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«FROM THE EDITORIAL BOARD»

LETTER FROM THE EDITOR

Dear colleagues!

Publication of the Nature Reserves and National Parks bulletin by Moscow's Biodiversity Conservation Center (BCC) has been made possible by a Global Environmental Facility (GEF) Project dedicated to preserving biodiversity in Russia. With this issue of the bulletin, however, this GEF Project comes to an end. Over the last five years the bulletin has proved its independence with its own range of topics, sections and design. It has become a professional information bulletin. (See the Short History below.)

On behalf of the bulletin's readers, the BCC wishes to thank the members of the editorial board and the editorial team for their superb work and for the bulletin's highly informative content. We would also like to thank the GEF Biodiversity Conservation Project for its administrative support. Experts from the State Committee on Ecology, from Rosleshoz (the Forestry Committee) and the Ministry of Natural Resources responsible for PNAs also provided material. The GEF Project provided the basic financing. The bulletin had additional support from the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation and from WWF's Russian Office.

The BCC is still looking for the financial means to continue publication of Nature Reserves and National Parks. We have nothing definite yet, but there is reason for optimism. As of 2001, we began publishing the English-language version of the bulletin in an electronic edition as well, which attests to our foreign colleagues' interest in it.

Please write to us if you would like to continue receiving Nature Reserves and National Parks. We would be happy to know how the bulletin assists you in your work and that you really need it. Your suggestions as to how to develop the bulletin in future and how you have used it to date would be of enormous help to us.

The cover of this issue features a photograph of two saigas. Only recently these animals were common in the spacious Russian steppes. Today the Saiga is one of Russia's most seriously endangered species. In this issue you will find the Resolution of the International Meeting on Saiga Protection: it calls for combined efforts and real measures in the sphere of Saiga conservation. We are sure that Nature Reserves and National Parks can continue to help solve significant biodiversity conservation and reserve problems by making such urgent information public. 

We look forward to continuing the good work! 


Alexey Zimenko, 
Chairman of the Board
Biodiversity Conservation Center

NATURE RESERVES AND NATIONAL PARKS 1997-2002:
A SHORT HISTORY OF OUR BULLETIN
(from a report to the grant issuing organization)
The first issue of Nature Reserves and National Parks bulletin was published on October 22, 1993, by Moscow’s Biodiversity Conservation Center. Paid for by the Reserves Program, it was originally called «Newsletter for Nature Reserve Staff»; 100 copies were made with the help of a copy machine. In December 1993, and in January 1994, «Newsletter No. 2 for State Nature Reserve Staff» and «Newsletter No.3 for State Nature Reserve and National Park Staff» appeared in editions of between 100 and 200 copies. 

Issues No. 4-23 had the name «Informational Bulletin for State Nature Reserves and National Parks» and were put out in editions of 600 copies. In September 1998, Nature Reserves and National Parks was registered with the Russian State Press Committee as a quarterly bulletin. The bulletin is officially distributed throughout Russia, the CIS and the Baltic States. Circulation increased to 1,000 after registration and has now reached 1,200.

A complete set of all the bulletins can be found at the BCC, at Lenin State Library in Moscow and at the Russian Book Chamber.

Beginning in 1997, the bulletin was published within the framework of Target В.3.5.1 — Publication of Nature Reserves and National Parks bulletin, part of the Protected Natural Areas GEF Project dedicated to biodiversity conservation in Russia.

During this period 21 issues (Nos.19 to 39) of the bulletin (a total of 19,000 copies) were published. Circulation more than doubled. Beginning with No.26, all issues were proofread. Thus the editorial work involved increased three times and circulation increased four times while financing (per issue) remained roughly the same. 

Range of Topics

Currently the bulletin publishes important guidelines in the field of conservation and reserve work, recent legislation, news from nature reserves and national parks, information on contests, upcoming conferences and ones that have just taken place, book reviews, etc.

The bulletin has eight regular sections: Current Issues, Charitable Grants, Upcoming Scientific and Conservation Forums, Your Bookshelf and Announcements (100%, i.e., all issues contain these sections); Decision-Making Issues (94%); News for the Scientific Departments of Nature Reserves and Ecological Education (83% each). 

Other sections appear less frequently. As soon as the editorial board has received the relevant materials the following sections are published: Conservation in Protected Natural Areas (44%), Previously Published (38%), News from National Parks (33%), and Miscellaneous (55%).

Issues Nos. 19 to 38 contain information on 125 symposiums, conferences, seminars and workshops related to nature conservation, research and protection of biodiversity and landscapes; 65 of these events were international, 22 were national, 38 were regional and interregional. News on grant contests (around 50 articles) announced by 22 charitable funds and other organizations plus information on the results of the contests (over 25 articles) came out regularly as well.

Distribution

Currently the Bulletin is distributed free of charge to nature reserves and national parks in Russia, the CIS and the Baltic States as well as regional arms of the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR); also to branch educational and scientific institutions in Russia and the CIS and to some individual specialists. Thus, Nos. 37 and 38 were mailed to 760 addresses in Russia, 198 addresses in the CIS, and 30 addresses in the Baltic States and beyond. Copies were also given to visitors to the BCC, SEU, WWF and GEF offices and to the MNR. 

Since 2001, the bulletin has been available on the BCC website: in both Russian and in English.

Alexey Zimenko,
Editor-in-Chief

Andrei Scherbakov,
Deputy editor-in-chief
«CURRENT EVENTS»
RESOLUTION 
OF THE BIODIVERSITY AND ECOLOGICAL SAFETY SECTION 
OF THEALL-RUSSIAN CONFERENCE ON ECOLOGICAL SAFETY 
(Moscow, June 4-5, 2002)
On June 4, 2002, a Biodiversity and Ecological Safety Section meeting took place at the Moscow Institute for Ecology and Evolution Studies named after A.H. Severtsov under the Russian Academy of Sciences. Over 70 representatives of research institutes, government departments and NGOs from different regions of Russia participated. Seven papers and 20 brief reports on biodiversity conservation, restoration and use within the context of ecological safety were presented.

1. Biodiversity is the basis for a sustainable environment for man's life and health; biodiversity conservation is a sine qua non of ecological safety in Russia.

2. At present in Russia, biodiversity is in decline as a result of the exhaustive use of natural resources; a disastrous increase in illegal bio-resources development; environmental pollution; lax government controls in the sphere of natural resources and their use; poor implementation of environmental legislation; insufficient funding of conservation; and disregard for those international conventions and treaties that Russia has signed.

3. Biodiversity conservation should be a top priority for both the government and society. This priority should be reflected in federal, regional and municipal social and economic development programs and plans. The basic principles and tools for conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity are stated in the Russian National Strategy for Biodiversity Conservation (2001).

4. The system of biodiversity management should rely on situational ecosystem analysis; planning within ecological regions, including basins; the principles of sustainable use of natural resources; and a complex assessment of the value of natural sites for sustainable development and ecological safety.

5. The Russian Ministry of Natural Resources as well as other ministries and departments should make the following biodiversity conservation goals a top priority:

5.1. In the field of biodiversity conservation, restoration and use:

· large areas of little-disturbed ecosystems (including trans-border areas) sufficient to sustain all the natural components should be preserved; 

· conservation and restoration of natural ecosystems within affected areas (especially in steppe zones, broad-leaf and mixed forests, southern taiga), including lands released from agricultural use;

· conservation and restoration of endangered species and their habitats (category 1 of the Russian List of Endangered Species and relevant regional list categories); 

· bans on all felling that can harm natural ecosystems, in the forests north taiga and forest-and-tundra zones, forest-steppe zones and mountain forests, whose self restoration is difficult or impossible; 

· general application of sustainable and complex bio-resource use principles; conservation of used bio-resources, their inner structure and ability to self-regulate and self-reproduce; 

· development of enterprises that breed species whose numbers are dangerously low due to hunting, fishing, etc., in order to reduce the pressure on the species; 

· improved control over the import and use of introduced and generically modified organisms as well as acclimatization works; prevention of self-resettlement of introduced species and the spread of generically modified organisms in natural ecosystems, the liquidation of the after-effect of these processes.

5.2. In the field of prevention of various illegal activities related to the extraction, use and turnover of bio-resources:

· strict state regulation and control over the turnover from any economic activities, such as hunting or fishing that endanger rare species (sturgeon, Saiga antelope, etc.); 

· immediate development of a system for assessing and reimbursing damages as a result of ecological offence and its legal reinforcement; 

· conformity of damage fees for illegal bio-resource use with the market value; 

· review of the system of wages for state inspectors who fight against poaching; their withdrawal from the tariff scale; restoration of the system of bonuses and awards based on collected fines and claims; 

· efficient anti-poaching measures (special detachments, etc.) among nature protection agencies; extended authority of state inspectors of nature protection services, forestry, hunting and fishing services.

5.3. In the field of protected natural areas (PNA) maintenance and development, providing comprehensive government support:

· the status of a PNA must not be reduced, PNAs of federal significance must not be subordinated to regional authorities; 

· sustainable and relevant budget financing, logistics and personnel enhancement; 

· state strategy to develop the system of PNAs; improvement of the federal governance system of PNAs; 

· federal system of marine PNAs, incorporating all Russian seas; 

· extended system of freshwater (river and lake) PNAs in all regions of Russia; 

· extended system of PNAs in the steppe zone; 

· temporary exclusion from economic use areas included in perspective federal and regional plans for establishing PNAs prior to their designation; 

· Russian ecological network to sustain natural ecosystems and biodiversity starting with the most affected regions.

5.4. In the field of establishing and improving socio-economic tools for conservation and sustainable biodiversity use, including the system of federal governance:

· develop and institutionalize economic tools for biodiversity conservation while ensuring that payments for bio-resource use correspond to their market value (including rent payments) and encourage economic units in order to promote sustainable use and include damage and restoration costs in the estimate of any project having an impact on biodiversity; 

· provide legal aid for biodiversity conservation and sustainable ecosystem functioning in the new land use legislation framework; improve methods of changing the form of property and sale of land, natural resources and economic objects, taking into consideration conservation and biodiversity restoration objectives; 

· improve ecological inspections for purposes of biodiversity conservation; provide methodology, information and normative support; inspect all projects that affect biodiversity; ensure that inspection findings are respected; 

· create a national system of biodiversity monitoring (of populations, species, communities and ecosystems, soils, etc.); 

· involve citizens and public organizations in the decision-making process as regards biodiversity conservation, use and monitoring; restore public inspection for bio-resources use control; give the local community access to ecological information; establish a public biodiversity conservation advisory and expert councils under the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources as well as in federal okrugs; 

· include topics related to biodiversity conservation and its role in sustainable development and ecological safety in biology and ecology courses in secondary and high schools.

5.5. At the international level:

· preserve national biodiversity in the process of integrating Russia in international trade, financial, military and political structures; 

· meet the requirements for joining international conventions related to biodiversity conservation: Bonn Convention on Wild Animals Migrating Types; Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention); Anti-Desertification Convention; Cartagena Protocol on Bio-safety; Participation in Making Local Environmental Decisions Aarhus Convention.

6. Regions of Russia where immediate practical measures should be taken to conserve biodiversity:

· forest-steppe, steppe and semi-desert zones; 

· the Caspian, Azov, Black and Baltic seas and shelf areas of the Far-East seas; 

· Lower Volga, Lake Baikal; 

· broad-leaf forests of European Russia; 

· areas with intensive timber felling and logging in the Far East and in European Russia; 

· areas of intensive mineral extraction as well as areas designated for future exploitation.

RESOLUTION 
OF THE INTERNATIONAL WORKSHOP 
ON CONSERVATION IN PUBLIC AWARENESS: 
ETHICAL AND CULTURAL ASPECTS (TRIBUNE-8)

On May 27-30, 2002, Kiev University hosted the International Workshop on Conservation in Public Awareness: Ethical and Cultural Aspects (Tribune-8). The workshop was organized by the Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture, the Biodiversity Conservation Center (Moscow) and the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA/UNDP) with the support of the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation and the Vidrodzhennie International Fund.

The 70 participants came from nature reserves, national parks, public, scientific and governmental organizations in Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Russia and Ukraine. The workshop program included over 40 reports, 4 discussions (The Ethics of Conservation; An Ethical Examination of Scientific Research in Reserves and National Parks; Eco-Tourism in Nature Reserves: Right or Wrong?, Prospects for Protection of Sacred Natural Monuments). Participants also took part in an extended meeting of the editorial board of a humanitarian environmental magazine, listened to presentations by the Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture and the Biodiversity Conservation Center, and viewed various video-materials.

Moral principles are critical when it comes to conservation. Protected natural areas should take into consideration all manner of different objectives - conservation, scientific, ethical, spiritual, aesthetic, cultural - not only utilitarian ones. The PNA system should not contradict ethical and other non-material assets for whose sake it was created.

The workshop participants called for a return in the CIS to the ethical and aesthetic approach to conservation developed in the late 19th and early 20th century by I.P. Borodyn, A.P. and V.P. Demenov-Tyan-Shansky, G.A. Kozhevnikov, V.I. Taliev, D.N. Anuchin and other of Russia's pioneer conservationists. This approach focuses on the ethical value of wild nature, the right of wild nature, plants and animals to exist regardless of their benefit to mankind.

Organizational ethics and aesthetic principles of conservation and wildlife protection could prove efficacious both in developing a philosophy and ideology and in working to protect wildlife.

At present, ethical, spiritual, aesthetic and cultural aspects of conservation and the non-material assets of nature reserves and other PNAs receive little consideration.

We live in difficult times: market relations seem to have penetrated all spheres of human life, including the spiritual sphere. Thus the popularization of conservation ethics and PNA non-material assets is of paramount importance. Conservation ethics could reduce utilization pressure on reserves and other PNAs, encourage the designation of new areas, provide wider public support, improve reserve management and wildlife protection, promote environmental education and establish new conservation traditions.

In order to develop ethical principles in the sphere of conservation and to increase the significance of PNA non-material assets, the workshop participants:
Recommend that PNA experts use the ethical principles proposed by the Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture (amended and approved at the workshop) in their daily work.

Recommend that nature reserve and national park staff use the Approximate Statement for an Ethical Examination of Scientific Research in Reserves and National Parks developed by A. A. Nikolsky (modified and approved at the workshop).

