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VOICE FROM THE WILD
(A letter from the editors)

More than ever before, the conservation of natural
diversity in Russia and the former Soviet Union is
threatened by an unstable political system and vola-
tile economy.

At the Biodiversity Conservation Center, we want
to serve as a clearinghouse for information about
conservation in the former USSR. We wish to share
the concerns, discoveries, achievements, and beliefs
of the conservation community of the former USSR
with those concerned around the world.

We believe that natural diversity neither recog-
nizes political borders nor belongs to any nation or
language. We hope that conservationists from the
former USSR will become more a part of the world-
wide movement, and that conservationists from
around the world will become more involved in and
knowledgeable about our problems. The task of
conserving nature is limited not by political bounda-
ries but only by the desire of an individual to partici-
pate in protecting it. So, we have decided to publish
an English language bulletin to share our information
with those from who we are divided by language
barriers.

Much of the information contained here has
already been printed in Russian. You will find back-
ground history and current news on protected areas,
conservation organizations, endangered species, and
more. For those of you studying wildlife, protecting
wilderness, making policy, or are connected in other
ways with conservation, we hope that you will enjoy
this first English language edition of Russian
Conservation News!

-
On the cover: Black Stork

Although the black stork ( Ciconia nigra) has a
huge range (from Estonia to the Maritime territories
in the Far East), it occurrs in very small numbers.

Unlike the white stork, the black stork is ex-
tremely sensitive to human presence and nests deep
in old growth forests. Logging, draining of wetlands,
and human
disturbance are
major threats
to the bird’s
survival. In
Russia. black
stork and its
habitat are
protected in
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BCC-WHO ARE WE??

Biodiversity Conservation Center of the
Socio-Ecological Union (BCC SEU).

The Biodiversity Conservation Center
serves as a consultation, information and fundraising
center coordinating a wide range of projects in
biodiversity conservation. The Center is made up of
specialists in protected areas management, legislation,
and planning, fundraising, communications, Geo-
graphic Informations Systems, ecosystem restoration
and many other aspects of conservation. Governed by
a board of eight conservationists, the BCC has 18
paid staff members, most of whom are part-time, and
30 to 50 volunteers.

BCC provides legal and management consulta-
tions to nature reserves and governmental agencies,
and participates in drafting conservation legislation at
federal and regional levels. BCC’s role in information
dispersal involves collection, analysis, and publication
of newsletters and handbooks for professionals and

public organizations. Several projects are housed
within BCC, including a Biodiversity Atlas which
maintains a GIS database on rare and endangered
flora and fauna.

Most BCC's programs are implemented in close
cooperation with various governmental agencies,
research institutions and NGOs, including the Minis-
try of Environmental Protection, Institute of Geogra-
phy, ISAR-International Clearinghouse on the
Environment, ECOnnections, The Nature Conserv-
ancy, Laboratory for Ecological Designs, Vodlozerski
National Park, Briansky Les Zapovednik, the Eco-
logical Club of Novosibirsk University, Tadjik Socio-
ecological Union, Moscow Programme Office of
World Wildlife Fund-International, and many others.

Because of its close ties with these organizations,
BCC is able to provide international organizations
and foundations, and potential donors with informa-
tion on specific activities in biodiversity conservation

BUILDING A CONSERVATION TRAINING
TEAM: BCC AND TNC LEADERS MEET IN
TALDOM, RUSSIA.

Dmitry Aksenov

Coming from summer days

To the land of the familiar faces,
We meet friends

Among people and birds...

(N.Sobolev, “Homeland of the Cranes”)

Each autumn before migration thousands of
common cranes congregate in the fields and the last
remaining large wetlands system near the city
Taldom, Moscow region.

On the fifteenth anniversary of the establishment
of “Homeland of the Cranes” Nature Preserve,
leaders of the eight most active Russian NGOs
working with protected areas also gathered near
Tadlom to meet with The Nature Conservancy
(TNC), one of the largest American conservation
organization participate also in the workshop. It was
the first meeting between Russian and Americans
participating in the “Conservation Training Team”
an exchange program initiated by The Nature Con-
servancy and Biodiversity Conservation Center (Mos-
cow) this year and sponsored by United States
Agency for International Development (USAID) and
the ISAR International Clearinghouse on the Envi-
ronment.

This exhange program aims to provide for profes-
sional dialogue between Russian and American
conservationists working in land protection. The
Taldom seminar was the third meeting of the partici-
pants from Moscow, Nizhny Novgorod, Novosibirsk
Samara, Russian and Kharkov, Ukraine. At two
earlier seminars they met to discuss their work and

in the Former Soviet Union. ﬂ
W

experience, The Nature Conservancy, and plans for
the Conservation Handbook that they will prepare as
part of the program. This handbook, a packet of

- training materials for Russians is the first such guide

in Russian, and thus one the most important results
of the project. Each of the Russian participants will
make contributions to the the handbook.

Choosing one of the most representative case
studies for demonstration of a variety of conservation
practices in Russia, BCC held the seminar in
Taldom, town of “Homeland of the Cranes” Nature
Preserve. Since the discovery of the crane
premigration concentration seventeen years ago,
Druzhina (the Student Corps for Nature Protection of
Moscow StateUniversity Biology Department) has
been working on this territory. Druzhina's conserva-
tion efforts have led to protection of the “Homeland
of the Cranes” and the establishment of a protected
areas network in northern Moscow Region,

During the workshop the Russian and American
conservationists met with local authorites and land
users, visited valuable natural areas, and participated
in the traditional crane census, Lectures, discussions
and "brainstorming sessions” helped both sides to
better understand each other and each other's work.

In October, Russian participants will also visit the
US to learn about the Nature Conservancy’s prac-
tices and the American experience in conservation.
Many different chapters of TNC will be involved in
the exchange, showing Russian conservationists
various aspects of TNC work. As the Russians wrap
up their trip in Oklahoma, TNC representatives who
came to in Russia this September will meet together
with Russian colleges once again to discuss potential
for further cooperation. Both sides, Russian

and American, hope that this program can be [g§.
a good start for a long-term partnership in by
conservation. }
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( PROTECTED AREAS OF RUSSIA: |

One of the most comprehensive attempts at biodiversity conservation has been the establishment of a
network of landscapes and ecosystems protected by law from exploitation. This effort began in the former
USSR in the early 1900’s and despite difficult economic and political times, continues today. In the USSR
in 1991 over 2,100 protected areas existed at federal and regional levels. These areas covered 93. 2 million
hectares, or 4.1% of the country’s territory. In Russia alone, the amount of land protected continues to
increase — In 1992 President Yeltsin issued a decree to expand the total area of protected territories at the
federal level to three percent of the Russian Federation lands by the end of the century.

For the first issue of Russian Conservation News, we have provided brief descriptions of Russia’s primary
&pes of protected areas.

