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 «CURRENT EVENTS»
CONFERENCE 
“COASTAL AND MARITIME BIOSPHERE RESERVES IN THE EUROMAB REGION”
The conference was conducted by the Finnish South-Western Regional Environmental Centre in collaboration with the Finnish MAB Committee and other organisations. It took place on October 22-25 2003 in Nagu (south-western Finland) and in Archipelago Sea Biosphere Area Reserve. About 50 experts from 13 European countries participated in the conference. The Russian delegation participated in the conference thanks to support from the Moscow UNESCO Bureau.

A broad range of issues related to the management of coastal and maritime biosphere reserves in the EuroMAB region (that includes more than 200 reserves in Palearctic countries), evaluation of their performance and experience, and collaboration perspectives were discussed at the conference.

Participants of the conference have noted that about one half of the Europeans live closer than 50 km to seashores and the maximal pressure, therefore, falls upon resources of the coastal-maritime zone; conflicts between various social structures arise here frequently. Biosphere reserves designated to fulfil multipurpose tasks in various ecological and socio-economic situations and having relevant zonation schemes could be uses as polygons for testing constructive resolution methods for such conflicts.

Participants of the conference have noted that many coastal-maritime biosphere reserves (designated at seashores, in small islands and archipelagos) are located in peripheral parts of their countries and often lack governmental attention. The relative isolation of such areas has created specific natural-cultural environments that combine lifestyles of local communities with neighbouring landscapes and water areas. These environments could be irrevocably lost due to globalisation processes. Biosphere reserves could help people to preserve their originality and provide perspective for the future. At the same time, youth needs a policy preventing their continuous migration from coastal-maritime biosphere reserves and providing incentives for resettlement in these distant areas.

Complex research studies are needed to resolve these issues because most studies currently run in coastal-maritime biosphere reserves have, unfortunately, academic nature - while applied studies targeting specific local resource management issues constitute a minority.

Participants of the conference have recognised reasonable to undertake a representativeness assessment for biosphere reserves and their areas in the coastal-maritime EuroMAB zone in order to promote designation of new reserves. They supported proposals to apply GIS for zonation and management optimisation in existing coastal-maritime biosphere reserves and to create a specialised web site. Representatives of Baltic reserves agreed to implement jointly the "Aspo Initiative" - a project to resolve common local development issues.

The resolution of the conference included the following recommendations for Russia related to the development of its coastal-maritime biosphere reserves network:

· broadly distribute information on biosphere reserves in Northern Eurasia and neighbouring regions;

· promote experience exchange between reserves;

· provide specific training courses for Russian biosphere reserves staff;

· update the Russian legislation in order to suite it to the International Biosphere Reserve Concept.

Full materials of the conference are available at: http://www.jayserve.fi/mab/.

Alexey Zimenko,
Biodiversity Conservation Center

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE LAUREATE
On March 1-3 2004 in Moscow, an international forum of women-entrepreneurs "World of the woman - Russia - Moscow" was conducted by the Russian Association of Women-Entrepreneurs with the support of the Council of the Federation of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation. In the framework of the forum, the VII All-Russian contest "Woman - director of the year" was conducted. Nina A. Litvinova, director of Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve, became the laureate of the contest.

We heartily congratulate Nina A. Litvinova with this award and wish her good health and further successes in the life and work.

Editorial board of the Bulletin

"Nature Reserves and National Parks"

«DECISION-MAKING ISSUES»

FUNDING OF STATE NATURE RESERVES OF THE RUSSIAN MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES IN 2002 AND 2003: A SUMMARY

According to reports from state zapovedniks of the MNR of Russia, the total budget of the zapovednik framework in 2002 was 494,162 thousand roubles, in 2003 – 500,758 thousand roubles – i.e. it has grown by 1.5% (taking into account the 12% inflation) and included lots of articles (see the Table 1)
. The Table also shows that in 2003, in comparison with 2002, 2 articles out of 5 have reduced nominally; 2 other articles (including those funded from the legally-stated main funding source – the federal budget) have reduced in real terms; and only own revenues have grown not only nominally but also in real terms.

Table 1. Funding sources of zapovedniks of the MNR of Russia in 2002 and 2003
Funding sources 
2003 

2002 

Changes in the funding source percentage, % 
Changes in the funding source amount, % 


Total, thousand roubles 
Funding source percentage, % 
Total, thousand roubles 
Funding source percentage, % 



Federal budget 
410,966 
82.1 
384,087 
77.7 
+ 4.4 
+ 7 

Regional and local budgets, non-budget funds 
32,877 
6.6 
34,997 
7.1 
– 0.5 
– 6 

Foreign grants 
7,454 
1.5 
33,047 
6.7 
– 5.2 
– 77 

Own revenues 
36,851 
7.4 
30,590 
6.2 
+ 1.2 
+ 20 

Funds from domestic sponsors 
12,609 
2.5 
11,442 
2.3 
+ 0.2 
+ 9 

Total 
500,758 
100 
494,162 
100 

+ 1.3 

In 2002, the average annual budget of a Russian zapovednik was 5,202 thousand roubles, while in 2003 it was 5,271 thousand roubles. Zapovedniks that had highest and lowest budgets in 2002 and 2003 are listed in the Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2. Zapovedniks with highest budgets in 2002 and 2003
Zapovedniks with highestbudgets in 2002 


Zapovedniks with highest budgets in 2003 



Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 
Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 

Caucazsky 
18,259 
71 
Kronotsky 
24,943 
78 

Kronotsky 
17,109 
83 
Caucazsky 
18,765 
74 

Yuzhno-Uralsky 
14,223 
95 
Laplandsky 
14,277 
52 

Laplandsky 
14,138 
42 
Yuzhno-Uralsky 
13,319 
92 

Kandalakshsky 
12,869 
62 
Sikhote-Alinsky 
12,625 
90 

Sikhote-Alinsky 
12,625 
82 
Taimirsky 
12,623 
81 

Teberdinsky 
12,614 
86 
Teberdinsky 
12,596 
75 

Taimirsky 
11,923 
76 
Voronezhsky 
12,466 
92 

Voronezhsky 
10,428 
83 
Sayano-Shushensky 
11,262 
70 

Yugansky 
8,567 
55 
Baikalsky 
11,601 
90 

Table 3. Zapovedniks with lowest budgets in 2002 and 2003
Zapovedniks with lowest budgets in 2002 


Zapovedniks with lowest budgets in 2003 



Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 
Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 

Visimsky 
2,255 
72 
Polistovsky 
2,176 
99 

Belogorie 
2,232 
76 
Dagestansky 
2,120 
83 

Tigireksky 
2,101 
43 
Privolzhskaya Lesostep 
2,116 
88 

Dagestansky 
2,057 
81 
Belogorie 
2,080 
90 

Basegi 
1,873 
89 
Denezhkin Kamen 
1,975 
99 

Denezhkin Kamen 
1,852 
92 
Nurgush 
1,849 
100 

Polistovsky 
1,735 
99 
Visimsky 
1,740 
98 

Rdeisky 
1,713 
85 
Kaluzhskie Zaseki 
1,622 
89 

Kaluzhskie Zaseki 
1,645 
86 
Basegi 
1,581 
97 

Bogdinsko-Baskunchaksky 
1,286 
91 
Tigireksky 
1,356 
94 

Generally, there is a disturbing trend in the zapovednik network: the number of zapovedniks with subaverage budgets is growing. In 2001, there were 57 such zapovedniks; in 2002 – 63; in 2003 – 64, i.e. almost 2/3 of the total number.

In 2001, 86 zapovedniks had received funding from regional and municipal budgets and non-budget sources; in 2002 – 73; and in 2003 – only 64. Perhaps, main reasons for this trend are current transition of the tax basis from regions to the federal centre (regarding both the consolidation taxation and collection degrees of various taxes) and limitations of regional authorities’ powers with regards to natural resource management – this discourages local authorities from assisting federal institutions.

Zapovedniks that have received highest funding from these sources are listed in the Table 4, while regions that had assisted zapovedniks located within them best of all are listed in the Table 5.