Urgently recommend that reserves and national parts use sparing methods of scientific research in protected areas. 

Recommend that PNA specialists use the Guidelines Protecting Sacred Natural Monuments (developed and approved at the workshop). 

Urge that Sacred Natural Monuments be made a category in the CIS Register of PNAs.

Urge that designations and studies be made of sacred natural monuments (sacred groves, trees, springs, mountains, etc.) and that a Sacred Natural Monuments Inventory be started. To do this a suitable method for their identification and inventory will first have to be developed.

Appeal to religious confessions for assistance in receiving public support for PNAs and biodiversity conservation. 

Recommend that the organizers of conservation conferences and workshops include sections on ethical, spiritual and other non-material assets of PNAs.

Urge that chapters on ethical principles and the non-material assets of PNAs be included in courses and textbooks on environmental protection and conservation.

Ask conservationists and ecology experts to participate in the development of a Professional Code of Ethics.

Warn reserve and national park directors that all tourism (including "eco-tourism") is considered commercial use of natural resources. Tourism is not permissible in protected areas where economic activities are restricted in accordance with the conservation regime. Tourism in PNAs should be primarily for purposes of environmental education and nature conservation. The use of tourism at state reserves to solve financial problems is inadmissible since it conflicts the reserves' own aims. 

Recommend developing a National Strategy for Tourism Development in PNAs that would spell out where and to what degree tourism is permissible within the PNA system. Tourism development is primarily acceptable in national park zones for recreation and economic activity, in the buffer zones surrounding nature reserves and in the biosphere zones (zones of collaboration) of biosphere reserves. 

The Workshop participants urge:
The Ukrainian Government to forbid the construction of bridges through natural and historical sites of global importance (the Isle of Khortitsa in Zaporozhye) and to establish a National Nature Park in Khortitsa. 

The Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture and the Biodiversity Conservation Center in Moscow to organize a round-table discussion on biodiversity conservation for members of various confessions and environmental organizations. 

The Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture to hold regular international (within the CIS) wildlife conferences relying on the experience of U.S. and Canadian colleagues. 

CIS Conservationists to promote the Humanitarian Ecological Journal and the Humanitarian Ecology and Eco-ethics website (www.ecoethics.ru). 

International and Russian environmental foundations to support the BCC journals: Nature Conservation, and Nature Reserves and National Parks. 

The leaders of the Student Nature Guards Movement in the CIS to incorporate the ideas of ethics in the programs of their vocational schools and workshops. 

The editorial boards of CIS biology journals not to publish studies based on cruel research techniques (where alternative research techniques exist). 

The Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture to go back to drafting A Concept for the Natural Rights of Animals and Plants and A Declaration of Freedom for Wild Nature. 

The Participants support:
The proposal of the Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture to establish an International Wildlife Confederation in the CIS. 

The Initiative of the Darvinsky Reserve to collaborate with the Russian Orthodox Church to provide spiritual and environmental education and training. 

The proposal of the Azerbaijan Animal Protection Society to encourage close collaboration between environmental organizations and animal protection organizations. 

The proposal of the Azerbaijan Animal Protection Society and the Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture to conduct the next Workshop, Tribune-9, on Wildlife, Plant and Animal Rights in Kiev in the spring of 2003. 

The proposal of the IUCN Moscow office to make 2003 the year of Protected Natural Areas in the CIS. 

The idea of holding the Eighth Wildlife World Congress in Kamchatka (Russia). 

The proposal to create an Association of Natural Scientists for a Human Approach to Nature. 

The Workshop participants wish to thank:
The CIS conservation periodicals Zapovidna Sprava v Ukraini, ISAR Moscow Bulletin, Gravitation Force, Berkut journals, Zapovedni Vestnik, Zapoveni Ostrova, and Green World papers for their coverage of ethical, spiritual and aesthetic aspects of nature conservation; and O. Morozenko (Moscow), V. Levchenko and N. Vasilyeva (St. Petersburg) for their founding of environmental websites. 

The Kiev Center for Ecology and Culture, the Biodiversity Conservation Center in Moscow and the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas for their excellent organization of the Tribune-8 workshop.

Kiev, May 30, 2002
ETHICAL PRINCIPLES FOR RESERVES

(Drafted at the Kiev Ecological Cultural Center, amended and approved at the International Workshop on Nature Reserve Work and Public Awareness: Ethical and Cultural Aspects [Tribune-8], Kiev, May 27-30, 2002.)

Ethical principles for nature reserves are the result of the collaborative efforts of many generations of domestic and foreign conservationists.

The aim of these ethical principles is to create inner restraints that will prohibit or regulate various actions with respect to nature reserves and other PNAs and create ethical nature conservation and reserve traditions. By this we mean not only ethical rules of conduct for the staff of reserves, national parks and other PNAs, but also a public awareness of reserves that increases the ethical value of PNAs and ethical motivation for wildlife conservation.

Ethical principles for nature reserves may be used in ecological education and training to influence not only a person’s mind but his or her heart and soul, as well as in the management of reserves, national parks and other PNAs.

Ethical principles for reserves are not meant to force ecological morals on people since ethics do not allow violence. To join us a person needs only good will.

1. Do no harm.

2. Appreciate, love and respect wildlife for its own sake.

3. Use ethical methods in science and ecological education.

4. Consider the reserve area sacred.

5. Regard wildlife with reverence.

6. Do your best to observe the rights of wildlife, plants and animals.

7. Manage the nature reserve so that it remains a reserve.

8. Do not try to profit from protected natural areas.

9. Treat reserve activities as acts of good will.
DEMONSTRATING SUSTAINABLE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION 
IN FOUR PROTECTED NATURAL AREAS ON RUSSIA’S KAMCHATKA PENINSULA: 
A GEF/UNDP PROJECT PHASE I

The GEF/UNDP Project Demonstrating Sustainable Biodiversity Conservation in Four Protected Natural Areas on Russia’s Kamchatka Peninsula (Phase I) was launched on June 13, 2002, with a budget of $5,400,000 of which $2,200,000 came from the Global Environmental Facility and $3,200,000 in grants from the Canadian Government. 

The project was developed over a period of two and a half years by local experts, staffers at nature parks and Khronotsky State Nature Reserve, NGOs, scientists and one international expert. After the project’s preliminary phase was successfully completed, the project proposal was promptly submitted to the GEF Board, which approved it and the financing requested.

GEF’s funding will strengthen the protected areas’ administrative and management capacity, promote the development of a more rational and supportive PNA legislative base and increase the biodiversity awareness of local residents, as well as their commitment to PNAs. It should also prompt local communities to look for alternative livelihoods; and improve cooperation between federally and regionally administered PNAs and their parent organizations. The Canadian Government grants will go towards creating a Fund of small grants and credits for urgent needs as well as to improve biodiversity conservation on Kamchatka.

This major GEF/UNDP project will be supervised by the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). V.A. Plescheev, head of the MNR’s department of protected natural areas and sites, has been appointed national director of the project.

After the project is officially launched in early July, an Observation Committee will be created in Petropavlovsk-Kamchatsky to hire project staff on a competitive basis.

Through the UNDP Program, another GEF Project (to be implemented on Kamchatka and in the Koryaksky Autonomous Okrug) has been drafted — Conservation and Sustainable Use of Salmon Biodiversity on Kamchatka. As well, a project proposal for thermal water use is being considered as another possible UNDP project in this area. 

All competitions to participate in the start-up project will be announced on the web page of the UNDP Russian Office: http://www.undp.ru 

Check the announcements! We need reliable partners.

Elena Armand,
Coordinator of UNDP Ecological Programs

DANUBE — BLACK SEA CANAL PROJECT FORCED TO CIRCUMVENT RESERVE

In the fall of 2001, Ukraine’s Ministry of Transportation announced plans to build a navigable canal through the Danube Biosphere Reserve (DBR) using the mouth of the Bystre River. To this end, the Ministry planned to confiscate a strictly protected part of the DBR by means of a special Presidential decree. The confiscation would effectively divide the reserve into two separate parts. The Decree was drafted, and the issue was raised several times at presidium meetings of the Ukrainian Cabinet of Ministers. 

More that 1,500 hectares of the reserve were to be confiscated. Construction of the canal would partially or completely destroy unique animals and plants (there are currently 94 Red Book rare species living in the DBR); disrupt the migration routes of several million birds belonging to 133 different species; and paralyze the reproduction process of Danube herring (95% of all Danube herring now reproduce in this area). 

Access to the Black Sea through the Danube is extremely important for Ukraine’s economy and prestige as well as for the whole Danube region, particularly for the Ukrainian Danube Fleet and its ports – Ismail, Kilia, Reni and Ust-Dunaisk. On the other hand, the Danube delta is Europe’s largest wetland of international significance. To ensure biodiversity conservation in this delta, its unique landscapes are protected by a number of national and international conventions. According to the Ramsaar Convention, the reserve is included in UNESCO’s world reserve network. It is also part of the Ukrainian-Romanian border biosphere reserve. Though the canal project violates both national and international law, some $5 million of Ukraine’s budget has been earmarked for its construction. 

The President of Ukraine’s National Academy of Sciences (NAS), Academician B.Y. Paton, is firmly against canal construction in the reserve. Meanwhile, the Kiev Ecological Cultural Center, the Odessa Division of the Socio-Ecological Union, the Kharkov Ecological Group Pechenegi and the Zaporozhye 21st Century Eco-Club have launched a campaign in support of the DBR. Ukrainian and Russian student conservation groups, numerous Russian conservation organizations (including the BCC, SEU, Zapovedniki Eco-Center and Dront) have joined the campaign and written letters to the Ukrainian Government. The Kiev Ecological Cultural Center organized a press conference. The atmosphere at the conference was heated. Representatives from the Center also took the floor at a NAS presidium meeting, where the draft project that would have put the canal through strictly protected reserve area was rejected. Ukrainian ecological and international experts caused the canal’s lobbyists to abandon their original project in favor of one that would circumvent the reserve. 

Ukraine’s NAS, whose responsibility the Danube nature reserve is, had already proposed such a variant earlier in October. According to their proposal the canal could be built along a road located in the buffer zone of the DBR. Damage to the environment from canal construction and use would be minimal. On April 16, the deputy director of Delta Lotsman (a government enterprise run by Ukraine’s Ministry of Transportation) informed the NAS that the plan to build the canal at the mouth of the Bystre entrance had been officially scrapped. Now both parties have begun work on an alternative project. 

Vladimir Boreiko,
Director 
Kiev Ecological Cultural Center 
e-mail: kekz@carrier.kiev.ua

TIMBER INDUSTRIALISTS LOBBY FOR NATIONAL PARK AND NATURE MONUMENT IN MURMANSK REGION

On May 15, 2002, the directors of the five largest timber industry enterprises in the Murmansk Region wrote to Governor Y.A. Yevdokimov asking him to support the creation of a PNA to protect forests of high conservation value.

The five enterprises involved – Priroda, Polariya, Ogni Karal, Severmurmanles and Allakurtinsky Forest Industrial Enterprise – account for over two thirds of the timber felling in the Murmansk Region. In their letter to the Governor the directors of these enterprises noted that the absence of measures to ensure the conservation of undisturbed forests in the region had already created certain difficulties for the timber industry, and in future the losses could be bigger. 

The impact of Murmansk forest industry enterprises on the social and economic situation in the Kolsky and Kandalakshsky districts of the Murmansk Region is enormous. To a large extent, the forest creates jobs and employment. For the region’s forest sector to function, the export of timber products to markets in Western Europe must be stable.

At the same time, if Russian timber products are to enter ecologically sensitive Western European markets, they must be competitive and they must meet the requirements of sustainable forestry use. A number of Finnish, Swedish and Norwegian timber industry companies – such recognized world leaders as Stora Enso, UPM Kummene and Metsalitto – have imposed a moratorium on felling and purchasing timber from many forests in Karelia and the Murmansk Region. The moratorium won’t be lifted until measures are taken to protect forests of the highest conservation significance, including valuable massifs of undisturbed forests through the establishment of protected natural areas.

The absence of measures to protect highly valuable forests in Murmansk means that the Murmansk timber industry sector may lose traditional markets for its products in Finland, Sweden and Norway. Thus, the social and economic situation in the region, unstable even now, runs the risk of becoming critical. Hundreds or even thousands of people could be left without jobs.

Proposals to establish PNAs have been drafted at the Institute of Industrial Ecology Problems of the North (Russian Academy of Sciences) and have the support of conservation NGOs. Most important are the Kutsa nature park and the Laplandsky Les nature monument proposed by the Kolsky branch of the Biodiversity Conservation Center.

The future of the people who voted for Governor Yevdokimov of Murmansk’s unique natural areas now depends on the Governor’s decision.

INTERNATIONAL WORKSHOP
ON PROTECTING THE SAIGA ANTELOPE:
RESOLUTION

1. An International Workshop on Protecting the Saiga Antelope, organized by the Government of Kalmykia, was held in Elista, Kalmykia's capital, May 5-10, 2002. 

2. The workshop was made possible by the Ministry of Natural Resources' (MNR) Committee for Natural Resources and Environmental Protection; the ISAR Caspian Program; the Russian Committee for UNESCO's Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Program; and various foreign and domestic sponsors: the Secretariat of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES); the Secretariat of the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS); the Species Survival Commission of the World Conservation Union (IUCN/SSC); the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF); the Large Herbivore Initiative of the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF/LHI); the Dutch Embassy in Moscow; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; the Conservation Force, USA; the Safari Club, Houston; Kalmneft; Kalmtatneft; and Rosneftegazstroi. The workshop participants thanked the Government of Kalmykia for hosting such an important international workshop and expressed their gratitude to all the sponsors, members of the Organizing Committee and facilitators who made the workshop a success.

3. More than 90 specialists took part in the workshop, including: representatives of the five range states (Russia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Mongolia); representatives of international organizations responsible for migratory species protection and international trade in rare and endangered species of wild flora and fauna; governmental and non-governmental nature conservation organizations.

