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«DECISION-MAKING ISSUES» 

GENERAL COMMENTS ON NATURAL RESERVES, ESPECIALLY ON THEIR MANAGEMENT ISSUES AND PARTICULARLY ON SICENTIFIC AND EDUCATIONAL MATTERS

It seems feasible to begin the discussion of such an acute topic as our natural reserves management structure with some sort of introduction or an extended epigraph. Irrelevant as it may seem, in fact it has a direct bearing on the issue under consideration.

Currently, there is a wide-spread talk about a so-called “noospheric development” of certain regions of this country and of their strife to attain some new spiritual and ecological essence. Judging by the available literature, the right to “noospheric leadership” is claimed by Altai and Taimyr, the Barentz region and Beringia, i.e. territories with mostly intact (at least relatively) natural landscapes. There are plenty of publications devoted particularly to the noospheric role of natural reserves. It would seem natural to support this promising and evolving area by citing fundamental works of V.N. Vernadsky and his most close follower N.N. Moisseev, but they are so well-known that it would seem enough just to mention them. Apparently, it is preferable to cite less known ideas of one of the famous Russian philosophers N.A. Berdiaev - ideas that despite their seeming irrelevance have a direct bearing on this topic.

Although Berdiaev expressed these thoughts as early as at the turn of the last century his ideas focus on modern times and apparently have an element of foresight in them. From the very start one should understand that Berdiaev, same as the majority of Russian philosophers, always separated the material side of human being from its spiritual one and opposed culture to civilization (this thought frequently crossed my mind when I took part in the organization in 2002 of a Center of Arctic Culture and Civilization being established at that time in Taimyr autonomous district).

“The entire material life is only an internal realization of spiritual life and is rooted in it. Economic activity being the result of spiritual forces realization, organization and regulation represents an act of human spirit. Labor is a manifestation of spirit rather than that of matter and has spiritual foundations… Material consumption cannot be the only goal of economic activity. Here we face extreme exaggeration of the role of economy, its domination over the entire life… An arrogant dream of the human being to subjugate nature will lead to ugliness, elimination of beauty and destruction of the glory of life…Therefore, the fruits of nature subjugation are so bitter and ugly...”

“…Spiritual attitude to economy suggests asceticism and limitation of want. Unlimited requirements and population growth has created an industrial capitalist civilization fraught with shocks and calamities and reflects a complete loss of spirituality… And if peoples want to revive spiritually they will have to choose the track of ascetic self-limitation and spiritualization of economic life”.

“Transformation of culture into civilization is connected with radical changes in people’s attitude towards nature… The era of civilization started with a victorious introduction of machines. Life seizes to be organic and looses its link with the rhythm of nature. The human being is separated from nature by an intermediate layer of artificial tools and machines, with the help of which he tries to subjugate nature… Civilization has a machining, rather than a natural or spiritual foundation. The spirit of civilization becomes narrow-minded; it is introduced in and attached to perishable and transient things; it is alien to eternity. Civilization is incapable of realizing its dream of an achieving an ever-increasing world power. But Babylon tower will never be built… Civilization has been born out of the strife of the human being for real power, for real happiness contrasting to symbolic and contemplative nature of culture. This is one of the ways leading from culture to “real life”, to its transformation, to its technical reorganization. The human being had to follow this track and to develop this technical potential to the fullest extent. But in doing so he will not achieve genuine being and this way leads to the loss of human character…”

“…In the history of mankind one can distinguish four epochs or four stages: barbarity, culture, civilization and religious transformation… Russia has been a strange country with an unclear fate and a passionate dream of religious transformation of life. The strife for culture in this country has always been over-flown by the strife for “life”… We have started to experience the crisis of culture without tasting the fruits of culture. Russians have always been dissatisfied with culture… Civilization we have created is ugly. Barbarian elements have always been too strong while our commitment to religious transformation has been affected by some unhealthy dreams. However, Russians are able to understand the crisis of culture and the tragedy of historic fate deeper than more prosperous people of the West. Russian people have possibly retained a stronger ability to display belief in the miracle of religious transformation of life. We need culture same as all other peoples of the world and we will have to go all the way with civilization. However, we will not be chained by cultural symbolism and civilization pragmatism in the same way as the peoples of the West are. Commitment of the Russian people needs to be refined and strengthened, and our people should undergo a great confession. Only then his strife for the transformation of life will give him the right to understand his mission in the universe”. 

Can you imagine the Tsar’s ruling Senate, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR or the RF Duma adopting regulations on the establishment of state natural reserves with the aim of ecological and moral improvement of society? Meanwhile it is our domestic natural reserves that were intended to become some sort of models and symbols of compensation for damages caused to nature by civilization. Deep emotions, “best intentions” and manifestations of the strongest human feelings do not usually inscribe in legal acts and paragraphs of different codes. Natural reserves represented a real way of limiting of economic desires described by Berdiaev. However, the term “ideals” implies that they can never be accomplished in real life (at list not immediately) and frequently they only reflect the course of desirable direction. Let us look at how the first natural reserves were born early in the 21st century. Initially, landlord Falts-Feign, counts Pototsky and Sheremetiev, duke San-Donato, countess Panina and other wealthy people started to withdraw some forest and steppe areas from agricultural production with the assistance of scientists, subsequently several research stations requiring some sort of protection regime were opened (Dokuchaev’s – in the Ukrainian steppe regions, ornithological stations in the Baltic region, etc.) and only then did official “sable reserves” were established with a particular mission – i.e. to save disappearing fur animals. Caucasian aurochs were not that lucky. Senate rejected the proposal of the Russian Academy of Science to establish a national park within the limits of Kubansky hunting area. Until recently the entire history of our conservation system evolution represented a history of struggle with producers and search for compromise solutions. I employed past tense here because now the situation has changed drastically: first, no new natural reserves have been established for a long time and, second, the existing reserves are being gradually turned into economic units.

I can put forward many strong arguments in favor of establishing natural reserves as research institutions, hubs for collecting useful information, monitoring, education, etc. However, deep inside each person who have succeeded in conserving a certain site of this country has been, first and foremost, guided by love and tenderness to a piece of nature chosen by him. As an experienced designer and founder of natural reserves I realize (judging by my own and others experience) that until you do not thoroughly explore the area chosen yourself no aviation surveys or statistics will make you look for and find arguments in favor of practical implementation of certain projects. A genuine environmental advocate is always guided by feelings rather than by reason. This is why a good journalist can sometimes provide stronger arguments in favor of natural reserves establishment than a scientist.