Table 4. Zapovedniks that had highest funding
 from regional and local budgets and non-budget sources in 2002 and 2003
Zapovednik 
2002 

2003 



Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 
Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 

Malaya Sosva 
3,867 
48 
5,086 
56 

Yugansky 
3,797 
44 
3,802 
44 

Taimirsky 
2,657 
22 
2,288 
18 

Volzhsko-Kamsky 
2,587 
51 



Verkhne-Tazovsky 
1,747 
34 
800 
17 

Teberdinsky 
1,182 
9 



Voronezhsky 
1,135 
11 



Rostovsky 
1,000 
37 
1,000 
44 

Nenetsky 
992 
23 
1,198 
29 

Pechoro-Ilichsky 
940 
17 
990 
17 

Shulgan-Tash 


1,427 
21 

Chernie Zemli 


1,377 
53 

Kerzhensky 


1,033 
25 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the zapovednik was not in the top ten in this year.
Table 5. Regions where regional and local budgets
and non-budget sources had assisted zapovedniks best of all in 2002 and 2003
Region 
2002 

2003 



Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in budgets of zapovedniks of the region, % 
Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in budgets of zapovedniks of the region, % 

Hanti-Mansiysky Autonomous District 
7,664 
46 
8,888 
50 

Taymir Autonomous District 
3,170 
17 
2,960 
17 

Republic of Bashkortostan 


1,486 
6 

Republic of Kamikia 


1,377 
53 

Khabarovsk Krai 
936 
4 
1,295 
7 

Nenetsky Autonomous District 
992 
23 
1,198 
29 

Chita Region 


1,140 
12 

Yamalo-Nenetsky Autonomous District 
2385 
30 
1,084 
16 

Nizhny Novgorod Region 
853 
21 
1,033 
25 

Voronoezh Region 
1,703 
11 
1,026 
6 

Rostov Region 
1,000 
37 
1,000 
44 

Republic of Komi 
940 
17 
990 
17 

Republic of Tatarstan 
2,587 
51 
768 
26 

Bryabsk Region 


751 
22 

Republic of Karachaevo-Cherkessia 
1,182 
9 
748 
6 

Murmansk Region 
1,591 
5 
700 
3 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the region was not in the top ten in this year.
Republics Adigea, Ingushetia, Kabardino-Balkaria, Mariy-El, and Hakasia; Kirov, Leningrad, Pskov, and Sakhalin regions opted out of financial assistance to zapovedniks located within them both in 2002 and 2003; Republic of Kalmikia and Koryaksky Autonomous District – only in 2002; Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Altaisky Krai, Primorsky Krai, Tver Region, Chukotsky and Evenkiysky Autonomous Districts – only in 2003.

In 2002, 63 zapovedniks have received foreign charitable grants; in the next year – only 37. Since 2001, the amount of charitable aid has reduced by more than 5 times (from 40,241 thousand roubles to 7,454 thousand roubles). In 2003 this reduction was drastic (see the Table 1). There are both objective and subjective reasons behind this trends. The first ones include the fact that the state budget of Russia was profitable for a number of years, and foreign donors reasonably think that the state is able to increase funding of its institutions without any donations. In addition, due to the growing terrorism threat, many countries – international donors – reduced significantly financial aids to other countries in many areas, including environmental conservation. The last ones include the continuous mess in the power distribution between various ministries and MNR departments as well as incompetence and clumsiness of the former senior management of the Ministry that have discouraged international donors from dealing with the MNR.

Main donors are the Global Environmental Facility (although its share has reduced from 69% of total grants in 2002 to 27% in 2003) and US governmental institutions (22% and 34% respectively). Zapovedniks that had highest funding from these sources are listed in the Table 6.

Table 6. Zapovedniks that had highest funding in the form of international grants in 2002 and 2003
Zapovednik 
2002 

2003 



Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 
Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 

Sikhote-Alinsky 
2,286 
18 
995 
10 

Khingansky 
2,286 
36 



Privolzhskaya Lesostep 
2,037 
48 



Bolshekhekhtsirsky 
1,657 
32 



Norsky 
1,601 
61 



Khakassky 
1,533 
21 



Bastak 
1,519 
38 



Barguzinsky 
1,421 
20 



Tungussky 
1,395 
29 



Sokhondinsky 
1,386 
25 



Bolshaya Kokshaga 


1,781 
47 

Sayano-Shushensky 


1,678 
15 

Pasvik 


1,268 
32 

Teberdinsky 


1,003 
8 

Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina 


862 
13 

Kronotsky 


755 
3 

Lazovsky 


702 
8 

Baikalsky 


678 
6 

Bryansky Les 


592 
17 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the zapovednik was not in the top ten in this year.
Zapovedniks have somewhat compensated the reduction of real and nominal funding in 2003 by own revenue-generating activities. Almost all zapovedniks (87 in 2002 and 88 and 2003) were earning own funds. Most successful zapovedniks are listed in the Table 7.

Table 7. Zapovedniks that had earned highest revenues in 2002 and 2003
Zapovednik 
2002 

2003 



Earnings, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 
Earnings, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 

Kandalakshsky 
4,124 
32 
2,114 
21 

Laplandsky 
3,432 
24 
3,343 
23 

Kronotsky 
2,647 
15 
4,114 
16 

Astrakhansky 
2,212 
29 
2,694 
35 

Wrangel Island 
1,587 
21 
1,560 
25 

Caucazsky 
1,556 
9 
2,337 
12 

Kurilsky 
1,215 
21 
2,150 
31 

Kivach 
769 
26 



Yuzhno-Uralsky 
722 
5 



Prioksko-Terrasny 
688 
11 



Teberdinsky 


1,435 
11 

Chernie Zemli 


1,324 
25 

Poronaysky 


1,285 
34 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the zapovednik was not in the top ten in this year.
The structure of zapovedniks’ own funds is shown in the Table 8.

Table 8. Structure of zapovedniks’ own funds in 2003 (in comparison with 2002)
Revenues from 
Amounts, 
thousand roubles 



2002 
2003 

Visitors services 
7,591 
11,980 

Forestry, timber procurement and sales 
898 
1,380 

Other allowed limited nature uses in zapovedniks and their protected zones (including fees for transit movement) 
5,066 
3,840 

Penalties, fines, sales of seized stuff 
2,962 
5,383 

Contract-based research studies (in addition to studies funded from the federal budget) 
11,555 
12,432 

Other activities 
2,518 
1,836 

Total 
30,590 
36,851 

52 zapovedniks gained financial support from domestic sponsors in 2002; 48 – in 2003 (see the Table 9). The total amount of the support was 12,609 thousand roubles in 2003 and 11,442 thousand roubles in 2002. It is strange, however, that 3 zapovedniks out of 100 received more than half of the total aid in 2003 and 3/4 in 2002 – i.e. the aid was throwaway. This fact characterises the situation with charities in the country very well. As a matter of fact, there are neither moral nor physical (i.e. tax-related) incentives for charity in Russia. Sometimes, charitable activities (at least, in the social sphere) provoke additional nearly inspections by tax authorities. Endless changes in economic and tax legislation, together with persecution of businessmen make businesses insecure of the future, force entrepreneurs to remove their money and businesses from the country and do not provide incentives for creating positive image (including charitable activities) within the country.

Table 9. Zapovedniks that have gained highest financial support
from domestic sponsors in 2002 and 2003
Zapovednik 
2002 

2003 



Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 
Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 

Caucazsky 
3,470 
19 
2,331 
12 

Laplandsky 
3,420 
23 
2,987 
21 

Oksky 
1,493 
20 
1,253 
19 

Astrakhansky 
536 
7 
268 
3 

Nizhne-Svirsky 
336 
13 



Sayano-Shushensky 
227 
3 
403 
4 

Wrangel Island 
226 
3 



Kronotsky 
160 
1 
557 
2 

Vishersky 
142 
5 



Bashkirsky 
130 
3 



Shulgan-Tash 


1,238 
18 

Stolbi


814 
16 

Comandorsky 


501 
13 

Darvinsky 


246 
3 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the zapovednik was not in the top ten in this year.

Charitable donations of various categories of domestic benefactors are shown in the Table 10.

