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Brief description: Russia is the largest country in the world (17 million km
2
) and occupies 1/8th of the global 

land area and most of non-tropical Eurasia. Russia is a repository of globally significant biodiversity hosting 14 

Global 200 Ecoregions, eight in their entirety. Russian forests account for about 22% of the world‘s forest 

resources and 40% of the most valuable coniferous stands. The forest estate harbors more than a quarter of the 

Earth‘s remaining primeval forests, including 10 out of 11 of the Palearctic‘s boreal forests/taiga ecoregions, 

three Palearactic temperate coniferous forests ecoregions and six of the Palearctic‘s temperate broadleaf 

ecoregions. To protect its biodiversity, Russia has established an impressive System of Protected Areas, 

managed by federal, regional and local agencies that cover about 8.5% of country‘s area. The PA System 

constitutes the foundation of Russia‘s programming framework for biodiversity conservation. Currently, some of 

the critically endangered and vulnerable Global 200 ecoregions (Ural montane forest tundra, taiga, steppe and 

marine ecosystems) are under-represented in the PA System. The GEF has already funded a number of projects 

aiming at addressing some of these ecological representation gaps in the PA estate at an ecoregional level (Altay 

Sayan, Kamchatka, Taimyr and Volga ecoregions).  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 representativity gaps: (i) Urals 

montane forest tundra and taiga and Scandinavian and Russian taiga in Republic of Komi - the proposed project; 

(ii) marine and coastal ecoregions; and (iii) Daurien steppe ecoregion. This strategy – which aims to strengthen 

subsystems of PAs at the ecoregional level – is necessary in the Russian context given the size of its territory, 

the country‘s governance structure, its immense diversity and the heterogeneity of land use models and 

development challenges. The proposed project aims to improve the representation of the Scandinavian and 

Russian taiga and Ural montane forest tundra in the federal, regional and local system of protected areas. The 

initiative is centered in the Komi Republic (KR) which is a key repository of biodiversity of these ecosystems. 

This geographic focus is justified for the following reasons: (i) KR shelters the only significant block of pristine 

forest oriented north-south; this has been included by WWF in the list of 200 global ecological regions and by 

UNESCO in the List of World Natural Heritage Sites; (ii) the 14 million hectares of pristine boreal ecosystems 

in the Komi Republic represent almost 35% of the total pristine area remaining in European Russia; and (iii) the 

KR has demonstrated political commitment to re-design its PA system to capture global biodiversity values 

more effectively. KR has established a protected area system (PAS) to safeguard its globally significant 

biodiversity covering 14.6% of its territory, which is almost double the Russian average. The project will 

support this restructuring process by seeking to enhance the systemic and institutional capacities so manage the 

redesigned system and to diversify income streams to ensure the PA System is more financially sustainable.  
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SECTION 1: ELABORATION OF THE NARRATIVE 

 
PART I: Situation Analysis  

 

I.1. Context and global significance 

 

1. Russia is the largest country in the world (17 million square kilometers), occupying 1/8th of the 

global land area and most of non-tropical Eurasia. Its territory straddles eight biomes: polar deserts, arctic 

and subarctic forest tundra, taiga, broad-leaved forests, steppes, semiarid and arid zones.  Russia is a 

repository of globally significant biodiversity hosting 14 Global 200 Ecoregions (9 terrestrial, 3 

freshwater and 2 marine), eight in their entirety. Russia is bordered by 13 marginal seas of three oceans 

and its coastline stretches approx 60,000 km. Russia has the largest wetland system in the world with over 

120,000 rivers and about 2 million lakes. About a quarter of the Russian territory is occupied by 

mountains – including the Khibins, Caucasus, Urals, Altai, Sayans, Verkhoyansk Ridge, Kamchatka and 

Transbaikalia mountains. In terms of species diversity, about 8 % of global vascular plant flora, 7 % of 

mammal fauna and almost 8 % of bird fauna are represented in Russia. Russian forests account for about 

22% of the world‘s forest resources and 40% of the most valuable coniferous stands. The forest estate 

harbors more than a quarter of the Earth;s remaining primeval forests, including 10 out of 11 of the 

Palearctic‘s boreal forests/taiga ecoregions, three Palearactic temperate coniferous forests ecoregions and 

six of the Palearctic‘s temperate broadleaf ecoregions (see Table 1).  

 

Table 1: Forested Ecoregions in Russia, according to the WWF classification 

Code Forest Region Name Status

1 

Code Forest Region Name Status 

Temperate Broadleaf & Mixed Forests Boreal Forests/Taiga 

PA0408 Caucasus mixed forests C/E PA0601 East Siberian taiga RS/I 

PA0412 Central European mixed forests C/E PA0603 Kamchatka-Kurile meadows and 

sparse forests 

RS/I 

PA0419 East European forest steppe C/E PA0604 Kamchatka-Kurile taiga   RS/I 

PA0438 South Sakhalin-Kurile mixed forests C/E PA0605 Northeast Siberian taiga   RS/I 

PA0443 Ussuri broadleaf and mixed forests V PA0606 Okhotsk-Manchurian taiga V 

PA0444 West Siberian broadleaf and mixed 

forests 

C/E PA0607 Sakhalin Island taiga V 

Temperate Coniferous Forests PA0608 Scandinavian and Russian taiga C/E 

PA0502 Altai montane forest and forest 

steppe   

V PA0609 Trans-Baikal conifer forests V 

PA0505 Da Hinggan-Dzhagdy Mountains 

conifer forests 

V PA0610 Urals montane tundra and taiga V 

PA0519 Sayan montane conifer forests V PA0611 West Siberian taiga RS/I 

 

2. While not denying the utility of other conservation strategies, the Government has identified as 

critical the need to establish and effectively manage a representative PA estate to provide a refugia for 

flora and fauna and an ecological safeguard, should biodiversity be extirpated in production landscapes. 

Russia has established an impressive System of Protected Areas, managed by federal, regional and local 

agencies, which constitutes a cornerstone of its biodiversity conservation programme. The national 

                                                 

1 Abbreviations for Status: RS/I = Relatively stable/Intact; V = Vulnerable; C/E = Critical/Endangered 

Ecoregions covered by GEF projects (including this proposal) in italics 

 

javascript:nwin('http://www.worldwildlife.org/wildworld/profiles/terrestrial/pa/pa0605_full.html');
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system of PAs includes over 12,000 protected areas under different categories and management 

arrangements (federal regional and local) that cover about 8.5% of the land area (see Table 2).. 

Nonetheless, some of the most critically endangered and vulnerable of the Global 200 ecoregions (Ural 

montane forest tundra, taiga, steppe and marine ecosystems) are under-represented in the PA System. 

 

3. The core of the network is represented by federal protected areas that cover about 3.2% of country‘s 

territory. The first Zapovednik was created in 1916, and in the early years of the Soviet Union, the 

network of zapovedniks was quickly expanded, with the primary aim of scientific study and preservation 

of the nature.  National Parks are a much more recent element of the protected area system – the first 

National Park being created in 1983.  They are managed for conservation, education, scientific and 

cultural purposes, and also for regulated tourism.  Zakazniks are areas where temporary, or permanent 

limitations are placed upon certain economic activities (e.g., logging, mining, grazing, hunting, etc.).  

Many of the Zakazniks have traditionally been managed for game species, while others protect complex 

ecosystems, colonies of birds, or populations of rare plants. They range in size from 0.5 up to 6,000,000 

ha. Since 1978, more than thirty of Russia's protected areas have been designated by UNESCO as 

biosphere reserves, 24 as World Heritage Sites and 35 Ramsar sites. 

 

Table 2. National Protected Area System of Russian Federation 
Type of protected area Number Area (million 

ha) 

IUCN 

category 

Management authority 

Federal protected areas 

Strict nature reserve 

(zapovednik) 

101 33.8 I Federal Government 

National Parks  36 6.95 II Federal Government 

Nature monuments  27 28.0 III Federal Government  

State sanctuaries (zakazniks) 69 12.49 IV Federal Government 

Regional protected areas       

Nature parks 50 15.33 n/a Regional Government 

Zakazniks 2831 72.43 IV Regional branches of 

federal government agencies 

Nature monuments Over 9000 4.15 III Regional Government 

Local Protected areas Not available  Not available  n/a Local authorities  

Total federal, regional and local PAs 177   

 

 

4. The Protected Area System constitutes the foundation of Russia‘s programming framework for 

biodiversity conservation. Nonetheless, some of the most critically endangered and vulnerable of the 

Global 200 ecoregions (Ural montane forest tundra, taiga, steppe and marine ecosystems) are under-

represented in the PA System. 

 

5. The GEF has already funded a number of projects aimed at addressing some of these ecological 

representation gaps in the PA estate at an ecoregional level (Altay Sayan ecoregions, Kamchatka 

meadows, forests, tundra and taiga ecoregions, Taimyr central Siberian tundra forests, Volga river). 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 representativity gaps: (i) 

Urals montane forest tundra and taiga and Scandinavian and Russian taiga in Republic of Komi - the 

proposed project; (ii) marine and coastal ecoregions which will be submitted for approval in the second 

part of GEF IV; and (iii) Daurien steppe ecoregion. 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 
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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.  

 

6. The proposed project aims to improve the representation of the Scandinavian and Russian taiga and 

Ural montane forest tundra ecosystems in the federal, regional and local system of protected areas. The 

initiative is centered in the Komi Republic (KR), which is a key repository of the biodiversity of these 

ecosystems. This geographic focus is justified for the following reasons: (i)  KR shelters the only 

significant block of pristine forest oriented north-south; this has been included by WWF in the list of 200 

global ecological regions and by UNESCO in the List of World Natural Heritage Sites ["Pristine forests 

of Komi"]; (ii) the 14 million hectares of pristine boreal ecosystems in the Komi Republic represent 

almost 35% of the total pristine area remaining in European Russia; and (iii) the KR has demonstrated 

political commitment to re-design its PA system to capture global biodiversity values more effectively, 

including the management of wildlife migration routes. KR has already established a protected area 

system (PAS) to safeguard biodiversity. This covers 14.6% of its territory, which is almost double the 

Russian average. The system is composed of 254 protected areas with a total area of 60,000 km
2
. 

However, despite the large size of this estate, there are some enduring ecosystem coverage gaps that need 

to be addressed. The government of the KR is committed to re-designing the PA system so as to better 

capture these significant biodiversity values. The project will support this restructuring process by seeking 

to enhance the systemic and institutional capacities to manage the redesigned system, and to diversify 

income streams to ensure the PA System is more financially sustainable.  

 

Globally significant biodiversity and Protected Area System of Komi Republic 

7. The main globally significant biodiversity values of the Komi Republic lie in the Ural Mountains and 

its foothills.  This vast area contains numerous rare and unique plant associations, such as bilberry cedar 

forest, at least 778 species and subspecies of vascular plants, 410 species of mosses, 866 lichen species, 

295 species of aphylloforoid and 301 species of agaricoid mushrooms, 48 mammal species and 238 bird 

species (Lavrenko et al., 1995). Among these species are many that are rare or are found nowhere else in 

Europe, but which have been preserved in the pristine forests of the Komi Republic.  These include local 

and national endemic plant species such as Anemonastrum biarmiense, Gypsophila uralensis, Linum 

boreal. The KR is also important for conservation of rare species, such as Dicranum viride, Schistostega 

pennata, Neckera pennata, Hydrohypnum norvegicum, which are included in the ―Red book of 

bryophytes of Europe‖. The ecosystems of the eastern KR are particularly important as key natural 

habitats for lichens with at least 65 species recorded, or 82% of the total number of lichen species 

recorded in the region.  Some species, such as Lobaria hallii, Leptogium rivulare are globally rare and are 

known only from a few locations outside the KR.  

 

8. Komi Republic shelters examples of pristine Scandinavian and Russian taiga which are now largely 

confined to areas of northeastern Russia, due to many centuries of clearance and logging over much of 

their former extent.  These remaining pristine areas include forests along the Karelia-Arkhangelsk and 

Arkhangelsk-Komi borders, the subtundra forests in the Arkhangelsk, Komi and Yamal-Nenets 

autonomous regions and the eastern part of the Kola peninsula, the montane forests along the Swedish-

Norwegian border and the so-called Green Belt along the Finnish-Russian (Karelian) border (Figure 1) 
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Figure 1: Pristine forests of northeastern 

Europe, showing the location of the 

Komi Republic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Another aspect of the uniqueness of the Komi Republic is the fact that populations of 

characteristically Siberian species overlap with European species.  The Siberian tree species Pinus 

sibirica reaches the western limit of its distribution in Komi, as does the lichen species Sticta 

nylanderiana.  Among bird species Siberian species account for 23% of all species, such as mountain 

accetor (Prunella montanella) and rubythroat (Luscinia calliope).  A similar pattern is found among 

mammal species, with the nucleus of the Ural population of pika (Ochotona hyperborean), a species 

characteristic of Eastern Siberia, found in eastern KR.  The Pechoro-Ilychsky reserve and Yugud va NP  

are the only places in Europe where the marten (Martes martes) and sable (M. zibellina) co-exist, and 

indeed hybridize.  

 

10. Komi Republic has established a protected area system (PAS) to safeguard its globally significant 

biodiversity covering 14.6% of its territory, which is almost double the Russian average. The system is 

composed of 254 protected areas with a total area of 60,000 km
2
 (Figure 2).  The PAS of the Komi 

Republic includes all categories of protected areas (Table 3). Two of the PAs – the Pechoro-Ilychsky 

Zapovednik and ―Yugyd va‖ National Park are under federal control, the rest are under republic and local 

control. These two federal protected areas account for 7.38% of the area of the Komi Republic, or 50.8% 

of area under protection in the Republic. The land is the property of the federal government, which owns 

99% of the land in the Republic.   

 

Table 3: Protected Nature Areas of Komi Republic (Taskaev et al, 2006; amended) 

Type No 
Area 

(hectare) 

Share (%) of the total 

area of the Republic 
Share of the total 

area of PAs 

Zapovdeniks  1 721,322 1.73 11.94 

Buffer zone  456,000 1.10 7.55 

National Park 1 1,891,701 4.55 31.32 

Sanctuary     

Complex (Landscape type) 31 1,289,259 3.10 21.34 

Forest 20 47,475 0.11 0.79 

Floristic and meadow 9 24,096 0.06 0.40 

Ichthyological 14 1,114,100 2.68 18.44 

Ornithological 1 20,000 0.05 0.33 

Marsh 95 421,824 1.01 6.98 

Geological 1 2,230 0.01 0.04 
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Natural monuments     

Forest 18 604 - 0.01 

Floristic and meadow 11 584 - 0.01 

Marsh 18 1,676 - 0.03 

Water 11 49,814 0.12 0.82 

Geological 23 56 - - 

Total 254 6,040,741 14.52 100.0 

 

 

11. While extensive, the KR PA system suffers from representation, ecological and management gaps.   

(i) Regional zakazniks were established during the Soviet era by state enterprises for their own 

purposes.  As a result, many Zakazniks are not in areas of high biodiversity value and/or were not 

designed for conservation of globally significant biodiversity. In addition, many areas of globally 

significant value are outside the protected areas. The large block of pristine forest and bog ecosystems 

lying south of the Pechora River between Shchelyayur and Ust-Usa lies completely outside the protected 

area system.  A comparison of Figures 2 and 3 illustrates these short-comings; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Protected Area System of the Komi Republic      Figure 3: Pristine forest areas in KR 

 

(ii) The KR PA system is highly fragmented, being made up of a large number of small protected 

areas, which are not enough to maintain ecosystem integrity.  Three protected areas account for 59.6% of 

the total area of the system.  The remaining 251 protected areas account for the remaining 40.4%, 

averaging only 9,700 ha each.  The small size and high border:area ratios of the large majority of 

protected areas leave them susceptible to impacts from commercial activities in the surrounding 

landscape; 

(iii) Management objectives, governance types and management effectiveness do not provide full 

security of the protection of globally significant biodiversity. Following the political changes of the 1990s 

and the demise of state enterprises during the subsequent economic collapse, virtually all of the zakazniks 

have been left with no agency assuming responsibility for the protected areas, meaning that none of the 
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regional Zakazniks have permanent staff or facilities.  For example, VerkhnieVashkinskii Zakaznik in 

Udorskii raion is located in one of the remaining tracts of virgin forest, in north-west Komi Republic, but 

it is an ichthyological zakaznik, established for conservation of fish stocks.  .  .   

 

12. The Government of Komi Republic has demonstrated political commitment to close in this 

representation, ecological and management gaps and to embark in a reclassification, reconfiguration 

exercise in order to ensure that its PA system captures global biodiversity values more effectively. The 

project will support this restructuring process by introducing mechanisms to increase systemic and 

institutional capacity so to improve representativity, and to move towards diversified and sustainable 

revenue streams.   

 

I.2. Socio-economic context 

13. Population density in the KR is low, with only 2.9 people per km
2
, mostly concentrated in the urban 

centres of Syktyvkar, Uchta, Pechora, Inta, Vorkuta and Usinsk.  These, in turn, correspond with the main 

concentrations of mineral, oil and gas deposits which form the basis of the KR‘s economy.  Ecosystems in 

the vicinity of such urban centres are heavily disturbed and have little biodiversity value. In rural areas of 

the KR unemployment rates are high, although official figures do not always reflect the full picture.  Out-

migration has the effect of reducing official figures, though almost all migration occurs due to economic 

pressures resulting from unemployment. Unemployment is especially high among women – during 2006 

female unemployment rates in Pechora hovered around 70%, while in Troitsko-Pechorsky district the rate 

is in excess of 60%, and in Inta and Vyktyl, around 50%.  Especially unfavorable is the employment 

situation in former forest-harvesting villages.  For example, in Priuralskoye village of Pechora district, the 

registered unemployed rate on August, 1, 2006 was 17,9%; in Danilovka village – 26,9%, in Aranets 

village – 18,4%. The actual unemployment rate is likely to be at least twice the official rate.    For 

example, in Synya village where 528 people are living the official unemployment rate is 22 people, but 

according to the head of the village government there are actually 124 unemployed people.  A similar 

picture is presented in forest harvesting villages of Vyktyl district – former settlements such as 

Podcherye, Kyrte, Ust-Shugor, and Ust-Soplesk are virtually deserted.   Those who technically do remain 

are mostly working on a rotational basis in Vyktyl or elsewhere.   

 

14. Fuel and raw material production dominate the Komi Republic‘s economy, accounting for about 80% 

of the total value of industrial products. The Republic produces 22 million tonnes of coal per year 

(including 14 million tonnes of coke), 7 million tonnes of oil and gas condensate, 4 billion m
3
 of gas, 8 

million m
3
 of wood, 1 million m

3
 of sawn timber, 380 thousand tonnes of paper, 170 thousand m

3
 of chip 

boards, 13 million m
2
 of fibre boards, 53 thousand m

3
 of plywood, 50 million m

2
 of non-woven materials, 

and 240 thousand tonnes of cement. However, the vast majority of industrial production and all of the 

forest products production occurs in the western part of the Republic.  In the east, industrial production is 

mainly associated with the oil and gas industry, and in particular with the processing and onward 

transmission of Siberian gas. Outside urban centres natural resources provide the basis for much of the 

economic activity, in common with much of the rest of Russia. Forest lands occupy about 69 % of the 

total area of the RF. Almost 78 % of all dense forests are located in Asian Russia and only 22 % in its 

European part. In addition to the supply of timber that is harvested annually on about 10,000 km
2
, forests 

have notable environmental, resource and recreation functions. 