~

=

ZAPOVEDNIKI In 1991 there were over 150 Zapovedniki in the 15

=% ; Ny republics of the USSR, (about 75 in Russia alone), encom-
b ﬁpﬂ\'ed;nhh (?m.n Scientific Nature Resewesg dgre t_he passing 19,816,000 hectares (55 million acres) After the
BCKDONS DEIAH ICIES:SYSE 10 BICIOIRG RAHGE DIvEIRity. recent creation of a few huge Zapovedniki in Siberia and
Zapovedniki protect representative landscapes or unique

e A the Russian North, the territory occupied by Russian
landscape features, and have served scientific, conservation s ?
2 ’ sy tel
and educational purposes. Human activity is highly re- ZADOyECINi AIGReicoupy (BAEW W0, SHPROKIMELY 28

scind in thess teritories, TH tablished million ha (70 mil. acres).
?trldcte d s lesc d %mlﬁ"e:‘ d e;se I"::SCIVCS z:rel REREIEHR Almost all Zapovedniki are managed by the Department
Er; a ::11!‘?:(3_ erlel: N}' e ;era god"-'”_‘“!:t“ In o of Nature Reserve Management and Biodiversity Conserva-
Ll ol it it 1o & o B Al tion, a division of The Ministry:of Environmental Protec-
Zapovednik staff ranges in size from about 30 to 80 full- tion and Natural Resources. However, a few Zapovedniki

: I sichiding adiin d are managed by the Russian Academy of Sciences, or by
;:;_‘LZ:;';:SP QYRS (IHCAUSING: SLILISHIANGLS, FRRgCis Sh the Ministry of Higher Education of the Russian Federa-

S 6 . tion,
Dei_'me_d ob_jecuves of tl}e quovcdmm 'mclude.‘ Despite difficult economic times, the creation of new
* biodiversity conservation, i.e. protection of wildlands,

; Eh strict nature reserves continues. In April 1994, President
2:3;3;‘;2:; _mrc wildlife, and the flora and fauna of natural Chernomyrdin formally approved the plans of the Ministry

& sosioical mcnitori: of Environmental Protection and N_alural Resources and
St St roacarah ob A Saimyters; the Federal Forest Service to establish new National Parks
* environmental training of conservation professionals; il Bepcyedi thmugt!op k1A naoe Th;s_e PIADATHOUIC
* public education; create 72 new Zfipovedmkt covering 16_.1 million _hgctares
Pt ; : e and 42 new National Parks encompassing 10.3 million
issuing environmental impact statements on develop- hectares by the year 2005. As for financing these "
MO PRYEESS new proiected areas, Chernomyrdin remains silent. ‘ﬂ

- | NEW ZAPOVEDNIKI.

) In May of this year, Chernomyrdin signed
four new strict reserves into creation:

L5 -In the Far East, Botchinski Zapovednik was
created on the Botcha River, becoming now
the fifth Zapovednik now in Khabarovsk region.
267380 hectares (ha.)

-Near the Baltic Republics, two
Zapovedniki were created adjacent to each
other. Although they constitute one contiguous
\ ! | area, two separate regions created Polistovski

/ Zapovednik, in Pskovski Region, preserving a
wetland ecosystem (36,036 ha.) and Rdeiski
Zapovednik in Novgorod Region, preserving
/ sphagnum wetlands systems(36,922 ha.).

- Nugrush Zapovednik in Kirovski Region
near the middle reaches of the Volga River,
incorporating the Viatka River flood plain
(5918.5 ha.)

- Taimyrski Zapovednik, established in 1979, was granted additional lands owned by a
caribou-herding enterprise. Its Arctic territory expanded by 433, 220 ha. to become the
third largest Zapovednik in the north of the Russian Federation. Tamyrski Zapovednik
now encompasses 1,781,500 ha. .

On August 12, 1994, president Chernomyrdin signed the most recent Zapovednik
into creation. Voroninski Zapovednik, 10,819 hectares, became the first Zapovednik to
be established in Tambovski Region (500 km south of Moscow).

] Note: As of September 1994 Russian Zapovedniki numbered 89 with a total ﬁc:
‘) area of 28,885,363 ha. (1.42% of Russia’s territory). Zapovedniki exist in 17 of )
21 Republics, 5 of 6 Krai, 34 of 49 Regions, and in 4 of 10 autonomous regions. |
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KOSTOMUKSHA ZAPOVEDNIK: SETTING
EXAMPLES IN PUBLIC OUTREACH,
ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

As part of its program to assist Nature Reserves,
BCC has identified two “model™ projects whose
activities are setting precedents for new approaches in
managing nature reserves.

One of these Nature Reserves is Kostomuksha
Zapovednik. Named after city where its headquarters
are based, Kostomuksha Zapovednik is located in
Karelia, the northwestern republic of European
Russia adjacent to the Finnish border. In this region
of Russia, extensive forestry and mining and the
resulting effects of pollution have caused concern in
the community about problems with safety of drink-
ing water and air guality, However, Kostomuksha is a
new city, and is still considered one of the cleanest
and most livable in Russia. Nature Reserve staff want
to keep it that way! Attempting to address what they
believe is at the root cause of environmental prob-
lems, human attitudes toward nature, Kostomuksha
Zapovednik staff initiated a program in environmen-
tal education and public outreach.

Kostomuksha Zapovednik is one of the few Rus-
sian nature reserves actively developing such a pro-
gram. Its creation of a separate department for
education with employees devoted to outreach and
school programs may serve as a model for other
reserves. Although Russia’s system of strictly pro-
tected areas has always excluded people, the
Kostomuksha staff believes local people should be
included in attempts to conserve the rich natural
heritage and biological diversity of Karelia.

In early 1994, to make environmental education a
priority of the Nature Reserve, the new Director,
Sergey Tarkhov ecreated a special Department for
Environmental Education. Two full-time staff mem-
bers were assigned to develop educational and public
outreach programs. The head of this Department
immediately set to work, contacting local schools,
teachers’ associations, and children’s nature clubs. In
the effort to raise awareness about the Nature Re-
serve, a newly hired graphics artist has been develop-
ing a new emblem, road signs and border markers,
and decals for children.

The new program in public outreach also includes
an eco-tourism component. Areas once completely
off-limits to residents will be opened on a limited,
closely monitored basis. The clear waters of Stone
Lake and Stone River and the surrounding forests
have much to offer local eco-tourists. The natural
surroundings have deep cultural importance to many
native Karelians. Kalevala,the Finnish-Karelian
equivalent of The Odyssey, is based on runes (legends
and stories) collected by E. Lennrot from the villages
around Kostomuksha. The Zapovednik now offers a
special tour among the remains of old villages where
these runes were collected. While some other nature
reserves, in a desperate attempt to generate income,
have begun “eco-tour” programs affordable to only

foreigners, Director Tarkhov insists that these tours
will be accessible to local residents.

Until the Kostomuksha Nature Reserve initiated
its program in Kostomuksha city, there were few
coordinated attempts among nature resource man-
agement agencies and schools to bring attention to
these problems at the community level. Since the
start of the new program, hundreds of local school
children have been invited to the nature reserve for
lectures on local wildlife and guided walks in the
woods that surround Nature Reserve headquarters.
These first programs were so well received that the
overbooked staff had to create a waiting list for
teachers whose classes did not have the chance to
participate in the programs before the school year
ended in May. Through its activities, this Nature
reserve has become the only ecological-environmen-
tal education center within a five hundred kilometer
radius.

The new efforts at outreach go beyond Russia’s
borders, This Zapovednik also gained status as an
international reserve in 1989, when it was paired with
its Finnish counterpart just across the border, creat-
ing Friendship International Park. Thanks to the
energetic leadership of the new Director, exchange

~with the Finnish counterpart has recently blossomed.

Encouraging more active scientific cooperation with
their neighbors, Kostomuksha Zapovednik hosted
Finnish hydrobiologists, ornithologists, entomologists
and other scientists in the reserve this year. Finnish
Directors Anja Finne and Raimo Heikkila joined
Tarkhov in organizing exchange trips for support staff
plus a joint Russian-Finnish field trip for university
students to both units of Friendship International
Park. Next year, the Directors hope to organize a
volunteer work camp that will be shared on both
sides of the border.

Kostomuksha Zapovednik has recently supported
the initiative of some local educators and individual
employees to plan a publishing center. Recognizing
the lack of an independent information source about
the environment, and the huge demand by
Kostomuksha schools for new environmental-ecologi-
cal curricula, the group hopes to serve the local
community as well as the region. The Zapovednik
offered the group use of a room in its spacious, five-
year old headquarters building but the acquisition of
necessary equipment - approximately ten thousand
dollars - will depend on initial grants.