4. At plenary and thematic sessions the workshop participants discussed the causes of the decrease in numbers of the Saiga antelope throughout its entire range, except Mongolia, where there is a separate subspecies (Saiga tatarica mongolica) and its strict protection has been ensured in collaboration with the local population. Poaching for horns, which are used in traditional Chinese medicine, has caused a steep decline in Saiga numbers. Poachers also hunt Saigas to obtain meat for sale at local markets. To stop poachers, the CITES Secretariat proposed that the Standing Committee recommend to all parties that no imports of Saiga antelopes be accepted from Kazakhstan and Russia. Workshop participants noted the necessity of expanding cooperation at all levels, including with nations that import Saiga horns, so as to prevent illegal trade and restore the Saiga habitat and abundance for future sustainable use. Participants also requested that the range state delegations at the forthcoming 2002 CITES COP consider a temporary moratorium on the trade of any and all Saiga specimens. 

5. Workshop participants also discussed such vital topics as the monitoring of Saiga populations and habitats; the role of strictly protected natural areas; establishing captive breeding centers for gene-pool conservation; collaboration with the local population; interregional and international cooperation. Detailed discussions of these issues were carried out at plenary sessions and in small groups where proposals and recommendations for the conservation and sustainable use of the Saiga were developed. These proposals have been added to drafts of the Memorandum of Understanding and Action Plan for the protection of the Saiga antelope and distributed to all interested bodies by the CMS Secretariat. At the plenary session, workshop participants approved these drafts together with additions made by six working groups and recommended that the relevant authorities in each range state in collaboration with CITES and CMS sign these documents as soon as possible. 

6. Workshop participants gladly accepted the CMS Secretariat's offer to send the final versions of the Memorandum of Understanding and the Action Plan to the range states, and expressed the hope that this would speed up the signing of the above documents. Moreover, it was agreed that CMS and CITES together with the range states would take the steps necessary to strengthen control over international trade in horns and other products derived from the Saiga antelope. As well, workshop participants called upon the governments of the range states to increase their efforts to protect and restore the Saiga and its habitats, including migration corridors. They encouraged all stakeholders to contribute to the implementation of the Memorandum of Understanding and the Action Plan, both vital to the fulfillment of the Agreement on conservation and the use of migrating bird and mammal species and their habitats signed by members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) in 1994. 

7. Workshop participants said that after the Memorandum of Understanding and the Action Plan went into effect it would be desirable to create an intergovernmental commission responsible for their implementation and for the overall coordination of the efforts of all organizations interested in protecting the Saiga. In addition, workshop participants said it would be necessary to create an international expert council to independently assess any projects, which could lead to changes in Saiga populations. They asked the Russian MAB Committee to agree on how this council should be formed. 

8. Workshop participants also noted that the protection and restoration of the Saiga antelope and its habitats could contribute to the range states' programs for poverty eradication and sustainable development. The protection of this endangered species cannot be separated from other national and regional efforts to conserve biodiversity and combat land degradation as stated in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the Convention on Desertification Control (CCD). Accordingly, it will be necessary to integrate conservation and sustainable use efforts for the Saiga and its habitat into the national strategies and action plans required under these instruments and any future Memoranda of Understanding concluded under the auspices of CMS and CITES. 

9. Workshop participants requested that national and regional governmental bodies consider the possibility of creating new protected natural areas (PNA), particularly trans-boundary ones to protect migrating Saiga herds and strengthen existing local PNA networks to facilitate communication between fragmented sub-populations. In some areas, Saiga breeding centers might be set up to conserve the antelope's gene pool. 

10. The workshop participants asked local and national authorities to publicize the workshop results and to distribute information on programs to protect and restore the Saiga and ensure its sustainable use as part of the living heritage of the Eurasian steppes. Workshop participants asked the Organizing Committee to distribute this Resolution to the range state governments and publish the papers presented at the workshop as a separate volume to be forwarded to CITES and CMS and other agencies and organizations interested in the protection, restoration and sustainable use of the Saiga. 

11. Workshop participants requested experts from range states to analyze long-term observations on changes in the Saiga's ecology and biology that could be published in the journal Arid Ecosystems and used as teaching aids. 

12. Workshop participants asked that the Government of Kalmykia continue to promote cooperation among all parties concerned with Saiga protection. Kalmykia's Wild Animals Conservation Center should be expanded and used as a base for training local and visiting students. Up-to-date technologies for conducting counts and other studies on Saiga ecology should be developed, and a database to exchange information among the Saiga range states and the Secretariats of CMS and CITES should be set up. Workshop participants invited all national and international government institutions - including the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) and its agencies - inside as well as outside the Saiga's range to implement the Action Plan.
HOW TO PROTECT MIGRATING GAZELLE: EXPERTS CONFER AT DAURSKY BIOSPHERE RESERVE

On June 3-5, 2002, Daursky Biosphere Reserve held a meeting to discuss trans-border conservation of the migrating Gazelle (Procopara gurarossa) flock and restoration of this population in the Baikal Region. Experts from Mongolia, China and Russia attended. The meeting was initiated by Doctor Fred Baerzelman, manager of the WWF’s Large Herbivore Program (LHI), and organized by the Russian Committee for UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere Program and by Daursky Reserve. 

Gazelle experts and representatives of international ecological organizations and PNAs exchanged information on the efforts of their three countries to ensure Gazelle conservation. They defined specific ways of cooperating and exchanging information during the migration of large gazelle groups across national borders. These measures will be spelled out in detail at the 4th session of the Joint Committee of the international Daursky Reserve in September 2002 in Chita.
Brief Reference

As a result of Gazelle migration from Mongolia to the Baikal Region, groups of gazelles settled in the Chita Oblast in early 2001. By November 2001 there were between 580 and 750 head of gazelle, including 400 animals that settled in the vicinity of the Daursky Reserve, mainly in its protected zone. By calving time in 2002, the number of the gazelle living in the reserve’s vicinity was 280-300 individuals. Over the next nine months these numbers decreased as a result of illegal game shooting. During the above-mentioned migration period and beginning in September 2001 unprecedented measures were taken to protect these gazelles.

For eight straight months, the largest herd was guarded by men who followed them in cars far outside the reserve borders. The groups used radio direction-finding. Security guards patrolled the steppes of Onokonsky and Borskinsky districts whose area is several times that of the reserve and its protected zone. For the last eight months (starting in September 2001) the reserve conducted 83 stationary watches, around 40 long (1-4 day) raids and around 50 short raids (less than 24 hours). The raid groups were on duty for more than 3,000 hours total. As a result of the raids, the guards apprehended 12 poachers (4 cars), who had shot 12 gazelle. All the offences were brought to justice. Additionally, in 4 cases illegal hunting of gazelle was prevented and the offenders were punished.

Financial support for these protection activities was provided by state and non-government conservation organizations, by WWF, the LHI Program, and the Embassy of the Netherlands in the Russia (Agricultural Department). However, it is almost impossible to increase the population of a small group of animals vulnerable to poaching with operative measures only. It is necessary to implement a program of Gazelle population restoration in the Baikal Region. Such a program is being developed by Daursky Reserve, and some of the measures envisaged should be approved in 2002.

Population Restoration
The plan for 2002 includes fencing in the gazelle habitat area in the isthmus between the Torayskiye Lakes. This will make it easier to protect the animals and will promote the growth of the population group (120-130 head of gazelle). The reserve will later build two more large enclosures and establish a game reserve for semi-free gazelle breeding. During the first two to three years, gazelle kids (100-150 head each year) will be delivered to the game reserve from Mongolia. 

The plan is to create a matrix head of livestock at Daursky Reserve’s game nursery. Each year some young animals will be released into free habitats. Together with efficient protection and public campaigns, these measures will help increase the Gazelle population number from 1,000 to 1,500 head of livestock over 4-5 years and promote gazelle settlement in two districts of the Chita Region, which means that the species population will be restored within a significant part of its historical habitat in the Baikal Region. 

These activities will all be carried out within the reserve’s protected (buffer) zone and in the biosphere area of co-operation.

V.Y. Kirilyuk,
Daursky State Nature Biosphere Reserve 

A.A.Luschekina,
Russian Committee
UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere Program
LET’S PROTECT THE RUSSIAN DESMAN!

The Biodiversity Conservation Center (BCC) has completed its Let’s Protect the Russian Desman project, which was carried out in 2001-2002 with the support of the National Parks Fund. The aim of the project was to investigate the condition of the Desman population in Russia, to develop and introduce conservation measures, and to raise public awareness of the Desman population and habitat.

Records of the Russian Desman throughout most of its habitat were kept over two years. Assistance was provided by the Department of Hunting Resources Protection and Development (Russian Ministry of Agriculture) and the All-Russian Scientific Research Institute of Nature (Ministry of Natural Resources) as well as by regional agencies in charge of game animal protection, control and regulation. The desman records were kept over an area of approximately 30,000 square meters of riverbanks, lakeshores and man-made reservoir shores in 34 regions of the Russia.

Records of this sort were last made in the 1970s, when the population was estimated at between 50,000 and 90,000. Population records were made in 1985, but within a much smaller area. The collected data indicated that the population was fairly stable only in the Ryazan, Kursk, Kurgan and Volgograd regions. Overall, Russia’s Desman population has dropped precipitously since 1985 (by roughly 25%). Today there are only some 30,000 desmans left. Fishing with illegal stationary nets and electric nets in desman habitat is the main culprit. 

Also as part of the project, the BCC analyzed the functioning of the Seltsovsky hunting farm. The farm was set up in 1985 in the Vladimir Region; it specializes in Desman conservation. The efficiency of such non-traditional forms of Desman conservation turned out to be very high. That is why the farm received financial support for information displays, transport repair, purchasing uniforms, binoculars, boats, fuel and lubricant, and organization of bio-technical measures to raise the water level on two water reservoirs inhabited by the Desman. The creation of similar farms in other desman habitat could help protect the species.

The BCC will continue to study the situation with the Desman and its conservation. Our plans include: a detailed analysis of desman records, publication of a summary project report in scientific and other specialized editions, a meeting of experts to develop an action plan to ensure Desmana Moschata conservation, launching a campaign against illegal nets, publicizing the problem of the Desman and small water reservoirs conservation. A video film about the Russian Desman shot by the Bryansky Les (Bryansk Forest) film studio will help increase public awareness; it will be shown to different audiences and on television.

A. Zimenko, V. Kuznetsov, G. Khakhin,
Biodiversity Conservation Center

CRANE FIELD FESTIVAL REVIVES FOLK TRADITIONS 
THAT PROMOTE NATURE CONSERVATION
On May 15, the Home of the Crane protected area in the Taldomsky district of the Moscow Region held its Crane Field Festival. The event was arranged with the support of the Embassy of the Netherlands within the framework of the BCC’s Harmonizing the Farm Economy and PNA Management.

In recent years cranes have suffered badly from lack of food at critical periods – before flying away in the autumn to their winter havens. This lack is due to a considerable decrease in areas under grain crops.

For centuries cranes and other animals have depended on man’s farming activities. Unfortunately, not all modern technologies allow one to farm efficiently and save wild animals. That is why the use of nature-friendly technologies is so important in areas traditionally inhabited by rare animals.

A new tradition – the Crane Field Festival – is another step towards a better dialogue between man and wildlife.

The Festival’s main objective is to revive a good tradition once practiced by people living in the Homeland of the Crane: a small strip of land under grain crops sown in the spring would not be mown so that it could sustain birds and other wild animals. Prior to sowing, Father Ilya, the priest of the Taldomsky parish read a sermon and blessed the grain. The unmown furrow is also called «Christ’s Furrow» and is deeply rooted in old Christian tradition, when the furrow was to sustain not only wild animals, but strangers as well. For we are all strangers in this world…
Biodiversity Conservation Center
«DECISION-MAKING ISSUES»

STATE NATURE RESERVE FINANCING IN 2001: SUMMARY
The records of state nature reserves under the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) show that the total budget in 2001 for the entire system of reserves amounted to 348,192,000 rubles
 (versus 265,223,000 rubles in 2000) and came from various sources (see Table 1).

Table 1. Sources of financing for MNR state nature reserves in 2001 and 2000

	Sources 
of Financing
	2001 
	2000
	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
	232 640
	66,8
	130 281
	49,1
	+17,7
	+ 79

	Regional & local budgets; non- budgetary funds
	43 949
	12,6
	40 036
	15,1
	- 2,5
	+ 10

	Foreign grants 
	40 241
	11,6
	66 120
	24,9
	-13,3
	- 39

	Reserve earnings
	26 096
	7,5
	21 004
	8,0
	– 0,5
	+24

	Russian grants
	5 266
	1,5
	7782
	2,9
	- 1,4
	-32

	TOTAL
	348 192
	100
	265 223
	100
	0
	+ 31


For the structure of the reserves’ own earnings, see Table 2. 

Table 2. Structure of state nature reserves’ own earnings in 2001 г. (versus in 2000)
	Item of Income
	Sum, in rubles

	Revenues from visitor service
	7,112,000 (5,713,000)

	Revenues from timber felling and sales of timber
and timber products 
	1,401,000 (629,000)

	Revenues from other types of exploitation permissible in reserves and their buffer zones (including transit fees)
	1,721,000 (1,929,000)

	Collected fines, claims, realization of property forfeited to the State
	3,152,000 (2,960,000)

	Contractual research work (not paid for out of the federal budget)
	5,820,000 (5,643,000)

	Other activities
	6,890,000 (4,130,000)

	TOTAL
	26,096,000 (21,004,000)


In 2001, 54 state nature reserves received foreign grants. The main grants came from the Global Environmental Facility (68% of all the grants), the World Wide Fund for Nature (11%), and U.S. government agencies (10%).

Grants received from Russian sponsors amounted to 5,266,000 rubles (versus 7,782,000 rubles in 2000). The involvement of various types of sponsors is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Russian sponsors’ involvement in financing state nature reserves in 2001
	Organization
	Sum, 
rubles

	Industrial organizations
	1,684,000

	Banks
	27,000

	Transport enterprises
	308,000

	Trade firms
	95,000

	Advertising agencies
	49,000

	Other organizations
	690,000

	Non-profit organizations
	715,000

	Individuals
	1,698,000

	TOTAL
	5,266,000


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 own statistical curiosity.

In 2001, the average annual budget of a reserve was around 3,665,000 rubles (versus 2,949,000 rubles in 2000). The reserves with the largest and smallest budgets in 2001 are given in Table 4.

