (with a total area of 7400 ha including Borzhomi Nature Reserve) was established in 1997. Kolkheti National Park was created in 1998. It incorporated Kolkheti Nature Reserve.

In 1997 two site have been included in the Ramsar List:

· Wetlands of Central Kolkheti;
· Ispani II Marshes.

Protected areas are funded from the state budget. Substantial support to Georgian nature reserves is provided by WWF-Georgia.

All SPNA conduct scientific research and monitoring. SPNA scientific staff is 15 persons.

Several NGOs are engaged in protecting natural sites in the country, most notable of which are the Noah’s Ark Center for the Recovery of Endangered Species (NACRES), Georgian Biodiversity Conservation Center and others. WWF-Georgia involves leading Georgian scientists in the development of Georgia’s national parks.

Major Problems of SPNA

Due to complicated political situation in Abkhazia, the enforcement of protection regime in Ritsin, Pitsunda-Musser, Pskhu-Gumisti nature reserves is poorly controlled.

The state funding of protected areas is very scarce: an average salary of a forest guard is equavalent to 6.5 USD per month (according to NACRES).

Most of the mountainous nature reserves bordering pastures suffer from illegal grazing, especially during winter migrations of livestock.

Nature reserves are strongly fragmented and usually have no buffer zones. Nature reserves include predominantly woodlands, while meadows are intensely used as pastures. For example, Kazbeg Nature Reserve includes about 20 forest plots, separated from one another by overgrazed pastures. A similar situation occurs in Liakhvi and Alget nature reserves. In Liakhvi Nature Reserve the Zonkar dam erected in the downstream of Minor Liakhva River has stopped migration of the trout.

Ritsa, Pitsunda-Musser and Kintrish nature reserves suffer from high recreational pressures. After establishment of Kintrish Nature Reserve, local communities were made move out. However, former villages are still used as summer vocation sites.

Lake Paliastomi, a core of the Wetlands of Central Kolkheti, is seriously affected by intensive application of organic fertilizers in the nearby areas (Georgia, 1997).

According to NACRES, economic decline led to thriving poaching in nature reserves. As a result, the red deer (Cervus elaphus) population in Lagodekhi Nature Reserve had dropped from 1,400 animals in 1988 to 80 in 1997.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

Protected areas are established in all biogeographic units identified within Georgia and represent all its basic biomes. National legislation has been developed in accordance with international recommendations and IUCN criteria.

In addition to SPNA the forests of different protection categories and water protection belts may serve for maintaining integrity of natural areas.

On the other hand, the natural areas over the large part of the country are fragmented, ecological connectivity is poor.

The Government of Georgia adopted the Program on the Development of National Parks in Georgia (Nakani, 1998). According to this program, every national park administration will supervise over a network of SPNA differing from one another in their purposes and regimes, and the nearby portions of cultural landscape serving as buffer zones. 

At present, all required documentation has been prepared for establishment of two national parks:

· East Caucasus National Park, which is planned to include Lagodekhi and Tushet nature reserves;

· Iorian National Park, which is planned to incorporate Vashlovan Nature Reserve and three nature refuges.

Ministry of Environment and the Main Administration for Hunting, Specially Protected Natural Areas and Nature Reserves are agencies responsible for the development of ecological network. The research institutions of the National Academy of Sciences (Institute of Mountain Forestry, Institute of Botany, Institute of Zoology) provide the scientific basis for that. Several NGOs including NACRES and WWF-Georgia are involved in the econet development. Preparation of the project proposal for establishing the transboundary ecological network of the Eastern Caucasus is now underway. It includes development of Imereti ecological network to maintain mammalian migration routes between the Greater and the Minor Caucasus Ranges and mountain areas in southern Georgia. 

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Fragmentation of natural areas over the large part of the country;

· Economic instability coupled with high dependence of local communities on the use of natural resources;

· Poor control over natural areas in Abkhazia;

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation initiatives.

Kazakhstan

Legislation

The basic conservation decree of Kazakhstan, the Law “On Environmental Protection”, was adopted in 1997.

The Law “On Strictly Protected Natural Areas” (adopted in 1997) distinguishes the following categories of sites with specific conservation objectives: 

· state nature reserves including biosphere reserves{I};

· state national nature parks {II};

· state nature parks {II, V?}

· state nature monuments {III};

· state protected zones {VI?};

· state nature refuges {IV-VI};

· state zoological parks;

· sate botanical gardens;

· state arboreta;

· forests within SPNA;

· water bodies of particular national importance or scientific value;

· wetlands of international importance;

· subsoils of particular ecological, scientific, cultural or other value.

The Forest Code (1993) provides for establishing forest genetic reserves {IV}. 

The Water Code (1993) sets the legal terms for establishment of water protection zones.

Other legal instruments relevant for nature conservation include: the Law “On Fauna Conservation, Use and Reproduction” (1993) and Presidential Decree “On Land” (1995). 

Regulations on protected areas specify the procedure of designating territories for the perspective establishment of SPNA. Nature reserves and national parks are the objects of national importance established in each case by a special governmental decree. Nature refuges and nature monuments can be of national or regional importance, being established by an appropriate governmental body. 

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities responsible for the protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. A nature reserve must be the sole landholder of its entire area, and any national park must hold at least a major part of the land enclosed within its borders.

The areas designated as nature refuges and nature monuments are not withdrawn from their former landholders who are obligated to preserve the SPNA located on their lands. 

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The following table shows the development of the basic SPNA in Kazakhstan over the last two decades:

	Types of SPNA
	Number of units
	Total area

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	 (thousands of hectares)

	Nature reserves
	5
	7
	7
	8
	9
	889,7

	National parks
	0
	1
	1
	1
	4
	753,4

	Nature refuges
	57
	58
	60
	62
	60
	5150,0


The status of a state nature monument was attributed to 25 natural sites (with a total area of 6.2 thousands hectares).

Three wetlands in Kazakhstan are designated as the Ramsar sites:

· Kourgaldzhin and Tengiz Lakes (Kourgaldzhin Nature Reserve)

· Lake of the lower Turgay and Irgiz (including Turgay Nature Refuge)

· Alakol Lake (Alakol Nature Reserve) since 1998.

The general supervision over nature reserves and refuges, national parks, nature monuments, and genetic reserves in Kazakhstan is carried out by the State Committee on Forestry, Fisheries and Hunting of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection. Their daily management is assigned to the regional authorities.

The number of enforcement staff in nature reserves is 93 persons; 280 inspectors are employed in the national nature parks.

The protection of the state nature refuges is carried out by the Forest Watch service, and by members of the Association on Hunting and Fishing. Up to the year 1990 state nature refuges used to have special enforcement staff ranging from 2 to 12 forest guards (depending on the size of the refuge). Now their staff is included into manning tables of the regional departments of the Committee on Forestry, Fisheries and Hunting. 

Protection of the national nature monuments is entrusted to their landholders.

Protected areas are funded from the republican and regional budgets. The legislation also provides for the allocation of special funds for SPNA.

Nature reserves and national parks are basically funded from the state budget. They may also carry out environmental education and public awareness activities on commercial basis. Legislation provides for establishment of special bank accounts for protected areas, which have no permanent staff (Khabibrakhmanov, 1998). 

Long-term scientific research programs are conducted in nature reserves. A unified program of scientific research and monitoring in Kazakhstan’s nature reserves and national parks was approved in 1998. It is aimed at ensuring continuity of data collection on the dynamics of key components of ecosystems and development of environmental monitoring. In 1998 the scientific staff of the natural reserves amounted to 28 persons, and 5 researches were employed by national parks.

A number of NGOs are engaged in protecting and restoring natural areas in the country, most notable of which are the “Koryk” Association of Nature Reserves and National Parks, “Naurzum” Public Association, Wild Nature (Aksu-Dzhabagly Nature Reserve), Green Salvation, Kazakhstan–Central Asian Zoological Society, “Tabigat”, Taetis, “Envirs”, Kazakhstan Public Biodiversity Conservation Center, Ecocenter-Karaganda and others. 

Major Problems of SPNA

The system of specific legal norms to accompany the Law “On SPNA” is still poorly developed; for example, there are no standard regulations on each category of SPNA and regulations for the reservation of land plots to establish protected natural areas.

The liquidation of Barsakelmes Nature Reserve has been repeatedly proposed over the last years, as the island where it is located has become a peninsula. Neither the general ecological dynamics of this process nor the changes in the insular populations of wild ass and Persian gazelle have been monitored.

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection and Almaty Province Administration intend to liquidate Almaty Nature Reserve and place its area under the jurisdiction of Ile-Alatau National Park. That will inevitably lead to the weakening of the strict protection regime, and ceasing of scientific research and monitoring.

The designated State Reserve in the Northern Caspian area is practically not protected and fulfils no conservation purpose. Novinskii nature refuge established on the northern shore of the Caspian Sea has been flooded due to its recent rise. This process is not being monitored.

Nature reserves have lost their former status of scientific institutions, and their science departments no longer receive state funding, which has led to considerable reductions in their research personnel.

Management of most nature refuges has been transferred to the local authorities. They are no longer supervised by republican agencies, are not funded from the state budget and have practically lost their enforcement personnel.

The Forest Watch service is authorized neither to arrest nor to fine poachers.

According to the new regulations, all fines and charges that previously have been collected by SPNA must be transferred to regional budgets. 

Due to the drastic economic decline the resources of nature reserves are being exploited in forms of semi-commercial fishing, timber logging for local needs or commercial purposes, hunting, bee hiving, and grazing. Unrestricted grazing and littering of the lakes take place in Bayanaul NP (Khabibrakhmanov, 1998). 

Insufficient budget funding is aggravated by bureaucratic procedures in obtaining additional income. For instance, Bayanaul NP does not receive due payments from recreation businesses located within the NP (Khabibrakhmanov, 1998).

Legislation stipulates that landholders are to be compensated for the withdrawal of their lands to establish SPNA. However, the lack of clear reimbursement standards makes it possible for their claims to go beyond any reasonable level. 

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

SPNA are established in all biogeographical units identified within Kazakhstan. Mountain ecosystems and steppe lakes are better protected. At the same time, North Caspian, Balkhash and Aral Lowlands, Kyzyl Kum, Central Kazakhstan, and Betpakdala desert are not represented in nature reserves or national parks (National report…, 1998).

In 1987 the Academy of Sciences of the Republic of Kazakhstan together with “Kazgiprograd” state planning institute and the Department on Hunting Resources and Management elaborated the “Plan of protected natural areas development in Kazakh SSR for the period until the year 2005”. At present it is being revised according to landscape and biogeographical zoning (National, 1998).

In 1994 the former Ministry of Ecological Resources of Kazakhstan developed and approved the guidelines for planning regional protected area networks. Regional PA networks were blueprinted for the North and East Kazakhstan, Karaganda, Zhezkazgan, Almaty, and Kostanay provinces. PA network planning in Zhambyl and Ural provinces is suspended due to lack of funds.

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection is the major agency responsible for ecological network development in Kazakhstan. The Center of Research and Applied Science “Envirs” of the Institute of Botany and Plant Introduction of the Academy of Sciences, “Ecoproject” Limited Partnership, “Naurzum” Public Association, and “Green Salvation” actively support the development of ecological network. Some activities are supported by GEF, UN environmental programs and various international conservation organizations via specific projects. In 1998, the WWF under the financial support of the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation elaborated an Initial Investment Portfolio for biodiversity conservation, including protection of valuable natural areas (WWF, 1998).

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Fragmentation of natural areas in some parts of the country. 

· Low public awareness about the importance of maintaining healthy environmental conditions for securing local livelihoods;

· Economic instability coupled with high dependence of local communities on the use of local nature resources.

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation activities.

· Insufficient interdepartmental coordination in the management of SPNA.

Kyrgyzstan

Legislation

The basic conservation decree of Kyrgyzstan is the Law “On Environmental Protection” (adopted in 1999).

The Law “On Strictly Protected Natural Areas” (1994) distinguishes the following categories of SPNA:

· nature reserves, including biosphere reserves {I};

· national parks {II};

· nature parks {II?};

· nature sanctuaries and refuges (such as forest, botanical, zoological, complex {IV}, and hunting{VI});

· nature monuments {III}.

Other decrees relevant to nature conservation include: the Law “On Biosphere Areas in the Republic of Kyrgyzstan” (1999) and the Law “On Wildlife” (1999).

Nature reserves, national and nature parks are the objects of national importance established by special governmental decrees. Nature refuges and nature monuments are established by, and subject to, either the state or regional authorities. 

Several governmental agencies are involved in PA management in Kyrgyzstan:

· Ministry of Environmental Protection administers nature reserves;

· State Forestry Agency under the Government of the Republic of Kyrgyzstan supervises Kyrgyz Ata National Park, nature parks, forest and some botanical refuges;

· Recreation Department of the President’s Administration is in charge of Alaarcha Nature Park;

· Main Department on Management and regulation of Hunting Resources of Kyrgyzstan and the Hunters and Fishermen Union of Kyrgyzstan are responsible for hunting refuges;

· Other nature refuges and nature monuments are administered by municipalities.

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities responsible for protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. A nature reserve should be the landholder of its entire area, and a national park must hold at least a major part the land enclosed within its border.

The areas designated as nature refuges or nature monuments are not withdrawn from their landholders who are obligated to preserve PA located on their lands.

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The table below shows development of the basic SPNA in Kyrgyzstan over the last two decades (WWF, 1998; National..., 2000):

	Types of SPNA
	Number of units
	Total area

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	(thousands of hectares)

	Nature reserves
	3
	4
	4
	6
	6
	234,063

	National parks
	1
	-
	-
	-
	3
	134,009

	Nature parks
	-
	-
	-
	1
	3
	57,878

	Nature refuges
	52
	52
	52
	52
	52
	289,2


Apart from that, the current network of SPNA in Kyrgyzstan includes 11 forest refuges, 16 hunting refuges, 23 botanical and 2 complex refuges. Forest and hunting refuges in practical terms are better protected as they are guarded directly by forest watch and hunting control services.

Besides, two entomological microrefuges (with a total area of 2,5 hectares) have been established in 1987 and 1988. 19 geological objects received status of geological refuges (de facto nature monuments) in 1975, but their sizes are too small to preserve entire ecosystems. 

Issyk-kul Biosphere Reserve has been established in 1999. It covers entire Issyk-Kul province of 43,1 thousands km2 established by the Governmental Decree in 1998. Issyk-kul Nature Reserve established in 1948 is the oldest in the country.

In 1976 the Issyk-kul Lake (including Issyk-kul Nature Reserve) was recognized as the Ramsar Site.

In 1978 Chatkal Mountains Nature Reserve received the status of UNESCO MAB biosphere reserve.

The protection of nature reserves, national and nature parks is carried out by a special staff of inspectors. Some of them are year-round residents of the remote ranges. The regime of nature refuges is enforced by the Forest Watch service (1 or 2 rangers per each refuge depending on its size). The rangers are supported by the regional departments of the Ministry of Environmental Protection.

The total staff is 241 persons in nature reserves, 208 people are employed in national and nature parks, 87 people - in nature refuges. 

A number of research positions in nature reserves and national parks are currently vacant. The state funding for SPNA amounted to 200,000 USD in 1998.

International organizations (GEF, the World Bank, TACIS, GTZ, NABU etc.) provide substantial financial support to protected areas and ecological network development via their regional and trans-boundary projects. In 1998 the WWF supported by the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation compiled a portfolio on biodiversity conservation projects including protection of the Key Nature Areas (WWF, 1998).
“Aleyne” Ecological Movement of Kyrgyzstan is the one of the most active and competent NGO engaged in nature conservation and econet development.

Major Problems of SPNA

There is no single agency responsible for SPNA management and control in Kyrgyzstan.