 

15. Given these difficult economic conditions, it is surprising that among the rural population there is no 

unified approval of further industrial development.   For example, during a survey organized by ―Yugyd 

va‖ national park Inta branch in 2005 the question «what is your attitude to gold extraction perspectives 

on the national park territory‖ generated a positive response from only 83 people out of 234 respondents 

(around 1/3 of all respondents).  Similarly, despite active support from authorities for construction of a 

aluminium-aluminous complex near Pechora city (for Timan bauxite processing) out of 805 respondents 

in the city, only 298 people supported the idea of plant construction (37 %). 
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16. In relation to the development of a pulp-and-pasteboard plant in Troitsko-Pechorsky district, although 

a majority of people at public hearings on the Environment Impact Assessment approved of the idea 

because of the employment opportunities it would provide, there is nevertheless deep distrust of the 

process, largely due to a history of environmentally unfriendly industrial development and frequent 

bankruptcies, inevitably leaving workers with unpaid wages.  A survey conducted during the preparation 

stage revealed that a majority of respondents consider that although the pulp-and-pasteboard plant is 

necessary it should not be built close to the river, it should be located along a railway branch line and the 

construction should be monitored by the public and nature protective authorities. 

 

17. Among the rural population, subsistence fishing, hunting, and collection of non-timber forest 

products, including mushrooms, berries, pine kernels and herbs, play a very important role in the 

livelihoods and diet. However, the overwhelming bulk of the potential NTFP (non timber forest products) 

crop remains unutilized. According to data of the State Committee on Statistics of the Republic of Komi, 

the annual estimated harvest of berries is less than 0.01 % of the exploitable resources. Difficult access to 

many areas, and lack of developed production and marketing capacities are the main impediments to more 

efficient utilization of the potential. These days, traditional nature-based livelihoods are dominant among 

rural dwellers, and in some settlements these are the only source of living for local residents. For 

example, (using data obtained from a survey in autumn 2005 by the ―Silver Taiga‖ Foundation), in 

Priuralskoye village (Pechora district) almost 2/3 of the respondents gather non-forest products for sale. 

They sell mostly cranberries because it is purchased in an organized way. In 2004, 16 respondent families 

sold almost 5000 kg of cranberries and in 2005 the same families sold more than 3000 kg, in addition to 

20 to 220 kg of berries used for subsistence needs. Neither the state nor the local government provides 

support for use of this resource for the local population.  In 2005 the cranberries were purchased by 

―Zarechye‖ LLC (former Potrebcooperatsia) at the price of US 65c/kg. In 2004 an entrepreneur from 

Vorkuta purchased cranberries at US 73c/kg, leading to Zarechye raising their price to the same level.  

The same questionnaire revealed strong support in this village for road construction because of the 

increased potential to sell and distribute NTFPs. However, by far the most significant commercial NTFP 

enterprise is in Troitsko-Pechorsky district, where a local entrepreneur formed ―Gamayun‖ company 

(former Petrebcooperatsia), purchasing berries and mushrooms and other species in 14 settlements.  

During the season of 2006 more than 100,000 kg of mushrooms and more than 100,000 kg of berries 

were purchased from the local residents, with payments totaling over $190,000 being paid to the people.  

For, the next season, refrigerators have been purchased and a packaging facility is being developed.  

 

18. Hunting is a traditional activity that is integrated into the annual cycle of the local population‘s 

activities.  Historically, 16-25% of the rural population have been involved in hunting, which 25% of the 

year.  At present time hunting ranks third after fishing and gathering in terms of income generation, a 

significant rise from earlier (pre-1990s) when there were other sources of income. Spontaneous 

development of hunting tourism with tourists escorted by members of the local population is under way in 

the National Park and other protected areas at present.  Some tourists hunt simply to reimburse the costs 

of their trip.  Currently there are no mechanisms to regulate sport hunting within the project area.  The 

new Forest code and Law on hunting introduces the possibility of private ownership of traditionally 

public hunting areas. Lately, hunting patterns have changed considerably. The populations of wild fur 

animals, such as squirrel, marten and ermine, remain stable, as hunting for fur has decreased sharply 

following a drop in procurement by state-owned fur enterprises. The populations of ungulate animals 

have decreased substantially over the past five years, not only in the Republic of Komi but in Russia as a 

whole. The elk population in Komi has decreased from 31,500 to 14,500, and wild reindeer numbers are 

down from 1,500 to 500.  The decline in wild elk and reindeer is due to a combination of reasons, firstly, 

the recovery of domestic reindeer herding following the economic collapse of the 1990s, and secondly 

due to the effects of  pollution from the extensive oil and gas exploration in the Northern Komi Republic 

and adjacent Nenets Autonomous Region, as many species of lichen in Arctic pastures are highly 

susceptible to the effects of air pollution. 
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19. Fishing: Local populations are entitled to fish along a 2km stretch of river adjacent to their villages 

for subsistence purposes.  Legally all other fishing is illegal in most rivers, but commercial licenses are 

issued in a non-transparent way, resulting in more than 50% of the annual catch being taken by less than 

5% of local population.  This inequity and non-transparency is a major psychological driver for poaching. 

Additionally, fishing during pre-spawning and spawning periods, will continue to threaten fish stocks.  

Improved fishing technology also contributes to local over-fishing. 

 

20. Due to the severity of the climate, agriculture is rather limited and potato is the most important 

agricultural product. Cattle-breeding plays a substantial role in the local economy, and pastures occupy 

the overwhelming majority of the agricultural land, for example, 88 % in the four Districts of eastern KR 

in 1999  

 

21. Despite the previously mentioned dramatic reduction in activity, forestry remains a major contributor 

to the local economy. In 2005, 7 million m
3
 were harvested in the KR, and in 2006, 6.3 million m

3
.  This 

amounts to only 24% of the annual allowable (sustainable) cut. However, as large areas of forest are not 

economically accessible, or are located inside protected areas, harvest rates may well be locally non-

sustainable. Wood processing is rather poorly developed with a production of 41,800 m
3
 of sawn timber 

(5.9 % of the total production of sawn timber) in 20052   

 

22. Oil and gas exploration and mining: The metal ores and mineral deposits of the Republic of Komi are 

extraordinary, and offer substantial opportunities for mining. About half the oil and gas resources in the 

North of European Russia are located in the Republic of Komi. Their exploitation is projected to increase 

in the coming years. In 1994 there was a major oil spill in the Vozey-Headworks pipeline that polluted 

considerable areas of forest, swamps and river in the basins of the Kolva and Usa rivers. The extent of the 

spill was assessed at 224,000 tons of crude oil and oil slime. The main gas pipeline of the Northern 

Tuymen Oblast, Torzhok crosses the upstream of the Pechora tributaries that are considered to be of vital 

importance for the reproduction of several sub-populations of Pechora‘s Atlantic salmon stocks. It has 

been discovered that lack of necessary anti-erosion protection of the pipeline and negligence regarding 

environmental requirements have already led to sedimentation on the river floors. In the recent past there 

have been plans for gold mining projects within the boundaries of the Yugyd va National Park.  

 

23. Eco-tourism: There is a low level of ecotourism to the KR, mostly concentrated on Yugyd Va 

National Park.  About 4,000 people enter the park annually to visit the waterfalls, islands, rapids, and 

‗gates‘- the name given to the river-breaches in the rocks. On average each tourist stays for 10 days 

(40,000 tourist days/year), paying Rb70 ($2.80) per person per day.  Cabins are available at nearby 

Ozernaya and several other field camps. However, the potential for eco-tourism development is largely 

unexplored and unutilized. International potential might be limited due to difficult access to the most 

interesting areas, but regional and national eco-tourism could offer prospects for at least modest growth, 

and subsequently some employment and local income generation. It is clear that positive environmental 

views predominate among the local population.  For example, in the 1990s, residents of Predpechrye 

strongly resisted plans for forest-harvesting in the Unya and Pechora rivers.  Similarly,   the creation of 

―Yugyd va‖ national park was supported by the inhabitants of Pripechora, Aranets, Medvezhskaya, 

Kenetsbor, Priuralskoye, and Podcherye villages, located near the entrance to the park because they felt 

that the national park territory being free from industrial development would be a guarantee for natural 

resource and ancestral land conservation, resulting in continued good hunting. Despite the initial positive 

attitude of residents to the national park, a survey in Inta district revealed that 70.9% of respondents 

consider that the national park ―works for future generation interest‖, but only 28.2% consider that ―it 

works in the interest of the regional local population‖.  Furthermore, 29.5% consider that the park ―limits 

                                                 
2 Natural and resource potential of municipal entities of Republic of Komi. State Committee on Statistics of the 

Republic of Komi 
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the possibilities of economical development of the region‖. Still fewer people associate protected areas 

with possible employment or self-employment. 

 

24. Tourism: The little disturbed natural complexes of the Yugyd va National Park and the Pechoro-

Ilychsky Zapovednik and their buffer zones are a World Heritage site.  The attractiveness of the project 

area for tourists is based on the un-disturbed condition of natural complexes.  However most visitors are 

either ―wild‖, unregulated tourist groups or fishermen and hunters. The territory of the Yugyd va National 

Park possesses the richest recreational resources, firstly, for sport and extreme tourism – skiing, mountain 

and water, as well as for mountain climbing, mountain skiing, skiing and sledging. On the territory of the 

Pechoro-Ilychsky Zapovednik scientific and educational-cognitive tourism has been developed, but 

necessarily at a much smaller scale due to the administrative regulations governing management of the 

reserve.  

 

I.3. Policy and legislative context 

 

Policy context: 

25. 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 forests of the 

Northern European part of Russia and in particular pristine forest ecosystems of the Komi republic as a 

national conservation priority. 

 

26. 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. 

 

27. 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 Ministry of Natural Resources of the 

Russian Federation. In May 2005 the Government issued a resolution requesting the Ministry of Natural 

Resources 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 an 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  

28. 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 new Forest Code adopted in 2007, the Water Code (2006), 

the Land Code (2001), the Law on Fauna (1995 with revisions) and the Administrative Code. The 
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management of Russia‘s protected area network is regulated by the administrative reform, which 

introduced 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. These latest 

broader policy changes are being introduced into the protected areas legislation through a series of 

revisions to the 1995 Federal Law (2001, 2004, 2005). On the positive side of it, more authority over 

management of regional PAs was decentralized and delegated to the region. At the same time, through a 

stricter control from the federal level, regional governments are forced to get their regional PA networks 

in compliance with the national legislation, land tenure legislation being the most important issue. 

However, among the negative consequences of the reform are: lack of experienced staff and capacities for 

regional PA management at the regional level, the law is not harmonized with other federal legislation 

that hampers PA management (ex. federal ownership over land and other natural resources located within 

the boundaries of regional PAs; contradictions in the Law on Protected areas and Land Code), lack of 

financing (federal budget is not allocated for regionally-managed PAs anymore); lack of proper regional 

legislation on PAs. Federal subsidies to the regions decreased and PAs became additional burden on the 

regional budgets.  

 

29. Regional protected areas of the Komi republic are managed in accordance with the Federal Law ―On 

Protected Areas‖ (see above).  In addition to that the Komi Republic has been developing a series of 

regional laws influencing natural resources management within the regional PAs. As the administrative 

reform has been further promoted, Russia‘s regions gained more authority over the regional resources. In 

response to that, the latest regional legislation addressed mainly delineation of functions and 

responsibilities over nature resource management. Sectoral legislation covered specific issues of natural 

resources management including forest, land and mineral resources. As stated in the latest ―Report on the 

State of Environment in the Komi Republic‖, the legal framework in the area of nature resource 

management, environment protection and enforcement requires improvement to better define delineation 

of responsibilities between federal and regional authorities. The most critical issues arise due to 

inconsistencies in defining land tenure between the federal and regional registries that lead to conflicts 

among federal and regional land users. These conflicts affect federal protected areas including the 

Pechoro-Ilych Zapovednik.  For example, under the Laws of the Komi Republic ―On territorial 

organization of local government‖ and ―On administrative structure‖ the boundaries of Yaksha settlement 

were extended by 299 hectares into the territory of the reserve.  

 

I.4. Institutional context 

30. National level: The Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation is the leading 

government agency responsible for managing the federal protected areas system and for developing 

national conservation policies. Within the structure of the Ministry these functions are entrusted to the 

Federal Service for Control over the Use of Natural Resources (Rosprirodnadzor). Rosprirodnazor  

manages 96 federal strict nature reserves, 35 national parks and 10 federal zakazniks (sanctuaries). The 

functions of the Ministry also include development and implementation of state policy and legislation on 

protected areas and ensuring implementation of Russia‘s commitments against international conservation 

conventions and agreements.  

 

31. Other government agencies involved in national PA system management include: Ministry of 

Agriculture (62 federal sanctuaries), Ministry of Education and Science (1 federal reserve; development 

of environmental education, managing research programmes), Ministry of Culture and Communications 

(managing programmes in preservation of cultural heritage), Ministry of Economic Development and 

Trade (regional planning, social development), Federal Agency for Tourism (tourism development 

programmes), Russian Academy of Science (4 state strict nature reserves, coordination of research, 

coordination of State Biosphere Reserves‘ activities).  

 

32. Numerous reorganizations and administrative reforms in the Government and specifically in Russia‘s 
environmental agencies since 2000, resulted in the overall decline of the profile and importance of the 
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environmental protection functions in the governmental system. Protected areas 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 is being discussed 

for the last several years among conservationists.  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 the 

PA management in the coming years. 

 

33. Regional level: In the Komi Republic the federal Ministry of Natural Resources is represented with its 

regional branch – Department of Rosprirodnadzor for the Komi Republic. This office has a staff of 37. 

The overall responsibility of the Department is to ensure implementation of federal legislation by the 

regional government and land users. It ensures that the development and implementation of KR policies 

and legislation are consistent with federal legislation.  In particular, the Department monitors and controls 

the protection, use and reproduction of biological resources and their habitats; geological research; use 

and protection of land and water; export of wild animals and plants; NTFP management. However, the 

Department doesn‘t have direct management responsibility over the two federal protected areas that are 

reporting directly to the MNR/RF in Moscow. This creates additional complexities in the management 

and information flows. 

 

34. The Ministry of Natural Resources of the KR (MNR/KR) reports to the Government of the Komi 

Republic and has professional staff of 180.  Various departments within the Ministry are responsible for 

the control over the use of water and mineral resources; licensing of mineral, biological resources and 

water use; ecological expertise of land use projects; and international cooperation (the KR is particularly 

active in the Barents Arctic Cooperation).  The MNR/KR is responsible for the development and 

management of a network of regional PAs. As part of the on-going programme of decentralization, 

responsibility for control and inspection of hunting will be transferred to the MNR/KR from the MNR/RF 

effective January 2008, which will result in an increase in staffing levels with another 80 people. 

 

35. The federal Ministry of Agriculture has a regional office in the KR - the Department of 

Rossel‘khoznadzor. Its responsibilities include inspection and control of fisheries resources in the 

Republic.  Eventually, these responsibilities will probably be devolved to the MNR/KR, but at present 

there are no specific plans for such a transfer of responsibility.  This Department is also responsible for 

management of most ichthyological zakazniks in the KR. 

 

36. In contrast to fisheries and hunting, responsibility for inspection and control of forestry activities has 

already been devolved from the federal level to the Republic Committee on Forests, an agency that 

reports to the Administration of the KR.  The Committee on Forestry is responsible for management and 

use of forest lands within the Republic, in line with norms of forest management and use determined at 

the federal level. Forest land (including bogs) covers about 39 million ha of the Republic outside the two 

federal protected areas.  However, much of this land is unproductive form a timber production 

perspective.  Forest with a standing volume of at least 150m
3
/ha is considered to be ―available‖ for 

commercial forest harvesting - this accounts for 28 million ha.  All 39 million ha of forest land are 

assigned to 168 ―lesnichistvo‖, or forest management units.   

 

37. Forest harvesting is undertaken by private sector entities, which can take out either long-term or 

short-term leases.  Short-term leases are of a single year‘s duration and are usually taken out by farms or 

others for their own non-commercial use.  In contrast, long-term leases are taken out by forest products 

companies for commercial timber production.  Currently in the KR 114 lessees hold 152 long-term leases 

covering a total of 5 million ha.  All of the 114 lessees are Russian private sector companies, though some 

may have foreign capital investment.  This leasing system began in 1993 in the KR.  Although the long-

term licenses may be for up to 49 years, the initial award is for a 5-year period.  Use of forests under the 

leases must be in accordance with the Forest Code, and it is a function of the Committee on Forests to 

inspect and control forest management by lease holders.  Currently the standard of management is highly 
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variable and each year 40-45% of leases are terminated and awarded to new lessees.  Of the 6.3 million 

m
3
 harvested in 2006, 4 million m

3
 was in areas under long-term leases, the remainder harvested from 

areas under short-term leases.  The incidence of illegal logging is estimated at no more than 1% of the 

total. 

  

38. Protected area management capacities There is no dedicated agency at the regional level responsible 

for the development, coordination and management of the regional protected areas network. The two 

federal protected areas are the only units within the KR PA system that have dedicated staff. The Pechora-

Ilych Zapovednik has a staff of 74, an annual budget of $295,000, and a METT score of 52.  The Yugyd 

va National Park has a staff of 52, an annual budget amounts to $285,000, and a METT score of 31.  The 

average monthly salary in the Zapovednik is in the range of $170-270/month and in the National Park - 

$268/month.  Both in the Zapovednik and the National Park, management seeks to increase salary levels 

by awarding performance-related bonuses.  However, recruitment and retaining of qualified staff to the 

PAs is constrained by the presence of high-paying alternative employers such as ―Severgazprom‖ that 

offer salaries 3-4 times higher than those in the PAs. 

 

39. Both protected areas also seek ways to increase revenue flows.  This is more difficult for the 

Zapovednik, which is constrained by the very strict legal prohibitions over any commercial activities.  

The National Park has fewer restrictions, but still faces constraints in terms of use of its income.  In 

addition to its federal budget allocation, the National Park has a Special Fund for accumulating revenues 

earned through provision of services including, for example, tourist entrance fees, campsite and cabin 

rentals.  However, this revenue is subject to tax. Revenue generation though concessions (leasing park‘s 

areas for operation by private sector entities) might potentially be an effective financing tool. However, 

its feasibility is hampered by the fact that all revenue from such activities should be channeled directly to 

the Federal Treasury in Moscow.  This policy is opposed by stakeholders both at the regional (MNR/KR) 

and federal (MNR/RF) levels. 