Table 10. Participation of domestic benefactors in the funding of zapovedniks in 2002 and 2003
Types of organisations 
Funding, thousand roubles 



2002 
2003 

Industrial plants 
5,590 
8,509 

Transportation enterprises 
1,840 
400 

Other commercial structures 
1,430 
703 

Non-governmental organisations 
1,051 
923 

Private persons 
1,531 
2,074 

Total 
11,442 
12,609 

In general the following dynamics in the funding of zapovedniks can be observed:

· significant (by 65%) in 2002 and small (by 7%, i.e. lower than the current inflation level) in 2003 growth of funding from the federal budget; continuous, but decelerating growth (from 11% to 4.4%) of the federal budget percentage in the total funding of zapovedniks;

· significant reduction (by 20% in 2002 and by 7% in 2003) of the nominal funding of zapovedniks from regional and local budgets and non-budget funds;

· significant reduction (more than 5 times within 2 years) of funding from foreign donors;

· steady, outgrowing the inflation, growth of own revenues;

· growth of funding from domestic donors – while in most zapovedniks, the percentage of this funding source is very small.
Review by A.V. Sherbakov
on the basis of materials provided

by the Deputy Director of the Department

of strictly protected natural areas,

objects, and biodiversity conservation,

V.B. Stepanitsky

FUNDING OF RUSSIAN NATIONAL PARKS IN 2002 AND 2003: A SUMMARY

The total budget of the national park framework in 2002 was 414,071 thousand roubles, in 2003 – 508,075 thousand roubles. Its structure is provided in the Table 1
.

Table 1. Funding sources of national parks of Russia in 2002 and 2003
Funding sources 
2003 

2002 

Changes in the funding source percentage, % 
Changes in the funding source amount, % 


Total, thousand roubles 
Funding source percentage, % 
Total, thousand roubles. 
Funding source percentage, % 



Federal budget 
228,987 
45.1 
191,232 
46.2 
– 1.1 
+ 19.7 

Regional and local budgets, non-budget funds (without the Moscow City budget) 
19,548 
3.8 
13,743 
3.3 
+ 0.5 
+ 42.2 

The Moscow City budget (funding of Losiny Ostrov NP) 
57,415 
11.3 
48,800 
11.8 
– 0.5 
+ 17.7 

Foreign grants 
10,528 
2.1 
14,271 
3.4 
– 2.3 
– 26.2 

Own revenues 
179,201 
35.3 
141,296 
34.1 
+ 1.2 
+ 26.8 

Funds from domestic sponsors 
12,396 
2.4 
4,729 
1.1 
+ 1.3 
+ 162.1 

Total 
508,075 
100 
414,071 
100 

+ 22.5 

In 2002, the average annual budget of a national park was 11,831 thousand roubles, while in 2003 it was 14,516 thousand roubles. However, similarly, with zapovedniks (see the article), these funds were distributed irregularly: more than 2/3 of national parks in 2003 (24 out of 35) and almost 3/4 in 2003 (26) had budgets below average. Parks that had highest and lowest budgets in 2002 and 2003 are listed in the Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2. National parks with highest budgets in 2002 and 2003
2002 


2003 



Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 
Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 

Sochinsky 
81,242 
15 
Sochinsky 
99,774 
12 

Losiny Ostrov 
51,292 
0 
Losiny Ostrov 
83,109 
7 

Kenozersky 
22,616 
54 
Nizhnyaya Kama 
27,788 
24 

Kurshskaya Kosa 
20,415 
19 
Kurshskaya Kosa 
20,500 
21 

Samarskaya Luka 
15,639 
66 
Kenozersky 
19,740 
54 

Orlovskoe Polesie 
13,916 
70 
Samarskaya Luka 
18,224 
61 

Pribaikalsky 
13,358 
72 
Pribaikalsky 
18,160 
69 

Vodlozersky 
12,857 
94 
Meshera 
14,740 
68 

Mari Chodra 
12,100 
59 
Orlovskoe Polesie 
14,549 
73 

Nizhnyaya Kama 
11,458 
45 
Vodlozersky 
14,191 
90 

Table 2. National parks with lowest budgets in 2002 and 2003
2002 


2003 



Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 
Title 
Budget, thousand roubles 
Percentage of federal funds, % 

Alania 
2,398 
92 
Shorsky 
3,716 
88 

Shorsky 
3,103 
85 
Nechkinsky 
4,093 
95 

Prielbrusie 
3,257 
87 
Chavash Varmane 
4,144 
88 

Nechkinsky 
3,761 
86 
Smolny 
4,194 
77 

Smolny 
3,814 
76 
Alania 
4,947 
92 

Russky Sever 
3,816 
83 
Meshersky 
5,055 
77 

Chavash Varmane 
4,027 
88 
Prielbrusie 
5,343 
74 

Taganay 
4,847 
91 
Taganay 
5,656 
93 

Pripishminskie Bori 
5,024 
59 
Yugid Va 
5,664 
67 

Meshersky 
5,201 
67 
Pripishminskie Bori 
5,685 
60 

Most national parks received funding from regional budgets and non-budget funds although in 2003 the number of regions that opted out of financial assistance to national parks has grown significantly in comparison with 2002: Republics Bashkortostan, Komi, Mari El, and Udmurtia, Krasnodar Krai, Krasnoyarsk Krai, Irkutsk, Kemerovo, and Ryazan regions joined the Republic of Chuvashia; the Republic of Tatarstan has left this “company”. Regions that had assisted national parks located within them best of all are listed in the Table 4.

Table 4. Regions where regional and local budgets
and non-budget funds had assisted national parks best of all in 2002 and 2003
Region 
Funding, thousand roubles 



2002 
2003 (percentage in the budget) 

Moscow City 
48,800 
57,415 (69%) 

Aginsky Buryatsky Autonomous District 
3,149 
2,864 (37%) 

Yaroslavl Region 
1,970 
1,792 (19%) 

Samara Region 
1,046 
1,603 (9%) 

Orel Region 
680 


Saratov Region 
663 


Sverdlovsk Region 
651 
1,094 (19%) 

Kaliningrad Region 
613 
825 (4%) 

Archangelsk Region 
548 


Chelyabinsk Region 
519 


Republic of Tatarstan 

6,535 (24%) 

Republic of Karelia 

675 (3%) 

Novgorod Region 

630 (5%) 

Smolensk Region 

541 (7%) 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the region was not in the top ten in this year.

In 2003, the number of national parks that had received foreign charitable grants has reduced to 7 (in 2002, it was 16); the total amount of the charitable funding has reduced by almost 1.5 times (from 14.3 to 10.5 million roubles). We tried to identify possible reasons for this trend in the previous article. Main beneficiaries are listed in the Table 5. Main benefactors are the Global Environmental Facility, the National Parks Fund, and governmental institutions of the USA (2002), Norway, and Denmark (2003).

Table 5. National parks that had highest funding in the form of foreign grants in 2002 and 2003
National park 
2002 

2003 



Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 
Funding, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 

Kenozersky 
8,836 
39 
5,879 
30 

Sebezhsky 
1,881 
21 



Plesheevo Ozero 
1,350 
12 



Valdaisky 
899 
9 
2,953 
23 

Paanayarvi 
789 
12 



Ugra 
519 
7 
1,151 
13 

Zyuratkul 
187 
3 



Meshera 
187 
2 



Tunkinsky 
174 
2 



Losiny Ostrov 
153 
0,3 



Bashkiria 


185 
3 

Alania 


155 
3 

Kurshskaya Kosa 


152 
0,7 

Pribaikalsky 


126 
0,7 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the national park was not in the top ten in this year.
In 2002, all the national parks of Russia have earned 141,296 thousand roubles; in 2003 this amount has grown to 179,201 thousand roubles. 25% of the earnings in 2002 and 21% in 2003 were linked with forestry activities and timber sales. The structure of national parks’ own revenues and their dynamics are shown in Tables 6 and 7.