The Land Code of Kyrgyzstan does not recognize a category of protected area. That contradicts to the Law “On Strictly Protected Natural Areas” and brings about difficulties in protected areas establishment and functioning.

Drastic budget cuts resulted in considerable reduction of the staff and liquidation of a great number of scientific units. Remaining scientific units of SPNA do not have necessary lab and field equipment.

Establishment of new protected areas and maintaining of protection regime in existing PA is also the main source of conflicts with local communities which are highly dependent on the use of local natural resources.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

The natural backbone is intact over most part of Kyrgyzstan. All major biogeographical units are represented in protected areas. Few preserved forest ecosystems which concentrate a greater share of wildlife species variety, are better protected. On the other hand, steppes and deserts of the foothills are hardly represented in SPNA. Despite of relatively large number of protected areas, many unique natural sites in the country have no protection status. 

The sizes of majority SPNA are too small to maintain populations of endangered animal and plant species. It emphasizes the importance of buffer zones and corridors and activities for sustaining the use of nature resources in neighboring areas. 

Ministry of Environmental Protection is responsible for the protected areas development and ecological network planning, assisted in this work by the Ministry of Water Management and Agriculture, and the President’s Administration. Number of activities is being carried out in course of international projects supported by such institutions as GEF, World Bank, TACIS, GTZ, and NABU, WWF, Fauna and Flora International.

Another actors involved into ecological networks development include: the Union of Hunters and Fishermen, the Institute of Biology and Soil Science, Institute of Forestry and Horticulture of the National Academy of Sciences, and “Aleyne” Ecological Movement. “Aleyne” (a member of IUCN) contributed to the development of the National Environmental Protection Plan (1996), the Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Central Asia and Kyrgyzstan (1997), and GEF transboundary project on biodiversity conservation of the Western Tien Shan.

The project “Tengir Too Biosphere Area” is being implemented in the North-Eastern Kyrgyzstan (in the area of about 5.8 million hectares in total). It is aimed at integrated planning for preservation of the Central Tien Shan natural and cultural heritage. Another on-going project is the GEF Central Asian transboundary project “Protected areas network for the biodiversity conservation of Western Tien Shan.”

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Fragmentation of natural areas in some parts of the country.

· Low public awareness about the importance of maintaining healthy environmental conditions for securing local livelihoods;

· Economic instability coupled with high dependence of local communities on the use of local nature resources.

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation activities;

· Insufficient interdepartmental coordination in the management of SPNA. 

Moldova

Legislation

The basic conservation decree, the Law “On Environmental Protection” (adopted in 1993) declares natural resources the national property. 

The Law “On the State Protected Natural Areas Fund” (1998) distinguishes the following categories of natural objects and sites according to IUCN classification (1978):

· scientific reserves {I};

· national parks {II};

· nature monuments {III};

· nature refuges {IV};

· landscape refuges {IV};

· special purpose reserves
 {IV};

· areas of multifunctional use {IV};

· biosphere reserves.

Apart from that, there are several types of SPNA intended for ex-situ protection:

· botanical gardens;

· arboreta;

· monuments of landscape architecture;

· zoological gardens.

The Law “On the State Protected Natural Areas Fund” acknowledges the priority of the international agreements over national regulations and prescribes conducting protected areas inventory and other research activities.

In 2000 the governmental decrees of Moldova Republic established the standard regulations for each type of SPNA. 

The Land Code (1991) acknowledges the priority of ecological considerations in landuse, designates lands for nature protection and their exclusive state ownership.

The Law “On Wildlife” (1995) defines wildlife as the public property and sets the legal terms for conservation of habitats, breeding grounds and migration routs, and for monitoring the population dynamics.

The Water Code (1993) specifies water protection measures, including designation of water sanitation zones, and protected water bodies. 

The Law “On Water Protection Zones and Belts” (1995) sets the legal framework for regulation of land use to protect water resources. Width of water protection zones may vary from 1000 m (along the Dniester, Danube, and Prut rivers) to 15 m (along the streams). Stricter regime is applied to the belts adjacent to shorelines. 

The Forest Code (1996) delineates the state forest resources and empowers the Central Forest Administration to manage SPNA located within these lands. All forests in Moldova are referred to “maintaining exclusively ecological functions". Grazing in woodlands is proscribed. Protective forest belts bordering croplands are not included in the sate forest fund. 

The Law “On Natural Resources” (1997) recognizes the superiority of the international agreements in management of transboundary resources, including wildlife resources.

The Law “On Environmental Impact Assessment” (1996) requires external auditing of all activities, legal norms and regulations regarding use of nature resources, state and protection of the environment. The environmental impact assessment reports must include assessment of possible impact on protected areas and their buffer zones, on wildlife (species diversity and endangered species), and on the monuments of history and culture. 

Other important conservation decrees are the Governmental Decree “On the Red Book of the Republic of Moldova” (1985), and the Regulations on Rare, Endangered and Vulnerable Species in Moldova (1995). These documents proscribe any activities that may result in reduction or loss of populations of rare and endangered species enlisted in the Red Book of Moldova.

Administrative Code (adopted in 1985 and amended in 1993) and amendments to the Law “On Environmental Protection” adopted in 1998 are also relevant to the development of protected areas network.

Scientific reserves, national parks and biosphere reserves are legal entities responsible for the protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. 

The lands designated as SPNA of other types belong to the state and are not withdrawn from their landholders (primarily forestry and agriculture enterprises), which are obligated to preserve the SPNA located on their lands. If a landowner wants to set up a protected area on its land, its private ownership will be kept. 

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

In 2000 the total area of SPNA amounted to 66467 hectares (1,9 % of the total area of the country), including 5 scientific reserves (19,378 ha); nature monuments (2906,8 ha); nature refuges (8009 ha); landscape refuges (34 200 ha); special purpose (resource) reserves (523 ha); and territories of multifunctional use (1030,4 ha).

Apart from that, botanical gardens in Moldova occupy 105 ha; arboreta – 104 ha; monuments of landscape architecture – 191065 ha; zoological gardens – 20 ha. 

The oldest nature reserve in Moldova (Codru) was established in 1971. In 1978 large number of reserves for management of medicinal plants has been created.

Lower Prut Lakes Nature Reserve has been recognized as the Ramsar site in 2000. Tvelve areas are recognized as important for bird conservation: five of them meet global IBA criteria; the rest are IBA of the European importance.

The Department of Environmental Protection is responsible for the supervision over national protected areas network.

Codru, Prutul de Jois, Plaiul Fagului, and Padurea Domneasca nature reserves are administered by the State Forest Service. 

Iagorlyk Nature Reserve is under control of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Ecological Control of Transdniestria. 

Scientific reserves, national parks and biosphere reserve have the status of scientific institutions. State funding for scientific reserves during 1999-2000 was only 10–20 % of their total income. State Forest Service, now a for-profit agency, generated the remainder.

Other types of protected areas are administered by the local authorities and funded from local budgets.

All SPNA may be funded from all kinds of sources.

Since 1992 the State Forest Service has been conducting forest monitoring (also within SPNA) according to the European standards.

Several environmental NGOs provide public support for protected areas. The Environmental Party of Moldova has been officially registered.

Many NGOs are members of an umbrella group Moldavian Ecological Movement (former Nature Conservation Society). BIOTICA Ecological Society conducts nature conservation projects in collaboration with the governmental agencies. The REC-Moldova initiative fostered establishment of several professional NGOs. 

There are two mass media in Moldova focused on conservation issues: the newspaper "Natura" (supported by the National Environmental Fund) and children's newspaper "Gutta".

The National Day of the Green Tree has been organized annually on the first Saturday of April since 1995. This campaign contributes to restoring the “green” areas.

Major Problems of SPNA

· Two major problems of Moldova’s forest cover are the low proportion of pristine communities (as much as 75% of the country’s oak stands grow on the plots which have been clearcut in the past) and the changes in their species composition caused by the former harvesting. Forest restoration program is conducted in Codru and Plaiul Fagului scientific reserves (that is hardly compatible with IUCN category I status). The removal of exotic American maple is necessary to restore original forests of Dniester and Prut floodplains. Such work is conducted in Padurea Domneasca Reserve.

· Steppe and meadow ecosytems are poorly represented in SPNA (which does not reflect original environmental types of the country) and inadequately protected.

· Little is known about the current state of flora and fauna in most SPNA. Previous studies have been conducted by the Institute of Zoology and Institute of Botany (Academy of Sciences) as well as by experts of Chisinau University, other high schools, and Codru Nature Reserve. Now most of the studies have nearly stopped. Many scientists work now for the Institute of Forest Research and Planning, National Institute of Ecology and Transdniestrovie institutions. The most comprehensive database is compiled for Codru Nature Reserve, other scientific reserves have inventories of their flora and Vertebrata species.

· SPNA do not have management plans.

· The fact that both the exploitation of forest and hunting resources and supervision over protected area management are assigned to a single agency, the State Forest Service, creates an obvious conflict of interests. Insufficient state funding and lack of public support aggravate functioning of protected natural areas in the country.

· Conservation legislation needs to be improved. The current legal norms make difficult establishment of national parks and biosphere reserve, but does not protect forest from the logging operations. It contradicts the Sevillia Strategy by not allowing for establishment of buffer and transitional zones. In densely populated Moldova it forces people to buy lands and leave the issue of rural settlement areas unresolved.

· Some sentences of the Law “On Local Governments” do not permit funding of the enforcement personnel from the municipal budgets. 

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

Development of the National Ecological Network (NEN) is under responsibility of the Department of Environment of the Ministry of Environment and Territorial Development. 

Some ideas conserning NEN development has been formulated in the Comprehensive Nature Protection Scheme of Moldova (1991). NEN was planned to include all existing protected areas, other ecosystems representing different physico-geographical provinces and other ecologically valuable areas. In 80s the network of field protective forest belts was planned to become a main linking component with an intention to improve their ecological characteristics. In 1991 the experimental scheme of NEN on the scale 1:200000 was prepared. It includes 6 areas connected by forest tracts along Dniester, Prut, Reut, Byk and other rivers. Taking into account the size of the country and its physiographic features the total area of NEN has been calculated as 11,113 km2 (or 30 % of the country area) with 19% of the area to be covered with forest.

Elements of NEN concept are presented in the National Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy and Action Plan. The Strategy has been approved by the Parliament in late 2000. According to this scheme NEN will include all standard elements: representative natural areas (core areas); ecological corridors for species migration and dispersal; areas of ecological restoration and buffer zones. It is reported that forests within NEN occupy 207,000 ha (including 176,000 ha in forest-steppe zone and 31,000 ha in steppe zone) and it must be enlarged to 286,400 ha; e.g. in forest-steppe zone up to 240,000 ha; in steppe zone to 46,600 ha.

What are the current circumstances for econet development?

· Protected areas are established in all biogeographical units (of NIS) within a republic. No more than 10% of the country’s area is covered by natural vegetation. Even relatively better preserved forests are splited into 800 plots. More than a half of the forest protective belts have been removed. 

· According to the National Environmental Action Plan (approved by the Government in 1996) the proportion of protected areas had to reach 3,3% and the percentage of forested area in the republic was planned to increase from 8,5 to 13. (which however was not accomplished).

· The buffer zones (17,7% of the total area of the country) are mostly woodlands and distributed unevenly in different geographic regions (29% in Codry region, 10-15% in Belskaya steppe on Dniester terraces). Grazing lands (11% of the country’s area) are heavily degraded.

· There are legal prerequisites for using forests and water protection zones to ensure NEN integrity. However, extreme fragmentation of natural ecosystems makes this impossible without restoration measures (change in grazing practices, afforestation, etc.).

· Although all land privatization initiatives must be approved by the central environmental agency, land use maps have been compiled without any consultations with nature conservation authorities. Reservation of new conservation areas is note determined by land management regulations. Even highly eroded areas are still subjected to privatization. The Law “On Amelioration through Afforestation” (2000) sets rules for sale of such land although it is economically unrealistic.
· According to the current legislation, local administrations and land user are obligated to plant new forest stands, to maintain protective forest tracts and other “green” areas. The National Program to Combat Desertification (2000) will contribute to national ecological network development. 

In 2000-2001 Biotica Ecological Society in collaboration with leading experts from academic and governmental institutions prepared the Concept of National Ecological Network. It includes definitions, detailed list of econet key elements, map on the scale of 1:50000, action plan and other things (Andreev et al., 2001).

As a result of comparative analysis, 7 areas have been recognized as econet components of European importance and 8 core areas of national importance. 

The most important areas are the valleys of Dniester and Prut rivers. They form two of four main corridors of European importance linking major core areas, join the corresponding corridors in Ukraine and serve as major bird migratory routs. In 2000, an intergovernmental agreement on establishment of green corridors in the Danube delta between Moldova, Romania and Ukraine was signed. Biotica Ecological Society prepared proposals to develop the transboundary Moldova-Ukrainian ecological network (Andreev, Gorbunenko, 1999).

GEF/World Bank financed preparation of the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, as well as the feasibility study for biodiversity conservation project in lower Dniestr River. GEF/UNEP supported development of the Program to Combat Desertification. TACIS rendered technical assistance for several initiatives in Danube area (partly in cooperation with WWF). The National Enviormental Fund supported development of NEN concept paper. Few small projects concerning preservation of individual elements of the econet were funded by REC-Moldova. Wetland International has conducted preliminary inventory of the Black Sea coastal wetlands (Moldova, Ukraine, Russia and Georgia), now accomplished the project “Importance of Black Sea Coastal Wetlands in Particular for Migratory Waterbirds", and supported activities aimed at conservation of minor wetlands. Mammalogy Society, Society of Herpetologists and Ornitologists and Botanical Society carry out projects on conservation of several endangered species and their habitats: Otis tarda, Citellus citellus, Vipera ursini, Colubridae.

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· High fragmentation of natural areas over major part of the country.

· Economical instability coupled with high dependence of human population on the use of local natural resources;

· Scarce funding for nature conservation activities;

· Inadequate legislation;

· Moldova is not usually considered by major funding agencies as a priority area.

Russia

Legislation

The basic conservation decree of the Russian Federation, the Law “On Environmental Protection” (adopted in 1991), introduces the notion of “nature fund designated for preservation,” including SPNA and rare and endangered species.

The establishment of SPNA is regulated by the federal Law “On Specially Protected Natural Areas” (1995), which distinguishes the following types of SPNA:

· nature reserves , including biosphere reserves (I);

· national parks (II);

· nature parks (II, V);

· nature refuges (IV, VI, sometimes III or V);

· nature monuments (III, sometimes IV);

· arboreta and botanical gardens (ex-situ protection);

· health resorts and recreation areas (VI).

The government of the Russian Federation and executive bodies of federal subjects (e. g., provinces) are also empowered to establish other categories of SPNA.

The regime of SPNA is determined by the Law “On Nature Reserves of the Russian Federation” (adopted in 1991, with subsequent amendments and additions); the decree “On National Parks of the Russian Federation” (1993), approved by the government of the Russian Federation; and the “General Regulations on Nature Refuges in the Russian Federation” (1993), approved by the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation.

The specific regime of health resorts and recreation zones is determined by the federal Law “On Natural Medicinal Resources, Health Resorts, and Recreational Zones” (1995).

State museums of historical, cultural, and natural heritage are established in accordance with the federal Law “On the Protection and Use of Monuments of History and Culture” (1978). The regulations “On Museums of Historical and Cultural Heritage” (1990, with subsequent amendments and additions), approved by the Ministry of Culture, prescribe special measures of ecosystem protection for such establishments.

The aforementioned Law “On Environmental Protection” and the Law “On Wildlife Protection” (1995) proscribe activities which may damage the habitats of the species listed in the Red Data Books of the Russian Federation and its subjects.

