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«CURRENT EVENTS»
TWO STATE NATURE RESERVES EXPAND

The borders of Khakassky and Visimsky State Nature Reserves have been expanded by Russian Government Decrees № 365 (May 20, 2001) and № 385 (May 18, 2001).

The area of the Khakassky Reserve has increased by 142,441 hectares to include lands in the Tashtypsky District Forest Foundation and the Republic of Khakassia. The area of the Visimsky Reserve has increased by 19,990 hectares to include forest foundation lands. 
HOW TO IMPLEMENT THE SEVILLE STRATEGY FOR BIOSPHERE RESERVES

An international training seminar – Ways of Implementing the Seville Strategy for Biosphere Reserves – took place June 18—23, 2001, in the Krasnoyarsk and Shushensky settlements. Over 70 specialists from eight countries (Russia, Byelorussia, Germany, Spain, Slovakia, Finland, France and Estonia) participated. 

Plenary reports were read and discussed. The seminar included three thematic round table discussions and a field trip to the Sayano-Shushensky Biosphere Reserve. 

Russia was represented by managers and specialists from the following State Nature Reserves and National Parks: Astrakhansky, Baikalsky, Bargusinsky, Visimsky, Vodlozersky, Kavkazsky, Katunsky, Kerzhensky, Kronotsky, Laplandsky, Oksky, Prioksko-Terrasny, Sayano-Shushensky, Sikhote-Alinsky, Sokhondinsky, Stolby, Teberdinsky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Ugra, Hakassky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy, Tsentralnosibirsky, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Chernye Zemli, Shshensky Bor. Byelorussia was represented by managers and specialists from the Berezinsky State Nature Reserve and from the Byelovezhskaya puscha, Narochansky and Pripyatsky National Parks. The seminar was also attended by representatives from the Krasnoyarsk Krai Administration, the Krasnoyarsk Krai Ecology and Natural Resources Department, the Department of Environmental Safety and Natural Resources (Ministry of Natural Resources), the Siberian Regional Department of Natural Resources, the Natural Resources Committee of Krasnoyarsk Krai, the Republics of Kalmykia and Khakassia, Astrakhan Region, different municipalities, UNESCO’s Moscow Office, the Russian Committee of Man and Biosphere (a UNESCO program), NGOs, scientific institutions and the media. 

The seminar – marking the first time since the World Strategy for Biosphere Reserves was adopted in Seville six years ago that ways of implementing it in Russian biosphere reserves had been discussed by such a broad forum – was clearly a success. By Russian biosphere reserves, we mean State Nature Reserves and National Parks that already have a UNESCO World Biosphere Reserve certificate, as well as those that do not have a certificate yet, but satisfy all the requirements. 

Prior to the adoption of the Seville Strategy in 1995 many Russian specialists considered that virtually any Russian State Nature Reserve deserved to be certified as a biosphere reserve. This view was fairly objective, especially given the debatable and vague criteria for the certification of Russian reserves. Now that the Seville Strategy is being implemented, one can see that most protected areas of various categories in Russia – including all State Nature Reserves and National Parks – adhere to the strategy’s main principles. 

As it says in the preamble to the Seville Strategy, biosphere reserves have been established to solve one of the most important problems the modern world faces today: to combine biodiversity and bio-resources conservation with their sustainable development. Insofar as biosphere reserves contribute to sustainable socio-economic development, they differ from other protected areas. However, in Russia all the State Nature Reserves and National Parkss should perhaps play a more significant role than simply protected areas do.

Theoretical and practical approaches to the implementation of the Seville Strategy for Biosphere Reserves in Russia should take into account Russia’s enormous experience in nature protection and conservation. Past successes and failures should also be considered, as should Russia’s natural, geographical, historical, economic and socio-political realities.

The main purpose of implementing the Seville Strategy in Russian State Nature Reserves and National Parks is to promote their further integration into the regional socio-economic structure. 

Nature Reserves and National Parks cannot be alien bodies in the Russian regions (even if they are self-sufficient, as in Soviet times). They must become part of the regional infrastructure and their conservation, recreational, scientific and intellectual potential should benefit the region. This is the only way to ensure the sustainable functioning of State Nature Reserves and National Parks in Russia today without doing damage to their main objectives. 

At the same time, the biosphere reserve should promote and publicize all the economic, conservation and eco-educational advantages and benefits to the region (including communities living in or near the biosphere reserve). The public must know about this and understand it.

The seminar participants thanked the directors and staff of the Krasnoyarsk Krai Ecology and Natural Resources Department, Sayano-Shushensky State Nature Reserve and Shushensky Bor National Park for organizing the seminar and for showing such kindness and hospitality.

V. B. Stepanitsky
Deputy Head 
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
Russian Ministry of Natural Resources
The seminar participants adopted the following resolution:

Russia’s biosphere reserves have grasped the main guidelines of the Seville Strategy and already started their implementation. The term “biosphere reserve” in this resolution refers to State Nature Reserves and National Parks that fulfill the three main functions of a biosphere reserve as stipulated in the Seville Strategy and to reserves that could (potentially) fulfill these functions.
Given the need to implement the concept of sustainable development, as outlined in the Seville Strategy for Biosphere Reserves, and to support the recommendations adopted at the Seville +5 Conference (Pamplona, 2000), the seminar participants agreed:
1. To consider the further expansion of the Russian network of biosphere reserves (including on the basis of the existing National Parks) an important goal. To view Bryansky Les, Visimsky, Kerzhensky, Komandorsky, Bolshoy Arktichesky, Ust'-Lensky State Nature Reserves and Vodlozersky, Ugra, Smolenskoye Poozerye National Parks as the best candidates to be nominated for UNESCO. 
2. To note the potential of biosphere reserves to fulfill the obligations stipulated in the Convention on Biodiversity and other international conventions and agreements.

3. To draw the attention of directors of biosphere reserves to the necessity of publicizing the idea of sustainable development and the aims of biosphere reserves. The directors should involve all concerned regional structures in this publicity campaign.  

4. To stress the importance of using biosphere reserves to develop certain types of agricultural production, to manage hunting facilities, and to organize industrial and amateur fishing.

5. To stress the important role biosphere reserves can play in developing eco-tourism, a tourism infrastructure and local crafts. To recommend that biosphere reserves involve the local population in these activities as much as possible.

6. To publicize the role of biosphere reserves in providing direct economic benefits to local communities, including: 

· new employment opportunities;

· assistance in providing the local population with vocational and higher education and additional training opportunities;

· a privileged system of natural resource use (land plots for staff, cheap firewood, etc.)
· practical activities to ensure sustainable livelihoods for indigenous inhabitants and older residents involved in traditional natural resource use;

· centers for the reproduction of valuable hunting-trade animals that play an important role in the regional hunting economy. 

7. To recommend that biosphere reserves cooperate with any large local industrial enterprises in an effort to implement the concept of sustainable development.

8. To stress the importance of using the informational and intellectual potential of biosphere reserves, conducting state ecological inspections, and promoting socio-economic development and environmental protection programs in Russia’s regions.  

9. To insist that biosphere reserves coordinate their activities with regional authorities, local municipalities, business structures and NGOs in order to implement ecological and development programs and projects (coordination boards should be formed at each biosphere reserve to improve implementation); and to propose to the Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological (Ministry of Natural Resources) that is draft a statement on Coordination Boards in biosphere reserves.
10. To propose that biosphere reserves that have no zones of collaboration create such zones. 

11. To continue to develop management and development plans for each biosphere reserve.

12. To point out the importance establishing and developing a network of trans-border sites, particularly on the Russian side on the basis of Pasvick Nature Reserve (Russian-Norwegian site), Paanayarvi National Parks (Russian-Finnish site), Kurshskaya Kosa National Parks (Russian-Lithuanian site), Bryansky Les Nature Reserve (Russian-Ukrainian site), Ingermanlandsky Nature Reserve (Russian-Finnish site), Katunsky Nature Reserve (Russian-Kazakh site), Sailugemsky Nature Reserve (Russian-Mongolian-Chinese site), Bolshehehtsirsky Nature Reserve (Russian-Chinese site),  Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina Nature Reserve (Russian-Mongolian site), Komandorsky Nature Reserve (Russian-American site) and Kurilsky Nature Reserve (Russian-Japanese site).

13. In the field of monitoring and scientific research:

·  to help restore the network of monitoring stations in biosphere reserves;

·  to stress the importance of involving biosphere reserves in national and regional biological monitoring programs ;

·  to suggest that research institutes and high schools work with State Nature Reserves and National Parks to organize scientific research and train specialists in the field of environmental protection and sustainable development;

·  to propose that the Commission on Reserves (under the  Academy of Sciences with support from the Ministry of Natural Resources) draw up a plan for publishing monographs summarizing the results of long-term research in Russian biosphere reserves; and to find sources of funding for these publications. 

14. So as to further develop eco-tourism:

·  to recommend that biosphere reserves take advantage of opportunities related to the certification of local products (goods and services) and the use of reserve logos;

·  to recommend that regional associations of nature reserves and National Parks improve coordination of BR eco-tourism activities in the region;

·  to support the idea of creating a Russian Association of Eco-Tourism and to propose that biosphere reserves take active part in the Association’s activities. 