Table 6. Structure of national parks’ own funds in 2003 (in comparison with 2002)
Revenues from 
Amounts,
million roubles 



2002 
2003 

Visitors services 
33.2 
31.8 

Rent of lands 
10.4 
15.8 

Forestry, timber procurement and sales 
35.0 
37.6 

Other allowed limited nature uses in national parks (including fees for transit movement) 
49.7 
64.5 

Penalties, fines, sales of seized stuff 
3.7 
20.5 

Other activities 
9.3 
8.9 

Total 
141.3 
179.2 


Table 7. Changes in the structure of national parks’
own funds in 2003 (in comparison with 2002)
Revenues from 
Percentage in the total amount of own funds in 2003 
Percentage in the total amount of own funds in 2002 

Visitors services 
18 
24 

Rent of lands 
9 
7 

Forestry, timber procurement and sales 
21 
25 

Other allowed limited nature uses in national parks (including fees for transit movement) 
35 
35 

Penalties, fines, sales of seized stuff 
12 
3 

Other activities 
5 
6 

Most successful self-funding national parks are listed in the Table 8.


Table 8. National parks that had earned highest revenues in 2002 and 2003
National park 
2002 

2003 



Earned, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 
Earned, thousand roubles 
Percentage in the budget, % 

Sochinsky 
68,796 
85 
87,917 
88 

Kurshskaya Kosa 
18,570 
91 
15,218 
74 

Nizhnyaya Kama 
5,262 
46 
5,094 
18 

Mari Chodra 
4,955 
41 
4,791 
34 

Samarskaya Luka 
4,242 
27 
5,450 
30 

Khvalinsky 
3,482 
44 
4,554 
47 

Orlovskoe Polesie 
3,472 
25 
3,805 
26 

Pribaikalsky 
3,350 
25 
5,353 
30 

Sebezhsky 
3,105 
35 
3,330 
34 

Tunkinsky 
2,562 
25 



Losiny Ostrov 


19,962 
24 

Note: Absence of figures in some cells means that the national park was not in the top ten in this year.

Funding from domestic donors has almost tripled in 2002–2003 (from 4,729 to 12,396 thousand roubles) although the share of this funding source in consolidated national park budgets remains very low. Possible reasons for this are addressed in the previous article. Charitable donations of various categories of domestic benefactors are shown in the Table 9.

Table 9. Participation of domestic benefactors in the funding of national parks in 2002 and 2003
Types of organisations 
Funding, thousand roubles 



2002 
2003 

Industrial plants 
2,536 
10,821 

Banks 
400 
– 

Trade companies 
15 
22 

Other commercial structures 
1,346 
245 

Non-governmental organisations 
101 
351 

Private persons 
331 
957 

Total 
11,442 
12,609 

In general, during the last 2 years, nominal and real (including inflation adjustments) funding of national parks from almost all sources (except foreign grants) is continuously growing. 

It is necessary to note that the financial situation of Russian national parks looks much more optimistic than that for zapovedniks (see the article). Perhaps, this is because national parks fit the market-based development strategy of the country better than zapovedniks do. Financial investments into national parks (especially into their tourism infrastructure) allow to create new jobs in depressive regions and attract additional visitors’ funds – thus, improving the situation with local and regional budgets. In addition, national parks provide much more advertisement opportunities for domestic donors (including hidden advertisement) rather than zapovedniks.
Review by A.V. Sherbakov,
on the basis of materials provided,
by the Deputy Director of the Department
of strictly protected natural areas,
objects, and biodiversity conservation,
V.B. Stepanitsky
«PNA CONSERVATION AND PROTECTION»
TERRITORIAL PROTECTION IN STATE NATURE RESERVES:
OUTPUTS OF 2003

In 2003, protection services operated in all 100 state nature reserves (zapovedniks) of the Russian Federation. In the end of the year, the total protection staff was 2175 employees, including 2098 employees in zapovedniks directly subordinate to the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). Protection services of 80 zapovedniks included special task forces.

In 2003, zapovednik protection services have drawn-up 4957 (in 2002 — 4346) protocols of regime violations, including: 884 (in 2002 — 184) protocols of illegal felling, 74 (in 2002 — 32) protocols of illegal hay mowing and grazing, 390 (442) protocols of illegal hunt, 1156 (1221) protocols of illegal fishing, 435 (294) protocols of illegal gathering wild plants, 20 (13) protocols of illegal land occupation and development, 1643 (1753) protocols of illegal staying (moving through, walking, parking), 51 (52) protocols of illegal pollution, 127 (140) protocols of fire security violations in forests. 120 cases of poaching ungulates (84 in 2002) were registered officially.

In 2003, 3359 thousand roubles (in 2002 — 2877 thousand roubles) were charged administratively from violators. 2259 (in 2002 —902) thousand roubles were charged through claims for compensation of damage inflicted to natural heritage. Largest amounts were charged by the following zapovedniks: Kurilsky (1041 thousand roubles), Chernie Zemli (377 thousand roubles), Dagestansky (154 thousand roubles), Severo-Osetinsky (126 thousand roubles), Stolbi (125 thousand roubles), Astrakhansky (139 thousand roubles), Darwinsky (92 thousand roubles), Dalnevostochny Morskoy (88 thousand roubles), Kuznetsky Alatau (78 thousand roubles), Baikalsky (75 thousand roubles), Malaya Sosva (71 thousand roubles), Caucazsky (53 thousand roubles), Volzhsko-Kamsky (51 thousand roubles), Privolzhskaya Lesostep (49 thousand roubles), Lazovsky and Khankaisky (48 thousand roubles each). Therefore, the share of the 16 zapovedniks listed above with regards to fines and penalties was 47% in 2003.

In 2003, 81 criminal actions against violators were initiated (in 2002 — 93); 42 violators (in 2002 — 46) were convicted. These verdicts of guilty were judged to persons caught by protection services of the following zapovedniks: Sayano-Shushensky (9 persons), Sokhondinsky (8 persons), Lazovsky (6 persons), Baikalsky (4 persons), Dalnevostochny Morskoy (3 persons), Dagestansky (2 persons), Kedrovaya Pad and Stolbi (2 persons each), Volzhsko-Kamsky, Voronezhsky, Djerginsky, Kerjensky, Kurilsky, and Khopersky (1 person each).

The average number of protocols per one protection inspector varied significantly and was maximal in the following zapovedniks: Kivach (22.9), Stolbi (20.9), Kurilsky (16.8), Astrakhansky (12.4), Kedrovaya Pad (9.3), Bryansky Les (9.1), Volzhsko-Kamsky (7.0), Darwinsky (6.0), Khankaisky (5.9), and Kostomukshsky (5.8).

In 37 zapovedniks (similarly with 2002), catches of violators included seizures of 58 rifles (in 2002 — 52) and 146 (227) smoothbore guns. 160 units of firearms out of 204 (78%) were seized in the following 12 zapovedniks: Daursky (29 units), Khankaisky (22), Caucazsky (21), Chernie Zemli (16), Severo-Osetinsky (14), Sokhondinsky and Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina (10 each), Lazovsky (9), Stolbi (8), Altaisky, Visimsky and Sayano-Shushensky (7 units each).

In addition, during the period under review there were seized 1108 (in 2002 — 2130) nets, drags, and seines; 128 (283) trap nets and cribs; 2040 (1269) traps, loops, and other tools; and 2 (5) electrofishing toolkits.

It is necessary to note that in 2003 (similarly with 2002), among 13 zapovedniks having water areas, Kurilsky and Dalnevostochny Morskoy zapovedniks showed best protection results.

Protocols of environmental pollution, illegal land occupation, and illegal development had been drawn-up only in 13 zapovedniks (in 2002 — 16): Baikalsky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Voronezhsky, Daursky, Kostomukshsky, Kurilsky, Privolzhskaya Lesostep, Rostovsky, Sayano-Shushensky, Severo-Osetinsky, Stolbi, Chernie Zemli, and Yuzhno-Uralsky. This fact shows that control of the protected ecosystems condition (at least within protected zones) in other zapovedniks is inadequate. 

At the same time, no violations were registered in 2003 by protection services of the following zapovedniks: Vrangel Island, Comandorsky, Koryaksky, Taimirsky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy, and Yugansky.

In 2003, the protection service of Bolshoy Arctichesky Zapovednik had registered no violations (only 3 protocols were drawn-up in Brekhovskie Ostrova regional zakaznik). The protection service of Azas Zapovednik had registered only 2 violations.