The Forest Code (1997) distinguishes different categories of protected forests on the basis of their ecological functions, including their role as habitats of rare and endangered species.

The Water Code (1995) sets the legal terms for the establishment of special tracts of land along water bodies as sanitation zones where certain human activities are either prohibited or restricted. Their regime is defined by the regulations “On Water Sanitation Zones and Coastal Belts” approved by the government of the Russian Federation in 1996.

The Land Code of the Russian Federation (1991, with subsequent amendments and additions) establishes the rights of different land users in relation to restrictions imposed on their activities by the establishment of SPNA.

The federal Law “On Baikal” (1999) imposes restrictions on nature use and provides for coordinated conservation activities in the Baikal basin viewed as an integral natural complex.

The Law “On Environmental Impact Assessment” (1995), prescribing that environmental expertise should precede any development initiatives, sets legal prerequisites for the protection of natural areas once their value has been identified.

Regulations on specially protected areas specify the procedure of designating territories for the future establishment of SPNA. The basis for this process is the inclusion of prospective sites in the officially affirmed regional scheme of protected areas development.

In addition to these regulations, the decree of the Supreme Council of the Russian Federation “On Urgent Measures for the Protection of Cultural and Natural Heritage of the Nations of the Russian Federation” (adopted in 1990) dictates suspension of nature-transforming activities (until an appropriate expertise has been conducted) in order to preserve the sites of natural and cultural heritage (including those newly identified). Coupled with the presidential decree “On Specially Protected Natural Areas in the Russian Federation” (1992), which defines that SPNA are to serve the purpose of “preserving the natural heritage of the nations of Russia,” this decree empowers environmental protection authorities to ban economic activities which may bring damage to the newly identified valuable nature sites (even before they are officially designated as SPNA).

According to the federal Law “On Specially Protected Natural Areas,” every subject of the Russian Federation is entitled to specify the status of protected areas of regional and local importance under its jurisdiction. For example, the conservation laws of the Tyva Republic envisage establishment of ethnic nature parks, micro-reserves, and protected wetlands. The laws of the Khakassia Republic envisage such categories as eco-ethnic, landscape-historical, and eco-recreational zones. The SPNA categories existing in the Sakha — Yakutia Republic include national nature reserves, national resource reserves, and protected landscapes; in the Republic of Chuvashia they include micro-reserves and micro-refuges, valuable agricultural lands, nature sanctuaries, objects of natural heritage, ethnic nature parks, etc.

The conservation norms of the Altai Republic envisage the creation of “relief zones” within the projected SPNA. In a similar vein, the government of the Republic of Karelia has adopted a decree prescribing the protection of old-growth forests within the projected Kaleval’sky National Park.

In addition to the common list of SPNA, the Law “On Specially Protected Natural Areas” of Nizhegorodskaya Province introduces such category as the “territories of special value for preserving plant and animal species listed in the Red Book of the Province.” The State Committee for Environmental Protection of the Nizhegorodskaya Province is empowered to proscribe or restrict human activities within the newly identified natural areas important for preserving species listed in the Red Book of the Province, even before their official recognition as SPNA (Bakka & Bakka, 1998).

Regulations on the Red Book of Moskovskaya Province empower the Moscow State Committee for Environmental Protection to stop activities, which may damage habitats of the species listed in the Red Data Book of the Province. For the species threatened with extinction (I category of the IUCN Red Book), these regulations stipulate that their habitats should be protected immediately after they have been identified, and list specific restrictions to be imposed on the local land users in such cases.

The decree of the Moscow Government “On Basic Measures for the Preservation and Development of Moscow’s Natural Complex” (1995) considers all the natural sites within the precincts of Moscow as the elements of an integral system, associated with one another and with the natural areas surrounding the city. In addition to that, the Moscow authorities have adopted a number of other laws and acts aimed at establishing and restoring the city’s ecological network.

Nature reserves and national parks are the objects of federal importance established in each case by a special decree of the government of the Russian Federation. Wildlife refuges, nature monuments, health resorts, and recreational zones are established by, and subject to, either the federal or regional authorities. Nature parks are established by, and subject to, the regional authorities.

Nature reserves are legal entities responsible for the protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. According to the Russian laws, each nature reserve must be the sole landholder of its entire area, and any national park must hold at least a major part of the land enclosed within its borders.

The areas designated as nature refuges may be legally transferred to their specially established administrations or to the conservation agencies they are assigned to; in most cases, however, these areas are not withdrawn from their former landholders. Similarly, the areas identified as nature monuments are not withdrawn from their landholders. The latter, in their turn, are obligated to preserve the SPNA located on their lands.

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The following table shows the development of the basic SPNA in the Russian Federation over the last two decades:

	Types of SPNA
	Number of units
	Total area (thousands of hectares)

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	

	Nature reserves
	46
	56
	71
	93
	100
	33200

	National parks
	0
	4
	12
	30
	35
	6900


Apart from that, the current network of federal-level SPNA in Russia includes 71 nature refuges (with a total area of over 17 million hectares) and 34 nature monuments (with a total area of about 11 thousand hectares). 

The national inventory conducted by the All-Russia Institute for Nature Conservation in 1996—1997, gathered information about some 15 thousands of regional and local SPNA throughout the country. Regional-level SPNA include over 3600 nature refuges (with a total area of about 60 million hectares), about 8000 nature monuments, several dozens of nature parks, and a number of units belonging to other categories. About 800 sites have been established as nature monuments at the municipal level (Ochagov et al., 1998). Besides, over 75 of the 131 existing state museums of cultural and natural heritage contain landscapes and other natural objects of considerable value.

One protected territory that should be considered separately is Vostochno-Ural’sky Reserve established in the area of nuclear disaster in Chelyabinskaya Province in order to monitor the impact of radiation on the environment and to develop a scheme of decontaminating natural sites. This establishment is not included in the system of nature reserves in Russia and is closed for visitors due to high levels of radiation in the area. 

The following areas of the Russian Federation are recognized as World Heritage Sites:

· Virgin Forests of Komi, encompassing the areas of Pechero-Ilychsky Nature Reserve and Ugyd-Va National Park (since 1995);

· Volcanoes of Kamchatka, including objects in Kronotsky Nature Reserve, Yuzhno-Kamchatsky Federal Nature Refuge, and Yuzhno-Kamchatsky, Nalychevsky and Bystrinsky nature parks (since 1995);

· Lake Baikal, encompassing Barguzinsky, Baikal’sky and Baikalo-Lensky nature reserves, Pribaikal’sky and Zabaikal’sky national parks, and two federal nature refuges: Kabansky and Frolikhinsky (since 1996);

· Altai Golden Mountains, encompassing Altaisky and Katunsky nature reserves, Belukha Nature Park, Ukok Relief Zone, and the buffer zone of Altaisky Nature Reserve including a three-kilometer-wide water protection belt along the Teletskoe lake (since 1998);

· Western Caucasus, including Kavkazsky Nature Reserve and the Adygeisky section of its buffer zone, Bol’shoi Tkhach Nature Park, and three nature monuments: Khrebet Buiny, Upper Tsytsa River, and Upper Pshekha and Pshekhashka Rivers (since 1999).

In 2000 the Curonian Spit (including Russian Kurshskaya Kosa National Park and Lithuanian Kursha Neria Landscape Park) received the status of the World Cultural Site.

The following sites have received the status of UNESCO biosphere reserves:

· Oka River Valley, including Oksky and Prioksko-Terrasny nature reserves (in 1978);

· Tsentral’no-Chernozemny Nature Reserve (in 1978);

· Kavkazsky Nature Reserve (in 1978);

· Astrakhansky Nature Reserve (in 1984); 

· Kronotsky Nature Reserve (in 1984);

· Laplandsky Nature Reserve (in 1984); 

· Pechero-Ilychsky Nature Reserve (in 1984); 

· Sayano-Shushensky Nature Reserve (in 1984);

· Sikhote-Alin’sky Nature Reserve (in 1984); 

· Sokhondinsky Nature Reserve (in 1984);

· Voronezhsky Nature Reserve (in 1984).

· Tsentral’no-Lesnoy Nature Reserve (in 1985);

· Baikal Lake Region, including Baikal’sky and Barguzinsky nature reserves, and Kabansky Federal Nature Refuge (in 1986); 

· Tsentral’no-Sibirsky Nature Reserve, together with the Federal Nature Refuge Eloguisky (in 1986);

· Chernye Zemli Nature Reserve, core section (in 1993); 

· Taimyrsky Nature Reserve (in 1995);

· Daursky Nature Reserve, together with the nearby Tsasucheisky bor Nature Refuge (in 1997);

· Teberdinsky Nature Reserve (in 1997); 

· Ubsunurskaya kotlovina Nature Reserve (in 1997);

· Katunsky Nature Reserve (in 1999);

Four nature reserves have been awarded the European Diplomas (Type A):

· Oksky (in 1994); 

· Teberdinsky (in 1994);

· Kostomukshsky (in 1997);

· Tsentral’no-Chernozemny (in 1997).

Other designated natural areas of international importance located in Russia include 35 wetlands protected in accordance with the Ramsar Convention and 32 habitats of migratory species protected in accordance with the CIS Agreement on the Conservation of Migratory Species, with 24 sites being within the purview of both these statutes.

The following Russian areas have been recognized as the Ramsar sites:

· Kandalaksha Bay of the White Sea*, including the main section of the Kandalakshsky Nature Reserve (since 1976)

· Lake Khanka, including Khankaisky Nature Reserve and Khankaisky Nature Refuge (since 1976);

· Volga River Delta*, including Astrakhansky Nature Reserve (since 1976);

· Floodplains of Oka and Pra Rivers* within Oksky Nature Reserve and Meschersky National Park (since 1994);

· Akhtaro-Grivenskie Estuaries in the Eastern Azov Sea Basin*, including Priazovsky Federal Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Beriozovye Islands in the Gulf of Finland*, including Beriozovye Islands Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Brekhovskie Islands in the Mouth of Enisei River* (since 1994);

· Chany Lake System*, consisting of the Chany Lakes section which includes Chanovsky Regional Nature Refuge and a portion of Kirzinsky Federal Nature Refuge, and the Shchuch’i Lakes section which makes up another part of Kirzinsky Refuge (since 1994);

· Gorbita River Delta* (since 1994);

· Islands in the Ob’ Gulf of the Kara Sea*, including Nizhneobsky Federal Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Islands in the Onega Bay of the White Sea*, including Kuzova Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Kama-Bakalda Bogs*, including Kerzhensky Nature Reserve and 15 lakes and bogs designated as nature monuments (since 1994);

· Karaginsky Island in the Bering Sea, including Karaginsky Island Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Khingan-Arkharinskaya Lowland, including Khingansky Nature Reserve and Ganukan Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Kurgal’sky Peninsula in the Gulf of Finland*, including Kurgal’sky Peninsula Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Lake Bolon’ and the mouths of Sel’gon and Simmi Rivers, including Bolonsky Nature Reserve and Simminsky Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Lake Manych-Gudilo*, including the Manych-Gudilo section of the Chernye Zemli Nature Reserve, a portion of the Rostovsky Nature Reserve, and Manych-Gudilo Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Lake System of the Lower Bagan River* (since 1994);

· Lake Udyl’ and the Mouths of Bichi, Bitki, and Pilda Rivers, including Udyl Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Lakes in Tobol-Ishim Forest-Steppe Area*, including Beloziorsky Federal Nature Refuge, 5 regional nature refuges and 1 nature monument (since 1994);

· Lower Dvuob’e*, consisting of the Bol’sheobsky and Kunovatsky sections which make up the Kunovatsky Federal Nature Refuge, and the Beriozovsky section which includes Beriozovsky Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Marshes between Kuban and Protoka Rivers* (since 1994);

· Moroshechnaya River, including Moroshechnaya River Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Mshinskoye Bog in the Lower Oredezh River Basin*, including Mshinskoe Bog Federal Nature Refuge and The Northern Mshinskoe Bog Regional Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Parapol’sky Valley, including the Parapol’sky Valley section of Koryaksky Nature Reserve and Belaya River Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Pskovsko-Chudskaya Lowland*, including Remdovsky Federal Nature Refuge, Pskovsky Regional Nature Refuge, and several lakes and swamps designated as nature monuments (since 1994);

· Selenga River Delta within the precincts of Kabansky Federal Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Southern Coast of the Gulf of Finland*, including Lebyazhy Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Svir’ River Mouth*, including Nizhnesvirsky Nature Reserve and Zagubie Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Toreyskie Lakes, including Daursky Nature Reserve (since 1994);

· Ukhtolok Peninsula, including Ukhtolok Peninsula Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Upper Dvuob’e*, including Elizarovsky Federal Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Valleys of Pura and Mokoritto Rivers and their Watershed, including Purinsky Federal Nature Refuge (since 1994);

· Veselovskoe Reservoir* (since 1994);

· Zeysko-Bureinskaya Plain, including Muravievsky Nature Refuge (since 1994).

Apart from the 24 wetland sites (asterisked in the above list), the internationally important habitats of migratory species, protected in Russia, include: 

· Dubna Bogs, representing a section of The Homeland of the Crane Nature Refuge;

· Lake Il’men’ and the Adjacent Bogs, including East-Il’men’ Regional Nature Refuge;

· Laplandsky Nature Reserve;

· Nerusso-Desnyanskoe Woodland, including Nerussko-Sevny Nature Refuge;

· Pechero-Ilychsky Nature Reserve;

· Seasonal Ice-Sheets of the North-Western Caspian Sea, including two islands designated as nature monuments;

· Tamansky Bay within the precincts of Tamano-Zaporozhsky Nature Refuge;

· Verestovo-Molozhsky Wetland, including Lake Verestovo Nature Monument.

The State Committee for Environmental Protection of the Russian Federation had been responsible for the supervision over the national system of SPNA until its dissolution in May of 2000. Thereafter, its functions were transferred to the Ministry Natural Resources of the Russian Federation. 

At present, 93 state nature reserves (previously administered by the State Committee for Environmental Protection) and 35 national parks (previously administered by the Federal Forest Service, also dissolved in May of 2000) are placed under control of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources of the Russian Federation. Four nature reserves (Il’mensky, Ussuriysky, Dal’nevostochny Morskoi, and Kedrovaya Pad’) are administered by the Russian Academy of Sciences. One nature reserve (Galich’ya Gora), affiliated with  the Russian Ministry of Education, is administered by Voronezh State University; and one more (Yuzhno-Ural’sky) is under control of the Ministry of Forestry, Nature Resources, and Environmental Protection of the Republic of Bashkortostan. 

Russian protected areas are mainly funded from the state, regional, and local budgets. For example, in 1999 the natural reserves within the jurisdiction of the State Committee for Environmental Protection received 52.1% of their overall income from the federal budget (including the Federal Environmental Fund), 13.2% from the regional and local budgets, 11.5% from their own operations (entrance fees, fines, and various paid services), 20.4% from foreign grants, and 2.8% from domestic sponsors. For some nature reserves, the income from domestic non-governmental sources amounts to 35% of their overall budget.

In practical terms, the protection of nature reserves and national parks is carried out by a special staff of state inspectors. The inspectors are full-time employees of protected areas, authorized to undertake effective measures in order to prevent ecological violations and prosecute lawbreakers. Their duties include regular individual surveys of the ranges each of them is assigned to guard, and occasional collective patrols of large areas.

The total staff of inspectors currently working in Russia’s nature reserves amounts to 1600 persons, and 1800 inspectors are employed in the national park system.

Fire watching in Russia’s nature reserves and natural parks is conducted by their personnel (supported by other organizations, if that is necessary).