The importance of the role of Zapovedniki in
actively developing a conservation ethic among the
local population may not be fully accepted yet but
the new philosophy is supported — at least theoreti-
cally —within the Ministry of Environmental Protec-
tion and Natural Resources. In a recent issue of
“Green World” newspaper, Natalia Danilina, head of
the Department of Nature Reserves, asked, “How
will the attitude toward Zapovedniki change if people
don’t understand their value and only regard
Zapovedniki as a place where valuable resources are
locked up?” She pointed to the importance of public

October 1994
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education’s role in influencing nature

conservation policy and preserving (
Zapovedniki,

While the concept of building
public support is well-accepted in
many western protected areas, such
programs in community development
in Russia are still in the formative
stages. Because of their strict preser-
vationist mission, the little contact
Zapovedniki have had with the public
has usually been in the form of pa-
trolling and controlling the territory
to keep people away. So it’s no
surprise if people have regarded
nature protection with indifference or
hostility. Kostomuksha Zapovednik is

a leader in changing that. i{——
\’L

UZBEKISTANI STRICT NATURE RESERVES
IN CRISIS

(excerpis translated from an article
by Elena.A. Mukhina)

In Uzbekistan, as in other Central Asian Repub-
lics, the 70’s and early 1980°s was an active period
for nature conservation. Many Zapovedniki and other
protected areas existing today were established during
that time. When these areas were established, they
well supported with necessary materials and an
enforcement staff. Scientific research divisions were
created and assigned the task of describing and
investigating the natural communities. At first, it was
intended that republican Zapovedniki would hire only
a small research staff — usually a botanist, zoologist,
and a laboratory assistant. Gradually, however, the
research divisions grew, often to five, maybe eight
scientists, including those with narrow specialization.

With the exception of Chatkalski Biosphere Re-
serve, all Zapovedniki were managed by the
Uzbekistan Ministry of Forestry, where a Division for
Zapovedniki coordinated research and conservation
practices in the nature reserves.

This Division held special seminars for profes-
sional training in the Ministry, at which researchers
from around Uzbekistan gathered and made presen-
tations about their work. The Division organized and
established the tradition for seasonal wildlife invento-
ries, in which the inclusion of specialists from differ-
ent Zapovedniki facilitated the exchange of skills and
information among nature reserves. The addition of
new scientists and acquisition of new equipment
allowed several Zapovedniki to begin phenological
observations and publish them in Chronicles of
Nature (*). Not everything was ideal, but there was a
sense of progress; Zapovedniki were developing and

ries.

RANGERS DISAPPEAR IN

SAYANO-SHUSHENKSI ZAPOVEDNIK

A recent tragedy in Sayano-Shushenksi Zapovednik on the border
of Tuva Republic of south-central Siberia reflects the host of serious
problems in managing a strict nature reserve today in Russia —
conflicts between local ethnic groups, lack of protection for law
enforcement staff, and increased pressure on the resources prolected
in the nature reserves.

In Sayano-Shushenski Zapovednik, rangers have been pressured
from those who wish to claim back rights to the former Tuvitsi
people’s hunting grounds which now lie within the reserve’s bounda-

In late September. a group of four rangers disappeared on the last
day of an anti-poaching patrol. The Ministry of Environmental
Protection and Natural Resources, unable to quickly advance money
for immediate investigation, turned to BCC for assistance. BCC
responded and quickly found funds to pay for an investigator to look
into the suspected murder. At the time of press, no findings had vet
been reported.

beginning to function as real research stations, col-
lecting information about natural communities in our
regions.

At the end of the 1980’s, administrative reorgani-
zation dealt a blow to nature reserve management.,
Uzbekistan’s Committee for Nature Protection was
established and placed in the Ministry of the Envi-
ronment. The former Department for Protection of
Plants and Wildlife (“GlavBiocontrol”), a part of the
Ministry of Forestry that had been governing
Zapovedniki, was also transferred to this new agency.
Zapovedniki were then split among the different
agencies. Most of them remained in the then-current
Ministry of Forestry but several were transferred to
Ministry for the Environment. Over the course of the
few years, the divided management of Zapovedniki
gradually brought much of the work in nature re-
serves to a halt.

The system of dual authority over protected areas
in Uzbekistan has resulted in many problems. The
early attempts at creating a unified program for
research, monitoring, and solving problems together
were essentially reversed. Unlike the Forest Service,
GlavBiocontrol lacks a special agency responsible for
nature reserves. As a result, much scientific work has
taken on a informal character, with studies reviewed
and evaluated only in the Zapovedniki themselves.
Only in the Forest Service’s Division for Zapovedniki
has a staff of trained professionals experienced in
Zapovedniki management remained.

Insufficient finances in the new economy, coupled
with this divided management authority, hurt the
Zapovedniki system. A wave of downsizing hit the
Zapovedniki, leaving behind research staffs of one or
two scientists. Both agencies attempted to decrease
the already finite research topics and in some cases

Russian Conservation News



ceased conservation projects which had only just
begun. The outcome is visible in many nature re-
serves: in three Zapovedniki managed by
“GlavBiocontrol™, only one permanent researcher
remains. In Zapovedniki administered by the Dept.
of Forestry, researchers have been kept on only in
Nuratinski and Kyzylkumski Zapovedniki, where work
continues solely on the enthusiasm of a few people.

The current low priority for supporting
Zapovedniki will lead to irreversible losses of
Uzbekistan’s unique biological resources and
unrestorable ecosystems, many of which have re-
mained intact only in these protected
territories. Such losses are being wit-
nessed already in the logging of tugai
forests, hunting in Zarafshanski
Zapovednik, wanton exploitation in
Zaamiski Zapovednik, and agricultural
activities elsewhere. These scenarios are
familiar in most Zapovedniki. In
Uzbekistan, the tendency to use these
places for short-term benefits makes the
future of Zapovedniki uncertain.

Some practical solutions could
include requiring that a percentage of
profits from the sale of these rare
animal species (the hunting of which is
now occurring with greater frequency)
be directed toward their restoration and
conservation. “Eco-tourism” firms
should also be directly taxed for conser-

HAPPY ENDING IN TIGROVAYA BALKA
ZAPOVEDNIK?

(adapted from an article by Eugene Simonov)

In March 1994, Russian-Tadzhik-Uzbek military
maneuvers were planned on the territory of Tigrovaya
Balka Nature Reserve, a unique floodplain jungle-
forest reserve in the midst of Asian deserts and
mountains. SocioEcological Union (SEU) quickly sent
word out to dozens of conservation organizations.
From around the globe, letters were sent to the
Tadzhikistani government protesting the war activities
on the Zapovednik. The Glasnost Defense Fund,
Biodiversity Conservation Center, Rainbow Keepers,
and many other groups released a wave of letters,
articles, and demonstrations protesting the
maneuvers.

At the initiative of the Biodiversity Conservation
Center (BCC), the proposal to include Tigrovaya
Balka in the list of UNESCO World Heritage Sites
was presented during negotiations in Moscow be-
tween the Tadzhikistani government and opposition
forces. The UN General Secretary representative for
Tadzhikistan actively supported the SEU’s attempts
to assign World Heritage status and to stop the
military actions. Those present at the negotiations
signed a statement recognizing the natural impor-

vation and support to nature reserves.

The only hope to save the Zapovedniki in
Uzbekistan is wisdom and long-term vision. Only if
we can put our words to action will we will able to
save the treasure of the flora and fauna of our
Zapovedniki.

E.A. Mukhina is a conservation biologist %C :
working in Bukhara, Uzbekistan. N/

* Editor’s note: Chronicles of Nature is a compilation
of research collected in a standardized format. printed
annually in most Zapovedniki.

. e 1 ) e
“Hunting of endangered species in Uzbekistan
Persian gazelle (Gazella subgutturosa)

tance of the area and supporting the proposal.

As a result of these concerted activities, the
maneuver was not only moved, but reduced in scale
and duration. The public outcry helped to initiate the
talks between warring Tadjik sides and the negotiat-
ing table was marked by a greater sense of mutual
understanding.