Table 4. Reserves with largest and smallest budgets in 2001

	Reserves with Largest Budgets 
	Reserves with Smallest Budgets 

	Name 
	Budget,
thousand rubles 
	Share
of Federal Funds, 
% 
	Name 
	Budget, 
thousand rubles 
	Share
of Federal Funds, 
% 

	Teberdinsky
	11498
	62
	Bogdinsko-Baskunchaksky
	967
	95

	Laplandsky
	10178
	34
	Dagestansky
	1119
	90

	Yuzhno-Uralsky
	8941
	74
	Polistovsky
	1177
	100

	Yugansky
	8770
	29
	Basegi
	1235
	70

	Malaya Sos’va
	8610
	30
	Nurgush
	1261
	98

	Astrakhansky
	8407
	27
	Denezhkin Kamen’
	1280
	76

	Baikalo-Lensky
	8065
	81
	Kaluzhskiye Zaseki
	1286
	91

	Voronezhsky
	7076
	63
	Bastak
	1369
	80

	Baikalsky
	6981
	68
	Nizhne-Svirsky
	1441
	79

	Kavkazsky
	6769
	73
	Mordovsky
	1513
	82


Of 95 reserves, 57 had budgets below average.

In 2001, 86 (versus 88 in 2000) reserves received 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 2001

	Reserve 
	Financing,
in thousand rubles 
	Share 
of the Budget,
% 

	Yugansky 
	5990
	68

	Malaya Sos'va 
	5953
	69

	Laplandsky
	3832
	38

	Astrakhansky
	3067
	36

	Verkhne-Tazovsky
	2064
	47

	Putoransky
	1356
	47

	Yuzhno-Uralsky
	1249
	14

	Voronezhsky
	1234
	17

	Volzhsko-Kamsky
	1215
	53

	Zhigulevsky
	1089
	38


Table 6. Regions that provided the most and least financial support to MNR state nature reserves from regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds in 2001

	Regions that Provided the most Support 
	Regions that Provided the Least 

	Region
	Sum, thousand rubles
	Share 
of Total Budget Region’s Reserves, 
% 
	Region 
	Sum,
thousand
rubles 

	Khanty-Mansi
Aut. Area
	11943
	69
	Republic of Adygei
	0

	Murmansk Region
	4675
	
	Republic of Mariy-El
	0

	Yamalo-Nenetsky Aut. Area
	2345
	
	Pskov Region
	0

	Republic of Bashkortostan
	1811
	
	Chukot Aut. Area
	0

	Astrakhan Region
	3077
	
	Koryak Aut. Area
	0

	Samara Region
	1089
	38
	Even Aut. Area
	0

	Voronezh Region
	1609
	
	Ingush Republic
	0

	Khabarovsk Territory
	1271
	
	Kaluga Region
	3

	Krasnoyarsk Territory
	2432
	
	Penza Region
	10

	Republic of Tatarstan
	1215
	
	Kirov Region
	25


In 2001, 88 reserves (versus 85 in 2000) earned income independently. The reserves that earned the most are listed in Table 7.

Table 7. Reserves that earned the most independently in 2001

	Reserves 
	Earnings, 
rubles 
	Budget Share, 
% 

	Poronaisky
	4,124,000
	73

	Laplandsky
	2,394,000
	24

	Astrakhansky
	2,182,000
	26

	Khronotsky
	2,149,000
	80

	Kavkazsky
	1,329,000
	20

	Yuzhno-Uralsky
	1,054,000
	12

	Chernye Zemli
	727,000
	30

	Kivach
	668,000
	28

	Bashkirsky
	650,000
	10

	Nenetsky
	648,000
	14


In 2001, 54 reserves received foreign grants (versus 74 in 2000). 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 2001

	Reserves 
	Foreign Grant Money,
thousand rubles 
	Budget Share, 
% 

	Sikhote-Alinsky
	2,416
	34

	Bolshaya Kokshaga
	2,265
	64

	Teberdinsky
	2,981
	26

	Baikalsky
	1,929
	26

	Lazovsky
	1,600
	27

	Dzhygdzhursky
	1,759
	32

	Sokhondinsky
	1,912
	39

	Pinezhsky
	1,909
	54

	Baikalsky
	1,829
	26

	Bolshekhekhtsyrsky
	2,172
	51


In 2001, 47 reserves received financial support from Russian sponsors (versus 56 in 2000). See Table 9.

Table 9. Reserves that received the most support from Russian sponsors in 2001

	Reserves 
	Russian Grant Money,
thousand rubles 
	Budget Share,
% 

	Astrakhansky
	885
	11

	Laplandsky
	509
	5

	Sayano-Shushensky
	451
	8

	Katunsky
	384
	12

	Bureinsky
	280
	10

	Bashkirsky
	275
	4

	Vishersky
	210
	9

	Koryaksky
	210
	12

	Kuznetsky-Alatau
	170
	7

	Nizhne-Svirsky
	160
	11


Overall, the financing of reserves in 2001, as compared to financing in 2000, can be characterized as follows:

· Financing of reserves from the federal budget increased significantly (by 79%). This is the first time in recent years that the share of federal budget money in the total reserves budget increased (by 17%);

· Financing from regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds increased by 10%. However, the share of financing from this source in the total reserves budget decreased by 2.5%;

· Reserves’ own earnings increased by 24%. However, there was a slight decrease of the budget share of reserves’ earnings (0.5%);

· Foreign grants decreased significantly (39%). This is the first time in recent years that the share of foreign grant funds in the total budget decreased (by 13.3%);

· Financing from Russian sponsors also decreased significantly (by 32%); the budget share also decreased (by 1.4%).
V. B. Stepanitsky,
Manager of Federal Projects

WWF

NATIONAL PARKS FINANCING IN 2001: SUMMARY
In 2001, the Russian national parks budget for 2001 (excluding Losiny Ostrov
) came to 227,981,000 rubles
 (versus 176,156,000 rubles in 2000). The structure of the sources of financing is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Sources of financing for Russian national parks in 2001 and 2000
	Sources of Financing
	2001
	2000
	Change in Share of Financing Source, 
%
	Growth 
of Financing Source, 
%

	
	Sum, thousand rubles
	Budget Share, 
%
	Sum, thousand rubles
	Budget Share, %
	
	

	Federal Budget, including State Ecology Fund
	96 940
	42,5
	71 556
	40,6
	+ 1,9
	+ 35

	Regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds
	24 641
	10,8
	18 343
	10,4
	+ 0,4
	+ 34

	Foreign grants
	15 199
	6,7
	12 777
	7,3
	- 0,6
	+ 19

	National Parks’ own earnings
	88 136
	38,7
	72 494
	41,2
	- 2,5
	+ 22

	Russian sponsors
	3 065
	1,3
	986
	0,6
	+ 0,7
	+ 211

	TOTAL
	227 981
	100
	176 156
	100
	
	


In 2001, all the national parks combined (including Losiny Ostrov) earned 90,436,000 rubles (versus 73,286,000 rubles in 2000), 39% of the money (versus 47% in 2000) came from woodcutting and the sale of timber and wood products. The national parks’ earnings are itemized in Table 2.

Table 2. Earning of national parks (including Losiny Ostrov) in 2001 
(as compared to NP earnings in 2000)

	Item of Income
	Sum, 
 thousand rubles

	Visitor services and related activities
	26,5 (19,8)

	Rent for land sections
	6,1 (5,7)

	Woodcuttings, sale of timber and wood products
	35,4 (33,9)

	Other legal activities using park land and resources (including transit fees)
	12,5 (9,7)

	Penalties and fines, sale of confiscated items
	2,9 (2,6)

	Other activities
	7,0 (1,6)

	TOTAL
	90,4 (73,3)


In 2001, 14 national parks (versus 20 in 2000) received 15,200,000 rubles (versus 12,800,000 rubles in 2000) in foreign grants, mainly from the Global Environment Facility (48% of all the grants) and the TACIS Program (25%).

Some 3,065,000 rubles (versus 986,000 rubles in 2000) came from Russian sponsors. Russian sponsors’ funds are itemized in Table 3.

Table 3. Russian sponsors’ funds in 2001

	Organizations
	Sum, rubles

	Industrial organizations
	279,000

	Banks
	1,000

	Trade firms
	286,000

	Public organizations
	2,305,000

	Individuals
	140,000

	Other organizations
	54,000

	TOTAL
	3,065,000


The average annual budget for a Russian national park in 2001 was 6,675,000 rubles. The national parks with the largest and smallest budgets are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. National parks with the largest and smallest budgets in 2001

	NPs with the Largest Budgets
	NPs with the Smallest Budgets

	Name 
	Budget, 
thousand rubles 
	Federal Funds Share,
%
	Name 
	Budget,
thousand rubles 
	Federal Funds Share, 
% 

	Losiny Ostrov
	42,668
	0
	Prielbrusye
	1,336
	71

	Sochinsky
	29,499
	13
	Alania
	1,395
	93

	Kurshskaya Kosa
	17,527
	5
	Chavash Varmane
	2,074
	64

	Orlovskoye Polesye
	15,110
	54
	Russky Sever
	2,324
	47

	Samarskaya Luka
	14,314
	41
	Smolny
	2,376
	64

	Kenozersky
	12,244
	54
	Bashkiriya
	2,740
	52

	Pribaikalsky
	10,716
	62
	Nechkinsky
	2,841
	64

	Sebezhsky
	8,562
	51
	Meschersky
	3,059
	50

	Vodlozersky
	8,420
	70
	Taganai
	3,171
	62

	Maiy-Chodra
	7,981
	33
	Zabaikalsky
	3,389
	78


Of the 35 national parks that functioned throughout 2001, 19 had budgets below average (versus 21 in 2000).

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 5.

Table 5. Regions that provided the most and least support to Russian national parks in 2001
(not counting the city of Moscow and the Republic of Tatarstan, since Nizhnyaya Kama was not funded from the federal budget in 2001)
	Regions that Provided the Most Support
	Regions that Provided the Least Support

	Region 
	Sum,
thousand rubles 
	Region 
	Sum,
thousand rubles 

	Oryel Region
	3,575
	Pskov Region
	0

	Chelyabinsk Region
	2,355
	Chuvash Republic 
	0

	Smolensk Region
	2,122
	Republic 
of Kabardino-Balkaria
	56

	Aginsky Buryatsky Aut. Area
	2,030
	Ryazan Region
	82

	Samara Region
	1481
	Northern Osetia Rep.
	86

	Yaroslavl Region
	1461
	Vologda Region
	148

	Sverdlovsk Region
	1418
	Kaliningrad Region
	160

	Republic of Buryatia
	1028
	Republic of Moldova
	168

	Saratov Region 
	972
	Kaluga Region
	189

	Arkhangelsk Region
	772
	Krasnoyarsk Territory
	200


All national parks earned money in 2001. The national parks that earned the most are listed in Table 6.

Table 6. National parks with highest independent earnings for 2001

	National Park 
	Earnings, 
thousand rubles
	Budget Share, 
% 

	Sochinsky
	24,983,000
	85

	Kurshskaya Kosa
	16,241,000
	93

	Samarskaya Luka
	6,987,000
	49

	Mariy-Chodra
	5,023,000
	63

	Nizhnyaya kama
	4,704,000
	67

	Sebezhsky
	3,750,000
	44

	Orlovskoye Polesye
	3,338,000
	22

	Pribaikalsky
	3,187,000
	30

	Khvalynsky
	2,788,000
	48

	Vodlozersky
	2,372,000
	28


In 2001, 14 national parks received foreign grants. The national parks with the largest foreign grants are listed in Table 7.

Table 7. National parks that received the most in foreign grants in 2001

	National Park
	Foreign Grants, thousand rubles
	Budget Share, 
%

	Paanayarvi
	3,767,000
	53

	Kenozersky
	3,409,000
	28

	Ugra
	2,642,000
	34

	Shushensky Bor
	2,414,000
	35

	Russky Sever
	626,000
	27

	Sebezhsky
	483,000
	6

	Valdaisky
	404,000
	7

	Tunkinsky
	398,000
	5

	Smolenskoye Poozerye
	397,000
	6

	Pribaikalsky
	284,000
	3


As compared to 2000, NP financing in 2001 can be characterized as follows:

· The federal budget’s contribution to national parks increased significantly (by 35%). This is the first time in recent years that the share of federal budget funds in the total NP budget increased (by 1.9%);

· Financing from regional and local budgets and non-budgetary funds also increased significantly (by 34%), while the growth of the budget share increased (by 0.4%);

· National Parks’ own earnings increased by 22%. However, the budget share decreased somewhat (2.5%);

· Foreign grants increased by 19%. However, the budget share slightly decreased (0.6%);

· A significant increase (by 211%) of funds allocated by Russian sponsors and some growth of the budget share (0.7%).
V. B. Stepanitsky,
Manager of Federal Projects

WWF

NATURE RESERVES AND NATIONAL PARKS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM:
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Summary report at WWF Russia’s Final Meeting to assess 
the efficiency of Russian PNA Management, May 13,2002, Moscow

I. RESERVE SECURITY SERVICE MANAGEMENT

STRENGTHS:

6. Basic legislation now exists (including «police» rights, without which efficient control and inspection are impossible). 

7. Techniques for stopping poachers have improved (operative groups now work on a permanent basis). 

8. New methodical guidelines have been published; a number of qualification upgrade seminars and workshops for security services staff (local and federal level) have been held.

9. Collected fines and damages may now be disposed of independently (including as bonuses for security guards).

10. The courts have begun deciding in favor of conservation plaintiffs in damage suits.

11. The activities of security services have been paid greater attention, especially by the state conservation agency:

Security service activities were the main topic of a national meeting of the reserves’ directorate; 

· These activities were given great attention at other reserve directorate meetings as well; 

· A review of the results of security service activities is published and distributed annually. It has been proposed that nature reserves and national parks discuss this issue at the meeting of the Scientific and Technical Board; 

· A National Ranger of the Year Contest has been held twice.

WEAKNESSES:
1. Professionally poor security service personnel (due mainly to low wages).

2. Poor professional training.

3. Poor technical equipment.

4. Poor possibilities to lease aircraft. 

5. Agencies responsible for legal inquiries have no rights.

II. CONSERVATION OF NATURE COMPLEXES
 AND RESOURCE USE REGULATION

STRENGTHS:
1. Satisfactory legal base.

2. Nature reserves and national parks have managed to «repel» most of the attempts by different authorities and economic units to infringe on their natural complexes.