 

40. The Zapovednik has a buffer zone which falls under two management categories.  The ―Protective 
zone‖ is established in order to mitigate pressures on the habitats along the borders of the reserve.  It is 

managed according to a special document, ―Buffer Zone Regulations‖, approved by the Council of 

Ministers of the Komi Republic (1992. This document requires revision to bring it into line with the new 

Forest Code.  Another ―Cooperation zone‖ is a notion introduced by the Seville strategy for biosphere 

reserves as a way of combining nature protection with the natural resource use objectives and a way of 

expanding protected areas‘ influence on areas beyond their boundaries and jurisdiction.  It represents an 

area where there is a possibility to use valuable resources sustainably as a means of revenue generation 

for the reserve.  The cooperation zone of the Pechora-Ilych reserve is 413,300 ha, is administered by the 

Committee on Forestry of the KR, and includes the floodplain between the Pechora and Ilych.  The buffer 

zone of the National Park is made up of a cooperation zone, which is regulated by the Committee on 

Forestry of the KR, and is over 400,000 ha in size.  

 

41. The institutional framework for nature conservation and natural resource management described 

above is complex and its effectiveness is hampered by a number of barriers. Existing legal framework 

doesn‘t adequately supports the on-going transfer of authority and responsibilities over protected area 

management and nature resource management to the regional level. It has been estimated that the 

MNR/RF needs to produce at least 100 normative documents to regulate management of natural resources 

under the decentralization process.  Because of this, the decentralization process has progressed to 

different degrees in various regions, with the different level of uncertainty.  Secondly, there are noticeable 

capacity constraints. Although the MNR/KR is expecting an increase in staff of 80 people to handle the 

new role in hunting control starting January 2008, its capacity is still extremely limited. 

 

42. An interesting development in environmental governance emerged as a response to the 

decentralization and fragmentation of management functions. Federal and regional authorities recognized 
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a need for joint protected area management agreements. Examples of this model exist in the Republic of 

Bashkorostan and the Autonomous Okrug of Chukotka, where certain federal authority over management 

of federal protected areas was transferred to the regional governments. In the Republic of Komi such 

agreement addressing coherent management of the regional protected area system doesn‘t exist. However, 

examples of federal-regional cooperation/agreements do exist in the Komi Republic in relation to mineral 

resources management. The federal government has enacted a law according to which all subsoil 

resources are vested in the federal state.  However, in some regions, including the Republic of Komi, a 

joint jurisdiction has been exercised through agreements that transfer to the region the authority to license 

subsoil use for all or a portion of the deposits. 

 

I.5. Threats, root causes and barriers analysis 

 

Threat analysis  

43. Threats to biodiversity in the pristine forests of the KR and northern European Russia are described 

below, and summarized in tabular form in Annex 5.  The project system boundary is defined spatially by 

the boundaries of the Komi Republic. The time horizon is defined by the life of the project (6 years).  

 

44. Under-regulated timber harvesting: can be considered under three sub-headings: illegal logging; legal 

logging abiding by regulations which are inadequate to protect biodiversity; and legal logging which fails 

to meet sustainable forest management regulations.  Illegal logging is extremely rare, accounting for less 

than 1% of harvested volume. Past logging operations, especially during the Soviet era, fell into the 

second category, i.e. legal logging abiding by regulations which are inadequate to protect biodiversity.  

For example, in the 1950s the borders of the Pechora-Ilych Zapovednik were amended to allow logging in 

the upper Pechora basin, and the adverse impacts of this logging are still evident today. However, a pulp-

and-paperboard plant is proposed to be built in Troitsko-Pechorsky district as this district has the largest 

volume of commercial forest resources in Komi Republic (12.6% of the total), despite accounting for less 

than 9.8% of the total area of the Republic.  Thus, the scale of logging may significantly increase in future 

in areas previously unaffected by logging causing marked forest fragmentation in the district.  According 

to some estimates the forecasted logging volume can exceed 1 million m
3 

per year and the total 

harvestable timber stock may amount to 252.4 million m
3
.     

 

45. Current threat: Low; Potential future threat: Medium for some areas.  Future timber harvesting under 

current logging regulations would result in marked fragmentation of habitats affecting populations of 

migratory species and species such as ungulates and their predators.  This is because, in the absence of 

fire (see below) timber harvesting replaces fire as the dominant disturbance regime, but works at a much 

smaller scale.  Whereas a fire-dominated forest consists of large blocks of roughly even-aged forest, to 

which migratory and resident species are adapted, the post logging forest is made up of much smaller 

―blocks‖, of only a few thousand hectares or even less 

 

46. Significant efforts are currently underway to ensure that Komi logging regulations meet the highest 

international standards, led primarily by the Silver Taiga Foundation, which manages the Komi Model 

Forest in the western part of the Republic.  However, enforcement of state-of-the-art regulations will 

require adequate management capacity, otherwise part of the future threat may fall under the third 

category of under-regulated timber harvesting, i.e., legal logging which fails to meet sustainable forest 

management regulations. 

 

47. Under-regulated-harvesting of non-timber species: Illegal trapping occurs in the forests (e.g. 

squirrels) and the illegal shooting of game birds is common.  In recent years the fishing pressures on 

species in protected areas have increased (mostly from neighbouring Sverdlovskaya and Permaskaya 

oblasts).  There are three categories of violators.  Probably most common, and certainly most commonly 

apprehended, are local people, but their motivation is mostly subsistence, and their impact is generally 

low.  The second category of violators consists of influential officials (city mayors, directors of large 
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enterprises, or businessmen) often with official but illegal licenses for grayling fishing or hunting in 

summer, who may poach in groups of up to 15 people.  They are invariably well-equipped, and access to 

the protected areas is often by helicopter.  Even if apprehended, which is difficult given the superiority of 

their equipment, judicial measures often fail as such officials make use of top lawyers. The Zapovednik 

initiated and failed with two such legal cases, but this represents a small proportion of the total threat. The 

third category of violators is natural resource monitoring staff. For example, at the end of the 1990s 

Troitsko-Pechorskaya fish inspectorate employees visited the upper streams of the Pechora River at the 

grayling spawning period for five consecutive years, supposedly for water level inspections.  However, 

they also set out several dozen nets.  The Zapovednik administration had to apply to the monitoring 

organization (Komirybvod) to halt such trips.  This has led to conflicts between fish inspectorate and 

Zapovednik staff. 

 

48. Plant gathering is another activity that is under-regulated. The main threat is to Rhodiola rosea (also 

known as roseroot), a species that has been used for centuries to cope with the cold Siberian climate and 

stressful life.  This species, which is also collected illegally, has been eliminated from some areas, and is 

particularly susceptible to under-regulated harvesting as the root (i.e., whole plant) is harvested.  Other 

plant species such as wild berries are also collected, but the threat is lower because although reproductive 

structures are harvested, the fecundity of the species reduces sensitivity to harvesting. Current threat: Low 

for the federal protected areas but High for other areas.   

 

49. Under-regulated tourism: Because of the huge areas of the federal protected areas, especially the 

National Park, the recreational capacity is very high.  It has been estimated (see Annex 4: Tourism 

Development plan) that the theoretical maximum capacity of the Pechoro-Ilychsky Zapovednik is up to 

80,000 person-days per year; and for the National park ―Yugyd va‖ an enormous 40 million person/days 

per year (equivalent to 20 person-days per hectare per year).  This compares with current figures of 2,000 

person-days per year for the Pechoro-Ilychsky reserve (3% of capacity) and 40,000 person-days per year 

for the National park ―Yugyd va‖ (1% of capacity).  A realistic estimate of mid-term demand is 1,000,000 

tourist-days for the National Park, equivalent to 100,000 visitors per year, each spending an average of 10 

days in the park. 

 

50. Despite these figures, even under current conditions tourism is the threat to biodiversity.  This is 

because there is very little regulation of tourism at present.  Cabins are available at Ozemaya in Yugyd Va 

National Park, but few other provisions are made to manage tourism.  As a result, there is an over-

concentration of tourists at large waterfalls, islands, rapids, and ―gates‖.  The result is physical damage to 

plant communities through trampling, localized pollution, and probably some degree of opportunistic 

poaching.  Tourists also inadvertently introduce invasive species such as Plantago major L. and 

Impatiens noli-tangere L, and the speed of their colonization is proportional to the number of visitors.  

Forest cutting speeds up the process.  Introgression with native species can cause genetic erosion and the 

gradual replacement of the original species.  The vegetation introgression index in the Pechoro-Ilychsky 

Nature Reserve has more than doubled in the last 30 years and is now 21.3%, at least partly the result of 

tourism impacts.  The index declines markedly from lowlands (33.7%) to mountain (7.1%), correlating 

with anthropogenic pressures. Current threat: Low, but tourist numbers have been increasing rapidly, so 

the threat is likely to become significant in the near future.  

 

51. Oil and gas extraction: Oil and gas extraction and processing is the most important sector of the 

economy of the Komi Republic. Ninety oil deposits, 19 gas fields and 13 oil and gas fields have been 

discovered. As well as associated problems of increased poaching and frequency of anthropogenic fires, 

the oil and gas industry is one of the worst polluters of air and water. The pollutants in water of the Komi 

Republic are substantially higher than many other parts of north-west Russia, and a major culprit is the oil 

and gas processing industry.In the Republic of Komi, total atmospheric emissions in 1997 were 891,100 

tons.  Although the worst polluters represented the coal industry, which is located in the western part of 

the Republic, far from the project area, the gas industry accounted for 35.5 % of emissions and the oil 
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industry 24.4 %.  Much of these emissions would have been from the eastern part of the Republic, and 

one of the major sources of air pollution was Severgazprom (19.5 % of all gas industry emissions, 

including carbon monoxide and nitrogen dioxide), which has facilities at Vuktyl and other locations.   

 

52. Mining: The entire Komi Republic is particularly rich in mineral resources.  The economic value of 

these resources has led to past efforts to modify protected area boundaries to facilitate exploitation.  For 

example, several attempts have been made to remove the Kozhim River Basin from the Yugyd va 

National Park.  Two environmental impact assessments have been carried out, first on the republic level, 

and later on the federal level. The findings of these two EIA studies were entirely consistent: the majority 

of the catchment area of the Usa River, a large tributary of the Pechora River, is located in the Kozhim 

River Basin, and industrial activity in the upper reaches of the spawning rivers there would inflict 

irreversible harm upon the Pechora River Basin. Since then there have been further attempts to ―clarify,‖ 

the park's borders involving the removal of certain areas for the purposes of mining valuable minerals. In 

November 2004, the Government of the Komi Republic issued a decree ―concerning the confirmation of 

Yugyd Va National Park's borders,‖ according to which close to 36,000 hectares of alpine tundra at the 

very center of the park would be ―removed‖ for gold mining. The decree was based on the results of 

forest survey work, which concluded that the park has a ―surplus of land.‖  

 

53. Non-governmental organizations appealed to the public prosecutor of the Komi Republic with the 

request that the legality of the decree be ascertained. In addition to concerns over the process of 

conducting the survey work, it was pointed out that because the protected area has World Heritage status, 

the international reputation of the Russian Federation would be affected by any change in the borders of 

the National Park. On May 20, 2005, the general prosecutor of the Komi Republic issued a statement to 

the Head of the Republic demanding that the decree be overturned on the grounds that, according to 

legislation, the national park is federal property and only federal organs can determine its area and 

approve its borders. Although there were claims that the previous year's ―confirmation‖ of the borders of 

Yugyd Va had been approved by the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation, it became 

clear that no such approval had been given and that the Government of the Russian Federation had not 

adopted a decision in the matter. Furthermore, the forest survey work, upon which the decision to remove 

the park's territory had been based, was conducted in a non-transparent manner, without participation by 

the administration of the national park, and without undergoing an environmental impact assessment. 

 

54. Construction of railroads and roads, surface pipelines for gas and oil, and mining activities: 

Numerous pipelines cross the Komi Republic, and the ―Yamal-Europe‖ additional pipeline branch 

construction is planned. Current threat: Low; Potential future threat: High in the case of gas-pipeline 

accidents.  Statistics show a trend of reduced pipeline breaches in the Komi Republic (from 800 in 1993 

to 121 in 2003), but the risk increases as volumes of gas transmission grow.   

 

55. Forest fires: The origin of fires in the KR is strongly dependent on intensity of human use.  For 

example, in the Zapovednik, during the last five years (2001-2005) 10 fires were registered affecting a 

total of 127 hectares, all of natural origin (lightning).  However, 77% of fires in the National Park are 

anthropogenic.  In some years (hot and dry) the level of anthropogenic fires is significantly higher, for 

example in 1999, when 75% of the fires were anthropogenic. Current threat will differ according to 

human use intensity and ecosystem types. For example, where pine forest predominates, the threat will be 

high in dry and hot years, but in the Ural foothills the threat will be medium.     

 

56. The underlying causes of these threats are: (i) Many high biodiversity area lie outside the KR PA 

system.  Large areas of pristine forest an bog ecosystems, especially in the north and north-west of the 

Republic, lie partly or completely outside the existing PA system, meaning that legal protection over 

natural resources is absent; (ii) Capacity constraints result in low risk of capture or prosecution.  Because 

most units in the KR PA system lack dedicated staff, the likelihood of apprehending violators is 

extremely low.  Even in the federal protected areas that do have dedicated staff, the enormous areas 
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covered by the protected areas and low staffing levels make capture difficult, especially when wealthy 

individuals are involved, who enjoy superior means of transportation; (iii) Narrow funding base results in 

limited local economic/financial incentives.  Funding levels for protected areas in the KR PA system 

currently fall far below global averages.  Even for the federal protected areas, funding levels are only 

$40/km
2
/year for Pechoro-Ilychsky Nature Reserve, and US$ 15/km

2
/year for Yugyd Va National Park. It 

is worth noting that these figures fall far below the global average even for developing countries — 

although the exceptionally large size of the two protected areas partly accounts for this low figure; (iv) 

Life-styles promoting environmental mis-management.  This underlying cause includes both nature-

dependent livelihoods and nature-based pastimes.  In the case of nature-based livelihoods, whereas 

limited access to markets previously restricted pressures to over-harvest natural resources, with improved 

transportation infrastructure and the increased influence of the market economy, the potential for 

commercial over-harvesting has grown.  Strong perceived historical links to such livelihoods supports 

inappropriate behavior by wealthy individuals who no longer depend on natural resources, and is a 

driving force behind illegal hunting; and (v) Out-dated regulations and attitudes.  In some cases, old laws 

or regulations are still in force, which do not reflect current knowledge of biological systems and the 

impacts of human activities on them.  Also, historical attitudes dating from the Soviet era, which often 

viewed nature as needing to be ―tamed‖ still pervade some sectors of society, leading to environmentally 

damaging behaviour. 

 

Normative solution and Barriers to achieve the normative 

57. The normative solution is: a reconfigured PA System of Komi Republic is both ecologically 

representative and effectively managed through a better coordination between federal and regional 

agencies and new partnerships with the business sectors.  The barriers currently hampering the KR‘s 

efforts to achieve the normative solution are: 

 

58. Deficiencies in representativeness, ecosystem integrity and connectivity. The ecosystem 

representativity within the system is skewed with the globally significant pristine boreal forests of the 

north and north-west of the Republic being severely under-represented within it. The history of the 

regional zakazniks, some of which were created to promote resource use, combined with very low levels 

of management in the last 15 years, means that many PAs are not conserving their biodiversity 

endowment.  Many of the PAs within the system are constituted as ―nature monuments‖, which are very 

small in size, with high edge:area ratios. The PA system does not address the ecological needs of 

migratory species such as reindeer and other ungulates, whose migration routes lie mostly or completely 

outside the current PA system 

 

59. A complex legal and policy framework is not wholly conducive to plans to improve PA 

management effectiveness. Several aspects of current laws and policies governing PA management are 

impeding efforts to improve management effectiveness. For example, even though PAs may have sizable 

revenue generation potential, through tourism or other activities, all such revenues are taxable.  If parts of 

a PA are leased out to a tourism operator, the revenue from the lease agreement accrues directly to the 

federal treasury. Such revenue is supposed to be set aside in a special account to be used for maintenance 

of PA infrastructure, but in practice the regulations for such a system are not in place, and the PAs do not 

receive any funds.  The division of responsibility for PA management between federal and regional 

authorities undermines management effectiveness.  The history of the regional zakazniks means that there 

is currently no single agency responsible for their management, which is delegated to various agencies 

whose mandate is not, or is only weakly related to PA management.  Staff of the federal PAs have no 

authority to intervene if they observe illegal activities occurring in regional zakazniks, the boundaries of 

which often coincide or even overlap with the federal protected areas. 

 

60. Individual capacity deficiencies amongst field staff. KR agencies have a low capacity to plan, 

implement, enforce and monitor their conservation management responsibilities. Training and equipment 

shortcomings limit management effectiveness even for those PAs that have staff.  Most of the regional 
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zakazniks do not have management plans, and even where these exist, there is no monitoring of 

implementation.  The METT scores for the four sampled regional zakazniks ranged from 10 to 19, even 

though the sample included most of the larger zakazniks, where capacity might be expected to be higher 

than average. PA-level staff also have limited experience in relation to interactions with local community 

leaders. This limits their ability to engage them in partnerships to improve the PA management 

effectiveness, while also reducing local environmental conflicts and providing economic opportunities for 

local communities. In the case of the federal PAs, there is experience with partnerships with business or 

other non-governmental partners, but this is not true of the regional zakzaniks.  Hence, to date, most 

existing areas of collaboration between PA and local partners are conducted through voluntary 

arrangements and other ad-hoc initiatives. 

 

61. Financial barrier: Although funding to both Pechoro-Ilychsky Nature Reserve and Yugyd Va 

National Park has increased over recent years (after major cuts in the federal budget during the economic 

crises of the 1990s), funding is considered insufficient to meet current conservation needs, and the total 

amount of funding available for the other units of the KR PA system is negligible.  The calculated 

funding shortfall for the two federal protected areas amounts to about $790,000 per year.  Although no 

quantitative analysis of funding gaps has been undertaken for the regional protected areas, the total annual 

budget amounts to only $160,000 per year for over 200 protected areas, so the funding gap is obviously 

immense.   

 

62. Low awareness of the role and importance of PAs in regional economic development, and a lack 

of integration of PA into the KRôs growing economy.  PAs are largely under-valued in the KR. 

Funding for PAs is considered a cost rather than an investment in development, even though nature based 

tourism in PAs offers significant economic potential and an opportunity to generate financial benefits for 

severely economically depressed communities in remote rural areas of the Republic. This is reflected in a 

relatively low general awareness of the value of PAs, and on the long-term effects that loss of ecosystem 

integrity can have on livelihoods. 

 

I.6. Stakeholder analysis 

 

63. The key to success while implementing the full-scale project is obtaining the support for the project 

objective and outcomes from all relevant stakeholders. As such, 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 the business community active in the 

project area. Project objective and envisioned full-scale project outcomes and outputs were discussed in a 

series of meetings with relevant representatives from i.e. the oil & gas and logging sectors.  On several 

occasions formal and informal consultations were held with international stakeholders, on experiences, 

opinions, mutual understanding and partnerships. Consulted international parties included UNESCO, 

TACIS, PRISM, SPICE, HCF, CARBO-NORTH, Barents-Secretariat, etc. 