Now, it will be important to ensure that both
opposition forces and the government to safeguard
Tigrovaya Balka Nature Reservs and that the designa-
tion of the reserve as a World Heritage Site proceeds
In such areas of the former USSR where civil war
has torn apart mechanisms of government control
and destroyed legitimate authority, many protected
areas and rare species of flora and fauna are under
threat. Gradually the nature conservation movement
in our country is acquiring new experience in con-
ducting conservation amidst such political and eco-
nomic instability. And, unfortunately, the experience
gained in the Tigrovaya Balka incident may be useful
to us again, if not now, perhaps in the near future.

E. Simonov is Vice Chairman of the BCC Board, and a
coordinator for BCC's program Support &
Development for Conservation Organizations.

October 1994



NATIONAL PARKS

In the system of Russian protected areas, National
Parks play an important role in preventing exploita-
tion of valuable and comparatively large tracts of
lands that have traditionally been used for recreation
and cannot or need not be completely prohibited
from human use. The first National Parks, Sochi
National Park on the Black Sea Coast and Losiny
Ostrov in Moscow Region were created in 1983.
Today 28 National Parks have been designated in
Russia, occupying 6,420,845 hectares (.38% of the
territory of Russia)

National Parks are established by the Federal
government, and administered by the Division of
National Parks, which lies within the Federal Forest
Service. Usually direct authority of the National
Parks is delegated to regional departments of the
Forest Service. Park administrations manage their
territories through divisions of science,
recreation, forest protection and law enforce- (@
ment independently or sometime in coopera-
tion with local authorities. )

National Parks are intended to meet
the following objectives:

* protection of natural complexes and
objects of cultural heritage associated with
them;

* public access to undeveloped or partly
developed land for hiking, camping, skiing
and other recreational pursuits in desig-
nated areas

* environmental and conservation
education;

* elaboration and introduction of
scientifically-based approaches for protect-
ing of natural and cultural heritage.

NEW NATIONAL PARKS.

The largest National Park in Russia was

signed into creation in April of this yvear by the transfer of lands from :
two forestry management areas. Ugyd Va National Park (1, 891, 701 ha.)

is located in the Komi Republic.

In August the first National Park in Saratov Region was created.
Khavolynski National Park occupies 25,500 hectares in the lower Volga

region, some 700 kilometers southeast of Moscow. Initiators of the Park
had hoped to preserve the broadleaf forests at the edge of the southermn
steppe under stricter protection as a Zapovednik, but for the moment, a

park will do.

RUSSIAN AND AMERICAN NATIONAL
PARKS EXCHANGE EXPERTISE,
EXPERIENCE IN VODLOZERSKI NATIONAL
PARK

Margaret Williams

When Yellowstone National Park, America’s first
National Park was created in 1872, the United States
had no special agency to manage the parks. The
National Parks remained without a caretaker until
1916, when the US Congress created the United
States National Park Service (USNPS).

The story is familiar to many Russian National
Park Directors. Ten years after the creation of Rus-
sia’s first National Park, managers and staff of Rus-
sia’s system must contend with a lack of legislation
uniting park management policies, lack of programs
for staff recruitment and training, and the challenge
of managing recreation.

With hopes of learning from the American experi-
ence in developing the Russian system, Russian
National Park Directors gathered from August 26 to
September 2 in Vodlozerski National Park’s headquar-
ters in Petrozavodsk, Karelia (in northwestern Euro-
pean Russia) to discuss general trends and concrete
problems in the Russian park system, and to propose
solutions to guide the future development of the
Russian Parks system.

For three days, Russian National Park Directors
made presentations about their individual parks and
the current problems with which they are struggling.
In Russia, the absence of an organic act establishing
and governing the Park system makes the develop-
ment of each park highly dependent on individual
National Park Directors. Each park Director has a
fair degree of autonomy. Park management struc-
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tures, policies, and level of staff qualifications vary
tremendously among parks. Addressing this disparity
was one of the main topics for discussion.

Russian presentations were interspersed by semi-
nars with United States NPS representatives David
Haskell from Resource Management, Brien Culhane,
an expert on legislative issues, and Robert Reynolds,
Assistant Regional Director of the Rocky Mountain
Region. Jack Padalino, Director of the Pocono
Environmental Education Center represented a non-
governmental organization that works closely with
USNPS on educational programs. With expertise in
planning, management, education and legal issues,
these professionals lectured on the basic principles
and policies underlying the NPS system, classification
of different protected areas administered by the NPS,
parks management and legislation governing NPS
territories, and current management problems.

The Americans were deluged with questions about
US National Parks on topics including park relations
with local land users, visitation, trail planning,
concessionaire management, law enforcement, and
staff training. Discussions continued until one, two,
and three o’clock in the morning, until interpreters,
exhausted, declared the day’s end. A principal out-
come of this conference was a resolution calling for
continued cooperation between U.S. and Russian
parks professionals and for the establishment of a
Russian Parks Service. (See Resolution below).

Learning from USA successes and failures

Some Russians tout the USNPS as a model for
the Russian system, especially in environmental
education and public outreach. In June of 1993, a
visit of Zapovedniki and National Park Directors to
American and Canadian National Parks left strong
impressions for many of the Russian protected area
professionals. For many of the participants, that trip
was the first opportunity to see how the dual NPS
mandate of “conservation” and “preservation for the
enjoyment for future generations” could be achieved.

Through these exchanges, Russian and American
colleagues realized how the development of Russia’s
Parks closely reflects that of America before 1916.
Just as American National Parks - vast expanses of
unsettled, remote landscapes - were urging people to
come west, eager to attract tourism, Russian Parks
are studying the tools of marketing and public rela-
tions in an effort to encourage tourists.

Yet one wonders whether the American model is
really one to emulate. Seventy-eight vears after its
creation, the US National Park Service finds itself
unprepared to manage the growing numbers of
tourists that flood park lands each year. Traffic jams
in Yosemite National Park, air pollution in Rocky
Mountain, overcrowded trails in Arches, and harass-
ment of wildlife in Glacier are signs of alarming
growth the US National Parks. The USNPS is des-
perately trying to resolve the frequent conflicts
between recreation and conservation. The task of

- -

pledged:

of employees.

managers in National Parks and Zapovedniki of Russia,

Zapovedniki

RESOLUTION FOR RUSSIAN PARKS

Concluding their week-long seminar in Petrozavodsk, Russian National Park Directors issued a Resolution that

— To create a Department of National Parks within the Federal Forest Service of Russia and a Department of
Zapovedniki within the Ministry of Environmental Protection. These new Departments should be able to independ-
entlv resolve all questions regarding planning, finances, infrastructure development, labor, recruitment and training

— To form an interagency commission on the conservation and use of natural resources and cultural heritage
with participation from the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources, the Federal Forest Service
of Russia, the Ministry of Culture of Russia, other Ministries and agencies of Russia, and non-governmental groups.

— To expand professional cooperation between Russia and the United States in the field of nature preservation

and conservation of natural and cultural heritage, including exchange of experience in the organization and opera-
tion of National Parks and nature reserves, and preparation and continued training of emplovees.

— To take immediate measures to organize a unified federal system for training and continued education of

—To continue to hold topical seminars, meetings, and conferences on current problems in National Parks and
Zapovedniki of Russia, involving specialists from the US National Park Service, on the following issues:
-organization of a federal system for training and continued education of staff in National Parks and

-organization of a law enforcement service in National Parks and Zapovedniki
-development of tourism and visitor services in National Parks and other protected areas
-preservation of objects of historical-cultural importance in National Parks and Zapovedniki,
—To encourage international cooperation with analogous protected areas
—To create regional associations of Zapovedniki and National Parks for the enhancement of cooperation,
the coordination of park activities, and information sharing.

—To publish a compendium of presentations delivered at the Russian-American practical seminar “Prob-
lems in managing National Parks and other areas of historical-cultural significance in Russia”™
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determining the “social carrying capacity” of a place is a new NPS project, using computers to simulate
different sized crowds on a given trail, and polling visitors for their opinion of an “acceptable” crowd”. Avoid-
ing such pressures, what can Russia learn from the American system? Hopefully - planning for the future.