15. So as to develop small businesses in the reserves:

·  to suggest disseminating Russian and international experience in initiating and funding small-business projects;

·  to recommend for general study a joint project by the Biodiversity Conservation Center, Ugra and Smolenskoye Poozerye National Parks and Katunsky State Nature Reserve to develop and introduce small-business support mechanisms;

·  to recommend that biosphere reserves lobby for tax breaks and other financial privileges at the regional level.
16. So as to implement the Seville Strategy’s main ideas and further develop biosphere reserves in Russia:

а) To suggest publicizing the successes of  Russian biosphere reserves in implementing the Seville Strategy.  

b) To ask the Ministry of Natural Resources:

·  to draft a normative act that would determine the mechanism of cooperation between government and regional authorities in the sphere of BR formation and functioning;

·  to introduce appropriate amendments and additions to the Federal Act “On Protected Natural Areas,” especially the regulations on buffer zones (zones of collaboration);

·  to help the Department of the Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety improve the efficiency of activities relating to the reserves’ coordination and management;

·  to arrange create a system of compiling and circulating  information on biosphere reserves.

c) To ask UNESCO, the Russian Committee on UNESCO and the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources to foster the activities of the Russian Committee UNESCO’s  Man and Biosphere Program.

d) To ask UNESCO and the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources to hold a training seminar on the implementing the Seville Strategy for regional government bodies, local authorities and large enterprises in regions where the biosphere reserves already exist or will exist in future.

e) To ask UNDP to consider decisions and recommendations in this resolution when drafting Global Ecology Foundation (GEF) projects.

NEW PROTECTED AREAS DEPARTMENT 
IN KRASNOYARSK KRAI  

The government of Krasnoyarsk Krai has set up a Protected Natural Areas (PNA) Department in accordance with the Law on Protected Natural Areas of Krasnoyarsk Krai and by the decree of the Krasnoyarsk Krai Governor № 798-п (October 16, 2000).

The Department will oversee the conservation of biodiversity and landscape diversity, the protection of unique natural monument, natural heritage sites, flora and fauna; it will also develop the network of protected areas.

The Department’s main functions are: 
· to oversee the protection regime in protected areas of regional significance; 
· to prepare proposals and relevant materials for the economic development of  protected areas of regional significance or natural resources and lands within these areas; 
· to help draft regional nature conservation and PNA network development programs; 
· to establish protected areas of regional significance.


To contact the Protected Natural Areas Department of Krasnoyarsk Krai, please write or call: 

Address: 660049, Krasnoyarsk, ul. Lenina, 41; 

Tel.: (3912) 65-26-31 or 65-26-30

Alexander D. Pesegov,

Director of the Protected Areas Department of Krasnoyarsky Krai

PROTECTION OF RUSSIA’S LIVING NATURE:
A NATIONAL FORUM 

A National Forum on the Protection of Russia’s Living Nature was held in Moscow June 4—6, 2001. The Forum was organized by the Russian Academy of Sciences and the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources with the support of the Biodiversity Conservation Project of the Global Ecology Foundation (GEF). 

The more than 230 participants came from academic and college science; legislative and executive authorities at the federal, regional and local levels; the army; business; environmental NGOs; creative unions and the media. 

The Forum included two seminars: on the efforts of oil and gas companies to improve the environmental situation in the Russian North and on the activities of the GEF in Russia. There was also a discussion of the problems of biodiversity conservation in steppes and a Meeting of WWF Friends.

Forum participants were welcomed by deputy prime minister V.B. Christenko and addressed by Alexiy, the Patriarch of Moscow and All Russia, who noted that the Russian Orthodox Church has always supported conservation efforts. President of the Academy of Sciences Academician Y. S. Osipov, President of the Academy of Agricultural Sciences G.A. Romanenko, and Vice President of the World Bird Protection Union A.V. Yablokov sent messages.

The Forum participants approved the National Strategy and Main Guidelines of the Living Nature Conservation Action Plan. They stressed the geo-political significance of this Plan, whose adoption will contribute to sustainable development in Russia. In order to implement the Strategy’s guidelines, the Forum proposed that a Standing Coordination and Expertise Advisory Board be created; members should include legislators as well as people in business, creative unions, scientific and public organizations.

The Forum Resolution also instructed the Organizing Committee to prepare a letter to President Vladimir Putin asking that Russia’s Strategy for Biodiversity Conservation be taken into account when developing Russia’s environmental policy and volunteering to direct the National Strategy and Action Plan for Biodiversity Conservation in Russia.

ARCTIC CULTURE AND CIVILIZATION 
AND CIRCUMPOLAR COOPERATION

An international workshop on the Center of Arctic Culture and Civilization for the Russian North and Circumpolar Cooperation took place August 10 – 12, 2001, in Khatanga Settlement, Taimyr Autonomous Okrug.

The workshop’s main goal was to set up a Center of Arctic Culture and Civilization for the Russian North and Circumpolar Cooperation in order to develop efficient mechanisms for solving the problems of World Heritage conservation in the Russian North and Arctic.

The Center will coordinate research and projects in the Taimyr Okrug, such as:

· aboriginal peoples in the North and their traditional livelihoods;

· Taimyr flora and fauna, biodiversity conservation, ecology, mammoth fauna and paleontology, geology and climate;
· list of top-priority research projects;

· applied projects (innovative poly-cultural system of education, modern public utilities infrastructure, complex processing of agricultural products, development of circumpolar tourism, etc); 

· better research facilities in the okrug (modern means of communication, equipped premises and labs, etc.);

· organization of workshops and conferences;
· support for young researchers working on aboriginal peoples in the North and other Arctic  issues;

· maintaining archives and supporting information exchange.
The Workshop approved the initiative of the Taimyr Autonomous Okrug Administration to establish the Center in Khatanga Settlement and to register it as a public organization by September of 2001.

For more information about the Workshop or to contact the Center, please send an email to N.V. Lovelius: taimtur@hatanga.krasnet.ru or lovelius@solaris.ru 

«DECISION-MAKING ISSUES»

NEW LEGAL ACTS

Russian Government Order № 725-р
(May 23, 2001) 
ORGANIZING STATE NATURE RESERVES AND NATIONAL PARKS IN RUSSIA (2001—2010)

To confirm the proposals concerning the organization of State Nature Reserves and National Parks in Russia for 2001—2010 in accordance with the list provided in the Supplement to the present order.

The listed reserves and parks should be set up with the monies provided by the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources in the federal budget for the appropriate year.

To consider the Order of the Russian Government № 572-р (April 23, 1994) invalid (see Russian Legislation, 1994, № 2, p. 127). 

M. Kasyanov,
Prime Minister

Supplement
To the Order of the Russian Government
№ 725-р (May 23, 2001)
List of State Nature Reserves and National Parks
to be Established in Russia (2001—2010)

	Location
	Name
	Area (thousand hectares)
	Distinguishing features

	State Nature Reserves

	Republic of Altai
	Sailugemsky
	241
	Unique mountain and taiga landscapes of the Southern Altai, Sailugem Mountain Chain

	Krasnodar Krai
	Utrish
	5
	Dry subtropics of the Caucasian Black Sea Coast

	Stavropol Krai
	Stavropolsky Lesostepnoi
	19
	Steppes and Bairak forests, Stavrapol High Spurs, Mount Strizhament and Mount Bryck

	Volgograd Region
	Eltonsky
	40
	Deserts and steppes in the Lake Elton area

	Kostroma Region
	Kologrivsky Les
	80
	Southern taiga nature complexes of the Russian Plain

	Leningrad Region
	Ingerman-landsky
	14.2
	Isles and water area in the eastern part of the Gulf of Finland

	Novosibirsk Region
	Barabinsky
	15
	Forest-steppes of the Barabinskyaya Lowlands in the Lake Chan area

	Orenburg Region
	Shaigan-tau
	9.5
	Forest-steppe nature complexes, Mountains of Shaigan-tau

	Tomsk Region
	Yuzh-Tayozhny Pikhtovy
	83
	Southern taiga nature complexes of the East-Siberian Plain

	National Parks

	Republic of Karelia
	Kalevalsky
	115
	Coniferous-forest complexes of the Russian North

	Chuvash Republic
	Zavolzhye
	32
	Volga River, forest lakes, medicinal mud and springs

	Primorsky Krai
	Sredneus-suriysky

(Legend of Udegeya)
	190
	Central part of the Sikhote-Alin Mountain Chain, Bolshaya Ussurka River watershed, cedar-broadleaf mountain forests

	Primorie Krai
	Verhne-ussuriysky

(Call of Tiger)
	82
	Western slope of Sikhote-Alin Mountain Chain, coniferous and broadleaf forests

	Khabarovsk Krai
	Anyuysky
	430
	Anyuy River watershed, foothill cedar and broadleaf forests

	Khabarovsk Krai
	Shantarskye Ostrova
	512
	Island and sea eco-systems of Shantarsky Archipelago, part of the Sea of Okhotsk

	Arkhangelsk Region
	Onezhskoye Pomorye
	300
	Virgin northern taiga forests on the Onega Peninsula

	Arkhangelsk Region
	Russkaya Arktica
	5200
	Circumpolar complexes: Zemlya Frantsa-Iosifa archipelago; Victoria Isle; northern Novaya Zemlya archipelago; Barents Sea

	Bryansk Region
	Pridesnyansky
	104
	Mixed conifer and broadleaf forests; and Desna River basin

	Orenburg Region
	Buzuluksky Bor
	56
	Unique pine-tree forest in

steppe area

	Ulyanovsk Region
	Sengileevskiye Gory
	50
	Forest massif on the shore of Kuibyshev Reservoir

	Chukchee Autonomous Okrug
	Beringia
	3053
	Mountain and plain tundra, Chukchee peninsula coastline, Bering Strait area


«NEWS FROM NATIONAL PARKS»

WHAT TO TEACH A NATIONAL PARK WORKER
The Biodiversity Conservation Center – in cooperation with the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) and with the financial support of Britain’s Department of International Development – has created a Management Strategy for Russia’s National Parks. The Strategy is the product of a new national policy with respect to park management.  Its implementation will be a difficult process and require that all those involved, regardless of their position, not only accept this new approach but put it into practice effectively. 