 

64. A formal stakeholder assessment was undertaken during the preparation phase in order to: (i) identify 

key stakeholders with respect to sustainable use and conservation of biodiversity of the project area (at 

federal, republican and municipal levels); (ii) review stakeholder interests and associated impacts on 

natural resources and biodiversity of the area; (iii) identify possible positive and negative impacts on local 

stakeholders resulting from the project; and (iv) identify and develop opportunities for the project to 

benefit stakeholders and vice versa, to mitigate any negative impact either from the project or the local 

stakeholders. 

 

65. Stakeholder consultation activities included successive iterations with all relevant stakeholders 

placing emphasis on particular groups according to their present-day impact, current and potential role in 

biodiversity protection. Consultations were regularly conducted throughout the preparation stage and 
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included workshops, interviews, questionnaires, surveys and open forums with key representatives of a 

representative selection of local and national stakeholders, including academic institutions, NGOs, 

central, regional and local public services as well as the business community. 

 

66. Stakeholder involvement during the implementation of the project will be built upon the assessment 

undertaken during the preparatory stages, with special efforts and targeted activities included in the 

project design to enhance the participatory process. Project activities will be established such as to 

warrant the participation of stakeholders in the decision making process on crucial project developments 

through their representatives in the Project Steering Committee. Stakeholder participation and 

involvement also will be ensured by implementing specific project activities. The project has been 

designed such that the completion of relevant deliverables is preceded by stakeholder consultations to 

identify relevant interests and to remove any potential conflicts. Stakeholders will also be directly 

involved in implementing relevant project deliverables, believed to ensure their enhanced commitment 

towards project objectives and longevity of project results. The general public will be informed on a 

regular basis by mass media, to ensure a supportive public opinion for implementation of the project as 

well as indirect impact on biodiversity conservation in general. 

 

67. A grouping of major stakeholders with a general description of their roles and responsibilities is given 

below in Table 4. For a detailed description of the stakeholder participation plan, see Annex 8. 

 

Table 4: Stakeholders and their roles in the project 
Stakeholder group Roles and responsibilities in the project ï participation 

mechanism 
Government authorities  
Department of Rosprirodnadzor for the Komi 

Republic 

Initiatives on the introducing laws aimed at improving 

organizational and legal system of specially protected areas in 

Russia and in the Republic of Komi, in particular.  

Giving such projects and initiatives the status of state importance. 

Coordination of actions of all governmental authorities, projects, 

institutions, media, private entities, all stakeholders. 

Committee on Forestry in the Komi Republic Promotion of high standards of commercial forest harvesting; and 

control of forest lease holders 

Cooperation in identification of new protected areas and 

cancellation of existing protected areas 

Government of the Komi Republic Vertical and horizontal ties and coordination of governmental 

authorities of the Republic of Komi and Russia. 

Creation of a new image of the region, from oil&gaz producer to 

tourism, sustainable livelihoods promoting and biodiversity 

conservation-oriented  

Pechora-Ilich State Nature Reserve Development of demonstration projects aimed at the support and 

promotion of the traditional forms of complex use of non-wood 

forest products on the territories adjacent to biosphere reserves, 

benefiting the sustainability of biosphere reserves. 

Pilot projects on scientific and ecological tourism. 

Yugid Va National Park Ensure the development of all forms of tourism, potentially 

applicable on this territory.   

Demonstration project on the use of non wood forest products, 

drinking water, folk crafts.  

Contribute to the study of biodiversity of vast ―blind spots‖ of the 

national park. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Environment Protection of the Komi Republic 
Support to the process of Zakaznik assessment and re-design of 

the KR PA system.  Estalbishment of a KR PA Agency. 

Department of Rossel‘khoznadzor Establishment of the effective system of monitoring the use of 

fishery and game resources of the regional ichthyological 

Zakazniks 
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Ministry of Agriculture of Komi Republic Contribute to the restoration of fishery and game resources of the 

project territory by using modern techniques, in particular, the 

realization of projects on the grayling farming using fishing 

modules 

Municipal administrative districts  Coordination of actions of local municipalities aimed at the 

creation of small businesses on using non wood forest products 

benefiting biosphere reserves. 

Private sector companies  

OOO Severgazprom Support to the environmental monitoring of zones situated close 

to gas pipelines passing through the project territory, to the 

monitoring of global pollution processes.   

Support to the re-establishment of a republic Ecological Fund 

Promotion of environmentally-friendly activities among staff and 

business partners 

Matreko Support to the re-establishment of a republic Ecological Fund 

Promotion of environmentally-friendly NTFP harvesting 

activities among collectors and business partners 

Regional Union of Entrepreneurs Support to the re-establishment of a republic Ecological Fund 

Promotion of environmentally-friendly activities among staff and 

business partners 

Scientific community  

Institute of Biology, Komi Science Centre, Ural 

Division, Russian Academy of Sciences 

Studying global significance of biodiversity of vast territories 

which have not been so far involved in similar studies   

Monitoring project effectiveness.  

Monitoring fishery, game and other resources.  

Publication of books, articles, other materials on the significance 

of the territory and the importance of its protection. 

Scientific and Technical Centre of the RK 

Automated Geographic Information Cadastral 

System 

Information support, baseline and monitoring data provider 

NGOs  

―Save the Pechora‖  Raising awareness of local population, strengthening their role 

and increasing involvement in the development of specially 

protected areas of the project territory. 

Silver Taiga Foundation Information dissemination activities 

Local communities Sustainable livelihoods ideas development as alternative to 

poaching.  

Traditional forms of natural resources management.  

Small business. 

 

 

I.7. Business-as-usual scenario 

 

68. Under the ‗business-as-usual‘ situation, a number of activities will be implemented by government, 

the private sector and non-governmental institutions aimed at improving management of protected areas 

in Komi Republic.  These form an important base on which the current project is nested. 

 

69.  Without the project, the MNR/KR would proceed to complete ecological assessments of existing 

Zakazniks, and move towards the establishment of a KR PA Agency.  The Institute of Biology would 

complete assessments of biodiversity values of all units of the KR PA system under contract from 

MNR/KR during the next 6-8 years, but without a strong focus on re-designing the system to promote 

representivity.  Consequently, the KR PA estate would remain as currently defined, failing to conserve a 

representative sample of globally significant ecosystems.. 

 

70. MNR/KR would prepare a proposal for creation of a KR PA agency only by 2013, to be approved in 

2014. The resulting agency would be staffed at a low level and institutional and individual capacity would 
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remain low, so management of the KR PA system would remain sub-optimal.  In particular, training of 

staff would be minimal.  The development of a KR PA system business plan will be part of the mandate 

of the KR PA management agency but funding for this process would likely be lacking. 

 

71. MNR/KR would not prepare zoning regulations for application in the PA system, meaning that 

management options would remain unclear.  Management plans for individual protected areas would be 

prepared over the period 2014-2020, but coverage would remain low.  Improvements in environmental 

responsibility in the business sector and environmental awareness among the general public would be 

minor 

 

72. In the federal PAs, the MNR/RF would continue to manage the two sites, but at staffing and funding 

levels that are much too low to ensure sustainable conservation of biodiversity.  Tourism development in 

Yugyd va N.P. and, to a lesser extent, the Pechoro-Ilych Zapovednik would continue without a clear 

strategic plan and without adequate resources to manage tourists effectively, resulting in increased threats 

to biodiversity.  Revenue generation mecvhanisms would continue to limit benefits to the projected areas. 

 

73. Staff training in business planning for the federal PAs would be limited to free courses, and a PA-

specific business plan would be developed and implemented only for some parts of the Pechora-Ilych 

Zapovednik during 2009-2010.  

 

74. In terms of partnerships, there would be no federal-regional management agreement establishing a 

common management goal, processes and activities for the KR PA system, so management of federal and 

regional PAs would continue to be uncoordinated.  Cooperation between the NP and Severgazprom 

would continue, but would remain ad hoc and unplanned, with no further agreements with the business 

sector being signed, resulting in only minor benefits to the protected area system.. 

 

75. The Ecological Fund would be re-constituted, but probably only by about 2012-2014, and would 

receive only modest capitalization from the KR government and business sector to a level of only about 

$100,000. 

 

76. Under the ‗business-as-usual‘ situation, the current pattern of socio-economic development in the 

project site would continue to pose threats to globally significant biodiversity.  The key elements of socio-

economic development include:  

 

77. Hunting would continue to be unregulated, leading to illegal and locally unsustainable hunting, with 

numbers of hunters increasing over time.  Similarly, fishing would continue to suffer from inequitable 

catch distribution, increasing the tendency for illegal fishing to occur. 

 

78. Awareness of the negative consequences of such developments and, more importantly, of alternative 

development paths would remain low.  Although it is likely that the government of the KR would 

recognize the potential benefits of the development of sustainable, biodiversity-friendly alternative 

income sources, in practice few such examples would be developed.  Consequently the incidence of local 

poverty would remain high, market prices for harvested natural resources such as berries remain low, and 

the pressure to harvest unsustainably would grow, especially as stocks of economically valuable species.  

 

79. In the face of limited opportunities to earn income, the local population around PAs would continue 

to gather wild plants and mushrooms for subsistence purposes and also for sale.  The likelihood of over-

exploitation of more valuable NTFPs would therefore remain high, with limited financial benefits to the 

local population and no benefits to the PAs themselves.   
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80. The basis for sustainable forest management would remain weak, with the potential for companies 

and private individuals exploiting the lack of regulations for implementing the new legal instruments in 

order to establish non-sustainable forest harvesting operations in the vicinity of the protected areas. 

 

81. As a result of the World Bank‘s Forest Policy Dialogue TA Program and Sustainable Forestry Pilot 

Project, awareness of higher- and middle-level forest managers and politicians in Russia (both at the 

center and in the regions) of the international best practices in forest management is improved.  Such 

improvements cover concepts of fire management and the application of certification schemes, among 

others.  This would result in a gradually increasing overall standard of forest management, even without 

the project, but underlying forces to maximize economic returns from forests would still constitute a 

threat 

 

PART II: Strategy  

 

II.1. Project Rationale and Policy Conformity 

 

 

Fit with the GEF Focal Area Strategy and Strategic Programme 

82. This project is consistent with the GEF‘s Strategic Objective 1: Catalyzing the Sustainability of 

PAs/Strategic Programme 3 Strengthening Terrestrial Protected Areas Networks. The protected area 

network 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 

protected area system by creating the enabling environment for the protected area system of Komi 

Republic needed to better capture the biodiversity values of the Scandinavian and Russian taiga and Ural 

montane forest tundra ecoregion. The project will result in an improved coverage and representativity of 

these two ecoregion, supported by increased systemic, institutional and individual capacities.  This will 

also have created conditions to permit the development of sufficient and predictable revenues for the KR 

PA system through partnerships with the private sector and diversified income-generating activities such 

as tourism and NTFP marketing. The project is submitted in the framework of the Sustainable Forest 

Management programme. 

 

CBD Conformity 

83. 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 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.  

 

II.2. Project Goal, Objective, Outcomes and Outputs/activities 

 

84. The Project Goal is ―A comprehensive, ecologically representative and effectively managed national 
system of protected areas in the Russian Federation ensures conservation of globally significant and 

threatened ecosystems‖. The Project Objective is: ―A representative and effectively managed network of 

protected areas ensures conservation of pristine boreal forest and taiga ecosystems in the Komi Republic‖. 

The three Outcomes identified as required to achieve the objective are the following:  
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(i) The PA system of Komi republic is redesigned so as to better capture globally significant BD; 

(ii) Increased institutional capacity for management of protected areas within the PA System of Komi 

republic; and 

(iii) Application of business planning principles result in diversified revenue streams for the PA 

system of Komi Republic 

 

Outcome 1: The PA system of Komi republic is redesigned so as to better capture globally 

significant BD; 

 

85. This Outcome will address the main constraint to an effective KR PA system, namely systemic 

capacity barriers.  As discussed above, the main such barrier is the fact that the current KR PA system is 

not aligned with major biodiversity values.  The two federal PAs represent an exception to this rule, as 

they are located in an area of very high biodiversity value, as reflected in the inclusion of Ural Mountain 

Taiga as one of WWF‘s Global 200 Ecoregions, but the regional zakazniks do not effectively capture high 

biodiversity values.  The MNR/KR has initiated an assessment of each regional Zakaznik.  However, the 

project will accelerate this process and ensure that accurate measures of biodiversity values are collected 

(Output 1.1), then use this information in preparing a proposal for a re-designed PA system, and securing 

government endorsement of the proposal (Output 1.2).  Support will also be provided to the development 

of a system strategic plan (Output 1.3) and the formulation and adoption of proposals for zoning of PAs 

and of regulations governing resource use in each zone (Output 1.4).  Finally, Output 1.5 will address the 

other major systemic capacity barrier, namely that the current PA system is divided in two, with 50% of 

the area under the authority of the federal government and 50% under regional control by establishing a 

federal – regional management agreement with a common management goal, processes and activities for 

the KR PA system. 

 

Output 1.1: Conduct a gap analysis and assess the biodiversity values of all units of the KR PA system  

86. The Regional PAs within the KR PA system were established with limited consideration of 

biodiversity values, resulting in large areas falling partly or completely outside the system.  In order to 

rectify this situation, an assessment of biodiversity values is essential.  A survey of regional zakazniks has 

already been initiated, with funding from the MNR/KR, and the Institute of Biology of the KR being the 

main implementing partner. This survey covers about 15-20 zakazniks per year, meaning that it would 

take about 12 years to complete.  However, with additional GEF funding support, the process will be 

accelerated with an increased focus on globally significant biodiversity.  Over the next five years, detailed 

surveys of all 254 units in the KR PA system will be completed, including assessments of the vegetation 

type and cover, the status of species of flora and fauna, and ecosystem condition.  The project will support 

a gap analysis exercise in order to identify which key species, ecosystems and ecological processes are 

not adequately conserved within the existing Protected Area System of Komi republic. The process will 

include: (i) identification of key biodiversity to be protected and setting-up of conservation targets; (ii) 

mapping the occurrence and status of key biodiversity; (iii) assess the status of existing protected areas 

and prepare rough mapping; and (iv) identification and prioritization of gaps in ecological representativity 

to be fulfilled. One of the results of this output will be an identification of those protected areas which  

contribute little to the conservation targets and are candidate sites for being canceled in the redesigned 

system. Existing information on high biodiversity values, such as the Greenpeace Russia/Global Forest 

Watch publication ―The Last Intact Forest Landscapes of Northern European Russia‖, and surveys of 

migration routes of migratory species will be used to identify new protected areas which can be 

substituted for those which are cancelled. 

 

Output 1.2: Proposal for re-structuring of the KR PA system.   

87. Based on the gap analysis undertaken in Output 1.1, the project will provide funding for the 

identification of priority sites for reclassification as needed to ensure that the National Protected Areas 

System of Komi republic includes bio-geographically representative coverage of the full spectrum of 
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natural ecosystems/habitats/natural vegetation types associated with the two Global 200 ecoregions. The 

goal will be to have, on average, 10% of the original coverage of each ecosystem/habitat/vegetation type 

included, where this is still possible, in a category of PA that provides effective biodiversity conservation. 

The project will support the development of other socio-economic criteria reflecting national priorities to 

be applied to the reclassification planning. Biological and socio-economic assessments will be conducted 

for the sites which are identified as candidates for upgrading or for the creation of the new PAs. This will 

later be integrated into the overall Conservation Plan for the National Protected Areas System. In the 

Conservation plan, biodiversity priorities for reclassification will be weighed against other factors such as 

costs, potential for achieving self-financing and contributions to economic development through tourism 

development, socio-cultural values, etc. In the Conservation Plan, reclassification will be linked to 

measurable goals and indicators. This information will be used to design a re-structured KR PA system 

that will be presented to the KR Administration for endorsement.  The intention is to retain a PA system 

that accounts for about 15% of the area of the Republic, but one which is better aligned with biodiversity 

values.  

 

Output 1.3 PA system strategic plan  

88. The project will support the formulation, official endorsement and short-term implementation of a KR 

Strategic Plan for the management of the PA system. As a long-term planning instrument, this Strategic 

Plan will be formulated so that it defines the fundamental guidelines for policies and strategic planning of 

the System and constituent PAs for the short (5 years), medium (10 years) and long term (15 years).  

Based on consensus among all major stakeholders, the Plan will be based on a clear and officially agreed 

upon definition of what is the Goal of the KR PA System. As the guiding document of PA policies, the 

Strategic Plan shall also establish the main lines of action needed to achieve the long-term objectives. For 

each action, details of implementation arrangements and an indicative timetable will be defined. A phased 

approach will be adopted for the initiation of actions and for the inclusion of the results of ongoing tasks 

in the PA system.  As part of the development of the Strategic Plan the Project will identify good 

practices for administration and management, to be followed by all public and private institutions 

participating in the PA system. These guidelines will include the definition of zoning for PAs.  The 

Strategic Plan will then be implemented following agreement by Republic, municipal agencies and other 

relevant stakeholders 

 

Output 1.4 Approved regulations governing natural resource use in PA zones 

89. Based on the definition of zones agreed by stakeholders during the formulation of the PA system 

Strategic Plan (Output 1.3), the project will provide technical assistance in the formulation, approval and 

dissemination of regulations governing permitted uses of natural resources in each zone affecting PAs.  

This will include the establishment of performance standards for natural resource management, including 

forest harvesting, fishing and hunting. For example, the international system of voluntary forest 

certification of the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) has been widely promoted in the KR in order to 

guarantee and confirm environmental, social and economic sustainability.  Regulations governing forest 

harvesting in the buffer zones of PAs will enshrine the use of such international standards.  Similarly, the 

IUCN/SSC Sustainable Use Specialist Group (SUSG) held a workshop in 2006 to consider the 

development of a certification system for recreational hunting.  The project will assist the KR authorities 

in tracking the development of such a system and its inclusion in hunting regulations for KR Pas. 

 

Output 1.5: A federal-regional management agreement establishing a common management goal, 

processes and activities for the KR PA system.   

90. About 50% of the area of the PA system is under federal jurisdiction and 50% under regional 

jurisdiction – this constrains coordination and cooperation among units within the PA system.  The 

project will support the negotiation and implementation of a federal-regional management agreement 

establishing a common management goal, processes and activities. The agreement will be modeled on 

similar examples elsewhere in the RF.  A KR PA management strategy will be developed and 

implemented, which will establish common goals for all PAs in the system, implement harmonized 
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monitoring and research programmes, and ensure effective cooperation among individual PAs.  Although 

the federal and regional PAs will remain under the jurisdiction of the respective levels of government, 

which will be responsible for staffing and funding of individual PAs, the system as a whole will be 

managed under a common vision.  The agreement will also establish the basis for funding of the system, 

whereby revenue surpluses in one part of the system will be used to cover short-falls in other parts of the 

system. 