Most of the federal nature refuges (60 of 71) are administered by the Department for Hunting of the Ministry of Agriculture of the Russian Federation. These areas are guarded by state hunting inspectors (usually including one game manager and several game wardens for each refuge).

Two of the remaining ten federal nature refuges (Franz Josef Land and Kamennaya Steppe) are administered by regional departments for environmental protection (of Arkhangel’skaya and Voronezhskaya provinces, respectively); the rest eight are directly subordinated to the state nature reserves nearby. 

Regional nature refuges are usually established for the protection and propagation of certain game animals (they are otherwise known as “hunting refuges”). These areas are administered by the regional and local units of the Department of Hunting Resources of the Ministry of Agriculture and guarded by the local hunting watch units. Regional refuges established for the protection and propagation of fish resources are administered by the appropriate Basin Departments of the Fisheries Committee of the Ministry of Agriculture, and guarded by fish inspection units.

Federal nature monuments are protected by regional departments for environmental protection (except for those situated in forested regions, which are guarded by the regional forestry departments). The geological sites designated as nature monuments or refuges are protected by the regional units of Geological Service of the Ministry of Nature Resources.

Other nature refuges (namely, those established for the protection of the entire natural complex) and nature monuments, managed by the land users themselves (such as forestry and agricultural enterprises, scientific and educational institutes, etc.), are supervised by regional departments for environmental protection. Special inspection units of these departments are supposed to guard them. (An example of such work carried out successfully with little funding is provided by the joint administration of SPNA in the Taldomsky District of Moskovskaya Province, which exercises effective control over a total of 13 nature refuges and nature monuments in the area).

The total number of scientific researchers in Russia’s nature reserves exceeds 500 persons, including 160 with PhD and DSc degrees. In most nature reserves, scientific studies are conducted not only by their own personnel, but also by researchers associated with other scientific and educational establishments.

Scientific research and environmental monitoring in nature reserves is usually conducted on a long-term basis, all year around, which ensures the continuity of observations.

Data collected in nature reserves are used most frequently for decision-making regarding their own management (e. g., to control wildlife population numbers), less often by the local authorities (e. g., to define the terms of wild plant gathering), and still less often by the regional and federal agencies (e. g., to compile and update the Red lists, to determine hunting quotas, etc.).

Many nature reserves publish occasional collections of papers written by their researchers. Continuous processing of scientific information collected in nature reserves is conducted on the federal level, by the All-Russian Institute of Nature Protection.

Beginning with 2000, the Russian Programme Office of the World Wildlife Fund together with a number of nature reserves and national parks started analyzing meteorological and phenological data collected in the country’s SPNA over many years.

In addition to nature reserves, certain nature refuges and nature monuments are used as sites of field research conducted by various scientific and educational institutions and non-governmental organizations. 

The “Zapovedniki” Center for Environmental Education developed a concept of environmental education and public awareness for Russia’s nature reserves and national parks, which was approved by the State Committee for Environmental Protection and the Federal Forest Service in 1998. By 1999, environmental education units were established in 43 nature reserves (apart from all the national parks). By the same year, 37 nature reserves had their museums of nature. Many SPNA (including more than 60 nature reserves) have long become the popular sites of students’ field practice. Nowadays, more than 70 nature reserves and most national parks actively cooperate with schools in the field of environmental education. In 2000, an Interregional Schoolchildren Conference on Protected Areas took place in the city of Yoshkar-Ola (Mari El Republic), initiated by Bol’shaya Kokshaga Nature Reserve.

The Biodiversity Conservation Center publishes a quarterly journal “Wildlife Conservation,” addressing scientific and practical conservation issues in a style comprehensible to the lay reader, and a quarterly information bulletin “Nature Reserves and National Parks” circulated in the CIS and Baltic states.

The “Zapovedniki” Center together with Smolenskoe Poozer’ye National Park publish a newspaper entitled Zapovednye ostrova [Protected Parcels]; another newspaper on SPNA — Zapovednyi vestnik [Nature Reserves Herald]— is published by Bol’shaya Kokshaga Nature Reserve. These monthly editions are widely circulated in Russia and other CIS countries. Besides, several nature reserves and national parks have launched the newspapers dedicated mostly to their own affairs and those of the surrounding areas, circulated among the local public.

In 1995, the Biodiversity Conservation Center initiated an annual public campaign “March for Parks” aimed at gaining public support for protected natural areas, eventually to be joined by the overwhelming majority of Russia’s nature reserves and national parks.

Recently, two non-governmental foundations dedicated to supporting domestic national parks and nature reserves have been established in Russia: the National Park Fund (initiated by the Biodiversity Conservation Center) and “Strana Zapovednaya” (initiated by the “Siberian Aluminium” industrial group).

Thirty-five of Russia’s nature reserves were supported by domestic sponsors in 1998, forty-nine reserves in 1999, with the total amount of support having increased fivefold.

From the late 1970s on, the Student Movement for Nature Protection has been directing a special annual team “Zapovedniki” to assist nature reserves in their patrolling work.

Since 1994, the Russian Bird Conservation Union together with the Menzbir Ornithological Society have been conducting the Program on “Important Bird Areas of Russia,” aimed at identifying and protecting bird habitats of high conservation value on the national, regional, and local scales. To ensure their protection, the Russian Bird Conservation Union develops a network of “bird keepers” including both professional and amateur ornithologists engaged in voluntary supervision of the most valuable sites.

Some local protected areas having no personnel of their own are supervised by grassroots organizations (including the Student Movement for Nature Protection), and even by the individuals committed to their protection. 

In Amurskaya Province, the Socio-Ecological Union (SEU), the largest public environmental network in Russia, has taken a lease of a land plot within the precincts of Murav’ievsky Nature Refuge, using it to establish the Murav’ievsky Park of Sustainable Development — the first (and hitherto, the only) non-governmental SPNA in the country.

Many other grassroots groups and individual activists are engaged in conducting local inventories of valuable natural sites and initiating their designation as SPNA. In fact, most of the regional and local SPNA are established on the initiative of non-governmental organizations, some of which are well experienced in facilitating the decision-making procedures addressing conservation issues.

Private centers of environmental information and education have been established and are operating successfully in Oksky, Kronotsky, and some other nature reserves. Centers of Ecological Traveling recently created in Moscow and St. Petersburg promote environmental education and ecological tourism in a number of nature reserves throughout the country.

Major Problems of SPNA

Although the existing laws provide some basis for the development of an integrated ecological network, certain gaps in the legal system may hamper this process. For instance: 

· the current legislation makes no provisions for managing various SPNA as elements of an integral system;

· the federal laws do not stipulate for the identification of valuable areas as a necessary component of economic planning;

· the legal procedures necessary for the reservation of land plots to be included in the new protected areas are costly and time-consuming, and therefore inadequate for the prompt implementation of protective measures;

· there are no clear norms regarding compensations to the local landholders for the land plots that are designated as SPNA and withdrawn from their use;

· the existing laws impose no conservation responsibilities on the local landholders in case of their disagreement with the plans of establishing SPNA in the areas under their control;

· the Law “On Local Governance” allows for the establishment of nature monuments under the purview of local authorities, which contradicts the Law “On Specially Protected Natural Areas,” stipulating that nature monuments may be of federal or regional importance only.

The functioning of SPNA is often complicated by the variant (and sometimes conflicting) legal requirements they are faced with. In accordance with some laws, for example, nature reserves are strictly prohibited from using their natural resources and equipment for economic purposes, while other laws encourage the testing and implementation of sustainable management practices in the buffer zones of biosphere reserves. 

As far as their application is concerned, some of the legal regulations (for instance, those regarding protection of the newly identified valuable nature areas, water sanitation zones, etc.) amount to little more than wishful thinking. The current laws don’t prescribe that the development of land management plans for a certain area should include inventories of valuable nature sites important for biodiversity conservation as its necessary component, which frequently brings the subsequent use of such sites in conflict with conservation plans.

The protected areas established by regional authorities often appear to have no clear legal status, which complicates the management of the system of SPNA in general.

Different SPNA are administered by different authorities, both federal and regional, which hampers the elaboration of a unified state policy of ecological network development. The regimes of water sanitation zones, as well as those of most of the protected forests and even of hunting refuges take no account of their importance for the maintenance of biodiversity and the integrity of an overall natural system. All of the existing biosphere reserves have been established on the basis of protected areas within the jurisdiction of the former State Committee for Environmental Protection (i. e., nature reserves and refuges). Other types of protected natural areas have not been involved in this process to date.

The governmental bodies responsible for the management of SPNA are at the same time empowered to exploit natural resources. Therefore, any restrictions on nature use within these areas circumscribe their own power in the first place.

As elsewhere in the world, the main source of conflicts over protected natural areas are restrictions imposed on the use of natural resources within their boundaries. These conflicts sometimes result in attempts to usurp the portions of their land, to weaken their protective regimes, and even to dissolve them.

An acute problem for the majority of nature reserves is the confinement to these areas of their former employees who have nowhere else to go upon their retirement. This results in frequent social conflicts and an ever-growing pressure on the local ecosystems. 

Some nature reserves suffer from increased industrial impact and traffic stream.

For example, the metallurgical plant “Severonikel’” located in the city of Monchegorsk has been contaminating the adjacent Laplandsky Nature Reserve with heavy metals (nickel and copper) as well as sulphates for over 50 years now.

Darvinsky Nature Reserve suffers from the industrial pollution originating from metallurgical, nitric, petrochemical and other plants located in the city of Cherepovets, 30 km from its boundaries. 

The ecosystems of Astrakhansky Nature Reserve near the gas plant “Astrakhan’gazprom” have been found to contain petrochemicals and phenols in quantities exceeding the permissible norms.

Waste discharges by oil refineries and petrochemical plants have caused dramatic changes in the natural ecosystems of Bashkirsky and Shul’gan-Tash nature reserves.

The Chernobyl catastrophe has affected many protected areas, even such distant from the source of disaster as Kavkazsky and Bryansky Les nature reserves. 

The forest and freshwater ecosystems of Voronezhsky Nature Reserve, situated along the highway which runs across it, are heavily contaminated with lead and mercury. 

Navigation in Pechero-Ilychsky and Nizhne-Svirsky nature reserves leads to soil erosion and forest degradation in their coastal areas, and to the contamination of their aquatic sections with petrochemicals. An intensive navigation across the Ust’-Lensky Nature Reserve and the nearby sea-lane contaminate its ecosystems with petrochemicals as well.

Gas and oil pipelines crossing, or located in the vicinity of, certain protected areas (Zhigulevsky, Bol’shaya Kokshaga, Bashkirsky, and Malaya Sos’va nature reserves) constantly threaten them with environmental catastrophes.

Altaisky Nature Reserve has been used for many years as an area of spacecraft stage discharge. As a result, its ecosystems have been polluted with anisometric dimethylhydrazine (a toxin of non-natural origin) and its decay products.

For decades, the Baikal’sky pulp and paper mill has been continuously contaminating the Lake Baikal and the adjacent protected areas: Baikal’sky and Barguzinsky biosphere reserves, Baikalo-Lensky Nature Reserve, Pribaikal’sky and Zabaikal’sky national parks, Kabansky and Frolikhinsky federal nature refuges, and a number of regional SPNA.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

The existing network of SPNA encompasses practically all the biogeographical units found throughout the Russian Federation, most of them represented in nature reserves and natural parks.

The integrity of the overall ecological network is supported by water protection zones and high conservation value forests, which often function as links between its otherwise separate units.

The human impact on environment is unevenly distributed across the country: in general, it declines from west to east, and from south to north. Owing to that, the north and north-eastern regions of European Russia, the Northern Ural, the north and central Siberia, and the Far East have thus far sustained an extensive continuum of little-disturbed natural communities, known as the Great Euro-Asian Nature Expanse (Sobolev & Russeau, 1998). In the last years, the human impact on this territory has increased; consequently, its preservation as an integral complex is more and more dependent on large nature reserves, national parks, and nature refuges, as well as protected forest belts in the sub-tundra zone.

The regions of the country where natural areas have been most fragmented are found mainly in the southern, central, and north-western parts of European Russia, in the Middle and Southern Ural, and in the southern parts of West Siberia. At the same time, most of these regions have a well-developed network of federal and regional SPNA; considerable portions of their forested areas enjoy different forms of protection, too. A prerequisite for developing an integrated ecological network for these regions is the restoration of natural ecosystems wherever it may be possible.

In the 1980s—1990s, integral nature protection schemes were elaborated for some regions of Russia (including the Lake Baikal basin, the Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria, Kaliningradskaya, Moskovskaya, and Yaroslavskaya provinces, the Caucasus Mineral Water Area in Stavropol’skaya Province, etc.), envisaging the establishment of regional networks of SPNA as the major component of their future development.

Until the spring of 2000, the ecological network development in Russia had been coordinated by the State Committee for Environmental Protection. Following its dissolution, its coordination was transferred to the corresponding department of the Ministry of Environment and Nature Resources. Apart from that, the Center for Project Preparation and Implementation coordinates the development of ecological networks in several regions of Russia under the auspices of the GEF Biodiversity Conservation Project (assigned for this work by the State Committee for Environmental Protection).

Since 1994, a number of non-governmental organizations (including the Laboratory of Applied Ecology, the Biodiversity Conservation Center, and others) have been conducting the program “Heart of Russia: Ecological Network Establishment as the Basis of Sustainable Development in the Central Russian Plain,” encompassing Vladimirskaya, Kaluzhskaya, Moskovskaya, Ryazanskaya, Smolenskaya, Tverskaya, Tul’skaya, Yaroslavskaya provinces, and the city of Moscow.

Eventually, this initiative has been replicated in the Volga-Ural region (the republics of Bashkiria and Tatarstan, and the Samarskaya Province), in the framework of the program “Volga-Ural Ecological Network,” launched in 1997 by the Center for the Promotion of the Volga-Ural Ecological Network (a public organization based in the city of Toliatti).

Both these programs were supported by the GEF Biodiversity Conservation Project which also provided assistance to the development of ecological backbone of the Central Black Earth Region (conducted by Belgorod University and Divnogor’ie Reserve of Cultural and Natural Heritage) and the Altai Republic (conducted by the “Altai of the 21st Century” Foundation), and helped prepare the concept of a unified ecological backbone for Orlovskaya, Bryanskaya, and Kaluzhskaya provinces (Materials…, 1999).

The “Dront” Ecocenter (based in Nizhny Novgorod) and the Biodiversity Conservation Center are engaged in developing the ecological backbone of the Volga-Vyatka region (including the republics of Marii El, Mordovia, and Chuvashia, as well as Kirovskaya and Nizhegorodskaya provinces).

The Volgograd Division of the Russian Ecological Academy and the Biodiversity Conservation Center develop the ecological backbone of the Lower Volga region (including Astrakhanskaya and Volgogradskaya Provinces, and the Republic of Kalmykia).

Ecological network development is listed among the objectives of several projects conducted by the Russian Programme Office of the World Wildlife Fund, such as “Ensuring Long-Term Conservation in the Altai-Sayan Eco-region” (encompassing the republics of Altai, Tyva, and Khakassia, southern parts of Krasnoyarsky and Altaisky provinces and eastern part of Kemerovskaya province), “Ensuring Long-Term Conservation of the Russian Far East Eco-region” (encompassing Amurskaya, Primorskii, and Khabarovskii provinces), and the project “Integration of protected areas into regional context” (Bryanskaya, Kaluzhskaya and Orlovskaya provinces).

In 1994, the government of the Russian Federation approved the list of nature reserves and national parks proposed for establishment during 1995—2005, providing for the further expansion of the federal system of SPNA as part of ecological network development. The list was prepared by the All-Russian Institute for Nature Protection and the Central Research Unit of the Main Administration for Hunting in accordance with physical-geographical principles, taking into account the proposals of federal subjects as well. Apart from that, several nature reserves and national parks (originally not included in the federal list) have been established recently on the basis of local initiatives
.