Although some progress in national park management has been made in recent years, most NP staffers do not have a proper sense of their mission or the necessary knowledge and skills. Given that this sense requires specific training, the Biodiversity Conservation Center and the MNR have launched an additional project to develop a system for training NP staff. 

During the first stage of the project we analyzed the existing upgrade curricula and educational systems for NP staff; determined the requirements for the main groups of NP staff; and outlined the knowledge and skills needed for different activities and jobs. 

Most of our data was gathered with the help of questionnaires. We used two types: a general questionnaire to collect data on the staff upgrade process in each national park, and an individual questionnaire to identify the training needs in specific areas among different groups of NP staff. 

General questionnaires were sent to the directors of national parks. They filled in the forms together with their top specialists. Individual testing was done at the national parks by the project specialists. We received completed general questionnaires from 20 national parks; individual testing took place at 12 national parks. As a result of individual testing, we collected an additional 335 questionnaires: 120 from junior staff, 185 from specialists, and 30 from top managers. 

Our analysis of the existing NP staff upgrade system shows that in recent years specialists did not have access to vocational training on a regular basis. In seven years (1993-2000) only 129 NP staffers completed training programs at the All-Russian Institute of Upgrade Training for Forestry Top Managers and Specialists. Most of these people were NP directors (approximately 70%) and Chief Foresters. Many NP specialists upgraded their qualification in the Forest Economy groups; however, the number of those who have received relevant training does not exceed 10 specialists per year. 

Some NP staff took training courses in the Siberian and the Urals branches of the All-Russian Institute of Upgrade Training for Forestry Top-Managers and Specialists (5 national parks) and in other forestry institutes. The upgrade curricula for NP specialists included topics typical for forestry economy: fire prevention, protection of forests from vermin and diseases, forestry legislation enforcement (14 out of 20 national parks reported this information). Only 5 national parks provided ecological education for specialists, while only three provided training for tourism specialists. 

Those national parks whose top managers understand that it is necessary to maintain standards in ecological education, tourism and scientific research, try to arrange for training and find the appropriate government institutes or NGOs themselves. Many national parks praised the work of the Zapovedniki Eco-Training Center. Workshops and seminars dedicated to scientific research and NP protection issues sponsored by regional associations of PNAs have become increasingly popular.

NP junior staffers normally receive upgrade training at the local level. However, the upgrade curriculum at only 4 out of 20 national parks went beyond the topics typically found in forestry-economy curricula. In the last three years, 1,265 people from 20 national parks received upgrade retraining. Most NP employees (796 persons, or 63%) are junior staffers who have received training in national parks; 23% upgraded their qualification at regional centers; 6% at federal MNR upgrade centers; and 8% elsewhere. Of the topics on the curricula, most concerned the Protection of Natural Complexes (75%); a few touched on Tourism (5%); and fewer still on Eco-Education and Scientific Research (2% each).
NP staffers consider courses in upgrade centers and 2-3 day training workshops the most useful. They also prefer to receive training in the national parks. Opinions as to what topics should be given top priority in the upgrade curricula differed greatly. But most NP managers agreed on the importance of Eco-Education, Tourism and NP Protection modules.

Although all 20 national parks that completed the general questionnaires have operative job descriptions, they are mostly copied from job descriptions for forestry staff. Since their job descriptions have not been reviewed for many years, they do not reflect the specific needs of a National Park given its status of a Protected Natural Area. Only 25% of the respondent NPs had developed job descriptions for NP fauna conservation, recreation and tourism, ecological education and scientific research specialists.
The opinions of the respondents during the individual testing regarding the required level of skills also differed greatly. That is why, when we were choosing the methods of processing the collected data, we decided that we should transform the collected data into indicators not dependent on the number of respondents in each staff group. The collected data are given in the Table.

The results of the questionnaires suggest that nearly all NP staffers need to upgrade their skills. The strictest requirements apply to NP deputies (Chief Foresters), foresters, inspectors and eco-education specialists. All staff groups need additional training in Legislation and Law Enforcement, Tourism and Eco- Education. Assistant foresters and recreation and tourism staff underestimate the amount of knowledge and number of skills they need.

Two larger staff groups (foresters and gamekeepers), whose members vary greatly in age and level of education, were also analyzed. The skills, expertise and knowledge required of those foresters we interviewed did not vary significantly. Yet foresters aged 30 and under said they should have the highest level of knowledge and skills in most of the areas of expertise cited in the questionnaire (27 out of 31). For foresters aged 31 to 45, this index was significantly lower (6 out of 31); they also said that the requirements in 11 areas of expertise should be minimal. Foresters over 45 said they needed the highest level of expertise only in two areas, while a minimum level of expertise in 22 areas would be sufficient for their purposes. Since foresters make up one of the most numerous, significant and influential categories of specialists in National Parks, their differences of opinion on the issue of necessary expertise will require an additional in-depth study in order to improve the job descriptions for foresters. 

Gamekeepers of all age groups, meanwhile, gave roughly the same answers. Any differences of opinion resulted from different levels of education.  Gamekeepers with the proper qualifications showed a better understanding of their duties. They said that they would require a medium level of expertise in 12 out of 31 areas. Foresters who had only high school educations said that they would need a medium level of expertise in only 4 areas. 

During the second stage of this project we plan to draw up new vocational training and upgrade programs for NP staff. We hope that the data collected during testing will help us to make these programs as relevant as possible.
V. Popov,
Biodiversity Conservation Center
Table. Level of expertise required of different groups of NP staffers

	 
	 
	 
	

	High
	Medium
	Low
	Not required


 

 Section 1.

	#
	Area
of expertise 
	NP staff group 

	
	 
	Director 
	Chief Forester 
	Forester 
	Assistant Forester, Forestry Specialist 
	Forest Masters 

	
	Administrative Management 

	1.
	Strategic planning 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.
	Personnel recruitment
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3.
	Infrastructure development 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4.
	Finance management and accounting 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Protection of Resources 

	5.
	Bio-resources conservation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6.
	Cultural resources conservation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7.
	Systematization, storage and analysis of information 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8.
	Research 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9.
	Monitoring
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10.
	Environmental impact statement 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11.
	Rare/endangered populations control 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12.
	Landscape management 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13.
	Protection of historical sites 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14.
	Fire Prevention 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	
	 
	Director 
	Chief Forester 
	Forester 
	Assistant Forester, Forestry Specialist 
	Forest Masters 

	
	Legislation and Law Enforcement 

	15.
	Conservation legislation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16.
	Civil and labor legislation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17.
	Protection planning and management 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18.
	Violations registration and prosecution 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Public Relations 

	19.
	Conflict resolution
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20.
	Interaction with mass media 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21.
	Interaction with NGOs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	22.
	Preparation of information materials 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Tourism 

	23.
	Infrastructure development 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	24.
	Visitors management 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	25.
	Excursions 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	26.
	Marketing and promotion 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Ecological Education 

	27.
	Of local population
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	28.
	Of NP visitors 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Community Liaison 

	29.
	PR campaigns 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30.
	Increasing role of government bodies 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	31.
	Polling interested parties 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 Section 2.

	#
	Area
of expertise 
	NP staff group 

	
	 
	Game-keeper 
	Inspector, Wildlife Protection Specialist 
	Research and Monitoring Specialist 
	Recreation and Tourism Specialist 
	Ecological Education Specialist 

	
	Administrative Management 

	1.
	Strategic planning 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.
	Personnel recruitment 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3.
	Infrastructure development 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4.
	Finance management and accounting 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Protection of Resources 

	5.
	Bio-resources conservation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6.
	Cultural resources conservation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7.
	Systematization, storage and analysis of information 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8.
	Research 
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UGRA NATIONAL PARK HOLDS MEETING
Ugra National Park held a meeting to develop a Management Plan on July 12-13, 2001. The NP Management Plan was drawn up within the framework of the Russian National Parks Management Strategy Development Project, which is funded by Britain’s Department for International Development.

The meeting was organized by Ugra’s directors and by the Biodiversity Conservation Center. Over 40 representatives from local municipalities, Kaluga Region and regional NGOs took part. Meeting participants learned about NP activities in the field of biodiversity conservation, historical and cultural heritage protection. Having discussed the problems and prospects for Ugra NP development, they agreed that it needs to develop a complex development program based on the principles of conservation and sustainable use of natural resources and cultural heritage; the program must also consider the needs of local people and contribute to sustainable social and economic development of the region. 

The meeting identified the following problems as the most pressing: 

· the deterioration of aesthetic qualities of the landscape resulting from improper use of agricultural lands; the decay of historical and architectural sites and monuments; urban sprawl; 

· illegal development of natural and mineral resources, mainly sand extraction;

· pollution from industrial and agricultural enterprises as well as solid non-industrial waste;

· illegal hunting and fishing.

The participants agreed that within the next few years Ugra should obtain the official status of a biosphere reserve. Effective mechanisms for managing resource users within the National Park should include open discussions and coordination procedures that involve local authorities and businesses in NP management. This could be done by setting up a Board or a Committee consisting of municipal authorities, farmers and entrepreneurs, representatives of local communities, etc.

The meeting identified the following priorities for the Ugra NP Management Plan for 2002—2006:

For conservation and restoration of natural sites: 

1. Improve the efficiency of the NP State Inspection by revising its structure, methods and forms of work. Stress efforts to prevent poaching and improve relations with the local community. 

2. Minimize anthropogenic impact on the NP natural complexes, particularly in using tourist routes.

3. Organize activities to restore and improve broadleaf forests.

4. Amend and confirm the NP Statement and the Statement on Included Lands in proper order.

5. Set up special program for the conservation of rare and endangered plant and animal species.

6. Set up a system of ecological monitoring.

To protect and sustain the aesthetic and educational value of cultural landscapes:

1. Make an inventory of historical and cultural monuments as well as historical and cultural sites and prioritize them.

2. Involve the local authorities and local residents in efforts to preserve historical and cultural heritage as well as the attractiveness of the surrounding landscape.