3. The volume of timber felling has been reduced (especially in Voronezhsky, Khopersky, Teberdinsky and Kavkazsky).

4. Hunters who claim to be hunting only wolves in nature reserves have been stopped.

5. Regular shooting of hoofed animals in European nature reserves has been stopped.

6. Biosphere co-operation has been tried in a various model areas.

WEAKNESSES:
1. Considerable volume of timber felling in national parks.

2. Unregulated use of lands in most national parks.

3. Legal collision as regards legalization documents for timber felling in nature reserves.

4. No coherent policy for increasing the number and density of animals and birds in national parks, especially for showing them to park visitors.

5. Highly insufficient and inefficient measures to conserve rare and endangered species in some nature reserves.

6. Poor registration and monitoring of most valuable species in most nature reserves and national parks.

7. No long-term licenses permitting the use of fauna resources in most national parks that allow hunting.

8. No up-to-date and well-thought-out strategy as regards natural forest fires in nature reserves.

9. No criteria for assessing the condition and long-term developmental changes of nature complexes in nature reserves and national parks.

III. SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH

STRENGTHS:
1. Increasing numbers of graduate students and PhD students among research department staff in nature reserves and national parks.

2. Increasing numbers of advanced degrees: PhD or Doctor’s (a level higher than a PhD).

3. Better cooperation between nature reserves and national parks and outside scientific research organizations. 

4. More publications prepared by reserve specialists, including articles in foreign and national scientific journals and books.

5. More monographs and books.

6. Reserve and park research staffers participate more actively in scientific conferences and meetings, including foreign events.

7. Goal-oriented financing for research in nature reserves and national parks from budget and non-budget sources.

8. Allocation of goal-oriented funds for research based on the results of well-organized and objective contests.

9. Development of long-term research data processing and database, and application of GIS (geological and information system) programs.

10. Better quality and level of scientific and research works done in nature reserves.

1. Development of scientific research in national parks. 

2. Greater percentage of young people among reserve research department staffers, including in the position of deputy director of scientific work (in recent years).

3. In the last two years a number of skilled professionals from Moscow became deputy directors of scientific work (including those combining this job with other work) in the following reserves: Gydansky, Rdeysky, Putoransky, and Pechero-Ilychsky. 

4. Development of informational communications (80% of all reserves and national parks have access to e-mail); more websites at nature reserves and national parks. 

5. More students are doing fieldwork in nature reserves and national parks. The number of term papers, graduate and PhD theses dedicated to PNAs has also increased.

6. Research department staffers have gained practical experience in working with grants. Reserves’ own funds have increased due to developed scientific work (e.g. recommendations, expertise, analyses and pressing topics).

WEAKNESSES:
1. No systematic practice of using the results of scientific and research work to develop and improve protection and conservation of natural complexes and ecological education. On the one hand, this lessens the efficiency of the reserve’s main functions, and on the other, it has made top managers and state conservation authorities uninterested in providing research in reserves.

2. No centralized system of research planning taking into account objective priorities of different levels; chaotic formation of research departments and operative plans (including monitoring programs), implemented generally «from the bottom to the top» in accordance with reserve traditions, research department staff composition and individual scientific interests of the staffers.

3. Imperfect methodical basis; no scientific data collection standards. Ecological monitoring data are not properly adjusted to European standards.

4. Insufficient legislative base, ensuring scientific and research activities, particularly in national parks. The problem of nature reserves and national parks accreditation as scientific research organization remains.

5. Staff composition of research departments does not satisfy reserve (park) priority directions of research; most research specialists are poorly qualified.

6. No general policy for attracting qualified researchers to work in PNAs, especially young specialists.

7. Absence or lack of coordination between reserves in the field of scientific research and monitoring, especially as regards methodical support and collected data analysis.

8. No unified system of data archiving and precise procedures for receiving and keeping information in reserves.

9. Submitted and kept data does not correspond to advanced informational technologies, which prevents the access of a wider range of potential users to the information. The data is not fit to be used operatively. The way it is stored and submitted endangers data safety.

10. Insufficiently active, even where facilities allow, introduction and application of advanced informational and telecommunication technologies in reserves (GIS, Internet).

11. Inertness of reserves in promoting their research products and searching for potential clients in the regions, in federal agencies and abroad;

12. No efficient federal agency responsible for coordination and support of scientific research in reserves.

13. Virtual absence of a Board of Experts responsible for regular examination of scientific research plans and scientific projects done by the reserves.

14. Little understanding at most reserves and among park directors of the role and significance of scientific research.

15. Dearth of conferences, seminars and meetings between reserve and park deputy directors on scientific research, particularly at the federal level. 

16. No work exchange and upgrading system (particularly urgent for young staffers) at reserves and parks.

17. No system for enhancing the prestige of scientific research, for example, special contests for reserve and park research department staffers.

IV. ECO-EDUCATION AND ECO-TRAINING

STRENGTHS:
1. Substantial legislative base (primarily for nature reserves). 

2. Goal-oriented eco-education in reserves and national parks on a major scale and with a large social orientation.

3. Special departments responsible for eco-education in most nature reserves and in many national parks.

4. Annual participation (since 1995) by nature reserves and national parks in the March for Parks campaign to promote conservation of nature complexes and objects. 

5. Regular participation (since 1994) of reserve and park specialists working in national and regional eco-education methodical workshops and upgrading courses, including study-tours abroad. NGOs played an important role in organizing the events; they worked in close collaboration with state agencies and regional associations of nature reserves and national parks.

6. Considerable methodical basis and experience exchange system in eco-education between reserve and park specialists.

7. Goal-oriented financing of eco-education activities at nature reserves and national parks from the budget and from non-budgetary sources.

In general, eco-education in nature reserves and national parks at the current stage has a strong social aspect. As a result, it receives positive feedback at the local, regional, national and international levels.
WEAKNESSES:
1. Historically, reserves are in contraposition to the society in Russia. 

2. Poor qualifications of most reserve and park specialists responsible for eco-education. 

3. Shortage of eco-education staffers at reserves and national parks to fulfill stated aims and objectives.

4. Insufficient level of generalizing and using own and foreign experience. 

5. Many directors of reserves and national parks do not fully understand the significance and possibilities of eco-education. 

6. Poor planning of relevant activities.

V. FINANCIAL POLICY

Over the last 10 years the financing of state nature reserves has been very unstable and under-funded by the federal budget. At the same time:

STRENGTHS:
1. Russia has developed a system of financing nature reserves and national parks from other sources (apart from the federal budget): regional and local budgets and non-budgetary sources, Russian sponsors, PNA earnings, foreign grants. 

2. Federal financing has increased in recent years.

3. In 2001, the share of federal financing increased considerably for nature reserves (18% as compared with 2000); less considerably for national parks (2 % as compared with 2000).

4. Considerable foreign grants were allocated for direct support of nature reserves and national parks, in particular for the development of their material and technical base.

5. A law regulating generation of nature reserves’ and national parks’ own earnings was adopted.

6. The financial state of nature reserves and national parks is analyzed and published annually (and has been for the last 6 years).

WEAKNESSES:
1. Appreciable deficit (no less than 30%) of operational costs funds to be allocated to nature reserves and national parks from federal budget.

2. Acute federal investments deficit (in 2002, investment funds were allocated to 4 organizations out of 130).

3. Bureaucratization of the procedure of using non-budget accounts.

4. Insufficient use of federal budget financing from additional sources (allocations for conservation, Baikal sub-program, Russian Forests sub-program, allocations for forest fire protection).

5. Unwillingness and inability of a number of nature reserves to adjust their economic policy to present circumstances.

6. Great share of funds coming from timber felling in the total budget of national parks.

VI. PERSONNEL POLICY
(as applied to the directorate)

STRENGTHS:
1. Over the last 10 years, directors (of nature reserves, primarily) have significantly increased their professionalism and business administration skills.

2. Between 1992 and 2001, no less than 20 «strong» directors were appointed to replace «weak» ones.

3. Several important workshops and meetings of reserve and park directors were held.

4. Positive foreign experience was introduced (reserve and park directors visited foreign PNAs to study their experience).

5. Corporate culture continued to be developed.

6. A special system of bonuses for directors, based on integrated reserve activities indices, was introduced. A Manager of the Year Contest was also introduced into the reserve system.

WEAKNESSES:
1. Low salaries make it extremely difficult to attract qualified managers.

2. No full-value system for upgrading professional qualifications of reserve and park directors.

3. At least 19 reserve and park directors must be replaced. 

4. The appointments of 6 directors of nature reserves and national parks are being held up.

5. No opportunity for personnel rotation.

VI. MANAGEMENT AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL

STRENGTHS:
1. Considerable experience (both positive and negative) was gained in managing subordinate nature reserves and national parks over the last 10 years.

2. Centralization of state nature reserves and national parks management in one federal executive body.

3. Transfer to direct park management.

4. Development and adoption of program documents (Main Aims of State Nature Reserves and National Parks until 2010; Russian National Parks Management Strategy Project). 

5. Regular publication of collections of documents on reserve legislation and regulation (3 editions).

6. Support and development of activities of regional associations of nature reserves and national parks for the last 7 years.

7. Support and development of the idea of developing integrated management plans for nature reserves and national parks; approval of management plans for 6 national parks and 4 nature reserves at the federal level. 

WEAKNESSES:

1. Acute lack of qualified specialists.

2. Weak management structure. 

3. Low attractiveness of state service due to material and moral problems.

4. Successive reorganizations of relevant executive authorities; loss of accumulated experience and qualified personnel. 

5. No supplementary department responsible for coordination and methodical support.

6. Insufficient use of modern telecommunications. 

7. No reserve and park federal management system on an interdepartmental level. 

8. No special methodical guidelines to develop management plans; lack of experience in implementing such plans. 

9. No departmental reserve periodical or other informational and propaganda opportunities (e.g a website).

10. Insufficient manpower and means to carry out systematic, comprehensive on-site checks of PNAs and their activities.

V.B. Stepanitsky,
WWF Russian Office

N.I. Troitskaya,
Partnership for Nature Reserves (a non-commercial alliance)
RUSSIAN NATIONAL PARKS MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

On April 27, 2002, the Russian National Parks Management Strategy was presented at the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). The document was developed by the Biodiversity Conservation Center together with the MNR and with the financial support of the UK Department for International Development.

The Strategy gives an account of the basic principles and mechanisms of the NP system, its goals and objectives, specific features of protecting and managing bio-resources and cultural heritage. The Strategy also considers ways of integrating parks into the regions’ social and economic infrastructure and provides recommendations as to how to involve local people in NP development and management.

The Strategy’s main aim is to improve the efficiency of NP management, to make sure that national park aims and objectives are uniformly understood. 

The Strategy was tested in four model areas: Ugra and Smolenskoye Poozerye national parks, and Katunsky and Tsentralno-Lesnoy biosphere nature reserves. All comments and proposals made at regional meetings were considered in the Strategy document, and its final version received full support at final regional meetings with the participation of all national parks and representatives of local and municipal authorities. 

Key ideas and principles of the Strategy will be developed in departmental normative and methodical documents. After receiving approval from the MNR, the Strategy will be the core of government policy in national parks management. 

A. Grigorian,
Biodiversity Conservation Center
«NEWS FOR THE SCIENTIFIC DEPARTMENTS OF NATURE RESERVES»

RESULTS OF «CREATION OF REGIONAL PNA SYSTEMS»:
A BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION GEF PROJECT

The main aim of this biodiversity conservation GEF Project is to develop a system of protected areas (or an ecological network, an ecological framework) to support ecological balance, biological diversity and a favorable environment in adjacent areas. 

Instead of the $750,000 envisaged for this project, only $225,000 was allocated. Nevertheless, the work that was done helped develop methodology and management approaches in forming a system of ecologically interrelated PNAs and begin its implementation in a number of model regions.

In addition to GEF funds, the Project received financing from other sources, mostly from the regions. The largest contributions were made by the city of Moscow and by the Moscow and Ryazan regions.

At the Russian Plain Center (the Vladimir, Kaluga, Moscow, Ryazan, Smolensk, Tver’, Tula and Yaroslavl regions and the city of Moscow) all the arrangements were carried out on a contractual basis with the Institute of Geo-Ecology. Collaborative efforts by NGOs and regular interaction with state conservation agencies also helped. As well, the Institute of Geo-Ecology established its Laboratory of Applied Ecology (LAE). The Laboratory is managed by specialists – former participants in the LAE/BCC Russian Heart Program. A total of 50 specialists from higher education and research institutions, national parks and NGOs participated in the Project. Some activities involved several hundred volunteers — members of student nature conservation brigades, students, schoolchildren and other activists.

Main achievements:
12. A draft of the Ecological Network of the Russian Plain Center – including a Register of key natural areas, transition and buffer areas –with annotations has been completed;

13. An assessment of 200 earlier known key natural areas, including regional PNAs, has been made;

14. 89 new natural areas of various value status have been identified;

15. Proposals to create 109 new PNAs have been prepared;

16. 2 new sanctuaries (zakazniks) have been created; agreements on the creation of another 24 PNAs have been concluded with district administrations and land users;

17. Proposals to ensure conservation of key natural areas belonging to the State Forest Fund of the Ryazan Region have been submitted to the Ryazan Regional Committee on Nature Resources;

18. Support has been provided to the Red Book of Rare Species of the Ryazan Region as regards plants, lichen, and mushrooms;

19. Support has been provided to the Red Book of Rare Species of Moscow as regards invertebrates;

20. The steppe area in Kulikovo Pole Museum Reserve (Tula Region) has been ecologically restored;

21. A network of natural heritage curators (public support of regional nature conservation) in all regions of Russia has been planned.

A Regional Public Charitable Organization (the Center for Promotion of the Volgo-Urals Eco-Net in Tolyatti) is to develop the Ecological Framework for the Volga-Urals Region (Republic of Bashkortostan, Samara regions, and Republic of Tatarstan).

The Center achieved the following results:

6. A draft of an Ecological Network of the Volga-Urals Region, including a Register of key natural areas, required transition and buffer areas with annotations has been completed;

7. A Register of 942 valuable natural areas and objects and 44 transit areas with annotations has been compiled;

8. Control visits have been arranged to see that conservation legislation in 10 key natural areas, including PNAs, is being observed;

9. Proposals to establish 6 new PNAs have been drafted;

10. Assistance has been rendered the Urals Animal Protection Union of the Ulyanovsk branch of Russian Bird Conservation Union and activists of Samara Region.