 

Output 1.6: A monitoring system for pristine boreal ecosystems of the north  

91. Project lessons will be used to develop a cost-effective monitoring system suitable for widespread 

application across all areas of pristine boreal ecosystems in the north of European Russia.  The 

monitoring system will be designed so as to be able to undertake regular monitoring of biodiversity and 

ecosystem functions.  The results of the monitoring will guide management actions required to ensure 

conservation.  For example, zoning arrangements or regulations governing the use of natural resources 

may be modified based on results of the monitoring.  The project will provide technical inputs to 

scientific institutions in the KR to design and test such a system, initially within the KR, and subsequently 

in other areas, in partnership with local scientific institutions.  There are currently numerous science-

based initiatives in the pristine forest ecosystems, with numerous institutions collecting various types of 

data. However, there are 2 fundamental short-comings.  Firstly, none of these activities are coordinated, 

so the data are never compiled and, even if they were, they are not compatible, and so are not useful to 

inform management decisions.  Secondly, there is no mechanism to link the data collection and analysis 

to management.  Consequently, the project will initially establish a local ―clearing-house mechanism‖ for 

data on pristine forest ecosystems, through which greater conformity in methods and data fields will be 

promoted. The project will also link management agencies more closely with these data being generated 

mainly by scientific institutions both so that managers are aware of the information available, and 

scientists are aware of the information needed for management 

 

Outcome 2: Increased institutional capacity for management of protected areas within the KR PA 

system 

 

92. Building on interventions under Outcome 1 to address barrier in systemic capacity, this Outcome will 

address the institutional capacity barrier.  An initial first step is the creation of a KR PA Agency for the 

first time (Output 1.1).  The project will ensure that existing plans of the MNR/KR are realized and that 

the PA Agency is created promptly and with adequate staffing levels.  In relation to this, the project will 

assist in preparing staffing profiles, responsibilities and occupational standards (Output 2.2) to ensure that 

the Agency is able to deliver its mandate.  One of the key functions of the PA Agency will be to prepare 

and implement management plans for each entity in the PA system. Without the project, such measures 

would only be effected over a long period of time, but the project will accelerate this process by 

developing and supporting the implementation of model management plans for representative sites within 

the system (Output 2.3).  

 

93. Improvement of institutional capacity is a long-term process, which must necessarily be supported by 

increased resources, particularly funding.  In the KR opportunities exist to improve institutional capacity 

over the short-term through partnerships with business sector partners such as Severgazprom.  The project 

will facilitate the development and implementation of such partnerships through Output 2.4.  While 

partnerships are a valuable approach to overcoming institutional capacity barriers, they can be time-

consuming to develop and manage, and it is unlikely that such partnerships can be developed so as to 

benefit all units of the KR PA system.  The establishment of a fund to support PA management (actually, 

the re-constitution of a dissolved ―Ecological Fund‖) will be supported through Output 2.5.  Finally, 

improved environmental awareness will support the increased institutional capacity (Output 2.6) with 

opportunities for business sector partners again being utilized. 

 

Output 2.1: A KR PA management agency.   
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94. Currently no such agency exists, significantly constraining systemic capacity as responsibility for 

different units of the KR PA system falls under numerous different agencies.  Plans for a new KR PA 

Agency exist, possibly through a modification to the mandate of the existing Centre for Research on 

Eastern European Tundra, an independent legal body affiliated with the MNR/KR.  This new Agency will 

unify management responsibility for all regional protected areas and establish close relations with the two 

federal PAs.  The government of the KR supports the establishment of this agency, and the agency would 

be created even in the absence of the project.  However, without the project, the agency might not be 

created for some years, and when established, would likely have minimal institutional and individual 

capacities.  Therefore, the role of the project in the creation of the agency will be largely one of advocacy, 

to ensure that the agency is established by the government of the KR as soon as possible.  Consequently, 

this Output will be almost entirely funded through co-financing from the government of the KR.  

Subsequently, the project will support a programme of capacity development, through Outputs 2.2, 2.3, 

and 3.1 to 3.3.  

  

Output 2.2: Staff profiles, responsibilities and occupational standards for enhanced PA system 

management defined 

95. The Project will provide technical assistance regarding administrative and operational efficiencies to 

develop the required institutional capacity for management of the KR PA system. A comprehensive 

Institutional Staff Assessment (for the staff of the new KR PA management agency and Rosprirodnadzor) 

will be carried out with GEF funding. This Assessment will serve as the foundation for the definition of 

posts and functions necessary to fulfill the role as the KR PA system institution. It will also include the 

definition of minimum staffing requirements, and recommendations for hiring of new personnel to 

enhance team composition and expertise. It will also identify resources required for essential tasks. 

Workshops will be developed to define the skills and knowledge required for PA jobs in the KR. The 

Project will also provide technical advice to communities located adjacent to PAs, whose livelihood 

strategies depend on the exploitation of natural resources regarding potential for biodiversity-friendly 

income generation. 

 

Output 2.3 Management plans developed and implemented for new PAs in pristine forest areas and along 

migration routes 

96. The project will mobilize technical assistance to prepare management plans for the new entities in the 

Komi PA system.  Although the number of new entities will probably be quite large, resulting in a 

lengthy period of management plan preparation, the project will prepare and support the initial 

implementation of management plans for key sites within the system, focusing on a selection that reflects 

a range of ecological and socio-economic conditions.  By attempting to cover the range of conditions, the 

project will facilitate further management planning, which can benefit from experiences in the sites for 

which the initial plans are prepared.  Particular attention will be paid to the development and 

implementation of management plans for sites on migration routes, because these are likely to include 

areas along which gas pipelines run.  Such areas are paradoxical in that they benefit from much higher 

levels of monitoring undertaken by the business sector entities responsible for the pipelines, but at the 

same time, the risks to such sites, for example, from pipeline ruptures or other forms of pollution are 

elevated.  Also, while the higher level of monitoring can serve to reduce the incidence of illegal activities 

such as hunting, it also increases the background level of disturbance, for example, due to regular 

vehicular access.  

 

Output 2.4: Site-specific public-private partnerships.   

97. Partnerships offer an opportunity to address institutional capacity gaps in the short-term while 

―indigenous‖ capacity is being developed within the KR PA system.  In the case of the KR there are 

excellent opportunities to develop such partnerships with the private sector.  The economy of the KR is 

largely based on the minerals and oil and gas industries, and as the KR economy, recovers from the 

economic collapse of the 1990s, there are more KR business sector entities looking to develop markets in 

Western Europe where environmental responsibility is increasingly rewarded in the market-place. 



 28 

 

98. The major oil and gas companies include Severgazprom, Transneft, and Lukoil, and these are some of 

the largest employers in the Republic.  While this industry has a checkered past in terms of environmental 

management, and also, through its high salaries, attracts qualified personnel who might otherwise work in 

the protected areas, there are several reasons why a partnership with the industry is both feasible and 

beneficial.  Although Severgazprom, the largest gas company in the region, has undertaken environmental 

monitoring and rehabilitation work since the 1980s, it instigated ecosystem management in 2006 as part 

of an effort to secure ISO 14000 certification. The company has supported the management of Yugyd va 

National Park for several years, and during the PDF-B process, it signed a four-way Memorandum of 

Understanding with the Department of Rosprirodnadzor, MNR/KR, and UNDP to continue and 

potentially expand this partnership at least up to 2012.  Currently, the MOU covers monitoring and 

cooperation on park operations, but Severgazprom is one of several influential companies supporting the 

re-establishment of a regional Ecological Fund, through which increased funding would be available for 

protected area infrastructure development. 

 

99. Public-private partnerships therefore have a dual benefit of increasing institutional capacity of the PA 

system, while also serving as a convenient vehicle to educate the general public in environmental issues 

and environmental responsibility.  The major and most profitable industry in the project area is the oil and 

gas industry.   

 

100. The project will pilot public-private partnerships in the most important protected areas, initially 

the two federal protected areas.  Severgazprom, in particular, has long supported activities related to 

environmental monitoring and rehabilitation, and is increasing its commitment to these issues as part of 

its efforts to attain ISO 14000 certification.  During the PDF-B process, a Memorandum of Understanding 

was signed with Severgazprom, though which it will support the institutional capacity initially of the 

Yugyd va National Park both by undertaking monitoring activities itself as well as by facilitating the 

work of the park staff, for example through provision of helicopters and other equipment when required.  

Severgazprom‘s ñSiyaniye Severaò pipeline crosses the territory of the park (built before the creation of 

the park), so Severgazprom staff are continually monitoring the pipeline route and can cooperate with 

park staff in detecting and preventing illegal activities.  This partnership will contribute the equivalent of 

about $20,000 per year to the budget of the Yugyd va N.P. The Severgazprom MOU is valid until 2012, 

and may be extended to other units of the KR PA system.  It will also be used as a model for the 

development of similar partnership agreements with other companies.   

 

Output 2.5: A re-constituted Ecological Fund.   

101. Many industrial enterprises are required to make compensatory payments for actual or potential 

pollution damage.  Previously such payments were made to an Ecological Fund, which was then used to 

fund activities in support of the environment such as the development and maintenance of PA 

infrastructure.  Companies were also allowed to make voluntary contributions to the Fund, which yielded 

tax benefits.  A federal policy decision in 2001 led to the dissolution of all such Funds.  The last 

Ecological Fund was liquidated in Tartarstan in 2001.  However, there is strong demand to re-constitute 

the Ecological Fund in the KR, led by influential members of the private sector.  This mechanism is 

viewed by many private sector entities as being more transparent than the unstructured payments that 

replaced Ecological Funds, which is why they support its re-constitution.  The Ecological Fund is used to 

construct and maintain infrastructure in protected areas.  The role of the project in re-constituting the 

Ecological Fund will largely be one of advocacy, to ensure both that the Fund is re-consituted promptly, 

and that its payment structure is adequate to provide meaningful funding for PA infrastructure.  Thus, for 

example, the project may undertake analyses of other funds to highlight best practices, and convene 

workshops, conferences or other fora to raise awareness of the need for and potential benefits of the fund.  

 

Output 2.6: Increased social and environmental responsibility among enterprises of the KR and improved 

environmental awareness among the general public.   
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102. The Regional Union of Entrepreneurs, consisting of about 70 companies, including the major 

employers in the oil and gas and mining sectors, and chaired by the President of the Republic, is an 

influential body whose activities can be used to promote increased social and environmental 

responsibility among other private sector entities.  For example, the major NTFP processor, Matreko, is a 

member of the Regional Union of Entrepreneurs.  Matreko opposes the use of mechanical berry 

harvesters because of the damage they cause the plants, and also awards bonuses in the form of household 

appliances such as fridges, or even vehicles to collectors whose performance both in terms of quantities 

collected and standard of collection is excellent.  Because of its high profile, being chaired by the 

President of the KR, the Regional Union of Entrepreneurs provides a mechanism by which such high 

standards can be promoted in other companies.  The project will catalyze the activities of the Regional 

Union of Entrepreneurs, increasing the profile of their activities and ensuring that their activities are 

targeted at supporting PA management.  This may include the organization of a coordinated marketing 

campaign, in which the positive role of business partners in supporting PA management is highlighted.  

Other activities may include environmental awareness programmes in schools and among workers in the 

oil and gas industries.  

 

Output 2.7: Institutional conditions for scale-up and replication established 

103. Similar pristine boreal ecosystems in other regions, such as the Murmansk and Archangelsk 

oblasts and Karelia Republic need to be conserved to the same level as that obtained in the KR through 

this project, if the gene flow functions of these pristine ecosystems are to be effectively retained.  For 

reasons discussed previously, the KR was identified as the most logical and cost-effective region in which 

to pilot effective conservation.  The project will therefore establish linkages with various networks 

through which policy decisions in these other regions can be influenced.  One of these is the Northwest 

Okrug, a higher-level administrative division covering most of the administrations of northern European 

Russia.  The federal okrug has offices of the MNR and other agencies, such as are found in the KR.  

Although the okrug wields relatively little direct authority, it is nevertheless a valued vehicle through 

which regional officials can share information and seek to coordinate policies and programmes.  The 

project will therefore seek to ensure that the okrug agencies are informed of progress in the project and 

the benefits to be secured form re-design of PA systems. 

 

104. The two federal PAs in the KR PA system are also members of regional PA networks, the ―Union 

of Protected Areas of the Urals‖ and the ―Association of Zapovedniks and National Parks of the 

Northwest‖.  These two networks exist to strengthen and further develop practical co-operation between 

zapovedniks and national parks in the region, with support from NGO partners such as the Baltic Fund for 

Nature (BFN), a structural unit of St. Petersburg Naturalists Society, which supports environmental 

networks in North-west Russia, and promotes international cooperation in the sphere of biodiversity and 

ecosystem protection in the Baltic region and whole of North-west.  These networks will also be used to 

promote scale-up and replication. 

 

105. A major target of the project‘s information dissemination plan will be senior officials in the 

Republic administration.  However, the project will go beyond simply the provision of regular 

information to senior officials, and develop methods to engage them more actively in the project in order 

to build a sense of ownership.  For example, in addition to the project Steering Committee, who will have 

real operational control, a higher level committee (the ―Policy Committee‖) could be formed which would 

have largely ceremonial duties.  These could include presiding over ceremonies involving signature of 

partnership agreements, allowing senior officials to take credit for the achievements of the project, and 

engagement with visits of international partners. 

 

Outcome 3: Application of business planning principles result in diversified revenue streams for the 

KR PA system 
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106. Russia still being an economy in transition, the development of diversified revenue streams is 

constrained by low levels of individual capacity, both within the PAs and among potential entrepreneurs.  

There are also legal constraints governing use of such revenue that need to be addressed before the full 

potential of diversified revenue sources can be realized.  For this reason, the project will establish the 

basis for significant additional revenue generation to supplement federal and regional budget allocations, 

but significant levels of revenue generation will probably only start after the project is completed.  The 

improvement of individual capacities will be supported through training of PA staff in business planning 

(Output 3.1), the development of a system-wide business plan (Output 3.2) and the development and 

implementation of pilot business plans for key PAs in the system (Output 3.3). 

 

Output 3.1: Trained PA staff in business planning 

107. Both the objectives of the KR PA system and of individual PAs within the system can be most 

effectively attained by ensuring that the organizational processes are operating efficiently.   A business 

plan helps protected area managers systematically assess the various organizational processes and 

components that constitute their agency so as to proactively identify and correct weaknesses and to make 

best use of strengths so that its objectives can be met with greater efficiency. A business plan also 

identifies, assesses, and provides the basis for the development of potential sources of revenue.  There is 

an on-going debate, globally, concerning the extent to which PA managers, whose primary role is nature 

conservation, should become directly involved in business development.  In the short-term, given the low 

staffing levels of the KR PA system, it is unrealistic to expect PA staff to become actively engaged in 

business development.  Therefore, this Output will train PA staff in the principles of business planning, 

thus establishing the necessary conditions for business partnership development.  PA staff may then 

identify specific opportunities involving local entrepreneurs for which their expertise in business planning 

can be shared.  

 

Output 3.2: KR PA business plan developed and implemented 

108. With the skills developed through Output 3.1, the newly created KR PA Agency (see Output 1.4) 

will develop and subsequently implement a business plan for the KR PA system.  The business plan will 

identify, inter alia,  opportunities for increased efficiency in PA operations, potential private sector 

partners, opportunities for diversified revenue streams through the promotion of businesses such as 

tourism, and NTFP harvesting/marketing, and the establishment of a mechanism to equalize revenue 

flows to all units of the PA system based on need. The business plan for the PA system will also include 

clear financial target and a monitoring system to track stakeholder commitments to business development 

and progress in revenue generation.  This, in turn, will permit the application of adaptive management 

principles to modify the business plan as economic and financial conditions change.  Such adaptive 

management is essential in Russia, where the national and regional economy is evolving rapidly 

following the economic crises of the 1990‘s.  For this reason, the project will emphasize training in, and 

the application of adaptive management principles.  

 

Output 3.3: PA-specific business plans development and implementation piloted in the most important 

PAs 

109. Analyses conducted during the PDF demonstrated substantial revenue generation potential from 

tourism and from products such as Rhodiola rosea, berries and mushrooms, and the potential to replace 

the current unregulated commercial agents with regulated and locally-owned enterprises is clear.  WHS 

designation and widespread recognition of the pristine environment of the eastern Komi forests are 

obvious entry points for marketing. In fact, one such enterprise has already started operations, prompted 

by the PDF activities.  This is the small enterprise "Toela-shor" which is bottling excellent mineral water, 

also named "Toela-shor", from a small tributary of the Kozhim River with the same name. During 2006 

the enterprise was established and bought new equipment which is capable of bottling substantial 

quantities.  Toela-shor has yet to develop a significant market, but there is potential to link in with well 

developed water bottling companies in Moscow, Syktyvkar, Ukhta and Kirov.   At present "Toela-shor" 
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pays only a nominal rent of $550/year to the National Park, but if and when sales become profitable, this 

will be re-negotiated. 

 

110. Ultimately, every unit with in the KR PA system should develop its own business plan consistent 

with the overall business plan of the system.  This ideal situation is unlikely to be attained, as some units 

will remain too small to justify such a process.  For the largest units within the system, especially the two 

federal PAs, the project will support a process of business plan development and implementation so as to 

generate revenue for the PAs.  Full implementation of revenue-generating activities will require 

modifications to federal law to eliminate taxation of revenue and the situation where rental revenue 

accrues only to the central government.  Such changes are already supported by all levels of the MNR 

(regional and federal).  

 

111. Therefore, the project will undertake two types of activities to generate this Output.  One will be 

to provide technical and financial support ton the process of business plan development, and subsequently 

to implementation of priority measures identified under the business plans.  The second type of activities 

will be to provide technical support and advocacy to the modification of federal laws to eliminate taxation 

on revenue generation.  

   

II.3. Project Indicators, Risks and Assumptions 

 

Indicators 

 

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

 

Indicators at the level of Objective: 
Objective/outcomes Indicators 

Objective: A representative and effectively 

managed network of protected areas ensures 

conservation of pristine boreal forest and taiga 

ecosystems in the Komi Republic.   

Total area of PA sites replaced by new/alternative sites with the 

higher BD value (hectares) 

Ecosystem coverage and representativeness in the regional PA 

system 

Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) scores  

Outcome 1: The PA system of Komi republic 

is redesigned so as to better capture globally 

significant BD 

The proportion of pristine forest ecosystem included in the KR PA 

system  

Senior staff of the Department of Rosprirodnadzor, MNR/KR and 

individual protected areas consider that there is a functioning KR PA 

system 

Outcome 2: Increased institutional capacity for 

management of protected areas within the KR 

PA system 

Annual contribution to the KR PA system through public-private 

partnerships 

Annual contribution supporting  PA infrastructure development 

through the Ecological Fund  

Financial scorecard value 

Capacity Assessment Scorecard values  

Surveys of residents of communities close to the protected areas 

shows increased support for the protected areas, in terms of answers 

to questions such as: 

Question 1: Does the protected area work for future generation 

interest? 

Question 2: Does the protected area work in the interest of the 

regional local population? 

Question 3: Does the protected area limit the possibilities of 

economical development of the region? 

Question 4: How do you wish to cooperate with the protected area 

(proportion expressing ―no wish)? 

