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SECTION 1: ELABORATION OF THE NARRATIVE

PART I: Situation Analysis 

I.1. Context and global significance

18. Ringing Russia's vast territory is the longest coastline of any country in the world. Russia governs more than 20% of the world’s ocean shelf and has shoreline in 13 seas.  The sheer geographic scope of Russia’s marine and coastal zone stretches across eleven time zones, from the Caspian Sea to the White Sea in the West to the Barents, Kara, Laptev and Chukchi Seas in the North, to the Seas of Japan, Okhotsk, and Bering in the East. Russia’s coastal and marine waters harbor a striking variety of marine habitats and species -- some of the most significant “cold-spot” biological diversity in the world.  

19. Eleven Global 200 Ecoregions are represented in Russia’s coastal and marine areas.  Russia’s coastal and marine environment is comprised of a multitude of unique coastal mosaics: river deltas, embayments, lagoons, islands and archipelagoes, shallow submarine shelves, sand spits, cliffs and extensive lowlands of intertidal grassland.  These mosaics provide habitat for an extraordinary array of biological diversity. Some biotopes such as shallow water hydrotherms, cold seeps and mud volcanoes are unique and host fascinating biota of global importance. In the offshore areas recurrent phenomena as fronts, upwellings and stationary Arctic polynyas
 are of particular importance for maintaining marine productivity and biodiversity. 

20. Fish and invertebrate diversity in Russian waters exceeds eight thousand species.  Among these is the world’s greatest diversity of sturgeon, salmonid and coregonid fishes.  The coastal waters of the Russian Far East and Northwest are critically important for some of the most important populations and genetic diversity of Atlantic and Pacific salmon species.  Russia’s coastal and marine habitats support millions of nesting, wintering and migrating waterfowl, fish, mammals, and marine mammals.  For example, approximately thirteen million seabirds nest along Russia’s arctic coastline and more than eighty species of seabirds can be found in Russia’s coastal areas, greater than in any other country in the northern hemisphere. 
21. A significant number of these bird species found in the marine and coastal zones of Russia are listed in the IUCN Red List or the Russian Red Book, including: the Critically Endangered Kittlitz’s murrelet (Brachyramphus brevirostris), the Critically Endangered Spoon-billed sandpiper (Eurynorhynchus pygmeus), the Endangered Spotted Greenshank (Tringa guttifer), Steller’s eider (Polysticta stelleri – Vulnerable) and Emperor Goose (Chen canagica – Near Vulnerable), the White-faced shearwater (Calonectris leucomelas), Swinhoe’s storm petrel (Oceanodroma monorhis), shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis), ivory gull (Pagophila eburnean), Aleutian tern (Sterna aleutica), Crested murrelet (Synthliboramphus wumizusume - Vulnerable). It also includes Bering Sea endemic species such as: Rock Ptarmigan, Rock sandpiper, Ancient Murrelet, Northern Wren, Gray–crowned Rosyfinch, and Red-legged kittiwake (Rissa brevirostris - Vulnerable). The Commander Island population of Red-legged kittiwakes is one of only four populations that exist in the world. 

22. Among fish species, this includes: the Sakhalin Taimen (Hucho perryi - Critically Endangered), Siberian Sturgeon (Acipenser baerii - Vulnerable), Russian Sturgeon (Acipenser gueldenstaedtii - Endangered), Sakhalin Sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris - Threatened), Fringebarbel sturgeon (Acipenser nudiventris – Endangered), Sterlet sturgeon (Acipenser ruthenus – Threatened), Amur Sturgeon (Acipenser schrenckii – Endangered), Stellate sturgeon (Acipenser stellatus – Endangered).  

23. The migration routes of many whale species pass along Russia’s coastal zone and Russian waters harbor twenty-nine species of cetaceans. Among cetaceans the list of species of concern are such critically endangered species as Bowhead whale (Balaena mysticetus) and its isolated population in the Sea of Okhotsk and Critically Endangered Western sub-population of the Pacific Gray whale (Eschrichtius robustus) and its only summer feeding grounds near East Sakhalin Island.  Other species of concern include: the Endangered Sei Whale (Balaenoptera borealis), Fin Whale (Balaenoptera physalus – Endangered), Sperm Whale (Physeter macrocephalus - Vulnerable), Baird’s Beaked Whale (Berardius bairdii – Status Unknown), Cuvier’s Beaked Whale (Ziphius cavirostris), Northern Minke Whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata), Humpback Whale (Megaptera novaeangliae), Northern Right Whale dolphin (Lissodelphis borealis), Northern Fin Whale (Balaenoptera physalus), Dall’s Porpoise (Phocoenoides dalli) and Orca (Orcinus orca).

24. Russian coastal habitats shelter the greatest diversity of pinnipeds in the northern hemisphere (15 species) as well as critical populations of the threatened polar bear.  Of particular importance are three subspecies of walrus, important populations of the threatened Steller sea lion, fur seals, spotted seals, and sea otters.  Approximately 300,000 marine mammals can be found along the coastal zone of Bering and Medniy Islands, including the world’s second largest concentration of northern fur seals.  An estimated 200,000 northern fur seals, fifteen percent of the world population, haul out at four island rookeries during the June-July breeding season.  Healthy populations of sea otters occupy the reserve year-round.  Indeed, there are more sea otters in the Commander Islands than in the entire Aleutian Island chain (V. Burkhanov, pers. comm.).  Wrangel Island is home to the most important onshore denning habitat for polar bears (Ursus maritimus - IUCN Red List “Vulnerable”) in the circum-polar arctic and the largest haulout sites in the world for Pacific subspecies of walrus (Odobenus rosmarus). Laptev walrus is a subspecies endemic to Russian waters while the Barents and the Kara Seas play a pivotal role in maintaining populations of the endangered Atlantic walrus. The White Sea is the breeding area for the entire Northeast Atlantic population of the harp seal, the keystone species in the pelagic ecosystem now affected by the climate change.

Overview of MCPA in Russian Federation
25. Russia’s system of protected areas is large by any measure and has many impressive attributes, including a comprehensive array of habitats and biological values under protection and a core group of knowledgeable and dedicated professional staff.  During the first ten years of Russia’s transition, the network of federal protected areas in Russia expanded rapidly: twenty-six new zapovedniks, nineteen national parks, seven zakazniks, and three nature monuments were founded, encompassing 27,000,000 ha. Russia’s federal protected areas now include 100 zapovedniks covering 337 million ha; 35 national parks covering 6.9 million ha, 69 zakazniks covering 12.5 million ha and twenty-eight nature monuments covering a total area of 532,000 km2 or approximately 3.1% of the Russian Federation. 

26. Until relatively recently few of Russia’s marine and coastal areas were protected.  The first marine protected area was established in 1978. In 2005, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Ecology and the Institute of Nature Conservation prepared the first list of MCPA in Russia (Zabelina et al., 2006)
.
27. Currently, there are 35 marine and coastal protected areas (MCPA) within Russia’s national system of protected areas (PA): 19 zapovedniks (strict protected areas); two national parks; and ten zakazniks (wildlife refuges), or approximately 14% of Russia’s entire national system of protected areas.
 Please see Table 1.  The total area of Russian marine territory under protection (excluding buffer zones) is 91,000 km2 or 1.8% of the total shelf area under Russian jurisdiction (the total area of marine and coastal PA in Russia is over 24.4 million ha).
 

Table 1. Marine Protected Areas in Russian Federation

	
	Name of Reserve
	Int’l Status
	Ocean or Sea
	Terrestrial

coastal habitat (ha)
	Marine habitat (ha)
	Total # (ha)
	Marine buffer zone (ha)

	Zapovedniki (IUCN Category I)

	1. 
	Astrakhansky
	BR,RW
	Caspian
	56,619
	11,298
	67,917
	21,000

	2.
	Bolshoi Arktichesky
	
	Kara, Laptev
	3,188,288
	980,934
	4,169,222
	0

	3.
	Botchinsky
	
	Japan
	267,380
	0
	267,380
	81,100

	4. 
	Dagestansky
	
	Caspian
	576
	18,485
	19,061
	19,890

	5.
	Dalnevostochny Morskoi
	BR
	Japan
	1,316
	63,000
	64,316
	86,350

	6.
	Dzhugdzhursky
	
	Okhotsk
	806,256
	53,700
	859,956
	0

	7. 
	Gydansky
	
	Kara
	878,174
	0
	878,174
	60,000

	8.
	Kandalakshsky
	RW
	Barents, White
	20,947
	49,583
	70,530
	0

	9.
	Komandorsky (Commander)
	BR
	Bering, Pacific
	185,379
	3,463,300
	3,648,679
	2,112,900

	10.
	Koryaksky
	RS
	Bering
	244,156
	83,000
	327,156
	0

	11.
	Kronotsky
	BR,WH
	Pacific
	1,007,134
	135,000
	1,142,134
	

	12.
	Kurilsky
	
	Pacific, Okhotsk
	65,365
	0
	65,365
	32,000

	13.
	Lazovsky
	
	Japan
	120,998
	0
	120,998
	0

	14.
	Magadansky
	
	Okhotsk
	883,817
	0
	883,817
	38,100

	15.
	Nenetsky
	
	Barents
	131,500
	181,900
	313,400
	0

	16. 
	Poronaisky
	
	Okhotsk
	56,695
	0
	56,695
	0

	17.
	Sikhote-Alinsky
	BR,WH
	Japan
	398,528
	2,900
	401,428
	5,100

	18. 
	Taimyrsky
	BR
	Laptev
	1,744,910
	37,018
	1,787,928
	0

	19.
	Ust-Lensky
	
	Laptev
	1,433,000
	0
	1,433,000
	1,050,000

	20.
	Wrangel Island
	WH
	Chukchi
	795,650
	1,430,000
	2,225,650
	3,240,000

	National Parks
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. 
	Kurshskaya Kosa
	WH
	Baltic
	6,621
	0
	6,621
	0

	22. 
	Sochinsky
	
	Black
	193,737
	0
	193,737
	0

	Zakazniks (IUCN Category IV)

	23.
	Agrakhansky
	
	Caspian
	27,180
	11,820
	39,000
	0

	24
	Zemlya Leoparda  - Land of Leopard 
	
	Japan
	10,600 
	0
	10,600
	0

	25.
	Franz Josef Land
	
	Barents
	1,600,000
	2,600,000
	4,200,000
	0

	26.
	Maliye Kurily
	
	Pacific, Okhotsk
	19,800
	25,200
	45,000
	0

	27. 
	Nenetsky
	
	Barents
	188,500
	120,000
	308,500
	0

	28. 
	Nizhne-Obsky
	RW
	Barents
	128,000
	0
	128,000
	0

	29.
	Priazovsky
	
	Azov
	42,200
	0
	42,200
	0

	30.
	Samursky
	
	Caspian
	11,200
	0
	11,200
	0

	31.
	Severozemelsky
	
	Kara, Laptev
	421,701
	0
	421,701
	0

	32. 
	Tumninsky
	
	Okhotsk
	143,100
	0
	143,100
	0

	33. 
	Yuzhno-Kamchatsky
	WH
	Pacific, Okhotsk
	225,000
	0
	225,000
	0

	34.
	Mogilnoe Lake
	
	Barents
	0
	17
	17
	0

	35.
	Talan Island
	
	Okhotsk
	152
	17
	159
	0

	
	Total
	
	
	15,304,479
	9,267,172
	24,571,651
	6,746,440


28. Russia’s Constitution places the country’s internal marine waters, territorial seas, the EEZ and the continental shelf under federal jurisdiction.  Therefore, marine protected areas must have federal status.  However, in reality the protection regime of several regional protected areas extends to marine areas as well.  These are, in particular, regional-level nature reserves (zakazniks) that are also Ramsar sites, as well as local protected areas covering marine lagoons or semi-closed inlets.  This means that other agencies have jurisdiction over resources or territory of central importance to the ability of Russia’s 35 MCPA to protect the biological diversity within their borders.
29. Despite of some inconsistencies in their legal status, these areas are recognized de facto by the authorities and economic actors.  Some of the zakazniks are extremely well organized and advanced in their management practices.  Consider Kurgalsky Reserve in Leningrad Oblast as an example.  Kurgalsky has developed a zoning scheme where different zones (refuges, agricultural, recreational) are designated and mapped with high resolution.  Also a plan for organizing protection, monitoring, development, and stakeholder involvement has been developed and is under the process of approval by the regional government.  Tamano-Zaporozhsky Zakaznik (a regional MCPA) was re-organized as a federal zakaznik managed managed by MNRE.  Some regional-level protected areas, mostly nature monuments or zakazniks, were created to protect semi-closed water bodies such as lagoons.  Table 2 provides information on the number and current status of the regional MCPA that may contribute substantially to the development of the national system of MCPA.
Table 2.  Regional nature protected areas that include marine parts according to their statute. 
	#
	Name of Reserve
	Int’l Status
	Ocean or Sea
	Coastal habitat (ha)
	Marine habitat (ha)
	Total # (ha)
	Marine buffer (ha)

	Zakazniks*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. 
	Berezovye Islands
	Ramsar Wetland (RW)
	Baltic
	9200
	45320
	54520
	no

	2
	Kurgalsky
	RW
	Baltic
	20702
	39248
	59950
	no

	3
	Vyborgsky
	
	Baltic
	4355
	6940
	11295
	

	4
	Kuzova Islands
	RW
	White Sea
	993
	2667
	3660
	

	5
	Keretsky (adjacent to Kandalkshsky Zapovednik - KZ)
	RW 
	White Sea
	5000
	16000
	21000
	

	6
	Poliarnyi Krug
	RW (adjacent to KZ)
	White sea
	24916
	3384
	28300
	

	7
	Tamano-Zaporozhsky
	under federal jurisdiction
	Black Sea
	
	
	30000 (marine)
	

	8
	Akhtaro-Grivensky Limans
	RW
	Sea of Azov
	
	
	173000
	

	9
	Brekhovskie islands
	RW
	Kara Sea
	288193
	291
	288484
	

	10
	Karaginsky Island
	RW
	Bering Sea
	
	
	200,000

	

	11
	Verkhoturov Island 
	Russia-US-Japan migratory bird convention site 
	Bering Sea
	
	
	800 
	

	12
	Vostok Bay 
	Near Inst. of Marine Biology res. station
	Sea of Japan
	
	1820
	1820
	

	Nature monuments**

	1
	Laguna Kazarok (Brent geese)
	
	Bering Sea
	
	
	17000
	

	2
	Gavryushkin Kamen’ 
	
	Pacific Ocean
	12
	12
	
	7000

	3
	Starichkov Island
	
	Pacific Ocean
	93
	93
	
	8400

	4
	Utashuu
	
	Pacific Ocean
	30
	30
	
	8200

	5
	Craternaya Inlet
	(Kuril Islands /Sea of Okhotsk)
	Pacific Ocean 
	
	
	20
	20

	6
	Toporkov Island
	
	Sea of Okhotsk
	4
	4
	
	7506

	7
	Stolbovoy Island
	
	Sea of Okhotsk
	20
	20
	
	7000

	8
	Iona Island
	
	Sea of Okhotsk
	8
	80000
	80008
	

	9
	Tunaicha Lake
	
	Sea of Okhotsk
	
	23400
	23400
	

	10
	Busse Lagoon
	
	Sea of Okhotsk
	
	
	
	

	11
	Chaika Inlet
	
	Sea of Okhotsk
	
	
	
	

	Nature parks

	1
	Moneron Island
	
	Sea of Japan
	24600
	
	24600
	2 km buffer 


* Several zakazniks (regional PA) were created to protect marine areas although the legal authority of regional administrations to protect marine areas is uncertain under evolving Russian law. In Russia commitments under ratified international conventions have priority over national law.  Table 6 lists those regional PA that are Ramsar wetlands (or other international designation) and therefore are undoubtedly legitimate, or those that encompass “internal marine waters” (semi-closed bays or inlets) and have no legal issues regarding regional authority.  Vyborgsky Zakaznik is included because of its proximity to the Berezovye Islands (Ramsar site) and the fact that Leningrad Oblast administers both.  Also included in the table are regional zakazniks representing bays or inlets that may acquire federal status (Unskaya Guba, Tamano-Zaporozhsky) or regional zakazniks associated with marine research stations that may support monitoring and control (Poliarnyi Krug, Vostok Bay).

** Regional nature monuments with marine areas are confined to the Russian Far East.  Table 6 lists those encompassing semi-closed bays, inlets or lagoons in the internal marine waters (Busse Lagoon, Lake Tunaicha, Laguna Kazarok, Craternaya Inlet) that are potentially suitable for control by regional authorities and those that are  protected islands with buffer zones. The authority of regional governments to establish marine buffer zones is not fully clarified legally but has never been disputed and is recognised de facto.  The exception is Iona Island, a nature monument with an extensive marine area.  The surrounding shallow waters have no fishing value and no legal objection to designating this MCPA was raised.  Furthermore it is naturally protected by its isolated location in the middle of the Sea of Okhotsk. 
30. The national MCPA system is also complemented by other “specially designated or managed” areas that fit the IUCN criteria of particular types of marine protected areas.  First are the so-called marine mammal protection zones (MMPZ) that surround important marine mammal colonies and coastal haulout sites (i.e. walruses, Steller sea lions, fur seals) in the Russian Far East and the Chukotka Peninsula in the Chukchi Sea.  Historically some of these areas preceded the establishment of a zapovednik.  The MMPZ in the Commander Islands was created to allow and manage subsistence hunting of the fur seal by the local population.  In fact, this MMPZ constitutes the nature use zone of the Commander Islands Zapovednik (CIZ). These marine mammal protection zones (MMPZ) correspond to the IUCN category IV or V.  The new Fishing Regulations for the RFE and adjacent parts of the Arctic Ocean adopted according to the Law on Fisheries of 2004 confirm the no-fishing status of the important MMPZ but do not specify objectives of management and do not regulate the non-fishing impacts. The total area of these MMPZ areas is 2,800,000 ha. They may be considered as an important part of the foundation upon which a strong national system of MCPA must be built – one that must be functionally integrated with federal protected areas.
31. Protected area management capacities. The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) score for each one of the 35 MCPA is listed in Table 7 below.  Individual scorecards can be found in Annex 1.  The scores show a wide range of management capacities on a scale of 1-99, from Ingermanlandsky Zapovednik (score of 12), which exists only on paper, to the Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik (score of 63), which is the oldest and perhaps most established marine zapovednik in Russia. In completing the scorecards, experts focused upon the design, boundaries, protection system, research and cooperation specifically related to the marine/ coastal parts of the PA.  Many zapovedniks that include both terrestrial and marine areas have focused their management efforts on the terrestrial and not the marine areas.  They have developed capacity for terrestrial management, but not marine and may be generally underscored as a result.  Another interesting point about the scores is that the very concept of a zapovednik is that people are prohibited and natural processes should be allowed to take their course.  But, this assumes that the zapovedniks exist in a “natural context” without human influences, which may have been the case 30-50 years ago, but is not the case now.  And so what we are seeing is that most zapovedniks have to bolster their “management” program to account for this change.
Table: 3. Summary of MCPA METT Scores (October 2008) 
	Status/Region/Name of MCPA
	SCORE
	Status/Region/Name of MCPA
	SCORE

	Zapovedniks - Arctic 
	
	Caspian Sea 
	

	Bolshoi Arktichesky 
	29
	Astrakhansky 
	62

	Gydansky 
	40
	Dagestansky 
	44

	Kandalakshsky 
	37
	Baltic
	

	Kandalakshsky 
	42
	Ingermnanlandskiy Zapovednik 
	12

	Nenetsky 
	36
	Regional zakazniks 
	30

	U-Lensky 
	49
	National Parks
	

	Taimyrsky
	50
	Kurshskaya Kosa 
	63

	Wrangel Island
	47
	Sochinsky 
	59

	Far East 
	
	Federal Zakazniks
	

	Botchinsky 
	37
	Franz-Josef Land 
	29

	Dzhugdzhursky 
	35
	Nenetsky 
	28

	Far Eastern Marine
	63
	Nizhne-Obskiy 
	13

	Kronotsky 
	58
	Severnaya Zemlya 
	13

	Komandorsky 
	57
	Yuzhno-Kamchatsky 
	28

	Koryaksky
	42
	Malye Kurily 
	34

	Kurilsky 
	55
	Tumninskiy 
	13

	Lazovsky
	54
	Agrakhansky
	41

	Magadansky
	51
	Priazovsky 
	19

	Poronaisky 
	43
	Samursky
	13

	Sikhote-Alinsky 
	56
	
	


32. The GEF has funded a number of projects focusing on the PA estate at an ecoregional level in Russia (Altay Sayan mountains, Kamchatka meadows, forests, tundra and taiga ecoregions, Taimyr central Siberian tundra forests, Volga river wetlands, Komi – Ural mountain taiga and tundra).  This support has sought to enhance the management effectiveness and sustainability of 28 federal and regional protected areas covering an area of 15 million hectares.  Within the programming framework for GEF IV, the Russian government and UNDP are currently preparing three new projects, which aim at catalyzing the sustainability of the national protected area system by addressing remaining representation gaps: (i) Ural montane forest tundra and taiga and Scandinavian and Russian taiga in Republic of Komi – this has been approved and has already started its implementation; (ii) marine and coastal ecoregions- approved as part of January WP; and (iii) Steppe conservation and management – approved as part of November WP 2008.  This strategy – which aims to strengthen subsystems of protected areas at the ecoregional level—is necessary in the Russian context given the size of the territory, the country’s governance structure, its immense diversity, and the heterogeneity of land use models and development challenges.  The Government has requested UNDP assistance in designing and implementing this FSP, due to UNDP’s track record both in Europe and the CIS and globally in developing the enabling environment for protected area establishment and management in terms of the policy context, governance, institutional capacity and management know-how. 
I.2. Socio-economic context  

33. The socio-economic context of Russia’s MCPA is changing almost as quickly as is Russia’s economic and social indicators.  Russia ended 2007 with its ninth straight year of growth, averaging 7% annually since the financial crisis of 1998. Although high oil prices and a relatively cheap ruble initially drove this growth, since 2003 consumer demand and investment have played a significant role. Over the last six years personal incomes have achieved real gains more than 12% per year. During this time, poverty has declined steadily and the middle class has continued to expand. 

Table 4: Russian Federation’s human development index (HDI) 2005
	HDI value


	Life expectancy at birth 

(years)
	Adult literacy rate  (% ages 15 and older)
	Combined school enrollment ratio 

(%)
	GDP per capita

(PPP US$)



	1. Iceland (0.968)


	1. Japan (82.3)


	1. Georgia (100.0)


	1. Australia (113.0)
	1. Luxembourg (60,228)

	65. Mauritius (0.804)
	117. Kyrgyzstan (65.6)
	8. Kazakhstan (99.5)
	29. Hungary (89.3)


	56. South Africa (11,110)

	67. Russian Federation (0.802)
	119. Russian Federation (65.0)


	10. Russian Federation (99.4)


	31. Russian Federation (88.9)


	58. Russian Federation (10,845)

	68. Albania (0.801)
	120. Sao Tome and Principe (64.9)
	11. Ukraine (99.4)


	32. Barbados (88.9)
	59. Mexico (10,751)


34. The HDI for Russian Federation is 0.802, which gives the country a rank of 67th out of 177 countries with data (Table 2). Exports of goods and services by Russia as a % of GDP has doubled between 1990 and 2005, from 18% to 35% - much of this increase is due to the export of increasingly valuable natural resources such as oil, gas, timber and diamonds.  The HDI trends tell an important story: Russia has recovered to the economic and social level it maintained before the fall of the Soviet Union. The socio-economic context of Russia’s MCPA is characterized overall by an extremely low population density, as summarized in Table 5. Over 50% of the 35 MCPA occur in districts with a population density under 1 person/km2 and over 90% of the MCPA occur in districts with a population density under 10 persons/km2. Six MCPA districts have a population density over 10 persons/km2. 
Table 5. Summary outline of population density context for MCPA. 

	Federal MCPA
	Range of population densities for administrative areas surrounding MCPA (persons/km2)

	
	<0.1
	0.1-1.0
	1.1-10
	10.1-100
	>100

	# of MCPA in different population densities.
	8
	9
	10
	4
	2


35. The 50% of MCPAs that can be found in the least populated administrative regions of Russia includes mostly the zapovedniks and zakazniks in the Russian Arctic and the northern Russian Far East. Commander Island Zapovednik (CIZ) is a good example of this kind of MCPA.  On the Sea of Japan coast, Sakhalin and Kuril Islands and White Sea coastal areas, the population density ranges between 1 – 10 persons/km2.  Far East Marine Zapovednik (FEMZ) is a good example of an MCPA located in moderately populated and urbanized area.  In general there is an apparent trend for further decrease of permanent population on the coasts of the Russian Arctic and Far Eastern Seas.  A remarkably different situation is on the Caspian, Black/ Azov and especially Baltic Sea coast where MCPAs are surrounded by densely populated areas with developed industrial, agricultural and tourism infrastructure. Two coastal national parks occupy the most populated areas (> 100 persons/km2). However even in remote and scarcely populated areas the MCPAs may have local communities close or even within the protected area such as the Commander Islands, the Seven Islands Archipelago of the Kandalakshsky Zapovednik in the Barents Sea, Nizhne-Obsky Zakaznik, Ust’-Lensky Zapovednik).  At least six (20%) MCPA exist in almost total wilderness (Franz-Josef Land, archipelagoes of Bolshoi Arktichesky Zapovednik, Severnaya Zemlya, Wrangel Island, Yamskie Islands of Magadansky Zapovednik, Dzhugdzhursky Zapovednik). 
36. Twenty-three (75%) of the MCPA are located in districts where hunting and fishing are primary economic activities involving the local population (and the MCPA). The importance of fishery sector’s contribution to the Russian Gross Domestic Product (0.3% in 2006) is tiny compared to the importance of the fishery sector to local communities and coastal areas, where it takes on significance for small businesses and subsistence purposes.  Russian fisheries are divided into three main categories, namely the industrial, the recreational, and the subsistence fishery for indigenous people.  There is also a small category for scientific, educational and replenishment purposes.
37. Russia’s coastal and marine areas support some of the world’s richest fisheries. Russia is among the top ten countries in the world with respect to marine and inland capture fisheries, and a significant player in terms of processing and trade.  According to the Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, the government has set a goal for fish production at 4.7 million metric tons in 2010, 50% above current production levels, with most of the gains coming from aquaculture.
38. Russian wild fish catch in 2007 declined by approximately 3% from 2006 levels. The Federal Agency of Fisheries (FAF) has placed a high priority in improving the efficiency and profitability of the Russian fishery sector, including changes in the quota distribution system, renovation of the fishing infrastructure, and combating poaching.  The FAF’s goal is to double Russia’s total catch from the current 3.4 million tons to 6.58 million tons. To spur investment in new fishing vessels and equipment and to promote long-term sustainable fishing practices, the Government recently announced a doubling in the time period from 5 to 10 years for which fishing quotas will be issued to fishing entities. The important contributions of MCPA to the health and sustainability of coastal fisheries have been repeatedly recognized for CIZ, FEMZ, Astrakhansky, Dagestansky, Nenetsky, Ust’Lensky, Kurilsky Zapovedniks and Malye Kurily Zakaznik. It may potentially play such a role for the Baltic MCPAs. However no quantitative assessment of the contribution of MCPA has yet been made. 
39. Fifteen of the 28 administrative regions with MCPA have important ports, including Russia’s biggest port of St. Petersburg with oil terminals of Primorsk, Vysotsk and a big developing port of Ust’-Luga. Astrakhansky Zapovednik and Kurshskaya Kosa national park are located close to such big ports as Astrakhan and Kaliningrad. Twelve of the 28 regions where the federal MCPAs are located have active off-shore oil and gas exploration, production and/or shipping as one of the main economic activities. 

40. Russia holds the world's largest natural gas reserves and the eighth largest oil reserves. Russia is also the world's largest exporter of natural gas, the second largest oil exporter and the third largest energy consumer.  Producing and prospective Russian oil and gas reserves are located in areas contiguous to or overlapping with many of Russia’s MCPA in the Caspian, Barents, Kara and East Siberian Seas and in the Sea of Okhotsk near Sakhalin Island and the Kamchatka Peninsula.  The trends for exploitation of these reserves angle dramatically upward, with significant expansion of shipping ports, pipelines and drilling infrastructure.  
41. Shipping in some parts of Russia is increasing dramatically.  Russian shipments of petroleum products from the Barents and Baltic Seas have increased eightfold since 2000.  With the inauguration of the Shtokman Natural Gas Field in the Barents Sea, shipping volumes of LNG will increase dramatically.  The same can be said of shipping volumes in Peter the Great Bay in the Russian Far East. Shipping traffic passing the Bay will increase dramatically with the completion of the terminus for the trans-Russia pipeline. 

42. Russia’s recently approved national social and economic development plan “Concept on Long-Term Social and Economic Development in the Russian Federation” supports these trends and emphasizes Arctic initiatives.  Government adopted the long-term plan October 1, 2008 and it is in effect until 2020. New offshore hydrocarbon fields are to be opened in the Arctic and oil and gas production boosted.  Fish catch will be increased and shipping along the Northern Sea Route revitalized. 

43. According to the programme, the development of the Russian Arctic shelf will be emphasized, with more exploration, the opening of new oil and gas fields, and subsequent increase of Russian shelf reserves.  Arctic reserves will increase to three billion tons of oil and five trillion cubic meters of gas by year 2020.  Similarly the plan calls for an increase in fish catch and processing.  By year 2017, catch of marine resources will increase by up to 20% and processing by 30% by 2015. The competitiveness of the Northern Sea Route is also to be improved with investments in port and navigation infrastructure, including a joint Arctic shipping control and security system by 2015.

44. Eco-tourism. Nine of the 29 areas where the federal MCPAs are located have tourism as an important developing activity.  There are few figures by which to track the evolving tourism sector in Russia, especially the eco and hunting/fishing tourism industry.  Anecdotal evidence and reports from various MCPA indicate a sharp increase in unorganized tourism to parts of Russia’s coastal zone as average Russians seek out new domestic tourism destinations.
45. The mega-investment projects for the 2014 Olympic Games in Sochi are being implemented in the Sochinsky national park area. In the Kaliningrad Oblast (Kurshskaya Kosa NP) the number of tourists/year increased from 164,000 in 1997 to 311,000 in 2004 and is now approaching 1 million.  In the Republic of Karelia the number of tourists increased from 1.29 million in the year 2000 to 1.7 million in the year 2006.  This basically refers to the entire region but apparent increase may be also seen on the White Sea coast.  

46. In the northernmost coast of Karelia in Louhi district (Kandalakshsky zapovednik and zakazniks Poliarnyi Krug and Keretsky Ramsar Wetland) the development of nature tourism is particularly apparent. The number of unorganized kayaking and fishing tourists is a relatively stable 10,000/year, while the organized tourism sector is growing.  In the economically depressed area with a total population of 5,000) the four tourism companies (offering diving, yachting and fishing) established in 2000-2001 provide now about 30 jobs for local people (Spiridonov et al., 2008).  However, since a considerable segment of nature tourism is in the informal economy there is little reliable data on other important coastal areas where MCPA are located and tourism is developing.  MCPA have a positive impact on the sustainability of tourism, protecting the coastal recreational resources which otherwise would undergo rapid degradation.  However, partnership and cooperation with tour-operators working in the areas adjacent to MCPA is very limited and needs to be developed. 

I.3. Policy and legislative context

Policy context:

47. The country prepared its National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) in 2001, through which it defined national biodiversity conservation priorities and laid out a programme for addressing the identified biodiversity conservation requirements and promoting the sustainable and equitable use of biodiversity.  The establishment and effective management of protected areas as instruments of in situ biodiversity conservation are central features of the NBSAP.  The NBSAP clearly outlines coastal and marine areas as a national conservation priority.

48. In 2002, the Government of Russia promulgated the Ecological Doctrine of the Russian Federation. The Doctrine presents an integrating framework for maintaining a healthy environment and providing for sustainable development in the country.  It is based upon the Constitution of the Russian Federation, federal legislation and regulations, and international conventions and agreements to which Russia is a party. It sets forth the government’s strategic goals, which include the conservation of natural ecosystems for their life supporting functions and contribution to sustainable development.  The conservation and restoration of ecosystems and associated biodiversity, and the promotion of sustainable use of resources, are central to the Doctrine.

49. Two policy decisions of the Russian government had a direct impact on the development of the national protected areas system.  The Government Resolution dated 2001 called for the expansion of the national PA system and establishment of new federal reserves and national parks during the period from 2001 to 2010.  Implementation of this plan is the responsibility of the MNRE.  In May 2005 the Government issued a resolution requesting the MNRE to develop a national PA development strategy.  Adoption of the state strategy should help enhancing effectiveness of protected areas and establishing a viable and coordinated system of protected areas.  A set of strategic objectives and principles were elaborated.  However, development of the Strategy has not been completed yet and requires input from professional conservationist community and protected areas managers as well as best practices and lessons from concrete demonstration projects implemented in the protected areas.

Legal Context 

50. National level: At the federal level, the legal framework for protected area management and conservation is based on the Constitution of the Russian Federation, Ecological Doctrine of the Russian Federation (2002), Federal Law “On Protected Areas” (1995) as well as on the Russia’s commitments in the framework of international agreements and conventions.  Other important pieces of federal legislation that affect protected areas system include the Law on Fisheries (2004), the Water Code (2006), the Law on Fauna (1995 with revisions) and the Administrative Code. 
51. The management of Russia’s protected area network has been influenced by extensive and ongoing administrative reform in Russia, which introduced and continues to introduce changes to the interagency division of responsibilities at the federal and regional levels, and to the delegation of management authority and responsibility to the regional and local levels.  Broad policy changes were introduced into the protected areas legislation through a series of revisions to the 1995 Federal Law (2001, 2004, 2005).  More authority over management of regional PA was decentralized and delegated to the region.  At the same time, through a stricter control from the federal level, regional governments were forced to get their regional PA networks in compliance with the national legislation, land tenure legislation being the most important issue. 
52. These reforms have exposed shortfalls in protected area management capacity, including a lack of experienced staff and capacities for PA management for both federal and regional-level protected areas.  In addition, poor harmonization of the law with other federal legislation hampers PA management: contradictions between the Law on Protected areas and Land Code have led to many cases where the federal government owns land and other natural resources located within the boundaries of regional PA.  Reforms have also resulted in a loss of federal funding for regional-level PA, burdening already over-stretched regional budgets. 
53. Marine protected areas are largely regulated by legislation described in Table 6.  It should be noticed however, that this legislation is general in its content and, with rare exception, does not take into account the specificity or complexity of marine protected area management to ensure an adequate conservation of the marine biodiversity. 
Table 6: Federal legislation relevant to MCPA management. 

	Federal Legislation/Policy relevant to MCPA
	Baseline – what does the law/policy provide for and its relevance for MCPA
	Gaps

	Law on Protection of Natural Environment
	The basic umbrella law on the environment.  It is the general policy framework for PA, defines the standards for environmental quality, and provides a basis for federal PA and activities permitted in them. 
	Does not recognize the specific and growing needs of biodiversity conservation in Russia’s marine and coastal areas. 

	Law On Strictly Protected Nature Areas 
	The principal legislation on PA, it establishes permanent federal ownership over federal PA in the new Russian Federation, the PA categories, responsibilities of federal and regional authorities, and the general order of their implementation and enforcement. The law enables the establishment of regional level nature reserves and other types of PA. The law requires fines/fees collected in federal PA to be re-invested in the PA themselves. 
	Allows for strategic partnerships and collaboration with other stakeholders, but does not provide any guidance or policy on how to develop and implement these.  

	Water Code
	Introduces the notion of “specially protected aquatic zone” and its equivalence to the “specially protected nature area”
	No specific rules and norms of implementation and management of “specially protected aquatic zones” are given.

	Law On the Continental Shelf of the Russian Federation
	Establishes option of implementation on the continental shelf of specially protected nature areas of the same categories as on land. Imposes restrictions on certain activities on the continental shelf within the strictly protected nature areas.  
	Does not provide specific options for establishing MCPA.

	Law On Fishery and Protection of Marine and Aquatic Bio-resources
	Introduces the notion of the fishery refuge zones, which opens the door for closer cooperation between MCPA and the fishery sector.  
	Contains no specific norms on MCPA or how these fish refuge zones could be combined with existing PA where appropriate.


