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«CURRENT EVENTS»
NATIONAL PARK DIRECTORS MEET 
AT ALL-RUSSIAN WORKSHOP
On March 20-23, 2001, national park directors met at an all-Russian workshop devoted to the Achievements of and Prospects for Russian National Parks Today. The workshop, organized by the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources’ (MNR) Department for Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety and the Kuronian Spit National Park within the framework of the GEF Project Biodiversity Conservation in Russia, was held in Lesnoy, a settlement in the Kaliningrad region. 

The workshop’s 76 participants included 34 national park directors from Russia, also the directors of Belovezhskaya Pushcha and Bratislavskie Lakes national parks (Belarus), Kurshu Neria (Lithuania) and Rishinsky Relict National Park (Republic of Abkhazia), Kaliningrad Regional Committee of Natural Resources, and the North-West Regional Department of Natural Resources; section heads and experts from the MNR Department for Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety; managers and specialists from the GEF Project Biodiversity Conservation in Russia; representatives from the WWF Russian Office, the Biodiversity Conservation Center, the Zapovedniki Eco-Training Center, and the Dersu Uzala Ecotourism Development Fund; members of other conservation and research organizations; and journalists.

The workshop arrived at the following Resolution:
RESOLUTION
National Park Directors’ All-Russian Workshop
Achievements of and Prospects for Russian National Parks Today

The workshop’s participant agreed:
1. To propose that the MNR Department for Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety:

1.1. Investigate ways to improve the salary-and-wage system for  national parks. Specifically:

· include national parks in the system of attached-to-the-position salaries and qualification charges confirmed by the Ministry of Labor for state nature reserves; 

· draft and send proposals to the appropriate governmental bodies to cardinally reassess the salary-and-wage system for national park inspectors (including chief state inspectors and their deputies) and to withdraw them from the Uniform Schedule of Charges;

· provide recommendations as to how to unify the national park structure and put together staff schedules. 

1.2. Work to increase investment in national parks and to attract outside funds from foreign donors. 

1.3. Draft normative and methodological documents regulating activities affecting the protection and use of natural resources and cultural heritage sites (e.g. forestry, inspection and monitoring, eco-education, tourism, research, etc.). 

1.4. Draft one interdepartmental agreement with the Ministry of Culture on collaboration in the sphere of protection, restoration and the use of historical and cultural heritage sites located in national parks; and another interdepartmental agreement with the Ministry of Education on cooperation in the sphere of environmental education and training on the basis of protected natural areas.

1.5. Solve the problem of airborne national forest protection in 2001.

1.6. Study the possibility of organizing a coordination center for eco-tourism in national parks and nature reserves. 

1.7. Hold a tutorial workshop with Vodlozersky National Park on how to organize tourism in national parks.

1.8. Introduce a unified service certificate form for NP personnel.

1.9. Promote vocational training of NP personnel with courses and workshops. 

1.10. Study the possibility of using compatible GIS (geo-information systems) software for national parks.

1.11. Start developing a unified brand style for national parks and nature reserves (symbols, chevrons, badges, booklets, information boards, etc). 

1.12. Investigate the possibility of simplifying the certification system for tourist services offered by national parks.

1.13. Seek UNESCO's biosphere status for a number of Russian national parks.

1.14. Ensure the development and formal endorsement of Recommendations on how to organize research work in national parks as well as Methods Guidelines on research and ecological monitoring in national parks.

1.15. Publicize the experience of several parks in solving certain bylaw and operational problems.

1.16. Generalize the experience of national parks concerning entrance fee collection so as to develop common legal approaches. 

1.17. Study the possibility of using laboratory facilities in regional MNR departments for analyses of water, soil and biota samples within the framework of the NP survey and ecological monitoring. 

1.18. Study the possibility of publishing the workshop materials.  

1.19. Hold an all-Russian workshop in March 2002 for directors of state nature reserves and national parks to discuss environmental education and public awareness issues.

1.20. Encourage publication of methods materials on eco-tourism development with non-governmental organizations.

1.21. Promote visits by top managers and specialists to foreign and Russian national parks and nature reserves to study nature protection, environmental education, tourism and recreation.

2. To recommend that Russian National Parks:

2.1. Coordinate drafts of the Statement on the use of park lands without excluding their economic use; and work with land services to impose restrictions related to the national park regime. 

2.2. Speed up the legal implementation of relevant state acts on the right of land use. 

2.3. Require national parks that conduct hunting activities to obtain long-term licenses from those regional departments responsible for protection, control and the regulation of game use. 

2.4. Hold more workshops on methods in association with nature reserves and national parks, especially for inspectors.  

2.5. Form operational groups to act as regular protection service units in all national parks; pay particular attention to the technical equipment and material encouragement of these groups. 

2.6. Generalize the participation of national parks and national park specialists in the work of State Ecological Inspection. 

2.7. Suspend economic activities detrimental to the environment; eliminate environmental delinquencies; penalize violators; claim damages resulting from violations of regulations for nature use (protected water areas, animal protection requirements, agricultural burnings, construction and natural resources extraction).

2.8. Survey historical and cultural objects located in national parks and ensure that they have the proper status.

2.9. Improve interaction and cooperation with regional MNR departments in the field of protection, including control, inspection, and environmental education.

2.10. Develop environmental education, especially programs for schoolchildren.

2.11. Increase the number of national park protection service personnel through environmental education.

2.12. Inform governmental and regional authorities and municipalities of the results of the work done by national parks, of the parks’ future opportunities and prospects.

2.13. Generalize habitat enhancement measures to protect rare and endangered species and restore populations.

2.14. Implement special programs and measures to significantly increase animal and bird populations in the parks for purposes of showing them to visitors in their natural habitat.

3. To consider it necessary to:

3.1. Improve the draft document of the Management Strategy for Russian National Parks in association with NP directors. 

3.2. Improve collaboration between national parks and state nature reserves in Russia and Belarus. Specialists from national parks and nature reserves in Belarus should participate in Russia-based conferences, workshops, meetings and other conservation, research and eco-educational events. 

3.3. Improve collaboration between the Kuronian Spit National Park and Lithuania’s Kurshu Neria National Park to protect the natural and cultural heritage of the Kuronian Spit.

3.4. Approve the initiative of the Biodiversity Conservation Center to develop a system of vocational training for national park staff and help the BCC implement this initiative.

3.5. Support the development of the Friends of Protection Islands Movement initiated by Zapovedniki EcoCenter.

3.6. Support the efforts of the Dersu Uzala Fund to develop eco-tourism in protected natural areas. 

3.7. Express sincere gratitude to the Kuronian Spit National Park personnel for an excellently organized workshop.

SUMMARY OF THE SUSTAINABLE LIVELIHOODS PROJECT
(BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION CENTER) 

The Biodiversity Conservation Center (BCC), within the framework of the Management Strategy for Russian National Parks project (implemented under the auspices of the DFID – British-Russian Development Programme), has developed conceptual bases for the Sustainable Livelihoods of People Involved in Russia’s National Parks. This document has been published twice. The project is currently being implemented in a number of model areas.

The Sustainable Livelihoods (SL) Concept is based on the Seville Strategy and Agenda XXI and has been adapted for Russia.

A number of documents are planned for 2002: they will be based on practical experience of the SL mechanism in Russia and distributed to all protected areas and rural authorities. 

Model areas for SL mechanism development include 2 nature reserves: Katunsky (Altai Republic) and Central-Forest (Tver Oblast) and 2 national parks – Ugra (Kaluga Oblast) and Smolenskoe Poozerie (Smolensk Oblast). Both national parks plan to apply for Biosphere Reserve Status (the Ministry of Natural Resources supports this).

The Biodiversity Conservation Center has already developed management plans for Katunsky and Central-Forest nature reserves. Management plans for Ugra and Smolenskoe Poozerie national parks will be completed by the end of the year. The main objective of these management plans is to improve the management of protected areas by integrating these areas into the regional socio-economic context. In fact, these management plans are Biosphere Reserve designation programmes for Ugra and Smolenskoe Poozerie national parks. The Ministry of Natural Resources will co-ordinate the development plans of all stakeholders for the next 5-7 years.

SL programmes are practical mechanisms for biosphere concept implementation. All institutional programmes are implemented by steering bodies. These steering bodies include representatives of the protected area, local authorities, business, and NGOs.

The following SL programmes are being developed in model areas:

· micro-credit programmes for local communities (on the basis of open tenders of local business ideas); 

· 2-level training programmes, including practical assistance in business plan development for participants of micro-credit programmes; 

· private sector involvement in tourism development in national parks through rent tenders and auctions on areas, objects, and tourism routes; 

· community involvement in visitor service in national parks (visitor accommodation in private guest houses); 

· local handicraft revival programmes; 

· fishery tourism development programme; 

· use of the Katunsky Nature Reserve Logo to Promote Organic Production in Planned Collaboration Area (buffer zone).

Twenty micro-credits and 2 grants have been provided within the framework of 4 micro-credit programmes. In addition, 7 applications for micro-credits will be funded in the near future. The main micro-credit areas identified through open tenders include organic agriculture, sustainable tourism, and small service-related businesses.

In all, 42 SL projects are already under way:

· 5 institutional projects; 

· 10 support projects; 

· 5 enabling projects; 

· 22 micro-projects proposed by local people.

A BCC questionnaire for participants in SL projects has revealed the high effectiveness of SL programmes in establishing constructive relations between protected areas and local communities. Protected area managers and local authorities agree. SL programmes often produce better results than traditional environmental education programmes.
Sergei Tarasov,
BCC Senior Specialist
«DECISION-MAKING ISSUES»

NEW LEGAL ACTS

Statement of the Russian Government
March 5, 2001 No. 165
INTERNATIONAL AND FOREIGN ORGANIZATIONS WHOSE GRANTS TO SUPPORT RUSSIAN SCIENCE, EDUCATION, CULTURE AND THE ARTS ARE TAX-EXEMPT
In accordance with Paragraph 6 of Article 217 of the Russian Taxation Code and Article 1 of the Federal Act On the Implementation of Part II of the Russian Taxation Code and the Amendments in Some Russian Federal Acts on Taxation, the Russian Government confirms that grants (charitable aid) from the following international and foreign organizations to support science, education, culture and the arts in Russia are tax-exempt.

Prime Minister of the Russian Government,
Mikhail Kasyanov
International and foreign organizations whose grants to support science, education, culture and the arts in Russia are tax-exempt.

1. United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO).

2. United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO).

3. European Business Club in Russia.

4. European Communities Commission.

5. The International Association for the Promotion of Cooperation with Scientists from the Commonwealth of Independent States.