3. Curb urban sprawl by developing Municipal Management and Planning Charters.

4. Develop a museum network by setting up private museums, NP displays and exhibitions.

To improve the data base for managing natural resources: 

1. Create a complex environmental management program and enlarge the NP geo-informational system (GIS).

2. Make an inventory of natural complexes and sites and estimate the NP’s recreation resources.

3. Cooperate with the Education and Science Department of the Kaluga Region Administration.

To involve the local community in NP activities:

1. Improve the role of municipalities in conservation and protection of the natural and cultural heritage; ensure their participation in tourism and recreation development. 

2. Develop existing target-program to involve local residents in small businesses to provide services to tourists (hotels, shops, souvenirs, crafts, information, etc).

3. Improve climate for potential investors in the region’s economic development, especially the tourism infrastructure in the park and its protection zone.
To develop tourism and recreation in the National Park:

1. Develop local tourist businesses by renting out tourist routes and recreation sites.

2. Improve the system of visitor control and access to the NP by issuing licenses to tour operators working in the National Park. 

3. Organize accommodation for visitors to the National Park. Ensure visitors’ safety; provide first aid and medical services.

4. Attract investment in the NP tourism infrastructure with financial support from the regional budget.

The management plan should be completed by December 31, 2001.

Yuri Buivolov,
Biodiversity Conservation Center
«ECOLOGICAL EDUCATION»
ECOLOGICAL EDUCATION
AT STATE NATURE RESERVES IN 2000:
SURVEY
Russia had 96 functioning State Nature Reserves in 2000. In accordance with current legislation, ecological education is one of the primary tasks of the reserves. In 57 reserves (58%), divisions specializing in ecological education functioned as independent units (Azas, Altaisky, Astrakhansky, Baikalo-Lensky, Baikalsky, Barguzinsky, Basegi, Bastak, Bashkirsky, Belogorie, Bolshaya Kokshaga, Bolshekhekhtsirsky, Bryansky Les, Bureinsky, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Vishersky, Vitimsky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Voroninsky, Dagestansky, Dalnevostochny Morskoy, Darvinsky, Daursky, Kavkazsky, Katunsky, Kedrovaya Pad, Kerzhensky, Kivach, Kostomukshsky, Kronotsky, Lazovsky, Laplandsky, Malaya Sos’va, Nurgush, Ostrov Vrangelya, Pechoro-Ilychsky, Pinezhsky, Polistovsky, Poronaysky, Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe, Prisursky, Sayano-Shushensky, Severo-Osetinsky, Sikhote-Alinsky, Sohondinsky, Stolby, Taimyrsky, Teberdinsky, Tungussky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Ussuriysky, Khakassky, Khankaisky, Khingansky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Shulgan-Tash); in 25 reserves (25%) similar divisions functioned as workgroups within other departments (Bolon’sky, Bolshoy Arktichesky, Botchinsky, Voronezhsky, Zhigulevsky, Galichya Gora, Dzherginsky, Kabardino-Balkarsky, Kaluzhskiye Zaseki, Komandorsky, Komsomolsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Kurilsky, Magadansky, Mordovsky, Nizhne-Svirsky, Oksky, Olekminsky, Orenburgsky, Pasvick, Prioksko-Terasny, Putoransky, Khopersky, Chernye Zemli, Yugansky). On average, 3 persons were involved in ecological education in each reserve.

The average age of eco-education specialists is 31; 65% of them finished college; 20% are qualified specialists; 10% finished secondary school; and 5% have some college education. Half are in the natural sciences (biology, geography, chemistry, ecology, physics, and mathematics), and 88% of them have accreditations to teach school.

Natural history museums functioned in 36 reserves (36%): Astrakhansky, Baikalsky, Barguzinsky, Basegi, Bashkirsky, Belogorye, Bolshekhekhtsirsky, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Visimsky, Vishersky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Voronezhsky, Galichya Gora, Dalnevostochny Morskoy, Darvinsky, Zhigulevsky, Zeisky, Il'mensky, Kavkazsky, Kandalakshsky, Kedrovaya Pad', Kivach, Kronotsky, Lazovsky, Malaya Sos'va, Mordovsky, Pechero-Ilychsky, Prioksko-Terrasny, Sayano-Shushensky, Taimyrsky, Teberdinsky, Ussuriysky, Khopersky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Shulgan-Tash. 

Laplandsky, Pasvick and Taimyrsky reserves have historical and cultural heritage museums. Belogorye boasts a Nature Museum founded in 1924. This is the oldest nature museum in the system of Russian nature reserves.A total of 155,667 visitors passed through reserve museums in 2000. The most popular museums were those in Ilmensky (40,720 visitors), Prioksko-Terrasny (12,958) and Voronezhsky (10,337).

Thirty-two reserves (32%) have constant exhibitions either in the NR office or in other museums and establishments. Some reserves (Bryansky Les, Bureinsky, Visimsky, Darvinsky, Sikhote-Alinsky and Khakassky) have more than one exhibition at a time.

Twenty one reserves (21%) have visitor centers (Astrakhansky, Barguzinsky, Basegi, Bryansky Les, Voronezhsky, Daursky, Zhigulevsky, Komsomolsky, Kostomukshsky, Lazovsky, Nurgush, Orenburgsky, Pechero-Ilychsky, Rostovsky, Sayano-Shushensky, Severo-Osetinsky, Taimyrsky, Tungussky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Ussuriysky, Shulgan-Tash) while 39 others (39%) have information stations of some other kind, such as ecological centers or specially equipped rooms. A number of reserves have more than one station (Bolshoi Arktichesky, Bryansky Les, Verkhne-Tazovsky, Zeisky, Katunsky, Orenburgsky, Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe, Taimyrsky, Khakassky, Khankaisky, Khingansky, Shulgan-Tash). A total of 58,890 people passed through reserve visitor centers and information stations in 2000.

Staff members from 88 reserves (89%) set up 680 exhibitions. A little over one-third of these (37%) were shows of children’s work (pictures and paintings, essays, handicrafts from natural materials, ecological stories, fairy tales, publications, etc). Much attention was paid to photography exhibitions (27%). There were also specialized exhibitions dedicated to nature conservation and reserves (15%), to art (10%), and to environmental literature (9%). Taimyrsky, Khopersky, Khakassky and Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe organized of the most exhibitions.

Some reserves (Vishersky, Dalnevostochny Morskoy, Teberdinsky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy, Shulgan-Tash) used their own “pet corners”, animal houses and aviaries, for ecological education. Other reserves (Voronezhsky, Galichya Gora, Pechoro-Ilychsky, Oksky, Prioksko-Terrasny, Taimyrsky, Khingansky) used existing nursery gardens and farms with rare and valuable animal species for the same purpose. 

Many reserves provide excursions and tours. Seventy-eight of them (79%) have ecological paths and routes within the reserve, its buffer zone, and other PNAs. The average length of such paths and routes is about 97 kilometers per reserve. By equipping these paths and routes and relocating them outside the reserve, NR experts can reduce recreation pressures.

The number of reserves that have or are in the process of laying out equipped ecological paths and routes almost doubled between 1999 and 2000. However, less than half of them (42%) have paths that are to some degree equipped. Only 39 reserves (39%) have ecological paths and routes that are fully or partially equipped: Azas, Altaisky, Baikalsky, Barguzinsky, Basegi, Bashkirsky, Bolshoi Arktichesky, Botchinsky, Bryansky Les, Vitimsky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Voronezhsky, Voroninsky, Dalnevostochny Morskoy, Zeisky, Kavkazsky, Kaluzhskye Zaseki, Kedrovaya Pad', Kivaxh, Komsomolsky, Kostomukshsky, Kronotsky, Kurilsky, Laplandsky, Nurgush, Ostrov Vrangelya, Pinezhsky, Prisursky, Sayano-Shushensky, Sokhondinsky, Stolby, Teberdinsky, Tungussky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Ussuriysky, Khakassky, Khingansky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy, Shulgan-Tash.

In 2000, 79 reserves (80%) were visited by organized tour groups. A total of 149,231 people visited the reserves. Foreign groups comprising 5,055 people visited 52 reserves (53%). The following reserves were the most visited ones: Teberdinsky (57,206 persons), Kivach (30,000) and Prioksko-Terrasny (12,959). Kivach was the most attractive for foreign visitors (2,000 persons). Staff responsible for ecological education gave guided tours in 65 reserves (66%); scientific research staff in 58 reserves (59%); inspectors in 40 reserves (40%); and staff from outside organizations in 27 reserves (27%).

Much attention was paid to working with the media. In 2000, the staff of 93 reserves (94%) published 2,160 articles. The following reserves had the most publications: Luplandsky — 197, Khakassky — 112, Taimyrsky — 81, Basegi — 78, Sikhote-Alinsky — 73, Bryansky Les and Sayano-Shushensky — 60 publications each. Koryaksky and Tsentralno-Sibirsky reserves had no publications at all.

In 2000 the staff of 44 reserves (44%) published 74 articles and news items in the national media. The leaders are the following reserves: Taimyrsky (16 items), Khingansky (14), Astrakhansky (13) and Sayano-Shushensky (12). 

Specialists from 31 reserves (31%) appeared on national television a combined total of 73 times. Staff from the following reserves were on the air the most often: Laplansky (12 times) and Teberdinsky (6).The staff of 84 reserves (85%)participated in regional and local television programs 790 times. The following reserves appeared most often: Khakassky (70 times), Volzhsko-Kamsky (47), Olekminsky (34) and Kavkazsky (33). 