54. The relatively new Russian “Federal Law on Fisheries and Protecting Biological Resources of the Seas” (Dec 2004) provides significant support for and generates new opportunities to develop and implement an ecosystem-based conservation-oriented framework for fisheries management.  Three articles are particularly relevant to the project.  Article 33 states that “there shall be basin-by-basin scientific business councils formed for every fisheries basin, for the purpose of preparing suggestions on how to protect aquatic bio-resources, including suggestions for the distribution of quotas for the harvesting (catching) of aquatic bio-resources. This is significant in that it marks the first time Russian law has called for stakeholder councils to have input to fishery resource management, which is of importance to those MCPA with fishery management issues.  The law also allows for individual internal fisheries councils to be formed at the regional oblast level within the Russian Federation.  How to form and operate these councils is a task left up to the federal agency within the executive branch that is responsible for legally regulating fisheries and protecting aquatic bio-resources. 
55. Article 48 calls for zones to be set aside for protecting fisheries: “Zones shall be set aside for the purpose of creating conditions that will allow for the reproduction of aquatic bio-resources, and there will be limitations to all business and other activity within these zones.”  The article defines a fish-protection zone as “an aquatic or marine area important to a fishery that warrants special management and/or protection.” Article 49 for the first time establishes fishery refuges as an important part of fisheries management in Russia.  The article states that:  “Aquatic and marine regions of importance to fisheries, or for the protection of valuable species of aquatic bio-resources may be declared as special refuges for managing fisheries.”  In fact the fishery refuge zones are much more than simply no fishing areas as their establishing implies regulation of activities other than fishing or other harvesting of aquatic biological resources.  Recently the Federal Agency of Fishery introduced a proposal for the statute that will specify how to establish and manage these zones.

56. Article 49 offers a new legal vehicle for establishing new specially managed areas or “fishery refuge zones” that have significant relevance to the national MCPA system. These fishery refuge zones may be established with reference to the provisions of Article 49, which allows for the regulation of various economic activities in order to reduce their impact on aquatic bio-resources and special marine areas, with particular rules for shipping which may be established according to maritime legislation.
57. The Law supersedes some earlier regulation in particular the Ministry of Fishery Industry of USSR (Minrybhoz) Order #349 (1986) that had been the primary legal instrument governing marine mammal protection and use in Russia. Marine mammal protection zones established according to the statute of 1986 remain “no fishing areas” but no other restrictions (i.e limitations on disturbance and over-flights, shipping, visiting of haulout areas) are applied. 
58. A number of important international agreements are in place to enhance such collaboration. Especially noteworthy is the Agreement on Cooperation in the Field of Environmental Protection signed in 1972 by the United States and the Soviet Union to provide a framework under which the two nations could collaborate on environmental issues of mutual interest.  The Agreement was renegotiated in 1994 to replace the U.S.S.R. with the Russian Federation as signatory.  Bilateral cooperation is carried out under 12 subject areas, including Area 5 of the agreement: “Conservation of nature and the organization of reserves.”  Different working groups are formed under Area 5, including Working Group 7 for sea otter conservation and management.  The 1976 U.S.-Russia Migratory Bird Convention is also relevant to species found in the CI.  Russia also has conventions with Japan and South Korea for the conservation of birds and their habitats that involve species found in the Russian Far East.  
I.4. Institutional context

59. Over twelve national-level governmental and quasi-governmental institutions have official responsibilities with direct relevance to the effective functioning of MCPA in Russia.  This institutional context of Russia’s MCPA is comprised of the interests of government authorities in: natural resources, protected areas, fisheries, border patrol, science and academics.  
Table 7.  Institutions with MCPA-relevant responsibilities. 
	#
	Institution
	Roles and responsibilities relevant to MCPA

	Natural Resources & Environment Sector

	1
	Ministry of Natural Resources  & Ecology (MNRE) 
	Develops policy, prepares and issues regulation, coordinates the process of planning, establishing and operating new MCPA.

	
	Department for State Policy on Environment
	Elaborates state policy on nature conservation.  It is the lead MNR department for international conventions and agreements and for monitoring and facilitating State implementation of international conventions and agreements.  Works with protected areas to refine and improve state protected area law and policy and secure additional financing for PA to meet international obligations.  

	2
	Department of Specially Protected Nature Areas of the MNRE
	Manages the system of federal PA with regard to strategy, financial planning, reporting, and staff policy. 

	3
	Federal Service for Natural Resource Management (Rosprirodnadzor) 
	Responsible for the control of environment and use of natural resources (except aquatic biological resource and game).  

	
	Regional directorates of Rosprirodnadzor
	Between 2004 and summer 2008 served an organizational oversight and coordination role w/respect to MCPA management.  They work closely with the federal PA in their particular region.  Until summer 2008 managed some federal PA (zakazniks and nature monuments) i.e. Franz-Josef Land, Mogilnoe Lake but this may be changed in the near future. 

	4
	Special Marine Inspection
	Responsible for enforcing marine mammal hunting laws and non-commercial fish protection laws.  Responsible for the enforcement of environment and natural resource regulation (except fisheries) at sea.  May be involved in the management of MCPA with no designated staff.  Currently in process of reorganization. 

	5
	Institute of Nature Conservation
	Prepares inventory of PA including MCPA; may be commissioned to develop general planning scheme and research in MCPA.

	
	Fishery and Agriculture Sectors
	

	6
	Federal Agency of Fisheries
	Develops fish management policy; approves fishing and hunting rules which may influence MCPA; proposes Total Allowable Catch, which includes catch in those parts of MCPA system where fishing is allowed. Important stakeholder (among other governmental institutions) in approving proposals for new MCPA and extension of existing PA.

	7
	Territorial Directorates of the Federal Agency of Fisheries
	Issue permits for commercial, recreational and subsistence (for indigenous people) fishing and other kinds of use of aquatic biological resources in the internal waters, territorial sea and EEZ including those parts of MCPA where fishery is allowed. Fish inspection departments within the territorial directorates are responsible for the enforcement of the regulation of fishery and protection of aquatic biological resources, including the control of no-fishing areas (former marine mammal protection zones) and, presumably fishery refuge zones once they are established The predecessor service of the present inspection cooperated with the administration of MCPA in enforcement of the adjacent areas.  Important stakeholders in approving proposals for new MCPA and extension of existing PA.

	8
	Basin federal state organisations “rybvods” (fishery monitoring organizations)
	Gather information on fish catch levels and activities at the basin scale, manage state owned hatcheries (some of them located close to the MCPA), monitor marine mammals haulouts including those adjacent to MCPA and, in particular in the resource use zone of the Commander Islands Biosphere Reserve. 

	9
	Regional Fishery Institutes (NIRO) 
	Conducts stock assessments for commercial species and research on marine mammals.  Responsible for waters around MCPA where capture fishery and other harvesting of biological resources is permitted. Participate in the review and approval process for new MCPA. 

	10
	Federal Service for Veterinary and Phytosanitary Control – “Rosselkhoznadzor” (subordinated to the Ministry of Agriculture)
	Enforces hunting in the wetlands (including internal marine waters and inland waters) and coastal areas adjacent to MCPA.  Enforces (until the end of 2008; then the function will be transferred to MNRE) and manages directly some coastal zakazniks having the federal status or nominated for this.  Principal coordinating institution with regard to the bird flu issues.  

	Transport and Security Sectors

	11
	Border Service of the Federal Security Service
	Key stakeholder in the approval of new and extending previously established federal MCPA with regard to marine waters. Responsible for law enforcement, including fishery regulations, in Russia’s EEZ and territorial seas.  Often cooperate with MCPA on marine patrol efforts.  

	12
	Federal Agency of the Maritime and Riverine Transport (Rosmorrechflot) 

Division of Rescue Operations and Accidental oil Spill Response
	Responsible for planning and implementing comprehensive prevention and response measures for oil and other hazardous material spills.  

	13
	Regional administrations/ governments
	May support federal MCPAs.  Administer regional MCPAs through relevant institutions. In the most developed case may have Ministries of Environment (Leningrad Oblast’) and or directorates of specially protected nature areas (for example in the Murmansk Oblast’ and Nenets Autonomous district) with staff and budget. 

	14
	Russian Academy of Sciences 


	Responsible for management of Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik. 


60. Natural Resources & Environment Sector.  The Ministry of Natural Resources & Ecology (MNRE) is the central institution for MCPA in Russia.  MCPA-relevant entities within the MNRE are: the Department for State Policy on Environment, the Directorate of Specially Protected Nature Areas of the MNRE, the Federal Service for Natural Resource Management (Rosprirodnadzor), the Regional directorates of Rosprirodnadzor, the Federal Service for Special Marine Inspection; and the Institute of Nature Conservation.  Through these organizations, the MNRE is responsible for developing policy, regulation, planning, establishing and operating MCPA.  The MNRE is responsible for the management of all of Russia’s federal MCPA with one exception: the Russian Academy of Sciences is responsible for the management of the Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik. 
61. Fishery and Agriculture Sector. Also of critical importance to MCPA in Russia is the Federal Agency of Fisheries (FAF).  FAF is responsible for the effective management of Russia’s marine and aquatic biological resources in areas surrounding MCPA or within multiple-use zones/buffer zones of some MCPA where fishing or other resource use is permitted. MCPA-relevant entities within the FAF are: Territorial Directorates of the FAF, Basin “rybvod” fishery monitoring organizations; Regional Fishery Institutes (NIRO); and the “Rosselkhoznadzor” (subordinated to the Ministry of Agriculture).  Combined, the FAF and its constituent parts develop fishery management policy, propose Total Allowable Catch for each commercial species, issue permits for commercial, recreational and subsistence fishing, marine mammal hunting and other kinds of aquatic biological resource use, monitor fisheries and enforce fishing regulations.  Under the supervision of the FAF, a variety of institutions are eligible to manage the marine mammal protection zones and fishery refuge zones created under the new Federal Law “On Fishery and Aquatic Biological Resources Protection” of 2004 (Law on Fisheries of 2004).

62. Transport and Security Sectors. The transport and security sector institutions are also important to MCPA in Russia with respect to their law enforcement and oil/hazardous spill response functions.  Included in this sector are the Border Service of the Federal Security Service and the Federal Agency of the Maritime and Riverine Transport (Rosmorrechflot) and its Division of Rescue Operations and Accidental Oil Spill Response.  

63. Table 8 summarizes the Capacity Development Scorecard scores for MNRE’s MCPA network.  The full scorecard can be found in Annex 2. The scorecard reflects results of the capacity assessment at the level of federal MCPA and thus provides integrated ratings. Integrated capacity development scores of the MCPA are slightly above 33% of the total possible scores. Various elements of the MCPA subset include federal and regional strictly protected areas and specially managed areas such as “marine mammal protection zones.”  If assessed individually, these elements would demonstrate different level of individual and institutional capacity (higher for most of the federal PA, lower for the regionally-managed PA) and these differences can be found above in the METT scores. The UNDP/GEF project will address and strengthen PA system capacity at all levels by proposing mechanisms for federal-regional collaboration and inter-agency learning, capacity building and knowledge transfer to address capacity gaps among various elements of the MCPA system.
Table 8:  Summary Capacity Development Indicator Score for MNRE’s MCPA network. 
	Strategic Areas of Support
	% of Actual Score of Total Possible Score

	
	Systemic
	Institutional
	Individual

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programme.
	59%
	33%
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes.
	33%
	26%
	33%

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among stakeholders
	50%
	50%
	33%

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge: Technical skills related to the requirements of the SPs and Conventions.
	66%
	100%
	33%

	5.  Capacity to monitor, evaluate and report and learn at the sector and project levels.
	33%
	50%
	33%

	Total
	43%
	38%
	33%


I.5. Threats, root causes and barriers analysis

64. The main threats to Russia’s marine biodiversity - ecologically harmful exploitation of animal and plant resources; invasive species; chronic and catastrophic oiling and hazardous material spills, and unregulated tourism development - represent a source of growing risks to species and ecosystem health. Russia’s MCPA face significant change as Russia’s fishery sector continues to evolve, as more natural resources such as oil and natural gas are exploited, and as climate change opens Russia’s normally ice-bound coastline for longer periods each year allowing increased shipping and resource exploration. This evolving threat context will require Russia’s national system of protected areas to expand so as to include some of the critical coastal and marine biodiversity (species, habitats, ecosystems), to apply new risk management strategies and meet new challenges to MCPA management.  The project is designed to complement the governmental efforts to expand the marine protected area system and strengthen its management effectiveness.
Over-arching Threat: Climate instability

65. In years past, the Arctic’s extreme climate and long cold winters served as a kind of protective moat, buffering the region from excessive anthropogenic impacts felt more acutely further south.  Now, not only is the Arctic’s climate less of a barrier, but climate instability itself has become the main overarching threat to biodiversity and ecosystem resilience. Climate change is perhaps the largest overarching threat to Russia’s coastal and marine protected areas, and this is especially so along Russia’s Arctic and Nearctic coastline, where nearly one-half of Russia’s thirty-five protected areas occur.  Dramatic climate and other changes now underway are threatening the resiliency and sustainability of the Arctic’s biodiversity and the overall balance of its ecosystems.  Continued rapid change in the Arctic will have global repercussions affecting the planet’s biodiversity and critical ecosystem services.  

66. The impact of climate instability on Arctic biodiversity already is being witnessed and much larger impacts expected (with significant regional variation) over this century.  There are places in the Arctic that are warming 5–10x the rate of the rest of the planet.  By 2100, the Arctic is expected to warm 3-5° C over land and 7° C over the oceans, contributing to dramatic changes in its ecosystems
.  Predicted impacts include a more than 50% decline in the extent of summer sea ice and the displacement of existing Arctic species and ecosystems (e.g. polar deserts and tundra) as southern species and ecosystems expand northward and all species distributions shift with unforeseen consequences.  Much of the recent observed change (e.g., 39% reduction in summer sea ice extent in 2007) has outpaced climate model predictions, suggesting that these models are conservative.  
67. Although climate change is placing increasing pressure on the resiliency and sustainability of Arctic biodiversity, it is not the only stressor. Others include: current and the potential chronic and castastrophic oiling and hazardous spills; invasive species; increased shipping and air traffic; and regional development such as oil and gas exploration and production.  Oil and gas development is expected to play a particularly important role in the future, as the Arctic is estimated to contain a quarter of the world’s remaining oil and gas reserves.  Already, 10% of the world’s oil and 25% of the world’s natural gas is produced in the Arctic, with the majority coming from the Russian Arctic
. 

68. Table 9 ranks the relevance of each one of the three threats to each one of the 35 MCPA on a scale of 1-3.  The analysis shows that nearly all MCPA face these threats at one level or another.  The Commander Islands MCPA faces nearly all of these main threats and was chosen to demonstrate MCPA capacity response to these threats. 

Table 9.  Main threats to Russia’s marine biological diversity and their relevance to each one of Russia’s Marine Protected Areas (MCPA).  

	Type/#
	Name of MCPA
	Threats and their ranking 1-3/MCPA

	
	
	Illegal commercial fishing.
	Invasive species.
	Over harvesting of wild animals and plants.
	Chronic, catastrophic oiling and hazardous materials pollution.
	Increasing pressure from tourism.

	Zapovedniki
	
	
	
	
	

	1. 
	Astrakhansky
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1

	2.
	Bolshoi Arktichesky
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2 
	NA

	3. 
	Dagestansky
	
	
	1
	
	NA

	4.
	Dalnevostochny Morskoi
	1
	1
	1
	2 
	1

	5.
	Dzhugdzhursky
	1
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	6. 
	Gydansky
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3
	2

	7.
	Kandalakshsky
	0
	3
	1
	1
	2

	8.
	Komandorsky (Commander Islands)
	1
	1
	1
	2
	3

	9.
	Koryaksky
	1
	NA
	2
	2
	NA

	10.
	Kronotsky
	2
	NA
	NA
	2
	1 

	11.
	Kurilsky
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2

	12.
	Lazovsky
	NA
	3
	1
	2
	1

	13.
	Magadansky
	1
	NA
	1 
	3
	3

	14.
	Nenetsky
	1
	NA
	1
	1
	NA

	15. 
	Poronaisky
	2
	3
	1
	3
	NA

	16.
	Sikhote-Alinsky
	1
	3
	1
	2
	2

	17. 
	Taimyrsky
	NA
	NA
	2
	NA
	NA

	18.
	Ust-Lensky
	NA
	NA
	1
	NA
	NA

	19.
	Wrangel Island
	NA
	3
	2
	3
	3

	National Parks
	
	
	
	
	

	20. 
	Kurshskaya Kosa
	NA
	1 
	2
	1
	1

	21. 
	Sochinsky
	NA
	1 
	1
	1
	1

	Zakazniks
	
	
	
	
	

	22.
	Agrakhansky
	1
	1
	1
	2
	NA

	23.
	Franz Josef Land
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1 
	3

	24.
	Maliye Kurily
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2

	25. 
	Nenetsky
	NA
	
	1
	1
	NA

	26. 
	Nizhne-Obsky
	1
	3
	1
	1
	NA

	27.
	Priazovsky
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	28.
	Samursky
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3

	29.
	Severozemelsky
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2
	2

	30. 
	Tumninsky
	1
	3
	1
	3
	3

	31. 
	Yuzhno-Kamchatsky
	1
	NA
	NA
	2
	3


Ranking: 

1 – high present threat;    2 – medium present threat;   3 – minimal present but significant future threat; 

NA – Not applicable.

Threat #1:  Over- exploitation of animal and plant species in marine and coastal zones.

69. National: One of the most widespread threats to marine biodiversity is over-exploitation of animal and plant species in marine and coastal zones.  This takes the form of two distinct types of activities:  (i) commercial fishing in protected marine areas; and (ii) harvesting of plant and animal resources by local communities for largely subsistence purposes.  
70. With respect to commercial fishing activities, MCPA are exposed to a variety of types of fishing vessels, (long liners, trawlers, snyrrevauders, driftnetters, and set nets) or dive boats and small fishing vessels harvesting valuable marine invertebrates.  Approximately 50% of MCPA are located near cities, towns or villages and they struggle with managing subsistence use on a sustainable basis.  The ability of MCPA to address this threat successfully hinges upon the MCPA’ ability to develop strategic partnerships with other government agencies and stakeholders at the federal, regional and local levels. 
71. The issue of subsistence use in at least half of the MCPA including CIZ and FEMZ is perceived as a risk, which if it goes unmanaged, will likely result in future loss of biological diversity and/or ecosystem function. In the CIZ, most local people do not have boats large enough to fish more than one kilometer from shore and so local fishing is limited to near coastal zone and nearby rivers. Birds and bird eggs are harvested in areas, but the precise level of this use is unknown. This traditional subsistence gathering of seabird eggs is insufficiently monitored and poorly controlled. For example, in the CIZ, adult puffins and their eggs, as well as gull eggs are harvested according to quotas set years ago, though there is no systematic program to monitor the impact of these quotas and harvest practices. 

72. In the Peter the Great Bay (PGB) commercial fishing is performed by several companies using small trawlers and snyrrevauders. These vessels are based in several harbours in the vicinity of the FEMZ (Popov, Slavyanka, Posiet). The effort is moderate and the companies usually comply with the boundaries of the zapovednik.  A real problem are poachers who use diving equipment to harvest sea cucumbers (and to lesser extent scallops) and to set nets for crabs.  The scale of this threat is significant: in the PGB sea cucumber population density decreased so that commercial harvesting became officially prohibited.  Poaching is a seasonal phenomenon mostly associated with the cold and stormy time of the year.  The boats of poachers are often equipped with more powerful engines than the rangers’ boats and pushing them out of the protected area often remains the only applicable tactic of protection.  Other poaching targets include winter crab using pots by medium size fishing vessels and rubber boats. Set pots are extremely difficult to find and recover.

Threat #2:  Chronic and catastrophic oiling and hazardous material spills.
73. The impacts on biodiversity from hydrocarbon and other hazardous material pollution can be immediate and catastrophic or long-term and chronic.  Immediate and catastrophic impacts include mortality from oiled feathers or fur or deadly poisoning.  Long-term and chronic impacts take the form of slow poisoning, which reduces the reproductive potential of adult individuals, affects the natural sex ratios of offspring, reduces infant survival rates, and changes the availability of prey and food resources. Global climate change and the world’s increasing demand for natural resources are driving this emerging and growing threat to Russia’s marine and coastal biodiversity.   The newest study of the Arctic ice cap found that it faded in the summer of 2005 to its smallest size ever observed during the satellite record (since 1978).
  With this drop in the extent of ice cover comes a rising potential for Arctic navigation.  It is thought that the long-sought shortcut from Europe to Asia across the top of Canada or Russia could open for shipping in 20 years
.  At the same time, oil exploration activity continues to apace along Russia’s Pacific, Arctic and Caspian coastlines.  
74. Russia is currently in the middle of a boom in oil and gas development on the marine shelf. During Soviet times, the development of marine oil resources began in the 1920s but efforts were concentrated on the oil resources of the Caspian Sea and to a lesser extent the Black Sea and the Sea of Azov. Other areas of Russian shelf remained insufficiently explored for over 50 years. Only in the 1980s, with the extension of geological surveys Russia’s western Arctic and the Far East, were the first assessments of Russian marine oil-gas potential obtained.  Indeed, now it is estimated that one quarter of the remaining undiscovered petroleum resources are in the Arctic.  

75. The continental shelf of Russia encompasses at least five million km2: about 90% of this area is considered promising for oil-gas. Hydrocarbon and chemical pollution related to oil and gas development and transport and cargo shipping are a present or imminent threat to nearly all MCPA, for some are located either near industrial centres or ports, some are close to the mouths of rivers transporting pollution. Currently oil and gas production is ongoing off the coast of Kurshskaya Kosa National Park, in the Caspian Sea, in the Pechora Sea, in Obskaya Guba near Nizhne-Obsky Reserve and off northeastern Sakhalin where a reserve for the Western Pacific Gray whales was proposed. The terminus of the major “East Siberia – Pacific” pipeline originally was planned to be located only 30 km from the Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik and these plans were changed only after strong public pressure and a comprehensive state ecological expert panel review
. In the next 10 years the development may start in the Barents Sea close to the Kandalaksha Zapovednik, on the West Kamchatka shelf and in the Magadan area. The portion of the coastline affected directly by the development (rigs, pipeline landfalls, terminals) will be negligible compared to the potential impact from the transportation. In the White Sea and the Barents Sea region the transport of oil will increase by an order of magnitude from 2010-2012 as will the transport along the coast of the Sea of Japan where the Sikhote-Alinsky, Lazovskiy and the Far Eastern Marine MCPA are located.  

76. An oil spill in the Onega Bay in the vicinity of the planned national park “Onezhskoe Pomorie” and the recent much more severe oil spills between Hokkaido and South Kuril Islands in winter 2006 and in the Kerch Strait in November 2007 which has affected the wetlands of Taman’ Peninsula included in the Tamano-Zaporozhskiy zakaznik
 clearly demonstrated the lack of preparedness of the MCPA to this growing threat. As global warming opens the Arctic to more shipping and natural resource exploitation grows in Russia, the future is one of increasing risk to the biological diversity and ecosystem integrity of Russia’s MCPAs. 
77. Commander Islands: Like many MPA, the Commander Islands face increasing risk of chronic and catastrophic oiling, hazardous spills, and other kinds of pollution events.  For example, in 2004 a large ship container full of plastic polymer washed up on the beaches of the Reserve.  The tank had broken loose from a cargo ship hundreds of kilometers away.  The tank leaked polymer into coastal waters until the Reserve crew decided to burn it.  

78.  Far East Marine Zapovednik: In particular areas of FEMZ the concentration of hydrocarbons in the water and sediments may be increased due to upstream sources of pollution (in particular in the south of FEMZ near the mouth of Tumen River) or harbour based pollution. To date, there have been no oil spills. Although the planned location of the “East Siberia – Pacific” pipeline terminus was moved further north away from FEMZ, the resulting tanker traffic passing by FEMZ to/from this pipeline terminus will increase tenfold in the next 5 years.  Consequently large-scale oil spills remain a potential threat.  Marine debris on the shores of FEMZ already seriously affects the naturalness of the area.  

79. Ingerman-landsky Zapovednik: To date, no oil or chemical spills have been recorded within the planned IZ.  There are at least five major ports operating and/or under construction within Russia’s portion of the Gulf of Finland (GoF). St. Petersburg seaport is experiencing booming development of new pipeline systems and loading capacity.  The port of Primorsk specializes in oil export and is the terminus of the Baltic Pipeline System. Oil exports from this port total 12 million tonnes/year with construction underway to double this capacity.  The port of Vysotsk is located on the largest island of Vysotsly Archipelago 90 km from St. Petersburg and 50 km from Finland. The port of Vyborg is located at the confluence of the Vuoksa River, the GoF, and Saima Lake. A fifth port is under construction called the Marine Trade Port Ust’- Luga.
80.  The regional navigation safety system in the GoF is under development. An oil spill response unit is established in the port of Primorsk. The construction and modernization of Russian seaports in the GoF will double the volume of petroleum transported across the Gulf in the near future. This will be a considerable potential threat for the MCPAs located in the region. Additional risks are associated with the use of small shuttle tankers of the “river-sea” type.  For example, the assessment made for the Port of Vysotsk shows that hazardous material spills of up to 13 km2 (depending on the type of spill) may be expected, presenting a real threat to the ecosystem of the GoF and nearby Vyborgsky Nature Reserve. Neither Russian authorities nor private corporations, or any international organization are prepared to respond rapidly to a large oil spill. Insurance requirements and financial responsibility mechanisms are totally insufficient to support the necessary investment in rescue operations, rehabilitation of coastal landscapes and ecosystems and related compensation should a large spill occur.  
81. Most of the IZ’s marine area under protection is limited to the 10 m depth contour and most shipping routes are located on the distances 1400 to 31800 m from the offshore boundary of the IZ.  Only the protected marine area around Seskar Island is located 400 m from the shipping lane while Hali Island lies on the distance of 150 m from the shipping route.  Many other MCPAs and other coastal reserves in the GoF are very close to the shipping lines and may be variously impacted by increasing tankers and other cargo vessels traffic.  Together with chronic, low-level “background” contamination, this represents one of the most serious threats for biodiversity and the new Ingermanland Zapovednik is intended to play a very important role in monitoring and mitigation of the ship and land based pollution in the region thus contributing to sustainable regional development.   
Threat #3:  Invasive species 

82. National level: The introduction of harmful aquatic species is a present or imminent threat for most of Russian marine reserves, which have no capacity for early warning and effective eradication of the invasive species.  American mink and Norway rats are present on the White Sea islands of the Kandalaksha Zapovednik and on the Kuril Islands (Kurilsky Zapovednik).  Norway rats are damaging the ecosystem of the Seven Islands Archipelago in the Barents Sea.  The increase in shipping in Russian coastal waters also increases the threat of alien species being introduced with ship hull fouling and the unchecked emission of ballast water.  Indeed, this resulted in the introduction of 17 species in the RFE - significantly more than in other East Asiatic ports.  No assessment has been done yet of their impact.  The construction of a planned new oil terminal in the RFE will mean a significant increase in shipping traffic and a corresponding increase in the risk of invasive species introductions.
83. In Commander Island Zapovednik, reindeer, house mice, red voles, American mink, and Norway rats are present on Bering Island.  Rats were introduced to Medniy Island years ago, and it is not known whether a population survives there or not. The invasive species already present on Bering Island and the potential introduction of invasive species onto other islands in the Commander archipelago poses a serious threat to birdlife and to tundra ecosystem health.  Norway rats, American mink, and red voles prey on ground-nesting birds by killing adult and young birds and/or eating the eggs.  Norway rats are the most serious threat in that they easily kill and eat both young and adult seabirds in their nests and can transmit disease to birds and marine mammals.  Norway rats are a voracious predator known to decimate seabird populations in other island ecosystems.  Wildlife officers in Alaska’s Aleutian Islands uncovered a rat den with over 100 seabird carcasses inside. People introduced reindeer to Bering Island to create a more reliable local meat supply. Reindeer remain an important part of the local peoples’ diet, with 300 harvested each year from a population of approximately 1,200. The challenge is to better manage the reindeer herd that is large enough to provide adequate food resources for the local people but that avoids overgrazing of the tundra ecosystem and/or trampling of sensitive bird nesting areas.  
84. The problem of alien species has not been specifically studied for FEMZ area due to insufficient funding.  However, 18 established marine alien species were recorded in the Peter the Great Bay and apparently some of them entered the protected area.  Introduced terrestrial species (boar, deer) are potentially a great threat for insular biota.  Currently grey rats were recorded only on small Vera Island (closest to the mainland), which may represent natural colonization. 

Threat #4: Increasing accessibility and unregulated development of tourism and recreation

85. Nature tourism or eco-tourism has grown increasingly rapidly as Russia’s economy has improved.  Nine of the twenty-nine regions where federal MCPA are located list tourism as an important local economic activity and are experiencing increasing pressure from un-organized and un-controlled tourism. The increasing frequency of illegal visitation to protected areas is resulting in littering, negative impact on coastal vegetation and disturbance of waterbirds and marine mammals. In addition, the ever extending reach of the oil industry, sport fishing, and the adventure tourist and recreation industries has made it much easier to access formerly inaccessible MCPA by ship or helicopter. 
86. The most destructive of all are such kinds of recreation as hunting or fishing tours organized for wealthy customers.  Helicopters available to VIP persons allow shooting geese while flying to the Kolguev Island, a candidate site for MCPA. Some tourist operators in the White Sea offer Spring or even Autumn geese hunting tours. Even when such hunting sessions are legal it is impossible to enforce hunting regulations in such remote places. Despite legal restrictions, unauthorized tourist visits to and overflights of marine mammal haulouts are reported yearly in Chukotka’s many MMPZ.  Disturbance of this sort can be devastating to these communities, causing panicked stampedes among the tightly packed animals that can easily crush newborn and young animals.  Along with other factors caused by climate change (more frequent storms) it can lead to a gradual decline in animal populations.  
87. In former times, most of Russia’s protected areas were off-limits to people.  There was no nature tourism.  Tourism only became a bigger issue during the transition, presenting a significant challenge to the MCPA across Russia that have no institutional history or expertise in managing tourism.  Of course, MCPA are experimenting with new permitting procedures and other proactive tourism management tools. It is common practice for FEMZ and the Kandalakshsky Zapovednik to give permission for diving groups to visit particular underwater sites of interests. However, the MCPA have little experience in developing effective rules for such tourists and their monitoring and enforcement is lacking. The impact of diving in the conditions of these MCPA remains poorly understood and assessed.
88. Organized ship-based tourism and visiting marine mammal haulouts is particularly common in Commander Islands, Wrangel Island, and the Franz-Josef land MCPA and in some MMPZ of the Russian Far East. These visits are best controlled on CIZ but even there it is not clear what are the trends and long-term impacts of the current tourist practices.  

89. With the increase in numbers of off-road vehicles, most of coastal areas of the Peter the Great Bay have become easily accessible, resulting in increasing pressure on FEMZ from unorganized tourism.  While the insular areas are protected from unauthorized visitors by their remoteness and the presence of rangers on the islands, FEMZ’s mainland coastline has become a desired destination for thousands of people on holidays.  The administration of FEMZ has to take serious measures together with the Special Police Force to press unauthorized visitors out of the buffer zone. 

Long-term solution and Barriers to achieving it.
90. The long-term solution is: a Marine and Coastal PA System of Russia that is ecologically representative, resilient to climate change and effectively managed.  Among the key impediments to the expansion of the Russian MCPA system are the low management effectiveness of existing MCPA, and their inability to demonstrate adaptive management in the face of development challenges.  The main impediments or barriers to the expansion of the Russian MCPA system and improved management effectiveness of existing MCPA are the following:

91. Systemic capacity barriers: Emphasis on a traditional one-sector approach to MCPA expansion will not be sufficient to achieve marine and coastal ecosystem conservation.  While expanding the MCPA network is an established government priority, the baseline approach to this expansion is too oriented towards the traditional environment and conservation sector, lacks innovation and is not carefully prioritized. Ecological and representation gaps are not critically assessed prior to expansion decisions. Apart from an overview of the system completed by WWF in 2007, there has never been a full-fledged strategic assessment and gap analysis of the coastal and marine ecosystems covered by the existing MCPA network.  Other important specially managed area designations, such as the Fishery Agency’s marine mammal protection zones, are not considered as part of the MCPA network and thus not included in the analysis of coverage and gaps and potential synergies. Approximately one third of the 35 MCPA have no marine areas under their jurisdiction, only coastlines.  Issues such as cost effectiveness and economic benefits (and costs) are not clearly highlighted during the preparatory process for new MCPA.  This is a significant barrier to MCPA expansion in modern Russia, where economic development is the primary goal.  In order to secure protection for additional marine areas, protected area stakeholders must make a convincing argument as to the economic and social benefits of protecting priority marine areas.  Perhaps most importantly, network expansion planning has not been strategic with respect to broader, land and seascape level processes and objectives, but rather are ad-hoc in nature, an issue that gains importance as new challenges come to the fore such as climate instability and its impact on species and ecosystems. 

92. Despite the importance of migratory species, the boundary-less nature of the marine environment, and the vast areas involved, MCPA are managed largely in isolation from the surrounding land and seascapes. There is minimal cooperation and co-ordination between conservation agencies, fishery and oil and gas sectors, and border patrol authorities at national and oblast levels. This absence of cooperation is critical when it comes to organizing effective monitoring and enforcement work as well as proactive, prevention-oriented efforts. It is particularly critical with respect to ecological information, given the important knowledge barriers facing managers of marine and coastal ecosystems.
93. Institutional capacity barriers: Several important factors result in inadequate cooperation and coordination among MCPA authorities and other resource management agencies responsible for resources in and around the MCPA. First, there is a tendency to view marine and coastal conservation as agency-specific problems, resulting in inadequate cooperation and coordination among MCPA authorities and other agencies responsible for resources in and around the MCPA.  The absence of effective coordination diminishes MCPA capacity at the network and individual level to monitor natural resource use or enforce fishing and hunting laws in areas bordering the MCPA.  In the absence of such a cooperative framework, their ability to mitigate primary threats to globally significant marine biological diversity is compromised significantly.  Capacity shortfalls have important consequences for MCPA functionality and effectiveness. Capacity shortfalls present an even bigger challenge in a context of system expansion, where it may become increasingly difficult to identify adequate numbers of qualified personnel. Limited capacities are currently preventing effective enforcement, or even clear understanding, of existing legislation and associated regulations.  The PA system in Russia experiences tremendous problems with attracting and keeping good qualified scientific and management personnel on staff.  This is a significant barrier to strengthening management effectiveness.  In former times, zapovednik staff were regularly recruited from among the graduates of the best universities and natural resource academies in Russia.  These institutions had long-term traditions of cooperating with specific protected areas, but this tradition was broken during the difficult transition years. 

94. Know-how barriers and low individual capacity for MCPA management: This includes information deficiencies, absence of know-how to address specific threats (e.g. invasive species or hazardous contaminants), and lack of effective co-management and enforcement models.  Although scientific institutions in Russia have conducted much research on the ecology and biodiversity of Russia’s marine areas, seldom have this data been incorporated into MCPA management planning. Practical monitoring methodologies for wildlife and ecosystem health are poorly developed, resulting in significant data gaps in nearly every MCPA.  Those that do exist tend to rely on an unrealistic level of highly technical, scientific input and not enough on local capacity and partnerships. As a result, MCPA are not able to apply basic, adaptive management practices. Isolation of MCPA staff from one another and from the outside world prevents MCPA staff from learning and adopting new and better PA management experiences and practices.  This is caused in part by poorly developed mechanisms for exchanging information and experiences among MCPA in Russia and internationally by language barriers that prevent staff from accessing new thinking, management practices and conservation methods available in the international arena. In most MCPA there is a paucity of data and information on priority species numbers and condition, local resource use, and trends regarding current and emerging threats.  This lack of basic, reliable information available for decision-makers is a significant barrier that hampers the planning, development and effective management of MCPA system. MCPA management requires some specialized expertise in the technical areas and new, more “fluid” perspectives in the management area.  Among Russia’s PA staff, there is a low level of competence and qualification in marine conservation issues and management challenges. For example, despite Russia’s vast marine areas, there is no experience with invasive species management within Russia’s MCPA system. MCPA staff and local community officials have no knowledge of the vast body of experience worldwide in controlling invasive species on islands and little understanding of the problem.  This is a significant barrier to the effective implementation of invasive species control activities.  