Outcome 3: Application of business planning 

principles result in diversified revenue streams 

for the KR PA system: 

KR PA system business plan has identified revenue sources worth at 

least $250,000 annually to the system 

Revenue from tourism for Yugyd va National Park and Pechora 

Ilych Zapovednik  
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Risks 

 

113. 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 threats 

to Protected Areas and their determinants has been performed, and project interventions have been 

designed to deal with all known threats. Six main risks have been identified, and are summarized below. 

Other assumptions behind project design are elaborated in the Logical Framework. 

 

Risk  Risk Mitigation Measure 

Diversification of revenue streams 

fails to yield adequate levels of 

sustainable funding to supplement 

uncertain government budgetary 

contributions.  

 

S 

Alternative: The project team will carefully stratify revenue 

opportunities in terms of cost-benefit, pursuing those with a 

high chance of success and promise of significant revenue 

stream most vigorously.  

Baseline: Discussion with federal authorities will focus on 

securing agreements over flexible budgetary arrangements, 

with government budget contributions providing insurance in 

years when alternative sources are weak, but also provide an 

incentive to reduce government contributions. 

Financial risks due to volatility in 

prices, inflation, etc. negate economic 

viability of investments  

M Alternative: Diversification of revenue-generating 

opportunities hedges against financial volatility affecting any 

one investment 

Partnerships with key private sector 

partners fail to develop or fail to yield 

benefits.  

 

M 

Alternative: The project will implement awareness raising 

among potential private sector partners at a very early stage – 

for example, emphasizing the benefits of ―green‖ credentials.   

The project will also take advantage of the high international 

profile of the site to promote discussions at high 

management levels so as to reduce the amount of time 

required to reach agreements 

The enormous size of the project area 

limits the ability of the project to 

regulate NTFP collection or to 

eliminate poaching by influential 

individuals.  

 

M 

Alternative: Lessons from other project, for example, using 

local people as ―eyes and ears‖ will be applied in locating 

and identifying miscreants.  Awareness raising among the 

judiciary will focus on the seriousness of environmental 

crimes; the high international profile of the site will be used 

to focus international attention on the problems..  

Federal and Republic authorities fail 

to reach an agreement on unified 

management of all protected areas 

within the KR. 

 

M 

Alternative: Numerous similar agreements between federal 

and regional authorities have been negotiated, so lessons 

from those processes will be used in guiding the process for 

the Komi.  Work on negotiating such an agreement will 

begin immediately to account for the slow pace of 

bureaucratic decision making. 

Climate change (CC) undermines 
conservation of biodiversity within the 
KR‘s PAs 

M Alternative: Climate change is likely to affect natural 
ecosystems over time, but this project actually will 
strengthen the resilience of PAs in the KR to respond to CC 
impacts by establishing the operational and financial 
capacities to manage PA‘s, and by establishing conservation 
corridors, to link reserves. This will facilitate latitudinal and 
altitudinal shifting of flora and  fauna in response to CC. 

Remoteness of the area and limited 

capacity of local agencies hamper 

project implementation 

L Baseline: By Russian standards, the KR is not particularly 

remote, and the KR also has relatively strong local agencies 

compared with other regions of Russia.  The capacity 

building Outputs of the project will address existing capacity 
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gaps. 

The Republic of Komi government 

pushes through decisions involving 

damaging industrial development in 

or near the protected areas. 

L Baseline: Failed efforts in the past established the principle 

of federal supremacy over the National Park and 

Zapovednik.  The remoteness of the location is a major 

deterrent to many forms of industry.  

   

Overall Rating M  

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

 

II.4. Expected global, national and local benefits 

 

114. The global environmental benefits are associated with the conservation of an enormous area 

(amounting to over 4 million hectares) of pristine ecosystems, including forest, mountain, tundra, and 

freshwater systems.  The only significant protected areas within WWF‘s Global 200 ecoregion 83 (Ural 

Mountains Taiga) are found within the KR.  A large number of globally endangered species will be 

conserved, and because of the position of the eastern KR between the dramatically different flora and 

fauna of Europe and Siberia, it is certain that unique genetic diversity will be conserved also. 

 

115. National benefits: The project will support the national and regional efforts on building a 

sustainable and cost-effective protected areas system in the Komi republic. While the regional 

government has already planned for and started reorganization of the PA system by funding biodiversity 

assessments in the regional PAs, the UNDP/GEF project will help completing this task sooner and in 

compliance with the advanced scientific standards. The national and regional benefits will include a more 

cost-effective budgetary spendings, reduction in a number of conflicts among resource users, a better 

interagency coordination and collaboration among federal and regional authorities involved in the 

management of natural resources and the regional PA system. 

 

116. Local benefits are mainly associated with the provision of improved incomes and social 

conditions to some of the poorest communities in the country, and communities with some of the highest 

levels of unemployment.  The diversification of income opportunities, and especially the promotion of 

tourism will generate spin-off benefits for the Republic of Komi as a whole, with the opportunity for   

numerous associated enterprises to be developed in urban centres of the Republic. 

 

117. Major beneficiaries will be local stakeholders.  The project will assist them in. switching from 

non-sustainable (and often illegal) activities to sustainable alternative livelihoods, resulting in increased 

levels of income. Improved incentive structures and more secure long-term PA funding will result in 

increased opportunities for local stakeholders A greater diversity in income generating opportunities will 

also provide a buffer against economic downturns in any one sector. 

 

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

 

118. The Russian Federation ratified the CBD on April 5, 1995, and is eligible for country assistance 

from UNDP.  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); 

(ii) Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage; and (iii) 

Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (SMS-Bonn). 

 

119. This initiative reflects Russia‘s national priorities in conservation and development, as they are 

expressed in the All-Russian Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and National Biodiversity Conservation 

Action Plan adopted in 2001. Among other priorities, the National Strategy and Action Plan underlines 

the need to conserve forest ecosystems, and particularly forests of the Northern-European Russia and Ural 

regions. The Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan set a number of objectives related to the conservation 
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of forest biodiversity, which include development of a long-term national forestry policy and strategy 

together with adaptive forestry management systems oriented towards biodiversity conservation; 

elaboration of economic instruments to create incentives for conservation activities; development of 

protected area networks; and an inventory and legal provisions for the conservation of old-growth forests. 

Republic of Komi is also an important area for sustainable natural resource use and nature conservation in 

territories with vulnerable boreal and arctic ecosystems.  

 

120. The project extends the Russian Government‘s ongoing commitments and programmes to 

promote and carry out biodiversity conservation in Russia. It does so by linking national goals with local 

and regional level conservation activities in an area of globally significant virgin boreal forests. The 

Government of Komi Republic initiated the project and provided cash co-financing for the preparation 

stage. Its very strong support is reflected in the co-funding commitment to the planned UNDP-GEF 

intervention.  

 

121. At the national level, key functions of biodiversity and forest conservation and protected areas 

management are carried out by the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation, 

Rosprirodnadzor and the Federal Forestry Agency. Relevant projects and activities at the national level 

are carried out within the federal programs ―Ecology and natural resources‖ (2002-2010). 

 

122. The amendment of the National Forest Code in 2007 is an indication of the commitment of the 

government towards sustainable use and conservation of forest ecosystems in Russia.  

 

Linkages with UNDP Country Programme 

123. 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), and Taymir Peninsula. 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 

124. The GEF and UNDP  has partnered the Russian Government in addressing some of the 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 representativity 

gaps: (i) Urals montane forest tundra and taiga and Scandinavian and Russian taiga in Republic of Komi - 

the proposed project; (ii) marine and coastal ecoregions which will be submitted for approval in the 

second part of GEF IV; 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.  

 

125. 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 - Add On 

No direct links with these projects will be established.  
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126. 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 Kray (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. 

 

127. This leaves five projects 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) Conservation and Sustainable Use of Wild Salmon Biodiversity in Kamchatka. 

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 

 

128. Institutional sustainability.  The key to institutional sustainability of project benefits are the 

following: (i) The restructuring of the KR PA system, which will bring areas of high biodiversity value 

under formal protection; (ii) The establishment of a KR PA Agency.  The MNR/KR is committed to 

sustainable funding of this new Agency, utilizing funds previously allocated to the research agency from 

which the new PA Agency will be derived; (iii) The federal-regional agreement on a common PA 

management system.  This will introduce common high standards of PA management to the whole 

system; (iv) Public-private partnerships and the re-constitution of the Ecological Fund, which will provide 

mechanisms for sustainable contributions from the private sector to PA management.  Severgazprom has 

been supporting the management of the Yugyd va National Park since the 1980s, and this commitment is 

increasing with time; and (v) The diversification of revenue streams through the promotion of 

biodiversity-related businesses such as tourism and NTFP marketing. 

 

129. 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 Republic administrators cannot apply to the federal protected areas, providing some security 

against such developments.  The high international profile of the eastern KR, and particularly its WHS 

status is also a contributing factor.  The re-structuring process of the regional component of the PA 

system will take account of pressures from economic development, and design the location of PAs so as 

to avoid conflicts as far as possible.  

 

130. 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 4).  The 

graph shows the contributions made by the Republic authorities in the early years of this century, when 

federal funding was most endangered, and the rise in the level of tourism-generated revenue to over 

$53,000 in 2004, or 19% of the total.  As noted previously, tourist numbers are continuing to rise, even 

under the Baseline situation. The opportunities provided by these positive trends are reinforced by 
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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. 

 

131. The best opportunity for non-budgetary revenue generation comes from tourism.  Based on 

SWOT analyses and feasibility studies undertaken during the PDF, it is considered feasible for the federal 

protected areas to generate $550,000 per year within 5 years, representing about 40% of the National Park 

and Zapovednik  required expenditures. 

 

 

 
 

Overview of the PA System of Komi republic Financial Sustainability 

Financing of the Pechoro-Ilychsky Nature Reserve (US$) 

Type and source of financing 
2005 

2013 

projection* 

Federal budget, total 282292 300,000 

including – operating expenses 270415  

 - nature protecting activities 11877  

Budget of the Republic 0  

Municipal (district) budget 0  

Non-budget sources, total 15250 290,000 

- support form sponsors 6162  

- income from own activity, total 9088  

including: penalties and claim amounts collected 488  

Reimbursement of operating costs, administrative expenses and 

expenses for municipal services  8600 

 

Total financing 297542 590,000 

Estimated requirements for effective management 295,000  

 

Financing of Yugyd Va National Park (US$) 

Type and source of financing 2005 2013 

projection* 

Federal budget, total  194454 200,000 

including – operating expenses 194454  

- funds for fire fighting 0  

- capital investments 0  
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Budget of the Republic 1538  

Municipal (district) budget 1500  

Non-budget sources, total 88685  

including –  grants 10192  

- ecology foundations  0  

- support from sponsors 13104  

- income from own activity, total 65388 670,000 

including: - penalties and claim amounts collected 6508  

- lease of land 4292  

- passage fare 11615  

- income from recreation activity 42642  

- sale of souvenirs and published items 331  

Total financing 286177 870,000 

Estimated requirements for effective management 585,000  

 

Financing of the remainder of the KR PA system (US$) 
Type and source of financing 2005 2013 

projection* 

Federal budget, (Management investment by Rosprirodnadzor)  45,000 60,000 

Budget of the Republic 160,000 250,000 

Non-budget sources 0 250,000 

Total financing 205,000 560,000 

* In constant, 2005 US$ 

 

132. Social sustainability.  Social sustainability will be based on: (i) the local benefits to be delivered 

by the project (diversified and more sustainable incomes, etc. – see section on local benefits); and (ii) the 

overall positive perceptions of communities towards sustainable conservation and use of BD that has been 

detected/confirmed through several social surveys.  For example, a survey in 2005 asked the question 

―what is your attitude to gold extraction proposals for the national park territory‖.  A positively response 

was provide by only 83 people out of 234 respondents (around 1/3 of all respondents).  Also, despite a 

vigorous propaganda campaign in favour of a large aluminium-aluminous complex construction in the 

Pechora river basin, out of 805 survey respondents, 298 supported plant construction in Pechora (37 %), 

whereas opponents numbered 346 people (43 %). In many parts of the Republic community livelihoods 

are based on the use of BD resources (NTFPs, tourism, etc.) and thus improving the state of these 

resources lead to sustainability of livelihoods and – social sustainability.  

 

133. Ecological sustainability will be assured though the removal of threats to biodiversity.  The 

extremely large sizes of most of the pristine forest sites means that essential ecological services will be 

generated, provided threats to biodiversity are removed.  Institutional sustainability is not a major 

challenge.  Existing institutions are stable, as is staffing of those institutions.  The major challenge in 

terms of institutional sustainability is the financial sustainability of the institutions, discussed above. 

 

II.7. Replicability 

 

134. The choice of the KR as the site for the project is based firstly on the fact that it represents many 

similar areas throughout the RF.  The history of regional zakazniks as having been established by state 

enterprises during the Soviet era, and the subsequent problems resulting form the demise of those 

enterprises is common throughout the country.  Most regions also face a situation in which large, 

relatively well-funded federal protected areas lie adjacent to, or often overlap poorly funded regional 

protected areas. Furthermore, oil and gas, mineral extraction and other economic activities frequently 

occur in remote areas where biodiversity values are also high.  Thus, the very close relationship between 

such enterprises and nature conservation seen in the KR is typical of many other areas too. 
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135. While the lessons learned through the project will be applicable to all other regions in Russia that 

have a similar history of Soviet-era regional PA systems, a particular focus of the replication strategy will 

be to target other areas with the same or similar ecosystems, particularly the neighbouring regions of the 

Nenets Autonomous Region and Archangelsk Oblast, but also the Karelia Republic and Murmansk 

Oblast.  Replicability will be promoted through Outputs under Outcome 2, particularly Outputs 2.7 and 

2.8.  These two Outputs will establish the institutional framework to permit replication and scale-up, and 

the technical basis for replication, respectively. 

 

Table 5. Replication plan 

 

Strategy Anticipated replication strategy Cost (US$) 

Outcome 1. The PA system of 

Komi republic is redesigned so 

as to better capture globally 

significant BD; 

 

Dissemination to neighbouring regions of the Nenets 

Autonomous Region and Archangelsk Oblast, but 

also the Karelia Republic and Murmansk Oblast, 

making use of existing administrative bodies such as 

the ―Union of Protected Areas of the Urals‖ and the 

―Association of Zapovedniks and National Parks of 

the Northwest‖, as well as the Northwest Okrug 

governmental structures 

$35,000 

(incorporated 

into Output 

1.2) 

Outcome 2. Increased 

institutional capacity for 

management of protected areas 

within the PA System of Komi 

republic 

Dissemination and replication will be promoted in all 

regions of Russia where the economy is based on 

resource-extraction through the system of 

Rosprirodnadzor, the "Union of Manufacturers and 

Entrepreneurs of Russia" and through connections 

between divisions of environmental protection of 

large enterprises like Severgazprom 

$30,000 (co-

financing 

from the 

business 

sector) 

Outcome 3. Application of 

business planning principles 

result in diversified revenue 

streams for the PA system of 

Komi Republic 

 

Dissemination and replication among all protected 

areas of Russia (and possibly of the former USSR of 

successful experiences of using of new financial 

mechanisms and planning/training will be undertaken 

through UNDP‘s network of GEF project teams, and 

with the help of media, internet, the all-Russian 

newspaper "Green World" and the "Union of 

Ecologists of Russia". 

$25,000, 

partly 

incorporated 

in Output 

3.2, and 

partly co-

financed by 

UNDP 

 

II.8. Financial Modality and Cost-Effectiveness 

 

136. The total cost of the project is US$ 20,403,460. 

 

Table 6.  Total project budget/outcome 
Project Components/Outcomes Co-financing 

($) 

GEF ($) Total ($) 

1. The PA system of Komi republic is redesigned so as to 

better capture globally significant BD; 
3,837,380 806,000 4,643,380 

2. Increased institutional capacity for management of 

protected areas within the PA System of Komi Republic;  

 

10,871,850 1,388,000 12,259,850 

3. Application of business planning principles result in 

diversified revenue streams for the PA system of Komi 

Republic 

 

354,230 1,906,000 2,260,230 

Project management budget/cost* 840,000 400,000 1,240,000 
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Total project costs 15,903,460 4,500,000 20,403,460 
 * This item is an aggregate cost of project management; breakdown of this aggregate amount is presented in table 7) 

below. 

 

Table 7.  Project management Budget/cost 

 

Component 

Estimated 

consultant 

weeks 

GEF($) Other sources 

($) 

Project total 

($) 

Local consultants*     

Project Manager 255 180,000  180,000 

Administrative Assistant 255 60,000  60,000 

         Accountant 255 60,000 60,000 120,000 

         Management personnel       

under parallel projects, 

including government staff 

1530  540,000 540,000 

Office facilities, equipment, 

vehicles and communications –  
- 60,0003 120,0004 180,000 

Travel  (National/local) –  -  

20,000 

 

80,000 

 

100,000 

Miscellaneous  - 20,000 40,000 60,000 

Total  400,000 840,000 1,240,000 
 * 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 8.  Consultants working for technical assistance components: 

Component 

Estimated 

person 

weeks 

 

GEF($) 

Other sources 

($) 

Project total 

($) 

Local consultants*     

Gap analysis and re-

configuration of PA system 

12 6 000 24 000 30 000 

Drafting of PA system 

strategic plan and individual 

PA management plans 

54 27 000 200 000 227 000 

Social environmental 

responsibility and public 

awareness 

50 30 000 100 000 130 000 

Information dissemination 60 30 000 - 30 000 

Ecological fund advisor 100 60 000 - 60 000 

Business planning 100 60 000 50 000 110 000 

Legal expert 50 30 000 - 30 000 

Mid-term and final evaluations 148 74 000 60 000 134 000 

International 

consultants* 
    

Gap analysis and re-

configuration of PA system 

10 30 000 90 000 120 000 

Drafting of PA system 

strategic plan and individual 

PA management plans 

20 60 000 120 000 180 000 

Business planning training 20 60 000  60 000 

Mid-term and final evaluations 12 36 000 - 36 000 

                                                 
3 Office equipment, communications, office supplies 

4 Office premises, vehicles, equipment 
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Total  503 000 644 000 1 147 000 

# Consultant weeks deployed for GEF-funded activities 

 
 

Table 9.  Co-financing Sources 

 

Name of co-financier 

(source) 
Classification Type Amount ($) 

Status 

Confirmed unconfirmed 

MNR/KR Government Cash  $1,923,080 X  

MNR/RF Government Cash  $2,222,610 X  

Forest Committee 

Komi 

Government Cash  $8,150,000 X  

Rosselkhoznadzor Government Cash  $260,200 X  

Ministerie van Verkeer 

en Waterstaat 

(Netherlands) 

Bilateral Cash $1,634,100 X  

Vuktyl Local 

Administration 

Government Cash  $33,460 X  

Inst. of Biology of KR Research/NGO Cash $270,000 X  

Severgazprom Business/private Cash $1,038,460  X  

Lukoil-Komi Business/private Cash $46,150 X  

Tugan Business/private Cash $325,400 X  

Sub-total co-financing $15,903,460   

 

Cost-effectiveness 

 

137. The project was designed to overcome key barriers to optimum PA representativity and 

management in a cost-effective manner.  PDF analyses indicated that refinements to the existing PA 

system in order to increase representativeness would result in an even greater degree of fragmentation and 

areas with high edge:area rations than at present.  Consequently, It was recognized that a fundamental re-

design of the system to result in a smaller number of larger areas amounting to the same percentage of 

Republic land under protection, but with much greater representation of globally significant ecosystems 

was both a technically preferable and more cost-effective option.  The focus of creation of diverse 

partnerships, including with the business sector, is also a strategy to improve cost-effectiveness.  The 

project will benefit in two ways, firstly a diversified source of funding will hedge against fluctuations in 

any one funding source, providing more reliable overall funding, on which management decisions can be 

made with greater confidence, and secondly, mobilizing business sector funding can help to overcome 

threats much more quickly than would be possible through reliance only on government funds, thus 

effectively conserving more globally significant biodiversity for the same project cost. 