6. Evrimege Fund of the Council of Europe.

7. European Federation of Biochemical Societies.

8. Baltic Sea States Council.

9. The Nordic Council of Ministers.

10. International Center for Scientific and Technical Information.

11. International Technology and Investment Fund.

12. Joint Institute for Nuclear Research.

13. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

14. European Organization for Nuclear Research, CERN.

15. NATO Scientific Affairs Division.
16. Von Karman Insitute, Belgium.

17. London Royal Society, Great Britain.

18. The British Council, Great Britain.

19. Welcome Trust, Great Britain .

21. Charitable Trust, Great Britain.

22. German National Research Center (German Electron Synchrotron).

23. DFG German Research Society.

24. The Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, Germany.

25. Yuelich Research Center, Germany.

26. Max Planck Society for the Development of Science, Germany.

27. Haldor Topse, Denmark.

28. The National Research Council (CNR), Italy.

29. Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada.

30. National Natural Science Foundation of China.

31. Open Society Institute Fund for Advancement, Liechtenstein.

32. The University of Oslo Medical Research Center, Norway.

33. Netherlands' Organization for Fundamental Scientific Research.

34. TNO Ŭ Physics and Electronics Laboratory.

35. John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, USA.

36. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, USA.

37. The U.S. Civilian Research and Development Foundation (CRDF), USA.

38. American Science Associations Council, USA.

39. National Science Foundation, USA.

40. National Humanities Center, USA.

41. American Council of Teachers of Russian (ACTR), USA.

42. World Wildlife Fund (WWF), USA.

43. Project Harmony Inc., USA.

44. National Academy of Sciences, USA.

45. Howard Hughes Medical Institute (HHMI), USA.

46. New York Institute of Health, USA..

47. American Friends of Russian Economic School Corporation, USA.

48. International Research and Exchange Board (IREX), USA.

49. Bio-Information Research Institute, USA.

50. Washington State University, USA.

51. Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies, USA.

52. The Initiative for Social Action and Renewal in Eurasia, USA.

53. Russian Technological Initiative, USA.

54. National Air & Space Agency (NASA), USA.

55. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, USA.

56. National Renewal Energy Laboratory, USA.

57. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), USA.

58. Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), USA.

59. National Institute of Standards Technology, USA.

60. Sandia National Laboratories, USA.

61. U.S. Department of Energy.

62. France's Academy of Sciences.

63. National Center for Scientific Research, France.

64. World Wildlife Fund, Switzerland.

65. The World Conservation Union, Switzerland.

66. Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn Russian Fund, Switzerland.

67. Swiss Foundation for Radio-Chemistry Research.

68. Chalmers University of Technology, Sweden.

69. The Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences.

Resolution of the Russian Government 
March 22, 2001,S #11

ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF A SYSTEM OF PROTECTED NATURAL AREAS IN RUSSIA
The issue of developing a system of protected natural areas in Russia was considered at a meeting of the Russian Government on March 22, 2001. The meeting's protocol statement includes the following resolution:

1. To agree to the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources’ proposal on new directions for the development of a system of protected natural areas in Russia for 2001—2010. 

The Ministry of Natural Resources (B. A. Yatskevich), in accordance with the stated directions and in association with all concerned executive authorities, is to:

· Put forward motions (as established by law) to amend the list of protected natural areas of federal significance approved by the Russian Government on 23 April 1994, # 572-р;

· Facilitate logistics in state nature reserves and national parks; improve the system of salaries and bonuses for nature reserve and national park personnel; and make better use of nature reserves and national parks for environmental education and tourism;

· Present proposals for the improvement of the federal management system of protected natural areas of federal significance. 

2. The Ministry of Natural Resources (B. A. Yatskevich) and the Russian Ministry of Defense (I. D. Sergeev) in association with concerned executive authorities should consider establishing protected natural areas on territories previously used for the defense purposes.

3. Regional executive authorities should create new nature parks and other protected areas of regional significance.

Prime Minister of the Russian Government,
Mikhail Kasyanov

STATE NATURE RESERVE FINANCING IN 2000: SUMMARY

According to the records of state nature reserves under the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), the total budget in 2000 for the entire system of reserves amounted to 265,223,000 rubles (versus 169,149,000 rubles in 1999) and came from various sources (see Table 1).

Table 1. Sources of financing for MNR state nature reserves in 1999 and 2000.
Sources
of financing
2000 
1999 
Change 
in share of financing source
Growth 
of financing source,
%


Total, thousand rubles
Share 
of source, %
Total, thousand rubles
Share
of source, %



Federal budget, including State Ecology Fund  
130, 281
49.1
88,729
52.4
– 3.3
+ 47

Regional & local budgets; non- budgetary funds
40,036
15.1
22,262
13.2
+ 1.9
+ 80

Reserve earnings
21,004
8.0
19,509
11.5
– 3.5
+ 8

Foreign grants
66,120
24.9
33,952
20.1
+ 4.8
+ 95

Russian grants  
7,782
2.9
4,697
2.8
+ 0,1
+ 66

TOTAL
265 223
100
169 149
100
0
+ 57

Monies from the federal budget, including the state Ecology Fund, totalled 130,281,000 rubles and accounted for 49.1% of the reserves’ combined budget (versus 88,729,000 rubles, or 52.4%, in 1999).

A total of 40,036,000 rubles (15,1%) was allocated to reserves from regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds (versus 22,262,000 rubles, or 13,2%, in 1999).

The reserves’ own earnings amounted to 20,004,000 rubles (8,0% of the annual budget), as opposed to 19,509,000 rubles, or 11,5%, in 1999. For the structure of the reserves’ earnings, see Table 2. 

Table 2. Structure of state nature reserves’ own earnings in 2000.
Item of income
Sum

Revenues from visitor services
5,688,000

Revenues from exploitation permissible in reserves and their buffer zones
2,337,000

Collected fines, claims, realization of property forfeited to the State
2,960,000

Contractual research work (not paid for out of the federal budget)
5,643,000

Other activities
4,376,000

TOTAL 
21,004,000

In 2000 Russian state nature reserves received a total of 66,120,000 rubles in foreign grants, or 24,9% of the overall budget (versus 33,952,000 rubles, or 20,1%, in 1999). The main grants came from the Global Environmental Facility (65% of all the grants), the U.S. Agency for International Development (12%), and the World Wildlife Fund (9,5%).

Grants received from Russian sponsors amounted to 7,782,000 rubles, or 2,9% of the total budget (versus 4,697,000 rubles, or 2,8%, in 1999). The involvement of various types of sponsors is outlined in Table 3.

Table 3. Russian sponsors’ involvement in financing state nature reserves in 2000.
Organization
Sum

Industrial organizations
4,810,900

Banks
483,800

Transport enterprises
34,800

Firms
32,600

Other commercial structures
822,300

Non-profit organizations
1,304,200

Individuals
293,000

TOTAL
7,781,600

There is no “typical” nature reserve in Russia since each reserve has its own profile and specifics. The indices given here are simply to satisfy our statistical curiosity.

In 2000, the average annual budget of a reserve was around 2,949,000 rubles (versus 1,900,000 rubles in 1999). The reserves with the largest and smallest budgets in 2000 (excluding new reserves whose financing started after early 1999) are given in Table 4. 

Table 4. Reserves with largest and smallest budgets in 2000.
Reserves with largest budgets
Reserves with smallest budgets

Name
Budget, thousand roubles
Share 
of federal funds,
%
Name
Budget, thousand roubles
Share 
of federal funds, 
%

Kavkazsky
12,094
34
Rdeisky
725
70

Sikhote-Alinsky  
10,610
33
Belogorye 
737
69

Tevberdinsky
8,399
43
Polistovsky
799
81

Voronezhsky  
7,077
44
Basegi
872
78

Laplandsky
6,962
34
Dzhugdzhurgsky
880
91

Yugansky
6,394
26
Denezh. Kamen'
890
51

Malaya Sos'va
6,185
30
Kaluzh. Zaseki
948
58

Baikalsky
5,776
35
Prisursky
961
51

Kronotsky
5,661
35
Poronaisky
1,072
78

Sayano-Sushen. 
5,655
33
Dzherginsky
1,125
91

Of the 90 reserves that functioned throughout 2000, 54 had budgets below average.

Eighty-eight reserves (versus 83 in 1999) got money from the budgets and non-budgetary funds of federal bodies and municipal funds. The reserves with the most income from these sources are shown in Table 5. The regions that assisted their local nature reserves the most and least are shown in Table 6.

Table 5. Reserves with the most income from regional and local budgets
and non-budgetary funds in 2000.
Reserve
Financing, 
in rubles
Share of the budget, 
%

Yugansky
4,641,000
73

Malaya Sos'va
4,246,000
69

Verhne-Tazovsky
1,869,000
53

Putoransky
1,836,000
61

Voronezhsky
1,791,000
25

Pasvik
1,542,000
41

Volzhsko-Kamsky
1,327,000
51

Bogdinsko-Baskunchaksky
1,207,000
89

Nenetsky
1,150,000
46

Astrakhansky
1,000,000
19

Table 6. Regions that provided the most and least financial support to MNR state reserves 
from regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds.
Regions that provided the most support
Regions that provided the least 

Region
Sum, thous. rubles
Share of total budget region’s reserves, 
%
Region
Sum, thous. rubles

Khanty-Mansi Aut. Okrug
8,887
71
Republic of Adygei 
0

Krasnoyarsk Territory
2,752
n/d
Republic of Mariy-El
0

Murmansk Region.
2,553
n/d
Pskov Region
0

Voronezh Region
2,370
24
Chukot Aut. Okrug
0

Astrakhan Region
2,207
33
Republic of Kalmykia
6

Yamalo-Nenets Aut. Okrug
1,869
n/d
Koryak Aut. Okrug
10

Republic of Tatarstan
1,327
51
Republic of Dagestan
59

Khabarovsk Territory
1,299
n/d
Rep. Sakha- Yakutia
75

Nenets Autonomous Area
1,150
46
Republic of Tuva
86

Irkutsk Region
1,100
n/d
Jewish Aut. Okrug
88

In 2000, 85 reserves (versus 84 in 1999) earned income independently. The reserves that earned the most are listed in Table 7.

Table 7. Reserves that earned the most independently in 2000.
Reserves
Earnings
Budget share, 
%

Kronotsky
3,417,000
60

Laplandsky
2,631,000
38

Astrakhansky
1,950,000
37

Kavkazsky
1,248,000
10

Chernye Zemli
1,229,000
60

Sayano-Shushensky
712,000
13

Kurilsky
627,000
13

Ostrov Vrangelya
609,000
18

Stolby
607,000
25

Yuzhno-Uralsky
558,000
17

In 2000, 74 reserves received foreign grants (versus 63 in 1999). The reserves with the highest income from foreign grants are listed in Table 8.