It’s difficult to image that the peaceful, isolated spruce forests of Vodlozerski could ever resemble the
packed campgrounds and busy roads of a mid-summer evening in Acadia National Park. However, as
Vodlozerski National Park busily continues building campsites, printing trail maps, and expanding contacts
with local and international tourist organizations, and as more Russians begin to own cars, this scenario could
be the future. Russia has a unique opportunity to learn from USNPS about the dangers of “loving to death”
National Parks, and can learn from USNPS successes in developing a premier system for public environmen-

tal education to preserve their own parks.

Margaret Williams is a former US National Park employee. With support from the Echoing Green
Foundation she is currently working in BCC's program Assistance 1o

ature Reserves.

SEEING THE ROAD THROUGH THE
TREES: CONSTRUCTION IN SAMARSKAYA
LUKA NATIONAL PARK

Designation as a National Park doesn’t always
prevent harmful development projects from taking
place inside park boundaries. Samarskaya Luka
National Park in the middle Volga region, is a case in
point. A road construction plan approved by the
Regional Planning Committee and supported by
industrial and agricultural enterprises threatens the
future of the park's largest intact forest ecosystem.

Yuri Roschevski, President of the local non-
governmental organization Parkway, is trying to unite
opposition to prevent the road construction through
the special reserve zone, known as Charokaiski
Forest. Parkway doesn’t entirely oppose the road
construction. Instead, this association of National
Parks in the region supports the environmental
impact assessment conducted by the National Park’s
scientific division which proposes an alternative
road that would skirt the park.

Charokaiski Forest is the only remaining intact
forest system in Samarskaya Region. Bolstered by the
adjacent Zhigulevski Zapovednik, mountain forests
spread across 63, 221 hectares, playing an important
aesthetic and recreational function for the residents
in the five large towns in the region.

There are more reasons to oppose the current
plans for road construction through Charokaiski
Forest. Rare plants listed in the Russian Red Data
Book have been identified in ten sites within the
disputed area, along with several rare species of
insects. The forest is an important sanctuary for the
regions wildlife: Eighty percent of the region’s popu-
lation of wild forest boar, 73 % of its moose, 46-59%
of the marten population, and the region’s only
viable pack of wolves are harbored in this forest
ecosystem.

In order to make the plan “legal”, the regional
highway department ordered the Moscow Planning
Institute to weaken the park’s current zoning regime
where the road is planned. One hundred thirty
million rubles for the “re-zoning” plan (which should
be completed in this year) were allocated to the
Department of Architecture and Civil Planning of
Samarskaya Region which signed a contract with the

Moscow Planning Institute.

The Institute’s Assistant Director A.l. Melik-
Pashaev will be one of the main authors of the plan.
Pashaev’s reputation for park planning proceeds him.
Several years ago he directed the construction of a
hotel in the small village of Bakhilova in Samarskaya
National Park which led to the destruction one of the
park’s valuable oak forest communities.

Parkway believes that Pashaev’s sensitivity toward
public pressure might help in changing the situation.
Parkway has asked the Russian and international
community to send letters opposing changes in the
strict forest preserve zoning, as the integrity of this
valuable ecosystem depends keeping the forest intact.

Letters can be sent to:

Konstantin A.Titov (Mayor)
Regional Administration

210 Molodogvardeiskaya Street
Samara, 443006

Samarskaya Region

Russia

Anatoli 1. Melik-Pashaev
15 Pervaya Ulitsa Yamskogo Polia
Moscow Institute for City Planning

Moscow, 125124 %
Russia \q

ocop
s2ecurrent plans for new road.

awe® -
xx ¢ xxux¥ alternative route proposed

by Samarskaya Luka, supported by Parkway
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ZAKAZNIKI AND NATURAL MONUMENTS

State Nature Preserves (Zakazniki) and Natural Monuments are the two most widespread types of pro-
tected natural areas in the Former Soviet Union. Zakazniki and Natural Monuments can be created on a
regional or federal level. These areas restrict certain types of human activities to protect unique or valuable
natural objects on a temporary or permanent basis. Unlike Zapovedniki, they have no permanent staff. On-
site enforcement is only occasionally present. After designation of Zakazniki and Nature Monuments, current
land users retain rights to use the territory with certain limitations.

Natural Monuments.

Natural Monuments include natural objects of

special interest such as rock formations, cham-
pion trees, bird rookeries, or scenic landscapes.
Although existing legislation imposes no restric-

Zakazniki

Originating as game preserves, Zakazniki now also
protect wildlands, valuable natural areas, or particular
species of plants and wildlife. The status accorded to the
Zakazniki differs from that of Zapovedniki, principally

tions on the size of Natural Monuments, typically
they are relatively small (from 100 square meters
to 500 hectares) and thus usually cannot provide
an adequate degree of ecosystem protection.

Local authorities often favor the establishment
of Natural Monuments over Zakazniki both
because use may be less restricted and because
they may have some aesthetic importance of an
area to the community. In some cases, when
creation of a Zakaznik is not politically possible,
Natural Monuments can be created to perform a
Zakaznik’s functions.

in the level of restrictions on natural resource use. Some
Zakazniki allowing limited economic activities such as
hunting or berry picking during prescribed seasons.
Zakazniki exist are categorized by many types, such
as ecosystem (conserving vulnerable and rare communi-
ties), zoological (protecting habitat of particular valuable
animal species, or a population of such species), botani-
cal (focusing on conservation of populations of rare
plants, or plant communities), geological, and others.
Because they can be created more quickly and easily
than Zapovedniki, Zakazniki have become the most
widespread form of protected areas, and constitute the
majority of the protected areas in the regions which have
been settled for long. In many cases, rapid designation

S0y o of a Zakaznik may save a valuable area which later may
P, f: B e LS be converted into a National Park or Zapovednik.
1 [ A =
el T A 3’ NEW ZAKAZNIKI
= =22 At g - In April of this year, the largest federal Zakaznik was

archipelago whose islands it now protects, occupies 4.2
million ha. in the Arctic Ocean. Only 1.5 million ha. of
the protected territory are terrestrial, making it the first
Zakaznik to protect the surrounding marine ecosystem

- ’\ ‘,' designated. Franz-Josef Land Zakaznik, named for the

[ P on a large scale.
-
POLAR BEAR
The polar bear (Ursus maritimus) is one of the largest mammals of R
the Arctic. By the mid-1960’s the polar bear was almost completely A Ll |

hunted to extinction in throughout its range. In 1970 Denmark, Canada. v ]',|u,.;llu':'.'1-"'
and the United States joined Russia in placing a ban on hunting the :
polar bear

Climate change, pollution, and poaching, especially in breeding areas
on Arctic isalnds, are the greatest threats to survival of the polar bear.
Polar bear habitat is protected in the newly designated Franz-Josef Land
Zakaznik (Nature Preserve). In 1976, to preserve the polar bear, one of
the largest birthing grounds for polar bear was set aside for protection
with the creation of Wrangell Island Zapovednik (Nature Reserve). The
reserve is made of two islands, Wrangell, which is 7670 square
kilometers, and Herald, all of eight square kilometers. A protected zone
extends for five miles around the Nature Reserve. In addition to the
polar bear, Wrangell Island Zapovednik protects the only nesting colony
of snow geese (Chen hyperboreus) in Russia and provides refuge to a
population of musk ox ( Ovibos moschatus) reintroduced in 1975 from Alaska.
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( OAKS VS. HAZELNUTS:
A Campaign to Save Native Forests

In September of this year, Sergey Ponomarenko led thirty-
five volunteers in a campaign to save a valuable oak nursery.
This forest is a unique collection of genetically valuable species
from the southern Russian plain. When Masha Savenkova of the
Druzhina Student Corps for Nature Protection informed
Ponomarenko about plans by the joint venture company Funduk
to turn the oak nursery into a hazel nut plantation, he rallied a
group of people from around Moscow. For four days, volunteers
dug up eight-year old oaks, and transported them 200 kilometers
to the Borodino Battlefield Historical Nature Reserve.