A Register of existing and to-be-designated PNAs in Central Chernozemye, an analysis of PNA condition, and relevant conservation regulations and system of public support for conservation in the region were done by the state environmental protection agency of Belgorod Region and the Belgorod State University with the participation of the state committees on environmental protection of the Voronezh, Kursk, Lipetsk and Tambov regions.

The Divnogorye Nature Reserve and the Archeological Museum Reserve (Voronezh Region) with the help of experts from St.-Petersburg and Voronezh state universities completed a project on the development of theory and practices of establishing ecological links between PNAs in forest-steppe areas. 

Activities in the Central Chernozemye area will be no doubt used to develop a trans-border (Poland/Ukraine/Russia) Galitsko-Slobodjansky ecological macro-corridor.

In Gorny Altai, the Altai — 21st Century Regional Public Fund (in the city of Barnaul) with the participation of the state environmental protection agency of the Republic of Altai made an electronic map and a Register of Altai Republic PNAs with annotations as well as to-be-designated key natural areas in Gorny Altai. Registers of terrestrial vertebrates and flowering plants, vegetable communities with annotations and a description of historical and cultural monuments were prepared.

In accordance with the agreement between the Center for the Development of International Technical Assistance Projects and the WWF Russian Program Office, the documents will be given to the executive offices of the WWF Project to Ensure Long-term Conservation in the Altai-Sayan Eco-region.

Among the other activities sponsored by GEF Project was the development of ecological frameworks for two Baikal natural area sites: Khilok river basin (Chita Region) and Goloustnaya river basin (Irkutsk Region). 

Between November 2001 and February 2002, Russia’s Ecological Network Electronic Conference was carried out. Seventy-five administrative state PNAs, 64 regional nature conservation departments, 175 NGOs and experts from Russia, Kazakhstan, Moldova and Ukraine had regular access to Conference materials. This helped increase the number of experts involved in discussions about GEF-sponsored ecological networks, including 29 experts from 14 regions not involved in the GEF Project. 

The Project has been well coordinated with major Russian eco-net initiatives run by the WWF Russian Office and the Biodiversity Conservation Center. Results of projects by GreenPeace, SEU, BCC, the Institute of World Resources and other organizations to identify little-disturbed forests were used in drafting the Russian Eco-Nets project proposal as the basic spatial component of the Pan-European ecological network.

The development of ecological networks in European Russia within the framework of the GEF Project was carried out in compliance with Ecological networks in the Volga-Vyatka region (carried out by the BCC in cooperation with the Nizhni-Novgorod state conservation agency and the Dront Ecological Center) and Lower Volga region (carried out by the BCC in cooperation with the Volgograd branch of the Russian Ecological Academy) with the financial support of the ROLL Project and the Institute for Sustainable Communities. This helped us to develop a basis for the general ecological backbone of the Volga river basin.

The Federal Act On Environmental Protection provides the legal basis for the practical application of eco-net projects in Russia by establishing the right of citizens to a favorable environment. At the same time, PNA protection regulation needs improvement; the following amendments are especially needed:

7. To introduce into state legislation conceptual notions relating ecological networks and PNA system development;

8. To establish a juridical balance between the right of citizens to a favorable environment and the right of land and other nature resource users to use land and nature resources;

9. To develop and introduce precise mechanisms and procedures for designating parts of the most valuable natural areas to be included afterwards in the system of protected natural areas;

10. To establish the procedure for imposing minimum necessary restrictions on nature use in most valuable natural objects starting from the moment of their identification and registration in appropriate state conservation agencies;

11. To establish procedures for creating and protecting transit areas.

The key goal of further ecological network development in Russia, as defined in the Pan-European Strategy for Biological Diversity, is to establish a Russian Ecological Backbone by 2005. Taking into account, on the one hand, the degree of fragmentation of natural areas and, on the other, the conservation value of biodiversity, the following regions should be given priority as regards eco-nets:

10. Central and southern parts of European Russia (unification of existing projects into one project), including the Ivanovo, Kostroma, Orenburg, Penza, Rostov, Saratov and Ulyanovsk regions and the Republic of Udmurtiya;

11. Southern Urals and Western Siberia (the Chelyabinsk, Kurgan, Tyumen’, Omsk, Novosibirsk, Tomsk and Kemerovo regions and the steppes of the Altai Krai);

12. Northern Caucasus and Ciscaucasus (the republics of Adygeya, Dagestan, Ingushetiya, Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachayevo-Cherkessia, Nothern Osetiya and Chechnya; Krasnodar and Stavropol Krai).

The achievements of the GEF Project should also be taken into account when developing the ecological network in the Volga river basin (between the river head and the first large hydroelectric station) and ecological backbone in the Oka river basin. This will let us connect natural areas of western Central Russia with nature massifs in the Meschera lowlands and, further to the East, with the Great Eurasian Natural Massif to make an ecologically integrated system.

N.A. Sobolev,
Project Coordinator

«PNA CONSERVATION AND PROTECTION»

RESULTS OF EFFORTS TO PROTECT STATE NATURE RESERVES IN 2001

Analysis of security service activities at state nature reserves in 2001 has allowed us to assess the work done in the reserves, in their buffer zones, and in supervised nature sanctuaries.

In 2001, security services existed at all 100 state nature reserves and employed a total of 2,077 persons.

According to the reserve directors’ reports, 79 reserves (versus 62 in 2000) had specially created operative groups within their security services.

State nature reserve security services filed 6,094 reports (versus 6,057 in 2000) of various violations, including 222 instances of illegal timber cutting (versus 234 in 2000); 68 of illegal haymaking and cattle grazing (versus 65); 505 of illegal hunting (versus 605); 1,498 of illegal fishing (versus 1,425); 914 of illegal collecting of wild plants (versus 1,264); 30 of illegal squatting and construction (versus 53); 2,463 of trespassing on foot or in a car (versus 1,880); 47 of environmental pollution (versus 34); 174 of breaking fire regulations in forests (versus 220). Officially, 104 hoofed animals (versus 83 in 2000) and 7 large predators (1 polar bear, 5 brown bears and 1 wolf) were confiscated from poachers (versus 1 brown bear and 2 polar bears in 2000).

In 2001, violators paid a total of 1,913,800 rubles in fines (versus 1,475,900 rubles in 2000) and 2,687,200 rubles in damages caused to natural complexes and sites (versus 1,839,400 rubles in 2000). The most considerable sums (fines and damages) were collected from offenders in the following reserves: Chernye Zemli (757,300 rubles), Kurilsky (580,500), Dalnevostochny Morskoy (119,000), Stolby (198,300), Lazovsky (60,600), Astrakhansky (98,200), Kuznetsky Alatau (83,600), Voroninsky (43,800), Privolzhskaya Lesosteppe (33,600), Kavkazsky (32,600), Baikalsky (31,900), Voronezhsky (55,100), Khakassky (46,600), Khankaisky (41,100), Yuzhno-Uralsky (52,000), Volzhsko-Kamsky (58,500), Severo-Osetinsky (130,000) and Ussuriysky (44,100). Thus, the combined share of these 18 reserves (18 % of all Russian reserves) amounted to 84% of all the fines and damages collected in 2001.

In 80 cases (versus 96 in 2000), offenders were tried in criminal court. Thirty-one persons were found guilty of environmental crimes (versus 37 in 2000) and sentenced. These suits were brought against persons apprehended by the security services of Lazovsky (8 persons), Astrakhansky (1), Baikalsky (4), Bolon’sky (4), Darvinsky (4), Sokhondinsky (4), Dalnevostochny Morskoy (2), Kavkazsky (2), Kerzhensky (1) and Sikhote-Alinsky (1).

In 38 reserves (the same number as in 2000) the apprehension of offenders was accompanied by the confiscation of rifles (68 in 2001versus 92 in 2000) and smoothbore weapons (240 in 2001 versus 213 in 2000). 

Thus, 234 (77%) of 305 confiscated firearms were confiscated by the security services of 12 (out of 100) reserves: Khankaisky, Bolon'sky, Kavkazsky, Daursky, Khingansky, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Malaya Sos’va, Stolby, Lazovsky, Severo-Osetinsky and Kuznetsky Alatau. 

In 2001, moreover, security guards confiscated 2,130 fishing-nets, drags and sweep nets (versus 1,822 in 2000); 283 trap and bow nets (versus 278); 1,269 traps, chokers and the like (versus 1,540).

Of the 13 reserves that include water areas, the following ones made the greatest progress in water area protection in 2001: Kurilsky and Dalnevostochni Morskoy.

Reports of environmental pollution, squatting and illegal construction were filed by the security services of only 19 reserves (versus 18 in 2000): Baikalsky, Volzhsko-Kamsky, Dagestansky, Darvinsky, Daursky, Denezhkin Kamen', Kavkazsky, Komandorsky, Komsomolsky, Kostomukshsky, Kurilsky, Putoransky, Severo-Osetinsky, Stolby, Khankaisky, Khingansky, Tsentralno-Chernozemny, Chernye Zemli and Yuzhno-Uralsky. This suggests that in the other 81 reserves, the eco-systems (at least within the buffer zones) are not being properly protected.

Moreover, the security services of Gydansky, Ostrov Vrangelya, Olekminsky, Taimyrsky, Tungussky and Yugansky did not report a single violation. Bureinsky reported only one minor offence, and Tsentralno-Lesnoy – 2 offences. In Botchinsky, 3 out of 4 reported offences were unsolved, in Tsentralnosibirsky – 3 out of 6.

The security services of Tsentralnosibirsky reserve did not file a single trespassing report with regard to its subordinate state refuge.

A number of reserves have been lax about prosecuting offenders. This allows offenders to act with impunity while discrediting the security services. In Bureinsky, Botchinsky, Bolshoy Arktichesky, Magadansky, Tigireksky, Tsentralno-Lesnoy and Erzi, offenders were let off without a fine. The fines collected in Tebersinsky reserve amounted to a mere 100 rubles (and not a single ruble from offenders brought to justice); the same amount was collected in Verkhne-Tazovsky reserve; 200 rubles in fines were collected in Dzherginsky; 200 rubles in Shulgan Tash; 300 rubles in Basegi; 400 rubles in Pinezhsky; and 500 rubles in Azas. 

The minimum fine that a reserve security officer could legally impose in 2001 was 100 rubles. Meanwhile, in Prioksko-Terrasny an average fine amounted to a mere 19 rubles; in Il’mensky — 21 rubles; in Shulgan Tash — 25 rubles; in Katunsky — 47 rubles; in Bolshekhehtsirsky — 70 rubles, and in Teberdinsky — 72 rubles, or less than the minimum fine that a reserve security officer can legally impose. In Prioksko-Terrasny reserve, of 164 detained offenders, only 31 were brought to justice. 

In Il'mesky (a reserve under the Russian Academy of Sciences), most reports of violations were never formally filed. Therefore, the offenders were never prosecuted. 

State inspectors at Astrakhansky, Kavkazsky, Kuznetsky Alatau, Oksky, Stolby and Khankaisky detained violators who turned out themselves to be law enforcement officials, state fishing inspectors, state hunting inspectors and other authorities. This fact suggests that the reserves’ security officers were firm and principled in protecting the reserves’ regime.

At Stolby, Khankaisky and Il’mensky, state inspectors were assaulted by the offenders they were detaining.

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

V.B. Stepanitsky,
Manager of Federal Projects
WWF

RESULTS OF EFFORTS TO PROTECT NATIONAL PARKS IN 2001

By the end of 2001, the security services of Russia’s 35 national parks employed a total of 2,150 guards. Specially created operative groups were functioning in 27 (versus 26 in 2000) national parks.

In 2001 NP security guards filed 3,835 (versus 3,696 in 2000) reports of violations – including 928 incidents of illegal fishing (versus 829 in 2000); 603 incidents of fire hazards (versus 970 in 2000); 378 of illegal cuttings (versus 556 in 2000); 298 of squatting and illegal construction (versus 236 in 2000); 290 of illegal hunting (versus 231 in 2000); and 189 of pollution (versus 181 in 2000). In all, 3,235 offenders were detained.

In 21 (versus 14 in 2000) national parks the detention of offenders was accompanied by the confiscation of rifles (25 in 2001 versus 17 in 2000) and smoothbore weapons (93 in 2001 versus 45 accordingly in 2000). Thus, 84 of 118 firearms, or 71%, were confiscated by security guards at 5 national parks: Tunkinsky (38), Samarskaya Luka (17), Pribaikalsky (15), Alhanai (7) and Smolenskoye Poozerye (7).

In addition to firearms, security guards confiscated 1,1876 (versus 1,046in 2000) fishing-nets, drags and sweep nets; 438 (versus 388) trap and bow nets; 216 (versus 180) traps; 3,632 (versus 2,845) chokers and the like; 12 (versus 8) electric fishing tools.

Meanwhile, in accordance with NP resolutions, 966,000 rubles (versus 467,000 in 2000) in fines and 1,756,000 rubles (versus 674,000 in 2000) in damages were collected for harm done to natural complexes and sites. Six national parks were the most effective at imposing fines: Losiny Ostrov — 376,000 rubles; Ugra — 115,600; Prielbrusye — 92,600; Sochinsky — 78,000; Samarskaya Luka — 48,400; and Valdaisky — 46,700. Together these parks collected 78% of all the fines imposed within the system of Russian national parks.

Competence and persistence in collecting fines, or in the matter of reimbursement of damages to park natural complexes and sites, is an important indicator of the security service’s efficiency. In 2001, 6 national parks did the best job of bringing offenders to justice and making them pay the fines: Losiny Ostrov — 710,000 rubles; Ugra — 116,000, Sochinsky — 359,700; Tunkinsky — 138,600; Nizhnyaya Kama — 122,000; and Maschera — 77,100. These 6 parks collected 87% of all the fines and damages received within the national park system.

Investigating authorities initiated 70 (versus 72 in 2000) criminal cases against offenders caught by security guards of Alania, Alkhanai, Valdaisky, Vodlozersky, Mariy Chodra, Meschera, Meshcersky, Nechinsky, Nizhnyaya Kama, Orlovskoye Polesye, Plescheevo ozero, Pripyshmenskiye Bory, Russky Sever, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Smolny, Sochinsky, Taganai, Tunkinsky and Ugra. Twenty-seven offenders (versus 11 in 2000) were found guilty of environmental crimes and criminally liable. 