At present, the development of regional systems of SPNA is well underway in many subjects of Russian Federation. As far as we know, the systems most conforming to the concept of ecological network are being developed in the following regions:

· Altaisky Province (by Altai State University);

· Amurskaya Province (by the Amur Branch of the Socio-Ecological Union);

· Bryanskaya Province (by Bryansky Les Nature Reserve and the NGO “Viola”);

· Chelyabinskaya Province (by the Regional Committee for Environmental Protection);

· Kaluzhskaya Province (by the “Cadaster” Center and Ugra National Park);

· Khabarovsky Province (by the Far East Division of the Russian Academy of Sciences, the Far East Institute of Forestry, the All-Russian Institute of Game Management and Propagation, the Pacific Institute of Fish Resources and Oceanography, the Khabarovsk Fund for Wild Animals, etc.);

· Moscow City (by the City Planning Institute);

· Moskovskaya Province (by the Institute of Urban Planning of Moskovskaya Province, Moscow State University, Institute of Evolution and Ecology of the Russian Academy of Sciences, and a number of non-governmental organizations);

· Nizhegorodskaya Province (by the Regional Committee for Environmental Protection and the “Dront” Ecocenter);

· Orenburgskaya Province (by the Institute of Steppe of the Ural Division of the Russian Academy of Sciences);

· Permskaya Province (by Perm State University);

· Republic of Bashkiria (by the Insitute of Life Safety), in the Republic of Chuvashia (by Prisursky Nature Reserve);

· Republic of Karelia (by the Karelian Scientific Center of the Russian Academy of Sciences);

· Republic of Komi (by the Komi Scientific Center of the Ural Division of the Russian Academy of Sciences);

· Republic of Mordovia (by Mordovsky State University and Mordovsky State Pedagogical University);

· Republic of Sakha – Yakutia (by the Yakutian Scientific Center of the Siberian Division of the Russian Academy of Sciences and Yakutian State University);

· Republic of Tatarstan (by Kazan State University and the Institute of Ecology of Natural Ecosystems of the Tatarstan Academy of Sciences);

· Republic of Udmurtia (by Udmurtian State University);

· Rostovskaya Province (by Rostov State University);

· Ryazanskaya Province (by Ryazan State Pedagogical University and a number of non-governmental organizations), in Samarskaya Province (by the Laboratory of Natural Ecosystems);

· Tul’skaya Province (by Tula State Pedagogical University);

· Tverskaya Province (by Tver State University and a number of non-governmental organizations);

· Volgogradskaya Province (by Volgograd State Pedagogical University, the Volgograd Division of the Russian Environmental Academy, and other organizations);

· Yaroslavskaya Province (by Yaroslavl State Pedagogical University and a number of non-governmental organizations).

The IUCN Office for the CIS together with the Russian Programme Office of the World Wildlife Fund have started preparing a volume of guidelines for ecological network planning and development in the Russian Federation. The Russian Programme Office of WWF is also engaged in preparing a blueprint for the national network of SPNA. Both of these projects are carried out by Russian specialists in consultation with the interested governmental agencies and public organizations.

The most substantial support to the projects aimed at ecological network development in Russia is provided by the GEF (via the World Bank and UNDP), and such countries as the Great Britain, Germany, Denmark, the Netherlands, the USA, and Switzerland. The funds are allocated both to  governmental agencies (including the federal and regional authorities) and to major non-governmental organizations (such as the Russian Programme Office of WWF, the IUCN Office for the CIS, the Institute of Sustainable Communities, the ISAR, and others). In some cases, financial support is awarded directly to the organizations engaged in the on-site development of ecological networks.

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· An insufficient interdepartmental and interregional coordination in the management of SPNA;

· Economic instability, coupled with people’s high dependence on the use of local natural resources;

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation initiatives in general;

· Disintegration of natural areas in some regions of the country;

· Unstable political situation in the North Caucasus.

Tajikistan

Legislation

The basic conservation decree, the Law “On Environmental Protection” was adopted in 1993.

The Law “On Strictly Protected Natural Areas”(1997) distinguishes the following SPNA categories:

· nature reserves, including biosphere reserves {I};

· national parks {II};

· nature refuges (forest, botanical, zoological, hunting, and complex) {IV, VI};

· unique natural objects (nature monuments) {III}.

Other legal instruments relevant for ecological network development in Tajikistan include:

The Forest Code (1993);

The Water Code ( 1993);

The Land Code (1996);

Law on the Land Reform (1992)

Law on Animal Protection and Management (1994)

Law on Mineral Resources (1994)

Law on Farming (1992)

Law on Protection of Atmosphere (1996)

Framework Regulation on Hunting and Game Management (1997) 

Framework Regulation on Environmental Impact Assessment (1994)

The Law on Vegetation is currently under development.

All forested areas in Tajikistan are legally protected and excluded from industrial use. Nature reserves, national parks and nature refuges are the objects of national importance established in each case by a special governmental decree. 

Nature monuments are established by, and subject to, either state or regional authorities.

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities responsible for protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. Each nature reserve must be the landholder of its entire area, and any national park must hold at least major part of the land enclosed within its borders.

The territories of nature refuges and monuments are not withdrawn from landholders who are obligated to preserve the SPNA located on their lands.

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The table below shows the development of the basic SPNA in Tajikistan over the last two decades:

	Types of SPNA
	Number of units
	Total area 

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	(thousands  of hectares)

	Nature reserves
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	173,4

	National parks
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	2630,0

	Nature refuges
	17
	17
	17
	16
	16
	450,8


Apart from that, the current network of SPNA in Tajikistan includes 162 nature monuments.

Tigrovaya Balka, the first nature reserve in Tajikistan, was established in 1938. Tadjik National Park (the first national park in Tajikistan) established in 1992 incorporated Pamir Nature Refuge.

Since 2001 the following sites have been included in the Ramsar List: Karakul Lake; Kayrakum Reservoir; Lower part of Pyandj River; Shorkul and Rangkul lakes; and Zorkul Lake.
Tigrovaya Balka and Zorkul nature reserves, Muzkol Nature Refuge and Kayrakum reservoir are proposed to be included in the Ramsar List. 

All large lakes in Tajikistan are included in nature reserves or refuges. Sarezskoe Lake has a status of the unique fresh-water reservoir.

Nature reserves and nature refuges are administered by the State Forestry Enterprise, national parks by the Ministry of Nature Protection. 

Protected areas are funded from the state budget. 

Protection of nature reserves and national parks is carried out by the special protection service.

According to the Regulation on SPNA the protected area personnel must conduct ecological scientific research and monitoring. One of the well-known scientific centers is Tigrovaya Balka Nature Reserve, where scientific studies have been conducted since the 30s, prior to the nature reserve establishment. 

Tajik SPNA take part in the March for Parks campaign, organize celebrating the Day of the Earth, International Day of the Environment, etc. 

Dushanbe Youth Ecological Center publishes monthly information bulletin “Tabigat” (Nature), state bodies responsible for nature protection jointly with NGOs publish two newsletters.

Most efficient support to SPNA comes from Tajik Association for Wildlife and Forest Protection, Tajik Foundation on Promotion of the International Conservation Conventions and Dushanbe Youth Ecological Center.

Major Problems of SPNA

During the civil war of 1992-1993, the law enforcement was very weak. Scientific studies were not funded and therefore have been nearly ceased. 

Due to political instability Tajikistan receives much less support from the international sources than other CIS countries, despite an urgent need in such help.

Tigrovaya Balka Nature Reserve has been greatly affected during the civil war (Akhmadov, Kasirov, 1999). The use of pesticides in adjacent farmlands results in soil and water pollution, and threatens the health animals inhabiting the reserve. Due to the economic decline the construction of modern water purification system has been suspended. During the civil war of 1992-1993 the nature reserve was invaded by thousands of refugees, which resulted in a considerable damage of its natural communities. In 1997-1998 the border protection service established its outposts within the nature reserve with no regard to its conservation status. Additional damage has resulted from the training operations of the CIS peace-making troops in the nearby areas. 

Romit Nature Reserve is also affected by the consequences of the civil war. 

Protected areas of Tajikistan are seriously affected by the Takobskii mining plant. Since its establishment 30 years ago, wastewater discharge into Takob River has been uncontrolled, that considerably undermined both biodiversity and people health. 

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

Despite of considerable human impact the nature backbone of Tajikistan remains mostly intact. The existing network of SPNA encompasses all the biogeographical units found in Tajikistan. 

In the 90s the area of farmlands has been greatly reduced; the dominance of cotton gave way to more diversified agriculture, featuring cereals, vegetables, and forage crops. It weakened soil contamination and salinization, and contributed to stabilizing the state of environment. On the other hand, economic decline hampers reclamation of disturbed lands. 

Ministry of Nature Protection is an agency responsible for the development of ecological networks in the Republic. 

Several proposals have been prepared regarding expansion of existing SPNA network, and rehabilitation of Tigrovaya Balka Nature Reserve (Akhmatov, Kasirov, 1999). Special Decree of the President concerning Tigrovaya Balka provides for its further development as biosphere reserve.

Integral Nature Protection Scheme for Tajikistan Republic was prepared in 1985. Tajik Academy of Science and other research and development institutions work on the projects of ecological networks of Southwest Tajikistan, Southeast Tajikistan, and Pamir. Institute of Geography of the Russian Academy of Sciences and Khojend State University developed a Scheme of SPNA network for the Northern Tajikistan (Ibragimov, 1997).

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Disintegration of natural areas in some regions of the country;

· Economic instability coupled with people’s high dependence on the use of local natural resources; 

· Poor control over natural areas in some regions of the country due to unstable political situation; 

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation initiatives;

· Environmental monitoring in SPNA is not conducted. 

Turkmenistan

Legislation

The basic conservation decree, the Law “On Nature Protection” was adopted in 1991.

The Law “On State Specially Protected Natural Areas” (1992) distinguishes four basic SPNA categories in Turkmenistan:

· state nature reserves {I};

· state nature refuges{IV};

· state nature monuments {III};

· nature areas of high medicinal value {VI}.

Apart from abovementioned categories, the Law “On Nature Protection” provides for protection of national, historical/natural and memorial parks, botanical and zoological gardens, arboreta, and requires special protection for health resorts, recreational areas, water protection belts and sanitation zones, protected fish-breeding ponds, and protected forest tracts. The Law permits legislative bodies and local authorities of Turkmenistan to establish other SPNA categories.

The Water Code (1991) designates water protection belts along rivers and other water bodies as well as special sanitation zones.

The Land Code (1991) provides for establishment of SPNA buffer zones and protection zones around health resorts.

The Forest Code (1993) designates different forest protection categories.

Other legal instruments relevant for nature conservation include:

Law “On Conservation and Sustainable Use of Flora” (1993);

Law “On the State Environment Impact Assessment” (1996);

Law “On Animal Protection and Management in Turkmenistan” (1997);

Law “On Local Governments” (1997);

Framework Regulation on State Nature Reserves in Turkmenistan;

Framework Regulation on State Nature Refuges in Turkmenistan;

Framework Regulation on State Nature Monuments in Turkmenistan;

Framework Regulation on Buffer Zones of State Nature Reserves in Turkmenistan approved by the Presidential Decree in 1995.

Nature reserves are objects of national importance established by a governmental decree. Nature refuges and nature monuments are established by, and subject to, either the state or regional authorities.

Nature reserves are legal entities responsible for protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. Each nature reserve must be the sole landholder of its entire area. 

The areas of nature refuges and nature monuments are not withdrawn from their landholders who are obligated preserve the SPNA located on their lands.

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)

The following table shows development of the basic SPNA in Turkmenistan over the last two decades:

	Types of SPNA 
	Number of units
	Total area

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	(thousands of hectares)

	Nature reserves 
	6
	7
	8
	8
	8
	791,9 

	Nature refuges
	9
	9
	14
	15
	15
	851,4


The oldest Repetek Nature Reserve was established in 1928.

Established in 1992 the Kugitang National State Nature Reserve (in practical terms its protection regime is similar to the regime of national park {II}) incorporated Kugitang Nature Reserve and adjacent nature refuges. 

The most significant reduction in SPNA area is withdrawal from Kaplangur Nature Reserve nearly 300,000 ha of degraded lands (Chernov, Chernova, 1990).

In 1976 North-Cheleken and Krasnovodsk Bays (now Turkmenbashi section of the Khazar Nature Reserve) were included into the Ramsar List.

In 1978 Repetek Nature Reserve received the status of UNESCO biosphere reserve.

Ministry of Nature Protection is responsible for the supervision over all state nature reserves. Nature refuges and nature monuments are administered by the nature reserves or by local authorities.

Local authorities are in charge of the water protection zones. The Ministry of Nature Protection and the Ministry of Public Health are responsible for the supervision of water protection zone along the Kara Kum Canal.

Protected areas are funded from the state budget. Foreign and international organizations provide additional funding. GEF/UNDP supported several conservation projects.

In 1998 the WWF supported by the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation compiled a portfolio on biodiversity conservation projects including protection of the Key Nature Areas (WWF, 1998).
Protection in all nature reserves is carried out by state inspectors. 

Assistance to state inspectors is provided through the system of public nature protection inspectors according to the Statute approved in 1998 by the Ministry of Nature Protection and by the Turkmen Union of Hunters and Fishermen.

The total staff of inspectors currently working in Turkmenistan’s nature reserves amounts to 470 persons. They are also responsible for the protection of subordinate nature refuges and nature monuments. Other nature refuges and monuments have no protection staff. 

All nature reserves conduct fundamental and applied research for conservation and restoration of the keystone natural ecosystems of Turkmenistan. 

The Scientific Center of the Ministry of Nature Protection coordinates scientific research and monitoring. The total number of scientific researchers in nature reserves is approximately 30 persons.

The Ministry of Nature Protection publishes a quarterly environmental magazine “Tebigat”, as well as a monthly “Express-Bulletin”. 

During the 70s and the 80s, Student Conservation Movement organized an outstanding long-term public campaign to support protected areas. Each year many graduates, being active members of the student conservation movement, would choose to work in protected areas of Turkmenistan. Coupled with proactive environmental policy of the government, it ensured effective development of protected areas network in Turkmenistan.

There are about 20 environmental NGOs working in Turkmenistan. The most active include: the Catena, the Tashauz Ecological Club, the Amu Darya Group, the Green Brigade of the Turkmen University, “Ecoforest”, and “Flamingo”. 

The Ministry of Nature Protection in cooperation with NGOs has opened an Environmental Information and Resource Center.

Major Problems of SPNA
Neither the status of national parks nor the procedure of their establishment is clearly defined by the law.

The Law “On Strictly Protected Natural Areas” does not specify procedures of the establishment for SPNA of international, national, and local importance. It does not define the procedures for changes of SPNA status or their liquidation. The legislation does not clearly specify the rights of state inspectors.

Drastic budget cuts resulted in liquidation of scientific units in the majority of nature reserves. The Scientific Center of the Ministry of Nature Protection is not able to fulfill their functions. The problem was aggravated by the liquidation of the Academy of Sciences of Turkmenistan in 1998. Scientific studies conducted by nature reserves are still unwanted by authorities, and are practically ignored by local and national decision-makers.

The program “Conservation and Restoration of the Natural Ecosystems in Turkmenistan” (German, Blyakher, 1986) elaborated by the former nature conservation agency, was not supported by other governmental agencies and local authorities, and only minor part of it has been implemented.

The areas of seven nature reserves are 3–10 times smaller than recommended scientific standards. Kaplangur, Kopetdag and Syunt-Khasardag nature reserves do not adequately represent corresponding biogeographical units (Aranbayev, Kamakhina, 1999). Nature reserves (except for Kopetdag) have no protected buffer zones.