95. Russia’s MCPA are inexperienced in facilitating local environmental governance, which is a serious barrier to improving MCPA effectiveness.  In some MCPA, the local community has the right to utilize biological resources inside the Reserve’s multiple use zones.  To ensure that this is done sustainably, the Reserve must be able to engage local stakeholders effectively to develop local management practices that ensure this outcome. Inadequate data and untrained staff hamper the development of effective management proscriptions, such as the optimal timing of seasonal hunts.

96. MCPA are not well prepared to deal effectively with chronic or catastrophic events. Very few MCPA have baseline information on the natural mortality of local seabirds in order for authorities to ascertain whether chronic oiling is impacting wildlife or not. The Federal Emergency Management Agency of Russia requires all local authorities to make emergency response plans for natural and man-made disasters.  However, there has been no training, or equipment provided to MCPA mangers on how to respond effectively to chronic or catastrophic spills. There are specific methodologies in dealing with these threats that have been tested world-wide, but they are not available to MCPA managers.

97. The project is designed to complement governmental efforts to expand the MCPA system and strengthen its management effectiveness.  To do this, a key part of the project’s design is to demonstrate improved practices related to overcoming significant barriers and mitigating the main threats in three pilot MCPA sites:  the Commander Islands Zapovednik or (CIZ); the Far East Marine Zapovednik (FEZ) and the to be newly established Ingermanlandsky Zapovednik (IZ).  These three areas were chosen as pilot sites based upon a variety of criteria summarized in Table 4 below.  The criteria utilized to select these three pilot sites are summarized in the four points below: 

(i) Opportunity to demonstrate key threat/barrier removal activity.  Overall, the selection of priority sites was based first and foremost on the question: “Does this site add value as a potential host for demonstration of barrier removal activities for the entire MCPA network?”  The vetting process focused on the network benefits that each pilot site could bring, in addition to the following criteria:

(ii) Global significance & biodiversity values.  Does each site bring to the table different biological diversity and elements of global significance?

(iii) Significance of MCPA within overall network and potential to influence other MCPA in the network.  What unique attributes does each site hold within the MCPA network itself that will add to that site’s demonstration value?  The newest, the oldest, and the largest MCPA all offer useful contexts in which to develop lessons for the whole network.  

(iv) Potential for co-funding and support from government, private sector and international partners.  Obtaining co-funding support from non-traditional sources will also be key to MCPA’s future effectiveness and so pilot sites were chosen in part based upon the level of promise or success to date in sourcing this kind of funding or support.  Nearly all of Russia’s MCPA are located in Russia’s border regions, indicating that long-term conservation effectiveness will be enhanced through effective cooperation across borders.  

Table 10: Pilot Site Fit with Selection Criteria 

	Pilot Site
	Demo value; Barrier removal; threat mitigation. 
	Biodiversity values
	Significance of MCPA within overall network
	Potential for co-funding & partnerships.  

	Commander Islands Zapovednik (CIZ) MCPA   (3,643,300 ha)
	- Integrated invasive species management.

- Monitoring partnership with local school groups, regional academic institutes and AMNWR; 

- Participatory management planning with local community living in Commander Islands.
	- Global 200 Ecoregion #197, #85.  Biosphere Reserve; Important Bird Area;

- Unique assemblage of species from Asia and North America; 

- Many endemic bird, fish, plant species.  

- Home to at least 10 Red Book Species, including the Steller sea lion, and the Red legged kittiwake. 
	- Significant problems with invasive species of reindeer, rats, mink mean excellent host for invasive species management demonstration; 

- Largest MCPA and largest marine area within MCPA network offers useful context to demonstrate value of MCPA to fisheries; 

- Located in one of most valuable fisheries in Russia (Bering Sea). 

- Important sister refuge relationship with neighboring Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge (AMNWR) holds potential for productive partnerships and sharing of lessons learned.
	- Partnership (Sister Refuge status) with Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge (AMNWR).

- Potential support from Kamchatka Krai in form of training and socio-economic development program for local community.



	Ingerman-landsky Zapovednik (IZ) MCPA  (14,000 ha) 
	- MCPA contingency planning & response to hazardous materials/ contaminants. 

- Monitoring partnership - with regional development initiatives;  

- Demonstration for marine invasive species monitoring and management.  
	Global 200 Ecoregion  #200 - Northeast Atlantic Shelf. 

HELCOM MCPA system site. 


	- Location in busy shipping region means excellent host for hazardous material spill plan/response pilot. 

- Newest MCPA offers useful context for expanding network.

- Will be one of the smallest MCPA. 

- Only strictly protected nature reserve on Russia’s Baltic coast. 

- Will serve as core PA for many other smaller coastal Ramsar sites (zakazniks) in the region, including: Berezovye, Kurgalskiy, Lebyazhiy – a first in MCPA history. 
	- Potential support from Finnish environmental and research programmes.

- Potential support from Leningrad Oblast and St. Petersburg.

- Potential support from the important regional private sector stakeholders (LUKOIL, AG NORD STREAM).

	Far East Marine Zapovednik (FEMZ) MCPA

64,316 ha
	- Sustainable tourism management practices demonstration;  

- Demonstration of cooperation with the authorities (Border Service, Ministry of Interior, Federal Agency of Fishery) in the field of marine biological resources enforcement.  
- Monitoring partnership - with regional oil and gas pipeline authorities.
	- Global 200 Ecoregion # 71

- Mixture of boreal and subtropical biodiversity and wetlands of global importance.

- Serves as a nursery for benthic species for all of Peter the Great Bay; 

- Harbors sub-arctic and sub-tropical species of birds, marine invertebrates, mammals.
	Oldest and most well-known MCPA in Russia. 

Southern-most MCPA in Russia; 

Only MCPA to be managed by non-governmental entity, the Russian Academy of Sciences.  

Faces one of the biggest tourism management challenges of any MCPA in Russia. 
	Potential for co-funding from the regional government.


I.6. Stakeholder analysis

98. In this section, the most important stakeholders for the MCPA project at the national, regional and local levels are listed and their relevance briefly analyzed.  Understanding the stakeholder context of this project is key to both good project design and effective project implementation.  This section builds upon the institutional context and broadens the discussion to include all relevant stakeholders as well as a brief description and analysis of their roles and responsibilities relevant to this project. For a detailed description of the stakeholder participation plan, see Annex -. 

99. The preparatory phase of the project placed strong emphasis on various forms of stakeholder involvement, including the direct involvement of federal and regional government agencies in regional stakeholder meetings and workshops. The project design phase also placed a strong emphasis on the involvement of local stakeholders active in the pilot areas.  Project objective and envisioned full-scale project outcomes and outputs were discussed in a series of meetings with relevant representatives from i.e. the fisheries and other sectors.  A listing of major stakeholders with a description of their relevant roles and responsibilities is given below in Table 11. 

Table 11. Project Stakeholders and Relevant Roles and Responsibilities 

	Stakeholders
	Roles and responsibilities relevant to MCPA

	Ministry of Natural Resources  & Ecology (MNRE) 
	Develops policy, prepares and issues regulation, coordinates the process of planning, establishing and operating new MCPA.

	Federal Agency of Fisheries (FAF)
	Develops fish management policy; approves fishing and hunting rules which may influence MCPA; proposes Total Allowable Catch, which includes catch in those parts of MCPA system where fishing is allowed. Important stakeholder (among other governmental institutions) in approving proposals for new MCPA and extension of existing PA.

	Regional Administrations/ Governments
	Oversee resource use in on local and regional lands.  Have authority to establish coastal PA and approve the designation and regulation of buffer zones.  Often are involved in supporting MPA management by providing communication services or office space.  May support federal MCPAs.  Administer regional MCPAs through relevant institutions. More developed regions have Committees of Environment (e.g. Leningrad Oblast’) or directorates of specially protected areas (e.g. Murmansk Oblast’ and Nenets Autonomous District) with staff and budget. 

	-Kamchatka Krai

- Committee for Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
	Responsible for managing all regional protected areas that are potential partners for the federal MCPA in Kamchatka, including CIZ.

	- Kamchatka Pacific Institute of Geography
	Academic institute with experts in a range of ecological and environmental disciplines.  Provides expert support to regional and federal conservation efforts and resource management. 

	-Leningrad Oblast 
-Committee for Natural Resources and Environment Protection 
	Responsible for managing all regional protected areas that are potential partners for the federal MCPA in Leningrad Oblast,  including the  newly established IZ.

	- State Organization “Sevmorgeo” 
	Responsible for geo-ecological marine monitoring.  

	- State Institute of Lake and River Fishery (Gosniorkh)
	Responsible for management of and applied research for lake and river fisheries in Leningrad Oblast.  Is a potential important partner for regional and federal level MCPA.  

	-Primorsky Krai

- Committee for Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
	Responsible for managing all regional protected areas that are potential partners for the federal MCPA in Primorsky, including FEMZ.

	Local Municipalities and Towns. 

- Nikolskoye, Aleutian Municipal District; Kamchatka Krai

- Vladivoskok/Kasansky District Posiet and Slavianka towns. Primorsky Krai.
- Kingissep and the Vyborg Districts, Vysotsk, Primorsk, Leningrad Oblast.
	Local municipalities and towns are the homes of local resource users and local politicians interested in livelihood and resource management issues central to many MCPA.  Often very much involved with MCPA and enter into partnerships of one sort or another with MCPA.

	Russian Academy of Sciences 


	Responsible for management of Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik. Several institutes have agreements with particular federal PAs, conduct joint research and are involved in planning new MCPAs. 

	National and Regional-level Universities
	Several universities (Moscow University, St. Petersburg University, Far Eastern University, Kirov and Irkutsk Agricultural Academies (with departments of game management) have long-term relationships with particular zapovedniks, maintain scientific cooperation with them and their graduates work their.  MGU has a marine biological station on the White Sea that contributed to the organization of the Polyarnyi Krug Zakaznik and is factually managing its part.  St. Petersburg University is an important stakeholder in designing the new Ingermanlandsky Zapovednik. 

	WWF  Russia


	Gathers, analyses and publishes information on MCPAs; maintains long-term cooperation with particular MCPAs (CIZ, FEMZ, Kurilsky Zapovednik, Koryaksky Zapovednik, Nentsky Zapovednik) searching for funds and providing them material support and expertise. Participates in planning and establishing new MCPAs.  Prepared proposal and justification for the Shantar Island National Park, Utrish Zapovednik, and Sakhalin Grey Whale Reserve in 2008.  Also in 2008 WWF Russia funded a visit centre in Koryaksky Zapovednik, monitoring work on CIZ and helped the Nenetsky Zapovednik to solve the problem of abandoned oil wells in the area.  

	Wetlands International, Russia office
	Maintains a database on the important wetlands that are within either existing or planned MCPAs.

	Biodiversity Conservation Centre (NGO)
	Maintains a web-based resource on federal strictly protected nature areas in Russia. Kola Branch is involved in design of new coastal nature monuments.

	Local NGOs
	A growing number of local NGOs and community-based organizations are participating in conservation related initiatives across Russia. Environmental NGOs are relatively new to Russia, having first started their work in the mid-1980s.  The number of NGOs has increased in recent years. NGOs play an active role in the planning of regional coastal PAs in Leningrad, Murmansk and Sakhalin Oblasts and Kamchatka Krai. 

	Kamchatka: 

- Aleutian district Society of Hunters 

- Kamchatka League of Independent Experts 

- Kamchatka office of RAIPON
	Currently, there are over 15 Kamchatka and Sakhalin NGOs concerned with PA or biodiversity conservation issues. The Hunting Society is a crucial constituency for the CIZ’s management work with the local community.  

Two regional NGOs serve as advocates for MCPA and watchdogs over its management and enforcement work.  Also often contribute to MCPA monitoring and research work and lobby local officials on behalf of the MCPA.  RAIPON’s regional offices work to ensure their indigenous members are involved, contributing to and benefiting from MCPA.    

	Leningrad Oblast

Baltic Fund for Nature and 

St. Petersburg KE Association.
	Two regional NGOs very much involved in the planning and management of the MCPA in the Bay of Finland.  The KE Association of St Petersburg is a league of independent experts that provides input to key conservation and environmental challenges.  

	Fisheries companies
	Several fisheries companies have permits to fish in the buffer zones of Kurilsky Zapovednik, Poronaisky Zapovednik and in the Zakaznik Malye Kurily (managed by Kurilsky Zapovednik).  They are obliged to have scientific observers onboard and submit the fishing survey reports to the Zapovednik. 

A company involved in fur seal hunting is organizing fur seal hunt in the area of nature use on Commander Island. Another such company is factually managing the Tyuleniy Island marine mammal protection zone (Terpenia Bay, Sakhalin). In general the role of fishing companies is limited. 

	Port Management Authorities: 

- Primorsk Specialized Sea Oil-Loading Port Joint Stock Company

- Vysotsk Port Authority, Leningrad Oblast 
	Key stakeholders in terms of planning to mitigate impact of increasing volumes of shipping on the IZ.  Also potentially key stakeholders in terms of long-term support for the IZ as part of the shipping terminal companies’ environmental mitigation efforts.  

	Tourism companies
	Several tourism companies have agreements with the administrations of the federal protected areas and organise limited number of visits for marine mammals watching (Commander Islands and more occasionally others in the Russian Far East) and diving (Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik, Kandalakshsky Zapovednik).  In general the role of tourism companies is limited.

	International Stakeholders: 
	

	Metsahallitus Natural Heritage Services.
	Manages PA of Finland and has long-term cooperation with the Russian federal and regional level PA. Among current initiatives there is potential for cooperation on tri-lateral level in the Eastern Gulf of Finland between MCPA of Finland, Estonia and the planned IZ. Considered will be scientific cooperation, change of methodology and information, development of management, capacity building, training programs and international networking.

	The Finnish Inventory Programme for the Marine Environment - VELMU. 
	Cooperates with Russian organizations on marine and coastal biodiversity issues. 

	Finnish Institute of Marine Research
	Focuses on invasive species research and control in the Baltic.

	Alaska National Marine Wildlife Refuge of the U.S. National Fish and Wildlife Service
	“Sister reserve” to Commander Islands Zapovednik.  Engages in staff exchanges, joint training seminars, wildlife surveys, and invasive species control efforts.


100. The list of national and international stakeholders include big businesses that are already involved in oil and gas development and transportation or have plans to do so in the coastal zone of Russia and the vicinity of MCPA (i.e. Gazprom, Rosneft’, Lukoil, Transneft, Shell, Exxon, BP, Statoil/ Norsk Hydro).  In general, little is known about the level of cooperation and/or conflict between MCPA and private energy companies in Russia.  Anecdotal evidence indicates that these corporations are warily supportive of conservation efforts as long as they result in minimal limitations on their work in the coastal and marine zone and indeed they can benefit from the expertise in the MCPA.  Lukoil has involved Astrakhanskiy Biosphere Zapovednik scientists for purposes of their own assessments.  With regard to existing MCPA the corporations may run into conflict with particular PA (the aforementioned case of Transneft’ and the Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik).  This is an important issue to investigate and turn it into a constructive relationship.  Big corporations may pay some attention to marine conservation in order to develop their environmental programs but currently little has been done in engaging them to cooperation with MCPA.  The list of international stakeholders also includes partner protected area and academic institutions in neighboring states such as Finland, Sweden, Norway, Alaska (USA), and other countries such as Japan.  

101. National and local NGOs across Russia are contributing to marine and coastal conservation work and to strengthening MCPA management and effectiveness.  WWF-Russia has been active in promoting marine and coastal protected area issues for a number of years.  Between 2003 and 2007, WWF conducted a gap analysis assessment of coastal and marine habitats and ecosystems covered by the existing network and those that are not.  The results and proposal for new MCPAs were included in a long-term proposal to expand the national PA system up to 2020.  Of particular importance is long-term cooperation between WWF-Russia and such MCPAs as CIZ, FEMZ and Kurilsky Zapovednik. In particular WWF initiated cooperation between the CIZ and fisheries authorities in the use of satellite monitoring data for marine protection. 
102. Since 2000, numerous Governmental organizations and administrative reforms and specifically in Russia’s environmental agencies, resulted in the disruption of the environmental protection functions of Government. The protected area management authority within the federal government was downgraded, which was then mirrored at the regional level.  The need for a specialized service or agency responsible for protected areas system management has been under discussion and the government’s decision to elaborate a national protected areas development strategy is a positive sign that a more adequate attention will be paid to PA management in the coming years. 
103. Commander Islands:  Regional level stakeholders include the Kamchatka Krai regional government and related institutions, the village of Nikolskoe, and the Aleutian Municipal District.  Important stakeholders are the companies looking for development of fisheries and processing of aquatic bio-resources taken from the nature use zone of the biosphere reserve north of Bering Island.  In this zone hunting of fur seals is conducted according to annual quotas given to the local Aleutian population while other kinds of aquatic-bioresources harvesting are also allowed.  Currently permission is given only for recreational marine fishing by individuals, except for the Sarannoe Lake sockeye salmon run, which is fished commercially.  The list of stakeholders also includes tourism companies organizing ship-based visits to the islands, the University of Petropavlovsk, Kamchatka League of Independent Experts and the local division of RAIPON.

104. Far East:  Since FEMZ is a cluster organization and its parts are located across an extensive and relatively densely populated area the number of regional level stakeholders is considerable.  The list includes the regional administration, the administration of Vladivostok (Popov Island where the Northern Compartment is located belongs to Vladivostok), municipal administrations of Khasansky District and all towns and villages located in the vicinity of FEMZ boundaries, most important being Slavianka and Posiet.  The stakeholder list includes fishing and aquaculture companies in the area, the tourism operators in the vicinity of FEMZ, ship owners, schools and universities, the regional media and local NGOs. 
105. Ingermanlandsky Zapovednik (IZ) The key stakeholder organizations for IZ include the the Government of the Leningrad Oblast’ and its Committee for Natural Resources and Environment Protection. The Municipalities of the Kingissep and the Vyborg Districts are very important stakeholders for coastal regional reserves in the Bay of Finland.  Other important stakeholders are the Leningrad Oblast divisions of federal authorities, namely the MNRE, The Rostransnadzor, The Basin Division of the Rescue Operations and Accidental Oil Spill Response, the Neva-Ladoga Basin Water Management Directorate, the Regional Directorate of the Border Service for the North-western Federal District, the regional directorate of FAF, and the Leningrad Inter-District Nature Protection Prosecution Office. 
I.7. Business-as-usual “Baseline” scenario 
Improved coverage of marine and coastal ecosystems 

106. Baseline: Change characterizes the social, political, economic, and even climatic contexts in which Russia’s MCPA exist, presenting new opportunities and new challenges for the MCPA system and its managers.  Economic change is bringing a boom in natural and mineral resource exploitation across the country, generating new threats to marine and coastal biodiversity but also presenting new opportunities for partnerships and innovative long-term MCPA financing.  Now is the opportunity to get ahead of the curve and enable the MCPA network to understand the gaps and anticipate the trends in order to develop a MCPA system for the 21st century.  However in a baseline situation, the MCPA system will be unable to develop and apply a long-term strategy for expanding and improving the effectiveness of the MCPA network.  The Government of Russia has committed to expanding the MCPA network by protecting new areas of marine and coastal habitat.  In the baseline situation however, the newly created MNRE Department for Specially Protected Areas will face capacity constraints in achieving this Government commitment and will require assistance from other non-profit NGO and academic stakeholders to continue down this path to finalize new MCPA consultations and planning documentation.  In addition, in the absence of this project, such work will be done without the benefit of a biogeographic and ecological systems perspective.  To date, no gap analysis has been done at a national, system-wide level of the “coverage” provided by the 35 existing MCPA in terms of species, plant and animal communities, habitats, ecosystems, and eco-regions.  No strategic plan for expansion has been developed and proposed for multi-sector support. In the baseline situation, the MCPA system will continue to suffer from gaps in its coverage of the range of habitats and ecosystems and gaps in its management capacity. 
107. Russia’s protected area system historically has been biased to terrestrial systems (as is the case with most countries’ PA systems).  Only recently have marine and coastal areas been the subject of increased attention in Russia.  In 2005, MNRE and the Institute of Nature Conservation prepared the first list of MCPA in Russia.  MNRE was also working on a standardized database for use in each PA as well as clarifying and expanding the Law on Protected Areas’ coverage of MCPA management challenges and this work will likely to be continued within the MNRE system.  But to date, no effort has been made to identify the main trends affecting MCPA effectiveness and develop a strategic approach in response to these trends.  As a result, minimal capacity exists within the MCPA system to respond to the main threats facing marine and coastal biodiversity in Russia.  
MCPA partnerships policy and guidelines for more effective management of threats to BD
108. Russian natural resource and protected area management law and policy has improved and evolved during the past 15 years, resulting in the reorganization of natural resource management structures, fisheries management institutions and the clarification of the federal-regional relationship.  These kinds of reforms take time as Russia adapts its governing habits to a new and different system.  Indeed, protected area management in Russia is still evolving and improving, although struggling to keep pace with the rapid pace of change in Russia, falling increasingly behind.  

109. In the baseline situation, individual MCPA will be left to their own devices in terms of negotiating and forming partnerships with other agencies and stakeholders to improve the management effectives of marine and coastal biodiversity.  No official policies or guidelines and related tools will be developed to catalyze the MCPA system’s ability to form effective partnerships for conservation across Russia.  This will have the effect of slowing down the rate of innovation across the system of MCPA and hampering the ability of fellow PA in the system to replicate this innovation and add new innovations of their own.  
Improved management effectiveness of individual MCPA

110. Integrated management planning process with participation of local communities/stakeholders. In the baseline situation, improving management and field conservation capacity will be a struggle for most MCPA in Russia.  None of the MCPA have a long-term strategic management plan developed in consultation with local stakeholders.  Rather, each reserve annually prepares three types of plans for the annual budgeting process: 1) A research plan; 2) A conservation and law enforcement plan; and 3) An ecological education plan.  This is an internal MNRE process, done largely in isolation from other community and government agency stakeholders.  Each MCPA prepares an annual “wish-list” budget for submission to the MNRE office in Moscow and each year the reserve receives approximately 1/5 of this amount for its annual appropriation.  The reserve’s workplan is then based upon the amount of the funds budgeted by the Ministry for that MCPA each year.  This means that all activities in the Reserve must be scaled down proportionally to the size of that particular year’s budget appropriation.  

111. This approach hampers capacity building for each reserve in three ways.  First, it forces the reserve into a “survival” mentality and makes it difficult to be strategic and think about long-term planning.  Second, this survival mentality hampers the Reserve’s ability to think in terms of practical, step-by-step approaches to advance its management agenda, from a basic level, to a medium level, to a higher level of complexity and intensity over time.  And third, it provides little opportunity for the Reserve to cultivate serendipity: to benefit from unexpected linkages made during a consultative planning process and the opportunities that could be generated from this.  
112. Strengthened conservation capacity of Reserve staff to implement, test, and apply pilot conservation tools. In the baseline situation, capacity building for MCPA staff is done on an ad-hoc basis and is not linked to the needs of an overall strategic management plan.  The shortcomings in the management planning process discussed above affect the capacity building program as well.  The isolated nature of most  reserves’ planning processes limits the ability of each Reserve to seek out and pursue innovative capacity building opportunities, through partnerships with other MCPA inside and outside of Russia and through partnerships with other government agencies and the private sector.  

113. Partnerships for Enforcement and Management: Strictly protected nature reserves or zapovedniks were created in Russia for conservation, science and field training.  The public was forbidden from entering zapovedniks, which were managed with an inward looking, fortress-like mentality.  These old habits are changing among Russia’s MCPA, but their legacy remains.  For example, this kind of perspective hampers the ability of reserves to look beyond their borders in order to anticipate change and emerging threats.  It means they have little experience in building strategic partnerships with relevant stakeholders from “outside” the reserve.  It means that MCPA are still learning how to coordinate effectively with the local communities on controlling wildlife harvesting and other natural resource use in the Reserve’s multiple use areas. 
114. Some MCPA in Russia are currently developing two main types methods of enforcement.  First, is the traditional method of protecting the reserve’s territory through field stations located around the Reserve.  These ranger stations are manned year round for 24 hours/day.  The second type of enforcement, especially for the marine zone, is a more novel and interesting one in which a reserve like CIZ works with the Kamchatka Satellite Monitoring Center (KSMC).  At the reserve’s request, KSMC provides detailed reports to the reserve on the locations of fishing vessels in the vicinity of the reserve and if the reserve discovers a fishing vessel that crossed its 45 km exclusion zone, then it initiates the penalty negotiations with the offending vessel.  

115. This is quite a new approach and this strategy of developing effective collaboration with other government agencies working in and around the PA, is crucial to enabling MCPA to deal effectively with the threats to its marine environment beyond their ability to control alone. For example, CIZ is working on agreements with Rosselkhoznadzor (Fisheries enforcement), SVR (the regional directorate of the Federal Fishery Monitoring Agency), and the Federal Border Guard Service for the joint monitoring and protection of marine bioresources within the 48-km protected zone encompassing the CI.  CIZ is already successfully working with the Kamchatka Satellite Monitoring Center to track fishing boats at sea and enforce the fishing boundary regulations of the Reserve.  But in the baseline situation, how they have done this and the lessons they have learned in doing it will not be captured or shared effectively with the rest of the network. 

116. The basis for partnering with the fisheries sector has been strengthened in recent months in Russia.  The Government announced in August 08 that 10-year fishing quotas will be introduced, doubling what had been a 5-year quota.  The new quotas are designed to encourage the fish industry to think long-term.  This opens up new opportunities for MCPA, depending upon each specific situation, to develop longer-term partnerships or agreements for sustainable fisheries management in the vicinity of MCPA or in multiple-use areas of the Reserve itself. 
117. Monitoring & Research baseline: Most MCPA fund modest field monitoring and research focused on: weather/climatological conditions, including water and air parameters; plant and animal seasonal responses to seasonal climatic changes; wildlife populations and harvesting numbers; seabird egg collection monitoring; wintering waterfowl surveys; annual true seal surveys; botanical surveys; and wintering sea otter population surveys.  Most reserves have funding and positions committed to monitoring work, but staff lack the expertise to conduct more modern monitoring work. 

118. There is a significant amount of historical data on the flora and fauna of many MCPA – a result of the prolific work done during the Soviet period.  At the same time, many different institutions currently conduct research in and around Russia’s MCPA.  Among these institutions are: the Pacific Institute of Geography (PIG), Russian Academy of Sciences, the various regional NIROs & Rybvods, Agricultural Academy of Kirov, and Magadan Institute of Problems of the North.  These and many other institutions have ongoing research programs covering: wildlife and ecology, climatological parameters, and other natural history-related subjects.  Many of these research projects involve significant international collaboration. 

119. This research in various MCPA conducted by partner organizations generates a tremendous amount of data and information, all of which is summarized every year by each respective MCPA in an annual “state of the environment” report compiled and submitted to MNRE in Moscow.  

120. But in the “business as usual” future scenario, the MCPA will be able to utilize very little of this data to generate new insights into trends affecting biodiversity in the Reserve and to generate new management priorities.  To date, little of this information has been incorporated into reserve management planning and practice.  Reserve science staff are trained to collect data, compile it into tables, and submit it in a report.  They are not trained to analyze data, to assess trends, and to use these analyses and assessments to inform the development of reserve management priorities.   

121. Reserve staff need help in learning how to do two important things.  First, staff must strengthen their capacity to apply the research and monitoring data to ongoing reserve management work and planning.  Of course this does happen, but it is not normal procedure.  For example, one study of sea bird populations in the Commander Islands yielded new sustainable harvest quotas for local people, which are in use today.  In another field monitoring program, data on salmon catch, fish size, and monitoring number of fish observed in spawning grounds feed into the Reserve’s ongoing salmon management program.  Secondly, staff lack the broader perspective or the skills to consolidate and present data to scientific colleagues and the general public. CIZ staff must strengthen their capacity to get their information into the public realm, and need training in how to prepare articles and scientific presentations. 

122. In future years, MCPA will also be grappling with how to work effectively with the resources at hand in implementing effective monitoring and conservation programs in the immediate term, while forming partnerships and orchestrating collaborative work that allow it to build its own capacity, strengthen its partnership with the local community, and bring more resources to bear on its MCPA management challenges over time.  There are promising developments upon which to build.  For example, in the Commander Islands, high school teachers in Nikol’skoye are working with Reserve personnel to organize a student-operated winter waterfowl-monitoring program. 

123. Integrated Invasive Species Management.  Under the baseline scenario, Russia’s MCPA will continue to be ill equipped to deal proactively with invasive species.  Not one MCPA has an invasive species management plan or program.  Some MCPA recently have begun to conduct education & outreach to increase awareness of invasive species problems.  Some invasive species materials from Alaskan partners have been translated into Russian for distribution in CIZ.  Similarly, Reserve staff people have no training in monitoring to detect signs of chronic oiling, in birdlife rescue techniques, or in basic hazardous spill response measures and procedures. 

124. The increase in shipping in Russian coastal waters also increases the threat of alien species being introduced with ship hull fouling and the unchecked emission of ballast water.  Indeed, this resulted in the introduction of 17 species in the RFE - significantly more than in other East Asiatic ports.
125. The construction of a planned new oil terminals in the RFE, the Baltic, and in the future the Arctic, will mean a significant increase in shipping traffic and a corresponding increase in the risk of invasive species introductions.  The introduction of harmful aquatic species is a present or imminent threat for most of Russian MCPA, which have no capacity for early warning and effective eradication of the invasive species.  American mink and Norway rats are present on the White Sea islands of the Kandalaksha Zapovednik and on the Kuril Islands (Kurilsky Zapovednik).  Norway rats are damaging the ecosystem of the Seven Islands Archipelago in the Barents Sea.  Under the baseline situation, no assessment will be been done yet of their status or impact.  
126. MCPA contingency planning & response to hazardous materials/ contaminants.  Currently, the reserve and the local community do not understand the nature of the threat posed to the islands from the increase in shipping and the corresponding increase in risk of hazardous material spills and the increase in oil exploration and exploitation and its corresponding increase in risk of oil and gas spills along Russia’s coastline – from the Far East to the Arctic to the Bering to the Caspian.  For example, over the past few years, shipping the Barents Sea has surged following the development of Russian export terminals along the country’s northern coast.  The pipeline terminus in the port of Verandey will itself represent a significant threat to the Arctic marine and coastal environment. 

127. Arctic shipping operations will in the years to come only continue to increase as industrial activities pick pace and the Arctic ice continues to recede.  For example, in the baseline situation, liquid natural gas will be shipped from the Barents Sea to the United States.  In the period 2000 - 2006, shipping of oil from Russia to the Netherlands increased five-fold.  New overland and undersea pipelines are planned and will be built in the Russian Arctic, for example across Baidarata Bay of the Kara Sea near the Yamal Peninsula.  The same is true in the Russian Far East, where a major East-West trans-Russia pipeline will have its terminus and shipping port.  Clearly in the baseline situation, without the ability to view this situation strategically and see long-term trends, Russia’s MCPA will quickly fall behind in terms of being able to prepare, plan and mitigate threats related to hazardous material spills.  In the baseline situation, this threat context will change rapidly for Russia’s MCPA but there will be no proactive, strategic vision that enables MCPA to anticipate these threats and begin building their capacity to mitigate and prevent.  

Knowledge-based planning and management

128. System-level MCPA management effectiveness measuring and monitoring. In the baseline situation, there is no real measurement of system-level effectiveness and performance of MCPA.  Long-term strategic planning and capacity building will continue to be a lower priority due to inadequate funding and experiential gaps in how to assess institutional effectiveness.  There are some mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation and reporting and learning, but they are limited and weak.  In the baseline situation, effectiveness will not be measured in a way that supports and encourages adaptive management.  Indeed most MCPA managers consider their year a success if they are simply able to obtain sufficient budgetary resources to pay staff.  This is deemed “effective” and for good reasons.  Under a baseline situation, the MCPA network will continue to have difficulty understanding that defining and measuring effectiveness is inextricably tied to the ability of the network to obtain sufficient resources to be effective.  In the absence of GEF catalytic investment, effectiveness and funding will remain decoupled.  
129. National MCPA knowledge management program, training modules and strengthened replication across the system.  In a business as usual scenario, the MNRE will continue to have difficulty coping with both the everyday burdens of managing the system of MCPA and improving the effectiveness of the system in a strategic manner. Discussions on marine zoning and MCPA planning have been held sporadically in Russia, with one workshop in Vladivostok in 2003.  But for now, the only way for MCPA managers to exchange experience and share knowledge across the network of MCPA in Russia is through their personal contacts with colleagues. But improving peer-to-peer learning among MCPA has not received focused attention.   

130. MNRE policy calls for every staff member to participate in an off-site training program each year, but in the baseline scenario, MCPA are not able to afford this.  There is no specialized national system for training of MCPA staff and no regular training planned.  Rather, training is conducted on an ad-hoc and opportunistic basis.  Reserve staff are invited occasionally to participate in various conferences and workshops.  At the local level CIZ periodically sends staff to computer school or inspector training school, depending upon budget resources.   

131. In the absence of GEF investment, the baseline scenario will see a continued lack of proactive knowledge management, replication of best-practices across the MCPA network, and minimal cost, needs-based training on a system-wide level for Russia’s MCPA.  

PART II: Strategy 

II.1.
Project Rationale and Policy Conformity

132. Strategic Objective and Programme Conformity: This project is consistent with the focus of GEF’s Strategic Objective 1: Catalyzing the Sustainability of PA systems (SO-1) and the Strategic Program #2 (SP-2): Increasing representation of effectively managed marine PA in PA systems.  The PA system of Russia is not uniformly distributed across the ecological landscape and there are substantial ecosystem coverage gaps that need to be addressed to ensure the adequate representation in the system of the main types of ecosystems.  This project will contribute to the sustainability and maturation of Russia’s PA by supporting the expansion and improving the management effectiveness of its marine and coastal protected area network.  The project is designed to further the achievement of the impacts and outcomes identified by GEF at the programmatic level, especially the two primary expected outcomes of   SO-1/SP-2: i) Increased coverage of marine ecosystems globally and in national PA systems, and ii) Improved management of marine PA. 
133. CBD Conformity. This project is designed to support the primary objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD): the conservation of biological diversity, the sustainable-use of its components, and the equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of these components.  The project follows the guidance and decisions provided to the financial mechanisms by the Conference of the Parties to the CBD. The project meets CBD objectives by fulfilling the requirements contained in the Convention's Articles 6 (General Measures for Conservation and Sustainable Use), 7 (Identification and Monitoring), 8 (In-situ Conservation), 10 (Sustainable Use of Components of Biological Diversity), 11 (Incentive Measures), 12 (Research and Training), 13 (Education and Awareness), and 17 (Exchange of Information). Decision VII/28 of the CoP includes a Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoW/PA). The PoW/PA calls upon Parties to develop and adopt appropriate methods, standards, criteria, and indicators for evaluating management effectiveness and governance by 2008, and to assess at least 30% of their protected areas by 2010.  The overall purpose of the PoW/PA is to support the establishment and maintenance of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas.  This project conforms to and supports this POWPA by enabling Russia’s 35 MCPA to evaluate management effectiveness and governance by 2010. 

II.2.
Project Objective, Outcomes and Outputs/activities
Outcome 1: Improved MCPA system and Institutional-level capacity enables the expansion of the MCPA system.  (Total cost: US$3,646,000; GEF request: $1,100,000; Co-financing: $2,546,000)
Output 1.1.  Strategic Conservation Plan for MCPA network strengthening and expansion.

Work under this output will support MNRE’s work to expand MCPA network in a strategic manner.  The conservation planning process will begin with a “gap analysis” to assess biogeographic coverage of the existing MCPA network and related special management areas  (e.g. Ramsar sites, fish refuges, marine mammal haul-out sites).  This will be complimented by ecological needs assessments of a small number of priority target species in a sampling of sites.  Combined the gap analysis and needs assessment will: a) guide future expansion and improve the ecological representation of the MCPA network, and b) make recommendations for improving linkages among these different sites in order to enhance the network benefits associated with conserving migratory species and enhancing ecological resilience. This planning process will emphasize proactive conservation action in response to the evolving threat context facing MCPA (i.e. the ongoing boom in natural resource exploitation, the impacts of climate change and the need to maximize resilience). Work under this output will enable stakeholders to develop practical, priority actions that all MCPA should take in response to ensure that MCPA effectiveness is improved and relevance maintained. The plan will also prioritize MCPA according to their needs with respect to different levels of required management interventions (i.e. for immediate mitigation or long-term prevention). As the guiding document of MCPA policies, the Strategic Conservation Plan (SCP) for the MCPA network shall also establish the main lines of action needed to achieve the long-term goal and objectives. Implementation details and an indicative timetable will be defined for each action. A phased approach will be adopted for the initiation of actions and for the inclusion of the results of ongoing tasks in the MCPA system.  As part of the development of the SCP, the Project will identify good practices for administration and management, to be followed by all public and private institutions participating in the MCPA system. The SCP will then be implemented following agreement by MNRE and other relevant stakeholders.

