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The Resolution from the fifth meeting is signed !
Tapio Lindholm, Mats-Rune Bergstrom, Galina Veselova, Jan-Petter Huberth Hansen

Habitat Contact Forum V

Umea, Vasterbotten 15 - 16 October 2008

Biodiversity and Climate Change — a Challenge for Barents Region

The Meeting is an activity of the Barents Euro-Arctic Council’s Working Group on Environment,
Subgroup on Nature Protection, and is organised by:

Sweden County Administrative Board of Visterbotten
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences
Norway Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management
Finland Finnish Environment Institute
Metsihallitus
Russia Ministry of Natural Resources and Ecology

Conference venue: Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU), Umed
For documentation report and resolution see also http://www.beac.st

This report is put together by Ninni Broms Dahlgren and Pia Sjogren, www.piasjogren.se. There are no significant changes
made in the original abstracts’ contents, only in typography.

The notes from the panel discussions are written, as understood, by Ninni and Pia.

Photographers: Dmitri Otchagov, Elena Shubnitsina and Pia Sjégren.
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The International Contact Forum on Habitat Conservation Issues in the Barents Region
MANDATE

a) The Forum is an arena for co-operation on habitat conservation issues in the Barents Region including
adjacent marine areas.

b) The Forum should work to achieve increased focus on:
*  proper management of existing protected areas
* the need for additional protected areas
e other measures relevant for habitat conservation.

) The Forum will have meetings every second year.

d)Participation in the Forum is open to federal and regional authorities in the Barents Region,
representatives from indigenous peoples organizations, and relevant and interested organizations (including
NGO’s) and institutions.

€) A Chair should be elected from one of the countries within the Euro-Arctic Barents Region at the Forum
meetings. The chairmanship will be rotated between the countries.

f) Reports and recommendations from the Forum will be sent to federal and regional authorities in the
Barents Region responsible for habitat conservation issues, Indigenous Peoples Organizations (RAIPON;
Saami Council, etc), The Barents Council, The Barents regional Council, relevant and interested
international institutions, and inter-governmental and non-governmental organizations (CAFF, IUCN etc).

Mesxnynaponnsblii Konrakraeiii ®@opym Coxpanenns Mecrooduranmii B Bapennesom Pernone
MAHJAT

a) CDOpyM SBIIACTCA O6I>GZII/IH€HI/I€M JUTA OCYHICCTBJIICHUA COTPYAHUYICCTBA IO BOIIPOCAM COXpPaHCHUA
MECTOOOUTaHUI B BapeHLIGBOM PETruoOHEe, BKIIIOYas MPUJICTA0INE MOPCKUC AaKBATOPUH.

0) ®opyM B cBOCi paboTe MOIIKEH YACIATh 0C000€ BHUMAHUE BOIIPOCAM:
®  COBEpIICHCTBOBAHMS YHPABICHHUS CYIIECTBYIOMNX 0CO00 OXPaHAEMbIX TPUPOTHBIX TEPPUTOPHIA
®  pa3BUTHS M PACIIUPEHUS CETH 0CO00 OXpaHIEMbIX IIPUPOAHBIX TEPPUTOPHUH
*  CoueHcTBHS APYHUX IPOLEccaM CHOCOOCTBYIOMINM COXPAaHEHHIO MECTOOOUTAHHH.

B) Berpeun @opyma OymyT IpoxoanTs OMH pa3 B JBa TOAA.

r) Yuactue B @opyme OTKpPHITO ISt (heiepalibHBIX M PETHOHAIBHBIX OpraHoB BiacTi bapeHuesom Pernone,
MIPE/ICTaBUTENCH OpraHn3aiii KOPSHHBIX HApOIOB U IPYTHUX 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX HHCTUTYTOB
opranmuzanyii (Bxirouast HITO).

m) [pencenarens Gopyma 1omKeH BRIOUPAThCS HA KaXKA0H O4epeHOM BCTpede U3 OJJHOM N3 cTpaH
yuyacTHHI coTpyaHnuecTBa bapenuesa EBpo-Apkruyeckoro Pernona. [pecenarenscto Oyner
repeaaBaThCsl OT OAHOW CTPaHbI K JPYToi.

e) Otyers! 1 pekomenaanuu @opyma Oy/1yT pacchliaThCs B HAMOHAJIBHBIC H PETMOHAIBHBIE OPIaHbl BIACTH
B bapenuieBom Pernone, oTBETCTBEHHBIE 32 BOIPOCHI COXPAHEHUSI MECTOOOUTAHNUH, OPraHU3aIMH KOPEHHBIX
Haponos (AKMHC u /1B, Caamckuii Coset u ap.), bapennes EBpo-Apkruueckuii Coset, bapenmnes
Pernonanbubiii CoBeT, 3aMHTEPECOBAaHHBIE MEX/yHAPOAHBIE HHCTUTYThI, MEKIIPAaBUTEIILCTBEHHbIC
opranamzaiun (KA®D, MCOII u ap.)



Introduction

The International Contact Forum on Habitat Conservation (HCF) is a platform for cooperation on habitat
conservation in the Barents Region including the adjacent marine territories. The Forum focuses on manage-
ment of existing protected areas and establishment of new protected areas in the most valuable and
vulnerable nature areas.