Table 8. Reserves that received the most support from foreign grants in 2000.
Reserves
Foreign grant money
rubles
Budget share, 
%

Sikhote-Alinsky
7,012,000
66

Kavkazsky
4,741,000
39

Teberdinsky
3,735,000
44

Baikalsky
3,389,000
59

Sayano-Shushensky
2,897,000
52

Nizhnesvirsky
2,844,000
77

Lazovsky
2,607,000
53

Khingansky 
2,476,000
62

Bolshaya Kokshaga
2,308,000
67

Voroninsky
2,297,000
68

In 2000, 56 reserves received financial support from Russian sponsors (versus 49 in 1999). 
See Table 9.
Table 9. Reserves that received the most support from Russian sponsors in 2000.
Reserves
Russian grant money,
rubles
Budget share, 
%

Laplandsky
1,224,000 
18

Kavkazsky
1,101,000
9

Pechoro-Ilychsky
862,000
19

Vitimsky
684,000
23

Oksksy
491,000
12

Astrakhansky
341,000
6

Putoransky
301,000
10

Darvinsky
295,000
8

Khopersky
219
9

Kuzhnetsky Alatau
203
20

The total budget of state nature reserves in 2000 was considerably larger than in 1999 thanks to various sources of financing (see Table 1), including:

· the federal budget (49.1%),

· regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds (15.1%),

· reserves’ own earnings (8%), 

· foreign grants (24.9%),

· Russian sponsors (2.9%).

Changes that occurred in the proportion of various sources of financing in the total budget of state nature reserves are also given in Table 1.

V. B. Stepanitsky,
Deputy Head 
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
Russian Ministry of Natural Resources

NATIONAL PARKS FINANCING IN 2000: SUMMARY
The Russian national parks budget for 2000 (excluding Losiny Ostrov) came to 175,000,000 rubles. The structure of the sources of financing is shown in Table 1.

[Because Losiny Ostrov was under the Moscow government in 2000, it was financed by the city budget (34,676, 000 rubles); the park’s own earnings came to 792,000 rubles.]

Table 1. Sources of financing for Russian national parks in 2000.
Sources of Financing 
Sum, 
in rubles 
Budget Share, 
%

Federal budget
72,000,000 
41 

Regional and local budgets
and non-budgetary funds
18,000,000 
10 

National parks’ own earnings
73,000,000 
41 

Foreign grants 
13,000,000 
7 

Russian sponsors
1,000,000 
1 

TOTAL 
177,000,000 
100 

Federal budget funds comprised 72,000,000 rubles (41% of the national parks’ annual budget). A total of 18,000,000 rubles (10%) was allocated to national parks from regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds. The national parks' own earnings totalled 73,000,000 rubles (41%); 46,6% of those earnings came from woodcutting and the sale of timber and wood products. The national parks’ earnings are itemized in Table 2.

Table 2. National parks earnings in 2000.
Item of Income 
Sum, 
in rubles 

Visitor services and related activities
19,800,000 

Rent for land sections
5,700,000 

Woodcuttings, sale of timber and wood products 
34,000,000 

Other legal activities using park land and resources 
5,900,000 

Penalties and fines, sale of confiscated items
2,600,000 

Other activities
5,000,000 

TOTAL 
73,000,000 

In 2000, Russia’s national parks received 12,800,000 rubles in foreign grants (nearly 7% of the parks’ annual budget), mainly from the Global Environmental Facility (65% of all the grants) and the TACIS program (11%). Approximately 1,000,000 rubles (0,6% of the total NP budget) came from Russian sponsors.

The average annual budget for a Russian national park in 2000 was 5,157,000 rubles. The national parks with the largest and the smallest budgets are listed in Table 3.

Table 3. National parks with the largest and smallest budgets in 2000. 

NPs with the Largest Budgets 


NPs with the Smallest Budgets 



Name 
Budget,
in rubles 
Federal funds share,
%
Name 
Budget,
in rubles 
Federal funds share, 
% 

Losiny Ostrov
35,468,000 
0 
Prielbrusye
993,000 
81 

Sochinsky
18,223,000 
22 
Alania
1,235,000 
48 

Kurshskaya Kosa
12,688,000 
5 
Shorsky
1,400,000 
68 

Samarskaya Luka
11,366,000 
38 
Chavash Varmane
1,802,000 
73 

Orlov. Polesye
10,004,000 
77 
Taganai
1,847,000 
70 

Kenozersky
9,151,000 
40 
Bashkiria
1,876,000 
55 

Vodlozersky
8,644,000 
39 
Alkhanai
1,913,000 
51 

Pribaikalsky
8,496,000 
57 
Zyuratkul
1,939,000 
57 

Sebezhsky
8,336,000 
40 
Smolny
2,010,000 
60 

Valdaisky
7,216,000 
61 
Nechkinsky
2,216,000 
77 

Of the 35 national parks that functioned throughout 2000, 21 had budgets below average.
Most national parks received money from regional and municipal budgets and non-budgetary funds. The regions that provided most and least support to national parks are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. Regions that provided the most and least support to Russian national parks in 2000
(not counting the city of Moscow).
Regions that Provided the Most Support 

Regions that Provided 
the Least Support 


Region 
Sum, 
in rubles 
Region
Sum, in rubles

Smolensk Region
4,085,000
Chuvash Republic
0

Republic of Tatarstan
1,994,000
Pskov Region
0

Republic of Karelia
1,778,000
Ryazan Region
1,000

Samara Region
1,342,000
Republic of Mariy-El
5,000

Irkutsk Region
925,000
Novgorod Region
30,000

Yaroslavl Region
787,000
Kabardino-Balkaria Rep.
38,000

Orel Region
781,000



Komi Republic
734,000



Sverdlovsk Region
722,000



Krasnodarsk Territory
565,000



All national parks, except for Alkhanai, earned money independently in 2000. The national parks that earned the most are listed in Table 5.

Table 5. National parks with highest independent earnings for 2000. 

National Park 
Earnings, 
in rubles 
Budget share, 
% 

Sochinsky
13,589,000 
75 

Kurshskaya Kosa
10,972,000 
85 

Samarskaya Luka
5,675,000 
50 

Vodlozersky
4,522,000 
52 

Sebezhsky
4,382,000 
53 

Mariy Chodra
4,080,000 
72 

Meschera
3,081,000 
51 

Pribaikalsky
2,750,000 
32 

Khvalynsky
2,306,000 
59 

Nizhnyaya Kama
2,257,000 
53 

Twenty national parks received foreign grants in 2000. The national parks with the largest foreign grants are listed in Table 6.

Table 6. National parks that received the most in foreign grants in 2000.
National Park 
Foreign grants, 
in rubles 
Budget share,
% 

Kenozersky
3,637,000 
39 

Ugra
1,978,000 
40 

Paanayarvy
1,360,000 
23 

Plescheevo Ozero
1,343,000 
32 

Zabaikalsky
1,336,000 
44 

Shushensky Bor
1,210,000 
30 

Kurshskaya Kosa
810,000 
6 

In order to improve the financing of Russia’s national parks, we must:

Increase the federal budget’s contribution to national parks. Though this won’t be easy to do, it certainly isn’t impossible. During the adoption of the federal budget for 2001, the original funds allocated for state nature reserves were increased by 30%, while the funds allocated for national parks remained unchanged. Significantly increase capital investments. This will be possible within the framework of a new support program for nature reserves and national parks now being developed as part of the federal project Russia’s Ecology and Natural Resources. Allocate federal financing to support scientific research in national parks (the monies should go to the parks themselves, not the research institutes involved). Initiate special projects to attract foreign investment. Restructure the national parks’ economic activities so that their own earnings derive mainly from tourism and recreational services rather than cuttings. The cuttings problem cannot be solved simply with directives from above. We will have to feel our way. The current situation – with half the parks’ own earnings coming from cuttings – may be the result of forest scheduling projects and good intentions. However, it devalues the very concept of national parks and therefore can no longer be tolerated. 

V. B. Stepanitsky,
Deputy Head 
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
Russian Ministry of Natural Resources

«CONSERVATION IN THE PROTECTED AREAS»

SECURITY AT STATE NATURE RESEVES IN 2000
A Letter from the Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
(Ministry of Natural Resources) to the directors of state nature reserves
In 2000 security services existed at 99 state nature reserves and employed a total of 1,843 persons.

According to the reserve directors’ reports, 62 reserves (versus 61 in 1998) had specially created operative groups within their security services.

State nature reserve security services filed 6,057 reports (versus 5,088 in 1999) of various violations, including 234 instances of illegal chopping (versus 259 in 1999); 65 of illegal haymaking and cattle grazing (versus 63 in 1999); 605 of illegal hunting (versus 536); 1,425 of illegal fishing (versus 1,170); 1,264 of illegal collecting of wild plants (versus 1,213); 53 of illegal squatting and construction (versus 51); 1,880 of trespassing on foot or in a car (versus 1,485); 34 of environmental pollution (versus 91); 220 of causing fire hazards (versus 183). Officially, 83 hoofed animals (versus 98 in 1999) and 3 large predators — 1 brown bear and 2 polar bears – were confiscated from poachers.

In 2000, violators paid a total of 1,475,900 rubles in fines (versus 717,600 rubles in 1999) and 1,839,400 rubles in damages (versus 1,641,100 rubles in 1999). The most considerable sums (fines and damages) were collected from offenders in the following reserves: Chernye Zemli (802,200 rubles.), Laplandsky (608,500), Kurilsky (459,000), Dalnevostochny Morskoy (279,000), Stolby (191,600), Lazovsky (63,000), Malaya Sos'va (58,700), Kavkazsky (53,100), Astrakhansky (51,800), Kuznetsky Alatau (50,300), Ussuriysky (38,700), Baikalsky (38,000), Voronezhsky (35,500), Khankaisky (28,400), and Severo-Osetinsky (27,200). Thus, the combined share of these 15 reserves (15 % of all Russian reserves) amounted to 84% of all the fines and damages collected in 2000.

In 96 cases (versus 75 in 1999), offenders were tried in criminal court. Thirty-seven persons were found guilty of environmental crimes (versus 27 in 1999) and sentenced. These suits were brought against persons apprehended by the security services of Lazovsky (8 persons), Astrakhansky (7), Baikalskyо (6), Kavkazsky and Sokhondinsky (5 each), Stolby (3), Visimsky, Kerzhensky and Chernye Zemli (1each).