Output 1.2. System-level MCPA management effectiveness measuring and monitoring program. 

Work under this output is inter-related with the work under Outcome 3, related to measurement of institutional effectiveness and development of peer-to-peer knowledge sharing and new priority training modules for MCPA managers and staff. 

Under this output, support will be provided to
develop and implement institutional effectiveness improvement program (EIP).  Building upon Output 1.1 above, stakeholders (Department of Specially Protected Areas and its NGO and Russian Academy of Sciences partners) will focus on maximizing the impact of the gap analysis and conservation plan on MCPA institutional effectiveness.  Stakeholders will develop and implement an institutional EIP for the national MCPA network focusing on the following key capacities:  a) capacity to conceptualize, formulate, and implement policies, strategies and programs; b) capacity to engage and build consensus among stakeholders; c) capacity to mobilize information, knowledge and technical skills identified as priorities by the gap analysis and biodiversity conservation strategy; and finally; d) capacity to monitor, evaluate and report at the system level.  

Output 1.3.  Elaborated policy and guidelines on MCPA collaboration with stakeholders for more effective management of current and emerging threats.
Under this output, MNRE will build upon the priorities identified under all categories of the EIP.  The activity also builds upon new tools and insights gleaned from the measurement of management effectiveness under Outcome 3. MNRE will elaborate MCPA management standards and guidelines covering a number of different issues, including: practical, science-driven adaptive management; stakeholder participation in MCPA management; proactive financial management; and, collaboration with resource management entities regarding crucial threats to MCPA emanating from areas bordering MCPA.   

Also under this output, the project will provide technical assistance regarding administrative and operational efficiencies to develop the required institutional capacity for management of the MCPA network.  A comprehensive Institutional Staff Assessment of MNRE’s Department of Specially Protected Areas (DSPA) will be carried out with GEF funding.  This Assessment will complement, strengthen and supplement the existing definition of DSPA posts and functions necessary to fulfill the needs of the MCPA network. It will also define minimum staffing requirements, and recommendations for hiring of new personnel to enhance team composition and expertise. 

Develop and implement MCPA partnership policy and guidelines. Work under this activity will build capacity under EIP categories (a) and (b) above and is designed to overcome barriers to improved institutional and system-wide effectiveness. A working group will be established by the project of relevant experts to spearhead this work.  This “Institutional Effectiveness Task Team” (IETT), will hold several meetings to share experiences and elaborate a workable approach to effective MCPA collaboration with other agencies in government. The IETT will draw upon the experience generated by the partnership pilot work under Outcome 2. Senior representatives of other relevant sectors (e.g. fisheries, transport, and the border guards) will be invited to these meetings to solicit their input and ideas.  Based upon the recommendations put forward by IETT and working groups in each of the three pilot sites, MNRE staff will elaborate a new policy on MCPA management partnerships and guidelines on how to establish such partnerships/collaboration.  

The policy will be designed to remove any existing barriers preventing MCPA from collaborating with other federal, regional, and local partners in the mitigation of cross-jurisdictional threats to MCPA biodiversity.  This policy and related guidelines will enable more MCPA to initiate these programs and improve their management effectiveness.  The Department of Specially Protected Areas will develop reference materials highlighting successful collaborative efforts that will be available on the web for reference by other MCPAs just beginning the process.  The policy will also address how MCPA can work effectively with the new fish refuge designation established by the new Law on Fisheries.

Funds will be used to develop systematic biodiversity and ecosystem monitoring guidelines to facilitate coordinated and targeted monitoring of Russia’s MCPA network.  The guidelines will cover how to integrate practical monitoring activities into MCPA management, starting with low-level modest monitoring and moving to higher level, more comprehensive work.  These national guidelines will be developed after the monitoring working groups in each of three pilot sites have completed their work and submitted their conclusions and lessons learned.  The guidelines will focus on helping MCPA work with the resource constraints they face and maximize the opportunities to develop partnerships for implementing monitoring activities.  Work under this activity will complement the existing baseline work being conducted at the national level to design a standard database for each protected area in Russia, which will enable the consolidation of basic monitoring data from each MCPA, something that will be crucial to monitoring the system as a whole.  The recurrent costs of running the improved system will be met by the GRF, through the budget of the MNR.
Output 1.4  Expanded network of MCPA.  

Work under this output will build upon the coastal and marine ecosystem and habitat gap analysis of the existing MCPA network under Output 1.1 in order to expand the coverage of Russia’s MCPA network: 

a) Establish a new MCPA named “Ingermanlandsky Zapovednik” (IZ) in the Gulf of Finland.  This MCPA will also serve as one of the project’s three pilot sites.  Support will be provided to finalize the gazetting procedure and operationalize the reserve by setting up a proper management structure (a directorate, management planning and training for staff) and equipping the reserve with basic equipment, infrastructure and information systems.  Support will also be provided to help IZ set up coordination and exchange arrangements with regional PAs in Leningrad oblast, enabling IZ to become a “core” element of the regional PA system.
b) Facilitate the: (i) the establishment or expansion of 8 MCPA: Novaya Zemlya Marine Reserve/Zapovednik (2,000,000 hectares), Shantarsky Ostrova/Shantar Islands National Park (512,000 hectares), Sakhainsky Marine Reserve/Zakaznik (168,000 hectares), Extension of Kronotsky Zapovednik (200,000 hectares), Zapadno-Kamchatsky Zakaznik (500,000), Tamano-Zaporozhsk Zakaznik (500,000 hectares), Extension of Gydansky Zapovednik Buffer Zone (1,000,000 hectares); Support will be provided to MNRE to finalize the gazetting procedure, including: (i) preparing the ecological and economic justification, the chapters on PA design, territorial land-use planning, management regime and budgets; (ii) Organizing public consultations with local stakeholders on the respective proposed MCPA; and (iii) Securing agreement on new PA with relevant federal ministries, agencies, and regional authorities.   

c) Strengthening the legal status of existing marine mammals protection zones: The project will work closely with partners in the Federal Agency of Fisheries (FAF) to strengthen the legal status of its existing regulation-based no fishing zones created to protect Russia’s marine mammals.  A Memorandum of Agreement will be negotiated between FAF and MNRE on improved management and protection for marine mammal protection zones, linking them with existing MCPA where practical, especially those designated for threatened and endangered marine mammals.  This will result in the effective protection of 2,800,000 additional hectares of coastal and marine habitat under the rubric of “Marine Mammal Protection Zones.”
d) Creating an enabling environment for the protection an additional 1,006,000 hectares of priority marine and coastal habitats. 
Table 12: Proposed New MCPA to be Established.  

	Locat-ion
	Type/ Title
	Area (hectares)
	Description   


	Current Status & Next Steps

	Baltic Sea
	 “Ingerman-landsky” Zapovednik
	14,200
	Islands and marine area in the Gulf of Finland in the eastern Baltic Sea.

Global 200 Ecoregion #: 85: Northeastern Atlantic Shelf.
	a) All justifications completed. Council of Ministers issued internal document creating zapovednik.

b) Finalizing gazetting procedure by enabling the Russian Government to issue special order introducing IZ creating legal entity of Zapovednik and legally confirm budget for Reserve.  

c) Operationalize reserve w/staff, modest facilities and equipment.

	Barents & Kara Seas
	Novaya zemlya Zapovednik
	2,000,000
	Large Arctic Island. Breeding areas of Polar bear and Atlantic walrus. Characteristic seabed, pelagic and sea ice communities.
	a). Revise the Russian Arctic National Park proposal. 

- Draft documentation describing area and justification for marine area to ensure clear land use rights, economic and budgetary justifications.

- Convene new state ecological panel review; 

- Secure Council of Ministers endorsement.

	Sea of Okhotsk 


	“Shantarskie Ostrova” National Park (SONP)
	512,000
	Shantar archipelago island and marine ecosystem, Sea of Okhotsk. Extensive  tidal flats with high tidal amplitude. Bowhead whale feeding area.

Global 200 Ecoregion #: 204: Sea of Okhotsk & #71 Russian Far East Temperate Forests.
	a) NP documents prepared for State Ecological Expert Panel Review. Khabarovsk Krai Governor established regional -federal interagency working group to establish the SONP.

b) Organize public hearings. 

- Convene state expert panel. 

- Elaborate management arrangements and business plan for innovative financing.

- Secure Council of Ministers endorsement.

	Sea of Okhotsk
	Sakhainsky Marine Reserve (Zakaznik)
	168,000
	Shallow lagoons (Piltuna, Astokh Bays) and coastal waters off NE Sakhalin. Unique benthic community supports most important feeding ground of Western Pacific Gray whale. Lagoon is important water bird biotope.
	a) Documents in process of agreements with regional authorities.

b) Ongoing consultations with Sakhalin Oblast and oil interests. 

	Circum-Russia
	Marine Mammal Protection Zones
	2,800,000
	Special management areas of varying size reserved for priority use by marine mammals.  They are regulatory-based areas, not legally based.  
	a) Currently these are set aside based upon fishery regulations.

b) Need to increase status from regulatory to legal.  Involves consultations with fishery agency and MNRE and legal reviews & recommendations. To reach agreement between FAF and MNRE about MMPZ through Memo of Agreement; and Conversion of areas into Nature Monument (IUCN #3).

	Pacific Ocean
	Extension of the marine zone of the Kronotsky biosphere reserve
	200,000
	Representative biotopes of the Pacific shelf of Kamchatka. Recently discovered feeding ground of the Western Pacific Gray whales 
	a) Consultations with the administration of zapovednik and preparation of the proposal;

b) Develop the proposal

- Organize public hearings. 

- Convene state expert panel. 

- Elaborate management arrangements and business plan for innovative financing.

- Secure Council of Ministers endorsement.

	Sea of Okhotsk 
	Zapadno-Kamchatsky zakaznik
	500,000
	Representative shelf and coastal biotopes, lagoons and estuaries, seal rookeries, feeding areas of young salmon, breeding and nursery areas of Kamchatka crab.
	a). Proposal is at final stage of preparation;

c). Apply to authorities. 

- Consult with stakeholders. 

- Organize public hearings. 

- Convene state expert panel. 

- Elaborate management arrangements.

- Secure Council of Ministers endorsement.

	Kara Sea
	Extension of the buffer zone of biosphere polygon of Gydansky Zapovednik
	1,000,000
	Recurrent polynya – important wintering place and migration route of seabird and marine mammals
	Process not yet began but may be successful due coinciding of some natural and political circumstances.

a). Consult the Gydansky zapovednik and prepare the proposal;

b). - Develop the proposal

- Organize public hearings. 

- Convene state expert panel. 

- Elaborate management arrangements.

- Secure Council of Ministers endorsement.

	Black Sea
	Tamano-Zaporozhsky zakaznik
	500,000
	Unique extensive shallow water marine non-tidal bay with underwater mud volcanoes; largest seagrass meadows in the Russian Black Sea; wetland in the Ramsar shadow list, important water bird area; 
	a). Preparation of the proposal and the letter to the MNRE regarding the execution of the order of Prime Minister Chernomyrdin of 1996;

b). As a federal zakaznik will require special funding from the federal budget. 

c). Development of the zoning, management concept, working with stakeholders, preparation of the documents for State Ecological Expert Panel Review, legal approval. 


Outcome 2. MCPA management know-how is demonstrated, expanded and reinforced. (Total cost: US$6,708,000; GEF request: US$1,900,000; Co-financing: US$4,808,000) 

Work under this outcome focuses on testing and putting into practice new MCPA management and conservation tools for improving MCPA management effectiveness at the individual protected area level. Work will focus on five demonstration activities to be piloted in the three MCPA sites.  Each activity is designed to strengthen the management effectiveness of individual MCPA and the MCPA system in addressing current and emerging threats to marine and coastal biodiversity in Russia.  Outcome 3 focuses on sharing these improved practices across the MCPA network. 

	Pilot Activities
	Pilot Sites 

	I. 
Management and field conservation capacity building
	FEMZ, CIZ, IZ

	II. 
Pilot partnerships for strengthened enforcement & monitoring
	FEMZ, CIZ, IZ

	III. 
Sustainable tourism management practices 
	FEMZ

	IV. 
Pilot on integrated invasive species management
	CIZ

	V.  
Pilot demonstration for MCPA contingency planning & response to hazardous materials/contaminants
	IZ


Output 2.1.  Pilot I - Management and field conservation capacity building programme.  
A foundation of management capacity is a participatory, strategic and integrated management plan.  Under this output, project resources will fund the establishment of a community working group (CWG) of 7-9 people in each of the three pilot areas representing civil society.  The CWG will be the main mechanism for local peoples’ involvement in developing or upgrading each pilot site’s management plan.  The group will be chaired by the MCPA Director and will include representatives of the local administration, relevant scientific institutes, relevant business, and local societies, such as a hunting and fishing society. Effective cooperation between the MCPA and resource users is crucial to the success of the project.  Activities will improve MCPA management capacity to utilize community-based resource management as a tool and to develop the ability of Reserve staff to build relationships with local stakeholders and community leaders. During this management planning process, each CWG will consider how to start small (Level 1) and work up to bigger and broader initiatives (Levels 2 and 3).  This approach is critical for most MCPA in Russia given the paucity of resources at their disposal.  It is particularly helpful because while it acknowledges capacity shortcomings, it focuses on what is possible, rather than what is not. Work will focus on strengthening the conservation capacity of Reserve staff to implement test and apply pilot conservation and management tools. A training needs assessment will be conducted in each of the three pilot sites and a capacity building program developed based upon the results.  This activity will strengthen the practical skills of pilot MCPA staff through short-term training courses, and exchange programs with other MCPA in Russia and with partner PA in other countries.  For example, this may include pairing CIZ with its sister PA in Alaska, (ANMWR) or IZ with a neighboring Finnish PA. Short-term training will include a prep course in conservation biology, law & policy enforcement, wildlife ecology, and protected area and data management.  The course will be designed to provide people with practical “knowledge tools” that will help them do their job better.  Training will be organized a semi-annual basis. 

Activities will facilitate the exchange of information among MCPA in Russia and replication of best practices, including study tours and ranger exchanges with PA in Russia and with partner PA abroad.  It will also expose MCPA ranger staff to international best practices.  Study tours will focus on key issues like how to organize effective monitoring programs and utilize up-to-date techniques, how to develop effective risk management strategies for PA, control invasive species, and prepare effective responses to potential hazardous spills.   

Support under this output will provide for adequate facilities, equipment and the ability to maintain them. Modest infrastructure will be established at strategic points around each pilot Reserve to support effective management. For example, in the CIZ, a building donated by the village of Nikol’skoye will be rehabilitated to house modern offices for CIZ. Rangers will be equipped for extended field tours around the Reserve.  At least three zodiac-type boats will be procured for each MCPA to enable safe and efficient monitoring and enforcement work by Reserve personnel. 

Output 2.2.  Pilot II - Strengthened enforcement & monitoring partnerships among MCPA and key stakeholder institutions.  

GEF funds will support the process of developing and solidifying enforcement partnerships in all three pilot sites among each of the pilot MCPA, the Department for Specially Protected Areas, the Federal Border Service, the Federal Agency for Fisheries and their regional directorates, and regional Centers for Satellite Monitoring. This will include the necessary costs associated with forming an enforcement working group in each pilot site, holding meetings and round table discussions, and finalizing memoranda of understanding (MoU). 
Such partnerships are crucial to enabling MCPA to respond effectively to threats emerging from outside the MCPA and which require resources and jurisdiction beyond those given by law to MCPA. For example, regulations governing satellite monitoring of fishing vessels contain a loophole that allows fishing boats to switch off their mandated satellite transponder for many hours at a time.  Discussions will highlight how this loophole affects MCPA and the cost of the losses incurred as a result of this loophole. A priority of this work will be to share these experiences at the national level to inform the development of national guidelines and supportive regulations.

Effective and affordable monitoring is crucial to proactive and adaptive MCPA management. Partnerships are crucial to long-term monitoring success.  This pilot work will demonstrate how to improve MCPA monitoring through strategic partnerships and by emphasizing how to apply a practical multi-level approach to monitoring biodiversity even in resource constrained areas.  Level 1 focuses upon practical and basic monitoring at a limited scope and emphasizes community/school-based partnerships; Levels 2 & 3 expands the scope and complexity of the monitoring work and emphasizes partnerships with other institutions.

One monitoring working group (MWG) in each pilot site will develop an effective monitoring and targeted research program.  Each MWG will be a small group of expert ecologists from partner organizations such as Pacific Institute of Geography, Biodiversity Conservation Center, Russian Academy of Sciences and World Wildlife Fund.  Each MWG will be convened by each MCPA Pilot Site Manager and MCPA Director. The MWG’s work will begin by compiling and consolidating existing baseline biodiversity and ecosystem health data. Paper data sheets will be properly transcribed into a computer database and stored.  Based upon this baseline, critical gaps will be identified. 

The MWG will determine multi-level ecological inventory, monitoring and research program to fill these gaps and support proactive management in each pilot MCPA.  The inventory and monitoring protocols for priority species, habitats, natural communities and environmental parameters will be selected following best practices. The emphasis under this activity will be to develop and maintain a long-term vision for MCPA’s monitoring program needs that allow MCPA to begin immediately on a practical approach, utilizing resources and partnerships that are already at hand.  Work will be planned at three different levels. Consider seabird inventory and monitoring as an example: 

Level 1:  
Start immediately and focus on school group bird counts near one or more local villages.  

Level 2: 
Expand seabird counts to other areas of the reserve. 

Level 3:
Extend to the whole Reserve involving partner scientists and institutions.  

The key to developing this approach successfully will be for the MCPA Director to act as a “conductor” recruiting new partnerships and collaborative efforts in an orchestrated effort to achieve the overall objective.  This will be central to the project’s emphasis on a needs-based/opportunity-oriented approach to establishing sustainable conservation monitoring in Russia’s MCPA. The survey methodology will be designed to strengthen local capacity and be low cost and participatory.  Data will be compiled in standardized map and report formats for Russia’s PA system that will allow data to be shared with other protected areas in Russia. GEF resources will support the start-up costs of monitoring and sustain them through the project’s lifetime. An agreement among key partners to continue the monitoring activities upon conclusion of the project will be an important milestone in year four of the project.
Level 1: Strengthen community-based monitoring efforts and integrate them into MCPA’s long-term monitoring program.  In each pilot MCPA, work will build a community “Friends of MCPA” partnership program between the reserve and one or more local high schools to monitor priority species and environmental conditions.  Work under this activity will enable MCPA to move forward on inventory and monitoring priorities that can be addressed through “Level 1” community-based action. There are definite monitoring objectives that are well served by this kind of input.  In the Aleutian Islands, researchers have learned that sea ducks tend to stay in the same area all winter long.  This allows for effective incidental surveys to be undertaken by school groups.  Done once per month during winter in a limited number of areas, the surveyors are able to determine seasonal relative abundance of sea ducks or other species that can be monitored in this way -- valuable information for MCPA managers.  Community-based monitoring could also include beach monitoring for marine debris. 
Levels 2 & 3: Organize higher-level monitoring work to support proactive management. Project resources will also serve to strengthen research and information exchange partnerships among Russian and international academic and non-profit research institutions such as Birdlife International, WWF and Audubon. Building upon Level 1, MCPA will design Levels 2 and 3 of the monitoring program with partner organizations that maximizes continuity, comparability of results, and the importance of long-term data sets.  The following types of surveys and monitoring will be initiated in priority areas over the lifetime of the project: 
a) Sea bird colony productivity and population using protocols accepted as international best practice.

b) Supplement existing meteorological dataset with daily water temperature readings using a “data logger” at one near shore site. 

c) Species distribution and abundance, habitat condition and extent & foraging sites.

d) Impact of invasive species on native species, communities, and ecosystems of concern. 
Output 2.3.  Pilot III - Sustainable tourism management. 

Work under this pilot will be conducted by the Far East Marine Zapovdenik (FEMZ), where tourism pressures have increased dramatically in the past decade.  A small tourism management working group will be formed comprised of the FEMZ Director, the project pilot site manager and at least one recognized Russian tourism expert.  The group will develop a model tourism management plan for FEMZ that is practical and affordable.  The group’s work will be facilitated by short-term targeted input from an international expert in tourism management in an MCPA context.  

Output 2.4. Pilot IV - Integrated invasive species management.  

Work under this output will develop an Integrated Invasive Species Management Plan for multiple species.  The plan will determine objectives and priorities for managing invasive species and specify actions to be taken in the immediate, medium, and long-term (Levels 1, 2, and 3).  

Level 1: 
Containment, inventory and awareness/education on Bering Island, focusing first on rats.

Level 2: 
Broaden focus to include other species mink, house mice, red voles, reindeer. Inventory and containment on Medniy Island and any other suspect islands in the archipelago. 

Level 3: 
Eradication of top priority invasives. 

Level 1: Containment:  Develop and implement a containment program for Bering Island involving simple steps to avoid transporting rats to islands or other parts of Bering Island that may be rat-free. This will include the training of CIZ rangers to respond to shipwrecks to prevent new introductions of rodents as well as the promulgation of new regulations governing how ships are to be managed in the harbor. Develop program for rat containment/quarantine at the harbor and the airport to prevent new introductions and transport to rodent-free islands. AMNWR will provide briefings and written material on various invasive species management topics, including integrated pest management for rodents, and impacts of invasive species on native biodiversity.  Inventory: Determine distribution of rats on Bering Island:  Inventories will be conducted using “chew sticks” to document the distribution of rats in more remote areas of the island beyond Nikol’skoye.  This could be a project where a student(s) mentors with CIZ staff.  The effect that rats have on native biodiversity will be documented and used to support a coordinated public awareness and school education effort to illustrate and explain the impacts of invasive species on native flora and fauna and on human health. 

Level 2: Broaden rat prevention and management effort and evaluate mink impacts on nesting waterfowl.  The Reserve will work with a student group to form an Invasive Species Patrol, monitor the removal of invasive species, and establish a “rat-free” certification program.  Emphasis will be placed upon taking a multi-species approach, and Reserve staff will consider the cost/benefit of focusing efforts on one species versus another (e.g. removing rats will have a greater beneficial impact on native biodiversity than removing mink), as well as how removing one invasive species may affect others. Develop and implement reindeer management program that limits damage to native tundra and provides sufficient meat supply to villagers. The two-pronged approach proposed will: (i) demonstrate impacts of reindeer on native plants and birds; and (ii) use best practices to minimize herd size while allowing sufficient harvest. CIZ will survey the herd, determine the range’s carrying capacity, control distribution, herd size and sex ratio to maintain sustainable harvests while also conserving the native flora and fauna, establish and enforce hunting quotas, and monitor impact on native plants and birds.
Level 3: Eradication of rats from Bering Island.  Ultimately, the removal of rats from Bering Island is desired, and this may be feasible, particularly if the inventory indicates the rats are at least seasonally restricted to only a portion of the islands.  Similarly, based on inventory results, a program to eradicate mink and house mice would be implemented on Bering Island.  Technical and financial assistance in implementation would be provided by AMNWR.  This activity is entirely co-financed.

Output 2.5. Pilot V - Demonstration for MCPA contingency planning & response to hazardous materials/contaminants spill.
This output seeks to empower the Ingerman-landsky Zapovednik (IZ) MCPA and its key local stakeholders to know their current situation with respect to chronic oiling and to be prepared so that in the event of a catastrophic spill, they are able to take the most effective actions possible at the local level to bring assistance from outside as quickly as possible and to minimize the impact on the Baltic ecosystem.  

Level 1. Evaluate the existing hazardous material/oil spill preparedness system in the Russian Baltic, the trend of natural resource exploitation and shipping in the region and its implications for IZ.   The first step will be to establish baseline levels of wildlife (e.g. seabird and marine mammal) mortality and oiling, and to prepare response in case of spill. This activity is already included as part of the beach monitoring work described under Output 2.3 but is included here to illustrate the integration of the different outputs and activities across outcomes.

Level 2. Develop protocols for oil spill response by IZ MCPA that are in accordance with Russian law and, in the case of IZ MCPA, harmonized with the Finnish side of the border to facilitate a coordinated response to a future catastrophic spill.  This activity will draw upon best practice in the area of protocols and procedures for hazardous material spill response adopted by other MCPA around the world.  This activity will also create links with other groups such as International Bird Rescue to secure their involvement in case of a spill. 

Level 3. GEF and co-funding will support educational activities and facilitate staff exchanges with other PA more experienced in contingency planning and emergency response. Training will be given on how to collect information in the event of a spill. Staff and student groups will be trained in how to sample contaminants and evaluate carcass deposition rates and document environmental impacts. Training will also be conducted on how to handle hazardous materials.  IZ personnel will be provided with personal protective equipment, spill response kits, and wildlife response kits.
Outcome 3.  Strengthened MCPA system effectively captures knowledge and enables replication of best practice.  (Total cost: US$1,792,000; GEF request: US$600,000; Co-financing: US$1,192,000)
Output 3.1.  System-level MCPA management effectiveness measuring and monitoring. 

Work under this output will support the development and adoption by MNRE of a system-level MCPA management effectiveness measuring and monitoring program.  Many methods are being developed around the world for evaluating MCPA management effectiveness.  Under this activity, MNRE will assess, analyze and adopt a system-level method for evaluating MCPA management effectiveness. This work will build upon the Strategic Plan and MCPA management standards and guidelines developed under Outcome 1, the system-level monitoring program developed under Outcome 3, and the individual METT utilized to measure effectiveness at the individual MCPA level.  The system-level measurement method includes measures and descriptions of a wide range of management elements and provides a strong basis for understanding and improving management across the network of MCPA as well as reporting on progress and promoting good practice. A key part of measuring and managing for system-level effectiveness is a system or network-level monitoring program.  Under this activity, MNRE and its monitoring partners will implement the monitoring guidelines developed under Outcome 1 for coordinated and targeted monitoring of biodiversity and ecosystem health in Russia’s MCPA.  A basic and practical monitoring program will be developed at the system level to support the MNRE’s ability to measure system-level MCPA management effectiveness.  This will require the development of specific indicators of success for the MCPA network and will build upon the work done under Outcome 1 on the Strategic Plan.  The recurrent costs of running the system-level monitoring will be met through the budget of the MNRE. 

Output 3.2.  National MCPA Knowledge Management and Development Program.

Work under this output will develop good practice training modules (courses) for use by MCPA managers. The purpose of the training modules is to ensure that the new ideas, knowledge, and skills needed for effective MCPA management will be taught to the current generation of managers and made available to the next generation of managers as well. These modules will emerge from the pilot demonstrations under Outcome 2 and will include but not be limited to: (i) How to strengthen MCPA capacity to address current and emerging threats to biological diversity; (ii) Working with resources at hand -- how to build effective conservation practice by applying a multiple level framework of action; (iii) How to build effective partnerships for enforcement between MCPA and other key institutions; (iv) How to develop and implement a practical monitoring program to support adaptive management; (v) How to understand and effectively manage the invasive species problem; and (vi) How to develop a contingency plan and response program for hazardous materials and contaminant spills.  

Additionally, the project will support a summer internship program to help overcome the capacity barrier of too few young university-educated staff being brought into the MCPA network.  This will be done in close cooperation with the traditional centers of academic excellence in Russia for biology, ecology, natural resources and coastal management. An open and fair competition will be held for a limited number of internship spots each year, with a commitment from the MNRE-DSPA to hire a certain number of “graduated” interns each year. 

In order to ensure the replicability of conservation outcomes and capture lessons needed to improve the sustainability of the MCPA system, GEF co-financing will support the establishment of a peer-to-peer knowledge sharing web-based mechanism within MNRE to improve MCPA’s access to information. The project will identify and train knowledge managers within the MNRE to develop and manage this website to be interactive and to facilitate peer-to-peer knowledge sharing through online subject blogs, email list-serves and online training and capacity building program for use across the MCPA system.  The training program will be comprised of best practice MCPA management modules and video lectures from MCPA managers on their best practices and experiences.  

The international web-based monthly newsletter, MPA News, will be translated into Russian and made available on the web by MPA News with support from this project for the initial 2 years of translation, helping to overcome a significant language barrier that prevents most Russian conservation practitioners from benefiting from and contributing to the international discussion on best practice and emerging innovations.  This system will utilize web-based technologies for facilitating information exchange, learning, and networking. The existing MCPA website established by WWF will be strengthened to make available all the good practice modules and other reference documents available for downloading, multiple chat rooms or “blogs” to facilitate peer-to-peer information exchange and brainstorming. MNRE’s knowledge management program will launch an annual MCPA meeting, where MCPA stakeholders will be able to discuss emerging priorities and best MCPA management practice in interactive sessions. 

Output 3.3. Strengthened replication policies at national MCPA level 

Develop policy mandate and incentives to use training modules and apply best practices. The MNRE will mandate the use of the best practices and new knowledge tools by regulatory or policy means. This will further institutionalize the changes brought about by the project and maximize the impact and utility of the best practice modules for each MCPA.  Incentives will be developed to encourage protected areas to adopt these best practices. Under this output, MCPA will be enabled to replicate good management practice through the establishment of an MCPA knowledge network.  The network will support the sharing of experiences and exchanging of ideas among MCPA managers.  Regular working group meetings will be held throughout the project to discuss the pilot work done under this project and to share experiences of other MCPA in this regard.  Study tours for MCPA staff to the pilot sites will be organized by MNRE in order to focus upon good practices emerging from five pilot demonstrations.  This visit will be utilized to refine and finalize the good practice modules described in Output 3.2.  They will also cover international best practices such as application of the METT.

II.3.
Project Indicators, Risks and Assumptions

134. Please see the Logical Framework for indicators, risks and assumptions. 

Table 13. Indicators at the level of Objective:
	Objective/outcomes
	Indicators

	Objective: To facilitate expansion of the national system of marine and coastal protected areas and improve its management effectiveness.
	# hectares of newly protected coastal and marine area within MCPA network.

	
	METT Scores. Indirect impact on improved management effectiveness in 24 million hectares of MCPA through METT Score.

	
	MNRE MCPA Capacity Scorecard (Policy formulation, Implementation, Engagement & consensus, Info & knowledge, Monitoring)

	
	Populations of two priority colonies of globally threatened seabird species at CIZ in two monitoring areas: Toporkov Island and Ariykamen Island.

	
	Steller sea lion populations on Bering and Mediny Islands;

 # of adult/juveniles;  # of Pups;  # of breeding males

	
	# and distribution of sea cucumbers in FEMZ.

	
	Baltic seal population in IZ

	Outcome 1: Improved MPA system-level capacity enables the expansion of the MCPA system.
	# of new MCPA proposed based upon new long-term strategy/gap analysis.

	
	Direct impact on improved effectiveness in pilot sites = improved management in 6 million hectares though METT Score.

	
	# of new policies and guidelines developed and adopted by MNRE to strengthen institutional effectiveness. 

	Outcome 2: MPA management know-how is demonstrated, expanded and reinforced.
	# incidences of illegal fishing in CIZ & FEMZ protected marine zones.

	
	Direct impact on improved effectiveness in pilot sites = improved management in 6 million hectares though METT Score.

	
	Population of rats on Bering Island.

	Outcome 3: Strengthened MCPA system effectively captures knowledge and enables replication of best practice.
	# of MCPA adopting invasive species management plans.

	
	# of MCPA adopting contingency plans for responding to hazardous material spills.

	
	# of official partnerships (monitoring, enforcement, etc) formed by MCPA nationwide.


Risks  
135. The risks confronting the project have been carefully evaluated during project preparation, and risk mitigation measures have been internalized into the design of the project. A careful analysis of barriers has been conducted and measured designed to lower or overcome these barriers.  Six main risks have been identified, and are summarized below. Other assumptions behind project design are elaborated in the Logical Framework.

Table 14. Risks and risk mitigation strategy
	Risk
	Risk Rating
	Risk Mitigation Strategy 

	Stakeholder support and understanding of the project could be undermined by staff changes at the national or regional levels, hampering the project’s ability to achieve improved conservation management.
	M-L
	The project is designed to further the goals and objectives of the Ministry of Natural Resource’s PA program and larger national goals and objectives and as such, should be able to withstand such changes.   The project emphasizes the creation of partnerships that goes beyond just individual staff.

	There is the risk that the project will produce replication tools (e.g. the online training materials and knowledge sharing system) but that these will not be utilized to the extent intended.
	M
	The project is designed to work with MCPA authorities to integrate the replication tools into their management system and to emphasize the importance of using these tools by including criteria measuring this into their in-house performance evaluations for PA managers.

	Environmental perturbations could affect conservation results.


	M-S
	The project’s success indicators are designed to account for these perturbations. The project emphasizes data-driven adaptive management, which will help the MCPA to discern the difference between impacts from environmental changes and anthropogenic impacts and respond accordingly.

	Baseline Gov’t funding may continue only to support basic management functions of MCPA.

	M-L
	The project emphasizes enabling stakeholders to work with resources at hand and build effective conservation practice step-by-step by applying a multiple-level approach to conservation and monitoring work

	MCPA staff may have difficulty overcoming years of habit and organizational culture in order to change their approach and mentality from being reactive to proactive in PA management and conservation practice.
	S-M
	The project places a high priority on capacity building through in-situ training, personnel exchanges with and study tours to similar protected areas with similar challenges and very different management proscriptions.

	Climate change: marine and coastal ecosystems are most susceptive to climate change impacts
	M
	A critical element of this project is the “resilience based” Strategic Conservation Planning (SCP) process under Outcome 1. The SCP process will seek to understand how and why coastal and marine systems are changing in order to be better placed to build capacity to anticipate change. For example, a specific “how and why” might consider the effects on biodiversity due to warmer nighttime summer Arctic temperatures, which permit pathogens to survive where they had previously been frozen out.

Resilience can be defined as the ability of a system to absorb disturbance and retain basic function/ structure. A resilience-based strategy will value:

Diversity:
· Intraspecific, species, communities, ecosystems, landscape elements & ecological processes. 

· The more variations available to respond to a shock the greater the ability to absorb a shock. 

· Diversity = flexibility and keeping options open. 

· Redundancy in functional groups strengthens links in ecological chains (herbivores, carnivores)

Modularity: The extent to which the components that make up a system are linked.
· Modularity in the system allows individual modules to keep functioning when other more linked modules fail.  

· Define meaning of modularity in MCPA network:  

· Ensure network encompasses a variety of attributes so MCPA respond differently to climate instability.  

· Look for evidence of the ability of a place to respond differently to a climate perturbation.
Tightness of Feedbacks: 

· Nurture social memory, creativity; build networks. 

· Build institutions that learn/adapt rapidly; abandon rigid ones.   

· The importance of ecological data/knowledge and operating effectively with incomplete data. 

· Start with basic monitoring where needed and scale up.  
· Ability to evolve and adapt in response to complexity.


Risk Rating: L - Low; M – Medium; S – Substantial

II.4.
Expected global, national and local benefits 

136. There is a long list of global environmental benefits to be generated by this project.  First, the project will contribute to the achievement of the programmatic Indicators, Expected Long Term Impacts, and Outcomes of GEF’s Biodiversity Strategic Objective #1 (SO-1) and Strategic Program #1, including:  
1. Improved extent and new habitat protected in the MCPA system that enhances ecosystem representation in Russia’s MCPA network. 

2. Improved coverage of marine and coastal ecosystems through the expansion of marine and coastal areas under protection by an additional 2.5 million hectares.  

3. Support for Russia’s strengthening PA system to ensure its long-term sustainability.

4. Improved management effectiveness of individual MCPAs with direct impact on six million hectares and indirect impact on 24 million hectares. 