The irony of natural reserves development in the Soviet period was that nearly utopian ideas of complete non-interference of the human being in the natural reserves operation were mainstreamed by environmental advocates into some scientific casing and were even partially implemented. However, in 1930s these environmentalists were roughly “corrected” and were forced to renounce such “non-interference”, although, as D. Winner neatly put it, this was some sort of “mimicry” that allowed them to preserve the “rules of the game” for some time. All this ended during the full swing of Lysenkovshina in 1951 when a well-known “reorganization” or rather a complete destruction of the entire conservation system occurred. Then, 1960s-1980s marked a certain “reconstruction period” that continued with different degree of success until 1990s.

Now in the light of all the above we can consider natural reserves management evolution in more detail. From the moment it was born the first natural reserve was included in the structure of a national-level agency – the Ministry of Farming. Later, in the upcoming soviet period this function was rendered to the People’s Commissary on Education (its internal structures were modified as rapidly as in our “troubled times”). In 1933 a Committee on Natural Reserves was set up under NCEC, which was later transformed into the Chief Administration on Natural Reserves under the CNC (the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR). The early 1950s marked a period of “multi-agency approach” when natural reserves did not have a single authority and when different reserves reported to the USSR Ministry of Agriculture, the RSFSR State Hunting Committee, the Academy of Science, selected institutes, etc. A promising and principally sound attempt to concentrate natural reserves and national parks in the hands of the State Committee on Nature Protection was soon closed down by further transformations that finally resulted in the disruption of the conservation system management at the federal level. Today, each natural reserve and national park, in fact, operates on its own depending on circumstances. In this context it seems relevant to refer to an aphorism attributed by Diogen Laertsky to Platon: “Disorder prospers when the laws are bad, when the existing laws are not complied with and when the laws are lacking”.

The essence of transformations that occurred in the Russian conservation activities in the last decade and a half can be illustrated by a brief citation from a scientific paper written on Wrangell Island - the most valuable Arctic natural reserve of this country:

“By its 25th anniversary (i.e. by the year 2000 – F.S.) the reserve has been turned from a genuinely research institution into a predominantly commercial structure mainly concerned with organization of commercial film-shootings to make money required for further similar shootings (M.S. Stishov. Wrangell Island – Model of nature and natural anomaly). Instead of explaining negative processes related to this period I would rather make use of direct testimonies of those who work in the field – particularly in natural reserves. Though I will not give their names or geographical locations, please, believe me that the texts of letters that I have received are genuine, although slightly edited.

So let us give floor to one of employees of our natural reserves. His first letter was addressed to a newspaper (and apparently was not published) while I received a copy of this letter, which began with the following epigraph:

“We are in need of an alliance among philosophy and religion against the freedom of scientific reason” (B. Boreiko. “Zapovestnik”, No. 3, 1998). The text that followed read: “According to a new regulation approved by our director employees of our natural reserve are not entitled disclose information on the reserve and without authorization are not allowed to address anyone or to publish anything they have learned in the course of their activities. Also, they must shape a positive image of the reserve and violation of this regulation shall be prosecuted… I would like to remind you that no other organization focuses on challenges addressed by natural reserves as research institutions. This is a real and efficient motivation for our system, but it should be transparent. Confusion of motivation will be destructive… Confrontation of science and education in natural reserves is a cause of serious concern. Moreover, genuine education is replaced with public relations, poor advertising and circumenvironmental topics. With strong support from public relations educators and direct public relations workers science has been either uprooted from natural reserves or is being slowly eliminated (for the time being); however it seems that pretty soon science will be simply thrown away. In this case someone will definitely feel better… Natural reserves seize to be a scientific and research organization and turn into services providers”.

And (by the way) what services! In local newspapers one can often find claims against employees of natural reserves who have not organized a sufficiently warm welcome to certain guests who have deigned to “come closer to nature”. Natural reserve become centers of eco-tourism and organized recreation. Please, forgive me for interrupting our correspondent, let us listen to him again and look at the letters that he sent directly me. I would only like to emphasize that the policy of replacing science with pseudo-education was not born in natural reserves themselves but was imposed “from the top level” by the former conservation agencies that implemented a direct policy of our national reserves’ convergence with national parks. The West has also much to do with that policy.

“After having read your book about Reimers (“From old cedar trees to immortality of mankind”) we wondered what he would have done if he had lived until these days? We think he would have hanged himself. Though may be I am alone ready to run away from here out of weakness and anger. Particularly, I am being forced to take this step by our “greedy eco-promoters”, or so-called “eco-educators”. They use flattery and flirtation, manipulation with words and phrase-mongering and consist of low-educated persons with little concern of conservation activities. However, they have followers among certain professionals (for example, V.P. Tchizhova or even N.R. Danilina) who declare that since there are no natural reserves in the rest of the world we do not need them either and should rather transform them into recreational parks. And what shall we do with the word “zapovednik” (meaning natural reserve) which has become an internationally recognized term?”

“Please, forgive me for bothering you once again. Time passes. We have won a grant and are pleased and displeased with that at the same time. We feel shame. The Americans give us money to buy pants to our foresters. Local authorities – labor protection body, sanitary inspection, etc, have started to press us seriously. We have nothing here – no garments, no equipment and we were even instructed not to come to work if the country does not want to support its citizens. So we are asking America, for God’s sake: today you buy us pants, so what will be the next move? Meanwhile the authorities demand only education-related reports from us... And we face numerous inspections, which take place one after another. They are inspecting us and laughing.”