Due to high dependence of the human population on the use of local nature resources, the valuable natural plots were withdrawn from the core areas of Syunt-Khasardag and Kugitang nature reserves in exchange for less valuable areas.

Eradzhi Nature Reserve has practically lost its conservation value after the wastewater discharge that flooded its black saxaul (Haloxylon nigrum) forests.

Since 1992 summer grazing of a livestock has been officially permitted in the Aydery portion of Syunt-Khasardag Nature Reserve. Chandyr section of the nature reserve situated in the border zone between Iran and Turkmenistan suffers from cattle grazing, logging, and poaching by Iranian villagers. 

Commercial gathering of nuts is organized in Badkhyz, Syunt-Khasardag, and Kugitan nature reserves.

Local communities are allowed to fish and hunt in some parts of Khazar nature reserve. Some portions of the reserve have been plowed up. 

A number of rare species inhabiting nature reserves (including the great bustard) have become the objects of VIP game safaris that fly in the face of their conservation purposes. Massive poaching by foreign hunters, local residents (including the enforcement personnel itself) in Badkhyz Nature Reserve have reduced its population of ungulates (wild ass, Persian gazelle, mountain sheep) by 50 times in a single decade bringing them on the brink of extinction in the area. In Meana-Chaachin Nature Refuge the 1000 population of wild ass was totally exterminated during one year to feed the near military camp.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development
Protected areas are established in all identified within Turkmenistan biogeographical units. However, viewed within the framework of a more detailed zoogeographical zoning, half of the zoogeographical regions have no SPNA. 

Proposals aimed to improving the protection of valuable natural areas and to providing their interconnection have been developed for all biogeographical units in Turkmenistan. The Water Code and the Land Codes provide legislative support for maintaining ecological linkages between the core areas.

The “Gek Gushak”(Green belt) company is responsible for the restoration of degraded ecosystem. In 1999 it planted one million trees in the foothills area.

Turkmenistan was the fist republic in the former USSR to introduce in 70s and 80s the Concept of nature reserves as the regional scientific and organizational centers (Andreev, 1985). It might be useful for administering ecological network at the scale of bioregions.

Ministry of Nature Protection is the agency responsible for the development of protected areas and ecological networks. Several activities are implemented in the framework of UNDP projects.

Many scientists, members of the Turkmen Nature Protection Society actively contribute to protected areas network development. The Institute of Deserts, Flora and Fauna is in charge of protected areas’ planning.

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Fragmentation of natural areas in some regions of the country;

· Economic instability, coupled with people’s high dependence on the use of local nature resources;

· Shortcomings of the legislation;

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation activities.

Ukraine

Legislation
The basic conservation degree in Ukraine, the Law “On Environmental Protection” was adopted in 1991.

The Law “On Ecological Network (2000) provides legal framework for development of integrated protected areas system.

The Law “On Nature Fund Designated for Preservation” (1992) distinguishes the following PA categories:

· nature reserves {I};

· biosphere reserves {I};

· national nature parks {II};

· regional landscape parks {V};

· nature refuges (landscape, forest, botanical, general zoological, ornithological, entomological, ichthyologic, hydrological, general geological, palaeontological, spelaean) {IV};

· nature monuments (complex, botanical, zoological, hydrological, geological) {III};

· protected landscape areas {III, IV};

· botanical gardens (ex-situ conservation);

· zoological gardens (ex-situ conservation);

· monuments of landscape gardening.

Nature refuges, nature monuments and artificial objects (botanical gardens, arboreta, zoos, monuments of landscape architecture) can be of national or regional importance. Biosphere reserves, nature reserves and national parks are the objects of national importance established in each case by a special presidential decree. Regional landscape parks and other objects of local importance are established by local Councils of Deputies. 

Biosphere reserves, nature monuments, national parks and regional landscape parks are legal entities responsible for protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders.

Each nature reserve must be the landholder of its entire area. Biosphere reserves, national natural park, regional landscape park must be the landholder of the most valuable parts of its areas (core areas). Other zones (buffer, recreational or zone of economic use), as well as territory of nature refuges, nature monuments, and protected landscape areas are not withdrawn from their landholders who are obligated to preserve the SPNA located on their lands.

The Law “On Environmental Protection” designates health resorts, nature areas of medical value and recreational zones.

The Forest Code (1994) attaches a special conservation value to the first-category forests (those protecting waterways and intended to meet recreational and medicinal needs of the human population), the forests of SPNA, as well as gardens and arboreal vegetation of the sub-alpine zone.

The Water Code (1995) provides for protection of the following objects: 

· minor rivers;

· water protection zones (from 25 to 100 m depending on the size of a watercourse, and 2 km along the seashore), protected belts along the waterways, 

· sanitation zones. 

The Land Code (1992) also prescribes the establishment of special protective zones around water bodies.

The Law “On Mineral Resources” (1994) specifies establishment of geological reserves, refuges and nature monuments.

The Decree of the President of Ukraine “On Land Reservation for Protected Natural Areas” (1994) contains the approved list of valuable natural areas to be reserved. Construction, land reclamation, and cultivation, tree planting on natural grassland plots are banned and must be in each case agreed upon the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources of Ukraine. These lands may not be privatized prior to the SPNA establishment.

Other legal instruments relevant to ecological network development include:

Law “On Fauna” (1993);

Law “On Flora” (1999);

Law “On Environmental Impact Assessment” (1995);

Law “On Cultural Heritage” (2000);

Regulation on the Red Data Book of Ukraine (1992);

Regulation on the Green Data Book of Ukraine (1997);

Regulation on Wetlands of National Importance (1999).

Regulation on Fines for Environmental Damage within Protected Areas and other Natural Sites (1998).

In 1994 the Program of Perspective Protected Areas Development in Ukraine (for the period until 2005) was approved by the Supreme Rada (Parliament).

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)
The table below shows the development of the basic SPNA in Ukraine over the last two decades:

	Types of SPNA
	Number of units
	Total area (thousands 

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	of hectares)

	Biosphere reserves 
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	226,7

	Nature reserves 
	8
	9
	11
	11
	16
	160,7

	National nature parks 
	1
	2
	3
	5
	11
	599,5


Pamyatka Penyatska, the first private nature reserve in present-day Ukraine, was established in 1886 (see Section II), and had existed until the World War One. In 1997 the eponymously called nature monument of regional importance was established in the proximity of the former reserve (Melnik, 1999). Askaniya-Nova private nature reserve (the oldest of now existing in Eurasia) was established in 1898. 

Apart from mentioned in the table, the current network of SPNA in Ukraine (as of the 1st January 2000) includes:

· 26 regional landscape parks (with a total area of 410,300 ha)

· 2372 national and regional nature refuges (991,700 ha)

· 746 protected landscape areas (78,500 ha)

· 2963 natural monuments (205,600 ha).

The following areas of Ukraine have been recognized as the Ramsar sites: 

· Berda River Mouth and Berdianka Spit and Berdianska Bay (landscape refuge);
· Bilosaraiska Bay and Bilosaraiska Spit (landscape refuge);
· Central Sivash (Azovo-Syvash National Natural Park);
· Dniester-Turunchuk Crossrivers Area; 

· Dnipro River Delta (ichthyologic refuge);
· Eastern Sivash (Azovo-Syvash National Natural Park);
· Karkinitska and Dzharylgatska Bays (including part of the Krymski Natural Reserve, ornithological and botanical refuges);

· Kartal Lake; 

· Kryva Bay and Kryva Spit (two nature refuges of local importance);
· Kugurlui Lake;

· Kyliiske Mouth (Dunaiskiy Biosphere Reserve);
· Molochnyi Liman (ornithological refuge);
· Northern Part of the Dniester Liman;
· Obytichna Spit and Obytichna Bay (landscape refuge); 

· Prypiat River Floodplains (Prypiat-Stokhid Regional Landscape Park); 
· Sasyk Lake;
· Shagany-Alibei-Burnas Lakes System;
· Shatsk Lakes (Shatsk National Nature Park);

· Stokhid River Floodplain (Prypiat-Stokhid Regional Landscape Park);

· Tendrivska Bay (Chernomorskiy Biosphere Reserve); 

· Tyligulskyi Liman (Tyligulskyi Regional Landscape Park); 

· Yagorlytska Bay (Chernomorskiy Biosphere Reserve);
The total area of Ramsar sites in Ukraine is 650,000 hectares. Approximately half of these areas are designated as the SPNA.

The following sites have received the status of UNESCO biosphere reserves:

· Chernomorskiy Nature Reserve (in 1984);

· Askaniya-Nova Nature Reserve (in 1985);

· Carpathian Nature Reserve (in 1992);

· Dunaiskiy Nature Reserve (in 1998);

· Eastern Carpathians (Ukrainian part), including Uzhanski National Nature Park and Nadsyanski Regional Landscape Park (in 1999).

Carpathian Nature Reserve was awarded the Council of Europe Diploma Type “A” in 1997.

Nominations for the World Heritage Sites, for the Council of Europe Diplomas, and for the Council of Europe Biogenetic Reserves are now being prepared. Feasibility study is conducted for establishment of Ukrainian part of the Emerald Network (Bern Convention).

Ukrainian SPNA are administered by:

Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (1 biosphere reserve, 4 nature reserves, 8 national parks);

State Committee on Forestry (6 nature reserves, 3 national parks);

National Academy of Sciences (2 biosphere reserves, 3 nature reserves);

Agrarian Academy of Sciences of Ukraine (1 biosphere reserve, 1 nature reserve);

Taras Shevchenko National University (1 nature reserve);

Ministry of Education: (1 nature reserve).

The enforcement of protection regimes in all Ukrainian SPNA are controlled by the State Environmental Service of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, and by special protection services of the State Committees on Forestry and Fisheries. Main Administration on Protected Areas of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources supervises scientific and research activities in protected areas as well as development of the PA network.

Protected areas are mainly funded from the state budget. Other financial sources are non-budgetary funds and foreign donors such as GEF, WWF, TACIS, ECONET Action Fund, Darvin Initiative Fund (UK), Wetlands International, EUCC (small-size projects), IUCN etc.

The special staff of state inspectors carries out protection of the state nature reserves, biosphere reserves, national parks and several regional nature parks. 

Protection of other SPNA categories (nature refuges, nature monuments, protected landscape areas) is carried out by their landholders on the basis of special agreements. These protected areas are also guarded by the state forest and fish inspectors as well as by regional environmental services.

The total staff of inspectors working in nature reserves is about 400 persons and 500 inspectors are employed in the national nature parks.

Scientific studies in nature reserves and national parks are conducted according to the Guidelines for conducting scientific research in nature reserves and national parks of Ukraine, prepared by the Ministry for Environmental Protection and Nuclear Safety and approved by the Ministry of Justice in 1997 and 1998. Nature reserves and national parks must conduct environmental monitoring (Chronicles of Nature) and inventory of the protected areas. Scientific Research Center on Nature Conservation Problems has been established by the Ministry for Environmental Protection and Nuclear Safety to accomplish Program on Protected Areas Development in Ukraine. Interdepartmental Comprehensive Protected Areas Research Laboratory of National Academy of Sciences and the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources works in the field of conservation biology. 

There are scientific divisions in all reserves and national natural parks. Each reserve has scientific supervisor from either university or one of the institutes of the National Academy of Sciences. The total number of scientific researchers in Ukrainian protected areas amounts to 700 persons.

A number of periodicals dedicated to nature conservation are published by environmental NGOs and the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources.

National parks and nature reserves conduct environmental education and public awareness activities.

One of the best practices in carrying out communication activities of Ukrainian SPNA is establishment of specific “environmental partnerships” which brings together commercial companies, scientific institutions, as well as governmental and non-governmental organizations. In 2000 "Trakhtemirov" Joint Stock Company dedicated a portion of its land for the establishment of Trakhtemirov Regional Landscape Park (near the city of Kanev). Companies donate money for the scientific studies and protection, and help generate jobs for the local residents.

One example of private sponsorship is Agro Company, an intersectoral co-operative enterprise (Kharkov), which funds the Program on Biological and Landscape Diversity Conservation in Kharkov Province, including establishment of Pechenegy pole Regional Landscape Park.

A number of NGOs are engaged in protecting and restoring natural areas in the country, the most active of which are Kiev Environmental and Cultural Center, National Ukrainian Ecological Center, Independent Environmental Safety Service (Kiev), the Ukrainian Nature Conservation League, Ukrainian Environmental Association "Green light", “Green Ukraine” Society, Ukrainian Society for Nature Protection, "Nature Rescue Team", "Ecoplai" (Ivano-Frankovsk province), Carpathian ecological club (Rakhov) and others.

Major Problems of SPNA

Rapid developments in conservation and nature management legislation bring about the necessity of harmonizing its different components. The Land Code must be amended to overcome its contradictions with certain laws adopted later (especially with the Water Code). There is a problem of how to implement the ratified international agreements (namely, the status of “wetlands of international importance”, special protected areas categories of the Bern Convention).

Due to economic difficulties the Program of Protected Areas Development in Ukraine in 1995–2000 received only 40% of expected funding. The implementation of the GEF project on establishment of Azov-Chernomorski biological corridor has been delayed.

Establishment of the united body to manage nature reserves and national parks envisaged by the Program of Perspective Protected Areas Development has not yet been implemented.

Considerable human-related transformation of nature in Ukraine is major challenge for development of national ecological network. Many nature reserves consist of two or more sections while the core areas in the majority of national natural parks (lands withdrawn from their former landholders) make up less than a half of their total areas. It is certainly an achievement that the newly created national natural park "Svyatye Gorky" (Sacred Hills) has incorporated practically all the projected areas; however, the other side of the coin is that it composed of 10 separate plots. 

The major source of conflicts between the local people and the protected area in Ukraine are restrictions on the use of nature resources. 

Air pollution from Donbass coalmines and other industrial conurbations affects natural communities of many SPNA. Protected areas suffer from acid rains; epiphyte lichens indicate contamination of ecosystems by heavy metals.

The Chernobyl catastrophe affected many Ukrainian protected areas even those relatively distant. The discharge of nuclear radiation (i.e. Caesium-137 and Strontium-90) has severely poisoned the wildlife.

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development

The Law on Ecological Network approved in 2000 finalized an intensive work on development of unified legal framework for establishing ecological network in Ukraine. 

In 1997 the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine approved the Blueprint for Biodiversity Conservation. It considers the National Ecological Network to be an integral instrument for preserving biodiversity. The Decree of the Cabinet of Ministers “On Improving the State Management of Protected Areas in Ukraine”(1997) assigns the Ministry for Environmental Protection and Nuclear Safety to elaborate a special Econet Development Program. 

Implementation of the aforementioned Program of Protected Areas Development in Ukraine helped to protect a number of valuable natural areas in the first place by establishing national nature and regional landscape parks. Protected natural areas are established in all biogeographical units identified within Ukraine. A more detailed analysis of physico-geographical zonality (Pashchenko, 1999) and bioregional zonality (Polishchuk, Bagnyuk, 1999) has revealed that SPNA of regional importance are unevenly distributed throughout the country. Steppes are generally poorly protected unlike forest or mountain ecosystems.

Forests of all protection categories and water protection areas may serve as ecological linkages between relatively abundant core areas of all levels.

Reservation of land plots for SPNA helps to preserve natural areas, which will become the elements of ecological network in the future (Andrienko, Klestov, 1998).

The drafts of National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and Program of National Econet Development have been prepared and submitted for approval to the Supreme Rada (Parliament).