 

 

PART III: Management Arrangements  

 

138. The project will be executed according to UNDP National Execution Modality (NEX) by the 

Government of Russia (GOR) represented by the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). After the project 

launch, the MNR is expected to delegate certain execution authorities to its regional branch in Komi 

Republic - the Department of Federal Service for Control in the Field of Nature Use (‖Rosprirodnadzor)‖ 

in Komi Republic. The level of responsibility of the latter will be defined basing 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: 1) certifying expenditures 

under approved budgets and work plans; 2) tracking and reporting on procurement and outputs; 3) 

coordinating the financing from UNDP and GEF with that from other sources; 4) preparation/approval of 

Terms of Reference for contractors and required tender documentation; and 5) chairing the Project 
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Steering Committee (PSC). The National Executing Agency, both at federal and regional levels, will also 

facilitate the implementation of the required legal and regulatory reforms. The UNDP will be responsible 

for: 1) financial management; and 2) the final approval of payments to vendors, the procurement of goods 

in excess of $US 10,000, the approval of Terms of Reference, recruitment of consulting services, and sub-

contracting. 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. 

 

139. 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 MNR, the Department of Federal Service for 

Control in the Field of Nature Use (‖Rosprirodnadzor)‖ in Komi Republic, and the Forestry Committee of 

the Komi Republic, UNDP Country Office, regional administration,  Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Environment Protection of the Komi Republic, three protected areas included into the project territory, 

representatives of scientific community; also, Komi Republic Department of Agricultural Control,  

governmental authorities in adjacent municipalities, environmental NGOs, and international 

environmental projects implemented in the Republic of Komi 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.  

 

140. The PSC will meet at the beginning of the project, 6 months after commencement of project 

implementation, and every 6 months thereafter to review project progress and set major policy and 

implementation directions as required.   

 

141. The PSC will be chaired by the National Project Director (NPD). NPD, who will be designated 

by the MNR, 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.  

 

142. 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.  

 

143. Reporting to the PD and UNDP will be the Project Manager (PM), who will be assisted by 

Project Assistants based in Moscow and in the region. The PM will be a full time employee of the 

project and will be chosen in an open and fair competitive manner following standard UNDP hiring 

procedures.  The PM will be in charge of daily implementation of the project and managing project 

activities.  He/she will oversee and co-ordinate the work of the working teams. The Project Manager will 

be also responsible for the working level co-ordination of the other on-going national and international  

projects in the Komi Republic, reporting to the appointed official in the UNDP Environment Unit.  

 

144. Tentatively, the following Task Teams will be established for effective execution of project 

outcomes under direct supervision of the PM: (i) Working Team on PA enhanced capacity & 

management effectiveness; (ii) Working Team on financial mechanisms for PA sustainability; (iii) 
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Working Team on public involvement and stakeholder awareness rising. The PM and the Task Team 

Leaders will all be experts in one or more areas relevant to project implementation. They will perform not 

only administrative and/or coordinative functions, but to a very large extent will also provide their 

expertise to perform specific activities under the relevant outcomes.  

 

145. 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 

 

146. 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  

147. 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  

148. 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 

http://intra.undp.org/gef/programmingmanual/undp_logo_page.htm
http://intra.undp.org/gef/programmingmanual/gef_logo_page.htm
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Meetings, or other relevant advisory and/or coordination mechanisms and (ii) project related Monitoring and 

Evaluation activities.  

 

149. 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.  

 

150. 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. 

 

151. Annual Monitoring will be ensured by means of the project Steering Committee (PSC) meetings5 

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  

152. 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.  

 

153. 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 

                                                 

5 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. 
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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. 

 

154. The APR/PIR is an annual monitoring process mandated by the GEF6. 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, an APR/PIR must be completed by 

the CO 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. 

 

155. 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. 

 

156. 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. 

 

157. 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 

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

 

159. 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 

                                                 

6 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 
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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. 

 

160. 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 

161. 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. 

 

Learning and Knowledge Sharing 

162. Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention zone through a number 

of existing information sharing networks and forums.  The project will identify, analyze, and share lessons learned 

that might be beneficial in the design and implementation of similar future projects. Identify and analyzing lessons 

learned is an on- going process, and the need to communicate such lessons as one of the project's central 

contributions is a requirement to be delivered not less frequently than once every 12 months. UNDP/GEF shall 

provide a format and assist the project team in categorizing, documenting and reporting on lessons learned. To this 

end a percentage of project resources will need to be allocated for these activities. 

 

PART V: Legal Context  

163. 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 



 46 

SECTION II: STRATEGIC RESULTS FRAMEWORK AND GEF INCREMENT 

 

PART I: Incremental Cost Analysis 

 

A. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

 

Russia is the largest country in the world (17 million km
2
), occupying 1/8th of the global land area and most of non-

tropical Eurasia. Its territory straddles eight biomes: polar deserts, arctic and subarctic forest tundra, taiga, broad-

leaved forests, steppes, semiarid and arid zones. Russia is a repository of globally significant biodiversity hosting 14 

Global 200 Ecoregions (9 terrestrial, 3 freshwater and 2 marine), eight in their entirety. In terms of species diversity, 

the country has about 8 % of global vascular plant, 7 % of mammal fauna and almost 8 % of bird fauna. Russian 

forests account for about 22% of the world‘s forest resources and 40% of the most valuable coniferous stands. The 

forest estate harbors more than a quarter of the Earth‘s remaining primeval forests, including 10 out of 11 of the 

Palearctic‘s boreal forests/taiga ecoregions, three Palearactic temperate coniferous forests ecoregions and six of the 

Palearctic‘s temperate broadleaf ecoregions. 

While not denying the utility of other conservation strategies, the Government has identified as critical the need to 

establish and effectively manage a representative PA estate to provide a refugia for flora and fauna and an ecological 

safeguard, should biodiversity be extirpated in production landscapes. Russia has established an impressive System 

of Protected Areas, managed by federal, regional and local agencies, which constitutes a cornerstone of its 

biodiversity conservation programme. The national system of PAs includes over 12,000 protected areas under 

different categories and management arrangements that cover about 8.5% of the land area. Nonetheless, some of the 

most critically endangered and vulnerable of the Global 200 ecoregions (Ural montane forest tundra, taiga, steppe 

and marine ecosystems) are under-represented in the PA System. 

The GEF has already funded a number of projects aimed at addressing some of these ecological representation gaps 

in the PA estate at an ecoregional level (Altay Sayan ecoregions, Kamchatka meadows, forests, tundra and taiga 

ecoregions, Taimyr central Siberian 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 

representativity gaps: (i) Urals montane forest tundra and taiga and Scandinavian and Russian taiga in Republic of 

Komi - the proposed project; (ii) marine and coastal ecoregions which will be submitted for approval in the second 

part of GEF IV; and (iii) Daurien steppe ecoregion. 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 proposed project aims to improve the representation of the Scandinavian and Russian taiga and Ural montane 

forest tundra ecosystems in the federal, regional and local system of protected areas. The initiative is centered in the 

Komi Republic (KR), which is a key repository of the biodiversity of these ecosystems. This geographic focus is 

justified for the following reasons: (i)  KR shelters the only significant block of pristine forest oriented north-south; 

this has been included by WWF in the list of 200 global ecological regions and by UNESCO in the List of World 

Natural Heritage Sites ["Pristine forests of Komi"]; (ii) the 14 million hectares of pristine boreal ecosystems in the 

Komi Republic represent almost 35% of the total pristine area remaining in European Russia; and (iii) the KR has 

demonstrated political commitment to re-design its PA system to capture global biodiversity values more 

effectively, including the management of wildlife migration routes. KR has already established a protected area 

system (PAS) to safeguard biodiversity. This covers 14.6% of its territory, which is almost double the Russian 

average. The system is composed of 254 protected areas with a total area of 60,000 km
2
. However, despite the large 

size of this estate, there are some enduring ecosystem coverage gaps that need to be addressed. The government of 

the KR is committed to re-designing the PA system so as to better capture these significant biodiversity values. The 

project will support this restructuring process by seeking to enhance the systemic and institutional capacities to 

manage the redesigned system, and to diversify income streams to ensure the PA System is more financially 

sustainable.  

 

B. INCREMENTAL COST ASSESSMENT 
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Business-as-Usual 
 

In the absence of the project, the following activities would continue. 

 

Outcome 1: The PA system of Komi republic is redesigned so as to better capture globally significant BD 
(MNR/KR: $933,850; Rosselkhoznadzor – Komi: $66,970; KIB: $109,615; TOTAL: $1,110,435) 

 

The MNR/RF would continue to support ecological assessments of each regional unit in the KR PA system, through 

a contract with the Institute of Biology of the KR.  This activity has been underway for 6 years, at an annual cost of 

$11,500/year.  Without the project, the process of assessment would take another 6 or seven years, but through the 

project the process will be accelerated so as to be completed in 4 years, thus reducing adverse impacts on globally 

significant biodiversity ahead of the re-structuring of the KR PA system for which the results of these assessments 

are required. 

 

The MNR/RF would develop a proposal for re-structuring of the KR PA system, at a cost of $130,000, which would 

probably occur in 2013 or thereafter.  Through the project the process of re-design of the KR PA system and 

endorsement by the Regional Administration will be accelerated, thus reducing adverse impacts on globally 

significant biodiversity  

 

The MNR/RF would eventually establish a PA Agency.  Again, the project will accelerate this process.  The 

estimated annual expenditure on regional PAs is currently $70,000 per year, and it is expected that this figure would 

increase to over $100,000 per year following the establishment of the PA Agency. 

 

There would be no progress towards the establishment of a formal federal –regional agreement concerning PA 

system management. 

 

Outcome 2: Increased institutional capacity for management of protected areas within the KR PA system  
(MNR/KR: $110,000; MNR/RF: $315,050; KR Forests Committee: $1,450,000; Vuktyl District Administration: 

$24,000; Severgazprom: $802,540; Tugan: $67,390; Government of KR: $50,000; Private sector (multiple entities): 

$50,000; TOTAL: $2,868,980) 

 

In the absence of the project, cooperation between Severgazprom and the Yugyd va National Park would continue in 

an unstructured fashion.  The total effective contribution to NP management through Severgazprom cooperation is 

$160,000/year. 

 

Additional public-private partnerships would probably not be developed, or if developed, it would occur in an ad 

hoc fashion over a long time period 

 

The Republic Ecological Fund might be re-established, but this is uncertain, and the re-constitution would almost 

certainly not be fully effective for many years. 

 

Increases in social and environmental responsibility among enterprises of the KR and improved environmental 

awareness among the general public would develop very slowly, as there are no current or projected programmes to 

address these issues. 

 

Outcome 3: Application of business planning principles result in diversified revenue streams for the KR PA 

system (MNR/RF: $50,270; TOTAL: $50,270) 

 

Research institutions including the Institute of Biology of the KR provide technical support to PAs with funding 

form a number of sources.  However, such funding is unstable.  The estimated annual contribution through such 

activities is $10,000/year.  No programmes for training in business planning or for the development of business 

plans would be developed in the absence of the project. 

 

Tourism development would continue, as it has in recent years, with tourist numbers growing by around 1000/year.  

This would result in slowly increasing revenue to the federal protected areas of about $28,000/year.  However, such 

tourism development would remain largely unstructured, with increasing damage to biodiversity and continued 
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constraints in the protected areas collecting entrance and other fees.  Thus, revenue generation to the PAs would be 

sub-optimal.   

 

NTFP marketing would also continue to develop, but with few benefits to local communities and no benefits to the 

PAs. 

 

Global Environmental Benefits 
The global environmental benefits are associated with the conservation of an enormous area (amounting to over 4 

million hectares) of pristine ecosystems, including forest, mountain, tundra, and freshwater systems.  The only 

significant protected areas within WWF‘s Global 200 ecoregion 83 (Ural Mountains Taiga) are found within the 

KR.  A large number of globally endangered species will be conserved, and because of the position of the eastern 

KR between the dramatically different flora and fauna of Europe and Siberia, it is certain that unique genetic 

diversity will be conserved also. 

 

Results Framework 
The proposed Results Framework is summarized in the Logical Framework Matrix in Section II Part II.  The four 

Outcomes will ensure that: 

 

¶ Systemic capacity is sufficiently developed through the re-design of the KR PA system, the establishment of a 

KR PA Agency, and the development of a federal-regional agreement under which common standards of PA 

management will be introduced throughout the system. 

 

¶ Institutional capacity will be developed through public-private partnerships, the re-constitution of the 

Republic‘s Ecological Fund in order to support infrastructure development, and increased revenue generation 

from tourism, NTFP collection and potentially other economic activities.   

 

¶ The individual capacity of protected area staff is developed so that they are trained in business planning, and for 

the major units of the KR PA system, support will be provided to implementation of such business plans.  This 

is supported through interventions to improve environmental awareness and responsibility both among the 

general public and among private sector enterprises, and to increase the commitment of KR authorities to 

sustainable development and transparent governance of natural resources.. 

 

¶ Training in the principles of adaptive management will also equip PA managers with tools to respond to the 

rapidly changing legal, economic and institutional conditions in the KR and the RF. 

 

¶ The knowledge base is improved to the extent that the best available technologies and practices in mining, 

forestry, and pipeline construction and management are used to minimize negative impacts on biodiversity.   

 

Incremental Reasoning 

 

Under the ‗business-as-usual‘ situation, a number of activities will be implemented by government, the private 

sector and non-governmental institutions aimed at improving management of PAs in KR. Without the project, the 

KR would move slowly towards the reassessment of the PAS and establishment of a PA Agency during the next 6-8 

years, but without a strong focus on re-designing the system to promote representativity. This will leave outside the 

PAS globally significant virgin boreal forest in the north and north-west of KR. 

 

Co-financing 

 

Co-financing amounting to $15,903,460 will be secured from a diverse range of sources.  These are: 

 

MNR/KR:     $1,923,080 

Rosselkhoznadzor – Komi:   $260,200 

KIB:       $270,000 

RIZA/Dutch:     $1,634,100 

MNR/RF:    $2,222,610 

KR Forests Committee:    $8,150,000 

Vuktyl District Administration:   $33,460 
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Severgazprom:     $1,038,460  

Tugan:      $325,400 

Lukoil:      $46,150 

TOTAL:     $15,903,460 
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Summary of Costs  

 

Please finalize ICA for STAP review 

Result Business-as-Usual and costs Project and costs 

 

Domestic Benefits 

Natural capital of the KR eroded over 

time, compromising future potential 

revenues form natural resource 

management 

 

Ecosystem services such as water 

quantity and quality lost through 

pollution and ecosystem degradation 

Natural capital and ecosystem services maintained 

 

Increased economic benefits to rural residents of the KR, avoiding negative 

social consequences of continued migration to urban centres, health impacts of 

poverty, etc. 

 

KR economic enterprises recognized as respecting environmental quality, 

increasing their competitiveness in international markets 

 

Global Benefits 
 

Globally significant biodiversity lost due 

to sub-optimal PA management capacity 

 

Global ecosystem services such as carbon 

sequestration eroded due to harvesting and 

degradation of pristine forest ecosystems 

Globally significant biodiversity in the KR sustainably conserved 

 

Global ecosystem services, especially C-sequestration, maintained 

 

Globally significant BD in other parts of Russia conserved through replication effects 

 

Outcome 1: The KR 

PA system has the 

capacity to conserve 

globally significant 

BD 

MNR/KR: $933,850 

Rosselkhoznadzor – Komi: $66,970 

KIB: $109,615 

TOTAL: $1,110,435 

MNR/KR: $1,673,080 

Rosselkhoznadzor – Komi: $260,200 

KIB: $270,000 

RIZA/Dutch: $1,634,100 

GEF: $806,000 

TOTAL: $4,643,380 

Output 1.1: 

Biodiversity values of 

all units of the KR PA 

system assessed.   

Inst. of Biology would complete 

assessments under contract from MNR/KR 

over the next 6-8 years 

Costs: MNR/KR: $803,850 

KIB: $109,615 

TOTAL: $913,465 

 

Assessments completed in 4 years; global BD values more completely assessed, 

especially for still uninvestigated vast areas of National park and zapovednik and 

completely uninvestigated local reserves, like zakaznik ―Ocean‖  

Project costs: MNR/KR $1,473,080 

Inst. of Biol. $270,000 

RIZA/Dutch: 1,634,100 

GEF:$185,000 

TOTAL: $3,562,180 

Output 1.2: Proposal 

for re-structuring of 

the KR PA system.   

MNR/KR would prepare proposal in 2013; 

approved in 2014 

 

Costs for proposal preparation: MNR/KR: 

$130,000 

Proposal prepared by 2011, approved in 2011, incorporates greater proportion of globally 

significant BD 

Project costs:  

MNR/KR: $200,000 

GEF: $91,000 

TOTAL: $291,000 
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Output 1.3 PA system 

strategic plan  

No strategic plan would be developed 

 

Costs: $0 

Strategic plan developed and implemented, forming the basis for effective management 

and training needs assessment 

Project costs: GEF: $195,000 

Output 1.4 Approved 

regulations governing 

natural resource use 

in PA zones 

MNR/KR would not prepare zoning 

regulations 

Costs: $0 

All new PAs zoned, supported by regulatory documents, and management plans 

developed by 2012 

Project costs: GEF: $65,000 

Output 1.5: A federal-

regional management 

agreement 

establishing a 

common management 

goal, processes and 

activities for the KR 

PA system.   

No formal agreement developed; although 

federal agencies would continue to assist 

in management of KR PAs coordination 

would be largely ineffective 

Costs: Rosselkhoznadzor – Komi: $66,970 

 

Agreement signed in 2008; Komi-wide PA management plan developed by 2011 

 

Project costs: Rosselkhoznadzor – Komi: $260,200 

GEF: $60,000 

TOTAL: $320,200 

Output 1.6: A 

monitoring system for 

pristine boreal 

ecosystems of the 

north  

No monitoring system would be 

introduced 

 

Costs: $0 

Effective monitoring system designed, tested and introduced 

 

Project costs:  

GEF: $210,000 

Outcome 2: 

Increased 

institutional 

capacity improves 

management of 

protected areas 

within the KR PA 

system 

MNR/KR: $110,000 

MNR/RF: $315,050 

KR Forests Committee: $1,450,000 

Vuktyl District Administration: $24,000 

Severgazprom: $802,540  

Tugan: $67,390 

Government of KR: $50,000 

Private sector (multiple entities): $50,000 

TOTAL: $2,868,980 

MNR/KR: $250,000 

MNR/RF: $1,448,380 

KR Forests Committee: $7,730,000 

Vuktyl District Administration: $33,460 

Severgazprom: $1,038,460  

Tugan: $325,400 

Lukoil: $46,150 

GEF: $1,388,000 

TOTAL: $12,259,850 

Output 2.1: A KR PA 

management agency.   