Staff from 7 reserves (7%) were broadcast 13 times on national radio; of these Laplandsky and Khingansky are the leaders (3 broadcasts each). As for regional and local radio, the staff of 46 reserves (46%) were broadcast 572 times, including Laplandsky (110 times), Khakassky (42), Belogorye (39), Voronezhsky and Teberdinsky (27 times each). On the other hand, Gydansky, Denezhkin Kamen’, Dzhugdzhursky, Kaluzhskye Zaseki, Kivach, Koryaksky, Polistovsky, Tsentralnosibirsky, Yugansky and Yuzhno-Uralsky had no radio or television broadcasts in 2000.

Nineteen reserves (19%) issued their own newsletters or bulletins, or assisted in the publication of these periodicals financially, or provided expertise (Bolshaya Kokshaga, Voroninsky , Voronezhsky, Darvinsky, Zhigulevsky, Atunsky, Kerzhensky, Lazovsky, Laplandsky, Norsky, Olekminsky, Pinezhsky, Teberdinsky, Ussuriysky, Khankaisky, Khakassky, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Shulgan-Tash, and Yugansky).The newsletters of the following reserves had the largest circulation: Khakassky — 6,500, Teberdinsky — 2,000, Pinezhsky — 1,400 and Laplandsky — 1,000.

Supplements to regional and local newspapers were issued with the financial support or expertise of 13 reserves (13%): Bashkirsky, Voroninsky, Bureinsky, Lazovsky, Malaya Sos'va, Nurgush, Oksky, Rostovsky, Sikhote-Alinsky, Sokhondinsky, Khankaisky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy and Shulgan-Tash.

Three reserves (3%) had their own regular conservation columns in local and regional newspapers: Bolshaya Kokshaga, Zhigulevsky and Poronaisky.At the same time, Tsentralnosibirsky did not do any work with the media at all.

Leaflets, brochures and photo albums were created with materials provided by 45 reserves (45%): Bargusinsky, Basegi, Bastak, Belogorye, Bolshaya Kokshaga, Bolshoy Arktichesky, Botchinsky, Bureinsky, Visimsky, Vishersky, Voroninsky, Galichya Gora, Darvinsky, Zeisky, Ilmensky, Kabardino-Balkarsky, Kavkazsky, Kaluzhskye Zaseki, Katunsky, Kedrovaya Pad', Kerzhensky, Komandorsky, Komsomolsky, Kostomukshsky, Kronotsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Lazovsky, Malaya Sos’va, Nizhne-Svirsky, Norsky, Nurgush, Oksky, Pasvick, Pinezhsky, Polistovsky, Prioksko-Terrasny, Rostovsky, Sokhondinsky, Stolby, Taimyrsky, Teberdinsky, Tungussky, Khopersky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy, Shulgan-Tash; 36 reserves (36%) produced wall, desktop and pocket calendars, posters and postcards (Altaisky, Bastakк, Belogorye, Bolshaya Kokshaga, Bolshoy Arktichesky, Botchinsky, Bryansky Les, Vishersky, Dalnevostochny Morskoy, Darvinsky, Zhigulevsky, Ilmensky, Kabardino-Balkarsky, Kavkazsky, Kerzhensky, Komsomolsky, Kronotsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Kurilsky, Lazovsky, Laplandsky, Magadansky, Norsky, Pasvik, Pechero-Ilychsky, Poronaisky, Rostovsky, Sokhondinsky, Teberdinsky, Tigireksky, Tungussky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Ussuriysky, Khakassky, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Shulgan-Tash).

Various kinds of souvenirs (badges, stickers, ensigns, medals, notebooks, ceramic mugs and files) were produced by17 reserves (17%): Bolshaya Kokshaga, Bryansky Les, Visimsky, Voroninsky, Ilmensky, Kostomukshsky, Kronotsky, Oksky, Olekminsky, Pasvick, Pechero-Ilychsky, Rostovsky, Taimyrsky, Teberdinsky, Ust’-Lensky, Khakassky, Shulgan-Tash.
Other kinds of advertising and information products (leaflets, books, teacher editions, CD-ROMs, information packs, web-sites, etc.) were issued by 22 reserves (22%): Baikalsky, Bashkirsky, Bolshaya Kogshaga, Bolshoy Arktichesky,Bryansky Les, Bureinsky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Dzherginsky, Zhigulevsky, Zeisky, Ilmensky, Kandalakshsky, Kedrovaya Pad’, Kostomukshsky, Kronotsky, Pechero-Ilychsky, Pinezhsky, Prisursky, Stolby, Taimyrsky, Tigireksky, Shulgan-Tash.

Conservation scenes were filmed on the territory of 68 reserves (69%); copies of these photo- and video materials remained in 49 reserves.

In 2000 the staff of 20 reserves (20%) organized regular environmental courses for schoolchildren (Barguzinsky, Belogorye, Bureinsky, Zeisky, Ilmensky, Katunsky, Kivach, Kronotsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Lazovsky, Laplandsky, Olekminsky, Polistovsky, Poronaisky, Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe, Sayano-Shushensky, Sokhondinsky, Taimyrsky, Khankaisky and Tsentralno-Lesnoy). These included after-school lectures and workshops on ecology and nature conservation, as well as the introduction of similar subjects into the school curricula, etc. The courses were delivered to 2,635 schoolchildren. 

Single lectures on environmental subjects were given by the staff of 74 reserves (75%). These lectures included ecological games and individual tasks, and in most cases, photographs and slideshows and videos about the reserve. A total of 36,260 schoolchildren attended.

The staff of 47 reserves (47%) participated in ecological conferences and seminars for a total of 3,103 schoolchildren; 65,565 schoolchildren took part in various traditional contests, quizzes and Olympiads. Schoolchildren of different age groups participated in natural materials craft contests and contests for the best essay, painting, photo or research work, newspaper article, etc. — a total of more than 640 events involving 84 reserves (85%). Here the most active reserves were Taimyrsky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Lazovsky, Orenburgsky and Khopersky. 

The staff of 42 reserves (42%) worked with various ecological clubs both in the reserve and outside (e.g. at schools and centers for young naturalists). A total of 3,892 schoolchildren were involved in eco-clubs. Here the most active reserves were Khakassky, Lazovsky, Darvinsky and Vishersky.

Research, conservation and other field trips and camping trips took place in 42 reserves (42%); 2,222 schoolchildren were involved in these activities.

In the summer of 2000, 3,332 schoolchildren went to ecological camps at 49 reserves (49%). The best results were shown by Zhigulevsky, Khopersky, Voronezhsky, Kerzhensky and Kaluzhskye Zaseki.

Schoolchildren worked at 63 reserves (64%). They arranged artificial breeding sites for birds, cleared ecological paths, collected rubbish, created parking places and recreational zones, planted trees, etc., in the reserves and in adjacent areas. 

In 2000, 174,391 schoolchildren participated in activities and events organized by the reserves especially for them. 

Seventy-four reserves (75%) worked with schools, assisting teachers and consulting. In 2000, conferences and seminars for teachers of biology, geography and ecology were organized with the participation of the staff of 54 reserves (55%). Bryansky Les, Voroninsky, Bolshaya Kokshaga, Bashkirsky and Khakassky were the most active.

At the same time, Gydansky and Tsentralnosibirsky had no involvement with schoolchildren or schoolteachers.

The staff of Bolshaya Kokshaga and Dzherginsky presented a series of lectures on ecology, nature conservation and reserves for college and high school students. Specialists at 38 reserves (38%) organized lectures for the local community. Astrakhansky, Kurilsky, Pechero-Ilychsky, Zhigulevsky and Baikalo-Lensky were the most active here.

Events organized by NR staff with the participation of different enterprises, authorities, the media, scientists and ecologists (to share experiences, tell about project ideas and research results; offer assistance or establish ties) have become a tradition. Various round table discussions, press conferences, workshops and meetings were held by Ust-Lensky, Ussuriysky, Khopersky, Kerzhensky, Sayano-Shushensky, Ubsunurskaya Kotlovina, Kostomukshsky, Prisursky, Nurgush and other reserves.

Last year 90 reserves (91%) took part in the March for Parks, which involved over 380,000 people. There were activities on Earth Day at 54 reserves; on Bird Day at 42; and on a number of other ecological holidays. Over 400,000 thousand people total took part in these campaigns.

Festivals, marathons, meetings, processions and concerts were also dedicated to ecological holidays. Reserve staff, authorities, environmental activists and scientists gave speeches; agitprop teams organized special shows. Amateur and professional performances, exciting theatrics, colorful decorations, posters, balloons etc. made these activities more appealing to the public. The events were covered in the media. The best-attended campaigns were organized by Visimsky (150,000 people), Khakassky (80,000) and Bashkirsky (22,000).

Eighty-three reserves (84%) provided liaisons with NGOs, government and other national and regional associations. Partner organizations provided informational, organizational, technical and material support to the reserves free of charge. Prisursky, Khakassky and Tsentralno-Lesnoy had the greatest number of partner-organizations. 

In 2000, 61 staff members from 38 reserves (38%) upgraded their qualifications at different training seminars and courses. 

The reserves had the following facilities for eco-education work:

· 67 reserves (68%) had video-players; 

· 62 reserves (63%) had video cameras; 

· 56 reserves (57%) had TV-sets; 

· 65 reserves (66%) had photo-cameras; 

· 50 reserves (51%) had slide-projectors. 

All the reserves participated in some way in eco-education and eco-training activities in 2000. The best eco-education work was done by the following reserves: Bashkirsky, Bolshaya Kokshaga, Voronezhsky, Dalnevostochny Morskoy, Zhigulevsky, Lazovsky, Laplandsky, Sayano-Shushensky, Taimyrsky, Teberdinsky, Ussuriysky, Khakassky, Khingansky, Khopersky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy and Shulgan-Tash.