Draft Program of National Econet Development (Proekt…, 1999) takes into account zonality, migration routes, endemism, and relicts (Movchan, 1998; Movchan, Sheliag-Sosonko, 1999). The scheme of the Ukrainian Ecological Network includes 7 major corridors. Three of them are latitudinal: Polessie corridor (forest); Galych-Slobozhany corridor (forest-steppe), and South-Ukrainian corridor (seashore–steppe); and four meridional corridors stretch along the rivers Dniester, Bug, Dnieper, and Siversky Donets.

It must be mentioned that realization of this scheme does not cancel the need of ecological network development beyond the major corridors.

Planning of protected Core Areas was based on the principle that each geographical province should have one biosphere reserve, and each geographical district should be represented in at least one nature reserve or a national park or, at the very least, a regional landscape park. Proposals to protect valuable nature areas through establishment of biosphere and nature reserves, national nature parks and regional landscape parks have been developed for all Ukrainian biogeographical units (Popovich, Stetsenko, 1999).

Apart from PA system development, the Program envisages restoration of disturbed natural areas (including the drained plots no longer used for agricultural purposes), creation of buffer zones and ecological corridors when constructing the transport infrastructure, etc. There is a portfolio of projects aimed to development of transboundary protected areas network (Andrienko, 1998).

The Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources coordinates development of ecological network in Ukraine. Research institutes of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, Interdepartmental Protected Areas Research Laboratory, the Scientific Research Center on Nature Conservation Problems, Ukrainian Scientific Center for Protection of Water Resources Universities, a number of universities (Odessa, Uzhgorod, Kiev, Dnepropetrovsk, Simferopol), National Ecological Center, and NGOs: “Zeleniy Svit”, “Zelenaya Ukraina” (Green Ukraine), Kiev Ecological and Cultural Center, Foundation "Natural Heritage" (Odessa), Ukrainian Nature Protection Association, Ukrainian Bird Conservation Union, “Civil Initiative” and other participate in Econet development. A number of initiatives are implemented through regional and international projects led by GEF, WWF, TACIS, ECONET Action Fund, Darvin Initiative Fund (UK), Wetlands International, EUCC (small projects), IUCN and other organizations.

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Fragmentation of nature areas in major part of the country; 

· Poor law enforcement due to economic instability;

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation activities;

· An insufficient interdepartmental coordination in the management of SPNA;

Uzbekistan

Legislation
The basic conservation degree of Uzbekistan, the Law “On Nature Protection”, was adopted in 1992.

The Law “On Strictly Protected Natural Areas” (1993) distinguishes the following types of SPNA:

· state nature reserves (including biosphere reserves) {I};

· state national parks {II};

· state nature monuments {III};

· state nature refuges {IV};

· centers for the captive breeding of rare animals (ex-situ conservation).

The Law “On Water and Use of Water Resources”(1994) consider water bodies as protected areas. Other legal instruments relevant for ecological network development include:

Law “On Conservation and Use of Fauna” (1997);

Law “On Conservation and Use of Flora” (1997);

Law “On Forest” (1998);

Law “On State Environmental Impact Assessment”;

Land Code (1994).

Nature reserves and national parks are the objects of national importance established in each case by a special governmental decree.

Nature monuments and refuges are established by, and subject to, either state or regional authorities.

Nature reserves and national parks are legal entities responsible for the protection and management of areas enclosed within their borders. Each nature reserve must be the sole landholder of its entire area, and national park must be landholder at least a major part of the land enclosed within its border according to the zoning scheme.

Areas of nature monuments and nature refuges are not withdrawn from their landholders, which are obligated to preserve the SPNA located on their lands.

The System of Specially Protected Natural Areas (SPNA)
The table below shows the development of the basic SPNA in Uzbekistan over the last two decades:

	Types of SPNA
	Number of units
	Total area (thousands 

	
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	of hectares)

	Nature reserves
	13
	9
	10
	9
	9
	213,7

	National parks
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	598,7

	Nature refuges
	5
	5
	6
	12
	12
	1247,4

	Nature monuments
	0
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3,5


Apart from that, the Breeding Center for Rare Species encloses 5,100 ha of desert communities maintained as a de facto refuge.

The oldest in Uzbekistan Zaamin (former Guralash) Nature Reserve was established in 1926, Zaamin National Park (former Uzbek People Park) in 1976. 

In 1994 Kuzulsuiskii and Mirakinskii nature reserves have been merged into one Gissarskii Nature Reserve with addition of several new areas not protected earlier.

In 1978 Chatkal State Nature Reserve received the status of UNESCO biosphere reserve.

In 1999 the Dengizkul Lake (Dengizkul Nature Refuge) was included into the Ramsar List. 

The most important habitats of migratory species are:

wetlands for waterfowl species:

· Aidar-Arnasai lakes (incl. Arnasai Nature Refuge);

· Dengizkul Nature Refuge;

· Karakir Lake Nature Refuge;

· Zheltyrbas Lake system 

· Sudochie Lake Nature Refuge;

· Tudakul Lake; 

steppe areas (for saiga antelope)

· Ust Urt Plateau (Saigachii Nature Refuge)

· Aral Lowland
2 nature reserves, 11 nature refuges, 2 nature monuments and the breeding center for rare species are administered by the State Committee on Nature Protection.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Water Management administers 6 nature reserves and 2 national parks.

Kitab Nature Reserve is administered by the State Committee on Geology, Tuzgan Nature Refuge by Uzbekryba (Uzbek Fish) State Corporation.

Overall supervision over the regime enforcement in SPNA is exercised by the State Committee on Nature Protection. 

Uzbek protected areas are mainly funded from the state budget. Chatkal, Nuratin, Zaravshan, Gyssar and Badai-Tugai nature reserves and Nuratin captive breeding center for Goitred gazelle receive financial support from international foundations. Additionally, protected areas may receive income from statutory activities, including fines and damage reimbursements.

The protection of state nature reserves and national parks is carried out by special state inspections. The total staff of inspectors in Uzbekistan’s nature reserves and national parks amounts to 650 persons. 

State nature refuges do not have protection staff. Their protection is carried out by the state inspections on wildlife protection subordinate to the regional departments on nature protection.

Scientific research is conducted in Chatkal, Gyssar, Nuratin and Kitab state nature reserves. Scientific studies are carried out according to annual and long-term research programs, agreed upon the Academy of Sciences. The Academy of Sciences and the State Committee on Hydrometeorology conduct the background monitoring in Chatkal Nature Reserve. 

The total number of scientific researchers is 40 persons. Foreign scientists are involved in international research programs carried out in some nature reserves. 

Major Problems of SPNA
Illegal grazing, haymaking, gathering of fruits and nuts, usurpation of land for private gardens and orchards are the most harmful violations affecting protected areas.

Existing SPNA are administered by several agencies that hampers co-ordination of their management.

Landholders are opposed to the establishment of protected areas. For example the part of newly created Ugam-Chatkal National Park is still debated with the local landholders.

Protection regimes in nature refuges established to preserve the large inner lakes are inadequate to their value.

The program of scientific research in SPNA has not been updated. The guidelines for conducting scientific research and monitoring need to be translated into local languages. 

Current State of Ecological Network and the Prospects of its Development
All biogeographical units identified within Uzbekistan are represented in SPNA. Desert ecosystems and riparian forests (locally named “tugai”) are less protected. Buffer zones around nature reserves and refuges need to be established to merge the areas isolated from one another.

There are certain opportunities to improve international cooperation for conservation of valuable natural areas and development of transboundary ecological network. Chatkal Nature Reserve and Ugam-Chatkal National Park participate in the GEF Western Tian Shan Biodiversity Conservation Project. 

UNDP-led project “Nuratau” is aimed to preserve traditional land-use pattern that contributes to the development of national ecological network. 

State Committee on Nature Protection has started development of the Blueprint for SPNA planning and development on the basis of ecological principles. 

The World Bank, GEF, and UNDP support activities on econet development. In 1998, the WWF under the financial support of The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation elaborated an Initial Investment Portfolio for biodiversity conservation, including Core areas protection (WWF, 1998).

Main Obstacles to Ecological Network Development

· Disintegration of natural areas in some regions of the country;

· Low public awareness about the importance of maintaining healthy environmental conditions for securing local livelihoods;

· Economic instability and dependence of local communities on the use of local nature resources;

· Insufficient funding for nature conservation initiatives;

· Insufficient interdepartmental coordination in the management of SPNA.

V. Major Problems of Protected Area Network

SPNA management systems in CIS countries reveal a number of common features and challenges. 

The following factors have negative impact on protected nature sites:

· violations by individuals (illegal building construction, logging, plowing up, grazing, haymaking, poaching, gathering of protected plants and animals (fruits, medicinal herbs, etc.);

· violations by organizations (mining, change of hydrological regime as result of reclamation activities, construction of transport infrastructure, etc.);

· indirect impact of industry, transport, and agriculture sectors such as pollution, disturbance, fragmentation of nature areas.

The nature of some southern areas of CIS is affected by the armed conflicts.

Violations of the protection regime are registered much more often in the SPNA of I and II categories (nature reserves and national parks). However, the protection regime in other SPNA (having no permanent enforcement staff) may be violated even more often. 

Poaching severely affects populations of large herbivorous mammals in open steppe and desert ecosystems of Central Asia (Kovshar, Zatoka, 1991), and Caucasus.

The fragmentation of habitats and poaching in the Far East threatens large predators (Amur tiger, Amur leopard) with extinction. 

The major challenges for SPNA management in the CIS are addressed below. 

Socio-economic Conflicts

The main sources of conflicts over protected natural areas are restrictions imposed on the use of natural resources within their boundaries. As a rule, these restrictions are not adequately compensated for. Therefore, the boundaries of SPNA and their protection regimes are rarely optimal for conservation aims and represent a compromise of a long negotiation upon local users.

The most serious conflicts arise when natural resources in SPNA are essential for the livelihood of the local communities.

These conflicts can be mitigated through providing jobs for local people in the protection or visitor service. To resolve such conflicts in the long run SPNA should be better integrated in the regional socio-economic context through increasing public environmental awareness, and enhancement of public involvement in management of natural resources and SPNA planning. 

Problems Related to Privatization

Legislations of the most CIS countries ban or do not stipulated privatization of land and other resources in nature reserves and national parks.

Privatization of land and other natural resources within SPNA of other types might be compatible with their protection regime through environmental restrictions imposed on the rights of ownership. 

However, privatization brings about certain difficulties in the enforcement of the protection regime due to: 

· substantial increase in number of resource users and owners;

· lack of reporting procedures on the state of SPNA;

· complicated control over the privatized territories.

Besides, privatization of land and other natural resources usually does not take into account the perspective development of the SPNA network.

Inadequacy of Legislation

Throughout the CIS only the Ukrainian legislation recognizes the ecological network as a special object of legal protection. 

Legal norms regulating protected area management and use of natural resources frequently appear to contradict one another. 

Another serious constraint for SPNA network development in all CIS states is the right of nature user to give unmotivated refusal to PA establishment. Moreover, no obligations are prescribed to the user to preserve nature object of high conservation value. 

Procedures for legal withdrawal of land and other resources for governmental and public needs are not provided by the current legislations in the CIS countries. For instance, reimbursement norms are not specified.

Complicated and time-consuming procedures for reservation of land plots to be included in the new protected areas sometimes result in degradation of the natural areas concerned due to their intense exploitation.

Human Resources 

Traditionally, there was no systematic higher education on nature conservation in the USSR. Special comprehensive programs on nature protection addressing regional issues of ecological network development must be developed for students of natural sciences as well as for those studying humanities.

Permanent shortage of funds makes it impossible to maintain an adequate staff for nature reserves and national parks, not even to mention nature refuges and nature monuments. At the same time, there are good examples of long-term public participation in protection and other activities concerning SPNA.

Adequate conservation might be ensured only when local communities understand the profits of ecological networking. It means, that administrations of protected areas have to be ready to facilitate public participation in protected area planning and management. 

Management of Protected Area Network

One of the major challenges in SPNA management is that protected areas are administered by several governmental agencies. Inadequate interdepartmental coordination weakens SPNA effectiveness. 

No CIS state has elaborated a unified program for the development of its national system of SPNA.

A certain achievement of CIS protected areas management was the Concept of nature reserves as the regional scientific and organizational centers for nature conservation. Unfortunately this concept remains on paper as well as the Seville Strategy on biosphere reserves as spatial models of sustainable development. 

SPNA effectiveness has been evaluated so far by expenditures and volume of work. The new evaluation criteria including the state of protected areas preservation and their development trends must be developed.

Financial Resources

Budgetary Funding

Main sources of protected areas funding in all CIS countries are the state budgets. The available funds do not cover SPNA’s basic needs, not to mention costly planning and establishment of new SPNA. In many nature reserves, national and natural parks the manager’s monthly salary is a few dozens US dollars, while the salary of the ordinary employees, including inspectors, does not exceed 10 US dollars. 

The majority of nature reserves, national and nature parks are not adequately supplied with transport, fuel, and other necessary equipment. As a rule, local and regional budgets do not provide funding for SPNA that have no special staff.

Other Sources of Income

Many SPNA generate their own income from the following sources:

· entrance fees and visitors services;

· research work on the contract basis;

· use of natural resources in accordance with their regime;

· penalties, fines and revenue from lawbreakers’ confiscated property;

· revenue from regulatory operations;

· housing and equipment rent;

· other services.

In some cases, non-budgetary income helps to maintain protected areas. However, sometimes in order to obtain additional income SPNA administrations carry out unmotivated regulatory measures, exceed permissible recreational pressure level, and give permission for activities, incompatible with SPNA regime. Thus, non-profitable activities (especially basic research, environmental monitoring) get less attention. 

Grants and Donations

The share of grants and donations in protected areas budgets has been growing rapidly. This kind of support has proved to be more efficient when it is coordinated with relevant state authorities.

In most countries of CIS international grants and donations became the major funding source for development of SPNA system and ecological networks. Such funds are usually spent on environmental education and public awareness activities, scientific research, and strengthening of the enforcement service. 

The March for Parks campaign carried out every spring helps to raise support from wide public and sponsors (mostly domestic) to nature reserves and national parks. At present time March for Parks is organized in all CIS countries and involves some transboundary protected areas (Chebakova, Emelianov, 1998). Since 1995, the March for Parks campaign in the CIS has raised about 1 million US dollars for protected areas. 

However, the contributions from domestic sponsors are far less than input of international and foreign donors. It is explained both by economic difficulties and general lack of interest in conservation on the part of domestic benefactors.

VI. Preconditions for ECONET Development in CIS

Areas of International Importance

All CIS countries have ratified a number of international agreements and conventions on biodiversity conservation and have SPNA of international importance (see corresponding sections). According to the international practice, the basis for the assignment of an international status to a nature area is its conservation value plus adequate management in accordance with the national legislation.

All CIS states are the parties of Ramsar Convention, Convention on Biological Diversity and participate in the PEBLDS. In 1994 the CIS Agreement on the Conservation of Migratory Species has been signed.

At the same time, there still remain many unexplored opportunities for a broader and more effective application of international conventions, agreements, and other instruments, which might contribute to the PEEN development in the CIS. 

For instance, Georgia, Moldova, Tajikistan, Ukraina, and Uzbekistan are the only CIS members, who have joined Bonn convention. Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Russian Federation, and Turkmenistan participate in certain individual agreements within the framework of the Bonn Convention. Azerbaijan, Moldova and Ukraine joined Bern Convention.

Since 1998, a number of SPNA of international importance has increased in Kazakhstan, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine, and Tajikistan (Nature Conservation Sites…, 1999). 

Wetlands of international importance are identified in all CIS countries, except Tajikistan.

World Heritage Sites have been designated in Belarus and Russia. 

Belarus, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Ukraine have biosphere reserves; however, 2/3 of their overall number are situated in Russia.