“… Thank you for your new articles but I think that they are full of some sad, desperate and “doomed” optimism. It is strange that they are being published; may be it is done to demonstrate what conformists we still have here who believe in the future of natural reserves! I often think of how repugnant the very idea of leaving nature in peace looks to the human being as a biological species…”

“Financial bodies are simply taunting us, to say the least. For instance, they do not give us money to buy necessary things worth of 200 rubles… Furthermore, the budgetary classification does not contain an item providing for purchase of skis. If the country wanted to throw budget money away in the most senseless way it could think of nothing better than of providing local financial bodies with controls… We are alone in the field of nature protection and courts are prejudiced against us. Our feeling of needlessness becomes more and more bitter…”

I do not intend to disclose the name of my correspondent, but the reader has apparently felt that he is a male. And here is some female testimony. Botanist Yulia Viktorovna Zakharova, chief of research division of Altai natural reserve several days before her tragic death last spring in Yaiu village on Telets Lake wrote a detailed letter to me (we have been keeping in touch for some time), and I would like to bring the following extracts to your attention:

“Spring euphoria in nature does not correspond to the situation in which the reserve finds itself (its disintegration as an institution). During 20 years of work in the reserve I have got used to difficulties. I have even accepted that science is not considered very important. But we are not wanted at all! How can we survive under the attacks from all sides? What can I tell my colleagues about their future?”

“In March I attended a meeting of the association of SPNAs from Altai-Saiansky region was held on the basis of Saiano-Shushensky natural reserve… Director A.G. Rassolov suggested that reserves should make increased focus on money-making (through organizing tourism and hunting tours in the biosphere site for hard currency) and further integration in the regions’ economy. He is a businessman and the well-being of his site is of no match to ours. But then we would have to reconsider our moral principles... It was suggested that in order to ensure that 99 wild mountain goats moved freely around the reserve (to be studied by good-for-nothing scientists) we should kill one animal and to sell it for hard currency. Then foresters and the entire local community will be interested in its protection…”

“The meeting was also attended and addressed by a notorious winner of numerous honors and awards B.V. Pestryakov who openly proposed to bury the very concept of SPNAs out of conviction that conservation approach did not meet modern challenges. In one of his articles he wrote the following: “Reserved natural areas should not be hostile to recreational, sport and nutrition needs of the population… Nature protection should not result in limitation of people’s access to nature…”

All this is confirmed by a copy of the cited Pestryakov’s article showing its number and date; however this approach is not new to those who are familiar with natural reserves development history in this country. In the past these ideas were very popular and were often embodied in decisions adopted not only at the regional level (raion, district or krai), bat at the highest levels of state governance as well (otherwise we would have still had ministries and agencies set up specifically for environment protection). These ideas represent nothing else but a manifestation of blatant ignorance or boorishness, which are even more obvious at the background of a higher level of modern technogenic civilization development. It is a well-known fact that history has a tendency of recurrence. A Spanish proverb reads: “He who lives long sees a lot of evil”. It is difficult to really surprise people of my generation. When Anna Akhmatove was bitterly criticized by Zhdanov she read Horatio in the original but did not try to hang herself or beg the authorities for mercy. Merezhkovsky maintained that only the coming Christ would defeat the coming Boor. But here all depends on what one believes in – either in Christ or in Noosphere with its ecological transformation, or common reason of mankind, which will not allow full collapse of the universe. By the way, it is in this reason that N.F. Reimers had believed, and I do not agree with my colleague who argued that he would have committed suicide in this environment. The thing is that his prediction to the effect that we can stifle with the odor of the rotten corpse of the CPSU monster simply came true. Its casing has been destroyed and its content leaked out. However, history has its own measure of time, and the triumph of evil over good will not last forever and hopes for good and enlightening will eventually come true.

I have hardly sealed the envelope and put a postage stamp on it when news of Yulia Viktorovna’s murder by one of her own colleagues, apparently being an employee of the ecological education division came in. The only way I could express my feelings was to give up the former idea of continuing my book on the modern history of Russian natural reserves (from 1995 to 2005). Let our eco-educators write such a book - with the aid of their grants!

Felix Shtilmark, 
Doctor of Biology
NATURAL RESERVES AND NATIONAL PARKS IN RUSSIA.
THE STATE AND GOVERNANCE

In September 2004 natural reserves and national parks of the Russian MNR received an order informing them of a new turning point in the history of national conservation activities – another change of “ownership”. Herewith they were placed under direct control of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight in accordance with policy decisions taken by the Government. That initiative did not take natural reserves’ managers by surprise. Recent years had taught them not to take hasty steps in the face of such changes in subordination, reporting requirements and other procedures since in the last 16 years many reserves changed their “owners” six times. In all these cases this shift of control was explained by the need to improve the system of state management of nature protection, particularly that of nature conservation activities.

These unfortunate conservation activities! One can hardly find any other sector, which has been subjected to such vigorous management “improvements” in recent years. And how often (and at such a level) we have also heard calls for its further improvement! Here are only some examples: “The Government of the Russian Federation should … develop and implement measures for the improvement of the system of state management of natural reserves, national parks and other specially protected natural areas…” – this is an extract from Decree No. 1155 of the RF President of October 2, 1992. “MNR of Russia should … elaborate proposals on the improvement of the system of state management of specially protected natural areas of federal significance in accordance with the legislation of the Russian Federation in force and submit them to the Government” – this one is from Protocol Decision No. 11 of the Russian Government of March 22, 2001. “To view further development and improvement of specially protected natural areas system as an important pre-condition for efficient environmental policy implementation” – this one is from a resolution adopted by the First Russian-Wide Congress on Nature Protection (1995).

Today Russia has an SPNA system consisting of 100 state natural reserves and 35 national parks with a total area of 40 million ha (over 2 per cent of the entire territory of the country), employing 10 thousand environmentalists, having an ancient history and enjoying well-deserved international recognition. Indeed, why should all these calls and attempts to improve governance of this entire system result in nothing better than its management (or rather mismanagement) under the auspices of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight?

Modern History and its Lessons in Short

The State Hunting Committee of the RSFSR included a natural reserves division consisting of 5 staff-members. Until its “conservation” mandate was terminated this State Committee looked over 45 reserves, as well as 52 reservations of federal significance. The State Hunting Committee played a pivotal role in Russian reserves’ geographical network restoration and expansion, which had been so ruthlessly destroyed by absurd decisions of 1951 and 1961. It is on these objectives that all the efforts and energy of this small-size team were focused. Today we can hear recollections of our veterans of glorious times when natural reserves were under the control of the State Hunting Committee, when employees received their wages on time, when funds for capital development were allocated to practically all entities, when the level of senior researcher’ wage paid in Magadan was sufficient to support his family. There were no problems with aviation protection of forests from forest fires! Helicopter services were widely available! There were plenty of river resources! However, this is rather a nostalgic recollection of the former USSR than that of the State on Hunting Committee itself. Meanwhile, one should recall that natural reserves under the State on Hunting Committee’ control faced the beginning of “perestroika” with practically under-developed and totally obsolete legal framework, with protection service deprived of any rights, with lack of policy and concept developments having vision of the future, with lack of procedures for generalization and analysis of the results of annual activities, with lack of understanding of the importance of popular involvement and with inadequate control of managers’ activities (“Moscow is too far away”), gradual formalization of research, preference of regulatory game shooting and inefficient personnel policy. However, if compared to modern conditions the State on Hunting Committee’ operated in favorable environment experiencing no financial crises, inflation, rise of criminal activity, social and political tensions, “sovereignty parades” or large-scale legal negligence. The lesson to be learnt from all the above is quite obvious: a handful of professionals in a large country cannot under any circumstances ensure efficient management of the national system of natural reserves. This conclusion is obvious to the entire world (except for this country). 