5. Conservation of biodiversity in Russia’s marine and coastal protected areas.  

137. Secondly, substantial global benefits will be generated due to the globally significant ecoregional context of the Russia’s marine and coastal areas.  Russia’s coastal and marine regions represent the eleven WWF Global 200 Ecoregions listed in Table 13.  The project’s three pilot sites represent five of these eleven Ecoregions.  
Table 15.  Global 200 Ecoregions represented in Russia’s Coastal and Marine Zone

	Global 200 #
	Global 200 Ecoregion Name


	Global 200 #
	Global 200 Ecoregion Name



	71
	Russian Far East Temperate Forests
	181
	Russian Far East Rivers and Wetlands 

	85
	Kamchatka Taiga and Grasslands
	197
	Bering Sea 

	116
	Taimyr and Siberian Coastal Tundra
	198
	Barents-Kara Sea 

	117
	Chukote Coastal Tundra
	200
	Northeast Atlantic Shelf 

	157
	Volga River Delta
	204
	Sea of Okhotsk 

	160
	Lena River Delta 
	
	


138. Thirdly, the project’s focus on expanding coverage and improving the effectiveness of MPA management in Russia will contribute to the conservation of globally significant marine and coastal biodiversity and feed into the global body of experience and best practices.

139. Finally, a large number of globally endangered species will be conserved.  This goes to the heart of the “expected long term impacts” and global benefits of GEF’s SO-1.  By focusing some of its efforts on the three pilot MCPA sites, the project gains significant global benefits.  The Commander Islands MCPA is one of the most important areas within the Bering Sea Global 200 Ecoregion, and is a significant reservoir of globally significant biological diversity and ecosystem function for the surrounding Bering Sea and North Pacific region.  The project will result in the improved management of one of the most significant protected areas in the northern hemisphere, with the largest protected marine area in the North Pacific/Bering Sea region.
140. The Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik located on Peter the Great Bay was the first reserve created in Russia to protect marine ecosystems.  It is located in one of the most important coastal and marine areas and the most biologically productive part of the Sea of Japan and has the highest level of marine diversity of any sea in Russia.  More than 2,000 species of marine invertebrates occur in Peter the Great Bay. Eight hundred species of algae have been identified in the rich waters of the zapovednik and over 900 species of plants are found in the terrestrial areas of the reserve, including rare species of rhododendron, Japanese yew, and others.  
141. National and local benefits: The conservation of the marine and coastal biological diversity and ecosystem function will also contribute towards the fulfillment of Russia’s obligations under the CBD.  The national, regional and local benefits will also include increased management effectiveness of MCPA.  Government stakeholders will benefit from the increased technical capacity to manage protected areas and conserve biological diversity engendered by this project. Improved interagency coordination and collaboration among federal and regional authorities and stakeholder participation in resource management will lead to reductions in duplication of effort, improvements in cost effectiveness. Improved management effectiveness will positively impact the experience of Russian citizens using their protected areas and reduce the number of conflicts among resource users and levels of illegal fishing.  Local stakeholders will benefit from the project’s efforts to help MCPA improve proactive management of ecotourism impacts which in the long run will add value to quality of experiences offered by tourism enterprises and increase income generating opportunities for local communities. 

142. Marine protected areas have been shown to improve the condition of local fisheries in many parts of the world.  This could very well be the case for some MCPA in Russia, which will benefit local fisher communities.  The diversification of income opportunities, and especially the promotion of tourism will generate spin-off benefits for the local communities in Kamchatka, in Vladivostok, and in the Baltic area as a whole.

Table 16.  Local/national benefits from protecting marine areas. 

	Local/National Stakeholder Categories
	Benefits

	Extractive Users 

(e.g. commercial and 

recreational fishermen) 


	· Increase in catch 

· Reduced variation in catch;

· Improved catch mix (i.e., greater frequency of older /larger fish) 



	Non-extractive Users 

(e.g., divers, eco-tourists, 

and existence values) 


	· Maintain species diversity

· Greater habitat complexity and diversity.

· Higher density levels.



	Management/Society-at-large
	· Strengthen resilience of marine and coastal systems to climate instability.  

· Improved scientific knowledge of ecosystem conditions. 

· Serve as a hedge against uncertain stock assessments 

· Provide educational opportunities. 


II.5.
Country Ownership: Country Eligibility and Country Drivenness

143. The Russian Federation ratified the CBD on April 5, 1995, and is eligible for country assistance from UNDP.  The Government of the Russian Federation (GoRF) has long demonstrated a commitment to protecting biodiversity.  The project will assist the Government of Russia to meet its obligations under the following international conventions signed and ratified by Russia: (i) Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD 1995); (ii) Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (1991); (iii) Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn Convention, 1998); (iv) Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage; (v) the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES 1994); (vi) the Convention ILO 169 (1989) concerning Indigenous and Tribal people; (vii) the World Heritage Convention and the Seville Strategy (28 C/Resolution 2.4 of the UNESCO General Conference, 1995). 

144. The project reflects Russia’s national priorities in conservation and development as they are expressed in Russia’s “National Conservation Action Plan” and the All-Russian Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and National Biodiversity Conservation Action Plan (BCS/BCAP) of 2001. A central feature of the BCS/BCAP is the establishment and effective management of protected areas as instruments of in situ biodiversity conservation. The Action Plan provides such objectives as: stimulation of rational management of natural resources and improvement of specially protected areas management. 

145. The BCAP identifies MCPA as a conservation priority due to sea mammals and birds’ colonies (clause 5.2.2.5 “Sea and coastal ecosystems. Priorities at the Federal level”). The project furthers several of BCAP’s most important priorities, including: strengthening and extending the network of protected areas; promoting the sustainable use of biological and cultural resources; and encouraging local participation and equitable access to benefits from biodiversity conservation.

146. Promulgated in 2002, the Ecological Doctrine of the Russian Federation presents an integrated framework for maintaining a healthy environment and providing for sustainable development in the country.  It is based upon the Constitution of the Russian Federation, federal law and international agreements to which Russia is a party. It sets forth the government’s strategic goals, which include the conservation of natural ecosystems for their life support functions and sustainable development. The conservation of ecosystems and associated biodiversity, and sustainable use of resources are central to the Doctrine. Much national level and regional level legislation has also been passed over the past 10 years to provide for the strengthening of protected areas and their contribution to biodiversity conservation.

147. The project supports the Russian Government’s ongoing commitments and programmes to promote and carry out biodiversity conservation. It does so by linking national goals enunciated in federal programs such as “Ecology and Natural Resources (2002-2010)” with local and regional level conservation of globally significant marine and coastal biodiversity. The GoRF initiated the project and provided cash co-financing for the preparation stage. 

Linkages with UNDP Country Programme

148. Environmental protection and biodiversity conservation is a key focus area of the UNDP Country Cooperation Framework (CCF). The project is entirely supportive of and consistent with UNDP’s Country Programme Portfolio. The latter includes an extensive biodiversity conservation programme currently implemented in the Kamchatka peninsula (PA management, wild salmon conservation, and island integrity), Altai-Sayan ecoregion (protection of mountain ecosystems), Lower Volga Region (wetland conservation), Taymir Peninsula and Komi Republic. The following key elements and components implemented/planned within these projects will potentially influence the proposed project as the source of lessons, methods and best practices: (i) PA management; (ii) Alternative livelihood demonstrations; and (iii) Local population involvement in management and decision-making.
Linkages with other GEF financed projects

149. The GEF and UNDP have partnered with the Russian Government in seeking to mainstream biodiversity conservation into the productive fishery sector through the “Conservation and Sustainable Use of Wild Salmon Biodiversity in Kamchatka” project.  This project is establishing a coastal protected area in the form of a watershed level salmon sanctuary, which may also have a small marine component.  It’s work with management planning is relevant to this project. 
150. In addition, the GEF, UNDP have partnered with the Russian Government to address some ecological representation gaps by strengthening protected area systems at the ecoregional level (Altay Sayan ecoregions, Kamchatka meadows, forests, tundra and taiga ecoregions, Taimyr central Siberian tundra and Volga River).  These projects address management effectiveness and sustainability of 28 federal and regional protected areas on an area of 15 million hectares. Within the programming framework for GEF IV, the Russian government and UNDP are currently preparing three new projects, which aim at catalyzing the sustainability of the national protected area system by addressing the major representativeness gaps: (i) Urals montane forest tundra and taiga and Scandinavian and Russian taiga in Republic of Komi; (ii) marine and coastal ecoregions which will be submitted for approval in the second part of GEF IV- the proposed project; and (iii) Daurien steppe ecoregion. This strategy of strengthening subsystems of protected areas at the ecoregional level proved to be the most cost-effective and efficient in the Russia’s context given its vast territory, decentralized governance structure, immense diversity and distribution of ecosystems, land use models and development challenges. 

151. There are 10 other GEF-funded Biodiversity Conservation projects in Russia.  Of these, two are general capacity development project, both implemented by UNEP, namely: (i) First National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity; and (ii) Development of National Biodiversity CHM. No direct links with these projects will be established. 

152. Several other projects have been completed, including: (i) The Biodiversity Conservation project (World Bank); (ii) Strengthening Protected Areas Network for Sikhote-Alin Mountian Forest Ecosystems Conservation in Khabarovsky Krai (World Bank); and (iii) Demonstrating Sustainable Conservation of Biological Diversity in Four Protected Areas in Russia’s Kamchatka Oblast, Phase I (UNDP). Another GEF-funded regional project “Strengthening the Network of Training Centers for Protected Area Management through Demonstration of a Tested Approach” has been under implementation by UNEP. Linkages to these projects are through application of lessons learned, as described previously.  In some cases, project teams of these completed projects will be contacted with a view to learning lessons more intensively and/or sharing products such as public awareness materials.
153. Nearing completion is the UNEP-GEF project entitled, “An Integrated Ecosystem Management Approach to Conserve Biodiversity and Minimise Habitat Fragmentation in Three Selected Model Areas in the Russian Arctic (ECORA).  Initiated by Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) Working Group of the Arctic Council and the Russian Federation, ECORA seeks to conserve biodiversity and minimize habitat fragmentation in three model areas in the Russian Arctic: Kolguev Island in Nenets Autonomous Okrug, the Lower Kolyma River Basin in Yakutia, and the Beringovsky District in Chukotka  Autonomous Okrug.  The major outcomes of the project are approved IEM strategies and action plans in the three model areas.  In support of these strategies and action plans, the project has been implementing a number of activities including biodiversity and socio-economic inventories; training programs; legislative and institutional capacity building; specific conservation measures; and pilot activities to test IEM approaches.  ECORA has much relevance for this project and careful attention will be paid to utilizing its experience and lessons learned as part of this project’s work to strengthen MCPA management effectiveness and expand the MCPA systems coverage.  

154. Four other projects are currently under implementation, all implemented by UNDP: (i) Conservation of Wetland Biodiversity in the Lower Volga Region; (ii) Biodiversity Conservation in the Russian Portion of the Altai-Sayan Ecoregion; (iii) Conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity in Russia’s Taymir Peninsula: Maintaining connectivity across the landscape; and (iv) Demonstrating Sustainable Conservation of Biodiversity in Four Protected Areas in Russia's Kamchatka Oblast, Phase 2; and (v) Linkages to the projects will be developed through a network of UNDP/GEF projects that has already been established.  The network meets at least once a year, but is active by email and telephone at other times, and also takes advantages of other meetings and workshops to exchange ideas and lessons.  There are already examples of successful exchange of lessons, for example, the adoption of the SME approach piloted in Kamchatka by the Altai-Sayan project.
II.6.
Sustainability

155. The project design builds upon the significant financial, institutional, and social sustainability baseline that already exists within Russia in order to assure sustainability.  A number of factors combine to ensure that the prospects are good for achieving a high level of sustainability.  Russia’s commitment to its PA network is stronger than most countries in transition and its financial commitment is on the rise. 

156. Between 2004 and 2007, Government financing for Russia’s MCPA increased by 93%, from 112,200,000 rubles to 238,206,000 rubles.  Of course, different MCPA experienced different degrees of funding increases, but overall, this is an impressive record.  Figure #1 shows this increasing funding across individual MCPA and total overall budget.  

Figure 1: Comparison of MCPA budget figures 2004 and 2007.
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157. Combine this with the fact that an important part of the project’s strategy to improve effectiveness - the MCPAs are developing strong ties with other government agencies responsible for resource management in surrounding areas, with the local community, and with international partners – also helps to improve the prospects for long-term sustainability.  These prospects are quite good and improving. This project has been designed to enable the continuation of project-inspired changes in practice upon completion of the project itself.  The project’s approach to sustainability reflects several overriding assumptions related to the question of sustainability and how this will be achieved.  Please see below for a matrix of assumptions and project responses: 

Table 15. Assumptions  

	Assumption
	Validity of Assumption

	Assumption #1: 


The project’s outcomes are largely achievable with current institutions, and existing and to-be-increased financial resources and personnel.  

Baseline Government funding of the Reserve will continue to enable basic management functions and may even increase in future years.
	The MNRE will continue to fund the costs of staffing most MCPA, significantly reducing the sustainability challenge. 

MCPA budget has increased significantly from near zero during the most difficult period of the transition, to the bare bones budget now provided.  The project is designed purposefully to approach the MCPA’s challenges in this way, building upon existing capacity in incremental steps to maximize absorptive capacity and sustainability.   

	Assumption #2:


New, strong partnerships with other government agencies, the local community, NGOs and governmental organizations will improve effectiveness and contribute to sustainability.  
	The concept is a simple one – that partnerships can enable organizations to do more with less and in the process improve effectiveness.  The concept has been proven valid many times before – both in business and government.  

	Assumption #3: 


Overcoming barriers (knowledge, financial, “proof of concept”) will catalyze the self-sustaining adoption of new protected area management approaches.  


	The project integrates the guidance from GEF and experience of many other projects by focusing on removing barriers to the adoption of more sustainable practices. The project will seek to work with and strengthen local institutional and stakeholder capacities to access new information and markets. 




158. Institutional sustainability.  The truth in Russia is that no one knows what the future will bring for the institutional structure of Russia’s protected areas.  Change has been a constant companion of nearly all of Russia’s natural resource management entities in the past 10 years and it will likely continue to be the case for the next ten years.  However, this is not all negative.  The reality is that even during these times of change and evolution of Russia’s institutional structures, the government has continued to support protected areas and as stated above, increased their funding dramatically.  This bodes well for the long-term institutional sustainability of Russia’s MCPA.  Another factor that is positive is the increasing frequency with which decision makers in Russia are discussing the need for a stand-alone Ministry of Ecology that would also have responsibility for protected areas.  At least this shows the importance with which this issue is considered and at best, it bodes well for solidifying the institutional structure under the MCPA.  

159. The other key to institutional sustainability concerns economic development policies in the oil/gas, mineral and forest sectors.  Large-scale industrial developments in or near protected areas could threaten biodiversity conservation.  Fortunately, recent court cases have established the principle that decisions by regional governors cannot apply to the federal protected areas, providing some security against such developments. 

160. Financial sustainability: After major cuts in federal budgets during the economic crises of the 1990s, there has been a positive trend in both budgetary and non-budgetary funding (see Figure 1).  In some regions of Russia, non-budgetary sources of revenue for PA have increased in recent years to 10 – 20% of total management budgets. This has come from three sources – the private sector dominated by the oil and gas industry, tourism interests, and some academic research projects.  With respect to oil and gas, some MCPA such as Astrakahnskyi, Kandalkashkiy and Nenetskiy zapovedniks are already receiving funds from oil or oil shipping companies.  Not all revenues appear in official reports, so some work is still needed to clarify the situation.  Nation-wide, tourist visitation to Russia’s MCPA are continuing to rise, even under the Baseline situation. These positive trends are reinforced by increasing market demand for biodiversity-friendly goods and services, at least in the major urban centres in Russia.  Improving transportation infrastructure also improves prospects for marketing of such products in Europe.

161. Social sustainability. The social context of MCPA in Russia varies considerably – from bordering on large cities to being some of the most remote locations in the world.  Social sustainability will be based on: (i) the local benefits for local communities where they exist to be delivered by the MCPA (diversified and more sustainable incomes, etc. – see section on local benefits); and (ii) the overall positive perceptions of key stakeholders as to the value of MCPA to Russia and the global community.
162. Ecological sustainability.  What is sustainability in a time of dynamic and unpredictable change? Climate change (or climate instability) poses a new and different challenge to this goal of ecological sustainability. Increasing pressures caused by the need for more energy and protein generate more familiar stressors but challenging none-the-less. The project seeks to maximize ecological sustainability through its focus on mitigating existing and future potential threats such as climate change and increasing pressure from natural resource extraction.  The project’s strategic approach calls for increasing the ecological representation and ecosystem resilience of the MCPA system speaks to this priority of ecological sustainability in a changing world. The large sizes of most of MCPA and possibility of integration with other specially designated marine areas such as “marine mammal protection zones” and fishery refuge zones also bodes well for ecological sustainability.
II.7.
Replicability

163. The project’s three demonstration sites represent a cross section of the challenges and opportunities facing MCPA throughout the RF.  Commander Islands is the largest protected marine zone and faces some of the most significant invasive species problems, a problem that climate change is likely to aggravate across much of Russia in the coming decades.  The Ingermanland Zapovednik faces some of the most significant threats from steadily increasing tanker and shipping traffic in the Gulf of Finland, something many of Russia’s other MCPA are facing and will face in the future.  And the FEMZ struggles with how to effectively manage increasing pressure from tourism.  

164. The replicability potential of this project is significant for at least two reasons: (i) the practices to be developed and demonstrated are directly relevant to the needs of other MCPA in Russia; and (ii) project partners have the resources or, with proper capacity building, the ability to access resources that are more than sufficient to support replication of civil society partnerships, protected area management, and the knowledge of a conservation economy, including eco-tourism management. The existing and emerging institutional PA framework will also facilitate replication via MNRE nationally and regionally through emerging regional associations of protected areas such as the Association of Far East Zapovedniks. 

Table 16. Replication strategy 

	Strategy
	Replication Strategy/Interventions
	Locus for Replication
	Cost (x US$ 1,000)

	Outcome 1. Improved MCPA system-level capacity enables the expansion of the MCPA system.
	The strategic conservation plan for the MCPA network will apply to the whole MCPA network and so will by design facilitate replication of priority actions included in the strategy and piloted by the project. 
	MCPA network
	50 

	
	The system-wide monitoring to be put in place will also facilitate replication – as it will facilitate adaptive, proactive management by measuring MCPA system and individual area effectiveness.  
	MCPA network
	30

	
	Policy guidelines enacted by the MNRE will institutionalize replication of priority actions across the system.  
	MCPA system
	5

	Outcome 2. MCPA management know-how is demonstrated, expanded and reinforced .
	a) Model MCPA Management Plan(s) will set new standards for protected area management, conservation, stakeholder participation, assessment of non-monetary assets and financial planning standards.  It will also set the standard for incorporating METT into the management planning and monitoring process for Russian MCPA management.  Best practices available beginning year 3. 
	MCPA network 
	25

	
	b) Optimal financial planning and operational asset assessment steps incorporated into management planning process and required by MNRE for all PA management planning.  
	MCPA network 
	10

	
	a) Three tiered inventory, monitoring, and targeted research program.  Guidance on how to establish such a practical, proactive and participatory monitboring program will be made available by end of year 3. 
	MCPA network; 
	10

	
	Invasive species management and hazardous spill preparedness are both new topics to MCPA in Russia. Guidance on how to establish a practical, proactive and participatory three-tiered program will be made available by end of year 3.
	MCPA network; 
	10

	Outcome 3. Strengthened MCPA system effectively captures knowledge and enables replication.
	Knowledge management system for MCPA.
	National  
	30

	
	Policy mandate to utilize modules in MCPA training program. 
	MCPA network; National.
	5

	
	Training modules for MCPA managers.  

Available by end of year 3 for piloting in MCPA network and then nationally.  
	MCPA network
	30

	Independent Evaluations
	The independent evaluation scheduled during the Project will be tasked with the identification of factors underpinning the success for Project activities, with a view to replication.  Yr 2 and 4.  
	Regional and National.
	110

	
	
	Total
	315


II.8.
Financial Modality and Cost-Effectiveness 

165. The total cost of the project is US$ 13,396,000.

Table 17.  Total project budget/outcome

	Project Components/Outcomes
	Co-financing ($)
	GEF ($)
	Total ($)

	1. Improved MCPA System and Institutional-level capacity enables the expansion of the MCPA
	2,546,000
	1,100,000
	3,646,000

	2. MCPA management know-how is demonstrated, expanded and reinforced.  
	4,808,000
	1,900,000
	6,708,000

	3. Strengthened MCPA system effectively captures knowledge and enables replication of best practice.  
	1,192,000
	600,000
	1,792,000

	Project management budget/cost*
	850,000
	400,000
	1,250,000

	Total project costs
	9,396,000
	4,000,000
	13,396,000


 * This item is an aggregate cost of project management; breakdown of this aggregate amount is presented in table 18) below.
Table 18.  Project management Budget/cost

	Cost items
	Estimated person weeks
	GEF ($)
	Other sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	Locally recruited consultants*
	665
	295,980
	450,000
	745,980

	   Project Coordinator
	69
	49,680
	
	 

	   Project Administration Asst 
	229
	107,630
	  
	

	
Finance Assistant
	229
	57,250
	
	

	
Pilot Site Managers (x2)
	138
	81,420
	
	

	Internationally recruited consultants*
	
	
	
	

	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications** 
	     
	40,000
	276,000
	316,000

	Travel to project sites** 
	 
	40,000
	100,000
	140,000

	Miscellaneous (petty cash, stationery, etc) 
	 
	24,020
	24,000
	48,020

	Total
	 
	400,000
	850,000
	1,250,000


 * Local and international consultants in this table are those who are hired for functions related to the management of project. Consultants who are hired to do a special task are referred to as consultants providing technical assistance (see details of these services in iii) below)
Table 19.  Consultants working for technical assistance components:

	Component
	Estimated person weeks1
	GEF($)
	Other sources ($)
	Project total ($)

	Local consultants*
	
	
	
	

	Project Manager
	160
	115,200
	
	115,200

	Pilot Site Managers (2)
	320
	188,800
	
	188,800

	Biodiversity and ecosystem monitoring expert
	24
	24,000
	
	24,000

	Natural resource law, policy and regulatory expert
	24
	24,000
	
	24,000

	Monitoring working groups (3)
	96
	96,000
	20,000
	116,000

	Enforcement working groups (3)
	48
	48,000
	20,000
	68,000

	Invasive Species management working group (1)
	45
	45,000
	20,000
	65,000

	Hazardous materials spill contingency planning working group (1)
	52
	52,000
	20,000
	72,000

	Tourism management working group (1)
	36
	36,000
	20,000
	56,000

	Web-site designer
	36
	36,000
	
	36,000

	International consultants*
	
	
	
	

	Gap analysis expert
	10
	30,000
	
	30,000

	Management effectiveness expert
	10
	30,000
	30,000
	60,000

	Training needs assessment
	12
	36,000
	30,000
	66,000

	Tourism management specialist
	12
	36,000
	
	36,000

	Invasive species management specialist
	12
	36,000
	
	36,000

	Total
	897
	833,000
	160,000
	993,000


1 This figure is applicable to the respective GEF funding. Co-financed expert input will be at the cost/week determined by each respective co-funder.  

Table 20.  Co-financing Sources

	Name of co-financier (for FSP)
	Classification
	Type
	Amount ($)
	Status

	
	
	
	
	Confirmed
	Un-confirmed

	MNRE 
	Government
	Cash
	8,930,000
	X
	

	SEPA (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency)
	International 
	Cash
	168,000
	X
	

	WWF
	NGO
	Cash
	158,000
	X
	

	Baltic Fund for Nature
	NGO
	Cash
	140,000
	X
	

	Total
	
	
	9,396,000
	
	


Cost-effectiveness

166. In line with the GEF Council’s guidance on assessing cost-effectiveness of projects (Cost Effectiveness Analysis in GEF Projects, GEF/C.25/11, April 29, 2005), the project development team has taken a qualitative approach to identifying the cheapest way, among competing alternatives, of achieving the project objective.  A quantitative application of cost-effectiveness analysis was not feasible. 

167. The project is cost-effective as it offers a good return on the investment: GEF’s expenditure per protected hectare of land and seascape is a mere US$0.14/hectare [$4,477,000/(24,577,651 ha of existing + 8,700,000 of new)].  In line with the GEF Council’s guidance on assessing cost-effectiveness of projects (Cost Effectiveness Analysis in GEF Projects, GEF/C.25/11, April 29, 2005), the project development team has taken a qualitative approach to identifying the cheapest way, among competing alternatives, of achieving the project objective.  The project preparation team assessed a range of alternative paths to achieving the project’s objective of facilitating the expansion of the national system of marine and coastal protected areas and improving its management effectiveness so that the country’s long-term goal of an expanded, bio-geographically representative MCPA system can be realized.

168. The first option considered was to focus upon the productive sector in the marine and coastal environment and design a project to work exclusively in the productive marine and coastal fishery and natural resource exploitation sectors.  This option was considered because there are threats to marine and coastal biodiversity (such as marine pollution) that MCPA alone cannot address completely.

169. In considering this option, the project team concluded that the conservation of coastal and marine biological diversity in Russia will require a suite of different tools and approaches.  Two of the most important approaches include the conservation or priority habitats and species in marine reserves (or MCPA) and secondly, the sustainable use of fishery and other natural resources in marine and coastal areas open for exploitation. It is not a question of one or the other.  In fact, they are inextricably linked.  Both will be required to meet the challenges posed by increasing need for protein and energy by the world’s growing economy and increasing climate instability caused by climate change.  

170. As a result, the project is designed so that one of the “best practices” to be demonstrated speaks directly to the issue of cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit: how each MCPA most effectively can engage the stakeholders responsible for resource management and protection in the surrounding sea and landscape.  In this discussion, it is difficult and undesirable to separate the goals of marine & coastal biodiversity conservation and fishery enhancement.  Indeed, the project preparation process spent considerable effort analyzing the “ecological-economic win-win” of MCPA when it comes to biodiversity conservation and fisheries enhancement. 

171. The second option considered was to focus on the law and policy level to strengthen the PA system.  This option was considered, but rejected because the overall legal framework is assessed to be on a positive trend with respect to strengthening protected area management in Russia already.  The policy framework within the protected area department of MNRE, however, is targeted for strengthening in terms of providing incentives to measure management effectiveness and to encourage MCPA managers and staff to learn and improve their capacity.  

172. Cost-Benefit Analysis of MCPA: MCPA are a public investment of marine resources.  The decision to commit resources can be guided by a benefit-cost framework that measures whether the potential benefits of protection outweigh the potential costs.  Although the benefits and costs of MCPA can be systematically identified and described, as in Table 21, a precise calculation of the expected net benefits obtained by expressing all benefits and costs in monetary terms is often not feasible.  Like other public investments, the potential benefits of MCPA will often be realized at some future date, whereas many of the costs are incurred immediately, implying that establishing an MCPA results in an inter-temporal tradeoff, perhaps even across generations
.  For example, closing off an area that historically contributed a significant catch would probably reduce the total catch in the short run.  As fish population levels begin to recover in the MCPA and spillover to the remaining fishable waters increases, total catch levels have been shown to increase, depending, in part, on the biological characteristics of the fish (e.g., fast-growing or slow-growing stocks) and how responsive the fishermen are to the economic and biological conditions.   

173. Difficulties also stem from the complexity and corresponding degree of imprecision when trying to predict the impact of a new management tool on biological and economic systems.  Another difficulty for managers is the task of predicting and quantifying the non-extractive use values associated with an MCPA.  It is generally understood that these values are an important consideration in resource allocation decisions.  In fact, many recent calls for MCPA have cited potentially large economic returns from ecotourism activities and conservation values associated with biodiversity preservation.  Given the current lack of research on the magnitude of these benefits for marine resources in Russia however, it will be difficult in the near future to fully incorporate them in decision-making processes.

174. Table 21 divides the potential benefits and costs of MCPA among 1) Extractive (commercial and recreational fishing); 2) Non-extractive users (eco-tourists); and 3) Management & Society-at-large. 

Table 21: Potential Benefits and Costs of Marine Protected Areas 

	Stakeholder Categories 
	Benefits 
	Costs 

	Extractive Users 

(e.g. commercial and 

recreational fishermen) 


	· Create source-sink dynamic by serving as a “source” of recruitment for exploited areas outside the reserve.  This can result in:

· Increase in catch 

· Reduced variation in catch;

· Improved catch mix (i.e., greater frequency of older /larger fish).
· Serve as a hedge against uncertain stock assessments 

· Increase resilience of fish populations.

· Increased resource rents.
	· Possible initial decrease in catch. 

· Higher costs possible associated with choice of fishing location.  



	Non-extractive Users 

(e.g., divers, eco-tourists, 

and existence values) 


	· Maintain species diversity

· Greater habitat complexity and diversity.

· Higher density levels.


	· Damage to marine ecosystem due to inappropriate tourism.

· Loss of traditional fishing community if local communities banned from fishing in local areas. 

	Management/ Society-at-large
	· Strengthen resilience of marine and coastal systems to climate instability.  

· Improved scientific knowledge of ecosystem conditions. 

· Provide educational opportunities. 
	· Increase in monitoring and enforcement costs;

· Foregone economic opportunities (e.g. oil, gas, mineral exploration and bio prospecting). 




175. Conservation theory and substantial empirical evidence show that overall, MCPA are an “ecological-economic win-win.”  Marine reserves are critical for biodiversity conservation and provide a supplemental management strategy for fisheries.  As the reach of fishing expands worldwide and pressure increases on fisheries to feed a growing global population, fishery managers are looking beyond conventional fishery management methods to MCPA as a critical tool in sustaining fisheries and/or facilitating their recovery.  This trend is evident in Russia’s newly revised Law on Fisheries (2004), which for the first time, allows the establishment of fish refuges. 

176. Conventional fishing regulatory methods that depend on reducing fishing effort or regulating catch are expensive and difficult or impossible to apply effectively in many fisheries.  Large numbers of fishers and landing sites and the potential for illegal fishing can make monitoring very expensive in many fisheries.  Stock assessments are often based upon outdated or imperfect information and insufficient to determine appropriate effort or catch rates.  In other cases, reducing effort can be politically impossible. 

177. Our collective understanding of the benefits generated by MCPA has evolved during the past 15 years.  Marine reserves have been proposed as a remedy for over fishing and declining marine biodiversity, but concern that reserves would inherently reduce yields has impeded their implementation.  In the mid 1990s, studies began to find that management of fisheries through reserves and management by controlling fishing effort produce identical yields under a reasonable set of assumptions corresponding to a broad range of biological conditions.  Indeed, studies found that reserves have important advantages for sustainability, making marine reserves the preferred management approach
. 

178. Since that time, studies have shown MCPA to benefit local fisheries in the form of higher levels of catch, increased catch rate, and a reduction in fishing effort.
 The results of 89 separate studies show that, on average, with the exception of invertebrate biomass and size, values for all four biological measures are significantly higher inside reserves compared to outside (or after reserve establishment vs. before) when evaluated for both the overall communities and by each functional group within these communities (carnivorous fishes, herbivorous fishes, invertebrate eaters and invertebrates)
.

179. For the vast majority of exploited marine populations, well-enforced reserves reduce fishing mortality.  This can generate positive harvesting spillovers to surrounding areas open to fishing, even for species that are sedentary as adults (such as shellfish), because a no-take area allows for spillovers of juveniles or larvae migrate beyond reserve boundaries.  Reserves help create a source-sink dynamic whereby protected individuals are afforded a measure of protection in a given location, and can then act as a ‘source’ of recruitment for exploited areas outside of the reserve
.

180. Studies show empirically that reserves can generate positive spillovers by increasing the abundance of the population and improving harvests in adjacent exploited areas and, in some cases, may even raise the aggregate harvest in the exploited area.  This ‘double payoff’ arises when the chosen area for the reserve is at a low population level such that the marginal benefits of closure (reduced mortality and spillovers) outweigh its costs (loss of harvest in protected area).  

181. In summary, there is strong scientific evidence that MCPA are effective at preserving unique marine habitats and restoring fish populations that reside within the protected area.  Properly designed and managed, MCPA can supply the fishing industry without compromising conservation objectives.  This scientific finding lies at the heart of the cost-benefit argument in support of MCPA.  

182. A second important finding in support MCPA cost effectiveness is that protected marine areas increase resilience, or the speed it takes a population to return to a former state following a negative shock
.   An increase in the population size within the reserve has benefits beyond the spillovers in harvested areas because it raises the likelihood that the population will not be eliminated due to a catastrophe.  MCPA serve as a hedge against uncertain stock assessments and irreducible uncertainty associated with the harvesting of exploited fish populations, especially in conditions where harvest rates and population stocks are imperfectly measured and harvests are less than fully controllable. 

183. Resilience can also increase resource rents (i.e. have a positive economic value) even with optimal fish harvesting practices.  MCPA are an effective insurance policy in the face of uncertainty with respect to renewable resource management, environmental stochasticity and climate instability.  Protected marine areas demonstrate significant value by increasing population persistence and reducing the variance of populations and harvests and thereby allowing the exploited population to rebound faster following a shock and increase discounted resource value.

184. A recent study
 offers new economic insights about MCPA:  1) reserves can increase the economic payoff to harvesters (fishers) even if existing harvesting practices are optimal (which is rarely the case); 2) Even a small reserve size is economically beneficial to harvesters and can generate a higher economic return than no reserve while also rendering possible ecological benefits; 3) the economic benefits generated by reserves cannot be achieved by harvest controls alone.  

185. The ability of MCPA in supplying biodiversity, providing a hedge against poor management and acts of nature, offering research opportunities, and as serving as emigration sources for surrounding areas, depends in part upon scale, scope and location.  For example, marine biodiversity might only be enhanced if a significant number of representative habitats are set aside.  If fishery enhancement is also a goal, then perhaps MCPA should be sited so the amount of spillover is maximized.  Regardless of the goal, scientific research is needed to guide the design and implementation of MCPA in order to maximize the benefits versus the costs.  Careful planning and financial resources will also be needed for results-based monitoring of MCPA in order to maximize their effectiveness.

186. This project is designed to maximize its own cost effectiveness during implementation by: (i) improving institutional effectiveness, thus ensuring that the impact-per-unit investment is improved; (ii) sharing management benefits and costs with other stakeholder groups; and (iii) managing marine and coastal protected areas at a cluster level, rather than as individual sites, thus generating economies of scale.  The project will seek to strengthen the national legal framework and institutional capacity of federal and regional-level conservation agencies to manage more cost-effectively the expanded MCPA network and its enforcement and management efforts.  One way the project seeks to do this is by helping to expand partnerships among MCPA, fisheries management entities and satellite monitoring centers around Russia.  Through such partnerships, existing technology such as global positioning satellite networks can be brought to bear on new tasks such as automatically monitoring the location of fishing vessels or alert authorities if a fishing vessel enters a closed area within an MCPA. 

187. The project will continue to emphasize this point of cost-effectiveness of MCPA.  Indeed, MCPA-based approaches will shift the focus from agency-specific problem management to interagency cooperation for implementing marine policies that recognize the spatial heterogeneity of marine habitats and the need to preserve the structure of marine ecosystems.  An important element of long-term cost effectiveness for the MCPA network will involve permanently “bridging the gap” between MNRE-specific problem management to inter-agency (MNRE, Federal Agency for Fisheries) cooperation.  This will generate high cost benefits in fishery productivity (recruitment and biomass), allowing funds for fisheries management to be used more effectively.  Among the main benefits of no-take zones will be reductions in the: pressures placed on exploited stocks, on ecosystem stresses, the amount of by-catch and destruction of benthic environment from harmful fishing practices. 

188. And finally, the project will apply enforcement economics methodology as an analytical framework to identify key weaknesses in the enforcement regime and will develop cost-effective strategies for mitigating them. 