Several protected areas in Russia, Ukraine and Belarus have been awarded with the European Diplomas. There are still no biogenetic reserves and areas designated as the sites of the Emerald network in the CIS countries (by mid-2000, at least).

Some nature areas of absolute conservation importance do not receive an international status because current social and economic circumstances in the CIS often hamper both the establishment of new SPNA and the appropriate management of existing ones. In such situations, the necessary step we believe should be elaboration of a so-called Shadow Lists of proposed sites. These lists should be submitted by the national governments to the appropriate international Conventions and Agreements. Such approach may help to identify additional priorities for international donors, agencies, and NGOs, and may facilitate coordination of their efforts with the activities of national governments.

Trans-Boundary Collaboration

One of the most important tasks of establishing the PEEN is to integrate the existing national networks in general, and to secure ecological continuity of the natural areas separated by the state borders, in particular. This task is being solved through the establishment of trans-boundary protected areas integrating the existing national ones. 

The establishment of international trans-boundary reserves is a new approach for nature protection in the CIS:

The International Nature Reserve Druzhba (Friendship) was created in 1989-1991 in accordance with the 1989 Agreement between the USSR Government and the Government of Finland. It includes Kostomukshsky Nature Reserve (Karelia) and five protected areas in Finland.

International Dauria Nature Reserve (established in 1994) comprises the territories of Daursky Nature Reserve (Chitinskaya Province, Russia), the Mongol Daguur Nature Reserve (Dornod Aimag, Mongolia), and the Dalainor Nature Reserve (Inner Mongolia, China).

International Nature Reserve on Khanka Lake (1996) comprises the territories of Khankaisky Nature Reserve (Primorsky Province, Russia) and the Sinkai-Khu Nature Reserve (China).

The intergovernmental agreements have been elaborated between Georgia and Russia, on the one hand, and Georgia and Azerbaijan, on the other, in order to facilitate coordinated management of the following East-Caucasian protected areas, neighboring one another: Lagodekhi Nature Reserve (Georgia), Tlyaratin Nature Refuge (Russian Federation), and Zakatal Nature Reserve (Azerbaijan).

In 1999, Uzhanski National Nature Park and Nadsyanski Regional Landscape Park (Ukraine) were incorporated into the East Carpathian Biosphere Reserve, which also encompasses several protected sites in Poland and Slovakia.

In 1999, Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve was expanded to include Dunaisky Biosphere Reserve (Ukraine) and Danube Delta Reserve (Romania). In 2000, Moldova, Romania and Ukraine signed an agreement envisaging the establishment of trans-boundary protected areas in Danube delta and in the lower Prut basin. In 2000 as well, Ukraine, Bulgaria, Romania, and Moldova adopted a declaration on their cooperation for the establishment of the Lower Danube Green Corridor.

Bolshekhekhtsirsky Nature Reserve (Russia) and the neighboring “Three Rivers Land” Nature Reserve in China collaborate in protecting the basin of the Ussuri River in accordance with their regional agreements.

Pasvik Nature Reserve (Russia), Finish Environmental Agency, and the Environmental Center “Svanhovd” which patronizes the Pasvik natuurreservat (Norway), cooperate on the basis of annually renewed agreements.

Russian Nature Reserve Ubsunurskaya kotlovina and Mongolian Reserve Uvsunur have long-term partnership.

The area of Dzhanybek field station divided by the border between Russia and Kazakhstan is under the joint jurisdiction of the Institute of Forest Science of the Russian Academy of Sciences and the Kazakhstan Forestry Institute. The Russian area of the station has recently received the status of nature monument.

Another on-going project is the GEF Central Asian trans-boundary project “Establishment of protected areas network for biodiversity conservation in the Western Tien Shan.” The project plans the creation of a trans-boundary protected area which would include Aksu-Djabagly Nature Reserve (Kazakhstan), Sary-Chelek and Besh-Aral Nature Reserves (Kyrgyzstan), Chatkal Nature Reserve and Ugam-Chatkal National Park (Uzbekistan). It is supported by bilateral agreements between the national governments and the World Bank.

Besides, a number of proposals on the establishment of protected trans-boundary areas have been prepared recently (Andreev, Gorbunenko, 1999, Andreev, Izverskaya, Zhurminsky, 1999; Andrienko, Klestov, 1998; Proekt…, 1999; Brinikh, 1999, Chibilev, 1999, Khachaturov, 1999, Khachaturov, Tikhomolov, 1985; Rusev and oth., 1999):

· A trans-boundary Moldavian-Ukrainian ecological network “Lower Dniester,” including the projected Talmazskye Plavni protected area in Moldova and the projected Lower Dniester national nature park, currently being kept as Dniestrovskye plavni protected site and Dniester Delta Ramsar Site in Ukraine;

· A trans-boundary Ukrainian– Romanian PA is proposed on the basis of the Vyzhnitsky National Nature Park (Ukraine);

· Roztochia Biosphere Reserve on the Roztochia ridge on the watershed between the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea should include Roztochia Nature Reserve and Yavorivski Regional Landscape Park on the Ukrainian part, as well as Roztoczanski National Park, 4 landscape parks and several protected areas on the Polish side;

· The West Polesye Biosphere Reserve should include Shatski national park on the Ukrainian side, Polesye National Park and 3 landscape parks on the Polish side, and protected areas in Belarus;

· The projected trans-boundary national park Pripyat-Stokhid is supposed to include the existing regional landscape park of the same name (Ukraine), as well as Zvanets and Radostavsky nature refuges (Belarus);

· The trans-boundary Ukrainian–Belarussian PA is proposed on the basis of Rivnensky Nature Reserve (Ukraine);

· Several trans-boundary Ukrainian–Russian protected natural areas are planned on the basis of Lugansky Nature Reserve, projecting Snovsky Nature Reserve, as well as Meotida and Donetsky Kryazh national nature parks;

· Biosphere reserve “Bryansk and Stara Huta Forests” will include Desna –Stara Huta National Park and the adjacent forests on the Ukrainian side, as well as a complex of protected areas of Nerussa-Desna inter-river on the Russian side (Bryansky Les Nature Reserve, 10 landscape refuges, 2 nature monuments, and the projected Near-Desna National Park);

· The trans-boundary National Park Pechenegy field is supposed to include the projected regional landscape park of the same name in the vicinity of Khar’kov on the Ukrainian side as well as steppe localities on the Russian side should be identified under GEF project “Biodiversity Conservation of the Russian Federation;”

· Kerch-Taman’ interstate reserve (national park) Kimerida will include Kazantip and Opuk reserves, Chaokrak steppe and Uzunlar feather-grass massifs on the Ukrainian side as well as ravine “Dubovy rynok”, cape Panagia, spits Chushka and Tuzla, Vityazevskaya peresyp’ are suggested for inclusion in the reserve on the Russian side;

· A proposed Russian-Norwegian protected will include Franz-Joseph Land Federal Nature Refuge (Russia) and a network of the Svaalbard (Norway);

· “Green Belt of Fenno-Scandia” project includes Paanajarvi National Park, Laplandsky Nature Reserve as well as several projecting national parks on the Russian side and, respectively, Oulanka National Park and Urkho Kekkonen National Park on the Finnish side. In a broader scale the project is hoped to involve Kostomukshky Nature Reserve and several protected area in Finland already cooperating with each other ( see above), and a number of Russian and Norwegian protected areas in the Pas river valley; 

· A trans-boundary protected area at the Curonian Spit in the Baltic Sea consisting of Russian Kurshskaya kosa (Curonian Spit) and the Lithuanian Kursiu Nerja national parks has recently received the status of the World Heritage Site;

· The proposed Volgo-Ural semi-desert nature reserve is to embrace Bogdinsko-Baskunchaksky Nature Reserve and Elton Nature Park (which is being reorganized to nature reserve), Urdinsky nature refuge, as well as Russian-Kazakhstanian Dzhanybek biological station; This PA should include a part of the military range “Kapustin Yar”;

· A trans-boundary Russia-Kazakhstan protected area in the valley of the Ural river is proposed to incorporate several projected protected areas in Orenburg Province;

· Trans-boundary steppe PAs along the Russia-Kazakhstan border is planned to include certain parts of Orenburgsky Nature Reserve (Russia) and the projected North-Kazakhstan Nature Reserve (Kazakhstan);

· Forest-steppe and steppe PA should include projected Tavoljansky Nature Reserve (Russia) and Sorgovsky Nature Refuge (Kazakhstan);

· Altai Biosphere Reserve will include Katunsky Nature Reserve and Ukok Relief Zone (Russia), Altai Tavan Bogd (Mongolia), Khanas Nature Refuge (China), Marakol Nature Reserve, and the projected Upper Bukhtarmin National Park (Kazakhstan);

· Khubsugul National Park will include Tunkinsky (Russia) and Khovsgul (Mongolia) national parks;

· Onon PA should include Sokhondinsky Bioshere Reserve (Russia) and the projected Eren-Daba Nature Reserve (Mongolia);

· Khentey PA should include Khan-Khentey Nature Reserve (Mongolia) and the projected Chikoisko-Menzinsky National Park within Chita region (Russia);

· Establishment of Sanguilen, East Sayan and Selenga Russian-Mongolian transborder PAs is under discussion;

· A Russian-Chinese protected area is planned on the Amur River on the basis of Khingan Nature Reserve (Russia) and protected area Finling (China);

· A trans-boundary protected area is proposed for the conservation of the Far East leopard on the basis of Kedrovaya Pad’ Nature Reserve, Barsovy and Borisovskoe plato nature refuges (Russia); Jingpo and Mudenpik protected areas, Chanbaishan Biosphere Reserve (China), and Paekdu protected area (North Korea);

· A Russian-Japan protected area is planned on the basis of Kurilsky Nature Reserve, the projected national park (Russia) and protected areas complex at Hokkaido Island (Japan);

· A Russian-American protected area is proposed to include Comandorsky Nature Reserve (Russia) and a protected area in the western part of the Aleutian Islands (USA);

· A Russian-American Nature Park Berengia will include Chukotskii (Berengia) Ethnic and Nature Park and several regional protected areas on the Russian side, and the National Nature Refuge of the Bering Isthmus (USA); 

· A large trans-boundary protected area on the Ust Urt Plateau essential for the conservation of desert biota is planned on the basis of Kaplangur Nature Reserve and Sarakamush Nature Refuge on the Turkmenistan side, Ustiurt Nature Reserve in Kazakhstan, and the projected South Ust Urt nature reserve in Uzbekistan;

· The creation of a trans-boundary nature reserve on the basis of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park (Belarus) and Byalovezha National Park (Poland) has long been under discussion.

Apart from that, priorities in ecological network development in the CIS include:

· Cooperation between Surkhan Nature Reserve (Uzbekistan) and Kugitang National Reserve (Turkmenistan) to enhance protection of Kugitang mountain ridge;

· Cooperation between Amu Darya Nature Reserve (Turkmenistan) and Kyzyl Kum Nature Reserve (Uzbekistan) for the preservation of nature communities in the valley of Amu Darya River;

· Promotion of cooperation between Zerafshan Nature Reserve (Uzbekistan) and Zerafshan Nature Refuge (Tajikistan) for the preservation of the Zerafshan valley ecosystems.

VII. Priority Measures for PEEN Development in CIS

The Guidelines for PEEN development (2000) helped us to formulate the following guiding principles for the development of ecological network in CIS:

1. Development of ecological network must be identified as an independent task at national level and ensured by relevant legal norms.

2. Legislation must provide for management of various SPNA as elements of an integral system. 

3. Development of ecological networks should be based on a general trend towards ecologically benign use of natural resources that would contribute to sustaining local livelihoods.

4. Each biogeographical unit must be presented in protected area of categories I or II (nature reserve or national park) where permanent environmental monitoring is conducted. Certain areas, where human impact on the environment is low, might be presented in SPNA of categories IV or V (for example, nature refuges of national importance or nature parks).

5. In the areas where the ecological backbone is essentially intact and risk of loss of natural communities is not high, it is advisable to at least identify nature areas of high value and provisions for maintaining ecosystems integrity. The schemes of ecological networks must be developed and submitted to decision-makers in order to prevent or minimize effects of future economic development on valuable nature areas. 

6. In the areas where natural backbone is threatened with fragmentation, the legal basis for the protection must be developed not only for the core areas, but also for buffer zones and ecological corridors.

7. In those areas where natural backbone is considerably fragmented, development of ecological network must not be limited to the identification of valuable nature areas and establishment of SPNA of I-IV management categories, but should include restoration of disturbed areas. 

8. In the areas where risk of loss of natural communities is high the protection measures must be carried out immediately upon the identification of new valuable natural areas.

9. The transregional ecological linkages must be identified and protected irrespective of their localization (closeness to the administrative borders).

10.  An important task is maintaining/restoring of ecological linkages within the Great Eurasian Natural Expanse and large natural areas of Eastern Europe and Asia.

11.  PEEN implementation in the CIS requires development of corresponding network of experts, conservationists, NGOs and scientific institutions, which would closely cooperate with the state agencies, local authorities and land users.

VIII. Evaluation Criteria of Protected Area Network Effectiveness

Planning

· All key natural areas important for conservation of landscape and biological diversity, and maintaining ecological processes are identified.

· All ecological corridors important for maintaining the integrity of natural backbone and areas where ecological restoration is needed are identified.

· The norms of ecologically benign management are developed for all core areas, their buffer zones and ecological corridors.

· Restoration programs and techniques are developed for all areas if necessary.

Legislation and Management

· Ecological network is recognized by the state authorities as an special object for protection that means an adequate legal framework and corresponding management mechanisms (considering the network as an integral entity) are provided;

· Appropriate protection and maintenance is secured for all core areas and ecological corridors, i.e.:

· the use of their natural resources is regulated according their protection status;

· ecological linkages are adequate to maintain integrity of natural communities;

· requirements for preserving core areas and maintaining integrity of ecological networks are taken into account in feasibility studies of new economic activities. 

Socio-economic Criteria

· Governmental funding is sufficient to develop and maintain ecological networks in current socio-economic context.

· Resource users are given economic incentives to keep protection regimes.

· Economic values of natural ecosystems are taken into account.

· Public support complements governmental efforts to ensure ecological network planning and implementation;

· The system of higher education provides qualified graduates to work for the development of SPNA and ecological networks.

IX. Conclusion 

All CIS countries are willing to develop their ecological networks and have certain achievements in implementing PEBLDS. 

Development of ecological networks requires not only conservation efforts, but also positive changes in the socio-economic situation. Therefore, it is essential to have a concerted national policy and coordinated international initiatives, aimed at a coherent development of the Pan-European Ecological Networks. 

While working on this review, it became clear that regularly published accounts of econet activities in different countries composed according to unified standard are in great demand. It is important to share experience on elaborating the legal basis for ecological networks and landscape planning in general.

Vast areas of little-disturbed natural communities are the greatest heritage of the North Eurasian countries. Its conservation would not be possible without consolidated effort of all countries irrespective of their political profile and economic welfare. 
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� The experts’ affiliations refer to mid-2000.


� Derived from the word «zapoved’» (Russian equivalent of the English word «commandment»), the notion of zapovednik, when applied to a natural area, emphasizes its inviolability and posits its protection as a matter of spiritual, if not religious, importance.





� The term zakaznik is derived from the Russian word «zakaz» which can be translated into English as «prohibition.»





� Roman numerals in brackets here and below refer to the (presumably) corresponding protected area categories according to the IUCN classification (IUCN, 1994).


� established for preservation of certain natural resources such as medicinal plants.


� Decree of the Government of Russian Federation “On establishment of state natural reserves and national parks in Russian Federation for the period 2001-2010” (23 May 2001) envisages establishment of 9 nature reserves and 12 national parks.
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