In 38 reserves (the same number as in 1999) the apprehension of offenders was accompanied by the confiscation of 92 rifles  (versus 57 in 1999) and 213 smoothbore weapons (versus 222 in 1999). See Table 1.

Table 1. Firearms confiscated in state nature reserves in 2000.
Reserve
Confiscated rifles
Confiscated smoothbore weapons
Total


2000
1999
2000
1999
2000

Kavkazsky
18
5
9
12
27

Lazovsky
17
14
17
15
34

Stolby
9
4
3
5
12

Daursky
8
2
27
49
35

Ubsunur.Kotlovina
8
1
2
0
10

Bolshehehtsirsky
7
1
12
5
19

Bolon'sky
5
1
9
9
14

Kuznetsky Alatau
4
3
3
3
7

Altaisky
3
0
3
3
6

Malaya Sos'va
3
4
13
12
16

Sikhote-Alinsky
3
5
4
3
7

Sokhondinsky
2
4
4
6
6

Visimsky
2
2
4
11
6

Khingansky
2
4
8
18
10

Voroninsky
1
0
2
2
3

Khankaisky
0
0
36
19
36

Chernye Zemli
0
0
12
0
12

Severo-Osetinsky
0
0
9
12
9

Katunsky
0
0
4
0
4

Tsentral-Cherno.
0
0
4
3
4

Baikalsky
0
0
3
1
3

Voronezhsky
0
0
3
9
3

KabardinoBalkar.
0
0
3
0
3

Kedrovaya Pad'
0
0
3
0
3

Privolzh. Leso 
0
0
2
0
2

Prisursky
0
0
2
2
2

Bastak
0
2
1
1
1

Belogorye
0
0
1
0
1

Verkhne-Tazovsky
0
0
1
0
1

Zeisky
0
0
1
0
1

Kerzhensky
0
0
1
0
1

Komslomolsky
0
1
1
0
1

Nizhnesvirsky
0
0
1
1
1

Norsky
0
0
1
0
1

Poronaisy
0
0
1
0
1

Teberdinsky
0
1
1
1
1

Tungussky
0
0
1
1
1

Yuzhno-Uralsky
0
0
1
0
1

TOTAL:
92
52
213
204
305

Thus, 234 (77%) of 305 confiscated firearms were confiscated by the security services of 12 (out of 99) reserves: Khankaisky, Daursky, Lazovsky, Kavkazsky, Bolshehehtsirsky, Malaya Sos'va, Bolon'sky, Stolby, Chernye Zemli, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Khingansky, and Severo-Osetinsky.

During 2000, moreover, inspectors confiscated 1,822 fishing-nets, drags and sweep nets (versus 1,180 in 1999); 278 trap and bow nets (versus 185); 1,540 traps, chokers and the like (versus 2,262).

Of the 13 reserves that include water areas, the following ones made the greatest progress in water area protection in 2000: Kurilsky and Dalnevostochni Morskoy.

Reports of environmental pollution, squatting and illegal construction were filed by the security services of only 18 reserves (versus 17 in 1999): Basegi, Bolshoi Arktichesky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Voronezhsky, Darvinsky, Daursky, Denezhkin Kamen', Zhigulevsky, Kavkazsky, Kivach, Kurilsky, Olekminsky, Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe, Stolby, Teberdinsky, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Chernye Zemli, Yuzhno-Uralsky. This suggests that in the other 71 reserves, the eco-systems (at least within buffer zones) are not being properly protected from trespassers.

Moreover, the security services of Vitimsky, Gydansky, Ostrov Vrangelya, Tigireksky reported only a few minor offences in 2000 while Botchinsky, Bureinsky, Djugdjursky, Pasvik, Tungussky, Yugansky reported none at all.

In a number of reserves, most or all of the offences reported went unsolved (i.e. the offenders were never caught). In Barguzinsky reserve, 6 out of 9 reported offences were unsolved, in Tsentralnosibirsky — 4 out of 5, in Olekminsky — 3 out of 4, in Orenburgsky — 2 out of 3, in Komandorsky — 19 out of 24, in Nurgush — 15 out of 18, and in Basegi — 8 out of 10.

The security services of Kronotsky and Tsentralnosibirsky reserves did not file a single trespassing report with regard to its subordinate state refuges.

A number of reserves have been lax about prosecuting offenders. This allows offenders to act with impunity while discrediting the security services. In Azas, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Orenburgsky, Pechero-Ilychsky, offenders were let off without a fine. The fines collected in Bastak from 26 offenders amounted to a mere 168 rubles total ($5.50), while in Tsentralnosibirsky reserve, the fines collected from 9 detained offenders came to 47 rubles total ($1.50), or less than the minimum fine that a reserve security officer can legally impose.

In Prioksko-Terrasny reserve, of 164 detained offenders, only 20 were brought to justice. In Pechero-Ilychsky reserve, of the 10,270 rubles in imposed fines and damages, not one kopeck was collected. In Basegi, the security services managed to collect all of 83 rubles in fines in 2000.

In Il'mesky  (a reserve under the Russian Academy of Sciences), most reports of violations were never completed. As a result, the offenders were never prosecuted. Some 3,000 people committed offences in the reserve in 2000, but only 8 reports were completed. In four of the eight, the offenders were unknown. The fines imposed amounted to only three minimum monthly salaries.

Security and inspection services have clearly deteriorated at Bryansky Les and Zhigulevsky.

Several reserves limit their activities to bringing the offenders to justice and do not take measures to ensure that the fines and damages are paid. Nenetsky reserve claimed no damages from offenders, despite hundreds of confiscated fishing nets and fish. Other reserves,  including Ussuriysky (under the Russian Academy of Sciences), Bolshoi Arktichesky, Zeisky, Mordovsky, Putoransky, and Yuzhno-Uralsky, also failed to claim damages.

In 2000, staff members at Voronezhsky, Kavkazsky and Khopersky were caught violating their reserve's regime. In March 2000 a raid conducted by the Conservation Department of the Russian State Ecology Committee together with fish inspection guards found inspectors at Tsentralnosibirsky reserve violating the fishing regulations they were there to enforce.

State inspectors at Astrakhansky, Bolon'sky, Kavkazsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Oksky, Khankaisky, Ussuriysky) detained violators who turned out themselves to be law enforcement officials, forest rangers, state hunting inspectors and environmental authorities.

At Darvinsky reserve the deputy director of security was assaulted by an offender he was detaining and forced to use his gun; state inspectors at Bolshoi Arktichesky reserve met with armed resistance.

In 2000 some regional reserve associations [the Coordination Board of Far Eastern Reserves, the Middle Volga Protected Natural Areas Association (at Mariy Chodra National Park), the Central Chernozem Land Association of Protected Natural Areas (at Voroninsky reserve), and the Baikal Region Association of Reserves and National Parks (at Baikalo-Lensky reserve)] organized workshops for security staff. A methods workshop for inspectors in the Altai-Sayan region held at the Altaisky reserve by the Siberian Interregional Center Zapovedniki proved very useful.

Of those reserves whose security services were most successful in catching violators (including armed poachers), bringing them to justice and collecting the fines or damages imposed, the following deserve special mention: Astrakhansky, Baikalsky, Bolshekhehtsirsky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Voronezhsky, Kavkazsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Kurilsky, Lazovsky, Malalya Sos'va, Stolby, and Khankaisky. 

In connection with the aforesaid:

1. The directors of Azas, Pasvik, Yugansky, Bureinsky, Vitimsky, Basegi, Zhigulevsky, Il'mensky, Komandorsky, Pechero-Ilychsky, Prioksko-Terrasny, Tsentralnosibirsky should note that their security services are the least effective and consequently in need of radical improvement.

2. Bonuses will go to the directors of state nature reserves with the most effective security services.

3. The formation and maintenance of operative groups remains a top-priority anti-poaching and anti-regime-violation measure.

4. State nature reserve directors should conduct regular workshops and seminars for security staff with the help of regional associations of nature reserves and national parks.

5. State nature reserve directors should pay special attention to the collection of imposed fines and damages. They should see that all offenders are brought to justice and made to pay, as per Article 36 of the Federal Act On Protected Natural Areas. In cases where natural complexes and sites have been harmed, the reserve should do more than impose a fine. Offenders must be punished for illegal cutting, haymaking, cattle grazing, hunting, fishing and collecting of wild plants. These offenders must be turned over to the proper legal authorities. Security in the reserves and as well as in other protected areas for which the reserves are responsible must be tightened. Cooperation with regional departments of the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources must be improved. Reserves with protected water areas should work together more effectively with the MNR’s special marine inspections and with the federal coast guard. Security staff should be better trained in how to legally enforce the results of their inspections and monitoring activities, in how to complete the proper  documentation and operational tactics. Reserve directors must promptly inform the Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety of any illegal activities and of any decisions by regional and municipal authorities, by officers of nature protection and law-enforcement, economic entities, etc., that could pose a threat to protected natural areas and sites or violate the reserve regime. Reserves must severely punish reserve staff caught poaching: they must be brought to justice and made to pay. Reserves must use their research departments in order to evaluate the condition of the reserve's protected natural areas and sites; to promptly detect sources of anthropogenic impact; and plan eco-system conservation. Reserves must improve the work of their technical research boards.

V.B. Stepanitsky,

Deputy Head 
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety 
Russian Ministry of Natural Resources

SECURITY AT NATIONAL PARKS IN 2000
A Letter from the Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety, Russian Ministry of Natural Resources, to the directors of national parks
By the end of 2000 the security services of 35 Russian national parks employed a total of 2,080 guards. Specially created operative groups were functioning at 26 parks. 

Park security guards filed 3,696 reports of violations in 2000, including 970 incidents (26%) of fire hazards; 829 incidents (22%) of illegal fishing; 556 (15%) of illegal cutting; 231 (6%) of illegal hunting; 236 (6%) of squatting and illegal construction; and 181 (5%) of pollution. In all, 3,532 offenders were detained.

In 14 (out of 35) national parks the detention of offenders was accompanied by the confiscation of 17 rifles and 45 smoothbore weapons (Table 1). Thus, 46 of 62 confiscated firearms, or three quarters, came from offenders at 4 national parks: Tunkinsky (22), Pribaikalsky (10), Meschera (8), and Smolenskoye Poozerye (6).