PART III: Management Arrangements  

189. The Government of Russia (GOR) represented by the Ministry of Natural Resources & Ecology (MNRE) will execute the project according to UNDP National Execution Modality (NEX).  After the project launch, the MNRE is expected to delegate certain execution authorities to its three regional branches where the three pilot sites are located.  The level of responsibility of the latter will be defined based on the governmental structure set at the federal and republican levels by the time of project start-up, and on the overall political situation.  The governmental Executing Agency’s responsibilities will include: (i) certifying expenditures under approved budgets and work plans; (ii) tracking and reporting on procurement and outputs; (iii) coordinating the financing from UNDP and GEF with that from other sources; (iv) preparation/approval of Terms of Reference for contractors and required tender documentation; and (v) chairing the Project Steering Committee (PSC).  The National Executing Agency, both at federal and regional levels, will also facilitate the implementation of the required policy reforms.  The UNDP will be responsible for: (i) financial management; and (ii) the final approval of payments to vendors, the procurement of goods, the approval of Terms of Reference, recruitment of consulting services, and sub-contracting upon request of the National Executing Agency.  The implementation arrangements for the project have been designed to maximize transparency and accountability.  Disbursement figures will be made publicly available.  These arrangements have been accepted by all stakeholders.
190. Participatory decision-making is also highly stressed in the project.  A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will be formed to provide overall guidance and support for project implementation activities.  To allow for effective decision-making and coordination with other projects, the PSC will include representatives of: the federal government (the MNRE, Department of Specially Protected Nature Areas) UNDP Country Office, Regional administration, three MCPA, Representatives of scientific community; Environmental NGOs.  Relevant international environmental projects might wish to nominate their representatives as observers to the PSC.  The PSC will monitor project implementation to ensure timely progress in attaining the desired results, and efficient coordination with other projects. 
191. The PSC will meet twice in the first year and annually thereafter to review project progress and set major policy and implementation directions as required. The National Project Director (NPD) will chair the PSC. The NPD, who will be designated by the MNRE, will be responsible for carrying out the directives of the PSC and for ensuring the proper implementation of the project on behalf of the Government. In doing so, the NPD will be responsible for project delivery, reporting, accounting, monitoring and evaluation, and for the proper management and audit of project resources. The UNDP Country Office will support the project’s implementation by maintaining the project budget and project expenditures, contracting project personnel, experts and subcontractors, carrying out procurement, and providing other assistance upon request of the National Executing Agency. The UNDP Country Office will also monitor the project’s implementation and achievement of the project outputs and ensure the proper use of UNDP/GEF funds.  Financial transactions, reporting and auditing will be carried out in compliance with the national regulations and UNDP rules and procedures for national execution.  The UNDP Country Office will ensure the implementation of the day-to-day management and monitoring of the project operations through the appointed official in the UNDP Environment Unit and Project Officer based in Moscow. 
192. Reporting to the PD and UNDP will be the Project Manager (PM). The PM will be in charge of daily implementation of the project and managing project activities and the smooth functioning of the Project Management and Coordination Unit (PMCU). The PMCU will be a small unit comprised of the PM, an Administrative Assistant, a Finance Assistant, and two Pilot Site Managers (PSM).  Each PSM will be based in the two pilot MCPAs in the Russian Far East region.  These two pilot sites are more than 10 hours flight time from Moscow and warrant a site manager to assist the PM.  All members of the PMCU will be full time employees of the project and will be chosen in an open and fair competitive manner following standard UNDP hiring procedures.  The PM will be also responsible for the working level co-ordination of the other on-going relevant national and international projects, reporting to the appointed official in the UNDP Environment Unit. The PM’s time, as well as that of the PSMs, will be split 30% for management and 70% for technical input.

193. Tentatively, two Task Teams will be established for effective execution of project outcomes under direct supervision of the PM: (i) Strategic Planning and Gap Analysis Task Team; (ii) Institutional Effectiveness Task Team (IETT).  Work of the Task Teams will be supported by individual consultants and/or small working groups, depending upon the need.  The PM and the Task Team Leaders will be experts in one or more relevant areas.  They will perform not only administrative and/or coordinative functions, but will also provide their technical expertise to perform specific activities under the relevant outcomes.
194. In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, a GEF logo should appear on all relevant GEF project publications, including among others, project hardware and vehicles purchased with GEF funds.  Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by GEF should also accord proper acknowledgment to GEF.  The UNDP logo should be more prominent -- and separated from the GEF logo if possible, as UN visibility is important for security purposes.
PART IV: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget 
195. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF Regional Coordination Unit in Bratislava. The Logical Framework Matrix provides impact and outcome indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. The METT tool is going to be used as one of the main instruments to monitor progress in PA management effectiveness. The M&E plan includes: inception report, project implementation reviews, quarterly operational reports, a mid-term and final evaluation, etc. Annex 6 outlines indicative cost estimates related to M&E activities. The project's Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will be presented and finalized at the Project's Inception Meeting following a collective fine-tuning of indicators, means of verification, and the full definition of project staff M&E responsibilities.
Project Inception Phase 

196. A Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the full project team, relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners, the UNDP-CO and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit, as well as UNDP-GEF (HQs) as appropriate. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to assist the project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan on the basis of the project's logframe matrix.  This will include reviewing the logframe (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise finalize the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project.  Additionally, the purpose and objective of the Inception Workshop (IW) will be to: (i) introduce project staff with the UNDP-GEF expanded team which will support the project during its implementation, namely the CO and responsible Regional Coordinating Unit staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and RCU staff vis à vis the project team; (iii) provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and related documentation, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget rephasings.  The IW will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff and decision-making structures will be discussed again, as needed in order to clarify for all, each party’s responsibilities during the project's implementation phase.

Monitoring responsibilities and events 

197. A detailed schedule of project reviews meetings will be developed by the project management, in consultation with project implementation partners and stakeholder representatives and incorporated in the Project Inception Report. Such a schedule will include: (i) tentative time frames for Steering Committee Meetings, or other relevant advisory and/or coordination mechanisms and (ii) project related Monitoring and Evaluation activities. 
198. Day to day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the Project Manager based on the project's Annual Work Plan and its indicators. The Project Team will inform the UNDP-CO of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely and remedial fashion. The Project Manager will fine-tune the progress and performance/impact indicators of the project in consultation with the full project team at the Inception Workshop with support from UNDP-CO and assisted by the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit. Specific targets for the first year implementation progress indicators together with their means of verification will be developed at this Workshop. These will be used to assess whether implementation is proceeding at the intended pace and in the right direction and will form part of the Annual Work Plan. The local implementing agencies will also take part in the Inception Workshop in which a common vision of overall project goals will be established. Targets and indicators for subsequent years would be defined annually as part of the internal evaluation and planning processes undertaken by the project team. 
199. Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-CO through quarterly meetings with the project local implementation group, or more frequently as deemed necessary. This will allow parties to take stock and to troubleshoot any problems pertaining to the project in a timely fashion to ensure smooth implementation of project activities. UNDP Country Offices and UNDP-GEF RCUs as appropriate, will conduct yearly visits to projects that have field sites, or more often based on an agreed upon scheduled to be detailed in the project's Inception Report/Annual Work Plan to assess first hand project progress. Any other member of the Steering Committee can also accompany, as decided by the PSC. A Field Visit Report will be prepared by the CO and circulated no less than one month after the visit to the project team, all PSC members, and UNDP-GEF.

200. Annual Monitoring will be ensured by means of the project Steering Committee (PSC) meetings
 being the highest policy-level meeting of the parties directly involved in the implementation of a project. PSC meetings will be held at least once every year. The first such meeting will be held within the first twelve months of the start of full implementation. The project implementation team will prepare a harmonized Annual Project Report and Project Implementation Review (APR/PIR) and submit it to UNDP-CO and the UNDP-GEF regional office at least two weeks prior to the PSC for review and comments. The APR/PIR will be used as one of the basic documents for discussions in the PSC meeting. The project proponent will present the APR to the SC, highlighting policy issues and recommendations for the decision of the PSC members.  The project proponent also informs the participants of any agreement reached by stakeholders during the APR/PIR preparation on how to resolve operational issues. Separate reviews of each project component may also be conducted if necessary.  

Project Monitoring Reporting 

201. The Project Manager in conjunction with the UNDP-GEF extended team will be responsible for the preparation and submission of the following reports that form part of the monitoring process. 

202. A Project Inception Report will be prepared immediately following the Inception Workshop. It will include a detailed First Year Work Plan divided in quarterly time-frames detailing the activities and progress indicators that will guide implementation during the first year of the project. This Work Plan would include the dates of specific field visits, support missions from the UNDP-CO or the Regional Coordinating Unit (RCU) or consultants, as well as time-frames for meetings of the project's decision making structures.  The Report will also include the detailed project budget for the first full year of implementation, prepared on the basis of the Annual Work Plan, and including any monitoring and evaluation requirements to effectively measure project performance during the targeted 12 months time-frame. The Inception Report will include a more detailed narrative on the institutional roles, responsibilities, coordinating actions and feedback mechanisms of project related partners.  In addition, a section will be included on progress to date on project establishment and start-up activities and an update of any changed external conditions that may effect project implementation. When finalized the report will be circulated to project counterparts who will be given a period of one calendar month in which to respond with comments or queries.  Prior to this circulation of the IR, the UNDP Country Office and UNDP-GEF’s Regional Coordinating Unit will review the document.

203. The APR/PIR is an annual monitoring process mandated by the GEF
. It has become an essential management and monitoring tool for project managers and offers the main vehicle for extracting lessons from ongoing projects. It also forms a part of UNDP’s Country Office central oversight, monitoring and project management, as well as represents a key issue for the discussion at the Steering Committee meetings. Once the project has been under implementation for a year, the CO must complete an APR/PIR together with the project implementation team. The APR/PIR can be prepared any time during the year (July-June) and ideally prior to the SCM.  The APR/PIR should then be discussed at the SCM so that the result would be an APR/PIR that has been agreed upon by the project, the executing agency, UNDP CO and the key stakeholders. The individual APR/PIRs are collected, reviewed and analysed by the RCs prior to sending them to the focal area clusters at the UNDP/GEF headquarters.

204. Quarterly Progress reports: Short reports outlining main updates in project progress will be provided quarterly to the local UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF regional office by the project team. See format attached.


205. As and when called for by UNDP, UNDP-GEF or the Implementing Partner, the project team will prepare Specific Thematic Reports, focusing on specific issues or areas of activity.  The request for a Thematic Report will be provided to the project team in written form by UNDP and will clearly state the issue or activities that need to be reported on.  These reports can be used as a form of lessons learnt exercise, specific oversight in key areas, or as troubleshooting exercises to evaluate and overcome obstacles and difficulties encountered.  UNDP is requested to minimize its requests for Thematic Reports, and when such are necessary will allow reasonable timeframes for their preparation by the project team.

206. During the last three months of the project the project team will prepare the Project Terminal Report.  This comprehensive report will summarize all activities, achievements and outputs of the Project, lessons learnt, objectives met, or not achieved, structures and systems implemented, etc. and will be the definitive statement of the Project’s activities during its lifetime.  It will also lay out recommendations for any further steps that may need to be taken to ensure sustainability and replicability of the Project’s activities.

Independent Evaluation

207. The project will be subjected to at least two independent external evaluations as follows:

208. An independent Mid-Term Evaluation will be undertaken at the mid of the third year of implementation. The Mid-Term Evaluation will determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed. It will focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions; and will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. Findings of this review will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the project’s term.  The organization, terms of reference and timing of the mid-term evaluation will be decided after consultation between the parties to the project document. The Terms of Reference for this Mid-term evaluation will be prepared by the UNDP CO based on guidance from the Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP-GEF.

209. An independent Final Evaluation will take place three months prior to the terminal Steering Committee meeting, and will focus on the same issues as the mid-term evaluation.  The final evaluation will also look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals.  The Final Evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities. The Terms of Reference for this evaluation will be prepared by the UNDP CO based on guidance from the Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP-GEF.

Audit Clause
210. The Government will provide the Resident Representative with certified periodic financial statements, and with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of UNDP (including GEF) funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance manuals.   The Audit will be conducted by the legally recognized auditor of the Government, or by a commercial auditor engaged by the Government.

Table 22: Project Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget 

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$

Excluding project staff time 
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop & associated arrangements
	· PM

· UNDP CO

· UNDP GEF 
	Indicative cost:
14,000
	Within first two months of project start up 

	Inception Report
	· Project Team

· UNDP CO

· Consultancy support if needed
	Indicative cost 
5,000 (stakeholder consultations, consultancy translation)
	Immediately following IW

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Purpose Indicators 
	· PM will oversee the hiring for specific studies and institutions, delegate responsibilities to relevant team members, and

· Ensure hiring outside experts if deemed necessary
	To be finalized in Inception Phase and Workshop. Indicative cost  
12,000
	Start, mid and end of project

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Progress and Performance (measured on an annual basis) 
	· Oversight by Project GEF Regional Advisor and PM

· Measurements by regional field officers and local IAs 
	To be determined as part of the Annual Work Plan's preparation. 

Indicative cost 
12,000
	Annually prior to APR/PIR and to the definition of annual work plans 

	APR/PIR; GEF-4 Biodiversity Tracking Tool; METT 
	· Project Team

· UNDP-CO

· UNDP-GEF
	Indicative cost:
0
	Annually 

	Steering Committee Meetings and relevant meeting proceedings (minutes)
	· PM

· UNDP CO
	Indicative cost:
44,000 

(travel costs for relevant project stakeholders)
	Following Project IW and subsequently at least once a year 

	Quarterly status reports
	· Project team 
	Indicative cost:
0
	To be determined by Project team and UNDP CO

	Technical reports
	· Project team

· Hired consultants as needed
	Indicative cost:
30,000
	To be determined by Project Team and UNDP-CO

	Project Publications (e.g. technical manuals, field guides) 
	· Project team

· Hired consultants as needed
	Indicative cost:
40,000
	To be determined by Project Team and UNDP-CO

	Mid-term External Review
	· Project team

· UNDP- CO

· UNDP-GEF RCU

· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	Indicative cost:
55,000 
	At the mid-point of project implementation. 

	Final External Evaluation
	· Project team, 

· UNDP-CO

· UNDP-GEF RCU

· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	Indicative cost:
55,000 
	At the end of project implementation

	Terminal Report
	· Project team 

· UNDP-CO

· External Consultant
	Indicative cost:
5,000
	At least one month before the end of the project

	Lessons learned
	· Project team 

· UNDP-GEF RCU (suggested formats for documenting best practices, etc)
	Indicative cost:
14,000 
	Yearly

	Audit 
	· UNDP-CO

· Project team 
	Indicative cost:
25,000 (average $5000 per year + 10,000 for final) 
	Yearly

	Visits to field sites (UNDP staff travel to be charged to IA fees)
	· UNDP Country Office 

· UNDP-GEF RCU (as appropriate)

· Government representatives
	Indicative cost:
 54,000 (4-5 visits per year) 
	Yearly

	TOTAL indicative COST Excluding project team staff time and UNDP staff and travel expenses 
	 US$ 365,000
	


Learning and Knowledge Sharing

211. Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention zone through a number of existing information sharing networks and forums.  In addition, the project will participate, as relevant and appropriate, in UNDP-GEF sponsored networks, organized for senior projectd personnel working on projects that share common characteristics.  The project will identify and participate as appropriate, in scientific, policy-based networks such as MPA News that may benefit from the project’s lessons learned and/or be of benefit to the project.  
212. The project will identify, analyze, and share lessons learned that might be beneficial in the design and implementation of similar future projects.  Identifying and analyzing lessons learned is an on-going process.  The need to communicate such lessons is one of the project's central contributions and this will be done at least on an annual basis by producing Biodiversity Experience Notes (BEN).  UNDP/GEF shall provide a format and assist the project team in categorizing, documenting and reporting on lessons learned.  To this end a sufficient amount of project resources will need to be allocated for these activities.
PART V: Legal Context 

213. This Project Document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article I of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the Government of the Russian Federation and the United Nations Development Programme, signed by the parties on 17 November 1993. The host country implementing agency shall, for the purpose of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement, refer to the government co-operating agency described in that Agreement. The UNDP Resident Representative in Moscow is authorized to effect in writing the following types of revision to this Project Document, provided that he/she has verified the agreement thereto by the UNDP-GEF Unit and is assured that the other signatories to the Project Document have no objection to the proposed changes: (i) Revision of, or addition to, any of the annexes to the Project Document; (ii) Revisions which do not involve significant changes in the immediate objectives, outputs or activities of the project, but are caused by the rearrangement of the inputs already agreed to or by cost increases due to inflation;(iii) Mandatory annual revisions which re-phase the delivery of agreed project inputs or increased expert or other costs due to inflation or take into account agency expenditure flexibility; and (iv) Inclusion of additional annexes and attachments only as set out here in this Project Document.

SECTION II: STRATEGIC RESULTS FRAMEWORK AND GEF INCREMENT

PART I: Incremental Cost Analysis

a. project background
214. Ringing Russia's vast territory is the longest coastline of any country in the world. Russia governs more than 20% of the world’s ocean shelf and has shoreline in 13 seas.  The sheer geographic scope of Russia’s marine and coastal zone stretches across eleven time zones, from the Caspian Sea to the White Sea in the West to the Barents, Kara, Laptev and Chukchi Seas in the North, to the Seas of Japan, Okhotsk, and Bering in the East. Russia’s coastal and marine waters harbor a striking variety of marine habitats and species -- some of the most significant “cold-spot” biological diversity in the world.  

215. Eleven Global 200 Ecoregions are represented in Russia’s coastal and marine areas.  Russia’s coastal and marine environment is comprised of a multitude of unique coastal mosaics: river deltas, embayments, lagoons, islands and archipelagoes, shallow submarine shelves, sand spits, cliffs and extensive lowlands of intertidal grassland.  These mosaics provide habitat for an extraordinary array of biological diversity.  Some biotopes such as shallow water hydrotherms, cold seeps and mud volcanoes are unique and host fascinating biota of global importance.  In the offshore areas recurrent phenomena as fronts, upwellings and stationary Arctic polynyas
 are of particular importance for maintaining marine productivity and biodiversity. 

216. Fish and invertebrate diversity in Russian waters exceeds eight thousand species.  Approximately thirteen million seabirds nest along Russia’s arctic coastline and more than eighty species of seabirds can be found in Russia’s coastal areas, greater than in any other country in the northern hemisphere. A significant number of these bird species found in the marine and coastal zones of Russia are listed in the IUCN Red List or the Russian Red Book. The migration routes of many whale species pass along Russia’s coastal zone and Russian waters harbor twenty-nine species of cetaceans. Among cetaceans the list of species of concern are such critically endangered species as Bowhead whale and its isolated population in the Sea of Okhotsk and Critically Endangered sub-population of the Western Pacific Gray whale and its only summer feeding grounds near East Sakhalin Island.  

217. Russian coastal habitats shelter the greatest diversity of pinnipeds in the northern hemisphere (15 species) as well as critical populations of the threatened polar bear.  Of particular importance are three subspecies of walrus, important populations of the threatened Steller sea lion, fur seals, spotted seals, and sea otters.  Approximately 300,000 marine mammals can be found along the coastal zone of Bering and Medniy Islands, including the world’s second largest concentration of northern fur seals. Wrangel Island is home to the most important onshore denning habitat for polar bears in the circum-polar arctic and the largest haulout sites in the world for Pacific subspecies of walrus. Laptev walrus is a subspecies endemic to Russian waters while the Barents and the Kara Seas play a pivotal role in maintaining populations of the endangered Atlantic walrus. The White Sea is the breeding area for the entire Northeast Atlantic population of the harp seal, the keystone species in the pelagic ecosystem now affected by the climate change.

218. Russia’s system of protected areas is large by any measure and has many impressive attributes, including a comprehensive array of habitats and biological values under protection and a core group of knowledgeable and dedicated professional staff.  During the first ten years of Russia’s transition, the network of federal protected areas in Russia expanded rapidly: twenty-six new zapovedniks, nineteen national parks, seven zakazniks, and three nature monuments were founded, encompassing 27,000,000 ha. Russia’s federal protected areas now include 100 zapovedniks covering 337 million ha; 35 national parks covering 6.9 million ha, 69 zakazniks covering 12.5 million ha and twenty-eight nature monuments covering a total area of 532,000 km2 or approximately 3.1% of the Russian Federation.
219. The proposed project aims to facilitate the expansion of national system of marine and coastal protected areas and improve its management effectiveness. The initiative focuses on a MCPA subset of Russia’s national PA network, comprised of 34 areas encompassing over 24 million hectares, with a particular focus on three pilot MCPA. Selection of the pilot areas was made on the basis of the following criteria: (i) Opportunity to demonstrate key threat removal activity;  (ii) Diverse Global 200 representation; Significance of MCPA within overall network and potential to influence other MCPA in the network (oldest, newest, biggest). 

b. incremental cost assessment

Business-as-Usual
220. Baseline Situation: As in many countries, in Russia the system-wide perspective of the protected area system historically has been biased towards terrestrial systems in terms of prioritization, equipment and methodologies and staff capacity.  Only recently have marine and coastal areas been the subject of increased attention in Russia.  In 2005, MNRE and the Institute of Nature Conservation prepared the first list of MCPA in Russia.  MNRE has also worked to standardize a database for use in each PA and clarify and expand the Law on Protected Areas’ coverage of MCPA management challenges.  But to date, no effort has been made to identify the main trends affecting MCPA effectiveness and develop a strategic approach in response.  As a result, minimal capacity exists within the MCPA system to respond to the main threats facing marine and coastal biodiversity in Russia.  

221. In the baseline situation, Russia’s emerging MCPA network will continue to struggle to improve its effectiveness and expand its ecological coverage to include ecosystems and habitats that are under-represented in the current system.  

222. Change characterizes the social, political, economic, and even climatic contexts in which Russia’s MCPA exist, presenting new opportunities and new challenges for the MCPA system.  A boom in natural and mineral resource exploitation is driving economic change across the country, generating new threats to marine and coastal biodiversity but also presenting new opportunities for partnerships.  The timing is right for incremental investments that will enable the MCPA network to understand the gaps, anticipate the trends, and measure and methodically improve effectiveness in order to develop a MCPA system for the 21st century.  

223. Component 1: However in a baseline situation, the MNRE will be unable to develop and apply a long-term strategy for expanding and improving the effectiveness of the MCPA network.  The GoRF is planning to establish or expand up to eight marine protected areas
 totaling 7.68 million hectares by 2012, but in the absence of this project, such work will be done without the benefit of a biogeographic and ecological systems perspective.  To date, no gap analysis has been done at a national, system-wide level of the “coverage” provided by the 35 existing MCPA in terms of species, plant and animal communities, habitats, ecosystems, and eco-regions.  No strategic plan for expansion has been developed and proposed for multi-sector support.  In the baseline situation, the MCPA system will continue to suffer from gaps in its coverage of the range of habitats and ecosystems and gaps in its management capacity. 
224. Russian natural resource and protected area management law and policy has improved and evolved during the past 15 years, resulting in the reorganization of natural resources and fisheries management institutions and the clarification of the federal-regional relationship.  These kinds of reforms take time and to date, the reform process has focused more on the overall structure of institutions rather than on effectiveness.  In the baseline situation, no effectiveness measurements will be incorporated into management planning at the reserve or system level.  Individual MCPA will be left to their own devices in terms of negotiating and forming partnerships with other stakeholders to improve effectives of marine biodiversity conservation.  No official policies, guidelines and related tools will be developed to catalyze the MCPA system’s ability to form effective partnerships for conservation across Russia. This will have the effect of slowing the pace of innovation across the system of MCPA and hampering replication.

225. Component II: In the baseline situation, improving management and field conservation capacity will be a lonely struggle for most MCPA focused on short-term needs.  None of the MCPA has a long-term strategic management plan developed in consultation with local stakeholders.  Rather, each reserve annually prepares three types of plans for the annual budgeting process: (i) research; (ii) Conservation and law enforcement; and (iii) ecological education.  This is an internal MNRE process, done largely in isolation from other community and government stakeholders.  Each MCPA prepares an annual “wish-list” budget and receives approximately 1/5 of this amount for its annual appropriation. 
226. This approach hampers capacity building for each reserve in three ways.  First, it forces the reserve into a short-term “survival” mentality and hampers strategic long-term planning to improve capacity and effectiveness.  Second, this in turn hampers the MCPA’s ability to think in terms of practical, step-by-step approaches to advance its management agenda, from a basic, to a medium, to a higher level of complexity and intensity over time.  And third, it provides little opportunity for the Reserve to cultivate serendipity: to benefit from unexpected linkages made during a consultative planning process and the opportunities that could be generated from this.  

227. In the baseline situation, capacity building for MCPA staff is done on an ad-hoc basis and is not linked to the needs of an overall strategic management plan.  The shortcomings in the management planning process discussed above affect the capacity building program as well, limiting the ability of each Reserve to seek out and pursue innovative capacity building opportunities through partnerships with other MCPA, government agencies and the private sector.  

228. Russia’s strictly protected nature reserves or zapovedniks were created for conservation and science and managed with a fortress-like mentality.  The public was forbidden from even entering.  These old habits are changing among Russia’s MCPA, but their legacy remains, hampering the ability of reserves to look beyond their borders to anticipate change and emerging threats.  It means they have little experience in building strategic partnerships with relevant stakeholders from “outside” the reserve. 

229. In the baseline situation, MCPA will be hampered by a lack of policy and best-practice guidance in developing and adopting innovative and more cost-effective enforcement techniques.  Collaboration with other government agencies working in and around the PA is crucial to enabling MCPA to address threats to marine biodiversity beyond their boundaries.  The basis for partnering with the fisheries sector has been strengthened recently in Russia with the introduction of 10-year fishing quotas designed to encourage the fishing industry to think long-term.  This presents new opportunities for MCPA to develop longer-term partnerships for sustainable fisheries management in the vicinity of MCPA or in multiple-use areas of the Reserve itself.  

230. Monitoring & Research baseline: Most MCPA fund modest field monitoring and research and have staff positions committed to monitoring, but monitoring tends to be done in an ad-hoc way by MCPA. There is a significant amount of historical data on the flora and fauna of many MCPA – a result of the prolific work done during the Soviet period.  At the same time, many different institutions currently conduct research in and around Russia’s MCPA.  This research in various MCPA generates a tremendous amount of data and information, all of which is summarized every year by each respective MCPA in an annual “state of the environment” report compiled and submitted to MNRE in Moscow.  

231. But in the “business as usual” future scenario, the MCPA will be able to utilize very little of this data to support proactive management planning for the reserve.  It is standard practice to file away most of this information, rather than incorporating it into reserve management planning and practice.  Reserve science staff are trained to collect and compile data and submit it in a report.  They are not trained to analyze data, to assess trends, and to use this analysis to develop management priorities.   Reserve staff need help in strengthening their capacity to apply the research and monitoring data to ongoing management and planning. Secondly, staff lack the broader perspective or the skills to consolidate and present data to scientific colleagues and the general public. 

232. The introduction of harmful species is a present or imminent threat for most of Russian MCPA, as is hazardous material spills. Under the baseline scenario, Russia’s MCPA will continue to be ill equipped to deal proactively with invasive species and hazardous spills.  Not one MCPA has an invasive species management plan or a contingency plan for hazardous material spills.  The construction of a planned new oil terminals around Russia’s coastline and associated shipping traffic, as well as the increase in visitation to remote areas will increase the risk of invasive species introductions and hazardous material spills. 
233. Arctic shipping operations will only continue to increase as the world’s economy grows and the Arctic ice continues to recede. New overland and undersea pipelines are planned and will be built in the Russian Arctic, for example across Baidarata Bay in the Kara Sea near the Yamal Peninsula.  Clearly in the baseline situation, without the ability to see long-term trends, Russia’s MCPA will quickly fall behind in their ability to prevent and mitigate threats related to hazardous material spills.  In the baseline situation, this threat context will change rapidly for Russia’s MCPA but there will be no proactive, strategic vision that enables MCPA to anticipate these threats and begin building their capacity to mitigate and prevent.  
234. Component III baseline.  In the baseline situation, there is no measurement of system-level effectiveness and performance of MCPA.  Long-term capacity building will continue to be a lower priority due to inadequate funding and experiential gaps in how to assess institutional effectiveness. In the baseline situation, effectiveness will not be measured in a way that encourages adaptive management.  Indeed most MCPA managers consider their year a success if they are able to obtain sufficient budgetary resources to pay staff.  Under a baseline situation, the MCPA network will continue to have difficulty understanding that measuring effectiveness is inextricably tied to the ability of the network to obtain sufficient resources to be effective.  In the absence of GEF catalytic investment, effectiveness and funding will remain decoupled.  The application of the METT to the MCPA during this project’s PPG was the first time the MCPA effectiveness has been measured (see Annex E for summary list of METT scores and detailed METT score sheets).

235. In a business as usual scenario, the MNRE will continue to have difficulty coping with both the everyday burdens of managing the system of MCPA and strategically improving the effectiveness of the system. Discussions on marine zoning and MCPA planning have been held sporadically in Russia, with one workshop in Vladivostok in 2003. Improving peer-to-peer learning among MCPA has not received focused attention and for now, the only way for MCPA managers to exchange experience and share knowledge across the network is through their personal contacts with colleagues.  No interactive website exists to enable MCPA staff nationwide to interact and share lessons learned.  In the baseline situation, a language barrier will prevent most MCPA staff across Russia from being able to contribute to and benefit from global resources on MPA management, such as the online professional newsletter “MPA News,” which is only available in English.  

236. MNRE policy calls for every staff member to participate in an off-site training program each year, but in the baseline scenario, MCPA are not able to afford this.  There is no specialized national system for training of MCPA staff and no regular training planned.  Rather, training is conducted on an ad-hoc and opportunistic basis.  Reserve staff are invited occasionally to participate in various conferences and workshops.  At the local level CIZ periodically sends staff to computer school or inspector training school, depending upon budget resources.   
237. In the absence of GEF investment, the baseline scenario will see a continued lack of proactive knowledge management, replication of best-practices across the MCPA network, and minimal cost, needs-based training on a system-wide level for Russia’s MCPA.

Global Environmental Benefits
238. The global environmental benefits are associated with the improved conservation management effectiveness of an enormous area (amounting to over 24 million hectares) and newly protected area of over 8.7 million hectares of pristine coastal and marine ecosystems. The project will extend protection of 8.7 million hectares by: a) finalizing the protection of the new 14,000 ha Ingermanland Zapovednik; b) facilitating the expansion or establishment of additional eight MCPA covering 7,680,000 hectares; and c) creating the enabling environment for the protection of an additional 1,006,000 million ha of marine and coastal ecosystems.  Global benefits will also be realized by improving, in a measurable way, the management effectiveness of the network of over 30 MCPA.  

239. The network encompasses over 24 million ha and improving its ability to provide effective protection to the hugely diverse ecological mosaic of habitats and biotopes that comprise Russia’s coastal and marine zone will be a significant global benefit.  Also sheltered in the MCPA network are IUCN critically endangered, endangered and threatened, vulnerable, and near-threatened species, such as the Critically Endangered fish (Sakhalin Taimen), birds (Kittlitz’s murrelet, Spoon-billed sandpiper), and mammals species (Bowhead whale, and its isolated population in the Sea of Okhotsk, Western Pacific Gray whale and its only summer feeding grounds near East Sakhalin Island); the endangered fish (Russia, starlet and Amur sturgeons), birds (Spotted Greenshank) and mammals species (Sei and Fin whales); the  endemic: Rock ptarmigan, Ancient Murrelet, and Red-legged kittiwake (The Commander Island population of Red-legged kittiwakes is one of only four populations that exist in the world). Part of the systemic capacity strengthening will result in the improvement in the MCPA network’s ability to proactively respond to climate instability by protecting the strongholds of ecological resilience.  Short-term benefits will be realized through validation of the approach in three pilot MCPA sites that will result in conservation of a range of globally significant coastal and marine biological diversity

Results Framework
The proposed Results Framework is summarized in the Logical Framework Matrix in Section II Part II.  The three project Outcomes will ensure that:

· New coastal and marine areas are protected in an expanded MCPA system.  This will amount to at least 8.7 million hectares of newly protected marine and coastal habitat under the MCPA network.

· Systemic capacity is sufficiently developed first by a re-conceptualization of the MCPA network derived from a strategic analyses of gaps in coverage of the MCPA network and gaps in capacity of the network to address critical challenges.  It is also sufficiently developed in part by establishing for the first time, a systematic program to measure and monitor system-wide effectiveness.  

· The institutional capacity of MCPA staff is developed in addressing the key threats to marine and coastal biodiversity in Russia, as demonstrated through project-supported work in three pilot MCPA sites.  It is also improved in part by establishing for the first time, a systematic program to measure and monitor individual MCPA effectiveness.
Incremental Reasoning

A significant baseline of government funding, staffing, and demonstrated commitment to conservation of Russia’s marine and coastal environment exists. Under the ‘business-as-usual’ situation, the MCPA network would expand far more slowly than its threat context and barrier baseline evolves. Without the project, the process of improving the effectiveness of MCPA would face significant barriers in terms of poor cross agency collaboration, over-emphasis on traditional one-sector approach to marine and coastal conservation, and experiential and knowledge shortcomings in addressing key threats to marine and coastal biodiversity and MCPA effectiveness.  GEF incremental funding will be critical in helping to overcome these barriers, catalyze network expansion, and enable measurement and improvement of effectiveness at the individual MCPA and system levels.  

Co-financing

MNRE
8,930,000

SEPA (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency)
168,000

WWF
158,000

Baltic Fund for Nature
140,000

Total
9,396,000

Incremental Cost Matrix:  Russia MCPA 

	Result
	Business-as-Usual and costs
	Project and costs

	Domestic Benefits
	Ecosystem benefits that MCPA generate for Russia and for local communities poorly understood.  

Pressure on globally significant biodiversity (GSBD) is growing with the Russian economy;

Biodiversity provides crucial, though minimal subsistence benefits for most people in coastal areas, though these are not managed in a way that helps improve peoples’ lives.
	Improved enforcement maintains benefits for productive sectors- fisheries. 

Improved resource use planning by MCPA with local communities better enables local people to utilize resources sustainably. 

New economic opportunities developed through the elaboration of the knowledge, goods, and services of a conservation economy. 

MCPA viewed by local people as a major contributor of well-being to community.  

Enhanced ability of stakeholders in government institutions, private enterprises, and local community to conserve biodiversity through sustainable use.

	Global Benefits

	Globally significant biodiversity lost due to sub-optimal MCPA management capacity

Emerging imminent threats to globally significant marine and coastal biodiversity are not being addressed in a proactive manner.  

Capacity to undertake modern conservation program is insufficient.

Partnerships for monitoring and conservation are under developed. 

Policy framework recognizes importance of conserving marine diversity but lacks models on how to do this cross-institutionally.   

Old PA management habits hamper adoption of new, proactive, collaborative approach.
	Proactive, science-based approach to mitigating/ removing threats. 

Marine and coastal conservation priorities integrated into Fishery and Border Patrol enforcement priorities. 

Resilience of MCPA network to impacts of climate instability is strengthened.

Globally significant marine and coastal BD across Russia conserved through replication effects across Russia’s MCPA network.

Lessons learned contribute to the strengthening management effectiveness of Russia’s network of 34 MCPA. 

Management effectiveness improved on measurable basis in three MCPA.  

GS marine mammal, seabird, benthic flora and fauna, and tundra flora and faunal diversity is conserved. 

	Outcome 1: 

Improved coverage of marine and coastal ecosystems. 



	MNRE/ROZ:
1,600,000

WWF:
100,000

Total: 
1,700,000


	MNRE:
2,488,000

WWF:
58,000

GEF: 
$1,100,000

Total: 
$3,646,000

	Output 1. Strategic MCPA network gap analysis and conservation plan.
	No MCPA gap analysis work planned. 

Total: 
$0
	Strategic network gap analysis conducted and Strategic conservation and MCPA expansion plan developed. 

Project costs: 

MNRE
840,000

GEF:  
$475,000

Total: 
$1,315,000

	Output 2. System and Institutional-level management effectiveness measuring and monitoring program.  


	Budgetary monitoring is ongoing for MCPA by the DSPA, but no system level effectiveness monitoring is planned. 

MNRE:
$1,400,000

Total: 
$1,400,000
	Institutional effectiveness measurement and improvement program will be introduced. 

MNRE:
300,000 

GEF: 
175,000

Total: 
$475,000



	Output 3. Elaborated policy and guidelines.
	Total:
$0
	New policies and guidelines MCPA collaboration with key stakeholders.

MNRE:
300,000 

GEF: 
150,000

Total: 
450,000



	Output 4. Expanded network of MCPA
	MNRE:
$200,000


WWF: 
$100,000

Total: 
$300,000
	New MCPA established encompassing 2,514,000 ha. 

MNRE:
1,048,000

WWF:
58,000 

GEF: 
300,000

Total: 
1,406,000



	Outcome 2.  Improved management effectiveness of individual MCPA

	MNRE: 
31,400,000
Total: 
31,400,000
	MNRE:
4,450,000

WWF:
50,000

Baltic Fund for Nature:
140,000

SEPA
168,000

GEF: 
$1,900,000

Total: 
$6,708,000

	Output 1. Management and field conservation capacity building programme.


	Management ongoing in all MCPA either on-site or remotely.  No strategic management and field capacity building program developed by MCPA. 

MNRE:
$14,000,000

Total: 
$14,000,000
	Management and field conservation capacity building program developed for pilot sites and implemented. 