With the transfer of natural reserves under the control of the USSR State Committee on Nature in 1988 the situation did not improve at all. First of all, ironic as it is, inter-agency fragmentation had nothing but increased. While natural reserves were placed under jurisdiction of nature protection bodies, national parks were left under the authority of the RSFSR Ministry of Forestry and 87 per cent of federal reservations remained in the hands of the State Hunting Committee and later were included in the system of the Ministry of Agriculture. This move had to a considerable extent determined their future: being part of specially protected natural areas (SPNAs) federal reservations of the Ministry of Agriculture resembled hunting stock reproduction sites. Moreover, not all reserves of the RSFSR State Hunting Committee were placed under jurisdiction of the RSFSR State Committee on Nature. Nine biosphere reserves together with reserves of the Union-Level State Agro-Industrial Committee were placed under jurisdiction of the Union-Level State Committee on Nature. This resulted in a tendency to divide reserves into “first-rate” and “second-rate” areas.

Secondly, unlike the State Hunting Committee the State Committees on Nature (both of the union and republican levels) were multi-functional monsters for which conservation activities were obviously subordinate to other activities and functions. It should be noted that in the years to come this subordination remained and continued to be an obstacle to efficient management of the natural reserves system. This brings us to another conclusion: “for a multi-functional agency conservation activities cannot be a priority since efficient management of the SPNAs system requires priority attention on the part of the authorized state agency”.

However, in spring of 1990 we witnessed an important development in the field of SPNAs state management, which to a large extent determined the course of natural reserves system evolution in the 14 forthcoming years: by his determined decision, a new (and the last) head of the USSR State Committee on Nature N.N. Vorontsov transformed a small division on natural reserves into a Chief Administration on Natural Reserves within the framework of the national nature protection agency.

N.N. Vorontsov hardly imagined the ways of natural reserve system management at this stage of modern history. However, due to his intuition of an intellectual, scientist and environmentalist he did realize that at least it is required to strengthen the role, status, authority and staff of that unit. And it would be no exaggeration to say that the establishment of the Chief Administration on Conservation Activities made the list of the most vivid and useful deeds of N.N. Vorontsov in the office of nature conservation minister. During the previous 37 years no such measures had been taken. And even though this Administration was formed only within the framework of the union-level committee (the republican-level committee still had a division consisting of five staff-members) and even if it did not have enough time to do something really significant (though undoubtedly it served as an important training school for conservation managers), the very decision on its establishment can be indeed viewed as a historic one: when in a year and a half the USSR seized to exist and a single nature protection agency was formed in Russia which finally united union-level and republican-level reserves there was no doubt of the usefulness of establishing a similar body, and in fact it was subsequently established within the structure of the new Russian agency (as an administration, chief administration and later as a department) and operated until August 2004. All positive developments in respect of natural reserves during the period under consideration (and these developments have been numerous) and the very fact of preservation and development of this system in that difficult period have been to a great extent caused by the transfer of relevant management functions from a small division to a more powerful and independent unit, as it was envisaged by the last Soviet minister of nature protection. Therefore, the current reform will not only result in mismanagement in the field of nature conservation but will also nullify the very essence of what professor N.N. Vorontsov stood for and what many generations of environmentalists tried to achieve.

Since the very beginning of its operation in 1992 this new unit - Administration on Conservation Activities – has faced a specific managerial problem related to interference in its management of reserves under its jurisdiction and attempts of the units of financial and personnel blocks of the Ministry to pursue their own policy. The emerging situation looked nothing but strange: on the one hand, the Conservation Administration was directly responsible for conservation system design and development, but did not have sufficient authority. On the other hand, the financial block possessing strong managerial leverages was in no way responsible for the outcome of the reserves’ activities. This problem was solved only in the second half of the 1990s when under a decision taken by the Chairman of the State Committee on Ecology of Russia V.I. Danilov-Danilyan required powers were given to the Administration on Conservation Activities. With its transfer to the Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia in 2000 these powers were further expanded by Minister B.Y. Yatskevich. Future developments have proved that these decisions were timely and reasonable. This leads to yet another conclusion: a single unit of a federal executive agency regardless of its title and professionalism of its staff cannot efficiently manage the system of SPNAs under its control unless it has full management authority, particularly in financial and personnel matters.

Elimination of multi-agency authority should be viewed as a considerable success in the field of state management of the federal SPNAs system. After the establishment of an umbrella Ministry of Natural Resources in 2000 all reserves previously controlled by the Russian State Committee on Ecology, national parks controlled by the Russian Committee on Forestry as well as Yuzhno-Uralsky reserve controlled by the Ministry of Forestry were placed under its jurisdiction. Earlier natural reserve “Les-na-Vorskle” (Forest on Vorskla”) (now – “Belogorie”) was transferred from the Ministry of Higher Education to the State Committee on Ecology reserves’ system, while national parks “Lossiny ostrov” (Moose Island) and “Plesheevo ozero” (Plesheevo Lake) of federal significance were included in the national parks’ system of the Russian Committee on Agriculture. Thus, for the first time in years an objective pre-condition emerged for the establishment of a single service for state natural reserves and national parks management – the idea that had been so vigorously pursued by the leading conservation professionals.