V. B. Stepanitsky,
Deputy Head
Department of Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety
Ministry of Natural Resources 
ECOLOGICAL EDUCATION
AT NATIONAL PARKS IN 2000:
SURVEY 
Thirty-five national parks functioned in Russia in 2000. In accordance with current legislation, ecological education is a top priority at national parks. At 6 parks (17%), eco-education departments functioned independently or joined forces with similar departments at the following national parks: “Vodlozersky” (Eco-Educationa Department), Zabaikalsky (Science, Recreation and Eco-Education Department), Losiny Ostrov (Department of Eco-Educationa and Eco-Training), Mariy Chodra (Science, Information, Eco-Education and Tourism Service), Nizhnyaya Kama (Department of Science, Excursion Services and Eco-Education), Hvalynsky (Eco-Education and Tourism Department); and in one more national park (3%) eco-education was provided by a workgroup (Kurshkaya Kosa — Eco-Education Sector). In 24 NPs (69%), eco-education was the responsibility of the staff of other NP departments.

On average, 2 persons were involved in eco-education at each national park. The average age of eco-education specialists is 39; 83% have higher education. The NP eco-education staff consists of forestry and garden-and park specialists (29%); natural scientists, such as biologists, geographers, chemists and ecologists (24%); teachers and psychologists (26%); and others specialists, such as agronomists, librarians and philologists (21%).

Museums functioned at 11 national parks (31%) in 2000, including 8 natural history museums in Vodlozersky, Kurshskaya Kosa, Mariy Chodra, Nizhnyaya Kama, Paanayarvi, Pripyshmenskye Bory, Sochinsky,and Taganay, and four other museums in Valdaisky (The Museum of Bianka and M.V. Vrassky), Losiny Ostrov (Old Russian Hunting, Historical and Archeological Museum), Pripyshmenskye Bory (Museum of Ethnography), Shushensky Bor (Forestry History Museum).

Five more parks (14%) (Vodlozersky, Zyuratkul, Plescheevo Ozero, Russky Sever, Smolny) have constant exhibitions in the NP office or in an outside museum or institution. 

In 2000, the NP staff arranged 1,080 museum excursions for a total of 37,403 visitors. The museums of the following national parks were the most popular: Kurshkaya Kosa (137 excursions, 17,808 visitors), Losiny Ostrov (120 excursions, 2,625 visitors), Sochinsky (172 excursions, 2,389 visitors), Vodlozersky (158 excursions, 1,441 visitors). 

Twelve national parks (34%) have visitor centers, and 8 more parks (23%) have information stations of some kind in the NR office or elsewhere. Seven national parks (20%) have more than one visitor center or information station: Vodlozersky, Losiny Ostrov, Pribaikalsky, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Sochinsky, Ugra, Ugyd Va. A total of 68,537 visitors passed through visitor centers and information stations in 2000. The Pribaikalsky Visitor Center (Yelantsy Settlement) had the most visitors (21,470).

In 2000, the staff of 33 national parks (94%) set up 145 exhibitions for different audiences. Children’s Art Shows (paintings, essays, handicrafts from natural materials, etc) have become a tradition (51% of all exhibitions). Photography shows accounted for 17% of the exhibitions; conservation and specialized shows for 12%. There were also conservation literature exhibitions and shows by professional artists (3%). Most active here were Valdaisky, Meschera, Ugra and Ugyd Va. Prielbrusye and Smolny had no exhibitions at all.

In addition to excursions, the museums and visitor centers organized field trips and various tours. During the past year the most popular kinds of tourism in the national parks were walking tours (19 NPs, or 54%); group and amateur boat tours (14 NPs, or 40%); group and individual car and bus tours (9 NPs, or 26%). 

Any excursion or outdoor eco-education activity creates anthropogenic pressure on natural complexes. It is possible to reduce such pressure by providing specially equipped ecological paths and routes. In 2000, 208 ecological paths and routes (12,028 km total) were functioning at 32 national parks (376 km per NP, on average). 

A total of 499,315 visitors passed through national parks in 2000 (14,266 visitors per NP, on average), including 41,399 foreign tourists. More than half the total number of visitors were received by Sochinsky (290,100 visitors), while most foreigners (36,389) visited Kurshskaya Kosa.

At the same time, Pripyshmenskye Bory received no tourists at all; Prielbrusye and Smolny did not supervise the tourist access to their parks.

A traditional type of eco-education that does not require much funding is work with the media. In 2000, NP staff wrote 891 articles. The staff of 14 national parks (40%) published 69 articles and items in national editions. The most distinguished parks here were Smolenskoye Poozerye and Ugra (11 and 8 publications respectively). The staff of 34 NPs (97%) published 822 articles in the local and regional press. Plescheevo Ozero (111 articles), Ugra (95) and Valdaisky (83) published the most. 

In 2000 the staff of 28 national parks (80%) participated in 246 television programs. The staff of 7 NPs (20%) appeared on national TV 14 times, including 3 appearances by Losiny Ostrov and 2 by Vodlozersky. 

The staff of 20 NPs (57%) appeared on regional and local TV 232 times. Sochinsky (31 appearances), Ugra (28) and Nizhnyaya Kama (21) were the most active.

The staff of 25 NPs (71%) were broadcast 252 times on radio. The staff of 6 NPs (17%) participated in 11 programs on national radio; half of these (5 programs) were organized by Valdaisky. The staff of 25 national parks (71%) were broadcast on regional and local radio 241 times. Of these broadcasts, 33 were organized by Nizhnyaya Kama and 31 by Ugra.

In 2000, 14 NPs (40%) published newsletters or bulletins for the local community, or provided financial support or expertise for such publications. Publications by the following NPs had the largest circulations: Smolenskoye Poozerye — 3,999 copies, with Zapovednye Ostrova (the NP co-founded the newspaper), Losiny Ostrov and Nizhnyaya Kama —2,000 copies each.

Supplements to regional and local newspapers were issued with the financial support and expertise of 4 national parks (11%): Alania, Plescheevo Ozero, Russky Sever, and Ugyd Va. 

Leaflets, brochures and photo albums were issued by 23 national parks (66%): Alkhanai, Bashkiriya, Valdaisky, Vodlozersky, Zabaikalsky, Zyuratkul, Mariy Chodra, Meschera, Meschersky, Nechkinsky, Nizhnyaya Kama, Orlovskoye Polesye, Paanayarvi, Pripyshmenskye Bory, Russky Sever, Samarskaya Luka, Sebezhsky, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Ugra, Hvalynsky, Shorshky, Shushensky Bor, Ugyd Va. Fourteen NPs (40%) issued posters; postcards; and wall, desk and pocket calendars: Alkhanai, Valdaisky, Zyuratkul, Orlovskoye Polesie, Paanayarvi, Plescheevo Ozero, Pripyshmenskye Bory, Russky Sever, Samarskaya Luka, Sebezhsky, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Sochinsky, Ugra, and Shushensky Bor.

Souvenirs and information materials (books, manuals, leaflets, kits, children’s art albums, badges, stickers, etc.) were produced by 15 national parks (43%): Valdaisky, Vodlozersky, Meschersky, Nechkinsky, Nizhnyaya Kama, Orlovskoye Polesye, Plescheevo Ozero, Pribaikalsky, Russky Sever, Samarskaya Luka, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Smolny, Sochinsky, Ugra and Shorsky. 

Environmental scenes were filmed at 24 NPs (69%), mostly by outside organizations; copies of these photographs and videos remained at only 13 national parks. 

Paanayarvi, Pribaikalsky and Shorsky have their own websites; a number of other parks use the websites of other organizations to display information.

Work with schoolchildren remains one of the most important kinds of eco-education in which NP staff are involved. National parks generally prefer to organize contests and give lectures (particularly using games techniques, photographs and videos). Forestry remains a traditional and highly effective NP forum for children who listen to lectures; participate in rallies, workshops and conferences as well as in research work; assist in equipping NP paths; work in nurseries; and participate in other activities and events arranged by NP staff.

The following national parks worked with schoolchildren: Vodlozersky, Plescheevo Ozero, Kenozersky, Nizhnyaya Kama, Paanayarvi, Orlovskoye Polesye and others.

National parks organized festive conservation activities and holiday events dedicated to nature conservation. In 2000 all the national parks took active part in the March For Parks conservation campaign as well as in a number of other events, such as Earth Day, Bird Day, Forestry Service Day, etc. 

Public activities such as festivals, marathons, meetings, processions, concerts etc., were dedicated to ecological holidays. NP staff, authorities, environmental activists and scientists gave speeches; agitprop teams organized special shows. Amateur and professional performances, exciting theatrics, colorful decoration, posters, balloons, etc., drew the public. The events were covered in the media. The most numerous campaigns were organized by Vodlozersky (18,348 people), Plescheevo Ozero (around 15,000), Alania (13,483), Kenozersky and Sochinsky (over 10,000 each).

Almost all NPs were engaged in eco-education activities in 2000. Most active were Vodlozersky, Valdaisky, Kenozersky, Kurshkaya Kosa, Paanayarvi, Plescheevo Ozero, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Sochinsky, Ugra and Shushensky Bor. 

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

«PROTECTED MARINE AREAS»
MARINE RESERVES MAY PROMOTE PRESERVATION 
OF GRAY WHALE

Protected marine areas have never been a top priority in Russia. At the same time, by imposing protection status on large sea areas we have made considerable progress. The Dalnevostochny State Marine Reserve has allowed us to minimize the negative impact of recreation, poaching and ocean shipping in the Gulf of Peter the Great. A small marine reserve in the Vostok Gulf is preventing the sand extraction projects so disastrous for the coastal area. Due to the timely establishment of a 30-mile marine mammals protection area, the Komandor Islands Shelf is the only area of the Bering Sea still undisturbed by the fishing industry. Attached to the Komandorsky State Nature Reserve, this area is of great value for monitoring natural changes in ecosystems. 