MNRE: 
1,130,000

GEF: 
420,000

SEPA
68,000

Total: 
1,788,000



	Output 2. Demonstration of partnerships for strengthened enforcement and monitoring. 


	Biodiversity monitoring and enforcement are two ongoing management activities within MCPA network, although ad-hoc.  As part of normal management work, individual MCPA develop partnerships in ad-hoc, un-documented manner that does not strengthen the effectiveness of the network.

MNRE:
$13,200,000

Total: 
$13,200,000
	Pilot MCPA develop partnerships and document process and lessons learned to inform development of supportive policies and guidelines. 

MNRE: 
1,110,000

GEF: 
420,000

WWF:
50,000

Total: 
1,580,000



	Output 3. Sustainable Tourism Management demonstration.  

	Tourism management as an area of PA management expertise is virtually unknown in Russia and is done in ad-hoc, non-strategic manner that is more reactive than proactive.

MNRE:
$2,800,000

Total: 
$2,800,000
	Global best practice in  PA tourism management applied/customized to FEMZ for replication across MCPA network. 

MNRE: 
650,000

GEF: 
320,000

Baltic Fund:
70,000

Total: 
1,040,000



	Output 4. Pilot on Integrated Invasive Species Management.


	Invasive species management is practically non-existent in MCPA of Russia. 

MNRE:
$800,000

Total: 
$800,000 
	Model invasive species management program developed in CIZ, incorporating global best practice and customizing to unique Commander islands/Russian conditions for replication across MCPA network. 

MNRE: 
830,000

GEF: 
370,000

Total: 
1,200,000



	Output 5. Pilot demonstration for MCPA contingency planning & response to hazardous materials/ contaminants.


	Hazardous material spill contingency planning is practically non-existent among MCPA.  

MNRE:
$600,000

Total: 
$600,000
	Model contingency plan developed by IZ MCPA for replication across network. 

MNRE: 
730,000

GEF: 
370,000


Baltic Fund:
70,000

SEPA
100,000

Total: 
1,270,000

	Outcome 3.  Knowledge-based planning and management



	MNRE
$1,400,000

Total:
$1,400,000
	MNRE:
1,142,000

WWF:
50,000

GEF: 
$600,000

Total: 
$1,792,000

	Output 1. System and Institutional-level MCPA management effectiveness measuring and monitoring.


	There is a reporting system in place, but it focuses upon financial and basic management reporting.  System-level management effectiveness not clearly defined, targeted and measured.  

MNRE:
$1,400,000

Total:
$1,400,000
	System level management effectiveness measured in terms of how the system is meeting its strategic objectives.  

MNRE:
476,000
 

GEF: 
180,000

Total: 
420,000



	Output 2. National MCPA Knowledge Management Program

(i.e. website, new training modules for MCPA managers and staff, etc).


	No knowledge management program would be developed.

Total:
$0
	Knowledge management program created and implemented to enable more cross-fertilization among MCPA within the network and between MCPA and the global web. 

MNRE:
403,000 

WWF:
50,000

GEF: 
210,000

Total: 
663,000



	Output 3. Strengthened replication policies at national MCPA level.


	No strengthened replication policies and incentives would be developed. 

Total: 
$0
	Replication will receive higher priority, with incentives adopted by MNRE to encourage it among MCPA. 

MNRE: 
263,000

GEF: 
210,000

Total: 
473,000




PART II: Logical Framework Analysis
	Project Strategy
	Objectively verifiable indicators

	Goal - Conservation and sustainable use of globally significant coastal and marine biodiversity.


	
	Indicator
	Baseline 
	End of project target 
	Sources of verification 
	Risks and Assumptions 

	OBJECTIVE: To facilitate expansion of the national system of marine and coastal protected areas and improve its management effectiveness.  
	Area of coastal and marine area under protection expanded.
	24,577,651 ha
	- Additional area protected with direct influence of project:  +14,000 ha. 

- Additional area protected with facilitation of the project + 7,680,000 ha. 

-  Enabling environment created for establishment of additional 1,006,000 million ha. 

- New total area under protection: 33,277,651 ha 
	Field, map assessments; expert opinion. Official gazette. 

- Official gazette of new or expanded areas amounting to 7,680,000 million. 

-Strategic plan endorsed calling for additional 1.006 million ha protected.
	Action on marine conservation may be difficult in Russia’s rapidly growing natural resource sector.

	
	Indirect impact on improved management effectiveness in 24 million hectares of MCPA through METT Score.
	Baseline 

Zapovedniks - Arctic 
Bolshoi Arktichesky - 29

Gydansky - 40
Kandalakshsky  - 37
Kandalakshsky - 42
Nenetsky - 36
U-Lensky - 49
Taimyrsky - 50
Wrangel Island - 47
Far East 

Botchinsky - 37
Dzhugdzhursky - 35
Kronotsky – 58
Koryaksky - 42
Kurilsky - 55
Lazovsky – 54
Magadansky – 51
Poronaisky – 43
Sikhote-Alinsky – 56
Caspian Sea 

Astrakhansky – 62
Dagestansky – 44
Baltic
Regional zakazniks - 30
National Parks

Kurshskaya Kosa - 63
Sochinsky - 59
Federal Zakazniks

Franz-Josef Land - 29
Nenetsky -- 28
Nizhne-Obskiy - 13
Severnaya Zemlya - 13
Yuzhno-Kamchatsky - 28
Malye Kurily - 34
Tumninskiy - 13
Agrakhansky - 41
Priazovsky - 19
Samursky - 13
	+40%

Zapovedniks - Arctic 
Bolshoi Arktichesky - 41

Gydansky - 56
Kandalakshsky  - 52
Kandalakshsky - 58
Nenetsky - 50
U-Lensky - 69
Taimyrsky - 70
Wrangel Island - 65
Far East 

Botchinsky - 52
Dzhugdzhursky - 49
Kronotsky – 80
Koryaksky - 58
Kurilsky - 76
Lazovsky – 75
Magadansky – 72
Poronaisky – 59
Sikhote-Alinsky – 78
Caspian Sea 

Astrakhansky – 87
Dagestansky – 62
Baltic
Regional zakazniks - 42
National Parks

Kurshskaya Kosa - 87
Sochinsky - 83
Federal Zakazniks

Franz-Josef Land - 41
Nenetsky -- 39
Nizhne-Obskiy - 19
Severnaya Zemlya - 19
Yuzhno-Kamchatsky - 39
Malye Kurily - 48
Tumninskiy - 19
Agrakhansky - 57
Priazovsky - 27
Samursky – 19
	METT Score sheets for 33 MCPA in the network. 
	

	
	Populations of two globally threatened seabird species at CIZ.


	Black-legged Kittiwake 

Min

Max

27000

31000

Red-legged Kittiwake

Min

Max

16,200

17,000


	Pop #s within natural range of variation
	Annual field surveys.
	Environmental perturbations will not affect results.



	
	Steller sea lion populations on Mediny Island;

- # of adult/juveniles

- # of Pups

- # of breeding males
	Medny: 1051 adults, 29 breeding males, 220 pups.
	Stable pop or within +/- 20% of Long-Term Mean (LTM). 


	Field Survey reports
	

	
	# and distribution of sea cucumbers in Reserve.
	0.02 – 0.03 m2
	Stable or increasing.
	Field Survey reports
	

	
	Baltic seal population 


	Baseline figure:  based upon 2007 “Nord-Stream” survey.  

Grey seals:  545 

Ringed seals:  170  
	Stable pop or within +/- 20% of LTM. 


	Follow-up field survey from Nord-stream survey.
	

	Outcome 1: Improved MPA system and institutional-level capacity enables the expansion of the MCPA system.
	Area of MCPA in the process of establishment.  


	14,000
	2,500,000 hectares
	Official MNRE proposal for establishment of each new MCPA. 
	There is a high level of political acceptance of the need for additional protected marine and coastal areas.

	
	# of new policies and guidelines developed and adopted by MNRE to strengthen effectiveness. 
	0
	At least 4 in total. 
	Official policy and guideline documents published by MNRE.  
	

	
	# of marine mammal zones with strengthened protection.
	0
	At least 10.
	Memorandum of Understanding - FAF and MNRE; Official announcement creating IUCN #3 protection for marine mammal zones.
	

	
	MNRE MCPA Capacity Scorecard
Policy formulation

    Systemic

    Institutional 

Implementation

    Systemic

    Institutional 

    Individual

Engagement & consensus

    Systemic

    Institutional 

    Individual

Info & knowledge

    Systemic

    Institutional 

    Individual

Monitoring

    Systemic

    Institutional 

    Individual
	Baseline

Policy Formulation

3/out of 6

1/out of 3

Implementation

3/out of 9

7/out of 27

4/out of 12

Eng. & consensus

3/out of 6

3/out of 6

1/out of 3

Info & knowledge

2/out of 3

3/out of 3

1/out of 3

Monitoring

2/out of 6

3/out of 6

1/out of 3
	EoP Target:

Policy Formulation

5/out of 6

2/out of 3

Implementation

7/out of 9

20/out of 27

8/out of 12

Eng. & consensus

5/out of 6

5/out of 6

2/out of 3

Info & knowledge

3/out of 3

3/out of 3

2/out of 3

Monitoring

4/out of 6

4/out of 6

2/out of 3
	Capacity Assessment Scorecard
	The reform process in Russia will continue to support high-level political acceptance and update of project strategy. 

	Outcome 2: MPA management know-how is demonstrated, expanded and reinforced. 


	Direct impact on improved effectiveness in pilot sites = improved management in 6 million ha though METT Score.
	CIZ:  57

FEMZ: 63

IZ: 13


	CIMPCA: 75 

FEMZ - 80
IZ – 60

	METT Score sheets for three pilot sites. 
	Baseline Gov’t funding will continue to support basic management functions.


	
	Area of Bering Island to which rats are restricted.
	Not restricted.
	Restricted to immediate vicinity of Nikolskoye village.
	Field surveys with “chew sticks”; official interviews.
	Control practices used elsewhere will work in Russian MCPA.

	Outcome 3.  Strengthened MCPA system effectively captures knowledge and enables replication of best practice.
	# of MCPA adopting invasive species management plans.
	0 
	3 (FEMZ, IZ, and probably Kurshskaya Kosa)
	MNRE reports; Project APR; Planning documents.
	

	
	# of MCPA adopting contingency plans for hazardous material spills.
	0
	5 (TBD)
	MNRE reports; Project APR; Planning documents.
	

	
	# of official partnerships (monitoring, enforcement) formed by MCPA nationwide.
	Agreements, monitoring marine and coastal ecosystems - 14 

Cooperation agreement with other MCPA – 2

Cooperation agreement with tourism companies - 2

Written agreement for cooperation in enforcement – 0
	At least 20 monitoring agreements. 

At least 10 cooperation agreements. 

At least 7 tourism management and promotion agreements.  

At least 5 written agreements in cooperation on enforcement.
	Signed Memoranda of Understanding or Agreement between agencies or Signed agreement between MCPA and respective partner.
	The multi-level, approach to building a monitoring program could be perceived as non-scientific. 


SECTION III: TOTAL BUDGET AND WORKPLAN

	Award ID
	00056530

	Award Title
	PIMS 4051 BD FSP: Strengthening the Marine and Coastal Protected Areas (MSPA) of Russia

	Business Unit
	RUS10

	Project Title
	PIMS 4051 BD FSP: Strengthening the Marine and Coastal Protected Areas (MSPA) of Russia

	Project ID
	00069210

	PIMS No 
	4051

	Implementing Partner
	MNRE – MCPA (NEX execution)

	GEF Outcome / Atlas Activity
	Responsible Party / Implementing Agent
	Fund ID
	Donor Name
	Atlas Budgetary Account Code
	ATLAS Budget Description
	Amount Year 1 (USD)
	Amount Year 2 (USD)
	Amount Year 3 (USD)
	Amount Year 4 (USD)
	Total (USD)
	

	OUTCOME 1:  Improved Coverage of Marine and Coastal Systems
	MNRE - MCPA
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	Int'l Consultants
	40,000
	40,000
	0
	0
	80,000
	1

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local Consultants
	24,500
	24,500
	24,500
	24,500
	98,000
	2

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	30,000
	15,000
	15,000
	40,000
	100,000
	3

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services
	275,000
	271,000
	135,000
	60,000
	741,000
	4

	
	
	
	
	72200
	Equipment
	12,000
	0
	0
	0
	12,000
	5

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	3,500
	3,500
	3,500
	3,500
	14,000
	6

	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 1:
	385,000
	354,000
	178,000
	128,000
	1,045,000
	 

	Outcome 2: Improved Management Effectiveness of Individual MCPA
	 
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	Int'l Consultants
	90,000
	50,000
	0
	0
	140,000
	7

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local Consultants
	162,700
	188,700
	112,700
	71,700
	535,800
	8

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	15,000
	15,000
	15,000
	15,000
	60,000
	9

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services
	105,000
	175,000
	176,440
	175,000
	631,440
	10

	
	
	
	
	72200
	Equipment
	75,000
	75,000
	75,000
	0
	225,000
	11

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	10,000
	56,000
	93,380
	93,380
	252,760
	12, 13

	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 2:
	457,700
	559,700
	472,520
	355,080
	1,845,000
	 

	Outcome 3: Knowledge-based Planning and Management 
	 
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	Int'l Consultants
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	14

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local Consultants
	0
	0
	8,000
	23,200
	31,200
	15

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	5,000
	5,000
	15,000
	15,000
	40,000
	16

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services
	52,200
	34,400
	96,400
	82,000
	265,000
	17

	
	
	
	
	72200
	Equipment
	25,800
	0
	0
	25,000
	50,800
	18

	
	
	
	
	74100
	Professional Services
	5,000
	60,000
	5,000
	65,000
	135,000
	19

	
	
	
	
	74200
	Publications
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	30,000
	60,000
	20

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	32,000
	32,000
	32,000
	32,000
	128,000
	21, 22

	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 3:
	130,000
	141,400
	166,400
	272,200
	710,000
	

	Project Management Costs
	 
	62000
	GEF
	71400
	Project Personnel
	73,995
	73,995
	73,995
	73,995
	295,980
	23

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	40,000
	24

	
	
	
	
	72200
	Equipment 
	10,000
	0
	0
	0
	10,000
	25

	
	
	
	
	72400
	Communication
	3,000
	4,000
	3,000
	4,000
	14,000
	26

	
	
	
	
	72500
	Supplies
	4,000
	4,377
	4,000
	3,623
	16,000
	27

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	6,005
	6,005
	6,005
	6,005
	24,020
	28

	
	
	
	
	Total Management
	107,000
	98,377
	97,000
	97,623
	400,000
	 

	GRAND TOTALS
	 
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	Int'l Consultants
	130,000
	90,000
	0
	0
	220,000
	

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local Consultants
	187,200
	213,200
	145,200
	119,400
	665,000
	

	
	
	
	
	71400
	Project Personnel (Management)
	73,995
	73,995
	73,995
	73,995
	295,980
	

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	60,000
	45,000
	55,000
	80,000
	240,000
	

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services
	432,200
	480,400
	407,840
	317,000
	1,637,440
	

	
	
	
	
	72200
	Equipment
	122,800
	75,000
	75,000
	25,000
	297,800
	

	
	
	
	
	72400
	Communications
	3,000
	4,000
	3,000
	4,000
	14,000
	

	
	
	
	
	72500
	Supplies
	4,000
	4,377
	4,000
	3,623
	16,000
	

	
	
	
	
	74100
	Professional Services
	5,000
	60,000
	5,000
	65,000
	135,000
	

	
	
	
	
	74200
	Publications
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	30,000
	60,000
	

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Misc -Training
	30,000
	70,000
	119,380
	119,380
	338,760
	

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Misc - Services
	21,505
	27,505
	15,505
	15,505
	80,020
	

	
	
	
	
	Total Project
	1,079,700
	1,153,477
	913,920
	852,903
	4,000,000
	


Annotations.

	BL#
	Comment

	1
	Gap analysis and management effectiveness experts + 20 K Travel costs. 

	2
	PM technical input to gap analysis and conservation planning.   Biodiversity & ecology monitoring expert; Outcome 1 support (48K)

	3
	Inception workshop, SC, field visits, Closing workshop

	4
	Gap analysis Task Team, mapping and analysis (141k).  Conservation Planning Task Team: Strategic biodiversity conservation plan for MCPA network (170k); Technical expert teams for formulating legal documents for new MCPA establishment (360k); Institutional Effectiveness Task Team (IETT) Work - five members @ 1,000/week - total 55 weeks (70k).

	5
	 Gap analysis software and hardware.

	6
	 Support costs for work under the outputs, including translators.

	7
	Training needs assessment and Institutional Staffing Review (12 weeks) + 10K travel costs (40k); Tourism management specialist (12 weeks) + 14 K travel costs (50k); Invasive species management specialist (12 weeks) + 14 K travel costs. (50k)

	8
	PM technical input to pilot work to improve MCPA effectiveness. Pilot site manager's technical input to pilot work (188k); Monitoring working groups (WG) in each Pilot MCPA (3), 4 people each @ 8 weeks each @ 1000/week (96k); Web site designed based upon stakeholder consultations (20k); Enforcement WG in each Pilot MCPA (48k);Sustainable tourism management WG (1), 3 people @ 12 weeks @ 1,000/week + mapping, documentation (36k); Integrated invasive species management program WG (1), 3 people @ 15 weeks @ 1,000/week (45k); Hazardous materials spill contingency planning WG ; 4 people, 8 weeks each; 1000/week + protocol development, documentation (52k). 

	9
	Domestic travel associated with developing strengthened enforcement and monitoring partnersships. 

	10
	Community working groups for pilot management planning, including documentation and mapping (60K). Expert management planning support for three pilot sites (90); Training for MCPA staff organized/implemented per the Training Needs Assessment (100K); Pilot field monitoring at Level 1 and 2 in each site (281,440k);  Capturing, consolidating lessons learned from pilot site work for use under Outcome 3 (100k). 

	11
	Monitoring and enforcement equipment for MCPA pilot sites 

	12
	Intra-Russia study tour training/exposure to best practice in support of pilot site demonstration work (120k).  Study tours outside Russia on pilot demonstration topics for MCPA staff. (98.760k) 

	13
	Meeting logistics costs associated with pilot activities, community working groups, Mapping, documentation for tourism management planning. 

	14
	 NA

	15
	Interactive MCPA website design completed. PM technical input to capturing and sharing lessons learned (15.2k). 

	16
	Study tours to pilot sites by other MCPA staff.

	17
	System-level management effectiveness measurement and monitoring program (105k); Costs to translate the monthly online MPA News from Englsih into Russian (36k); Output 3.2 Knowlede management/Training module development (124k).

	18
	System-level monitoring equip/web-based communications equpment for sharing lessons learned.

	19
	Audit (25k); Mid-Term and Terminal Evaluations (110k)

	20
	Publications 

	21
	Knowledge development for MCPA network: Summer stipends for Russian university students to do field work supervised jointly by professors and MCPA staff in project pilot sites.

	22
	Misc costs to support achievement of Outcome

	23
	Cost of management-related input of PMCU staff time (PM, PSMs, FA)

	24
	Management-related travel to project sites

	25
	Laptops for mobile management across 11 time zones

	26
	Domestic and International telephone costs 4k/year.

	27
	 Misc. office supplies and local, in-city/region travel.

	28
	 Misc. expenses approx 6,000/year.


Summary table
	Donor
	Year 1 (USD)
	Year 2 (USD)
	Year 3 (USD)
	Year 4 (USD)
	Total (USD)

	GEF
	1,079,700
	1,153,477
	913,920
	852,903
	4,000,000

	Government
	
	
	
	
	8,930,000

	SEPA
	
	
	
	
	168,000

	WWF
	
	
	
	
	158,000

	Baltic fund for Nature
	
	
	
	
	140,000

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	13,396,000
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SECTION IV: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Annex 1: 
METT scores (see separate file)

Annex 2: 
Capacity Development Indicator Scorecard

Annex 3:  
Stakeholder participation plan
Annex 4:
TORs for key project staff

Annex 5:
Letters of co-financing

Annex 1: METT 

See separate file

Annex 2.  Capacity Development Indicator Scorecard for the Marine and Coastal Protected nature areas 

CAPACITY ASSESSMENT SCORECARD SUMMARY

UNDP has developed this scorecard to assist project teams and governments track progress in terms of developing individual, institutional and systemic capacities of the national PA system. The first matrix below indicates the total possible scores of the national PA system’s capacity in three categories: i) Systemic; ii) Institutional; and iii) Individual in five strategic support areas.  The second matrix shows the scores of the subset of the Marine and Coastal protected nature areas (MCPAs) while the MCPAs system scores against the total possible scores are presented as the percentage figures in the third matrix. 

Short narrative analysis: The scorecard reflects results of the capacity assessment at the level of federal MCPAs and thus provides integrated ratings. Integrated capacity development scores of the MCPAs are slightly above 33% of the total possible scores (see third matrix below). Various elements of the MCPAs subset include federal, regional strictly protected areas and such forms as formerly called so marine mammal protection zones.  If assessed individually, these elements would demonstrate different level of individual and institutional capacity (higher for most of the federal PAs, lower for the regionally-managed PAs). The UNDP/GEF project will address and strengthen PA system capacity at all levels. In addition to that, the project will propose mechanisms for the federal-regional collaboration and inter-agency learning, capacity building and knowledge transfer to address capacity gaps among various elements of the MCPA system. 

	Strategic Areas of Support
	Total Possible Score 

	
	Systemic 
	Institutional
	Individual

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programme
	6
	3
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes 
	9
	27
	12

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	6
	6
	3

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge: Technical skills related specifically to the requirements of the SPs and associated Conventions
	3
	3
	3

	5.  Capacity to monitor, evaluate and report and learn  at the sector and project levels
	6
	6
	3

	Total
	30
	45
	21

	Strategic Areas of Support
	MCPAs Scores

	
	Systemic
	Institutional
	Individual

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programme
	3
	1
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes 
	3
	7
	4

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	3
	3
	1

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge: Technical skills related specifically to the requirements of the SPs and associated Conventions
	2
	3
	1

	5.  Capacity to monitor, evaluate and report and learn  at the sector and project levels
	2
	3
	1

	Total
	13
	17
	7


	Strategic Areas of Support
	% of Actual Score of TPS (Average)

	
	Systemic
	Institutional
	Individual

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programme
	59%
	33%
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes 
	33%
	26%
	33%

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	50%
	50%
	33%

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge: Technical skills related specifically to the requirements of the SPs and associated Conventions
	66%
	100%
	33%

	5.  Capacity to monitor, evaluate and report and learn  at the sector and project levels
	33%
	50%
	33%

	Total
	43%
	38%
	33%


	Strategic Area of Support
	Capacity Level
	Outcome
	Outcome Indicators (Scorecard)

	
	
	
	Worst State
(Score 0)
	Marginal State
(Score 1)
	Satisfactory State
(Score 2)
	Best State
(Score 3)

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Systemic
	The protected area agenda is being effectively championed / driven forward
	There is essentially no protected area agenda
	There are some persons or institutions actively pursuing a protected area agenda but they have little effect or influence
	There are a number of protected area champions that drive the protected area agenda, but more is needed
	There are an adequate number of able "champions" and "leaders" effectively driving forwards a protected area agenda

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programmes
SCORE 2
	Systemic
	There is a strong and clear legal mandate for the establishment and management of protected areas
	There is no legal framework for protected areas
	There is a partial legal framework for protected areas but it has many inadequacies
	There is a reasonable legal framework for protected areas but it has a few weaknesses and gaps
	There is a strong and clear legal mandate for the establishment and management of protected areas

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programmes
SCORE 2
	Institutional
	There is an institution responsible for protected areas able to strategize and plan
	Protected area institutions have no plans or strategies
	Protected area institutions do have strategies and plans, but these are old and no longer up to date or were prepared in a totally top-down fashion
	Protected area institutions have some sort of mechanism to update their strategies and plans, but this is irregular or is done in a largely top-down fashion without proper consultation
	Protected area institutions have relevant, participatorially prepared, regularly updated strategies and plans

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Systemic
	There are adequate skills for protected area planning and management
	There is a general lack of planning and management skills
	Some skills exist but in largely insufficient quantities to guarantee effective planning and management
	Necessary skills for effective protected area management and planning do exist but are stretched and not easily available
	Adequate quantities of the full range of skills necessary for effective protected area planning and management are easily available 

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Systemic
	There are protected area systems
	No or very few protected area exist and they cover only a small portion of the habitats and ecosystems
	Protected area system is patchy both in number and geographical coverage and has many gaps in terms of representativeness
	Protected area system is covering a reasonably representative sample of the major habitats and ecosystems, but still presents some gaps and not all elements are of viable size
	The protected areas includes viable representative examples of all the major habitats and ecosystems of appropriate geographical scale

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Systemic
	There is a fully transparent oversight authority for the protected areas institutions
	There is no oversight at all of protected area institutions
	There is some oversight, but only indirectly and in an non-transparent manner
	There is a reasonable oversight mechanism in place providing for regular review but lacks in transparency (e.g. is not independent, or is internalized)
	There is a fully transparent oversight authority for the protected areas institutions

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	Protected area institutions are effectively led
	Protected area institutions have a total lack of leadership
	Protected area institutions exist but leadership is weak and provides little guidance
	Some protected area institutions have reasonably strong leadership but there is still need for improvement 
	Protected area institutions are effectively led

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 0
	Institutional
	Protected areas have regularly updated, participatorially prepared, comprehensive management plans
	Protected areas have no management plans
	Some protected areas have up-to-date management plans but they are typically not comprehensive and were not participatorially prepared
	Most Protected Areas have management plans though some are old, not participatorially prepared or are less than comprehensive
	Every protected area has a regularly updated, participatorially prepared, comprehensive management plan

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	Human resources are well qualified and motivated
	Human resources are poorly qualified and unmotivated
	Human resources qualification is spotty, with some well qualified, but many only poorly and in general unmotivated
	HR in general reasonably qualified, but many lack in motivation, or those that are motivated are not sufficiently qualified.
	Human resources are well qualified and motivated

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 0
	Institutional
	Management plans are implemented in a timely manner effectively achieving their objectives
	There is very little implementation of management plans
	Management plans are poorly implemented and their objectives are rarely met
	Management plans are usually implemented in a timely manner, though delays typically occur and some objectives are not met
	Management plans are implemented in a timely manner effectively achieving their objectives

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	Protected area institutions are able to adequately mobilize sufficient quantity of funding, human and material resources to effectively implement their mandate
	Protected area institutions typically are severely underfunded and have no capacity to mobilize sufficient resources
	Protected area institutions have some funding and are able to mobilize some human and material resources but not enough to effectively implement their mandate
	Protected area institutions have reasonable capacity to mobilize  funding or other resources but not always in sufficient quantities for fully effective implementation of their mandate
	Protected area institutions are able to adequately mobilize sufficient quantity of funding, human and material resources to effectively implement their mandate

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	Potected area institutions are effectively managed, efficiently deploying their human, financial and other resources to the best effect
	While the protected area institution exists it has no management
	Institutional management is largely ineffective and does not deploy efficiently the resources at its disposal
	The institution is reasonably managed, but not always in a fully effective manner and at times does not deploy its resources in the most efficient way
	The protected area institution is effectively managed, efficiently deploying its human, financial and other resources to the best effect

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	Protected area institutions are highly transparent, fully audited, and publicly accountable
	Protected area institutions totally untransparent, not being held accountable and not audited
	Protected area institutions are not transparent but are occasionally audited without being held publicly accountable
	Protected area institutions are regularly audited and there is a fair degree of public accountability but the system is not fully transparent
	The Protected area institutions are highly transparent, fully audited, and publicly accountable

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	There are legally designated protected area insititutions with the authority to carry out their mandate
	There is no lead institution or agency with a clear mandate or responsibility for protected areas
	There are one or more institutions or agencies dealing with protected areas but roles and responsibilities are unclear and there are gaps and overlaps in the arrangements
	There are one or more institutions or agencies dealing with protected areas, the responsibilities of each are fairly clearly defined, but there are still some gaps and overlaps
	Protected Area institutions have clear legal and institutional mandates and the necessary authority to carry this out

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 2
	Institutional
	Protected areas are effectively protected
	No enforcement of regulations is taking place 
	Some enforcement of regulations but largely ineffective and external threats remain active
	Protected area regulations are regularly enforced but are not fully effective and external threats are reduced but not eliminated
	Protected Area regulations are highly effectively enforced and all external threats are negated

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Individual
	Individuals are able to advance and develop professionally
	No career tracks are developed and no training opportunities are provided
	Career tracks are weak and training possibilities are few and not managed transparently
	Clear career tracks developed and training available; HR management however has inadequate performance measurement system
	Individuals are able to advance and develop professionally

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Individual
	Individuals are appropriately skilled for their jobs
	Skills of individuals do not match job requirements
	Individuals have some or poor skills for their jobs
	Individuals are reasonably skilled but could further improve for optimum match with job requirement
	Individuals are appropriately skilled for their jobs

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 1
	Individual
	Individuals are highly motivated
	No motivation at all
	Motivation uneven, some are but most are not
	Many individuals are motivated but not all
	Individuals are highly motivated

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
SCORE 3
	Individual
	There are appropriate systems of training, mentoring, and learning in place to maintain a continuous flow of new staff
	No mechanisms exist
	Some mechanisms exist but unable to develop enough and unable to provide the full range of skills needed
	Mechanisms generally exist to develop skilled professionals, but either not enough of them or unable to cover the full range of skills required
	There are mechanisms for developing adequate numbers of the full range of highly skilled protected area professionals

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
SCORE 1
	Systemic
	Protected areas have the political commitment they require
	There is no political will at all, or worse, the prevailing political will runs counter to the interests of protected areas
	Some political will exists, but is not strong enough to make a difference
	Reasonable political will exists, but is not always strong enough to fully support protected areas
	There are very high levels of political will to support protected areas

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
SCORE 2
	Systemic
	Protected areas have the public support they require
	The public has little interest in protected areas and there is no significant lobby for protected areas
	There is limited support for protected areas
	There is general public support for protected areas and there are various lobby groups such as environmental NGO's strongly pushing them
	There is tremendous public support in the country for protected areas

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	Protected area institutions are mission oriented
	Institutional mission not defined
	Institutional mission poorly defined and generally not known and internalized at all levels
	Institutional mission well defined and internalized but not fully embraced
	Institutional missions are fully internalized and embraced

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
SCORE 2
	Institutional
	Protected area institutions can establish the partnerships needed to achieve their objectives
	Protected area institutions operate in isolation
	Some partnerships in place but significant gaps and existing partnerships achieve little
	Many partnerships in place with a wide range of agencies, NGOs etc, but there are some gaps, partnerships are not always effective and do not always enable efficient achievement of objectives
	Protected area institutions establish effective partnerships with other agencies and institutions, including provincial and local governments, NGO's and the private sector to enable achievement of objectives in an efficient and effective manner

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
SCORE 1
	Individual
	Individuals carry appropriate values, integrity and attitudes
	Individuals carry negative attitude
	Some individuals have notion of appropriate attitudes and display integrity, but most don't
	Many individuals carry appropriate values and integrity, but not all
	Individuals carry appropriate values, integrity and attitudes

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge
SCORE 2
	Systemic
	Protected area institutions have the information they need to develop and monitor strategies and action plans for the management of the protected area system
	Information is virtually lacking
	Some information exists, but is of poor quality, is of limited usefulness, or is very difficult to access
	Much information is easily available and mostly of good quality, but there remain some gaps in quality, coverage and availability
	Protected area institutions have the information they need to develop and monitor strategies and action plans for the management of the protected area system

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge
SCORE 2
	Institutional
	Protected area institutions have the information needed to do their work
	Information is virtually lacking
	Some information exists, but is of poor quality and of limited usefulness and difficult to access
	Much information is readily available, mostly of good quality, but there remain some gaps both in quality and quantity
	Adequate quantities of high quality up to date information for protected area planning, management and monitoring is widely and easily available 

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge
SCORE 1
	Individual
	Individuals working with protected areas work effectively together as a team
	Individuals work in isolation and don't interact
	Individuals interact in limited way and sometimes in teams but this is rarely effective and functional
	Individuals interact regularly and form teams, but this is not always fully effective or functional
	Individuals interact effectively and form functional teams

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
SCORE 1
	Systemic
	Protected area policy is continually reviewed and updated
	There is no policy or it is old and not reviewed regularly
	Policy is only reviewed at irregular intervals
	Policy is reviewed regularly but not annually
	National protected areas policy is reviewed annually

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
SCORE 1
	Systemic
	Society monitors the state of protected areas
	There is no dialogue at all
	There is some dialogue going on, but not in the wider public and restricted to specialized circles
	There is a reasonably open public dialogue going on but certain issues remain taboo.
	There is an open and transparent public dialogue about the state of the protected areas

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
SCORE 1
	Institutional
	Institutions are highly adaptive, responding effectively and immediately to change
	Institutions resist change
	Institutions do change but only very slowly
	Institutions tend to adapt in response to change but not always very effectively or with some delay
	Institutions are highly adaptive, responding effectively and immediately to change

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
SCORE 2
	Institutional
	Institutions have effective internal mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning
	There are no mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting or learning
	There are some mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning but they are limited and weak
	Reasonable mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning are in place but are not as strong or comprehensive as they could be
	Institutions have effective internal mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
SCORE 1
	Individual
	Individuals are adaptive and continue to learn
	There is no measurement of performance or adaptive feedback
	Performance is irregularly and poorly measured and there is little use of feedback
	There is significant measurement of performance and some feedback but this is not as thorough or comprehensive as it might be
	Performance is effectively measured and adaptive feedback utilized


Annex 3.  Project Stakeholders and Relevant Roles and Responsibilities 

	Stakeholders
	Roles and responsibilities relevant to MCPA
	Roles in Project Implementation 

	Ministry of Natural Resources  & Ecology (MNRE) 
	Develops policy, prepares and issues regulation, coordinates the process of planning, establishing and operating new MCPA.
	Outcomes 1, 2 and 3.  All Outputs.  

Will serve as the “Designated Institution” in charge of project for Gov’t of Russia.  As such, it will be closely involved in all three project outcomes.  

	Department for State Policy on Environment
	Elaborates state policy on nature conservation.  It is the lead MNR department for international conventions and agreements and for monitoring and facilitating State implementation of international conventions and agreements.  Works with protected areas to refine and improve state protected area law and policy and secure additional financing for PA to meet international obligations.
	Output 1.3: Elaborated policy guidelines” 

Will play a lead role in the development of strengthened policies for partnership building and collaboration between MCPA and other sectors, including the development of agreements with other governmental institutions.  

	Department of Specially Protected Nature Areas of the MNRE (DSPA)
	Lead department within MNRE for protected areas. Manages the system of federal PA with regard to strategy, financial planning, reporting, and staff policy. 
	PSC member. 

Outcomes 1, 2 and 3.  All Outputs. 

DSPA will be the lead stakeholder in establishing and operationalizing the new IZ in Baltic, in adopting the gap analysis plan of expansion for new federal MCPA, and endorsing a Strategic plan for MCPA network.  Will be a key player in establishing or renewing agreements with FAF and Border Service, and approval of management plans for pilot sites, organizing workshops and training courses.

	Institute of Nature Conservation
	Prepares inventories of PA including MCPA.
	Output 1.1. Strategic Plan for MCPA Network. Will plan an active role in the gap analysis and strategic network planning work. 



	Federal Service for Natural Resource Management (Rosprirodnadzor) 

Regional directorates of Rosprirodnadzor
	Responsible for the control of environment and use of natural resources (except aquatic biological resource and game).  Served an MCPA organizational oversight and coordination role from 2004-2008, now being assumed by DSPA. Until summer 2008 managed some federal PA.
	Output 2.1, Activity 2.1.1.  “Prepare and adopt integrated management plan in each pilot site.”  Regional directorates will cooperate with the pilot MCPA in developing management and development plans.

	Special Marine Inspection  (SMI)
	Responsible for enforcing marine mammal hunting laws and non-commercial fish protection laws.  Responsible for enforcement of environment and natural resource regulation (except fisheries) at sea.  May be involved in the management of MCPA with no designated staff.  Currently under reorganization.
	Output 2.2: “Pilot II: Strengthened enforcement and monitoring partnerships.”

SMI will work closely with the MCPA in enforcement of environmental regulation at the boundaries of the federal MCPA and controlling those federal MCPA that do not have staff.