Meanwhile, with the appointment of V. Artyukhov as head of the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources the situation has changed drastically. The establishment of new reserves and natural parks has been suspended. As a result, from 2001 to 2004 not a single new reserve or national park was set up in the country (the last intermission in these activities was experienced only in 1951-1954). Bureaucracy and red taped flourished while the solution of any simple issues was heavily complicated. Real, practical and efficient work was gradually replaced by its imitation and transformed to senseless paperwork, fuss, pompous rhetoric and meaningless “presentations”. SPNA system management functions were distributed among different units of the central apparatus and experienced conservation professionals started to leave the Ministry one after another. However, in February 2003 some positive developments were seen in the Ministry with the introduction of a policy aimed at revival and strengthening of a fairly damaged SPNA management system and some steps for the return of former team were taken (which some degree of success), although this thrust continued for less than half a year. In summer 2003 the minister drastically changed his temporary loyal attitude towards conservation department. This change of attitude coincided in time with launching of a protest by the department against “cutting off” the area of Sochi national park under the influence of certain stakeholders supported by the minister. Repercussions did not take too long to follow. They resulted in the denial of the department of its already limited powers, skillful bureaucratic “pressing” of its officials and, finally, another reorganization
. Thus, minister Artiukhov and his team set a unique precedent in the history of domestic and possibly world-wide nature conservation: the Ministry designed to ensure efficient state management of SPNAs deliberately and coherently took steps aimed at undermining past successes in this field and reducing efficiency of SPNAs state management. 

These developments without any doubt implicitly affect the current policy, which manifests itself particularly:

· in discrediting the team of professionals who have for many years served the cause of conservation system establishment and development;

· in censuring contradicting points of view and in making attempts to get rid of those who have and hold to their own pinion;

· in talking profusely about insignificance of conservation, about inefficiency of establishing powerful management structures, about allegedly effective management of the SPNA system by a handful of professionals;

· in advocating a view that the very fact of appointment to a high post inevitably ensures a required level of professional knowledge and skills in a relevant field;

· in displaying contemptuous attitude to professional approach. 

One of “scourges” adversely affecting natural reserves and national parks’ management system includes a policy of endless reorganizations of structural units of the central apparatus carried out within the framework of the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources. During the period from December 2001 to August 2004 (in just two and a half years!) three departments and one administration responsible for SPNA management were dismantled one after another. Therefore, it is right time to make one more conclusion: provision of efficient state management of the national system of natural reserves requires at least relative stability inconsistent with constant reorganizations and shifts of responsible management structures. 

The Turning Year
The threat of large-scale dismantling of the entire system of SPNAs management became even more acute with the initiation of the current administrative reform.

At the first glance it became clear that within the new structure of federal executive bodies there was no body that in view of its tasks and functional limitations could perform the function of direct natural reserves and national parks’ management. Moreover, the very function of state management of this system was excluded from the functions identified for these executive bodies by the Government of the Russian Federation in April 2004. 

One way to address this problem could be the establishment of a special federal agency on specially protected natural areas. However, despite numerous appeals of conservation professionals, scientific and nature protection communities and support of this idea by certain politicians (including the Federation Council’s Speaker S. Mironov) it did not receive adequate attention.

Instead, Resolution No. 400 of the RF Government of July 30, 2004 established that “pending the adoption of a relevant legal act by the Government of the Russian Federation state management in the field of organization and functioning of specially protected natural areas of federal significance shall be entrusted to the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight”.

In fact, immediately after the adoption of that decision it became clear that the function of natural reserves and national parks’ state management was unnatural for the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight and therefore received low priority in its activities. 

Instead of providing for the establishment of a single specialized administration on specially protected natural areas the structure of this federal service includes only a small division consisting of just five staff-members (and even this small unit has not been staffed to the full extent in the four subsequent months). And at such strength it is supposed to ensure professional management of specially protected natural areas, including organization of nature protection, research and ecological education activities on a Russian-wide scale! 

At the same time as a result of personnel policy pursued by the authorities of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight the most experienced, qualified and famous staff-members of the former department on specially protected natural areas of the MNR of Russia did not find their niche within the new structure. All this created a real threat of degradation of the federal system of natural reserves and national parks’ state management as well as that of loss of promising nature conservation developments achieved in the last 15 years. It is of particular concern since during this period some prominent activities were implemented to adapt federal specially protected natural areas to new social and economic realities.

In August 2004 the authorities of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight came up with an initiative to exclude inspectors engaged in territorial protection from the staff-tables of special protected natural areas (numbering more than 4 thousand persons) and to include them in the staff-tables of territorial bodies of this Federal Service (with allocating corresponding funds for their maintenance). This initiative was carried out without due regard to actual way of natural reserves and national parks’ functioning for many years and contradicted the provisions of the legislation of the Russian Federation in force (article 33 of the Federal Law on Specially Protected Natural Areas). Its practical implementation would inevitably entail disruption of the sustainable system of natural reserves and national parks, which has existed for many decades. Fortunately, this proposal made by the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight was rejected by the Ministry of Finance of Russia who took a reasonable and firm position in this respect.

Isn’t it obvious that this “mini-division” for SPNAs management under jurisdiction of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight exerts practically no influence on its personnel and financial policies? Suffice it to say that the news on the appointment of a new director of the Central Forest Reserve employees of that division learnt… from one of the employees of that reserve. 

In the environment of innovative reforms implemented in 2004 the task of the authorized federal executive body to defend financial interests of natural reserves and national parks’ system under its control moved to the background. Consequently, funds allocated in the federal budget for natural reserves and national parks’ maintenance for 2005 exceeded the level of 2004 by only 1.3 per cent. For comparison, the rate of natural reserves and national parks maintenance costs’ increase in 2004 exceeded the level of 2003 by 30 per cent. At the same time budgetary allocations for capital construction in natural reserves and national parks in 2005 decreased three-fold as compared to 2004.

Another peculiarity of the current reform consists in the division of the system of nature conservation management into two blocks: policy-making together with legal regulation (being the responsibility of the Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia where a relevant division was established) and direct management of SPNAs under control (being the function of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight).

On the one hand, this is in conformity with the officially adopted concept of the administrative reform and represents an objective reality to be lived with. Therefore, it is necessary to remember that “every cloud has a silver shining”. This will help to alleviate those officials who are engaged in direct management of natural reserves and national parks under control from other functions (establishment of new SPNAs, addressing a set of issues in the area of international cooperation, etc.) interfering with day-to-day work connected with relevant natural reserves and national parks’ management. However, on the other hand (and in general) this is not encouraging because:

· it creates a situation when a policy-maker who elaborates legal acts loses contact with reality and poorly understands what is happening in real life and at the same time is not responsible for the implications of decisions taken; 

· it disperses already scarce capabilities of SPNAs professionals ready to work in the public service.