Today we face a problem that we cannot solve without protected marine areas: the problem of the Okhotka-Korean gray whale population. Gray whales are distinct from other whale populations because of their unique way of living. They feed on seabed bottom invertebrates in shallow coastal waters and travel thousands kilometers from feeding to breeding grounds. 

The Eastern Pacific population numbers over 20,000 whales. They winter near the California coast while their fattening grounds are located near the Bering Strait. 

For many years it was believed that whalers had killed off the Okhotka-Korean (Western-Pacific) as well as the Atlantic gray whales. But in the 1970s a small group of gray whales (around 200) was discovered in the Western Pacific; every summer these animals turn up near the northeastern coast of Sakhalin. 

By coincidence, the gray whales favor a shelf area in the Far East where considerable oil and gas resources have been extracted. The first commercial oil was produced at the Sakhalin-2 project (contractor — Sakhalin Energy) on the Molikpak stationary oil platform built in the autumn of 1998. The drilling of over 10 wells is done from the platform. The oil is pumped through an underwater pipeline to a floating oil reservoir where tankers berth on a regular basis. 

Molikpak is situated 24 km from the shore, beyond the area where the whales usually gather. However, this platform, from which bore solutions and other industrial waste is dumped and on which helicopters land, cannot but impact negatively on coastal ecosystems (even in a no-emergency case). And that is only the beginning of the problem. Nearly every year, the Sakhalin-2 and Sakhalin-1 projects allow contractors to drill additional new exploratory holes. In the northern area of the whales’ fattening grounds, in the Odoptu oilfield run by the Sakhalin-1 project, shelf oil is extracted from the shore using the direct drilling method. 

Two more platforms that will soon be built even closer to the gray whales’ habitat than Molikpak. 

The development of Sakhalin Shelf oil resources has made whale research vital. Meanwhile, the involvement of American companies (Marathon Oil — a former shareholder in Sakhalin-2, and Exxon — a leading shareholder in Sakhalin-1) in these projects has made it possible to put the gray whale on the agenda of the Russian-American Commission on Scientific-Technological Cooperation (Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission). On February 7, 1997, the Commission adopted a Statement “On Measures to Ensure Biodiversity Conservation in the Sakhalin Island Area”. The Okhotka-Korean Gray Whale Population Monitoring and Research Program was drafted in 1998. Sakhalin Energy provided the main funding for its implementation; some Russian institutes also contributed. Although the program was slow to research such crucial aspects as the whales’ feeding base and toxicology, the work of Russian and American scientists has given us new information about the state of this small population. 

First of all, the population turns out to be really small. Photo-identification works launched in 1998 show that some 100 whales have come to the Sakhalin shore in the recent years. Observations were done from the lighthouse at Piltun Lagoon (in the middle of their fattening grounds). It was found the number of whales in this area began decreasing in1995. Beginning in 1999, researchers observed incidents of exhausted whales whose number increased by 27 in 2000. At a recent session of the International Whaling Commission (IWC) in London, a special meeting was devoted to the gray whale. Recent data on its population presented to the Scientific Board of the IWC was very discouraging: the proportion of male and female whales is 2:1; most newborns are also male. This shows that, according to the IUCN guidelines, the gray whale should be regarded as critically endangered. 

The resolution of IWC Session 53 (July 26, 2001) stresses the necessity of reducing the mortality of the gray whale as a result of anthropogenic impact to zero, and calls on Russia, Japan and other countries “to take active measures to stop the anthropogenic death incidence of the population and to minimize anthropogenic disturbance in migration corridors as well as in fattening and breeding grounds”. 

But what practical measures can be taken when most aspects of the problem remain obscure? We do not know whether the decline in the whales’ health is due to the noise made by the stationary oil platform, or to exploratory drilling, or to the constant presence of vessels and helicopters, or to the dumping of drill solutions and drilling wastes or to some other source of pollution. It may be that the whales are also negatively impacted in their wintering places (the exact location of which no one knows). We cannot afford to wait for the answers — by then the population may have disappeared altogether. In August 2001, geological and engineering work (using seismic-acoustic surveys and soil test selection) was done from on board three vessels in the whales’ feeding grounds at Sakhalin-1.

To allow us to simultaneously carry out conservation activities and collect new information for analysis, we must establish a marine reserve (zakaznik). Specialists at the All-Russian Research Institute of Marine Fishing Industry and Oceanography presented a plan for a marine reserve in 1997. The following border and protection regime was proposed.

The northern border should run one kilometer south of the southern border of Okha City, while the southern border should run along the latitude of the Chaivo Gulf. The protected area should be 10 kilometers wide. In order to reduce disturbance factors during the whales’ stay in the marine reserve, we must: 

· prohibit motor vessels of any tonnage from entering the marine reserve water area; 

· prohibit any plane or helicopter from flying lower than 30,000 feet over the marine reserve or within a kilometer of its border; 

· prohibit on-shore motor transport from coming within a kilometer of the shore without special permission and only with a marine reserve convoy; 

· prohibit seismic tests from being conducted within the marine reserve or within a kilometer of its borders. 

Any economic development or construction work conducted on the shore between May 1 and October 31 should be coordinated with the protection service. Standing industrial sites on the seashore near the marine reserve should be strictly prohibited.

The marine reserve plan was sent to the State Ecological Committee, but never reviewed (in fact the plan may never have reached former Department for Protected Natural Areas). Clearly, this first draft of the marine reserve plan had little chance of being adopted. The plan, the justification for the marine reserve, the evaluation of its infrastructure, manning table and transportation links, all needed more work. The proposed protection regime for the coastal area would have been opposed by local authorities and businesses; land plot allotment could have slowed the process. 

The need for a marine reserve has been set forward many times. Unfortunately, a detailed study on its concordance has not been made. If in the late 1990s it was relatively easy to set up a PNA, now a reaction has set in and the authorities at every level refuse to cooperate. To set up a marine reserve for the gray whale we will have to start from the very beginning. But now we can use the publicity the gray whale problem has received in Sakhalin. The idea of establishing a marine reserve is supported (at least orally) by the federal department for environmental protection, the fishery industry authorities in charge of marine mammals, and the Sakhalin Energy Company. We could use the letter of the Interdepartmental Ichthyology Committee, with which the Government has already been familiarized, and the resolution of the International Whaling Commission.

According to the Federal Act “On Protected Natural Areas”, a federal marine reserve may be created within the system of the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) or may be subordinated to the State Fishery Committee. Both departments may be interested in taking the designated PNA under their authority: The MNR Department for Environmental Protection and Ecological Safety because the gray whale is listed in the Russian Red Book of rare and endangered species, and the State Fishery Committee because a marine reserve would allow it to better control the fish resources. 

The State Fishery Committee may take the lead here because researchers and scientists from fishery institutes have long participated in monitoring the gray whales in Sakhalin, and local Fish Protection Inspectors could enforce the marine reserve protection regime. In any case, there should be an agreement between the Committee, the MNR and other shareholders developed in a form of a supplement to the Marine Reserve Statement. The agreement should specify how these structures are to cooperate on the marine reserve regime protection, whale population monitoring and additional sources of funding. The Sakhalin Region Administration, conservation NGOs (WWF, in particular) and even concerned oil and gas companies (for instance, Sakhalin Energy) may also enter into the agreement. 

The marine reserve is envisioned as seasonal, which means that the restrictions listed above will apply only during those periods when the gray whale shoal near northeastern Sakhalin is most numerous and most vulnerable. The protection regime of the marine reserve should be justified and easy to enforce. 

Its external border should be defined based on data relating to the regular distance of whales from the shore. This distance should not exceed 10 km from the shore. In accordance with the recommendations of the Scientific Board of the International Whaling Commission, during this period (June to September) test drilling works and oil explorations (primarily seismic acoustic works) should be prohibited. The marine reserve should be awarded the status of a valuable fishery economy water area with the proper dumping norms. Only in-shore vessels with proper fishery mandates should be permitted to enter the marine reserve. Oil tankers and vessels providing services to stationary oil platforms must travel along strictly established lanes.

The protection regime should be enforced on two levels: through licenses issued by federal authorities and their basin and regional executive authorities, and through permanent monitoring of the environment and the whale population at the local level. The Piltun Lighthouse survey (conducted over many years) may be of use on the second level. By establishing observation posts in at least two more places (along the northern and southern marine reserve peripheries) it would be possible to cover 30% of the fattening area. After special training, either Sakhalin State Fishery Committee staff, or whale researchers, or NGO volunteers could act as observers here. Researchers and NGO volunteers would have to be given the authority of public fishery or nature conservation inspectors in order to record violations of the protection regime in accordance with the current legislation. Public initiatives to save the gray whale could be supported through grants: the world conservation community has taken a great interest the fate of the gray whale off Sakhalin.

But the first step toward saving the gray whale should be taken today by arranging a working meeting of representatives from the Ministry of Natural Resources, the State Fishery Committee and NGOs to draft a Marine Reserve Statement. 

V. A. Spiridonov,
WWF Russian Office
«MISCELLANEOUS»
ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF PNA FUNCTIONING
(Vladimir Region)
Many natural resource users and government structures consider that Protected Natural Areas (PNAs) are just a side element of conservation work. At best, PNAs use budget and other funds; at worst, they prevent economic development.

But it isn’t that simple. First one should consider how much PNAs actually limit economic development. In the Vladimir Region, PNAs now cover 14% of the whole area. This statistic has different interpretations. On one hand, it may be viewed as a proof of successful conservation work; that is why it is often cited in government reports. On the other hand, many business managers use it to argue against the creation of new PNAs (since a considerable amount of land has already been excluded from economic use).