Table 1. Confiscated firearms in Russian National Parks in 2000.
National park
Confiscated firearms 


Rifles 
Smoothbore 
Total

Tunkinsky
12
10
22

Pribaikalsky
4
6
10

Smolenskoye Poozerye
1
5
6

Meschera
0
8
8

Kenozersky
0
3
3

Zyuratkul'
0
2
2

Sochinsky
0
2
2

Shorsky
0
2
2

Yugyd Va
0
2
2

Valdaisky
0
1
1

Nechkinsky
0
1
1

Prielbrusye
0
1
1

Smolny
0
1
1

Taganai
0
1
1

TOTAL
17
46


In addition to these firearms, security guards also confiscated 1,046 fishing-nets, drags and sweep nets; 388 trap and bow nets; 180 traps; 2,845 chokers and the like; and 8 electric fishing tools.

Meanwhile, 467,000 rubles in fines and 674,000 rubles in damages were collected for harm done to natural complexes and sites. Eight national parks were the most effective at imposing fines: Losiny Ostrov — 134,200 rubles; Sochinsky — 97,300; Valdaisky — 24,200; Taganai — 22,600; Ugra — 21,400; Zyuratkul' — 20,600; Samarskaya Luka — 17,300; and Rurshskaya Kosa — 15,000. Together these parks collected three quarters of all the charges imposed within the system of Russian national parks.

Competence and persistence in collecting fines and damages is an important indicator of the security service’s efficiency. In 2000, 9 national parks did the best job of bringing offenders to justice and making them pay the fines and damages: Ugra — 116,000 rubles;  Maschera — 99,800; Sochinsky — 74,700; Valdaisky — 72,400; Pripyshmenskie Bory — 68,100; Tunkinsky — 43,900; Samarkaya Luka — 35,700; Yugyd Va — 35,300; and Taganai — 27,900. These 9 parks collected 85% of all the fines and damages received within the national park system in 2000.

Investigating authorities initiated 72 criminal cases against offenders caught at Meschera, Valdaisky, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Mariy Chodra, Meshcersky, Nechkinsky, Yugyd Va, Orlovskoye Polesye, Sochinsky, and Tunkinsky. Eleven offenders were found guilty of environmental crimes and criminally liable. Guilty verdicts were returned in the cases of offenders at Sochinsky, Meschera, Valdaisky, Russky Sever and Nechkinsky.

Reports of environmental pollution, squatting and illegal construction were filed by security guards at only 13 national parks (Alania, Vodlozersky, Zabaikalsky, Losiny Ostrov, Mariy Chodra, Nizhnyaya Kama, Samarskaya Luka, Pribaikalsky, Sebezhsky, Sochinsky, Ugra, Sushensky Bor, Yugyd Va). Though these violations are not typical of some parks due to their location (Paanayarvi, Taganai), they are typical of other parks and the fact that they go unreported suggests that security is lax. 

Security services vary considerably from park to park. Consequently, 301 (8%) of 3,696 offences reported in 2000 were unsolved and the offenders never caught. At Russky Sever, 26 out of 29 reports of illegal cutting were unsolved; in Vodlozersky, 10 out of 12. 

Furthermore, at Russky Sever (166,000 hectares), security guards reported no other violations besides the 29 incidents of illegal cutting. In Chavash Varmane, security guards reported only 36 incidents fire-law violations and 1 incident of illegal cutting; no other offences, including illegal hunting and fishing, were detected. In Prielbrusye, security guards reported only 1 incident of illegal hunting and 3 of illegal fishing – rather strange for a park with such a developed tourist infrastructure. 

Some security services did not take appropriate measures to bring offenders to justice. They allowed offenders to act with impunity and discredit the security guards. At Russky Sever, offenders were not brought to justice while at Chavash Varmane the average fine was 11 rubles (30 cents) – well below the minimum fine allowed by the Federal Act On Protected Natural Areas. The average fine per offender at Meschersky was 25 rubles, at Mariy Chodra – 52, at Smolny — 56: again well below the minimum legal fine.

Some national parks limit their activities to bringing offenders to justice and take no measures to ensure that the fines and/or damages are paid. Thus, eight national parks, including Kenozersky, Kurshskaya Kosa, Pribaikalsky and Prielbrusye, did not sue for damages in 2000. 

Some national parks, however, did a good job of bringing offenders to justice and seeing that appropriate fines and damages were paid:  Meschera, Ugra, Valdaisky, Losiny Ostrov, Taganai, Samarskaya Luka, Sochinsky, Zyuratkul', Tunkinsky, Smolenskoye Poozerye.

In connection with the aforesaid:

1. The directors of Russky Sever, Chavash Varmane and Prielbrusye have the least efficient security services and should work to improve these dramatically.

2. Bonuses will be paid to the directors of national parks with the best security services. 

3. The formation and maintenance of operative groups remains a   top-priority anti-poaching and anti-regime-violation measure.

4. State nature reserve directors should organize regular workshops and seminars for security staff with the help of regional associations of nature reserves and national parks.

5. State nature reserves should pay special attention to the collection of imposed fines and damages. They should sue all convicted offenders. They should stop releasing offenders arbitrarily. In cases of damage caused to natural complexes and sites, offenders should not only be fined, especially in cases of illegal cutting, haymaking, cattle grazing, hunting, fishing and collecting of wild plants. Regime violations should be transferred to the proper legal authorities, the necessary papers promptly filled out, and the case’s progress supervised. Security should be improved in and around the reserves in cooperation with regional departments of the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources. Security staff should be better trained in how to proceed legally in case of regime violations and in how to complete the necessary paperwork. The Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety should be promptly informed of any illegal activities as well as of any decisions by regional and municipal authorities, by officers of nature protection and law-enforcement, economic entities, etc., that could pose a threat to protected natural complexes and sites or violate the NP regime. Park staff caught poaching should be severely punished. NP research departments and outside research institutes should be used to evaluate the condition of the park’s protected natural areas and sites; to promptly detect sources of anthropogenic impact; and to plan eco-system conservation activities. Ways of improving park security should be discussed at a meeting of the park’s technical research board; the results of the meeting should be sent to the Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety.

V.B. Stepanitsky,
Deputy Head
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
Russian Ministry of Natural Resources

«NEWS FOR THE SCIENTIFIC DEPARTMENTS OF NATURE RESERVES»
SURVEY OF RESEARCH DEPARTMENTS AT NATURE RESERVES UNDER THE RUSSIAN MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

In 2000, research departments existed at 82 of the 95 nature reserves (NR) under the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources and employed a total of 526 people (including NR deputy directors of scientific research). The average research department, including NR deputy directors of scientific research, has 6 people on staff; this number has remained constant for the last five years.

During 2000 the full-time research staff increased by 29 persons. The most significant increases occurred at Vishersky (4 persons), Nenetsky, Hakassky and Khingansky (3 persons each). Meanwhile, full-time staff was reduced in Kavkazsky (3 persons) and in Laplandsky and Mordovsky (2 persons each). 

The nature reserves with the largest research departments (more than 9 persons, not counting auxiliary and operating personnel) are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1. Nature reserves with the largest research departments.
Kavkazsky 
21 
Vishersky
12 

Tsentralno-Lesnoi 
18 
Teberdinsky
12 

Taimyrsky
16 
Tsentralno-Chernozemny
12 

Astrakhansky
15
Baikalsky
11 

Oksky
15 
Kandalakshsky
11

Voronezhsky
14 
Lazovsky
10 

Baikalo-Lensky
13 
Sikhote-Alinsky
10 

The research department staff was smaller than average in 40 nature reserves (49%). By the end of 2000, the research department staffs at 10 reserves had shrunk to 3 persons (Bastak, Voroninsky, Denezhkin Kamen, Dzherginsky, Kostomukshsky, Magadansky, Nenetsky, Olekminsky, Ubsunurkaya Kotlovina, Khankaisky); at 10 other reserves to 2 persons (Azas, Bolshoy Arktichesky, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Vitimsky, Dagestansky, Komandorksy, Komsomolsky, Kurilsky, Poronaisky, Sohondinsky); and at 5 reserves to 1 person (Kaluzhskie Zaseki, Norsky, Orenburgsky, Pasvik, Polistovsky, Rdeisky, Rostovsky). In other words, the research department staff did not exceed three persons at 27 nature reserves (35%). 

In 1999 the staffs of the 82 nature reserves with research departments included 152 Candidates of Science (PhDs) and 17 Doctors of Science (a level higher than a PhD). Of these 82 reserves, 16 (20%) (Bolshaya Kokshaga, Denezhkin Kamen, Kaluzhskie Zaseki, Komsomolsky, Kronotsky, Lazovsky, Nenetsky, Orengurgsky, Island of Wrangel, Pinezhsky, Polistovsky, Poronaisky, Rdeisky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Hankaisky, Yugansky) had no staffers with advanced degrees. The following nature reserves have the largest number of researchers with advance degrees on staff: Astrakhansky — 11; Voronezhsky — 9; Taimyrsky and Tsentralno-Lesnoi — 8 each; Darvinsky and Prioksko-Terrasny — 7 each; Baikalsky, Kavkazsky and Teberdinsky — 6 each; Kandalakshsky — 5. The heads of 40 research departments (49%) had no scientific degree.

The research departments of 12 nature reserves (15%) had Doctors of Science on staff: Voronezhsky (4); Taimyrsky (3); Kavkazsky and Teberdinsky (2 each); Kandalakshsky, Kerzhinsky, Oksky, Prioksko-Terrasny, Putoransky, Tugussky, Tsentralno-Lesnoi and Shulgan-Tash (1 each).

In 2000, 104 researchers (20% of the total staff) from 50 nature reserves (61%) were college graduates or graduate students. In that same year, researchers at 16 nature reserves defended 19 Ph.D. theses: Volzhsko-Kamsky, Ust-Lensky and Shulgan-Tash (2 each); Bastak, Vishersky, Voroninsky, Darvinovsky, Dzherginsky, Zhigulevsky, Kavkazsky, Komandorsky, Prisursky, Rostovsky, Severo-Osetinsky, Taimyrsky and Khingansky (1 each), which is a record for the last five years. Researchers from two nature reserves (Prioksko-Terrasny and Taimyrsky) defended theses for Doctor of Science degrees.

Overall, 58% of the researchers on staff full-time either already had advanced degrees or were studying towards them. 

Most reserves published scientific materials (monographs, books, scientific articles, reports) during 2000. Six reserves (7%) (Bolshaya Kokshaga, Kaluzhskiye Zaseki, Mordovsky, Polistovsky, Poronaisky and Rdeisky) published nothing; of these, Kaluzhskiye Zaseki and Mordovsky have not had any publications in the last three years.  Bolshoy Arktichesky, Vitimsky, Dagestansky and Komsomolsky have had only publication each (in a regional book of summary reports) in the last three years.