Al the historical Borodino battleground site, Ponomarenko,
Director of Laboratory for Ecological Designs (LED), is heading
a project to restore a broadleaf forest. The mixed broadlef forest
had historically grown here but was replaced by a secondary
forest, overgrowths of gray alder trees with a low level of
biodiversity. For two vears volunteers have been planting oak,
linden, ash and other trees according to a plan prescribed by
Ponomarenko and approved by local authorities to restore the
ecosystem. Although for many years the forest at Borodino has
been protected, it will need hundreds of years to be return to its
original composition. To expedite this process, LED has devel-
oped a General Design to manage degraded forest ecosystems.
This year was the first planting of the new oaks whose genealogy
has been meticulously recorded and whose growth will be
closely monitored in coming years.

If the General Design Plan proves successful in restoring this
mixed broadleaf forest, LED’s methods may be applicable in
sustainable forestry. This project represents just a portion of
LED's work. In addition to conducting small scale restora-

analyses, LED is leading a major effort to restore the forests

W

THE GREEN WALL OF RUSSIA

Adapted from materials by Sergey
Ponomarenko, Geographical Magazine,
and Priroda magazine

Since Slavic tribes first fled to the
southern Russian Plain in the 9th century,
agricultural societies have dramatically
altered the landscapes of most of the
region’s wide strip of tundra, forest-
tundra, taiga, broad-leaf forests, and
forest steppe ecosystems. Deforestation
has been a leading factor for changes in
landscape structure and loss of ecosystem
resilience, but agricultural practices have
also led to extensive erosion, the desicca-
tion of thousands of rivers, lakes,
wetlands, and groundwater supplies, and
mass extinction of local populations of
wildlife.

Today, the least disturbed forest
ecosystems of the southern Russian Plain
are confined to remaining fragments of
former abatis line forests. These areas
were once wide belts of forest left intact
over the centuries to serve as barriers
against the wagons and cavalry of invad-
ing Tartars and other nomads, To protect
their municipalities, rulers maintained and
supplemented the natural forests with
additional plantings, and local people

of the southern Russian plain. called the Green Wall of
Russia.

tion projects and research in land use history through soil (%

|>\;{ reinforced the forest barrier with strips of
thickly felled trees within the intact forest.
These abatis lines were reinforced by a
manmade system of forts, ramparts, and moats. Natural landscape features such as swamps, rivers, and gullies
were also utilized, resulting in forest belts hundreds of kilometers long, similar in ambition and scope to the
Great Wall of China.

Over the last two centuries, these wide belts of forests have been cut, cleared, and developed for urban or
agricultural uses, but the form of the ancient abatis lines can still be traced through the remaining fragments
of some of Russia's oldest forests. In a wide-ranging conservation initiative, the Laboratory for Ecological
Designs (LED), a non-governmental scientific and research organization, proposes to restore portions of the
Green Wall and enhance the capacity of the region’s forests to provide functions ranging from wildlife migra-
tion to sustainable agriculture.

This ambitious program aims to provide a key link in protecting the biodiversity of central and southern
European Russia, addressing an area that crosses 18 political regions and encompasses 7 million hectares
within 100 million hectares of arable land, much of which is in various stages of environmental degradation.
To create a single network of forest throughout the territory, he program has three major components, each of
which addresses different ecological problems.

The first component is the restoration and preservation of wide forest belts on the basis of abatis line
remains and strips of riparian forests. In some cases, existing areas will be proposed for strict nature reserve
(Zapovednik) status, and cleared areas will be replanted to enhance and connect the now fragmented forests.
The goal of protecting these areas is to preserve and establish forest ecosystems on a scale large enough to
support the full life-cycle of forest and forest-field species and to make connection between remote large
forest tracts. A significant goal is the restoration of a corridor 730 kilometers in length which would link the
massive Bryansk Forest on the west with the Meschora Forest on the east.

A second component of the project is the restoration and protection of smaller forest belts and wood lots
to create a dense forest network for the purpose of wildlife migration and environmental enhancement. These
forest belts will connect neighboring small and medium-sized forest “islands”.

On a third and smaller scale, a proposed system of “forest shelter belts™ in the region of the Green Wall
will increase the existing biodiversity of agricultural areas and enhance small wood lot species populations, as
well as contribute to sustainable agriculture practices (through microclimate regulation and reducing the need
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for pesticides).

In addition to these forest corridor
components, the Green Wall project also
proposes to restore biodiversity and
ecological health to the 100 million
hectare region through massive reforesta-
tion of now contaminated agricultural
lands, the establishment of protected
wooded corridors along rivers, and pro-
tection of steppe vegetation through
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While the comprehensive and large-
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may seem daunting, it enjoys a broad
range of support, including the Russian
Ministry of Environmental Protection and
Natural Resources and several interna-
tional foundations. Much of the land now
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remains unprivatized, presenting both an —
enormous window of opportunity and a sense of urgcncy
a thriving culture from social upheaval, it is now society’
system.

Sergey Ponomarenko is the Director of Laboratory for Ecological Designs, which he founded
with the goal of landscape planning and ecosystem restoration.

Where the forests of the Green Wall once prolccted
s responsibility to protect and restore the natural

BUILDING A CONSERVATION SYSTEM ON
THE KOLA PENINSULA

(Adapted from an article by Dmitry Aksenov)

A major problem Russian conservationists face today in
many regions of the country is the insufficient organization
and coordination among groups involved in nature protec-
tion. Typically, a conservation community is characterized
by a number of disparate interest groups. The result is a
body of citizens and administrators who may specialize in
scientific research, public education, or political activities,
but who work separately in their own fields, and are
unskilled outside their sphere of interest. The Murmansk
Region, one of the 88 subjects of the Russian Federation,
provides a case study in the dissconnectedness of the
conservation community.

Here in the northern-most part of European Russia, the
range of taiga forests slips into the Arctic Circle. The area
ranks among the highest in the world in mineral concentra-
tions. Although the Murmansk region is one of the most
highly developed northen regions in the world, especially
along railways. the Kola Peninsula still has extensive tracts
of undisturbed lands.

As is typical for Russia, the first attempts at conserva-
tion in the Kola Peninsula were taken on by biologists.
However, many of the plans they made for protected areas
remain unrealized partly due to their inexperience working
with local politicians and bureaucracy.

In addition to the scientists, non-governmental environ-
mental organizations form another interest group in
Murmansk region, where industrial pollution and the
danger of nuclear energy has excited a wave of public
activity. Through their activism, local environmentalists are
experienced in working with local governments and devel-
oping public campaigns. Despite this experience, however,
these groups still lack enough influence to affect changes
on the regional level. And, with their focus on air pollu-
tion, they have limited knowledge about wilderness and
protected areas issues.

The third group of players in the region are the regional
and local governmental agencies, such as the Regional

Committee for Environment Protection. Administrators or
politicians with these agencies may have power and
influence to make policy but they are often unable to use
this power effectively, because they are usually poorly
informed about and inexperienced in the fields of environ-
mental protection and conservation. Plus, often thay are
unable to act independently from higher authorities or
development interests.

Therefore, the main task for making conservation work
successful in the Kola Peninsula is to establish ties be-
tween these groups. and provide incentive for them to
work together.

For the past three vears, Druzhina (the Student Corps
for Nature Protection of Moscow State University) has
been doing just that. In their continuous efforts to save a
tract of old growth forest on the southern coast of the
Kola Peninsula, Druzhina established contacts between a
range of interest groups. Their work with local and re-
gional administrations, land users, scientific institutions,
and non-governmental environmental groups has had
proven success, in one instance to halt logging in a threat-
ened forest area planned for protection. In another in-
stance, Druzhina and the Polar-Alpine Botanical Garden-
Institute in Kirovsk worked together to make recommen-
dations for restricting land use on the territory. Their work
led to the establishment of the Kelvitsky Nature Reserve in
June.