	Federal Agency of Fisheries (FAF)
	Develops fish management policy; approves fishing and hunting rules which may influence MCPA; proposes Total Allowable Catch, which includes catch in those parts of MCPA system where fishing is allowed. FAF is responsible for satellite monitoring of fishing vessels.  Important stakeholder (among other governmental institutions) in approving proposals for new MCPA and extension of existing PA.
	PSC member. 

Output 2.2: “Pilot II: Strengthened enforcement and monitoring partnerships.”

Endorses Strategic MPA network conservation plan with regard to marine mammal protection zones and fishery refuge zones and participation of the fishery research institutes in the gap analysis; establishes an agreement to combat marine poaching with ROZ.  Will be an important partner in the processing of the monitoring information relevant to MCPA.

	FAF - Territorial Directorates 
	Issue permits for commercial, recreational and subsistence (for indigenous people) fishing and other kinds of use of aquatic biological resources in the internal waters, territorial sea and EEZ including those parts of MCPA where fishery is allowed. Fish inspection departments within the territorial directorates are responsible for the enforcement of the regulation of fishery and protection of aquatic biological resources, including the control of no-fishing areas (former marine mammal protection zones) and, presumably fishery refuge zones once they are established. In past have cooperated with MCPA in enforcement of the adjacent areas.  Important stakeholders in approving proposals for new MCPA and extension of existing PA.
	Output 1.4: Expanded network of MCPA.  

Output 2.2: “Pilot II: Strengthened enforcement and monitoring partnerships.”

Crucial stakeholders and potential partners for all 35 of Russia’s MCPA. Will work with CIZ to develop collaborative agreement in Kamchatka to conduct joint fisheries enforcement of fisheries in  and around CIZ as a model for rest of MCPA network.  They are important partners with the Reserve in helping to strengthen enforcement of fishing prohibition inside the Reserve’s 50 km marine zone. 

	Federal Security Service - Border Service 
	Key stakeholder in the approval of new and extending previously established federal MCPA with regard to marine waters. Responsible for law enforcement, including fishery regulations, in Russia’s EEZ and territorial seas. Most of Russia’s MPA are located in border regions.  This makes this Service an important stakeholder and potential partner for nearly all of Russia’s MCPA in marine patrol efforts.
	PSC member. 

Output 2.2: “Pilot II: Strengthened enforcement and monitoring partnerships.”

A key party in enforcement agreements for all three pilot sites: enforcing fisheries law in CIZ’s 45 kilometer-wide protected zone; collaborate with FEMZ to combat sea cucumber and crab poaching; assist new IZ in organizing control and surveillance.

	Basin federal state organisations “rybvods” (fishery monitoring organizations)

(e.g. Sevostrybvod  or Northeast Fishery Monitoring State Organization)
	The rybvods, or basin fishery monitoring organizations, are located across Russia. 

Gather information on fish catch levels and activities at the basin scale, monitor marine mammals haulouts including those adjacent to MCPA. Sevostrybvod is one such rybvod.
	Output 2.2: “Pilot II: Strengthened enforcement and monitoring partnerships.”

These regional agencies are important stakeholders for every one of the 35 MPA in Russia.  Will conduct joint monitoring of fishery with the CIZ, FEMZ and IZ and the management of the marine mammal colonies in the relevant areas nearby MCPA.

	Federal Agency of the Maritime and Riverine Transport 

Division of the Rescue operations and Accidental Oil Spill Response (Morspassluzhba) of the (Rosmorrechflot)
	Responsible for planning and implementing comprehensive prevention and response measures for oil and other hazardous material spills. 

Division is responsible for preparation and implementation of oil spill contingency plans.
	Output 2.5: “Pilot V: Demonstration for MCPA contingency planning and response.”

Will approve cooperation agreements with IZ management to utilize navigation safety information. Will be a key partner in elaborating contingency plans for IZ pilot site and the MCPA network. The basin directorates of Morspassluzhba will cooperate with the pilot MCPA in organizing sea life rescue operations and biodiversity rehabilitation training.

	Regional Administrations/ Governments
	Have authority to establish coastal PA and approve the designation and regulation of buffer zones. Administer regional MCPA. 
	Will be key stakeholders involved in the establishment of new MCPA or expansion of  existing MCPA. 



	Russian Academy of Sciences 


	Administers FEMZ, Institute of Marine Biology supports research in FEMZ, Pacific Institute of Geography (Kamchatka Branch) is involved in research in CIZ; other institutions of RAS collaborate in research programs in several MCPAs. Responsible for management of FEMZ. RAS institutes have agreements with individual PA, conduct joint research and joint planning for new MCPA. 
	Outcome 2, Outputs 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4.  

Several institutes of RAS are important project partners in developing adaptive management approach, measures to mitigate such threats as invasive species and unorganized tourism impact.  Also, RAS, as the administrator of FEMZ will play a lead role in all FEMZ-related activities.  

	National and Regional-level Universities
	Several universities (Moscow University, St. Petersburg University, Far Eastern University, Kirov and Irkutsk Agricultural Academies (with game management departments) have long-term relationships with PA related to research and employment of their graduates.  MGU has White Sea marine biological station that helped to establish and manage Polyarnyi Krug Zakaznik.  St. Petersburg University is an important stakeholder in designing the new IZ. 
	Outputs 1.1, 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 3.2.  

Universities and their associated experts will play a key role in several Outputs under the project, including Gap analyses and strategic planning, integrated MCPA management planning, improving monitoring practices, and cultivating a new generation of MCPA managers from the student population around Russia. 

	WWF Russia


	Gathers, analyses and publishes information on MCPA; maintains long-term cooperation with particular MCPA (e.g. CIZ, FEMZ, Kurilsky, Koryaksky & Nenetsky Zapovedniks) in fund raising and providing them expert and material support. Participates in establishing new MCPA. In 2008: prepared justification for the Shantar Island Nat’l Park, Utrish Zapovednik, and Sakhalin Grey Whale Reserve; funded a visitor centre in Koryaksky Zap, monitoring work on CIZ and helped Nenetsky Zap to solve abandoned oil well problem.  
	Outputs 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2. 

Very involved in MCPA work in Russia. Will be key actor in gap-analysis and planning approach for new MCPA and in capacity building and management planning in the pilot sites.  Its website www.marine-reserves.ru may serve as the basis for an important communication and information exchange tool for the MCPA system.  

	Wetlands International, Russia office
	Maintains a database on the important wetlands that are within existing or planned MCPAs.
	Output 1.1

Partner in Strategic planning for MCPA.

	Biodiversity Conservation Centre (NGO)
	Maintains a web-based resource on federal strictly protected nature areas in Russia. Kola Branch is involved in design of new coastal nature monuments.
	Outputs, 1.1, 3.2, 3.3. 

Could be important partner in developing new strategy for MCPA network and for developing web-based mechanisms for network learning and capacity building.

	Local NGOs
	A growing number of local NGOs and community-based organizations are participating in conservation related initiatives across Russia. Environmental NGOs are relatively new to Russia, having first started their work in the mid-1980s.  The number of NGOs has increased in recent years. NGOs play an active role in the planning of regional coastal PA in Leningrad, Oblast, Primorsky Krai and Kamchatka Krai. 
	Outputs 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5 

Local NGOs will be important partners in each of the three pilot sites under each of the 5 pilot activities.  

	Leningrad Oblast

Baltic Fund for Nature and 

St. Petersburg KE Association.
	Two regional NGOs very much involved in the planning and management of the MCPA in the Bay of Finland. 
	Output 2.2 for IZ. 

The KE Association of St Petersburg is a league of independent experts that provides input to key conservation and environmental challenges.

	Fisheries companies
	Role varies, but in general is limited. Several fisheries companies have permits to fish in the buffer zones of Kurilsky Zapovednik, Poronaisky Zapovednik and in the Zakaznik Malye Kurily.  They are obliged to have scientific observers onboard and submit the fishing survey reports to the Zapovednik. 

Another such company is managing the Tyuleniy Island marine mammal protection zone (Terpenia Bay, Sakhalin). 
	Output 1.3, 2.2, 3.2

Will be partners in linking marine mammal protection zones to MCPA network and in linking proactive conservation work to long-term fishing leases.  The roles described to the left will also be incorporated into new training courses as good examples for other MCPA. 

	Tourism companies
	Several tourism companies have agreements with some MCPA and organize limited number of visits for marine mammal watching (CIZ) and diving (FEMZ, Kandalakshsky Zapovednik).  
	Output 2.3 

Will be important partners in the demonstration of effective, proactive tourism management at FEMZ. 

	International Stakeholders: 
	
	

	Metsahallitus Natural Heritage Services.
	Manages PA of Finland and has long-term cooperation with the Russian federal and regional level PA. Among current initiatives there is potential for cooperation on tri-lateral level in the Eastern Gulf of Finland between MCPA of Finland, Estonia and the planned IZ. Considered will be scientific cooperation, change of methodology and information, development of management, capacity building, training programs and international networking.
	Outputs 2.1, 2.2, and 2.5.  

May be an important partner to IZ in sharing lessons learned, capacity building, and transboundary partnerships. 

	The Finnish Inventory Programme for the Marine Environment - VELMU. 
	Cooperates with Russian organizations on marine and coastal biodiversity issues. 
	Output 2.2: Pilot II: Strengthened enforcement and monitoring.  

Potential cooperator with IZ on marine biodiversity surveys and monitoring.

	Finnish Institute of Marine Research
	Focuses on invasive species research and control in the Baltic.
	Potential cooperator with IZ on invasive species.

	Alaska National Marine Wildlife Refuge of the U.S. National Fish and Wildlife Service
	“Sister reserve” to Commander Islands Zapovednik.  Engages in staff exchanges, joint training seminars, wildlife surveys, and invasive species control efforts.
	Outputs 2.1, 2.2, 2.3.  

Key partner in improving monitoring techniques, community participation, and invasive species control.  

	Site level – Commander Islands Zapovednik (CIZ)
	
	Roles in Project Implementation

	Kamchatka Krai Administration

- Committee for Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
	Commander Islands are an administrative district (Aleut District) within the Kamchatka Oblast. 

-Responsible for managing all regional protected areas that are potential partners for the federal MCPA in Kamchatka, including CIZ.
	A PSC member.

	Nikolskoye, Aleutian Municipal District Administration; Kamchatka Krai
	District administrations control land use in areas contiguous to CIZ such Nikolskoye. Cooperates in preparation of the Development Plan of CIZ. Nikolskoye town is the home of local resource users and local politicians interested in livelihood and resource management issues central to CIZ. 
	Mayor will be a PSC Member and primary local partner for CIZ.  Mayor is also responsible for hazardous spill response work in the Islands.

	Nikol’skoye Natural History Museum
	An important local institution with one of the only remaining skeletons of a extinct Steller Sea Cow.
	The institution is an important base for education programs about the Reserve.  

	Nikol’skoye High School Teacher and Students
	Active members of the local community.
	School group will be an important partner for the Reserve in monitoring and field surveys as well as community outreach. 

	Aleutian District Society of Hunters
	The Hunting Society is a crucial constituency for the CIZ’s management work with the local community.
	Organization to which 90% of local hunters belong.  Will work closely with the Reserve in management planning and resource management. 

	Aleut Fish Company
	Harvest fur seals, salmon and conduct some oceanic fishing, collect mushrooms and seaweed.  They are helpful to CIZ with transportation and equipment delivery around Reserve and in protecting salmon spawning grounds by supplementing salary to inspectors.
	They will be important partners in improving collaborative resource management in the Reserve’s different zones.

	District Enterprise of the Commander Islands
	A local business in Nikol’skoye, which focuses on harvesting salmon and selling the caviar to buyers from Kamchatka.
	They will be important partners in improving collaborative resource management in the Reserve’s different zones.  

	Kamchatka Branch Pacific Institute of Geography (KB-PIG)

- Kamchatka League of Independent Experts 


	KB-PIG and the scientists affiliated with it are the key monitoring and targeted research partners for the Reserve.

Often contribute to MCPA monitoring and research work and lobby local officials on behalf of the MCPA.
	They will be centrally involved in strengthening the Reserve’s information baseline and long-term monitoring program. 

	Kamchatsky Center for Satellite Monitoring (KCSM)
	KCSM is responsible for Russian Far East, monitoring about 4000 square miles.  KCSM is capable of monitoring 4,000 vessels simultaneously.
	They are important partners with the Reserve in helping to strengthen enforcement of fishing prohibition inside the Reserve’s 50 km marine zone.  

	Biodiversity Conservation Center

BCC
	Implemented the PDF A. Has history of involvement in the Commander Islands and will be an important partner in future work in the Commanders.
	Will be a potential member of the CIZ management planning group.    

	WWF-USA
	Lead NGO on Bering Sea Ecoregion work;
	Main proponent of strengthening CIZ capacity and strengthening transboundary cooperation for Bering Sea conservation.  

	Alaska National Marine Wildlife Refuge (ANMWR)
	Sister refuge of CIZ;
	Important emerging partner of CIZ for transboundary monitoring, collaborative research, institutional support, school-to-school collaboration; and invasive species control.   

	Audubon Society; 

NOAA 

Alaska Sea Life Center
	- Important Bird Areas designation in Bering Sea; collaborate on sea bird research/monitoring. 

- Cooperating with CIZ on sea lion research.

- Cooperating on CIZ staff on sea otter research, orca and humpback whale research.
	Will be important partners in strengthening the monitoring program for CIZ.

	Pribilof Islands Stewardship Program


	Local NGO which organizes beach monitoring program for the Pribilofs and which 
	Will be important in sharing lessons learned with the CIZ and Nikol’skoye to strengthen community-CIZ partnership in monitoring and management.

	Site level – Far Eastern Marine Zapovednik (FEMZ)
	
	Roles in Project Implementation

	Regional Administration of Primorsky Krai
	Responsible for managing existing and spatial planning for the designation of new regional PA that may complement FEMZ. 
	Cooperates in preparation of the Development Plan of FEMZ, makes decision on spatial planning, including development of regional PA on the boundary of FEMZ. A PSC member.

	- Committee for Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
	Responsible for managing all regional protected areas that are potential partners for the federal MCPA in Primorsky, including FEMZ.
	Potential PSC member

	Vladivostok and Khasansky Districts; Posiet and Slavianka towns.
	District administrations control land use in areas contiguous to FEMZ such as Popov Island. Cooperates in preparation of the Development Plan of FEMZ. Posiet/Slavianka towns are the homes of local resource users and local politicians interested in livelihood and resource management issues central FEMZ.  Often very much involved with MCPA and enter into partnerships of one sort or another with MCPA.
	Will be key members of management planning group, and will cooperate in volunteer training for oil spill response.

	Special Force of the Regional Directorate of the Ministry of Interior 
	Cooperates with FEMZ in organizing a specialized anti-poaching team, controlling the coastal bases of poachers and access to the buffer zone.
	Will be key member of enforcement partnership developed by FEMZ.

	Institute of Marine Biology of RAS
	Oversight monitoring and research work in FEMZ, develops research programs with particular reference to the invasive species
	Will be a key stakeholder in helping to strengthen FEMZ’s monitoring program. 

	Site level – Ingermanland Zapovednik
	
	Roles in Project Implementation

	Administration of the Leningrad Oblast
	Cooperates in preparation of the Management and Development Plan of IZ, makes decision on spatial planning, including development of regional PA on the boundary of FEMZ.
	A PSC member. 

	Committee for Natural Resources and Environment Protection of the Leningrad Oblast’
	Responsible for managing all regional protected areas that are potential partners for the federal MCPA in Leningrad Oblast, including the newly established IZ.
	Will be a key member of the monitoring partnership developed by IZ.

	- State Institute of Lake and River Fishery (Gosniorkh)
	Responsible for management of and applied research for lake and river fisheries in Leningrad Oblast.  Is a potential important partner for regional and federal level MCPA.  
	Will be a key member of the monitoring partnership developed by IZ.

	Port Management Authorities: 

- Primorsk Specialized Sea Oil-Loading Port Joint Stock Company

- Vysotsk Port Authority, Leningrad Oblast 
	Key stakeholders in terms of planning to mitigate impact of increasing volumes of shipping on the IZ.  Also potentially key stakeholders in terms of long-term support for the IZ as part of the shipping terminal companies’ environmental mitigation efforts.  
	Provides information to the IZ on ship traffic

	Neva-Ladoga Basin Water Management Directorate
	
	Will be a key member of the monitoring partnership developed by IZ.

	State Organisation “Sevmorgeo”
	Responsible for geo-ecological marine monitoring.  
	Cooperates with the IZ and BMCPA in geo-ecological marine monitoring

	Municipalities Kingissep and the Vyborg Districts
	Kingissep and Vyborg are the homes of local resource users and local politicians interested in livelihood and resource management issues central to IZ.  
	Output 2.1: 


Annex 4.  ToRs for Key Project Staff 

The Project Management and Coordination Unit (PMCU) will be staffed by the following, nationally-recruited positions: 

· Project Manager   

· Administrative Assistant 

· Finance Assistant 

· Pilot Site Managers (2)

Project Manager

The project manager (PM) shall be responsible for providing critical technical input to project implementation and overall management and supervision of the GEF project. He/she will manage and provide overall supervision for all staff in the Project Management and Coordination Unit (PMCU). He/she shall liaise directly with the UNDP-CO, National Project Director and project partners in order to develop the annual work plan for the project. He/she will report to the UNDP-CO Environment Unit and the Project Director located in Moscow.  

Duties:

The PM will have the following specific duties:

Management: 

· Provide management leadership of the MCPA project - both organizational and substantive – budgeting, planning and general monitoring of the project, the PMCU staff and budget.

· Ensure a close working relationship with MNRE and its DSPA, as well as the FAF and other key MCPA stakeholders.  

· Supervise and coordinate the project’s work to ensure its results are in accordance with the Project Document and the project’s Results Framework and its specific indicators of success.  

· Ensure project is implemented according to the rules and procedures established in the UNDP Programming Manual.

· Ensure adequate information flow, discussions and feedback among the various stakeholders of the project.

· Prepare annual work plans and implementation of project activities in full consultation with the SC.  Ensure the workplans are linked directly to the project’s Results Framework and its specific “Indicators of Success.”  The work plan will provide guidance on the day-to-day implementation of the project document noting the need for overall coordination with other projects and on the integration of the various donor funded parallel initiatives. 
· Catalyze the adaptive management of the project by actively monitoring progress towards achievement of project objectives vis-a-vis the agreed progress indicators and applying the resulting insights to the project’s ongoing work; Ensure adherence to the project’s work plan, prepare revisions of the work plan, if required.

· Assume overall responsibility for the proper handling of logistics related to project workshops and events.

· Prepare GEF quarterly project progress reports, as well as any other reports requested by the Executing Agency and UNDP.

· Guide the work of consultants and subcontractors and oversee compliance with the agreed work plan.

· Monitor the expenditures, commitments and balance of funds under the project budget lines, and draft project budget revisions.

· Assume overall responsibility for the meeting financial delivery targets set out in the agreed annual work plans, reporting on project funds and related record keeping.

· Liaise with project partners to ensure their co-financing contributions are provided within the agreed terms.

Technical Input: 

· Provide critical and significant technical input to project implementation based upon professional background and experience.  This technical input to be agreed and detailed with UNDP at project inception. 

· Provide overall technical guidance and consistency of vision for project’s strategic protected area network expansion and protected area management approach as manifested through the development of related sub-contracting documents. 

· Effectively and efficiently implement the project activities towards full achievement of its stated objectives and for all substantive, managerial and financial reports from the Project.

· Engage in a constructive dialogue with the Project Director and project partners both within Russia and outside of Russia to maximize consistency and synergy between the various project components. 

· Provide technical input to and be responsible for preparation of the development of Terms of Reference for consultants and contractors. 

· Arrange for the timely recruitment and procurement of quality services and equipment and for implementation of project activities of in accord with applicable rules, regulation and standards; 

· Foster and establish technical best-practice links with other related protected area initiatives.

· Interact on a technical level with other relevant regional protected area initiatives, GEF funded projects. 

· Catalyze the development system-wide partnerships for MCPA.  

· Provide overall technical guidance to maintain and develop the project web-site seeking and incorporating data and information from all project partners;

· Provide overall technical guidance to development of web-based mechanism for peer-to-peer training and learning of lessons among MCPA;

· Represent the project at the Steering Committee meetings, technical meetings and other appropriate fora. 

· Undertake any other actions related to the project as requested by UNDP.

Skills and Experience Required

Post-graduate degree in environmental management or a directly related field, e.g. applied marine or coastal science, natural resources economics; at least fifteen years experience in fields related to the assignment including ten years of experience at a senior project management level. Must be able to demonstrate ability to make significant technical and management contributions to project.  Should have demonstrated management experience.  Must be willing to work long hours with frequent travel.  Familiarity with the goals and procedures of international organizations; Must be fluent in Russian; excellent knowledge of English an asset.
Administrative Assistant (AA)
Under the supervision of the Project Manager (PM), the AA will manage the day to day operations of the PMCU, particularly with respect to finances, technical services, procurement and personnel matters, all to be carried out in close cooperation with the counterpart staff of MNRE and UNDP-CO Environment Unit in Moscow. 

Duties

The AA will have the following specific duties: 

· Ensure the proper day-to-day functioning of the PMCU by supervising the provision of all necessary supplies and services including maintenance contracts, office supplies and communications.  He/she will supervise the Financial Assistant.  He/she shall be responsible for the proper running and upkeep of the PMCU hardware including the computers, copiers, etc.

· Prepare draft budget revisions and working budgets in consultation with the UNDP and PM;

· Administer the petty cash and imprest account on behalf of the PM and prepare relevant documents including monthly cash statements, requests for replenishment and budget reviews and revisions.  

· He/she shall oversee the work of the Finance Assistant.  

· Assist all the PMCU staff with personnel matters relevant to the performance of official duties.  This work, with support from the FA, will include organization of project-related travel for PMCU staff. The incumbent will also supervise keeping records of time and attendance and informing staff of vacation periods and any other UNDP-related administrative functions as required by the PM.
· Undertake all duties relevant to local procurement, with support of the FA.  He/she will maintain records of suppliers, obtain competitive bids for the consideration of the PM and complete the relevant documentation including that pertinent to the tax status of the PMCU.  He/she will arrange for customs clearance if required.  He/she will maintain precise records of all goods purchased and for maintaining proper equipment inventories as well as for ensuring the proper labeling and recording of equipment delivered to the field.

Skill and Experience Requirements

Degree in administration or a directly relevant field; three years proven experience in administration and budget management; fluency in Russian required; English an asset; proven experience in the management of computer or other office technology equipment; good knowledge of UNDP policies and regulations an asset.

Finance Assistant  (FA)

Under the supervision of the Project Manager (PM), the Finance Assistant (FA) will provide support to the PM and assist the AA to perform his/her tasks. 

Duties

The FA will have the following specific duties: 

· Provide general administrative support to ensure the smooth running of the PMCU.

· Project logistical support to the AA and PM and project consultants in conducting different project activities (trainings, workshops, stakeholder consultations, study tours).

· Prepare and maintain the records of project accounts.  He/she shall prepare all relevant documents for administering the imprest account and other accounts for final approval by the PM, in conformity with the stipulations of the financial regulations of the executing agency.  He/she shall prepare bank reconciliation and records of total project expenditure including where possible, full records of co-financing contributions to the project.

· Monitor Project expenditures with reference to the approved budget.  He/she will prepare budget proposals and also attend to all financial and budgetary aspects of the implementation of the programme including the following specific duties.

· Monitor expenditures, review of the executing agency finance records of expenditures against MODs and budget lines.

· Assist the PM to prepare special budget and financial statements for Steering Committee and to regularly brief the PM on the financial status of the project.

· Review incoming authorizations to ensure adequate recording against budget lines.

· During the visits of expert consultants, bear the responsibility for their support, transportation, hotel accommodation etc.

· Assist the control of budget expenditures by preparing payment documents, and compiling financial reports.

· Maintain the project’s disbursement ledger and journal & keep files with project documents, expert reports.

· Draft correspondence and documents; finalize correspondence of administrative nature; edit reports and other documents for correctness of form and content.

· Act on telephone inquiries, fax, post and e-mail transmissions, and co-ordinate appointments.

· Perform any other administrative/financial duties as requested by the PM.

· Organize and coordinate the procurement of services and goods under the project.

Skills and Experience Required

Advanced training in finance or accounting; Proven experience in accounting; Fluency in Russian a must; English an asset.  Proven experience in the management of computer or other office technology equipment.  Knowledge of UNDP policies and regulations an asset.

Pilot Site Manager

Successful implementation of this national project in a country the size of Russia depends in part upon effective implementation and ownership of project-inspired work at the local level.  Each Pilot Site Manager (PSM) will be the project’s staff person on-the-ground in the two pilot MCPA sites located in the Russian Far East, some 10 time zones from Moscow.  The PSM will be responsible for effective implementation of the project’s work in his/her respective pilot site.  

He/she will report to the PM.  The PSM will work full time at the facilities provided by the respective partner MCPA pilot site.

Duties

PSM will oversee project implementation at his/her pilot site MCPA.  This will involve the following critical responsibilities:

· Working with the PM, develop project workplan for the respective pilot site and ensure all relevant national partner organizations are in support of this workplan.  Ensure that the workplan is linked to the project’s results framework and its indicators of success. 

· Monitor project implementation at the pilot site through assessing progress against established indicators;

· Working closely with the PM in designing and overseeing an effective project work in his/her pilot site MCPA.  This will focus largely upon the work described under Outcome 2 of the project.  This entails various demonstration activities designed for each pilot site. To do this, the PSM will: 

· manage the demonstration activities work on-budget and on-time according to UNDP rules and procedures. This will require effective working relationship with the PM, the AA and FA in order to plan in advance for budgetary and expert input needs. 

· coordinate scheduling of joint work with important MCPA and civil society partners, and ensure timely delivery of required and contracted inputs, outputs and outcomes.

· work hand-in-glove with his/her respective MCPA director and the MCPA staff.  

· work closely with the local NGO network in the local area and encourage the participation of this network in work and capacity building exercises under the MCPA project.

· cooperate with the PM and MNRE to share information on project with local stakeholders and others.
· Assist MCPA director to ensure best possible inter-sectoral coordination with the various Ministries towards effective MCPA management. 

· Communicate effectively and regularly with the PM and colleagues at the PMCU and prepare progress reports as directed by PM.

· Working as an effective member of the PMCU team, facilitate the PMCU staff members’ work in his/her respective country with respect to civil society participation, data and information management and small grants management.  

· Assist PM in his/her official responsibilities in project facilitation and oversight at the pilot site level.  

· Provide and/or arrange for capacity building events, training and guidance for the staff of the pilot MCPA.  

· Cooperate fully with international partners involved in his/her respective pilot MCPA site.

· Contribute to the project’s system-wide efforts to consistently measure and improve MCPA management effectiveness. 

Skills and Experience Required:

Graduate degree in environment, natural resources management or conservation related field. At least 5 years experience in protected area management or related field that works closely with protected areas. Must have proven experience or demonstrated ability to work with minimal direct supervision: must be proven self-starter.  Knowledge of computers and common computer applications. Knowledgeable in use of fax, email, and internet. Must be fluent in Russian.  English an asset.

Annex 5.   Letters of Co-financing. 
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Unofficial translation
Ministry of natural resources and environment of the Russian Federation

10-47/14051 

dated 18 December 2008

To:  

Mr. Marco Borsotti



UNDP Resident Representative 

UN Resident Coordinator

in the Russian Federation

Re: UNDP/GEF project “Strengthening the Marine and Coastal Protected Areas of Russia”

Dear Mr. Borsotti,

Thank you for the update concerning development of our joint UNDP/GEF project aimed at strengthening Russia’s marine and coastal protected areas system. This project constitutes an important support to the efforts of the Ministry of natural resources and environment of Russia towards improving management effectiveness and expanding Russia’s protected areas (PAs) system.  In view of this, the Ministry endorses this project and is prepared to take over the role of the National Executing Agency at the implementation stage.

Planned amount of budget funding from the Ministry and its subordinate organizations to cover creation and maintenance of marine and coastal reserves and national parks, enhancement of state PA policies, development of the network of biosphere reserves and improving management effectiveness of these PAs for the period of 2009-2013 will come to at least 250 million Roubles
 (equivalent to US$ 8,930,000  calculated with the average exchange rate).
In addition to the above, for the project component addressing establishment of Ingermanlandsky state nature reserve it will be possible to mobilize financing from the Swedish Environment  Protection Agency in the amount of 1.5 million Swedish Krone (SEK), funds from German and Finish partners as well as  resources through the public private partnerships. 

Igor Maidanov

National GEF Operational Focal Point

Director of International Cooperation Department
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Contribution from SEPA is equivalent to US$ 168,000, using the average rate 1SEK = 0.129 USD
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Contribution from Baltic Fund for Nature is equivalent to USD140,000 by using average rate 

1Euro = 1.4 USD
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Unofficial translation
WWF-Russia

19, Nikoloyamskaya street, bd. 3, 109240, Moscow Russia

To: Mr. Marco Borsotti

UNDP Resident Representative in the Russian Federation

# 1131 

26 December 208
On support and co-financing of the project “Strengthening the marine and coastal protected areas of Russia”

Dear Mr. Borsotti,

WWF Russia supports the UNDP/GEF project “Strengthening the marine and coastal protected areas of Russia”. Establishment of a system of marine and coastal protected areas and strengthening their management effectiveness and enforcement is among priorities for WW Russia. WWF is prepared to cooperate with UNDP in implementation of project components complying with WWF priorities in the field of conservation of marine biodiversity, in particular:

1. Expansion of existing marine and coastal protected areas (PA) system and its institutional strengthening (Improve Marine/Coastal Protected Areas (MCPA) system and institutional level capacity); the budget for this project component in 2009-2011 will come to US$ 112,000 of confirmed co-financing, additional US$20,000 of project financing was requested through various project proposals;

2. Development of cooperation among marine and coastal PAs with other organizations in the areas of marine protection and monitoring for improved management effectiveness (learning-based MCPA network);   the budget for this project component in 2009-2011 will come to US$ 4,000 of confirmed co-financing.

WWF Russia is also prepared to coordinate and implement specific project components.

Overall financing of WWF Russia projects addressing development and strengthening marine and coastal protected areas system in 2009-2011 should come to US$448,000 (including US$158,000 of confirmed co-financing and about US$290,000 requested through various project proposals). This amount can be considered as co-financing to the UNDP/GEF project “Strengthening the marine and coastal protected areas (MCPA) of Russia”.

In the attachment we provide a brief description of on-going and planned activities of WWF Russia in the area of marine and coastal protected areas system development in Russia.

Director,

Igor Chestin

Annex 6.   Brief description of the on-going and planned activities of WWF Russia in the area of marine and coastal protected areas system development

WWF Russia developed a map of  marine and coastal protected areas system, conducted a gap analysis for marine and coastal PAs, provided recommendations on the spacial planning for new marine and coastal PAs included in the national plan for the establishment of new federal protected areas by 2020. We developed feasibility analysis and justification for the establishment of federal zakaznik “Sakhalinsky morskoy”. Apart from this WWF-Russia participated in the preparation of feasibility study and justification for national parks “Russia Arctic” and “Shantarskie islands”, and nature reserve “Utrish” that include marine sites. WWF continuously cooperates with a number of state nature reserves that include marine zones, such as Commander Islands Reserve, Far Eastern Marine State Biosphere Reserve, Kronotsky State Biosphere Reserve, State nature reserve “Kurilsky”, Kandalakshsky state nature reserve. These PAs were supported with technical assistance (methodologies) and in some cases with financial resources for improved management effectiveness, environment education; the majority of PAs received support in the development of their marine protection zones.
In 2009-2011 WWF plans further development of these activities complementary to the components of the UNDP/GEF project «Strengthening the Marine and Coastal Protected Areas (MCPA) of Russia».

In 2009 we will complete development of an Atlas of marine and coastal areas in the Arctic where there is a plan to establish protected areas. We will also develop and publish a guide for planning and establishing marine protected areas (approx.US$ 4,000).  WWF Russia also plans to continue activities in support to the establishment of new marine protected areas.

In addition to this, in the framework of the programe run by our Barents regional office we plan to allocate about $42,000 to train volunteers for participation in the clean-up of coastal oil spills in the territory of the Kandalakshsky state nature reserve and to finance a team of experts who will launch rehabilitation activities for aquatic and semi-aquatic birds in the territory of other PAs. They will also transfer this experience to staff of the marine and coastal PAs. WWF is currently the only organization in Russia that has a practical experience in rehabilitation of aquatic birds that we have accumulated in the course of the oil spill rehabilitation project in Kerchensky sea gate in 2007. 

In the meantime, WWF is developing project proposals for these and other cooperation projects with marine and coastal PAs. In particular, we have developed a project proposal for development of specialist training programe on oil spills early action in priority marine habitats, including our partner PAs. Planed level of funding will come to US$ 200,000. We prepare a project proposal for the project on the assessment of Far Eastern Trepang (sea cucumber) population in the Far Eastern Marine State Nature Reserve. This parameter is an important indicator for the effectiveness of conservation activities. Apart from this, our project proposals include financing for the purchase of a boat for the protection of marine zones of the Kronotsky state biosphere reserve and South-Kamchatsky state zakaznik and co-financing for the establishment of western-Kamchatsky zakaznik. 
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Brief description: 


The Government of Russia is requesting assistance from GEF and UNDP to remove barriers to securing the long-term conservation of Russia’s marine and coastal biological diversity.  The project objective is to facilitate expansion of the national system of marine and coastal protected areas and improve its management effectiveness as reflected in design issues relating to both individual sites and protected area systems and adequacy and appropriateness of management systems and processes, and the delivery of protected area objectives. 





The three main outcomes of the project are: (i) Improved MCPA system-level capacity enables the expansion of marine and coastal protected areas; (ii) MCPA management know-how is demonstrated, expanded and reinforced; and (iii) Strengthened MCPA system effectively captures knowledge and enables replication of best practice. The project will improve the coverage of marine and coastal ecosystems by 8.7 million hectares by: a) finalizing the protection of the new 14,000 ha Ingermanland Zapovednik, b) facilitating the expansion or establishment of additional eight MCPA covering 7,680,000 hectares; and c) creating the enabling environment for the protection of an additional 1,006,000 million ha of marine and coastal ecosystems.  The project is also designed to improve management effectiveness of a network of 35 MCPA across Russia covering over 24 million ha. This will be an important step in securing the long-term conservation of globally significant coastal and marine biodiversity sheltered in the longest coastline in the world, in a country that has more than 20% of the world’s ocean shelf and a shoreline in 13 seas.  













































































Programme Period: 2008-2011


Programme Component: Energy and Enviroment


Project Title: Strengthening the Marine and Coastal Protected Areas of Russia


Project ID: 00069210


Project Award: 00056530


PIMS: 4051


Project Duration:	2009-2013


Management Arrangement: NEX














Total budget:		 $13,396,000


Allocated resources:	 


Government		 $8,930,000


GEF 		 $4,000,000


Other:


NGO	 $ 298,000


Bilateral 	 $ 168,000


In kind contributions  

















� Polynyas are areas of open water surrounded by sea ice. In the Arctic, polynyas occur in the midst of the thick (>2 m) ice pack that covers the Arctic Ocean and adjacent seas during 9-10 months of the year. Polynyas can vary in size from less than a few km2 to immense areas spread over 50,000 km2.  Some occur at the same time and place each year. Because animals can adapt their life strategies to this regularity, recurring polynyas are of special ecological significance. In winter, their ice-free waters provide a predictable over wintering ground for marine mammals that do not migrate south.
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� A SCM mechanism as such is similar to the Tripartite Review (TPR) formally required for the UNDP/GEF projects, and differs from the latter only in the composition of the review panel, which, in case of the SC, is broader that that of the TPR.


� The GEF M&E Unit provides the scope and content of the PIR. In light of the similarities of both APR (standard UNDP requirement) and PIR (GEF format), UNDP/GEF has prepared a harmonized format - an APR/PIR


� Polynyas are areas of open water surrounded by sea ice. In the Arctic, polynyas occur in the midst of the thick (>2 m) ice pack that covers the Arctic Ocean and adjacent seas during 9-10 months of the year. Polynyas can vary in size from less than a few km2 to immense areas spread over 50,000 km2.  Some occur at the same time and place each year. Because animals can adapt their life strategies to this regularity, recurring polynyas are of special ecological significance. 


� Beringia National Park, Ingermanlandsky Zapovednik, Russkaya Arktika National Park and Shantarskye Ostrova National Park


� Average exchange rate: 28 RUB/1 USD. 
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