Reports of environmental pollution, squatting and illegal construction were filed by security guards at only 17 national parks (versus13 in 2000): Alania, Zabaikalsky, Losiny Ostrov, Mariy Chodra, Meschersky, Nizhnyaya Kama, Plescheevo Ozero, Probaikalsky, Pripyshminskiye Bory, Russky Sever, Sebezhsky, Smolny, Sochinsky, Taganai, Ugra, Shushensky Bor and Yugyd Va. Though these violations are not typical of some parks due to their location (Paanayarvi), the fact that they go unreported suggests that security is still lax in many Russia’s national parks.

It is worth mentioning that security services vary considerably as to their management and efficiency from park to park. Consequently, 569, or 14% (versus 301, or 8% in 2000) of 3,696 offences reported in 2001 were unsolved and the offenders never caught. At Vodlozersky, in 10 out of 13 reported offences the offenders remained not established. 

Furthermore, in Chavash Varmane, security guards reported only 22 violations of fire regulations and 1 incident of illegal cutting (versus 36 and 1 in 2000). In Khvalynsky the situation was the same; the security guards detained 25 offenders: 2 incidents of illegal cutting and the rest for fire regulations violations. 

Some security services did not take appropriate measures to bring the offenders to justice. They allowed the offenders to act with impunity and discredit the security guards. Thus, in Chavash Varmane, the average fine was only 9 rubles (30 cents). This means that the park authorities did not make use of the Federal Act On Protected Natural Areas; and most offenders were never brought to justice. At Alania the average fine was 27 rubles; at Khvalynsky — 32; at Meschersky — 60; at Bashkiriya — 70: well below the minimum fine (100 rubles) the security guards can legally impose. 

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, six national parks (versus 8 in 2000), including Alkhanai, Kenozersky, Kurshskaya Kosa, Orlovskoye Polesye, Paanayarvi and Proibaikalsky sued no offenders for damages.

However, the security guards of some national parks did a good job of detecting violations, including detaining armed offenders, bringing the offenders to justice and seeing that appropriate fines and damages were paid: Valdaisky, Losiny Ostrov, Meschera, Sebezhsky, Sochinsky, Smolenskoye Poozerye, Taganai, Tunkinsky, Ugra, and Yugyd Va.

V.B. Stepanitsky,
Manager of Federal Projects
WWF

«CHARITABLE GRANTS»
RESULTS OF THE NATIONAL PARKS FUND
FOURTH ANNUAL GRANT CONTEST

Dear Friends!

We would like to thank everyone who took part in this year’s contest, our fourth! For this competition, the special topic Cooperation with Volunteers was announced. We received 81 grant applications, of these 77 projects were entered in the contest. The judges gave the highest score to 7 projects and recommended them for financing.

In the Ecological Education category, the winning projects are: 

1. Friends of Losiny Ostrov (Losiny Ostrov National Park)

2. Carst: the Pearl of Pinezhye (Pinezhsky Nature Reserve) 

3. Clean Forests and Lakes for Sebezhsky National Parks (Sebezhsky National Park)

4. Creating a Reserve’s Friends Club at Biryulskaya Secondary School (Baikalo-Lensky Nature Reserve) 

In the Natural Areas Protection category, the winning projects are:

1. Conservation of hibernation places of birds inhabiting underground shelters of Samarkaya Luka in cooperation with local people and volunteers (Zhigulevsky Nature Reserve)

2. Cooperation with volunteers and local people to protect the Kozhim River Basin (Yugyd Va National Park)

3. Complex monitoring of kalan (Enhydra lutris gracilis Bechstein) populations and insular seals of on Bering and Medny (Commander Islands) — research, protection, liaison with local population (Komandorsky Nature Reserve) 

Our congratulations to the winners! 

We would like to reassure those participants who have not yet received support from the Fund. We will do our best to find the means and to assist in their implementation. Last year the National Parks Fund gave over $30,000 (total) to 5 projects that did not win in any of the Contest categories.

This year, prompted by recommendations from experts, the Fund has introduced amendments (in coordination with the PNAs) to the budgets of proposed projects. This had to be done to make up for the negligence in drafting projects and project budgets. Therefore, the main recommendation of the experts and directors of the Fund to future contest participants of is: Make sure you keep to the terms of the Contest!

Good luck! See you at next year’s Contest!

Elena Zubova,
Acting Director
National Parks Fund

«ECOLOGICAL EDUCATION»
THE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION CENTER’S
ADOPT A PROTECTED AREA PROJECT:
RESULTS 2001-2002

In 2000-2002 the Biodiversity Conservation Center (BCC), with the support of the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation implemented an eco-educational project called Adopt a Protected Area. The project is intended to promote the expansion of Russia’s nature conservation community and public control over protected natural areas (PNAs). The Project is focused primarily on collaboration with environmentally aware teachers and groups of children who want to learn more about wildlife.

Project Participants
By June 1, 2002, there were 177 participants in the Project. Most active were the teachers of supplementary education (at young naturalists stations, of junior natural history study groups, at ecological and leisure centers) as well as schoolteachers engaged in extracurricular work with children. NGOs focusing on practical conservation work and ecological education also participated. Meanwhile, the involvement of government conservation organizations was critically low.

Sixty of Russia’s 89 regions are represented in the Project. The best situation is with North-West Federal District (all regions, except Kaliningrad and the Nenetsky Autonomous Area), the Central Federal District (all regions, except Kostroma and Kursk) and the Urals Federal District (all regions, except Kurgan and the Yamalo-Nenetsky Autonomous Area). The worst situation is with the Far East (3 regions only). In the other Districts the percentage of the regions involved comprises between 50% and 70%. 

Supervised PNAs
The projects involve 480 protected natural areas: 113 zakazniks (category of protected areas), 355 nature monuments, 7 national parks and 5 nature reserves. 

Participants with experience in collaboration with protected natural areas selected some of the PNAs (among them national parks and nature reserves which are not the priority of the Project). Most of the PNAs were selected and offered to participants by the curator of the project after a preliminary analysis. Most are located in populated areas or nearby (parks, woodlands, memorial trees, water springs, river food-lands, etc.). The selection of the areas for the Project was done on the following principles:

· Objects’ greatest exposure to negative anthropogenic impact; 

· Accessibility for project participants; 

· Relatively simple methods of monitoring and rehabilitation; 

· Maximum social effect from positive results of Project activities.

Individual Work With Warticipants
Work with Project participants involves a constant dialogue by mail. Groups participating in the Project range from secondary-school students to college students, therefore their abilities and conservation experience cannot be compared. In this situation the only way of cooperating and coordinating efforts is through personal communication. Participants were divided into groups in accordance with the level of complexity of the work they were to do. The main topics of the correspondence were the selection of protected areas, the most efficient and applicable methods of collaboration with the PNAs, specific targets and local specifics in wildlife management. In the correspondence they also discussed the results achieved, provided participants with detailed instructions, consulted them on different issues and evaluated the experience of their colleagues. Over 500 letters were written; and two fieldwork manuals were issued. All the participants received a set of Wildlife Conservation Journal Publications. 

The Basic Outputs
1. The project has passed the preparatory and organizational phases. The network of groups starting to «adopt» protected natural areas has been created, and the first list of supervised PNAs is has been determined.

2. Children’s ecological organizations were provided with an opportunity to make a practical contribution to nature conservation within the framework of a Russian program.

3. PNA monitoring and condition assessment was carried out. In a number of cases the PNAs were genuinely helped.

4. Project participants have gained practical conservation skills; they have faced the problems of protected areas and realized the necessity of specific actions to protect and conserve the nature around them.

Project Prospects
· Support and development of the system of PNA curators; 

· Involvement of new participants in the project; 

· Improvement of methodical base, exchange of experience between participants (publication of conference materials), publication of educational handbooks; 

· Encouragement of NGOs to supervise protected natural areas.

Do join us! 

Write to the BCC in Moscow BCC or to this e-mail address: zakaznik@biodiversity.ru

Y. Yakhontov,
Biodiversity Conservation Center
NATURE RESERVE CALLS FOR HELP

Russian Children’s Telecommunication Project Ecological Cooperation has been developing at the Institute of Soil Science of the Moscow State University and Russian Academy of Science for six years already. He main goal of the Project is to unite Russia’s eco-educational organizations, to develop close partnership between them and to provide basic eco-educational training for schoolchildren with the application of informational technologies, to carry out cooperative nature conservation activities. Over 4000 students of the age from 7 to 17 from 142 organizations of Russia, the Ukraine and Byelorussia conduct investigations of natural and anthropogenic ecosystems within the frames of the Project and exchange the results of their work with young ecologists from other regions by means of telecommunication.

There are six chief branches of ecological research within the Project. Protected Natural Areas branch includes two major directions: rendering assistance to the existing PNAs, that is nature reserves, national parks, zakazniks and promoting the establishment of new nature monuments in the areas requiring immediate introduction of conservation regime. In 1999 the work has been carried out within the frames of the federal purposed programme «Integration» with the support of Russia’s Federal Ecological Fund, American grant programme « Dissemination of experience and results/ROLL».

The coordinators of the volunteer programme Nature Reserve Calls for Help considered it as an objective to integrate into one database the applications of the clients — nature reserves and national parks and the executors — children and youth groups. Thus, there was created a regularly renewed web-page in the Internet which is addressed to young volunteers — the participants of Ecological Cooperation (http://www.ecocoop.ru/save_nature/reserve_help/index.html). Currently the database contains applications from 15 nature reserves and 8 national parks. There you can learn about the results of the volunteer work. Now we would like to give only some examples of most useful and important, in our opinion, cooperation.

During a number of years State Nature Reserve Galichya Gora and Lipetsk Young Naturalist Station «Ecologist» has been carrying out joint practical work and research. The young naturalists under the supervision of the reserve’s specialists had completed over 30 ecological research works that were highly assessed by the specialists at all-Russian, regional and municipal ecological conferences. 

In summer 2001 Young Naturalists Club of Zvenigorod Biological Station of the Moscow State University were engaged in research activities in Khakassky State Nature Reserve. The children helped to collect valuable material on day butterflies fauna, determined over 40 types of bracket-funguses, and made up a very big herbarium of superior plants and a lichen collection.

Children from St.-Petersburg EFA Laboratory of the City Youth Palace spent the bygone field season in Sayano-Shushensky nature reserve. They were engaged in hydro-biological research of the rivers Yenisey and smaller rivers and springs that flow into it. The children collected extensive material on the flora and ornithological fauna in a number of the reserve’s sites. 

Obninsk Ecological Club «Sledopyt» (Pathtracker) has taken stock of beaver settlements on Pid’ma River in Russkiy Sever National Park. However, not only nature objects are of interest for young naturalists: Vologda region, particularly Kirilovsky Rayon, famous for its ancient Kirillo-Belozersky Monastery, is honored for Great Russian cultural heritage sites. It is impossible to express in words the feeling that even most naughty boys experience when they face Christ image created by Dionisiy and his sons. These moments are precious…

Organizers of the Ecological Cooperation Project put it as their key objective also to teach the teams of children how to preserve valuable and simply beautiful nature sites that have become endangered. 

Marina Rykhlikova, 
Candidate of Biology, senior scientific specialist of the Institute of Soil Science of Moscow 
State University and Russian Academy of Science, the leader of the Russian Children’s 
Telecommunication Project «Ecological Cooperation», 
Moscow

Anna Mogilner,
Director of Sledopyt (Pathfinder) Ecological Club, coordinator of the Protected Natural Areas
branch of the Ecological Cooperation Project, 
Obninsk

Ecological Cooperation address:
119899, Russia, Moscow, Moscow State University,
Vorobyevy Gory, Institute of Soil Science of MSU and RAS

Tel./fax: (095) 939-37-74;
e-mail: ecocoop@online.ru
web-site: http://www.ecocoop.ru
«YOUR BOOKSHELF»

TWO NEW BOOKS ON SIBERIAN PNAs 
In 2001 two new books on PNAs in key Siberian regions — Altai-Sayansky and Lake Baikal Basin – were published. 

THE SYSTEM OF PROTECTED NATURAL AREAS OF ALTAI-SAYANSKY REGION 
(Asia Publishing House, Kemerovo, 2001, — 173 pp., appendix, maps) is the collective effort of a team of biologists from the Altai and Krasnodarsky Krai, Kemerovo Region, the Republics of Tuva and Khakassia as well as Kazakhstan and Mongolia. The team was headed by Science Editor Prof. N. Kupriyanov and Manager of the Altai-Sayansky Project A.I. Bondarev. The book is based on the results of a project funded by WWF in Russia and called: Securing long-term biodiversity conservation in Altai-Sayansk.

The first section of the book («Designing a Regional Network of Protected Natural Areas in the Altai-Sayansky Region» –pp. 6-12) includes such subsections as «Ecological Problems and Environmental Protection»; «PNA Network Planning on the Basis of Spatial Survey Materials Processing»; «Comparative Analysis and Discussion of Obtained Data» (the authors of the section are I.V. Varfolomeev and P. Lopatin).

The second and largest section («Existing Protected Natural Areas») reviews different types of protected natural areas (nature reserves, national and nature parks, sanctuaries, natural monuments) in the regions, krais and autonomous republics as well as in some parts of Kazakhstan and Mongolia (pp.13-88).

The third section (pp. 89-109) is about to-be-designated PNAs, excluding Tuva (Kazakhstan and Mongolia also are not represented in this section). This is followed by a list of literature (p.110-112) and six supplements. 

The first two supplements contain data on existing and to-be-designated PNAs in the region; the third supplement provides a list of plants protected in Altai-Sayansk eco-region (by A.N. Kupriyanov and C.Y. Ankipovich); the fourth supplement by the late S.M. Prokofyev provides a list of animals protected in the given eco-region and indicates endangered Red Book species; the fifth and the sixth supplements provide an alphabetical index of plants and animals. The book ends with high quality color maps (scale m: 3.000.000 in the main) that show different categories of PNAs and administrative entities.

A useful reference book, it expands on the previously published work «Theory and Practice of International Biosphere Area Establishment on the Example of the Gorny Altai PNA Network» (Barnaul, 1999) and a number of other publications about Altai and Sayan PNAs.