Meanwhile, a practical solution, which inscribes in the context of administrative reform underway in this country, does exist.

What Shall We Do?

It has been clear for a long time that what we need is a strong specialized state structure capable of ensuring governance in the field of nature conservation. In spring 1992 a draft decree of the President of Russia on specially protected natural areas elaborated under the chairmanship of A.V. Yablokov, adviser of the RF President on environmental matters, was developed which provided for the establishment of a Committee on Nature Conservation at the Ministry of Ecology of the Russian Federation. In March of the same year the idea of establishing such a Committee was also supported by the decision of the Committee on Ecology and Sound Use of Natural Resources of the Supreme Soviet of the RF. However, this draft decree (although issued in October of that year), including its section that concerned the establishment of such a Committee, was emasculated by agencies.

In 1997 it was the Office of Public Relations of the Administration of the President of Russia that came up with an initiative to establish a unified and independent federal agency on natural reserves and national parks’ management, bur agencies again proved to be stronger.

The resolution unanimously adopted at the final meeting of the Third Russian-Wide Congress on Nature Protection (held on November 21, 2003) urged “to view the establishment of a State Service on Specially Protected Natural Areas within the framework of a federal executive body exercising state governance in the field of environment protection as a necessary condition for the provision of efficient management of a unified system of specially protected natural areas and to give it extensive functions and powers required for efficient management of this system”.

In 2004 this challenge became even more urgent. By this time lack of a federal executive body responsible for conservation activities in this specific area and able and designed to defend the cause of territorial nature protection and to ensure further development of the federal system of specially protected natural areas was considered as acute as ever. 

The proposals on the establishment of such a body – at the level of a federal agency – were included in a letter signed by nearly five dozens of natural reserves and national parks’ directors addressed to the Federation Council’s Speaker S.M. Mironov. Sergei Mikhailovich himself publicly supported this idea, inter alia on pages of newspaper “Russian Gazette”. This idea was also supported by several deputies of the State Duma, including Deputy Chairmen of the Committee on Ecology of the State Duma A.N. Greshnevikov and M.Y. Lebedeva. The same proposal was made by a popular Russian journalist V.M. Peskov and a famous scientist, forester and RAS academician A.S. Isaev. At the same time in December 2004 the officials of the leading environmental organizations (WWF-Russia, Green-Peace-Russia, International Social and Ecological Union, All-Russian Society for Nature Protection, Center for Wildlife Protection, Russian Birds Protection Union) submitted a proposal to Russia’s President V.V. Putin on the establishment of a specialized Federal Agency on Specially Protected Natural Areas authorized to ensure state governance in this field and reporting directly to the Russian Government. This last requirement is of particular significance and will ensure its operation similar to that of other federal bodies established by Presidential Decrees and reporting directly to the Russian Government, such as the Federal Agency on Tourism. This public initiative was also fully supported by E.A. Pamfilova, Chairman of the Presidential Council of Civil Society Development and Human Rights Promotion, who also submitted a relevant letter to the President.

Implementation of this proposal will allow not only to set up a strong and efficient structure but also to terminate the dispersion of functions and professionals among different agencies (the Ministry of Natural Resources - the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight) concentrating them within one management body and to give this structure all required powers for inspection and control since control represents an integral element of SPNAs management. This will make it possible to establish comprehensive control of not only natural reserves and national parks but of federal reservations as well and to pay adequate attention to preservation of not only natural but also of historic and cultural heritage in the territories of federal SPNAs and will ensure a more efficient protection of our natural reserves and national parks from frequent encroachments on their land resources and territorial integrity. At the same time it will obviously contribute to the improvement of the image of our country as a state pursuing a progressive environmental policy. What is even more important, it will allow us to be optimistic about the future of our national property – the system of federal specially protected natural areas in Russia. Indeed, there is no reasonable alternative to this proposal!

Concluding Remarks

In September 2003 the Fifth World Congress on Specially Protected Natural Areas was held in Durban, South Africa. This representative forum, inert alia, adopted recommendations addressed to national governments and civil societies. Paragraph 1 of these recommendations reads: “TO RECOGNIZE the importance of management as a key factor of specially protected areas functioning and TO ENSURE sound management of all types of these areas in the 21st century”.

I hope our Government together with civil society will listen to this recommendation!

Vsevolod Stepanitsky,
Independent expert, 
Honored ecologist of the Russian Federation

«CURRENT EVENTS»
RUSSIAN NATIONAL PROPERTY EXCLUDED FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM

On September 9, 2004 a press conference was held in the Independent Press Center in Moscow, focused on a dangerous situation evolving in Russia in the field of natural reserves and national parks’ federal system state management.

The officials of public environmental organizations in Russia addressed a statement to RF President V.V. Putin concerning the improvement of state management of the federal system of specially protected natural areas (SPNAs). In this statement they proposed to establish a Federal Agency on Specially Protected Natural Areas which would be responsible for all state reserves and national parks, as well as federal reservations and other SPNAs of federal significance. This new Agency would report directly to the RF Government. This proposal received whole-hearted support from the leading domestic experts in the field of nature protection and nature conservation.

“Any reserve or natural park represents an integral entity with a diversity of mutually supportive and complementary functions, including protective, scientific, educational etc. These entities should be managed from a single hub authorized to address all such issues. This conclusion is confirmed by many years of experience in natural reserves management accumulated in many countries with a well-developed SPNA system”, believes Alexey Zimenko, Director-General of the Biodiversity Conservation Center.

The RF legislation provides that SPNAs have a status of federal state institutions that implement activities in field of nature protection, scientific research and ecological education. However, the issue of establishing a state management structure in this field remains unsettled. According to Resolution No. 400 of the Russian Government of July 30, 2004, “pending the adoption of a relevant legal act by the Government of the Russian Federation state management in the field of organization and functioning of specially protected natural areas of federal significance shall be entrusted to the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight”. As a result a diversified system of Russian SPNAs, which has a vital role to play in the provision of national ecological safety, has been in fact left in abeyance.