Thirty three reserves (40%) issued monographs and books in 2000. The total number of books published came to 64 (23 more than in 1999). Researchers at 19 nature reserves (23%) published articles in foreign journals; at 37 reserves (45%) in leading Russian journals; at 20 reserves (24%) in foreign and international books; at 50 reserves (61%) in Russian books (see Table 2). Researches at 69 nature reserves (84%) published scientific articles and brief reports in regional books. 

Table 2. Scientific publications by researchers at state nature reserves, 2000.
Nature Reserve
Number 
of publications
Nature Reserve
Number 
of publications

Articles in foreign journals 

Laplandsky*
3
Bryansky Les
1

Ostrov Vrangelya
3
Zhigulevsky
1

Taimyrsky 
3
Kavkazsky*
1

Baikalo-Lensky
2
Komandlorsky
1

Lazovsky
2
Kurilsky
1

Teberdinsky
2
Nurgush
1

Ust-Lensky
2
Prioksko-Terrasny
1

Tsentralno-Chernozemny*
2
Tungussky
1

Azas
1
Khopersky
1

Astrakhansky*
2



Articles in leading Russian journals

Baikalo-Lensky
12
Prisursky
2

Darwinsky
5
Hankaisky
2

Tungussky
5
Ust-Lensky
2

Tsentralno-Chernozemny
5
Azas
1

Zhigulevsky
4
Baikalsky
1

Teberdinsky
4
Bolshehehtsirsky
1

Khopersky
4
Bureinsky
1

Astrakhansky
3
Vishersky
1

Ostrov Vrangelya
3
Volzhsko-Kamsky
1

Prioksko-Terrassny
3
Voronezhsky
1

Putoransky
3
Dzherginsky
1

Taimyrsky
3
Kavkazsky
1

Khingansky
3
Katunsky
1

Tsentralno-Lesnoi
3
Kivach
1

Bargusinsky
2
Komandorsky
1

Bryansky Les
2
Kuznetsky Alatau
1

Kandalakshsky
2
Severo-Osetinsky
1

Kerzhensky
2
Chernye Zemli
1

Norsky
2



Articles and brief reports in foreign and international books

Kostomukshsky
11
Volzhsko-Kamsky 
2

Ust-Lensky
10
Zhigulevsky
2

Taimyrsky
8
Norsky
2

Kandalakshsky
6
Tsentralno-Lesnoi 
2

Laplandsky
5
Dzherginsky
1

Magadansky
4
Olekminsky
1

Baikalo-Lensky
3
Teberdinsky
1

Ostrov Vrangelya
3
Tungussky
1

Astrakhansky
2
Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina
1

Barguzinsky
2
Hingansky
1

Articles and brief reports in Russian books

Tsentralno-Lesnoi
36
Kurilsky
3

Bryansky Les
35
Laplandsky
3

Zhigulevsky
25
Magadansky
3

Tsentralno-Chernozemny
21
Oksksy
3

Baikalo-Lensky
15
Altaisky
2

Kandalakshsky
14
Bashkirsky
2

Prisursky
14
Bolonsky
2

Baikalsky
12
Volzhsko-Kamsky
2

Privlzhskaya Lesosteppe
11
Dzherginsky
2

Teberdinsky
10
Kronotsky
2

Khopersky
10
Malaya Sosva
2

Voronezhsky
9
Nizhnesvirsky
2

Barguzinsky
8
Orenburgsky
2

Kerzhensky
8
Pinezhsky
2

Taimyrsky
8
Tungussky
2

Astrakhansky
6
Chernye Zemli
2

Kavkazsky
6
Basegi
1

Katunsky
6
Voroninsky
1

Darwinsky
5
Zeisky
1

Olekminsky
5
Kabardino-Balkarsky
1

Tsentralnosibirsky
5
Lazovsky
1

Visimsky
4
Pasvik
1

Kostomukshsky
4
Prioksko-Terrasny
1

Ostrov Vrangelya
4
Sohondinsky
1

Kivach
3
Ust-Lensky
1

Articles and brief reports in regional journals and books

Prisursky
54
Bryansky Les
4

Tsentralno-Chernozemny
45
Bureinsky
4

Oksky
43
Orenburgsky
4

Khopersky
43
Verhne-Tazovsky
3

Severo-Osetinsky
32
Kandalakshsky
3

Kavkazsky
30
Kostomukshsky
3

Khingansky
26
Lazovsky
3

Baikalsky
22
Pasvik
3

Pechero-Ilychsky
20
Rostovsky
3

Visimsky
19
Sohondinsky
3

Baikalo-Lensky
17
Ust-Lensky
3

Khakassky
16
Yugansky
3

Voronezhsky
13
Barguzinsky
2

Zhigulevsky
12
Bashkirsky
2

Stolby
11
Zeisky
2

Kerzhensky
10
Malaya Sosva
2

Kuznetsky Alatau
10
Nizhnesvirsky
2

Shulgan-Tash
10
Sayano-Shushensky
2

Basegi
9
Teberdinsky
2

Bolshehehtsirsky
9
Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina
2

Dzherginsky
9
Tsentralno-Lesnoi
2

Kronotsky
8
Chernye Zemli
2

Pinezhsky
8
Azas
1

Altaisky
7
Bolchoi Arktichesky
1

Darvinsky
7
Vitimsky
1

Denezhkin Kamen
7
Voroninsky
1

Vishersky
6
Dagestansky
1

Volzhsko-Kamsky
6
Kabardino-Balkarsky
1

Katunsky
5
Kivach
1

Kurilsky
5
Komsomolsky
1

Laplandsky
5
Privolshskaya Lesosteppe
1

Nurgush
5
Tungussky
1

Putoransky
5
Hankaisky
1

Taimyrsky
5
Yuzhno-Uralsky
1

Bastak
4



Note: “*” nature reserves with roughly the same number of publications in foreign journals for the last four years in a row.

On average there were 2.5 scientific publications per full-time research staff member in 2000, significantly more than in the last three years. 

Table 3. Nature reserves with the most publications per full-time research staff member (left side) and with the fewest (right side).
Nature reserves with the most publications
Per full-time research staff member 
Nature reserves with 
the fewest publications
Per full-time research staff member 

Prisursky”**
11,0
Yuzhno-Uralsky
0,3

Khopersky* 
11,0
Yugansky**
0,4

Bryansky Les**
8,0
Bashkirsky
0,5

Pasvik**
8,0
Bolshoi Arktichesky
0,5

Zhigulevsky
7,1
Dagestansky
0,5

Tsentralno-Chernozemny*
6,5
Zeisky
0,5

Kostomukshsky**
6,0
Kabardino-Balkarsky
0,5

Orenburgsky*
6,0
Komsomolsky
0,5

Severo-Osetinsky**
5,7
Sayano-Shushensky*
0,5

Norsky
5,0
Vishersky
0,6

Kurilsky*
4,5
Nizhnesvirsky
0,6

Dzherginsky**
4,3
Voroninsky
0,7

Hakassky*
4,3
Lazovsky
0,7

Baikalo-Lensky**
4,0
Prioksko-Terrasny
0,7

Verhne-Tazovsky
4,0
Astrakhansky
0,8

Laplandksy*
4,0
Sikhote-Alinsky**
0,8

Baikalsky**
3,9
Chernye Zemli*
0,8

Visimsky
3,9
Kivach
1,0

Kandalakshsky**
3,8
Komandorsky*
1,0

Khingansky
3,7
Malaya Sosva
1,0

Kerzhensky
3,6
Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina
1,0

Oksky
3,5
Hankaisky*
1,0

Kuznetsky Alatau*
3,3



Pechero-Ilychsky
3,3



Bolshehehtsirsky*
3,0



Rostovsky
3,0



Ust-Lensky
3,0



Note: * — reserves with similar results in 1999;

 ** — reserves with similar results for three years in a row.

Staff members from 84 reserves (88% of the total number of nature reserves under the Ministry of Natural Resources) participated in scientific conferences and meetings in 2000 (as opposed to 79 reserves in 1999). Four reserves with research departments (Kaluzhskie Zaseki, Komandorsky, Mordovsky and Tsentralnosibirsky) took no part in conferences or meetings. 

In 1999, staff members of 79 reserves (97%) participated in scientific conferences and meetings: 10 more reserves than in 1998. Only two reserves with research departments (Kaluzhskie Zaseki and Tsentralnosibirsky Reserves) did not participate in any scientific conference.

Thirty-seven researchers from 22 reserves (27%) participated in foreign scientific conferences in 2000; 119 researchers from 45 reserves (55%) participated in international scientific conferences; 178 researchers from 39 reserves (48%) participated in Russian scientific conferences and meetings; and 321 researchers from 69 reserves (84%) participated in regional scientific conferences and meetings (see Table 4).

Table 4. Research staff participation in foreign scientific conferences, 2000.

Nature reserve
Participation in foreign scientific conferences
Number of participants

Tsentralno-Lesnoi
9
4

Pasvik
4
4

Astrakhansky
4
2

Teberdinsky
3
3

Ostrov Vrangelya
3
2

Kostomukshsky
2
5

Baikalo-Lensky
2
1

Katunsky
2
1

Oksky
2
1

Taimyrsky
2
1

Volzhsko-Kamsky
1
2

Bryansky Les
1
1

Visimsky
1
1

Vishersky
1
1

Darvinsky
1
1

Daursky
1
1

Zhigulevsky
1
1

Kandalakshsky
1
1

Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe
1
1

Prioksko-Terassny
1
1

Severo-Osetinsky
1
1

Sikhote-Alinsky
1
1

In 2000, 79 reserves (83% of all 95 MNR reserves) had contracts with outside research institutes. The same year, a total of 1,771 experts from outside research institutes worked at 80 reserves (84%). 
See Table 5. 