PROTECTED NATURAL AREAS OF THE LAKE BAIKAL BASIN (Irkutsk, Edition of Institute of Geography of RAS Siberian Branch, 2001, — 185 pp., 400 copies) has only one author — Tatyana P. Svankova, a geography PhD and researcher at the Institute of Geography at the Siberian Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS). The editors are RAS member-correspondent V.A. Snytko and Doctor of Biology S.V. Ryaschenko. The author’s rather long introduction (pp.3-8) is followed by a first chapter («Designation History and Principles of Formation of the Lake Baikal Basin PNAs», pp.9-33) with a number of subchapters devoted to the history, management, classification and general principles of PNA Formation in the given region (including Mongolia, which is of special interest).

The rather brief second chapter (pp.34-41) is devoted to natural preconditions of PNA formation and their administrative distribution. The third chapter («The Characteristics of the Existing Lake Baikal PNA Network», pp. 43-81) contains many maps and diagrams of PNA ecosystems. An analysis of PNA functioning is given in the fourth chapter (pp.127-139), which also covers a number of general and specific problems associated with nature conservation of Baikal and the efficiency of PNA activity in the region. 

A very interesting subsection is devoted to «The Analysis of Nature Conservation Legislation of Russia, Mongolia and the Russian regions» (pp.140-147).

The fifth and final chapter («PNA Network Development», pp.140-167) discusses principles of PNA network development, designation of new PNAs, and preconditions for formation of an ecological network in the Lake Baikal Basin. In the brief (pp.168-170) final part, the author has formulated the main conclusions. A long list of original sources (pp.171-183) includes the original literature used as well as numerous government resolutions, reports, statements and other department materials.

This is not only a factual reference book (like the first book), but an original work of research related to a very important region (Lake Baikal Basin). Both books clearly demonstrate the increasing role of the Russian regions in developing a PNA network. This fact is especially apparent if we consider the loss of authority and significance of federal bodies responsible for environmental protection as well as the shaky prospects of future nature reserves.

F.R. Shtilmark, Doctor of Biology,
Institute of Ecology and Evolution
Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow

ATLAS OF RUSSIA’S INTACT FOREST LANDSCAPES

AN ATLAS OF RUSSIA’S INTACT FOREST LANDSCAPES (Aksenov et al., Moscow: 2002, 186 pp.) has just been published. It is based on the work of Russia’s Forest Watch (RFW) in 1999-2002, analyses of Russia’s intact native forest ecosystems. RFW unites a number of Russian nature conservation NGO’s (including GreenPeace of Russia, the Socio-Ecological Union and the Biodiversity Conservation Center) as well as scientific research establishments (International Forest Institute, «ScanEx»). The parties were united by a desire to provide objective and detailed data on the condition of Russian forests. The lack of this information in the past has hindered sustainable social and economic development planning in Russia. Timber companies do not realize that there remain only a few forests suitable for cutting given the present forestry system. The local authorities are unable to plan rational use of natural resources so that different models of development can be implemented. 

This is the first time large (50,000 hectares) intact forest landscapes within Russia’s forest zone were presented on maps, with 1:1500000 cm and 1:3000000 cm scales (from 15 to 30 km: 1 cm). An intact forest landscape is a landscape no smaller than 50,0000 hectares in the forest zone that is whole and natural, that has no settlements or operating transport communication lines within its borders, that has been entirely untouched by clear or selective cuttings or other anthropogenic impact for the last 60 years, that has been formed by natural ecosystems left undisturbed. Around 11,000 medium- and high- resolution images were done from the Russian satellite Resurs-O1 and the American satellites Landsat-7 and TERRA to create the maps. Information received from the satellites was verified on the ground at 173 sites.

Investigations were done for dense forests — the most attractive for industrial timber fellings, where extensive mining (oil, diamonds, gold) is also done. Tundra, forest-tundra, steppe and desert areas were left out of the investigation. Under forest landscapes, the investigators considered all forested area ecosystems, including mashes, mountain ridges, rivers and reservoirs.

Fragmentation and disturbance of ecosystems in European Russia, in southern Siberia and the Russian Far East result mainly from industrial timber cuttings and fires associated with timber felling, agriculture and road construction. In western and northeastern Siberia and in the Far East the damage is done by mineral extraction, including prospecting and road construction, as well as by large forest fires due to anthropogenic activities.

Some 289 million hectares (26 percent of Russia’s forest zone) remain large, intact forest landscapes (not including open woodlands and forests of shrubs and dwarf trees). Three fourths of the intact forest landscapes are intact forests. Approximately 5 percent of the intact forest landscapes are in areas with special protection at the federal level. Eastern Siberia possesses 39 % of Russia’s intact forest landscapes (or 34% of intact forests); the Far East — 32% (21%); western Siberia — 25% (23%); European Russia only 9% (12%). 

Nearly half of Russia’s intact forest landscapes (48%) are in five regions of Siberia: the Republic of Sakha (Yakutiya), the Evenk Autonomous Area, Krasnoyarsk Kray, the Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Area and the Irkutsk Region. More than 50 % of seven regions consists of intact forest landscapes: the Nenets Autonomous Area (100%), the Koryak Autonomous Area (88%), the Kamchatka Region (85%), the Republic of Altay (63%), the Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Area (62 %), the Evenkia Autonomous Area (61%), and the Republic of Tuva (5%). There are no intact forest landscapes at all in 49 of Russia’s 89 regions. 

The Atlas materials can be used to plan timber and wood felling; importers of Russian timber can use it for buying arrangements. To see these atlas materials go to http://www.forest.ru/eng/publications/intact/.

A NEW BOOK ON SMALL INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

The BCC Publishing House has released Life Tracks by Roman and Gleb Raigorodetskiy in a special edition of the Live Arctic Bulletin (No. 1 (14), 2002). This book is about the problems of small indigenous peoples of the Russian North, in Siberia and the Far East of Russia. These peoples retain their traditional ecological knowledge: hunting, fishing, deer breeding and marine animal hunting. For centuries the activities of these peoples have been tailored to the sensitive northern ecosystems of which they are an integral part. The traditional use of natural resources by northern peoples represents a unique cultural heritage that should be reserved for future generations. 

Successful development of these activities depends upon the preservation of the natural habitats of these northern peoples – marine areas, tundra and taiga landscapes. This is where the interests of small indigenous peoples in the North coincide with the interests of conservationists. No wonder this book was published right after areas of traditional nature use were officially designated federally protected areas. This area, no doubt, will be awarded the status of a PNA in the near future.

To order this book, please write to the Biodiversity Conservation Center at:

117312, Moscow, Vavilova Street, 41, office 2
Tel./Fax: (095) 124-7178 
e-mail: biodivers@biodiversity.ru
«ELECTRONIC EDITIONS AND INTERNET»

HUMANITARIAN ECOLOGY AND ECOLOGICAL ETHICS

http://www.ecoethics.ru

The Kiev Ecological Cultural Center (Ukraine) invites you to visit the first website on humanitarian ecology and ecological ethics (http://www.ecoethics.ru) in the CIS and the Baltic States. Here you will find articles and books written by Russian and foreign authors on ecological ethics, theology, aesthetics, ethnography, culture, deep ecology, eco-philosophy and humanitarian ecology. You will also find an electronic version of Humanitarian Ecological Magazine and translated books by American authors on the history of reserves and PNAs. 

ECOPHOTO — NATURE PHOTO ARCHIVE

http://ecophoto.rc.ru

This site devoted to photographs of wild nature has undergone a number of positive changers since it began in 1996: a new interface, content, and navigation system. The site address has also changed. The new address is: http://ecophoto.rc.ru. Some 500 pictures of animals, birds and landscapes, mostly from reserves in the Russian Far East, are on display. The site is supported by a number of photographers, two of whom are on the staff of the Khronotsky Biosphere Reserve.

«MARINE PROTECTED NATURAL AREAS»
MARINE RESERVES — PRESSING PROBLEMS

The need to create marine protected areas (MPAs), their role in nature conservation and their influence on economic development: these are topics which in the last few years have moved from specialized editions and scholarly works to the pages of mainstream scientific journals. Articles on different aspects of MPA creation and functioning have begun to appear in such journals as the Marine Ecology Progressive Series, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, and even Science. This shows that more attention is being paid to marine environment conservation issues as well as to serious problems associated with this form of nature conservation.

When speaking about marine reserves as a means of nature conservation, people usually use the epithet «new». This is partly true, because creating new MPAs has only become a trend in the last 10 or 15 years. Their number now exceeds 3000, and is still growing. Meanwhile, the first marine protected areas appeared long before. In a previous edition of Nature Reserves and National Parks (No. 31, pp. 49-51), I wrote that marine parks first appeared in the middle of the 20th century, and that one of the most developed systems of marine recreation zones had taken shape by the 1960s in Japan. But, in fact, marine reserves existed more than a hundred years earlier. In 1852 the first etablissements de peche, areas where fishing was restricted, were created in the French Mediterranean. These small marine areas functioned as reproduction grounds — fishing was not allowed there during certain periods.

Major interest in marine reserves and their creation around the world began in the late 1970s and early 1980s as a reaction to the development of tourism, particularly underwater tourism. Unsupervised visits by groups of divers to coral reefs began to cause visible damage to the reefs; high-speed motorboats and scooters destroyed fields of underwater plants; local traditional methods of fishing clashed with the methods of amateur fishermen on vacation. At the same time, the experience of the first marine parks has shown that well-managed diving can profit local communities. 

Marine protected areas began to serve as conservation areas for fish; the reserves were set up to manage coastal fishing and resolve conflicts between different methods of marine resource use. Such conflicts are usually the result of contemporary industrial methods of fishing (trawling fishing, marine culture) in areas traditionally fished by the local population. 

The first experiments in setting up marine reserves of different types were a success. Tourism yielded visible profits, and fishermen noticed that the take of fish near the reserves had considerably increased. Between 1985 and 1992, revenues from tourism increased by 57% in Indonesia, and by 35% in Singapore and Thailand. Four years after the establishment of the Apo Marine Reserve (the Philippines), 11 out of 12 fishermen interviewed said that their catch had increased; and in 1996, all the respondents said that their catch had at least doubled. In New Zealand the ban on trawling in the Shelburne Gulf was vigorously protested by fishermen. But two years later the fishermen noticed that their catches near the protected area had increased. Now most fishermen support the ban. 

Meanwhile, the enthusiasm of the first publications dedicated to marine protected areas has given way to a more reserved and even critical attitude. Researchers have started to focus more on those problems that haven’t yet been solved rather than on the successes. 

The Mediterranean Sea has become a model area for the study of different aspects of MPA functioning. By 2000, 33 reserves had been created in the northwestern Mediterranean alone by EU member-states. The area of MPAs ranges from 21.5 hectares (Medes Sea Park in Spain, Catalonia) to 220,000 hectares (Alonnisos National Park in Greece). 

One of the most important roles of any protected natural area is in the social and economic life of the local community. Detailed social and economic research of marine reserves has revealed some serious problems associated with tourism development. In spite of very high revenues from tourism, only a fraction of those revenues go to people living within the protected area. The lower the level of economic and industrial development in the region, the greater the share of tourist revenues that goes to outsiders. Since most MPAs are located outside developed industrial regions, local people are often unwilling to participate in such highly technological businesses as providing diving services. In this case, diving clubs are set up and serviced mostly by outsiders. Tourist firms residing outside the protected area receive major revenues. Such discrepancies, when extreme, may lead to serious conflicts. Resolution or prevention of such conflicts requires a professional approach to reserve management. It is easy to predict a conflict of this type and to provide special training for local people so as to prevent it. This makes a park or reserve more expensive at the outset, but the investment quickly pays off. 

Of those MPA problems that remain unsolved, some are purely biological. Their direct effect on biodiversity conservation and conservation of production resources must be evaluated.

Increases in catches and marketable species resources are not necessarily due to the creation of an MPA. Mathematical modeling has proven that properly organized fisheries in an «open» district may have the same effect. A similar analysis was done using data taken on location. Information on populations of 40 marketable and 17 non-marketable fish species in 7 reserves of the Mediterranean was applied to three spatial scales — hundreds of square meters, tens of square kilometers, and hundreds of square kilometers. The results showed that the effect of a reserve regime differs with respect to different species and sometimes has no effect at all. 

The contribution of reserves to biodiversity conservation is not that simple to evaluate. Thus, after 5 years of conservation work off New Caledonia the populations of sea species in marine reserves have increased by 64% in comparison to other control areas. At the same time, there has been in numbers of species in the Red Sea, where MPAs have existed for some 15 years. Frequently, the results of reserve work within the population level are more evident. First of all, it excludes negative selection as to the size structure of marketable species.

In Banyus-Cerbere Nature Reserve (650 hectares, established in 1974) after 6 years of the ban on bow-type and harpoon fishing tools, the number of fish species inhabiting rocking reefs was twice as high as it was outside the reserve. As for marketable species, there was an increase in the share of larger species. As for species diversity and richness, the reserved area did not differ much from the surrounding waters. Eighteen years after the establishment of the reserve there was no difference found in marketable or non-marketable species abundance between the reserve and adjacent areas. The only effect of the reserve was in the greater ratio of large (30 — 40 cm) fishes of marketable species within the reserve’s borders.

In Scandola Nature Reserve (Corsica, 1,000 hectares, established in 1974) by the middle of 1990s the total biomass and fish density inhabiting the rocks was approximately three times higher than in similar biotopes outside the reserve’s borders.

Thus, the greater the number of MPAs and the longer they function, the better the results tend to be. Obviously, long-term reserve effects depend on area size, inner heterogeneity, geographic peculiarities and cultural traditions in the region. The first decades of the MPA system’s existence have revealed only some of the scientific problems requiring solution. This experience should be very useful in Russia, where we are only just beginning to create a system of MPAs.

V.O. Mokievsky,
Institute of Oceanology
Russian Academy of Sciences






� Average weighted $ rate was 1 USD=29.15 rubles in 2001; 1 USD=27.6 rubles in 2000.


� Because Losiny Ostrov was under the Moscow government in 2001, it was financed by the city budget (40,300,000 rubles); the park’s own earnings came to 2,300,000 rubles (versus 800,000 rubles in 2000).


� Average weighted $ rate was 1 USD=29.15 rubles in 2001; 1 USD=27.6 rubles in 2000.
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