“What we are witnessing today is a bleak image of a real SPNA management system… We consider it necessary to establish a specialized Federal Agency under direct control of the RF Government as soon as possible”, says Vsevolod Stepanitsky, an honored ecologist of the Russian Federation.

As a result of administrative reform a number of functions related to state property management and state services provision in the field of environment conservation were not entrusted to any single ministry or agency. First and foremost, these functions include implementation of environment improvement programs. Management of specially protected natural areas was instead included in mandates of different ministries, and this move is contrary to the very concept of the current administrative reform whose managerial and legal aspects are prescribed in the decrees of the RF President.

Participants of press conference:

Sviatoslav Zabelin – Co-Chairman of the Social and Ecological Union International, member of the Presidential Council of Civil Society Development and Human Rights Promotion

Evgeny Shvartz – Director on conservation policy of WWF Russia

Ivan Blokov – Campaign coordinator of Green Peace, Russia

Ivan Novitsky – Deputy of the Moscow city Duma

Natalia Danilina – Director of the Ecological and Educational Center “Natural Reserves”

Alexey Zimenko – Director-General of the Biodiversity Conservation Center

Vsevolod Stepanitsky – winner of Fred Packard award of the World Commission on Protected Natural Areas, honored ecologist of the Russian Federation

APPEAL TO THE RF PRESIDENT

To V.V. Putin 
President of the Russian Federation

On the improvement of state management 
of the federal system of specially protected natural areas 

Dear Vladimir Vladimirovich,

Please, let us bring to your attention our concern of an alarming situation evolving in the field of state management of the federal system of specially protected natural areas.

The ecological doctrine of the Russian Federation includes the task of establishment and development of a network of specially protected natural areas among the main priorities of the national policy in the field of ecology.

These areas are of particular significance for biological and landscape diversity conservation as the cornerstone of biosphere protection. Moreover, the most important natural complexes and entities are represented within the framework of the federal system consisting of state natural reserves and national parks.

Until recently the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation exercised control of 95 state natural reserves, 35 national parks and 11 federal reservations.

In accordance with the legislation in force natural reserves and national parks have a status of federal state institutions (consisting of more than 10 thousand employees) and implement their activities in the field of nature protection, scientific research and ecological education.

Meanwhile, in the evolving structure of state management in the field of environment the future of the system of natural reserves and national parks is uncertain. 

As established in Resolution No. 400 of the Russian Government of July 30, 2004, “pending the adoption of a relevant legal act by the Government of the Russian Federation state management in the field of organization and functioning of specially protected natural areas of federal significance shall be entrusted to the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight” (these areas, first and foremost, consist of natural reserves and national parks).

Thus, the issue of state management in this field remains unsettled.

At the same time provision of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight with a mandate to exercise control of the federal system of specially protected natural areas seems unfeasible due to the following reasons:

1. The established management model contradicts the concept and objectives of the current administrative reform. 
According to Decree No. 314 of the President of the Russian Federation of March 9, 2004 federal services exercise control and oversight functions as well as some specific functions in particular fields of activity. However, the list of these functions does not refer to state management in the field of specially protected natural areas organization and functioning. 
Under Decree No. 314 of March 9, 2004 and Decree No. 649 of May 20, 2004 of the President of the Russian Federation federal oversight services are not entitled to manage state property or to render paid services, inter alia through state institutions under their control. Meanwhile, implementation of natural reserves and national parks’ state management functions is indivisible from relevant state property management. In addition, natural reserves and national parks being state institutions render paid services within the context of their main activities in accordance with the legislation in force.

Under the existing regulation the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight maintains a cadastre of specially protected natural areas, although this field of activity should fall under the competence of federal agencies in accordance with Decree No. 314 of the President of the Russian Federation of March 9, 2004.

2. The function of state management of the system of natural reserves and national parks is alien to the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight and therefore is not prioritized in its activities.

The structure of this federal service instead of providing for the establishment of a single specialized Administration on specially protected natural areas contains only a small division consisting of just five staff-members (meanwhile earlier the Ministry of Natural Resources had a special department for this purpose). And at such strength it is supposed to ensure professional management of specially protected natural areas (which include 130 natural reserves and national parks), including organization of nature protection, research and ecological education activities on a Russian-wide scale!

At the same time as a result of a personnel policy pursued by the authorities of the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight the most experienced, qualified and well-known staff-members of the former Department on specially protected natural areas of the MNR of Russia did not find their niche within the new structure. All this creates a real threat of degradation of the federal system of natural reserves and national parks state management as well as that of loss of nature conservation experience accumulated in the field of domestic nature conservation activities. 

3. The current model of specially protected natural areas state management system ignores well-established practice of territorial nature protection tested for many decades throughout the world. 

The world has accumulated extensive experience in efficient management of national systems of natural reserves In the United States, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and other nations well-known for their nature conservation activities protected natural areas fall in the competence of specialized public services (US Natural Parks Service, Canadian Natural Parks Service, South African Natural Parks Service, etc.) which are counterparts of modern federal agencies in Russia.

This practice is well-established throughout the world. Implementation of a successful management model tested in many foreign countries contributes to considerable improvement of efficiency of state management in the field of nature conservation.

Apparently, the most feasible solution lies in the establishment of a specialized Federal agency on specially protected natural areas authorized to ensure state management in this field and operating under direct control of the Government of the Russian Federation. This idea is in full compliance with the relevant paragraph of the Third Russian-Wide Congress on Nature Protection (held on November 21, 2003) and is supported by leading domestic experts in the field of nature protection and nature conservation.

Time dictates the need to establish a system of efficient state management of specially protected natural areas in modern Russia. This in turn will not only ensure sound use of our national natural heritage but will also improve the image of this country at the international level as of a nation implementing progressive ecological policy.

In view of the above, we urge you, Vladimir Vladimirovich, to consider our proposal and to facilitate its practical implementation. 