Actually, both statements (that conservation work has been successful and that there are already too many PNAs) are untrue. 

How is one to evaluate the efficiency of the economic use of land and natural resources located within a PNA? 

Adding up the acreage of PNAs without considering how these areas are used results in a skewed sense of the economic and ecological roles they play. Nature and marine reserves, for example, differ significantly not only in legislative and spatial, but in economic terms as well, primarily in the degree of exemption of the PNAs or protected objects and sites from economic turnover.

Adding up the lands involved in economic use in a specific PNA is difficult because of the various modes of use of one and the same area and frequent changes in priorities, let alone the spatial dynamics. That is why, the size of a PNA efficient area can act as a sort of approximate factor (Vakhromeev, Davydova, 2000) permitting us to evaluate the economic and temporal features of a PNA rather than the spatial ones (which is sometimes more important):
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where 


ai — economic and time exemption coefficient for the area (i-type economic activities restriction factor);


n — number of types of nature use restricted in a PNA;


t — time of PNA functioning (provided that t > 1 year);


SPNA — PNA total area, hectares.

If the PNA has been divided into functional zones, and there exist different protection regimes for each zone, one should use the formula for each zone separately taking into consideration the size of these zones:
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where


Sj – size of j-zone with special protection regime;


m – total number of zones with relevant protection regime.

Coefficient a is empiric and can vary from region to region. For Vladimir Region the proposed values for this coefficient range from 0,05 to 0,12 (see Table).

We use this coefficient because the greater the number of types of resource use that are restricted in a given PNA, the greater the values that coefficient a can reach and the greater the share of the PNA that will be practically inaccessible for economic use. For most nature reserves the total value of coefficient а tends to be close to one. Unified coefficient а values for all of Russia and each type of PNA could help us do qualitative comparisons and juxtapositions to relevant regional areas as well as to evaluate the efficiency of a PNA’s functioning.
The second component in the formula is the time of PNA functioning. The given functional dependence refers to the following condition:
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. The shorter the period of PNA functioning, the less the value of coefficient a will be and the smaller the efficient area will be, and vice versa.

As an example, we used Formulas (1) and (2) to calculate the efficient area for a projected botanical reserve, Starodubsky (Kovrov District of the Vladimir Region). Its pre-project justification envisages the division of the area into functional zones with appropriate protection regimes: a strictly protected zone of 4,230 hectares and a moderate regime zone of some 4,000 hectares. There will also be a buffer zone around the reserve, 10 to 30 meters wide. We can exclude this area from our calculations since the buffer zone is not part of the reserve area.

For the strictly protected zone, considering all the restrictions on economic use, the efficient area will be:
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The total value of coefficient а equals 0,477, the time of the reserve functioning is unlimited, or absolute (t → ∞, therefore, 1 – 1/t → 1).

For the moderate regime zone the efficient are will be:
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The total efficient area will be:
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Thus, the actual share of lands excluded from economic use will be not more than 58% of the total reserve area.
Table. Coefficient values to calculate PNA area efficiency
	#
	Type of use
	Coefficient
а

	1

2

3

4

5
	I. Agriculture

Plant-growing:

Plowing

Use of fertilizers and poisonous chemicals
Stock-Breeding:

Cattle herding

Hay-mowing, creation of cultivated meadows and pastures

Organization of summer cattle camps, pens and field farms 
	0,3

0,05

0,05

0,12

0,12

0,06

	6

7

8

9

10
	II. Forest Economy
Timber-Felling
Main use timber-cutting

Interim use timber-cutting

Secondary forest use:

Storage of resin

Hey-mowing and cattle herding
Storing non-timber forest products (mushrooms, nuts, berries, wild plants, etc.)
	0,4

0,01

0,01

0,01

0,05

0,05

	11

12

13
	III. Hunting and Fishing Economy
Hunting

Industrial fishing

Amateur Fishing
	0,05

0,02

0,01

0,02

	14

15
	IV. Tourism and Recreation
Tours (one-day and longer), camping

Transport and Parking
	0,05

0,025

0,025

	16

17

18

19

20

21
	V. Water and earth resources use
Water extraction from surface water springs
Artesian water extraction
Mineral water extraction 

Non-ore minerals extraction

Construction of underground facilities

Peat extraction
	0,028

0,01

0,01

0,002

0,001

0,001

0,004

	22

23
	VI. Transportation
Transportation, electrical transmission lines, pipelines, communication lines, etc.
Construction of new means of transportation, electrical transmission lines, communication lines, etc.  
	0,024

0,012

0,012

	24

25
	VII. Industry
Industrial enterprises and other economic sites (e.g. accommodation for tourists, rest homes, health improving camps, etc.), not included in pp. 1—23 

Industrial enterprises and other economic sites under construction or on the drawing board 
	0,024

0,012

0,012

	26

27
	VIII. Public Utilities
Populated areas 

Land allotted for new housing outside populated areas
	0,024

0,012

0,012


The other economic aspect of PNA functioning is the financing. Until now federal PNAs and almost all regional PNAs have been budget-dependant, which means that they only use funds. Actually, there is nothing reprehensible about this situation; just the opposite, in fact. The Government, interested in further development and safety, has to invest in conservation, because conservation cannot be profitable or even self-financing. However, in times of protracted economic crisis, one must find other sources of funding for conservation, particularly for PNAs.

One possible source of funding is eco-tourism in PNAs. Naturally, economic aspects of PNA functioning should not prevail over the main objective — local nature conservation.

As an example of additional funding, I will cite the figures for an historic landscape complex (HLC) Bogolubovo Meadow. HLC is a new category of PNA first introduced in the Vladimir Region in 1999. Since one of the goals of an HLC is to provide recreation that is safe from the point of view of conservation, it can contribute much to the development of eco-tourism.

The creation of an HLC, as well as the organization of any other category of PNA, may be evaluated with the help of economic indices – for instance, the size of prevented ecological damage. Since the key component of the Bogolubovo Meadow HLC is the botanical nature monument, we chose the condition of the vegetative layer as the criterion for damage evaluation. If we assume that the creation of the HLC will contribute to the conservation of the whole area’s vegetative layer  (currently one can observe increasing recreational digression here), the size of prevented damage (D) associated with destroying or damaging the plants can be calculated with the help of the following formula
: 
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where

k — biodiversity factor (assumed as 4,6);

Hp — damage reimbursement tariff for causing damage to 1 hectare of intense plant growing, in rubles (300 minimum monthly wages);

S — the area covered with vegetative layer, hectares;

Hopi — damage reimbursement tariff for causing damage to 1 plant included in the Russian Red Book of rare and endangered species; 

Ni — the number of destroyed i-type plants;

50 — average period of PNA functioning needed to do these calculations.

Thus, the size of the damage according to this formula will be:
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The size of prevented damage cannot be regarded as a direct economic effect index, however it is useful in doing scientific calculations on other economic indicators.

An economic effect may occur given the introduction of an eco-tourism program at an HLC. The presumed economic effect (E) here can be calculated by using the following formula:
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where

Dp — size of prevented damage from destroying vegetative layer, rubles per year;

N — total number of tourists that visited the HLC, persons per year;

S — size of HLC, hectares;

MARL — maximum admissible recreation load, persons per hectare per day;

365 — average number of days in a year.

Given this formula to estimate the economic effect from eco-tourism, we can calculate the entrance fee per tourist in an organized group: 


[image: image11.wmf]),

5

(

1

1

1

1

i

i

i

i

i

ti

Р

N

E

N

E

Н

-

-

-

-

+

=


where 

Нti — entrance fee for visit to an HLC by a tourist in an organized tourist group in i-year (current year), rubles per person.;

Ei-1 — economic effect from the implementation of eco-tourism program in i – 1-year (previous year), rubles;

Ni-1 — number of tourists that visited the HLC in organized groups in i – 1-year (previous year), persons;

P — the given level of profitability of eco-tourism activities during i-year.
Calculations done according to this method require data on the number of visitors that passed through the HLC (organized tour groups).

Such calculations were done for 2001 by using data on visits to Bogolubovo Meadow by tourists in organized groups during 11 months of the previous year, 2000 (data provided by the Vladimir-Suzdal Museum Reserve). In accordance with existing recommendations (Zabelina, Belousova, 1973), we estimated the maximum admissible recreation load as 30 persons per hectare per year. 

The economic effect of eco-tourism activities in 2000 could be:
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In order to have the same effect in 2001 (given the same number of tourists) the entrance fee per tourist per group with 25% (0,25) profitability should be:
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These calculations show that it is possible to make a profit by charging only a nominal entrance fee; the collected fees can be used to develop the complex, or to do scientific research, or to initiate other commercial projects. But economic benefits should never conflict with the conservation goals of HLCs and other PNAs.

The above example reflects only one of the possible ways of attracting additional funds for PNAs. Depending on the PNA type, category, size, etc., one may develop other projects and program.

In conclusion, not all PNAs can be completely exempt from economic use (not counting, of course, state nature reserves and other strict protection regime natural monuments). The sum of PNA functional zones should not be viewed as direct indicators of conservation efficiency, or the degree of exemption of the area from resource use. For an objective evaluation, one must distinguish between PNAs according to their category, purpose, size and protection regime. 

On the other hand, many PNAs can generate additional funds by implementing secondary commercial projects and programs, while some PNAs can become independent. The generation of additional funds may prove an important argument in convincing the authorities, land-users and other shareholders (especially at the regional level) that PNAs can yield practical outputs; therefore we must support and develop them.
I. V. Vakhromeev,

Kovrov State Academy of Technology
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� Basic norms established by the former State Ecological Committee were taken into account in developing this formula (Bases …, 2000).
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