It is necessary to note that 407 violations out of 4860 (8.4%) registered by zapovednik protection services in 2003 (in 2002 — 14.5%) were so-called ‘impersonal’ violations, when guilty person had not been identified. In Pasvik Zapovednik, all the 6 registered violations were ‘impersonal’, in Bureinsky – all the 5, in Orenburgsky – all the 3. In Shulgan Tash Zapovednik, there were 17 ‘impersonal’ violations out of 20, in Kandalakshsky – 21 out of 31, in Denezhkin Kamen – 13 out of 22, in Basegi – 8 out of 11, and in Putoransky – 2 out of 4.

The protection service of Tsentralno-Sibirsky Zapovednik had registered only one environmental violation within its subordinate Eloguisky federal zakaznik (illegal fishing).

Some zapovedniks do not take proper measures to prosecute violators – this provokes impunity and debases broad powers of the protection service. For example, Baikalo-Lensky, Bolshoy Arctichesky, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Galichia Gora, Olekminsky, Putoransky, Tigireksky, Shulgan Tash, and Erzi zapovedniks had charged no fines from violators caught. Altaisky, Vishersky, Kedrovaya Pad, and Tungussky zapovedniks had charged only 500 roubles in total; Laplandksy – 600; Pinezhsky – 800.

In 2003, according to the Article 8.39 of the Administrative Code of the Russian Federation, the minimal administrative fine that could be charged by state zapovednik officials was 500 roubles. However, in 2002, the average administrative fine in Prioksko-Terrasny Zapovednik was 50 roubles, in Zeisky — 111 roubles, in Pinezhsky — 134 roubles, in Altaisky — 140 roubles, in Polistovsky — 160 roubles, in Kedrovaya Pad — 200 roubles, in Poronaisky — 214 roubles, in Laplandksy — 226 roubles, in Bolonsky — 250 roubles, in Voronezhsky — 263 roubles, in Dagestansky — 267 roubles, in Baikalo-Lensky — 300 roubles, in Bolshsya Kokshaga — 309 roubles, in Belogorie — 317 roubles, in Zhigulevsky — 320 roubles, in Mordovsky — 325 roubles, in Nizhne-Svirsky — 329 roubles, in Kivach — 344 roubles, in Kaluzhskie Zaseki and Tigireksky — 350 roubles.

Some zapovedniks do not take proper measures to bring violators that inflict damage to natural heritage to civil-proprietary liability; they unreasonably limit their powers to administrative liability. These include the following zapovedniks: Azas, Baikalo-Lensky, Barguzinsky, Basegi, Bolshoy Arctichesky, Botchinsky, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Vitimsky, Vishersky, Dagestansky, Denezhkin Kamen, Djugdjursky, Zhigulevsky, Zeisky, Ilmensky, Kaluzhskie Zaseki, Kandalakshsky, Katunsky, Kronotsky, Prioksko-Terrasny, Putoransky, Tungussky, Ust-Lensky, Tsentralno-Sibirsky, and Tsentralno-Chernozemny. In Darwinsky Zapovednik, the total amount of all claims brought to violators was 200 roubles (while there were 22 protocols of illegal fishing and 2 protocols of illegal gathering of wild plants).

In Dagestansky Zapovednik, 11 registered cases of illegal fishing in the protected zone have resulted in the seizure of only one (!) net. It is necessary to note that almost all (!) protocols of administrative violations were drawn-up on slips that did not meet requirements of the current Administrative Code of the RF and Methodical Guidelines developed by the Department of strictly protected natural areas, objects, and biodiversity conservation.

In September 2003, the protection service of Teberdinsky Zapovednik has caught two citizens who had illegally shoot an aurochs. It is evident that the violators had committed an environmental crime (illegal hunt with big damage, illegal hunt in a zapovednik), liability for which is set in the Article 258 of the Criminal Code of the RF. However, the case was resolved administratively. Furthermore, after the approval of the statement on administrative fine, the director of the zapovednik addressed the police asking to bring the violators to criminal liability – while his earlier statement on administrative fine was not cancelled, which is an outrage against the current legislation. We would like to note specifically that zapovednik staff took no operative and urgent measures essential for effective prosecution of violators – contrary to the Methodical Guidelines mentioned above. The relevant application for criminal case initiation (not even supported by original protocols) had been submitted to police 19 (!) days after the illegal shooting. The violators were not brought to police immediately, no coroner was called to the locale of the crime. This is an evident profanation of effective anti-poaching work.

Generally, in 2003, protection services of the following zapovedniks managed to reveal effectively violations of the zapovednik regimes, including capture of armed poachers; used effectively their powers to bring violators to administrative and civil-proprietary liability, and charged significant fines and penalties: Astrakhansky, Baikalsky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Caucazsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Kurilsky, Lazovsky, Malaya Sosva, Privolzhskaya Lesostep, Sayano-Shushensky, Severo-Osetinsky, Sokhondinsky, Stolbi, Khankaisky, and Chernie Zemli.

V.B. Stepanitsky,
Deputy Director of the Department
of strictly protected natural areas,
objects, and biodiversity conservation
of the Ministry of Natural Resources
of the Russian Federation
TERRITORIAL PROTECTION IN NATIONAL PARKS:
OUTPUTS OF 2003

To the end of 2003, the total staff of special state inspections for territorial protection (hereinafter – protection services) in 35 Russian national parks was 2044 employees (in 2002 — 1990). Protection services of 33 national parks included special task forces (in 2002 — 32).

Totally in 2003, national park protection services have drawn-up 5043 (in 2002 — 3822) protocols of regime violations, including: 315 (in 2002 — 349) protocols of illegal felling, 327 (230) protocols of illegal hunt, 1735 (1060) protocols of illegal fishing, 121 (54) protocols of illegal gathering wild plants, 9 (202) protocols of illegal land occupation and development, 1156 (775) protocols of illegal staying (moving through, walking, parking), 182 (274) protocols of illegal pollution, 448 (634)protocols of fire security violations in forests. The total number of violators caught is 4664 (in 2002 — 3387). The average number of protocols per one protection inspector was maximal in the following national parks: Losiny Ostrov (28.7), Nizhnyaya Kama (14.5), Ugra (5.6), and Russky Sever (5.3).

In 16 national parks out of 35 (similarly with 2002), catches of violators included seizures of 15 rifles (in 2002 — 19) and 45 (87) smoothbore guns. 38 units of firearms out of 60 (63%) were seized in the following 4 national parks: Pribaikalsky (18), Yugid Va (8), Tunkinsky (7), and Ugra (5).

In addition, during the period under review, there were seized 1708 (in 2002 — 1828) nets, drags, and seines; 231 (376) trap nets and cribs; 113 (170) traps; 608 (993) loops and other tools; and 1 (6) electrofishing toolkit (in Bashkiria National Park).

In 2003, 3185 thousand roubles (in 2002 — 1306 thousand roubles) were charged administratively from violators. 17,382 (in 2002 — 2261) thousand roubles were charged through claims for compensation of damage inflicted to natural heritage. Largest amounts were charged by the following 6 national parks where 86% out of the total fines were collected: Prielbrusie — 753.5 thousand roubles, Sochinsky — 222.8 thousand roubles, Nizhnyaya Kama — 192.2 thousand roubles, Ugra — 166.5 thousand roubles, Losiny Ostrov — 1,355.7 thousand roubles, and Samarskaya Luka — 49.9 thousand roubles.

Skills and persistence in the collection of charges from violators – i.e. in the ensuring compensation for damage inflicted to natural heritage in national parks – is an important indicator of the protection service performance. In 2003, the following 7 national parks were bringing violators to civil-proprietary liability most effectively: Losiny Ostrov — 15,627 thousand roubles, Sochinsky — 848.3 thousand roubles, Yugid Va — 277.2 thousand roubles, Tunkinsky — 88.1 thousand roubles, Meshera — 86.6; Nizhnyaya Kama — 70.4 thousand roubles, and Samarskaya Luka — 70.3 thousand roubles.

In 2003, 93 criminal actions against violators were initiated (in 2002 — 94); 21 violators (in 2002 — 33) were convicted in courts. 

Protocols of illegal pollution, land occupation, and development were drawn-up only in 12 national parks (in 2002 – 13): Bashkiria, Valdaisky, Zabaikalsky, Losiny Ostrov, Nizhnyaya Kama, Plesheevo Ozero, Pribaikalsky, Sochinsky, Taganai, Ugra, Shushensky Bor, and Yugid Va. And although for some NPs such violations are not typical due to their territorial specificity (e.g. Paanayarvi), this fact shows that control of the protected ecosystems condition in some NPs and their protected zones is inadequate.