A KR PA Agency would be formed in 

2012, with minimal staff and low level of 

institutional and individual capacity, so 

management of the KR PA system would 

remain sub-optimal 

Costs: MNR/KR: $110,000 

A KR PA Agency established by 2010, with better trained staff and a stronger enabling 

environment 

Project costs: MNR/KR: $250,000 

GEF: $68,000 

TOTAL: $318,000 

 

Output 2.2: Staff 

profiles, 

responsibilities and 

occupational 

Staff profiles would mirror examples from 

elsewhere, with no special consideration 

for the needs of the KR PA system 

 

Staff profiles tailored to special needs of the KR PA system, and training needs identified 

and addressed 

 

Project costs: GEF: $265,000 
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standards for 

enhanced PA system 

management defined 

Costs: $0  

Output 2.3 

Management plans 

developed and 

implemented for new 

PAs in pristine forest 

areas and along 

migration routes 

Management plans would be developed 

only over a long time-period 

 

Costs: MNR/RF: $282,280 

Management plans for key entities of the KR PA systems developed and implemented, 

with special consideration of the needs and problems of sites along migration routes 

Project costs: MNR/RF: $1,350,410 

GEF: $670,000 

TOTAL: $2,020,410 

Output 2.4: Site-

specific public-

private partnerships.   

Cooperation between the NP and 

Severgazprom would continue to be ad 

hoc and unplanned; no further agreements 

with business sector signed 

 

Cost: KR Forests Committee: $$1,450,000 

Vuktyl District Administration: $24,000 

Severgazprom: $802,540  

TOTAL $2,276,540 

Cooperation between the NP and Severgazprom formalized, resulting in greater benefits 

to the NP and potential to extend partnership to other PAs; Alternative agreements 

signed with at least 3 other business sector partners 

Project costs: KR Forests Committee: $7,730,000 

Vuktyl District Administration: $33,460 

Severgazprom: $1,038,460  

Lukoil: $46,150 

GEF: $80,000 

TOTAL: $8,928,070 

Output 2.5: A re-

constituted Ecological 

Fund.   

The Ecological Fund would be re-

constituted only in 2012-2014 and 

capitalized by the KR government and 

business sector only at $100,000 

 

Costs: Government of KR: $50,000 

Private sector (multiple entities): $50,000 

TOTAL: $100,000 

The Ecological Fund will be re-constituted in 2010 and capitalized to at least $250,000 

(increased funding form government and business sector) 

 

GEF: $60,000 

TOTAL: $60,000 

Output 2.6: Increased 

social and 

environmental 

responsibility among 

enterprises of the KR 

and improved 

environmental 

awareness among the 

general public.   

Improvements in environmental 

responsibility in the business sector and 

among the general public would be minor 

 

Costs: MNR/RF: $32,770 

Tugan: $67,390 

TOTAL: $100,060 

 

Substantial improvements in environmental responsibility in the business sector and 

among the general public 

 

Project costs: MNR/RF: $97,970 

Tugan: $325,400 

GEF: $135,000 

TOTAL: $558,370 

Output 2.7: 

Institutional 

conditions for scale-

up and replication 

No project – no project lessons 

 

Costs: $0 

Project lessons will be distributed by: 

- Komi MNR 

- Rosprirodnadzor of the European North 

- Office of RF President of the North-West 
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established - Local NGO in co-operation with Union of small and indigenous people of the North 

- Russian Ecological Union in co-operation with newspaper ―Green world‖ 

Project costs: GEF: $110,000 

Outcome 3: 

Application of 

business planning 

principles result in 

diversified revenue 

streams for the KR 

PA system 

MNR/RF: $50,270 

TOTAL: $50,270 

MNR/RF: $354,230 

GEF: $1,906,000 

TOTAL: $2,260,230 

Output 3.1: Trained 

PA staff in business 

planning 

Training the staff in business planning will 

be limited only free courses  of the most 

initiative staff of Federal reserves 

Costs: MNR/RF: (travel costs mainly) 

Administrations and specialists of reserves and KR PA management agency will be 

educated in business planning and will be able to distribute their knowledge between 

staff of reserves 

Project costs: GEF: $350,000 

Output 3.2: KR PA 

business plan 

developed and 

implemented 

Creation of KR PA business plan will be 

declared by KR PA management agency 

but to be postponed due to the lack of 

funding 

Costs:  

KR PA business plan (correlated with own business plans of National park and 

zapovednik) will be developed and implemented in 2012  

Project costs: GEF: $376,000 

Output 3.3: PA-

specific business 

plans development 

and implementation 

piloted in the most 

important PAs 

Some elements of business-plan will be 

created for Pechora-Ilych zapovednik only 

in 2009-2010.  

Costs: MNR/RF: $50,270 

PA-specific business plans will be developed and implemented in 2010-2012 

 

Project costs: MNR/RF: $354,230 

GEF: $1,180,000 

TOTAL:$2,260,230 

 



 54 

 

PART II: Logical Framework Analysis 
Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 

Goal A comprehensive, ecologically representative and effectively managed national system of protected areas in the Russian Federation 

ensures conservation of globally significant and threatened ecosystems 

 Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of project Target Sources of verification Risks and Assumptions 

 

Objective: 

A representative and 

effectively managed 

network of protected 

areas ensures 

conservation of 

pristine boreal forest 

and taiga ecosystems 

in the Komi Republic 

Total area of PA sites 

replaced by new/alternative 

sites with the higher BD 

value (hectares) 

No replacement; KR 

PA system covers 

14% of the area of the 

KR 

Proposals for at least 

10,000ha of 

replacement PAs with 

higher global BD 

values; KR PA system 

covers 14% of the area 

of the KR 

At least 10,000ha of 

replacement PAs with 

higher global BD 

values; KR PA system 

covers 14% of the area 

of the KR 

Maps, project reports 

and ground surveys 

The specified Outcomes 

represent all the 

necessary changed 

conditions required to 

meet the Objective 

 

External changes, 

beyond the control of the 

project, do not negate the 

project results 

Ecosystem coverage and 

representativeness in the 

regional PA system 

Area covered by 

different habitat types 

in PAs of the Komi 

Republic is not 

defined 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Area covered by 

various vegetation 

types in PAs of the 

Komi Republic is not 

defined 

 

Coverage of habitat 

types identified in main 

geographical zones as a 

result of PAs inventory. 

Proposals for improved 

coverage for: 

- Old-growth forests 

- Mire ecosystems 

- Upper reaches of 

rivers 

- Lower reaches of 

rivers 

- Tundra ecosystems: 

 

Coverage of vegetation 

types identified in main 

geographical zones as a 

result of PAs inventory. 

Proposals for improved 

coverage for: 

- Dark-needle taiga 

- Montane eastern 

boreal pine-spruce and 

fir-spruce forests 

- Shrubby birch or 

sparse spruce-fir forests 

- Stony lichen tundra, 

Inventory of 

biodiversity in the 

regional PA system 

completed. Habitat 

types and vegetation 

types are identified for 

the whole system.  

 

Coverage of 

underrepresented 

habitats and vegetation 

types increased by at 

least 10 %. 

 

A strategy for further 

development of 

regional PA system of 

the Komi Republic 

developed. 

Maps, official 

documents, project 

reports and ground 

surveys. 

Political commitment of 

the regional government 

is maintained.  

 

State financing for PA 

system inventory and 

gap analysis materializes 

in time. 
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Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 

Goal A comprehensive, ecologically representative and effectively managed national system of protected areas in the Russian Federation 

ensures conservation of globally significant and threatened ecosystems 

 Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of project Target Sources of verification Risks and Assumptions 

 

with sparse mosses and 

lichens 

- Typical tundra, with a 

well-developed moss 

layer 

- Dwarf shrub tundra 

Management Effectiveness 

Tracking Tool (METT) 

scores  

¶ Pechoro-Ilychsky 

Nature Reserve: 52 

¶ National Park 

―Yugyd va‖: 31 

¶ Ichtyological reserve 

―Ilychsky‖: 14 

¶ Complex reserve 

―Usinsky 

complexny‖: 16 

¶ Marsh reserve 

―Ocean‖: 10 

¶ Complex reserve 

―Udorsky‖: 19 

¶ Pechoro-Ilychsky 

Nature Reserve: 56 

¶ National Park ―Yugyd 

va‖: 38 

¶ Ichtyological reserve 

―Ilychsky‖: 16 

¶ Complex reserve 

―Usinsky complexny‖: 

20 

¶ Marsh reserve 

―Ocean‖: 16 

¶ Complex reserve 

―Udorsky‖: 23 

¶ Pechoro-Ilychsky 

Nature Reserve: 65 

¶ National Park ―Yugyd 
va‖: 50 

¶ Ichtyological reserve 

―Ilychsky‖: 35 

¶ Complex reserve 

―Usinsky 

complexny‖: 35 

¶ Marsh reserve 

―Ocean‖: 35 

¶ Complex reserve 

―Udorsky‖: 35 

Mid-term and final 

METT analyses for 

PAs 

There is relative stability 

in the local economy; 

  

Political stability, law 

and order are 

maintained;  

 

No significant increase 

in the external pressures 

on protected areas;  

Outcome 1:  The PA 

system of Komi 

republic is redesigned 

so as to better capture 

globally significant 

BD.   

Сoverage of 

undisturbed/pristine forest 

ecosystems in  selected 

indicative regional PAs7: 

1. Forest reserve 

―Porubsky‖, 11798 ha 

2. Marsh reserve ―Boloto 

Kuresnur‖, 340 ha 

3. Marsh reserve ―Boloto 

Pechorskoe‖, 6392 ha 

4. Complex reserve 

―Verkhne-Lokchimsky‖. 

42422 ha 

5. Cedar reserve Soplessky, 

883 ha 

6. Cedar reserve 

Baseline coverage: 

 

 

 

1. 20% 

 

2. 60% 

 

3. 80% 

 

4. 80% 

 

 

5. 90% 

 

6. 20% 

Proposals for re-

structuring completed, 

paperwork prepared. 

 

Complete list of 

regional PAs to be re-

designed developed as a 

result of inventory and 

gap analysis. 

Target coverage / area 

of replaced sites: 

 

 

1. 50% / 3500 ha 

 

2. 80% / 70 ha 

 

3. 90% / 640 ha 

 

4. 90% / 420 ha 

 

 

5. 100% / 80 ha 

 

6. 50% / 500 ha 

Official documents, 

project reports, ground 

verification if necessary 

Institutional capacity and 

resources deployed to 

manage protected areas; 

 

Responsible agencies 

remain willing to 

integrate conservation in 

the local development 

agenda; 

 

Continuous political 

support for 

decentralization. 

                                                 

7 A complete list of regional PAs with a justification for re-design (replacement/inclusion of sites of higher BD value) will be 

prepared by mid-term of the project in the course of PA system inventory and gap analysis. 
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Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 

Goal A comprehensive, ecologically representative and effectively managed national system of protected areas in the Russian Federation 

ensures conservation of globally significant and threatened ecosystems 

 Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of project Target Sources of verification Risks and Assumptions 

 

Podchersky, 1672 ha   

Senior staff of the 

Department of 

Rosprirodnadzor, 

MNR/KR and individual 

protected areas consider 

that there is a functioning 

KR PA system 

0% 20% 70% 

 

 

Interviews 

Outcome 2: Increased 

institutional capacity 

for management of 

protected areas within 

the KR PA system 
 

Annual contribution to the 

KR PA system through 

public-private partnerships 

 

Estimated $80,000 

(check) 

$140,000 $250,000 ANNUAL REPORTS OF 

IMPLEMENTING 

AGENCIES; 

 

Audited reports 

No major changes in 

macro-economic 

situation 

 

Government 

commitment to 

supplement budgets 

where necessary remains 

strong. 

Annual contribution 

supporting  PA 

infrastructure development 

through the Ecological 

Fund  

$0 

 

Fund established $60,000 

 

 

Project and Fund audit 

reports 

 

Financial scorecard value $650,000  $1,000,000 $1,680,000 

 

Financial scorecard 

Capacity Assessment 

Scorecard values  

Systemic: 8 

Institutional: 12 

Individual: 6 

Systemic: 10 

Institutional: 12 

Individual: 8 

Systemic: 20 

Institutional: 30 

Individual: 12 

CAPACITY SCORECARD 

CONDUCTED BEFORE 

PROJECT 

IMPLEMENTATION, AND 

DURING THE MTE AND 

FEV 

Surveys of residents of 

communities close to the 

protected areas shows 

increased support for the 

protected areas, in terms of 

answers to questions such 

as: 

Question 1: Does the 

protected area work for 

future generation interest? 

Question 2: Does the 

protected area work in the 

interest of the regional 

Q1: 70.9% 

Q2: 28.2% 

Q3: 29.5% 

Q4: 15.4% 

 

No mid-term targets 

(too frequent surveys 

may lead to survey 

apathy) 

Q1: >82% 

Q2: >60% 

Q3: >60% 

Q4: <8% 

 

SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS 
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Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 

Goal A comprehensive, ecologically representative and effectively managed national system of protected areas in the Russian Federation 

ensures conservation of globally significant and threatened ecosystems 

 Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of project Target Sources of verification Risks and Assumptions 

 

local population? 

Question 3: Does the 

protected area limit the 

possibilities of economical 

development of the region? 

Question 4: How do you 

wish to cooperate with the 

protected area (proportion 

expressing ―no wish)? 

Outcome 3: 
Application of 

business planning 

principles result in 

diversified revenue 

streams for the KR PA 

system 
 

KR PA system business 

plan has identified revenue 

sources worth at least 

$250,000 annually to the 

system 

No plan  

 

Plan under development Plan with 

identification of 

revenue sources 

amounting to $250,000 

annually 

 

PROJECT, MNR/KR 

REPORTS  

No change in legal basis 

for control over resource 

management in buffer 

zones 

 

Government 

commitment remains 

strong 
Revenue from tourism for 

Yugyd va National Park 

and Pechora Ilych 

Zapovednik  

US $75,000 

 

US$200,000 $580,000 

 

Project and protected 

area audit reports 

 

Outcome 1: 

Output 1.1: Conduct a gap analysis and assess the biodiversity values of all units of the KR PA system 

Output 1.2: Proposal for re-structuring of the KR PA system   

Output 1.3: PA system strategic plan 

Output 1.4: Approved regulations governing natural resource use in PA zones 

Output 1.5: A federal-regional management agreement establishing a common management goal, processes and activities for the KR PA system 

Output 1.6: A monitoring system for pristine boreal ecosystems of the north 
Outcome 2: 

Output 2.1: A KR PA management agency 

Output 2.2: Staff profiles, responsibilities and occupational standards for enhanced PA system management defined 

Output 2.3: Management plans developed and implemented for new PAs in pristine forest areas and along migration routes 

Output 2.4: Site-specific public-private partnerships.   

Output 2.5: A re-constituted Ecological Fund.   

Output 2.6: Increased social and environmental responsibility among enterprises of the KR and improved environmental awareness among the general public.   

Output 2.7: Institutional conditions for scale-up and replication established 

Outcome 3: 

Output 3.1: Trained PA staff in business planning 

Output 3.2: KR PA business plan developed and implemented 

Output 3.3: PA-specific business plans development and implementation piloted in the most important PAs 
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SECTION III: TOTAL BUDGET AND WORKPLAN 
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Summary of 

Funds: 8 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 Year 5 Total 

    GEF $1,173,000 $932,000 $925,500 $784,000 $685,500, $4,500,000 

    MNR / KR (parallel)      $1,923,080 

    Resselkhoznadzor (parallel)      $260,000 

 

 

  
Ministerie van Verkeer en 

Waterstaat (parallel) 

 

    $1,634,100 

 

 

  
Vuktyl Local 

Administration (parallel) 

 

    $33,460 

    Institute of Biology KR      $270,000 

    Severgazprom (parallel)      $1,038,460 

    Tugan (parallel)      $325,400 

    Lukoil-Komi (parallel)      $46,150 

    MNR / RF (parallel)      $2,222,610 

 

 

  
Forest committee Komi 

(parallel) 

 

    $8,150,000 

    TOTAL      $20,403,460 

 

 

                                                 
8 Summary table should include all financing of all kinds: GEF financing, cofinancing, cash, in-kind, etc.  etc 
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SIGNATURE PAGE 
 

Country: Russian Federation 

 

UNDAF Outcome(s)/Indicator(s):      _______________________________  

(Link to UNDAF outcome., If no UNDAF, leave blank)  

 

Expected Outcome(s)/Indicator (s): Improved environmental sustainability of 

development processes /  

Environmental dimension in development 

policy 

(CP outcomes  linked t the SRF/MYFF goal and service line)   

Outcome 3 Improving environmental 

Sustainability 

 

Expected Output(s)/Indicator(s): Conserved ecosystems are considered as     

important resource for sustainable   

development 

(CP outcomes  linked t the SRF/MYFF goal and service line)  

 

Implementing partner: Department of Federal Service for Control in the 

Field of Nature Use (―Rosprirodnadzor‘)  in 

Komi Republic  

 /Executing agency)         

 

Other Partners: Government of the Komi Republic, Ministry 

of Natural Resources and Environment of 

RF 

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreed by the Department of Federal Service for Control in the Field of Nature Use (ñRosprirodnadzorò)  in 

Komi Republic (Executing Agency): 

Mr. Popov A.N., Head, ñRosprirodnadzorò in Komi Republic 

 

       Date    

Agreed by UNDP: 

Mr. Marco Borsotti, UNDP Resident Representative in the Russian Federation 

 

      Date    

Total budget:   $20,403,460 

Allocated resources:   

¶ Government   $12,589,350 
¶ GEF    $4,500,000 
¶ Other: 

o Netherlands  $1,634,100 
o Private sector $1,410,010 
o Academic   $   270,000 

¶ In kind contributions   

 

Programme Period: 2008-2011 

Programme Component: Energy and Enviroment 

Project Title: Strengthening Protected Area System of the 

Komi Republic to Conserve  Virgin Forest Biodiversity in 

the Pechora River Headwaters Region 
Project ID: 00059042 

Project Award: 00048772 

PIMS 2496 

Project Duration: 2008-2013 

Management Arrangement: NEX 
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SECTION IV: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (see separate file) 

 

Annex 1:  METT scores  

Annex 2:  Capacity Development Indicator Scorecard for the Komi Republic  

Annex 3:  Financial Scorecard 

Annex 4:  Tourism Development plan 

Annex 5:  Threats analysis 

Annex 6: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget 

Annex 7:  Lessons Learned 

Annex 8:   Stakeholder participation plan 

Annex 9: Economic evaluation 

Annex 10: TORs for key project staff 

Annex 11 Letters of co-financing 

 

 