Table 5. Outside experts who worked at Russian nature reserves in 2000.
Nature reserve
Number of experts
Nature reserve
Number of experts

Foreign experts (245 persons, 14% — 32 reserves)

Ust'-Lensky
37
Astrakhansky
2

Khakassky
30
Barguzinsky 
2

Kronotsky
22
Vitimsky
2

Tungussky 
21
Kostomukshsky
2

Nizhnesvirsky
19
Laplandsky
2

Pinezhsky
17
Stolby 
2

Pasvik 
16
Khopersky
2

Taimyrsky
15
Kavkazsky
1

Kurilsky 
12
Kivach
1

Tsentralno-Laesnoi
9
Lazovsky
1

Sikhote-Alinsky 
8
Magadansky
1

Bolshoi Arktichesky
5
Nenetsky
1

Ostrov Vrangelya
3
Prioksko-Terassny
1

Putoransky
3
Sayano-Shushensky
1

Khingansky
3
Teberdinsky
1

Azas
2
Tsentralno-Chernozemny
1

Moscow State University experts (128 persons, 7% — 18 reserves)

Prioksko-Terassny 
25
Ust'Lensky
3

Tsentralno-Lesnoi
22
Voronezhsky
2

Kronotsky
18
Daursky
2

Kandalakshsky 
14
Katunsky
2

Astrakhansky
8
Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe
2

Komandorsky
8
Putoransky
2

Kavkazsky
6
Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina
2

Teberdinsky
6
Tsentralno-Chernozemny
2

Taimyrsky
3
Bolshoi Arktichesky
1

Experts from other Russian universities (154 persons, 9% — 29 reserves)

Nizhnesvirsky 
22
Pasvik
4

Katunsky
13
Prissursky
4

Rostovsky
11
Visimsky
3

Dzherginsky
9
Lazovsky
3

Baikalsky
8
Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe
3

Kerzhensky
8
Teberdinsky
3

Vitimsky
7
Khopersky
3

Stolby
7
Shulgan-Tash
3

Barguzinsky
6
Orenburgsky
2

Kabardino-Balkarsky
6
Ust'-Lensky
2

Tsentralno-Lesnoi
6
Bryansky Les
1

Voroninsky
5
Voronezhsky
1

Basegi
4
Pechoro-Ilychsky
1

Kandalakshsky
4
Pinezhsky
1

Nurgush
4



Experts from the A. N. Severtsov Institute of Ecology and Evolution, Russian Academy of Sciences (48 persons, 3% — 10 reserves)

Tsentralno-Lesnoi
30
Voronezhsky
1

Oksky
4
Darvinsky
1

Prioksko-Terrasny
4
Ust'-Lensky
1

Kaluzhskye Zaseki
3
Khopersky
1

Bolshoi Arktichesky
2
Shulgan-Tash
1

Experts from the Institute of Plant and Animal Ecology, Urals Department, Russian Academy of Sciences (22 persons, 1% — 4 reserves)

Visimsky
14
Denezhkin Kamen'
3

Pechoro-Ilychsky
4
Pasvki
1

Experts from other institutes under the Russian Academy of Sciences

 (354 persons, 20% — 59 reserves)

Kronotsky
35
Prisursky
4

Kandalakshsky
29
Khankaisky
4

Barguszinsky
21
Khopersky
4

Laplandksy
13
Shulgan-Tash
4

Ust'-Lensky
12
Basegi
3

Pinezhsky
11
Bureinsky
3

Bashkirsky
10
Kaluzhskye Zaseki
3

Pechero-Ilychsky
10
Nurgush
3

Prioksko-Terrasny
10
Orenburgsky
3

Tsentralno-Lesnoi
10
Chernye Zemli
3

Bolshekhehtsirsky
9
Azas
2

Zhigulevsky
9
Altaisky
2

Visimsky
8
Bolshoi Arktichesky
2

Volzhsko-Kamsky
8
Voroninsky
2

Lazovsky
8
Denezhkin Kamen'
2

Nenetsky
8
Kavkazsky
2

Bastak
7
Katunsky
2

Poronaisky
7
Kerzhensky
2

Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina
7
Komsomolsky
2

Kurilsky
6
Nizhnesvirsky
2

Sikhote-Alinsky
6
Ostrov Vrangelya
2

Baikalsky
5
Polistovsky
2

Voronezhsky
5
Teberdinsky
2

Dzherginsky
5
Tsentralno-Chernozemny
2

Kivach
5
Baikalo-Lensky
1

Magadansky
5
Bryansky Les
1

Taimyrsky
5
Vitimsky
1

Yuzhno-Uralsky
5
Zeisky
1

Botchinsky
4
Norsky
1

Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe
4



Experts from teachers’ colleges (122 persons, 7% — 26 reserves)

Khakassky
23 
Polistovsky
3

Vishersky
17
Kavkazsky
2

Prioksko-Terrasny
10
Kandalakshsky
2

Bolshaya Kokshaga
8
Lazovsky
2

Kaluzhskye Zaseki
8
Tsentralno-Lesnoi
2

Pasvik
6
Bastak
1

Vitimsky
5
Bashkirsky
1

Kurilsky
5
Visimsky
1

Norsky
5
Voronezhsky
1

Pinezhsky
5
Denezhkin Kamen'
1

Prisursky
4
Malaya Sos'va
1

Tsentralno-Chernozemny
4
Nizhnesvirsky
1

Basegi
3
Sokhondinsky
1

Experts from forestry colleges (25 persons, 1% — 8 reserves)

Bolshaya Kokshaga
12
Voronezhsky
1

Prioksko-Terrasny
5
Nizhnesvirsky
1

Kurilsky
2
Sayano-Shushensky
1

Prisursky
2
Khopersky
1

Experts from forestry research institutes (22 persons., 1% — 5 reserves)

Tungussky
10
Shulgan-Tash
3

Prioksko-Terrasny
5
Voronezhsky
1

Stolby
3



Experts from the All-Russian Nature Research Institute 

 (37 persons, 2% — 11 reserves)

Shulgan-Tash
18
Bolshoi Arktichesky
1

Sayano-Shushensky
6
Bryansky Les
1

Astrakhansky
2
Pechero-Ilychsky
1

Baikalsky
2
Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe
1

Kurilsky
2
Sikhote-Alinsky
1

Nenetsky
2



Researchers from other scientific organizations and institutes not mentioned in Table 5 (a total of 614 persons, or 35%) worked in 54 reserves. The reserves visited most by experts from this group were: Prisursky — 122 persons, Kronotsky — 67, Putoransky — 66, Zhigulevsky — 53, Kandalakshsky — 26, Chernye Zemli — 25, Tsentralno-Lesnoi — 24, Prioksko-Terrasny — 20, Pinezhsky — 19, Rostovsky — 14, Baikalsky and Sokhondinsky — 12, and Nenetsky — 10.

The largest numbers of outside experts worked in the following reserves: Kronotsky— 142 persons, Prisursky — 136, Tsentralno-Lesnoi — 103, Prioksko-Terrasny — 80, Kandalakshsky — 75, Putoransky — 71, Zhigulevsky — 62, Ust'-Lensky — 60, Khakassky — 58, Pinezhsky — 53, Nizhnesvirsky — 45, Tungussky — 39, Kurilsky — 33, Visimsky and Taimyrsky — 32 each, Barguzinsky — 31, Shulgan-Tash — 30, Pasvik — 29, Chernye Zemli — 28, Baikalsky — 27, Rostovsky — 25, Nenetsky — 22, Altaisky and Bolshaya Kokshaga —20 each.

At the same time, 8 reserves with research departments had no outside experts in 2000: Verkhne-Tazovsky, Dagestansky, Kuznetzky Alatau, Olekminsky, Rdeisky, Severo-Osetinsky, Tsentralnosibirsky and Yugansky.

In 2000, a total of 1,324 college students did their field practice at 68 reserves (72% of all MNR reserves). Over 30 students did their field practice at the following reserves: Astrakhansky— 156 students, Zhigulevsky — 85, Tsentralno-Lesnoi — 70, Nizhnesvirsky — 65, Tsentralno-Chernozemny — 63, Volzhsko-Kamsky — 60, Voronezhsky — 54, Kandalakshsky and Khakassky — 53 each, Kavkazsky — 41, Bashkirsky — 38, Bolshekhehtsirsky — 36.

The 1999 edition of Nature Chronicles was completed on time by 40 reserves (49%); 21 reserves handed it their contributions with delays of up to 9 months. The remaining reserves (including those with research departments: Azas, Baikalsky, Bolshaya Kokshaga, Vitimsky,Vishersky, Dzherginsky, Zhigulevsky, Kabardino-Balkarsky, Kandalakshsky, Komandorsky, Ostrov Vrangelya, Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe, Putoransky, Khingansky, Tsentralno-Lesnoi, Shulgan-Tash) have yet to submit their Nature Chronicles for 1999.

High quality and complete materials as well as proper methods, consistent research, superior processing, presentation and typography distinguished the Nature Chronicles of the following reserves: Taimyrsky, Voronezhsky, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, and Darvinsky.

The high quality and quick submission of scientific documentation (plans, protocols, reports etc.) by the following reserves also bears mention: Astrakhansky, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Voronezhsky, Kavkazsky, Komsomolsky, Nizhnesvirsky, Khopersky. 
The Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety considers the following reserves to have achieved the most noticeable success overall in activities connected with scientific research in 2000: Astrakhansky, Bryansky Les, Voronezhsky, Darvinsky, Laplandsky, Oksky, Prisursky, Severo-Osetinsky, Taimyrsky and Tsentralno-Chernozemny.

V. B. Stepanitsky,
Deputy Head
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
RESEARCHERS AT NATIONAL PARKS IN 2000

The Federal Act On Protected Natural Areas defines national parks as research institutions; hence research is a top NP priority. 

In 2000 research departments existed (independently or jointly with departments of environmental education) in 24 of 35 Russian national parks and employed a total of 66 full-time researchers (including deputy directors of scientific research), or 1.5% of the total number of full-time staff in the national park system. The average NP research department had 2 staffers. 

The following national parks have the largest research departments (more than 2 researchers, not counting lab assistants, other operating personnel and environmental education experts): Valdaisky and Vodlozersky — 6; Alkhanai, Pribaikalsky, Pripyshminskie Bory and Samarksaya Luka — 4 each; Zabaikalsky, Losiny Ostrov, Plescheevo Ozero, Sebezhsky, Taganai and Khvalynsky —3 each.

In some national parks, research was conducted by members of other departments (e.g. security services and environmental education). 

Eight national parks (23%) had no research department at all: Zyuratkul', Kenozersky, Meschersky, Nechinsky, Prielbrusye, Sochinsky, Tunkinsky and Shorsky.

In 2000 the national parks staff included 23 PhDs and 2 Doctors of Science (a level higher than a PhD). The researchers on staff at 20 out of 35 parks (57%) had no advanced degree. The staff of the following national parks had the largest number of researchers with advanced degrees: Vodlozersky — 5; Ugra — 4; Losiny Ostrov, Pribaikalsky and Sochinsky — 3 each; Valdaisky, Sebezhsky and Yugyd Va — 2 each.

Paanayarvi and Yugyd Va both have Doctors of Science on staff in their research departments. 
Ten researchers from 6 national parks were university graduates or graduate students in 2000; the director of Valdaisky defended his PhD thesis.