It is necessary to note that the organisation and effectiveness of protection services vary significantly in different parks. For example, 542 violations out of 5043 (i.e. almost 11%) registered by national park protection services in 2003 (similarly with 2002) were so-called ‘impersonal’ violations, when guilty person had not been identified. In Zabaikalsky NP 63 violations out of 73 were ‘impersonal’, in Vodlozersky – 61 out of 72, in Chavash Varmane – 3 out of 5.

It is noteworthy to mention that the protection service of Kurshskaya Kosa NP has registered only 5 violations of hunt regulations – and no other violations in this popular recreation area, such as illegal felling, fire security violations, etc.

Some national parks do not take proper measures to prosecute violators. For example, the average administrative fine charged by governmental officials in Alkhanai NP was 286 roubles, in Nechkinsky – 310 roubles, in Pribaikalsky – 340 roubles, while according to the Article 8.39 of the Administrative Code of the Russian Federation, the minimal administrative fine that could be charged by national park officials is 500 roubles. This fact means that authorities of the national parks listed above did not use properly their powers provided by the legislation.

Some national parks limited their powers and were bringing violators only to administrative liability; these institutions did not take proper measures to force violators to compensate damage inflicted to the parks, although the current legislation provides broad opportunities for this. In 2003, the following NPs did not claim compensation of damage: Vodlozersky, Zyuratkul, Kurshskaya Kosa, Meshersky, Pribaikalsky, and Khvalinsky.

The protection service of Khvalinsky NP has detected in 2003 only 8 insignificant regime violations; no protocols of illegal felling and hunt had been drawn-up.

In Pripishminskie Bori NP, contrary to the Administrative Code of the RF, there were no civil procedures on actions judicable to this legal act. In fact, the relevant Methodical Guidelines developed by the Department of strictly protected natural areas, objects, and biodiversity conservation of the Ministry of Natural Resources had not been taken into account. In 2003, two task forces operating in this park drew-up only 4 protocols (1 ‘impersonal’ protocol of illegal hunt and 3 protocols of illegal fishing, including 2 ‘impersonal’ ones). No protocols had been drawn-up in the second half of the year. This not only shows the absence of real anti-poaching activities, but also discredits the very task forces idea which has been successfully implemented in many zapovedniks and national parks of Russia.

In 2003, the protection service of Alania NP did not take measures to seize rifles from citizens caught with these rifles within the park, although, according to the Hunt Regulations of the Republic North Osetia (Alania), this equates to hunt. The park authority limited itself to charging minimal administrative fines. There were seven (!) such cases.

Generally, in 2003, protection services of the following national parks managed to reveal effectively regime violations, including captures of armed poachers; used effectively their powers to bring violators to administrative and civil-proprietary liability, and charged significant fines and penalties: Losiny Ostrov, Meshera, Nizhnyaya Kama, Sochinsky, Samarskaya Luka, Tunkinsky, Ugra, and Yugid Va.

V.B. Stepanitsky,
Deputy Director of the Department
of strictly protected natural areas,
objects, and biodiversity conservation
of the Ministry of Natural Resources
of the Russian Federation

«MISCELLANEOUS»

PROTECTED AREA NETWORK OF THE SOUTHERN FAR-EAST — BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION REQUIRES TERRITORIAL OPTIMISATION
Biological diversity is a fundamental property of biota. Research of biodiversity and development of biodiversity conservation approaches are important fields of study nowadays (Lushekina, Neronov, 1999; Global Biodiversity…, 2002). Territorial protection of wild nature is the key aspect of the biodiversity conservation. The need in such studies is recognised in decisions made at highest international and national levels (Conservation…, 1997; National…, 2001).

Successful practical examples of territorial biodiversity conservation include some international conservation initiatives, for instance, the WWF 'GLOBAL 200' programme (1988). WWF experts believe that in order to conserve global biodiversity, it is necessary to identify zones which represent all basic species, populations, communities, systems, and relations between various organisms and natural environments. Such zones were called 'ecoregions' and their conservation would guarantee the conservation of global biodiversity on Earth. Most ecoregions are located in tropics and on islands but 3 ecoregions overlap.

The southern part of the Russian continental Far-East, despite its small size (only 2.5% of the total Eurasian area), comprehensively represents the whole range of ecosystem transitions - from forest-tundra ecosystems, through various taiga ecosystems, to nemoral and steppe ones. In addition, continentality sectors of the eastern spectrum - from the supercontinental to pacific - are well-represented here, too (Figure 1).

The general methodical approach to taxonomic diversity assessment included obtaining data that demonstrate the total species diversity of flora and fauna within certain zones - similarly with earlier studies that targeted azonal territorial units (Bocharnikov et. al., 2001).

In this study, we aimed to identify the sufficiency degree of existing protected areas, identify their distribution features, and propose quantitative criteria for their optimisation. We believed that the identification of top-priority sites and further optimisation of the whole PA network must be based on exhaustive survey of biota features and living conditions, while the factual territorial protection sufficiency degree must be assessed in relation with its biodiversity level.

The assessment of PAs territorial distribution was based on the original ecoregion zonation scheme that had been specifically adopted for biodiversity assessment purposes (Bocharnikov et. al., 2002). Sub-biome has been taken as the working level purposively because a unit of this rank is an elementary zonal ecosystem that can not be divided anymore using either zonal or sector criteria. This level, therefore, combines both typicality and uniqueness criteria which is extremely important for geographical zapovednik network creation purposes (Lavrenko et al, 1958; Benchmark…, 1973; Puzachenko, Mirotvortsev, 1976; Vtorov, Vtorova, 1983; Gunin, Radziminsky, 1990; Sokolov et al., 1997).


Current Protected Area Network — Main Features
The assessment of territorial distribution of existing zapovedniks (strict nature reserves) and zakazniks (refuges) in the Far-Eastern Ecoregional Complex (FEERC) shows that their distribution is irregular: zapovedniks trend to concentrate in the southern part, while in the central and northern parts they are either rare or absent at all (Figure 1).




Figure 1. Location and composition (by categories) of protected areas in the Far-East Ecoregion
Sub-biomes (figures in black circles): 1 - subpacific southern forest-tundra with Pinus pimula (Palas) Regel brushwood; 2 - northern eucontinental softwood taiga; 3 - northern subcontinental softwood, rarely - hardwood taiga; 4 - northern subpacific hardwood and softwood taiga; 5 - medium supercontinental partially stepped softwood taiga; 6 - medium eucontinental softwood taiga; 7 - medium subcontinental softwood, rarely - hardwood taiga; 8 - medium subpacific hardwood and softwood taiga; 9 - medium eupacific hardwood taiga; 10 - southern eucontinental partially stepped softwood taiga; 11 - southern subcontinental softwood, rarely - hardwood taiga; 12 - southern subpacific hardwood and softwood taiga; 13 - southern eupacific hardwood taiga; 14 - subcontinental partially stepped softwood subtaiga; 15 - subpacific hardwood and softwood subtaiga; 16 - eupacific hardwood subtaiga; 17 - subcontinental subnemoral stepped forests; 18 - subpacific subnemoral partially stepped forests; 19 - eupacific subnemoral forests; 20 - subpacific nemoral partially stepped forests; 21 - eupacific nemoral forests.