Druzhina now plans to establish a local conservation
center on the Kola Peninsula to coordinate the various
conservation efforts. In the process of negotiating with
local governments, using mass media for public education,
and developing a regional strategy for conservation,
Druzhina hopes to build a system among the now discon-
nected conservation community. Druzhina considers that
they will be most successful if they will no longer be
needed, and a united Kola Peninsula conservation group
will continue into the future.

Dmitry Aksenov is one of the leaders of the Kola
Peninsula Branch of Druzhina, project manager
of and BCC's Conservation Training Team.
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CONSERVING RUSSIA'S INSECT
DIVERSITY

Ludmilla B.Volkova, Nikolai A. Sobolev

Among the most important tasks in preserving
biodiversity is the conservation of the tremendous number
of insect species and their role in ecosystems.

More than 85 thousand species of insects are estimated
to inhabit the territory of Russia. Of those around 61
thousand species are known (Zaitsev, 1992). Only 40-60%
of the demand for entomologist-systematists is met. In
reality this number is less, since low salaries for such work
mean that many entomologists doing faunistic inventories
cannot survive only on that work.

Only thirty-four species representing four orders (of the
34 orders inhabiting Russia) of insects are listed in the
Russian Red Data Book. Mainly these are species inhabit-
ing the Maritime Territory. Caucuses and in the European
and western Siberian steppes. There are no insects repre-
senting Kamchatka, Komandorski Islands, the middle
Siberian taiga, and other regions listed in the Red Data
Book. Sakhalin, near-Baikal, Altai, Sayan, middle Euro-
pean taiga are represented in the Red Data Book by no
more than two insect species.

Economic change in Russia has had an adverse effect
on insect conservation. The lifting of restrictions on trade
by individuals in combination with the low income of the
population has exacerbated the problem in the collection of
rare and decorative insects for sale. The involvement of
specialists in the taking of insects from nature is a serious
threat especially for insects with narrowly defined habitats.
The absence of effective enforcement capabilities in most
protected areas demands that more attention should be
paid to the illegal trade in insects. However, by-laws
controlling the trade of protected species, and regulations
about collecting and keeping biological collections are
lacking today.

The experience of our work has demonstrated several
possible approaches toward solving these problems. The
creation of a section for insect conservation in the Moscow
Region Soviet of the All-Russian Society for Nature
Conservation allowed us to unite the strengths of profes-
sional entomologists and amateur collectors. Currently the
structure allowing us to form a group of specialists and
activists in nature conservation, has become the independ-
enl non-governmental organization, Laboratory for Applied
Ecology.

We have been successful in creating 19 Zakazniki with
special measures for insect conservation. In 23 reserves
insects are preserved along with the surrounding natural
community without any special measures taken for their
protection. Another 28 valuable entomological sites were

transferred to the Moscow Regional Committee for Nature
Protection and the Institute for Planning of Moscow
Region, which takes these sites into account when planning
development projects.

We also work on the Commission for Rare Species of
Wildlife, Plants, Fungi, Lichens of the Moscow Regional
Committee for Nature Protection, which has permitted the
development of some legal innovations on the regional
level.

One of the principles guiding our work is the principle
of ecosystem conservation of biological diversity and not
only single species conservation. In accordance with
recommendations of [UCN, 1983, we have proposed that
the Red Data Book of Rare and Endangered Species of
Moscow Region provide for conservation not only of
individual species but ecological assemblages of insects
within their native habitat. In such a way it is possible to
most effectively conserve the diversity of insect life.

The other important principle is the importance of
working to conserve insects everywhere, and not just in
nature reserves. According to our suggestions, the draft of
an enactment governing rare species conservation in the
Moscow Region, included points about regulating the use
of economically valuable insects (such as pollinators,
poisonous insects, etc.) and took measures for the conser-
vation of valuable entomological sites from the moment
they are identified.

In addition to this, we included into the drafi regulation
a prohibition on trade in the region of all species (not only
those native to the region) listed by CITES and the Russian
Red Data Book. We also proposed to ban trade of insects
as decorative collections and souvenirs as a part of regula-
tions on trade of scientific collections.

In this information we have used materials prepared by
us for the government program “Biological Diversity of
Russia”(Project 8.1.12).

Literature: Zaitsev, V.F., Dantsig, E.M. Zlobin, B.B.,
Kuznetsov, V.l., Medvedev, G.S.Narchuk. E.P., Pesenko,
U.A.,Pugachev, O.N. Evaluation of bilogical diversity of
wildlife of Russia: invertebrates. Report on governmental
program “Ecology of Russia. Supplement. St. Petersburg,
1992.

Ludmilla Volkova is the Executive Director of LAE. A professional
entomologist, ecologist and long-time advocate for Russian nature, she
now works as a research scientist of Institute of Animal Evolutionary
Morphology and Ecology of Russian Academy of Sciences.

Nikolai Sobolev, Scientific Director of LAE, is Leading Officer at the
Russian Ministry for Environmental Protection and Natural Resources.
A recognized leader of the Russian conservation movement, he has vast
experience in creating preserves in European Russia. Q\
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DRONT - ECOLOGICAL CENTER

Al the end of the working day, bureaucrats in
Nizhny Novgorod’s environmental offices close their
chamber doors and head for the Dront Eco-Center on
Gorky Square, where they roll up their sleeves and
the “real” work begins.

These officials from the Environmental Depart-
mernt of the Regional Government and the regional
branch of Russia’s Environmental Ministry make up
a small group who are working with the
SocioEcological Union’s (SEU) local branch, Dront
FEco-Center. Like a secret society that comes to life in
the evenings, Dront is a union of local conservation-

VL
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ists, some of them nowadays government officials
whose aspirations for conservation stem from partici-
pating together in the Druzhina Student Corps for
Nature Protection. They are working together in
Dront's lab for Biodiversity Conservation headed by
Anzhela Bakka to protect their region’s natural
heritage.

In Nizhny Novgorod, a city and region east of
Moscow about 400 kilometers, ninety-five percent of
pristine old growth dark needle taiga of the region
has been destroyed. Thirty percent of the region’s
vertebrate species are endangered, while and six
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percent are on the verge of extinction. Logging and
land privatization threaten the integrity of the pre-
cious natural systems. Now, a region-wide plan to
save these resources is critical to their survival,

In the wake of the post-Soviet decentralization
natural resources management, conservation planning
on a regional level has become highly complicated.
Tremendous changes in Russia’s political structure
since 1989, with a trend toward diminished central
authority, have complicated the potential to create a
unified strategy for conservation. The trend toward
regionalization implies that the fate of endangered
species, ecosystem maintenance, and biodiversity
conservation increasingly depend on local manage-
ment at the administrative level of a region. and
district. This is the challenge facing Dront,

In their efforts to create a long-term strategy for
conservation based on regional needs and problem,
Dront has been developing of regional legislation for
species and ecosystem conservation and protected
areas establishment by working with regional agencies
and the public.

Dront aims to assist institutions to conduct
biodiversity inventories and incorporate them into
standard forest surveys carried out by Russian Forest

Service. Another important component of Dront’s
plan is the building local constituencies and encour-
aging public participation in protected area planning
and species conservation.

Efforts of this group have been underway for ten
years already. In 1992, Dront submitted to the legisla-
ture a list of conservation areas that should be ex-
empt from privatization. In working with an amena-
ble local administration to establish a system that can
be fully implemented towards the end of the decade,
Dront has taken on the task of preparing the docu-
mentation on more than 200 areas sited for preserva-
tion. Dront has also been developing a database for
endangered species, and making plans for establishing
an enforcement service. Dront has also drafted com-
ponents for a comprehensive 30-year regional conser-
vation program.