Most national parks published scientific materials (monographs, books, scientific articles, and reports) in 2000. In all there were 77 publications, including 2 (3%) in foreign journals and books; 23 (30%) in all-Russian ones; and 52 (67%) in regional ones. Monographs and books were published by 10 national parks (29%).

The two articles in foreign journals and books were published by researchers at Zabaikalsky and Pribaikalsky.

The articles in top all-Russian scientific journals and books were published by researchers from 7 parks (20%): Pribaikalsky produced 7; Sebezhsky – 6; Russky Sever – 5; Plescheevo Ozero – 2; Smolenskoye Poozerye, Smolny and Taganai – 1 each.

Articles and brief reports in regional journals and books were published by researchers at 14 parks (40%): Sebezhsky — 11; Valdaisky and Pribaikalsky —7 each; Vodlozersky — 6; Ugra — 5; Mariy Chodra and Russky Sever —3; Losiny Ostrov, Samarskaya Luka and Smolny — 2 each; Kurshskaya Kosa, Pleshceevo Ozero, Pripyshminskye Bory and Yugyd Va — 1each.

On average there were 1.2 scientific publications per full-time researcher in 2000. This index was much higher at Sebezhsky (5.7), Valdaisky and Russky Sever (4.0 each), Pribaikalsky (3.8), Ugra (2.5) and Smolny (2.0), while the lowest indices were at Alkhanai and Taganai (0.3 each), Pripyshminskye Bory (0.5), Zabaikalsky (0,7) and Samarskaya Luka (0.8). Fifteen parks (43%) published nothing at all: Alania, Bashkiria, Zyuratkul', Kenozersky, Meschera, Meschersky, Nechkinsky, Nizhnyaya Kama, Orlovskoye Polesye, Paanayarvi, Prielbrusye, Tunkinsky, Khvalynsky, Chavash Varmane and Shorsky. 

Staff members of 25 national parks (71% of all NPs) participated in scientific conferences and meetings in 2000. Researchers of 10 national parks stayed away: Zyuratkul', Kenozersky, Meschersky, Nechkinsky, Paanayarvi, Prielbrusye, Smolny, Tunkinsky, Khvalynsky and Shorsky. 

Sixteen researchers from 9 national parks (26%) participated in scientific conferences abroad: Kurshskaya Kosa (5 conferences, 2 participants), Zabaikalsky (2 conferences, 3 participants), Vodlozersky (1 conference, 4 participants), Sebezhsky (1 conference, 2 participants), Alania, Losiny Ostrov, Pribaikalsky, Russky Sever and Taganai (1 conference, 1 participant each).

Seven national parks (20%) took part in international scientific conferences; 8 (23%) took part in all-Russian ones; and 23 (66%) in regional ones. 

In 2000, 25 national parks (71%) had contracts with outside research institutes. Meanwhile, 438 experts from outside research institutes worked at 26 national parks (74%) (Table 1). Forty-four foreign experts worked at 9 national parks from this group, 20 experts from Moscow State University worked at 3 parks; 114 experts from other Russian universities worked at 10 parks; 159 experts from different institutes of the Russian Academy of Sciences at 13 parks; 11 experts from pedagogical institutes at 4 parks; 4 experts from forestry colleges at one park; 27 experts from branch forestry research institutes at 7 parks; 59 experts from elsewhere.

Table 1. Outside experts who worked at Russian National Parks in 2000.

National Park
Number
National Park
Number

Foreign experts (44, or 10%)

Zabaikalsky
14
Kenozersky
2

Ugra
7
Losiny Ostrov
2

Russky Sever
6
Nechkinsky
2

Paanayarvi
5
Pribaikalsky
2

Sebezhsky
4



Experts from Moscow State University (20, or 5%)

Paanayarvi
10
Orlovskoye Polesye
1

Meschera
9



Experts from other Russian universities (114, or 26%)

Mariy Chodra
55
Yugyd Va
6

Sebezhsky
20
Smolny
5

Alania
8
Nizhnyaya Kama
2

Valdaisky
8
Plescheevo Ozero
2

Pripyshminskye Bory
6
Pribaikalsky
2

Experts from institutes of the Russian Academy of Sciences (159, or 36%)

Kurshskaya Kosa
53
Sebezhsky
3

Zabaikalsky
41
Vodlozersky
2

Yugyd Va
30
Kenozersky
2

Alkhanai
9
Orlovskoye Polesye
2

Paanayarvi
6
Pribaikalsky
2

Valdaisky
5
Samarskaya Luka
1

Plescheevo Ozero
3



Experts from pedagogical institutes (11, or 3%)

Ugra
4
Meschera
2

Nizhnyaya Kama
3
Smolny
2

Experts from forestry colleges (4, or 1%)

Taganai
4



Experts from branch forestry research institutes (27, or 6%)

Sochinsky
10
Sebezhsky
2

Plescheevo Ozero
5
Ugra
2

Vodlozersky
4
Yugyd Va
2

Alkhanai
2



Experts from other research institutes (59, or 13%)

Zabaikalsky
20
Vodlozersky
2

Russky Sever
8
Kenozersky
2

Alkhanai
7
Losiny Ostrov
2

Alania
5
Pribaikalsky
2

Plescheevo Ozero
5
Samarskaya Luka
1

Ugra
4
Sebezhsky
1

The largest numbers of outside experts worked at the following national parks: Zabaikalsky — 75, Mariy Chodra — 55, Kurshskaya Kosa — 53, Yugyd Va — 38, Sebezhsky — 30, Alkhanai — 18, Ugra — 17, Plescheevo Ozero — 15, Russky Sever — 14, Alania and Valdaisky — 13 each, Meschera — 11. 

The following national parks had no outside experts in 2000: Bashkiria, Zyuratku, Meschersky,Prielbrusye, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Tunkinsky, Khvalynsky, Chavash Varmane, Shorsky and Shushensky Bor.

In 2000, 1,346 college students had their field practice at 31 national parks  (89%). Over 30 students had field practice at the following national parks: Smolenskoye Poozerye — 400 students, Russky Sever — 131, Mariy Chodra — 98, Nizhnyaya Kama — 86, Kurshskaya Kosa — 84, Shorsky— 61, Khvalynsky — 60, Zabaikalsky — 48, Plescheevo Ozero — 44, Alania — 40, Sochinsky — 39, Losiny Ostrov — 36, and Pribaikalsky — 33. 

Ninety BA theses were defended and 160 term papers written on the basis of the fieldwork done by these students at national parks.
The Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety considers the following national parks to have been the most successful overall in scientific research in 2000: Valdaisky, Vodlozersky, Plescheevo Ozero, Pribaikalsky, Russky Sever, Sebezhsky, Ugra and Yugyd Va. 
N. Troitskaya,
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
Russian Ministry of Natural Resources
«CHARITABLE GRANTS»
THE RESULTS OF THE NATIONAL PARKS FUND
3rd ANNUAL AUTUMN CONTEST
The National Parks Fund thanks everyone who participated in the Third Annual Contest. This time we received projects from 102 entrants. Many projects showed an innovative approach to conservation issues, especially in the Environmental Education category. The best projects were awarded Fund grants. Unfortunately, the number of projects deserving support exceeded the funds available. However, we expect to provide support to several national parks and nature reserves in addition to this year’s grant winners. In order to do this the NP Fund is looking for donors for those projects that the Fund and its experts consider the most interesting. The total amount of money allocated this year was $42,000, with individual grants ranging in size from $4,255 to $6,000. Below is a list of the winners:

The Third Annual AUTUMN Contest (2000)

Environmental education:

1. School Forestry Departments:

Restoration of Local Traditions in Nature Use,

Kenozersky National Park
2. Facilitation of the Reserve’s Visiting Center with Equipment for Educational Programs
 in Local Sustainable Use, 

Kerzhensky State Nature Reserve
3. Ecological Roots of the Ferapontovo Culture, 

Russky Sever National Park
4. Volunteers for Counting Cranes, 

Khigansky State Nature Reserve
5. Creating Audio and Visual Expositions in the National Park’s Forest Museum,

Shushensky Bor National Park
6. Saving the European Mink: a New Approach,

Central Forest State Nature Reserve

Territory protection:

1. Creating a Modern Radio Communication System for Nature Reserves,

Khopersky Nature Reserve

Green Cup:

1. Restoration of the Population of Far East White Stork,

Bolonsky State Nature Reserve

Our congratulations to the winners and thanks to everyone who entered the 3rd annual contest! 
We look forward to the 4th!

Elena Zubova,
Acting Director
National Parks Fund
«MISCELLANEOUS»
NO PERSON — NO PROBLEM (OR THE SECRET THOUGHTS OF ONE RESERVE'S DIRECTOR)
In a recent article in the Nature Reserve Herald, Kavkazsky director V. Brinikh argues that the reserves’ top priority now is security. Which seems odd since there is no argument there. Indeed the Federal Act On Protected Natural Areas says the same thing.

In actual fact, Brinikh’s secret point is something else entirely. He considers that research departments and researchers who get in a reserve director's way should be gotten out of the way. In the middle of the last paragraph he writes: “…sending experts into the regional orbit allows one to settle some of the conflicts between the reserve's management and its research staff…” If one takes this simple thought a step further, one can easily envisage the broad-scale scrapping of research departments (or their researchers being sent into regional orbit, as Brinikh so deftly puts it): that would not only allow the director to settle conflicts with his researchers, it would eliminate the problem entirely. As the saying goes, “no man — no problem”.

Conservationists know very well that it is the researchers who care most about a reserve’s security and who keep the reserve’s director on his toes (i.e. keep him from inviting local or foreign friends in to poach or fish where they should not, etc.). The researchers are the only real watchdogs. If research departments are scrapped, the system of nature reserves will quickly turn into the system of ancestral estates with hunting and fishing “rights” to handed down from generation to generation of corrupt directors.

The research departments within nature reserves are the main supporters of nature conservation. We can quote hundreds of instances when, thanks to researchers, gross violations on the part of reserve directors and outside authorities were made public.

I will not discuss the problems involved in reforming these research departments here. These problems are numerous and very complicated indeed. I only want to draw attention to the highly dangerous trial balloon released by V. Brinikh, that is his effort to start a discussion about doing away with the research departments at Russian nature reserves. How strange that this idea should come from the director of Kavkazsky, long famous for its very advanced research department.

Finally I would like to note (with satisfaction) that V. Brinikh’s article has already generated much negative feedback from reserve experts. Thank Heaven reserve staff are not as naive as some people think.

A. Nikolsky
Member
World Committee on Protected Areas 
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PAGE  
29

_1092661498.doc
[image: image1.png]





®