Protected areas (figures outside circles):
Zapovedniks:
1 - Bureinsky, 2 - Zeisky, 3 - Norsky, 4 - Bureinsky, 5 - Khingansky, 6 - Bastak, 7 - Bolshekhekhtsirsky, 8 - Komsomolsky, 9 - Bolonsky, 10 - Botchinsky, 11 - Sikhote-Alinsky, 12 - Khankaisky, 13 - Ussuriysky, 14 - Lazovsky, 15 - Kedrovaya Pad, 16 - Dalnevostochny Morskoy (Far-East Marine);

Zakazniks:
17 - Kava, 18 - Ozerny, 19 - Ulia, 20 - Lopchinsky, 21 - Urushinsky, 22 - Urkansky, 23 - Magdagachinsky, 24 - Tolbuzinsky, 25 - Bekeldeul, 26 - Verkhne-Depsky, 27 - Vana, 28 - Semenovsky, 29 - Iversky, 30 - Orlovsky, 31 - Gerbikansky, 32 - Blagoveshensky, 33 - Berezovsky, 34 - Burminsky, 35 - Tashinsky, 36 - Tom'sky, 37 - Ulminsky, 38 - Muravievsky, 39 - Amursky, 40 - Kharkovsky, 41 - Zavitinsky, 42 - Verkhne-Zavitinsky, 43 - Irkun, 44 - Zhlundinsky, 45 - Andreevsky, 46 - Khingano-Arharinsky, 47 - Ganukan, 48 - Dublikansky, 49 - Badjalsky, 50 - Oldjikansky, 51 - Kharpinsky, 52 - Udil, 53 - Orlik, 54 - Dichun, 55 - Zhuravliny, 56 - Shukhi-Poktoi, 57 - Ulzhuri, 58 - Churki, 59 - Zabelovsky, 60 -Khekhtsirsky, 61 - Bobrovy, 62 - Tumninsky, 63 - Birsky, 64 - Churensky, 65 - Verkhnebikinsky, 66 - Losiny, 67 - Taezhny, 68 - Goraly, 69 - Tikhy, 70 - Berezovy, 71 - Vasilkovsky, 72 - Chernie Skali, 73 - Poltavsky, 74 - Borisovskoe Plato, 75 - Barsovy, 76 - Manominsky Corridor, 77 - Manau, 78 - Pikhtsa, 79 - Mataisky;

Nature park: 80 - Khasansky.

The map was produced using information layers developed by IAC "TIGIS", Pacific Institute of Geography of the Far-East Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

Some taiga sub-biomes include only zapovedniks and no zakazniks, national, or nature parks (including perspective PAs), while in the others the situation is opposite. In north-taiga subpacific, south-taiga eucontinental, and south-taiga subcontinental sub-biomes, zapovedniks and zakazniks are present in relatively equal proportions.

Perhaps, the relatively low density of PAs in the taiga part of FEERC is caused by the low development degree in this area - primary landscapes still predominate here, while low population density and lack of roads provide for preservation in the future. It is necessary to keep in mind, however, that development rates can grow extremely quickly in case of big investments into the mining sector. Examples of such quick development include exploitation of Sakhalin shelves and Elgin coal deposits, Chiney mining-custom plant, and some other economic projects implemented with record pace.

PAs located in subcontinental and subpacific subnemoral and nemoral forests go to the other extreme: the PA network here consists of isolated small areas. Many such areas are 'islands of wilderness' surrounded by arable lands and secondary forests. The PA density is so small because it is really difficult to identify well-preserved sites and designate new PAs overcoming numerous administrative barriers.

Within the transbiome subpacific-pacific part of FEERC that covers shores of Okhotsk and Japan seas, the PA density is high and even very high, while the network itself (especially in the south) is well-designed and includes complex conservation frameworks. From one side, these regions are moderately developed (primary landscapes alternate secondary ones in a diffusive manner) - this allows to designate new PAs here relatively easy. From the other side, these regions attract close attention of conservation organisations.

The best situation is in 6 sub-biomes where the PA density is high and even very high (15-20% of the total sub-biome area). These are small sub-biomes of subpacific and eupacific sectors located in basins of rivers that fall directly into Okhotsk and Japan seas (Figure 2).




Figure 2. Density of the current PA network in the Russian Far East and expert proposals on its extension
Figures on the map correspond to numbers in square brackets near references in the article.

The map was produced using information layers developed by IAC "TIGIS", Pacific Institute of Geography of the Far-East Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

In the central part of FEERC, the nature ecosystem fragmentation degree is high. In some ecosystems, small isolated PAs were designated. A relatively full-scale (in some aspects even model) conservation framework consisting of 7 neighbouring protected areas exists only east of the Khabarovsk City. This PA framework can be considered as the 'core' of intact ecosystems for the most part of Western Sikhote-Alin and somewhat - for North-Western Sikhote-Alin.

Therefore, based on PA density, the Far-Eastern Ecoregion can be divided into 4 parts:

· north-taiga-middle-taiga continental-subcontinental; 

· nemoral subcontinental-subpacific; 

· south-taiga-subtaiga subcontinental-subpacific; and 

· transbiome subpacific-pacific. 

Assessment of existing PA categories shows that zakazniks predominate in the region (more than 50% of the total PA number). The equity of zapovedniks is about 30%. Perspective national and nature parks also have a relatively high equity (their total area should be up to 12% of the total PA network area). Most integral conservation frameworks are also located here; each of these frameworks has a zapovednik in the centre ('core') and a number of zakazniks and/or national parks that perform buffer functions. However, even here the borders and combination of various PA categories are still far from perfection.


Review of Scientific Proposals on Far-East PA Network Creation
The development of PA network in FEERC includes two phases:

1. beginning of the XX century - 1951; and

2. 1951 - present time.

In the 1950s - beginning of the 1960s, the then existing Far-East zapovednik system was transformed and their area reduced significantly (Zapovedniks…, 1985). Since the beginning of the 1970s, there were many changes in the PA development process. Many different proposals on regional PA network development and optimisation were made within several last decades. Issues related to conservation of vascular plants, birds, big mammals (ungulates and predators), and forests are addressed well enough.

S.D. Shlotgauer (1984 [31], 1990) has identified main focuses of rare plants in Khabarovsk Krai and Jewish Autonomous Region that are suitable for protected area designation. S.S. Kharkevich and I.V. Vishin (1985) [30] believe that Primorsky Krai, where 1723 vascular plant species (43% of the regional flora) grow in 5 zapovedniks, has specific significance for the Far-East flora biodiversity conservation.

Significant attention has been paid to the conservation of forest ecosystems. For example, on the basis of studies by V.A. Rozenberg (Rozenberg, 1986) and calculations by S.M. Krasnoperov, the territorial specificity of the state forest fund distribution by forest types has been identified; their conservation significance clarified; and the native forest preservation degree in Primorsky Krai assessed. These and other outputs of multiyear studies have been summarised in the Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Sikhote-Alin (Bogatov et al., 2000) [3].

Some interesting proposals on Far-East PA network optimisation have been made by ornithologists. Data on seabird colonies distribution and condition and population trends in the Far East are summarised in an article by A.G. Velizhanin (1978). Study by V.N. Bocharnikov and Yu.V. Shibnev [6] provides a list of 29 most important wetland sites, briefly describes their ornithological complexes, and shows their significance for migratory birds.

Both in Russian and abroad, great attention is traditionally paid to territorial protection of big predators (first of all, the Amur tiger and Far-East leopard) and ungulates (wild pig, Siberian stag, elk, axis deer, reindeer, and bighorn sheep). Experts believe that PAs designated to conserve animals listed above must be large enough and not isolated from each other. Otherwise predators' and their victims' populations become fragmented due to their large reproductive activity range (Pikunov, Korkishko, 1992; Matyushkin et al., 1996; Conservation Strategy for Amur Tiger…, 1996; Conservation Strategy for Far-East Leopard…, 1999).

Perhaps, the worst researched issue is the identification of borders in shore-marine protected areas. A.V. Zhirmunsky proposed to incorporate neighbouring sea areas into all maritime PAs (Zhirmunsky, 1982, 1987; Zhirmunsky, 1994). Some experts believe, however, that even this approach does not address maritime PAs designation problems completely (Spiridonov, Ozolinsh, 1999).

It is necessary to note that specific distribution features of various taxa have different biogeographic and ecological reasons and their biodiversity focuses, therefore, do not always coincide. This is why, all regional PA network development schemes proposed to the moment - both taxon-specific and complex - have certain taxonomic affinities (Long-term…, 1993 [11]; Urusov, 1997, 2000 [29]; Priority…, 1999 [21]; Bogatov et al., 2000, etc.). As a result, all these schemes aim to conserve less that 1% of the total biological diversity.

It is also necessary to note that the species diversity of all vertebrates (including fish) and vascular plants is only 14.0% of the global biological diversity, but if we take into account research degrees of various taxa, the equity of groups listed above reduces to 0.2%. According to Global Biodiversity Outlook (2002), insects, that normally are not taken into consideration during PA network planning, constitute at least 69.5% of the global biological diversity (up to 90% taking into account research degrees).