Director on conservation policy, World Wildlife Fund (WWF) Russia, 
Doctor of geography 







E.A. Swartz 

Campaign Director, Greenpeace Russia




I.P. Blokov 

Co-Chairman of the Social and Ecological Union International, 
Member of the Presidential Council of Civil Society 
Development and Human Rights Promotion 




S.I. Zabelin

Chairman of the Board of the Central Council 
of the All-Russian Society for Nature Protection



I.F. Barishpol

Vice-President of the Russian Birds Protection Union



V.A. Zubakin
Director-General of the Charitable Foundation 
"Biodiversity Conservation Center"





A.V. Zimenko

LETTER TO THE RF PRESIDENT

To V.V. Putin 
President of the Russian Federation

On the improvement of state management 
of the federal system of specially protected natural areas 

Dear Vladimir Vladimirovich,

Leading public environmental organizations of Russia – World Wildlife Fund of Russia, “Greenpeace” of Russia, Social and Ecological Union International, All-Russian Society for Nature Protection, Biodiversity Conservation Center, Russian Birds Protection Union – in the course of the current administrative reform have voiced on several occasions their concern of the future of state natural reserves and national parks.

Currently, reorganization of management of 130 federal state institutions, which include more than 10 thousand employees and exercise control of federal lands with the total area of 34.2 ha, is carried out in blatant violation of Your Decrees which leads to a drastic reduction of the efficiency of this sector organization.

In accordance with Resolution No. 400 of the Russian Government of July 30, 2004, “pending the adoption of a relevant legal act by the Government of the Russian Federation state management in the field of organization and functioning of specially protected natural areas of federal significance shall be entrusted on a temporary basis to the Federal Service of Nature Use Oversight”. Meanwhile, under Your Decrees No. 314 of March 9, 2004 and No. 649 of May 20, 2004 federal oversight services are not entitled to exercise control of state property or to render paid services, which is an integral element of natural reserves and national parks’ functioning.

Due to this uncertainty (until now the drafting process of the legal act mentioned in the Resolution of the Government has not even started) this system and its property have been naturally lost sight of by the authorities of the Service. Today the future of this state property is addressed by a small division consisting of five staff-members (instead of a former independent department within the Ministry of Natural Resources), which is responsible for financial matters and protection, as well as scientific research and educational activities. This division is physically incapable of performing such tasks due to its low status and its small size.

According to leading domestic professionals and based on the world’s experience in national reserve systems’ management it would be practical to establish by Your Decree and under direct control of the Government of the Russian Federation a specialized Federal agency on specially protected natural areas authorized to ensure state management in this field. 

Chairman of the Presidential Council of Civil Society 
Development and Human Rights Promotion 




E.A. Pamfilova

December 28, 2004

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Russian Federal SPNAs represent national natural property and heritage. They consist of:

· 100 state natural reserves, 

· 35 national parks, 

· 68 federal reservations. 

Their total area amounts to about 3 per cent of the entire Russian territory.

Many years of experience have been accumulated in the field of efficient management of national systems of natural reserves throughout the world.

In the United States, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and other nations, well-known for their nature conservation activities, protected natural areas are in the competence of specialized public services (US Natural Parks Service, Canadian Natural Parks Service, South African Natural Parks Service, etc.) which are counterparts of modern federal agencies in Russia.

These services enjoy legal and administrative independence and have a sufficient number of employees. Their structures include specialized centers engaged in training activities for the personnel of parks and other reservations, methodological and other developments and all issues related to specially protected natural areas management. At the same time their functions do not overlap with functions of other state and local government authorities.

This practice is well-established throughout the world. Implementation of a successful management model tested in many foreign countries contributes to considerable improvement of efficiency of state management in the field of nature conservation.

What Happens to SPNAs and Why We Should Again Be on the Alert?

Recently, the attempts aimed at illegal withdrawal of certain sites of natural reserves and national parks and their involvement in intensive economic activities have increased.

For example, the Government of Kabardino-Balkarskaya republic has come up with an initiative several times (the last of such moves was taken in summer of 2004) to modify the boundaries and to reduce the size of national park “Prielbrussie” from 100 thousand ha to 30 thousand ha in order to establish an alpine skiing complex on these lands. Recently, the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation has declared this decision null and void after considering a claim instituted by non-governmental organizations in respect of this national park’s lands withdrawal.

On September 7, 2004 the Government of Kalmykia republic issued resolution No. 267 which provided the following: “In order to bring the republican laws in conformity with the federal legislation the Government of Kalmykia republic has decided to revoke resolution No. 338 of the Council of Ministers of Kalmytskaya ASSR – Khalm-Tangch of December 9, 1992 on Delimitation of Boundaries of “Tchernye zemli” (Black Soils) Natural Reserve and the Regulation on the Protection Zone. It was attempted to devaluate the natural reserve’s protection zone regime, particularly by lifting the ban on hunting within its limits.

Furthermore, construction of Umaguzinskoe water storage pool has been practically completed within the territory of national park “Bashkiria”. In addition to damage to unique natural complexes caused by these construction activities there are already cases of water leaks from Umaguzinskoe water storage pool into the adjacent Nugushskoe water pool, which has led to deterioration of quality of drinking water in the local villages. For the second consecutive year the government of Bashkortostan republic has been urging federal authorities, including the President of the Russian Federation, insisting on withdrawal of some 20 thousand ha from Yuzhno-Uralsky (South Urals) natural reserve in the vicinity of Maly Yamantau mountain represented mainly by valuable blocks of forest. In this territory it plans to build yet another alpine skiing resort. Until now the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation has turned down all these requests as being in violation of the legislation in force. The government of Bashkortostan republic is also making attempts to withdraw a part of Bashkirsky state natural reserve’s territory for rare-earth metals mining.

Unfortunately, in recent years the Government of the Russian Federation has itself adopted several decisions on illegal withdrawal of natural reserves and national parks’ territories and their involvement in economic activities. For example, by its resolution No. 238-r of February 27, 2003 the Government of the Russian Federation identified land areas of Sochi national park, which can be leased for the construction of “Krasnaya poliana” (Red Glade) mountainous and climatic complex for tourist and sports-related activities.

However, the addendum to this resolution further specifies that these lands include sites of Caucasian state natural biosphere reserve, as well as a part of the protected zone of Sochi national park, where under the Federal Law on Specially Protected Natural Areas any kind of economic activity has been banned. Recently, following a claim instituted by non-governmental organizations the Prosecutor’s Office of Krasnodarsky krai has revoked this resolution as being in violation of the legislation in force.

� Details of this “bureaucratic and dramatic” story can be found in a recently published brochure: Stepanitsky V.B., Kreindlin M.L. State natural reserves and national parks in Russia: threats, failures and lost opportunities. M., Greenpeace of Russia, 2004. 48 p.
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