Federal government efforts alone are unable to
stem the tide of Russia’ shrinking biological diversity.
Thus, Dronf's regional-level activities are critical in
making progress in preserving natural areas. Just as
importantly, through its work Dront has demonstrated
to other conservationists the role of cooperation with
local governmental agencies as an essential part of

achieving conservation goals. f-
i

X

(CONSERVATION FINANCE )

/
OF TIGERS, CRANES, AND CORPORATE
FUNDING

In Russia, where private businesses are just beginning to
thrive, the role of corporate funding for conservation efforts
is an unfamiliar one, This year, one company has served as
a pioneer in the uncharted field of environmental sponsor-
ship.

When Mezhkombank of Russia signed a contract with
the international advertising agency Young and Rubikam, it
chose to use endangered species to promote its image. With
the help of World Wildlife Fund-Russia, the ad agency
chose a number of species to portray in mass media and to
support with bank dollars. Television commercials and
billboards throughout Moscow remind the public about its
kdisappearing natural heritage, symbolized by the Siberian

white crane and the Siberian tiger.

Investing in the bank of Russia's future nature,
Mezhkombank has also donated over $120.000 for conser-
vation in two nature reserves in the Russian Far East to
protect the Siberian tiger, and has contributed significant
financial support to captive breeding reintroduction pro-
grams for Siberian white cranes in a nature reserve near
Moscow.

Mezkhkombank's support for conservation programs
and its use of mass media to promote conservation issues
are of themselves significant contributions to the nation’s
environmental movement. But, perhaps as significant, these
responsible actions may pave the way for newly _
formed Russian and joint venture firms to begin to Q%C
contribute to the preservation of the nation’s rich N/
biological heritage. l
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lished in Russian by “Progress Publishers”, Moscow, under
the title “Ecologia v Sovetskoi Rossii”.

Yanitsky, Oleg. 1993.Russian Environmentalism: Leading
figures, facts, opinions. Moscow: Mezhdunarodniye
Otnoshenija Publishing House.

A fascinating sociological essay on the environmental
movement in Russia, with biographies and interviews of
many of its leaders.

In the USA, this an be ordered from ISAR. Send §15.00

to Erin O'Neill, ISAR, 1601 Connecticutt Ave, NW, Suite 301,

Washington, DC 20009. Telephone (202) 387-3034.

\in English. .

E-mail: isar@ijge.ape.org

\

October 1994

15



March 8-11, 1995. Ukraine. s April, 1995. Moscow, Russia

Fifth International Seminar on Environmental Education International Conference on Environmental Education
and Public Information in Protected Areas. Topics: Improving environmental education for chil-

Topics: Role of protected areas in environmental dren. A gathering of educational organizations to exchange
education; history and problems, potential solutions in methods, ideas, strategies..

developing in protected areas of former USSR; working

) Conference Coordinator: Vadim Kalinin, Director of
with mass media.

Environmental Education Association of Russia, a branch

Conference coordinator: Vladimir Boreiko, one of Socio-Ecological Union.
Ukraine’s leading conservationists and a specialist in Contact: V. Kalinin, PO Box 152, Obninsk-1, Kaluga
environmental education in protected areas. Region, 249020, Russia.

252062, one of Ukraine's leading specialists in conservation || 38648; Fax: +7 (095) 255-2225
leaders, and.
**Dates of conference may slightly change L
J

**Conference will be five days long; exact date to be
specified. Two hundred participants are expected.

.
Laboratory for Applied Ecology.......... 19 Prishvina Str, Apt.23, Moscow, 12760, Russia, Ph.: +7(095) 405-3183,
e-mail: lae@glas.apc.org

Biodiversity Conservation Center:
Contact in the USA.....cc.coceesreveennnee... Mikhail Blinnikov 2126 W. 16th Avenue Eugene, OR 97402
or Environmental Studies, 104 Condon Hall, University of Oregon, OR 97403, USA;
Ph.: (503)686-2288. e-mail: blinn@oregon.uoregon.edu
Contact in MOSCOW:....e.eivisinsriviiennse.. Eligene Simonov, 4 Cherniakhovskogo Street, Apt.10,
Moscow, 125319, Russia.
Ph.: +7(095) 151-52-26, e-mail: biodivers@glas.apc.org, odp@glas.apc.org

Brianski Les Zapovednik.............ccccu. Nerussa Stanzia, Suzemski Distrikt, 242180, Russia
Boreiko Viadimir........ccooviiiivniininanns Kulibin Street 5, Apt. 221, Kiev, 252062, Ukraine

| Dront Ecological Laboratory............. P.0.Box-34, Nizhny-Novgorod, 603163, Russia, Ph.; +7(831-2) 343280,

J e-mail: dront@glas.apc.org

| Druzhina Student Corps VYorobyevy Gory, Biology Department, Moscow State University,

| for Nature Conservation...............ee. Moscow, 119899, Russia, Ph.: +7(095) 249-9295, e-mail: dop@glas.apc.org
ECONNECtions. ......ucuueuieiienienenaaanneae. Margaret Williams 29 Krasnoarmeiskaaya St., Apt. 8, Moscow, 125319, Russia

Ph.: +7(095) 151-1103, Ph.\Fax: 111-4180, e-mail: econx@glas.apc.org
Laboratory for Ecological Designs......P.O.Box 24, Moscow-182, 123182, Russia, e-mail: led@glas.apc.org

| Environmental Education Association...Vladmir Kalinin, P.O.Box 152, Kaluzhskaya Oblact. Obninsk-1, 249020, Russia
Ph.: +7(08439) 38648; Fax: +7 (095) 255-2225, e-mail: vkalinin@glas.apc.org

Glasnost Defense Fund...........c.c...eoe. 4 Zubovskiv Bulvar, Apt. 432, Moscow, 119021, Russia
. Ph.: +7(095) 201-4447, Fax: (095) 201-4420
Homeland of the Crane........cccuvervenee. Vorobyevy Gory, Biology Department, Moscow State University,

Moscow, 119899, Russia,
Ph.: +7(095) 249-9295, e-mail: dop@glas.apc.org
ISAR International Clearinghouse P.O.Box 210, Moscow G-19, 121019, Russia, Phone\Fax: +7(095) 241-8494,

| on the Environment.............ccoueennnenn. €-mail: clearh@glas.apc.org

Kostamuksha Zapovednik.................. 2 Priozernaya St., Kostamuksha, Karelia, 186989, Russia

The Ministry of Environmental
| Protection and Natural Resources...... 8 Kedrova St., Moscow, 117874, Russia
| Mukhina E.A..........coioiiiieranennennnnnnns Biodiversity Conservation Center (see address above), e-mail: bukhara@glas.apc.org
| Parkway.......oconsesssensnnessiansenensenenenee YU Roschevski, Chaikovsky St. 7, Apt. 2, Zhiguliovsk, Samara region,

446350, Russia
Rainbow Keepers......ccoccurevvssranissnans 28-a Tereshkovoi Str, Apt. 49, Nizhegorodskaya Oblast, Dzerzhinsk, 606029, Russia

Ph.: +7(8313) 543896 (h), e-mail: tretyput@glas.apc.org
SocioEcological Union.............c........ Luchnikov Pereulok, Apt. 9-11, Moscow, 101000, Russia,
Ph.: +7(095) 928-7608, Fax: +7(095) 206-9790, e-mail: soceco@glas.apc.org

Vodlozerski National Park..........ccou. Kurganavvolok Village, Pudozhski Raion, Karelia, 186154, Russia
Wrangel Island Zapovednik............... Ushakovskoe Village, Shmidtovski District, Magadanskaya Oblast, 686870, Russia
WWF Russian Program Office........... P.O.Box 55, Moscow, 125047, Russia,

_ Ph: +7(095) 1516491, Fax: (095) 151-6491, e-mail: wwirus(@glas.apc.org
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