This is an evident contradiction because, according to the Convention on Biological Diversity (1995), Global Biodiversity Outlook (2002), and the National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy of Russia (2001), each species, being the least genetically-closed system, deserves protection. The main PA designation criterion, therefore, should be to provide long-term territorial protection for as big portion and range of the regional biological diversity as possible. We believe that the existing PA network should be revised on the basis of data available not only for vertebrates and vascular plants but also for invertebrates who, in fact, constitute the backbone of the taxonomic diversity. It is also necessary to take into consideration specific features of ecosystem, population, and coenosis diversity and general condition of the gene pool - but this should be addresses in the framework of a specific programme.

 

Principal Proposals on FEERC PA Network Optimisation
Prior to reviewing regional situations and biodiversity conservation perspectives in FEERC, it is necessary to emphasise the following: It is proven that within an ecoregional complex, the level of biological diversity and biological significance of a territorial unit (in our case - sub-biome) depend on the following main factors: latitude and longitude of the site, its size, and the presence of mountains. Therefore, from the inventory point of view, most biologically-rich zonal units in FEERC are located in southern mountain-valley parts of the region, in the Amur River catchment area, while most poor zonal units are in the northern part of the ecoregion.

Economic development affects biodiversity in a complex way: from one side, any development disturbs native ecosystems; from the other side, local ecological diversity grows. Of course, this issue requires more detailed addressing taking into consideration concrete local conditions, but our analysis of the matrix demonstrating correspondence between biodiversity level and factual conservation status showed that biodiversity conservation perspectives in the framework of the current PA network in various FEERC sub-biomes are definitely not equal (Figure 3).




Figure 3. Recommendations on PA network optimisation in the Far-East Ecoregion
The lower inset shows biodiversity ranks. The upper table shows the correspondence between biodiversity ranks and factual conservation status of the area (PAs density) at the sub-biome level.
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The map was produced using information layers developed by IAC "TIGIS", Pacific Institute of Geography of the Far-East Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

Subpacific and eucontinental north-taiga biomes where bird migration routes and colonies as well as significant mountains are located are most important for maintenance of taiga ecosystems and biophilotic complexes. These, from one side, maintain big ecological phenomena and, from the other side, ensure comfortable coexistence of common species of Eurasian taiga with East-Siberian, and Beringian species. Middle and northern Sikhote-Alin taiga biomes that combine features of taiga and subnemoral ecosystems are distinguished into a separate group.

We mean only a certain generalisation level that was possible for us. At landscape-provincial and local levels, concrete situations can differ strongly from the average situation. It is important to note that simple identification of 'hotspots' at the provincial level (Priority…, 1999) and development of conservation strategies based only on the distribution of big predators, forest formations, or Red Data Book species (Bogatov et al., 2000) is not sufficient now for assured conservation of biodiversity as a whole.

The following general conclusions can be made. Best biodiversity conservation opportunities exist in the north-western part of FEERC, in subcontinental hemiarctic ecosystems. The general biodiversity level here is low (species and taxonomic bareness in all model groups, almost complete absence of endemic spp., absence of altitude zoning), while the density of PAs is very high (25% of the total sub-biome area). Development focuses are dispersed, local conservation complexes are located among natural landscapes, anthropogenic pressure is insignificant, and PAs perform their functions successfully.

Territorial expansion could be useful for PA network optimisation in middle-taiga eupacific (currently PAs here occupy less than 15% of the total area) and nemoral eupacific sub-biomes. It is acceptable to designate federal-level traditional nature use areas in lands reserved for PA designation, for instance, in catchment areas of Samargi and Bikin rivers (Bikin…, 1997).

Within the subcontinental south-taiga sub-biome, where PAs occupy less than 15% of the total area, their area can be slightly enlarged through the designation of a buffer zone around the environmental hotspot "Nora and Selemja Interfluve" proposed in the regional review of environmental hotspots (Priority…, 1999).

The PA network in continental and transitional subcontinental-subpacific middle- and north-taiga sub-biomes and transitional subcontinental subnemoral forests is not adequate enough. For taiga ecosystems, the PA network is not adequate enough due to low and even extremely low density of PAs. For subnemoral ecosystems, the PA network is not adequate enough due to their high (for FEERC) biological status. We believe that it is necessary to designate a number of additional PAs in each region. An alternative way could be wise extension of existing PAs or combination of these two approaches. It is recommended to designate the at least two conservation complexes in eucontinental and subcontinental northern taiga on the extreme north of the Khabarovsk Krai where such areas are almost absent. Preliminary, on the basis of some factors (presence of infrastructure, ecological and landscape diversity of the sub-biomes, estimated location of major ecological corridors), it is recommended to designate both conservation complexes along the border with Yakutia: in the southern part of Sette-Daban Ridge, near winter trail Okhotsk - Ust-Maya; and in the eastern part of Suntar-Hayata Ridge, near winter trail Okhotsk - Oimyakon.

In all other south-taiga and sub-taiga sub-biomes, PA networks could be optimised without designating new PAs - it would be enough to revise the conservation status of existing PAs. Situation is similar in eucontinental south-taiga and supercontinental middle-taiga forests on the extreme north-west of Amur region where it is not necessary to extend the PA network significantly. In the extreme south-eastern part of Primorsky Krai, the situation in many ways is similar, too. The total area of PAs here is very large - almost 25% of the lands.

The situation in sub-biomes of nemoral and subnemoral subpacific forests in the western part of Primorsky Krai and middle part of Amur region is more serious. According to the biological status of this area and its importance for sustainable conservation of regional biodiversity, the total area of PAs here must be, at least, 20% (instead of current 7%). However, most lands are already developed and the figure mentioned above is unachievable. From the other side, the high economic development degree and high decline, transformation, and overuse threats to native ecosystems require to address this issue immediately.

To a certain extent, the issue should be addressed through the designation of a relatively large nature park in the northern part of Siny Ridge (Bogatov et al., 2000). The issue could also be partially addressed through the designation of a PA in the area specially reserved for this purpose (Pogranichny Ridge) (Bersenev, 1997). It is also crucial to continue the creation of an integral conservation complex near the Khanka Lake with cognominal zapovednik (i.e. Khankaisky) serving as the core (Glushenko, Shibaev, 1996). For this purpose, it was proposed to designate a nature park with seasonal regime on the western shore of the lake (Urusov, 2000) and extend buffer zones on the eastern shore (Priority…, 1999).

We would like to emphasise that our conclusions do not neglect the necessity to make more detailed rationales, including rationales for revising PA borders and status. Furthermore, to provide cores for conservation complexes, it is strongly recommended to raise status of certain zakazniks and designate them zapovedniks or national parks, especially in sub-biomes lacking such PAs to the moment.


Conclusion
In the Russian Far East, the adequacy of the PA network in continental and transitional subcontinental-subpacific middle- and north-taiga sub-biomes located in northern parts of Amur region and Khabarovsk Krai, where currently PAs are either lacking or their area is too small, is doubtful.

Biodiversity conservation perspectives are also uncertain in transitional subcontinental subnemoral forest of the south-eastern part of Amur region where the PA density is definitely insufficient. The biodiversity conservation situation in sub-biomes of subnemoral and nemoral subpacific forests in the western part of Primorsky Krai and middle part of Amur region, where the PA density must be increased significantly, is even more serious.

The PA density is adequate in most transitional subcontinental-subpacific south-taiga and sub-taiga sub-biomes in the south of Amur region, Khabarovsk Krai, and Primorsky Krai and in eupacific nemoral forests of the Peter the Great Bay in the southern part of Primorsky Krai. Biodiversity conservation perspectives are most optimistic in the extreme north of the region, in subcontinental hemiarctic ecosystems. The situation is safe enough in all other sub-biomes located along shores of Okhotsk and Japan seas.
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� Note: data on zapovednik framework funding in previous years are available in the Bulletin “Zapovedniks and National Parks” (#31/2000, #34/2001, and #39/2002)


� Note: Data on national park framework funding in previous years are available in the Bulletin “Zapovedniks and National Parks” (#31/2000, #34/2001, and #39/2002).
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