The responsibility for organising the HCF meetings rotates between the countries or subregions of the
Barents Euro-Arctic Region. Biannual meetings are organised with the participation of local (and indigenous)
people, NGOs, scientific institutes and federal and regional authorities of the Barents countries. The results
of the meetings are delivered to federal and regional authorities responsible for habitat conservation in the
Barents Region, indigenous people’s organisations, relevant non-governmental and intergovernmental
organisations and other relevant parties.

The HCF is nowadays a part of the official Barents cooperation and the fifth HCF meeting was organised
in Sweden, in October 2008. The main themes of the meeting were:

- Forest biodiversity conservation

- Network of protected areas in the Barents Region

- Management of protected areas

- Protection and sustainable use of wetlands

- Climate change and biodiversity

BBeneHue

Mesxnynapoansiii Konraktasiit @opym Coxpanennst Mectooouranuii (KOM) sisieTcst ruiaropmMoli cCoTpyIHHUECTBA
JUISL COXpaHeHUs1 MecTooOuTaHuil bapeHu-pernoHa, BKItouas mpuileraronye Mopckue akBaropun. @opym obpamaer
0co00e BHUMaHHE Ha YIPaBICHUE CYIIECTBYIOMIUMHI 0CO00 OXPaHSAEMBbIMU TEPPUTOPHIMH U 00pa3yeT HOBbIE 0C000
OXpaHsieMble TEPPUTOPUN B HaUOOJIee IEHHBIX U

YSI3BUMBIX MIPUPOJIHBIX apeanax.

OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a opranusanuio Bcrped KOM nepenaéres Mexxy CTpaHaMu WM MOAYMHEHHBIMY PETHOHAMU
Bbapenuesa EBpoapkruueckoro peruoHna. Berpeun, mpoBoauMsle pa3 B ABa roja, OPraHU30BAHbI C YH4aCTUEM
MecTHOTO (M KopeHHoro) Hacesnenus, HI1O, HayuHBIX HHCTUTYTOB, a Takke (eaepanbHbIX U pETHOHAIBHBIX OPraHOB
ynpaslieHus: ctpad bapeHi-peruona. Pesynbrarsl BeTped ObUIH pa3ociiaHbl GeepatbHbIM i PErHOHATBHBIM OpraHaM
BJIACTH, OTBETCTBEHHBIM 32 BOIIPOCHI COXPaHEHHS MECTOOOUTaHHH bapeHI-pernoHa, opraHu3anmsmM KOpeHHbIX
HapoOJI0B, COOTBETCTBYIOLUM HENPABUTEIILCTBEHHBIM U MEXKIIPABUTEIbCTBEHHBIM OPraHU3aLUsIM U APYyTUM
3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIM CTOPOHAM.

B Hacrosiiee Bpemst KOM siBiisieTcst 4acThio 0(hUIIMAIBHOTO COTPYIHUYECTBa bapeHil-pernona, a rsras BCTpeva Oblia
opranuzosaHa B [lIBennu B okTs10pe 2008 rona.
[aBHBIME TeMaM# BCTPEUU ObLIH:

» CoxpaHeHue OrMopa3Ho0Opa3us Jieca

* CeTb 0c000 OXpaHseMbIX apeanioB bapeH-pernona

* YpaBneHue oXpaHsieMbIMH apeaaMu

* 3ammTa U panroHaIbHOE UCTIONB30BaHNE BOIHO-00IOTHBIX TEPPUTOPHI

* I3MeHeHHe KIMMaTHYECKUX YCIOBUN U OnopazHooOpasue
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RESOLUTION
The Fifth Meeting of the International Contact Forum on Habitat
Conservation in the Barents Region (HCF V)

I
On October 15-16, 2008 in Umed, Visterbotten, Sweden the fifth meeting of
specialists from Finland, Norway, Russian Federation and Sweden took place to
discuss the questions of cooperation within the International Contact Forum on
Habitat Conservation in the Barents Euro-Arctic Region, further — the HCF.

II

The fifth meeting of the HCF was held according to the recommendations of the
first Contact Forum established in 1999 in Trondheim Norway, the second
meeting in 2001 in Petrozavodsk the Republic of Karelia, Russia, the third
meeting in 2003 in Kuhmo, Finland and the fourth meeting in 2005 in Syktyvkar
the Republic of Komi, Russia. The fifth meeting was organized and hosted by
the County Administrative Board of Visterbotten, Sweden. From the fourth to
the fifth meeting Sweden chaired the HCF by the County Administrative Board
of Visterbotten, 2005 — 2008.

The participants of the meeting (47 representatives from environmental
ministries, national and regional authorities, institutes, scientific and
nongovernmental organizations from all four countries) discussed nature
conservation issues and climate change focusing on selected topics. They also
discussed future plans and initiatives.

III
The fifth meeting welcomes the inclusion of the HCF in the Nature Protection
Subgroup of the Working Group of Environment of the Barents Euro Arctic
Council cooperation.



v
In the HCF V meeting several issues were discussed and special attention was
paid to the following five themes: Forest biodiversity conservation, network of
protected areas, management of protected areas, protection and wise use of
wetlands, and climate change and biodiversity.

* The HCF stressed importance of meeting the target of significantly reducing
the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010. This target was laid down in the strategic
plan of The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and was confirmed in
the plan of the implementation adopted at the World Summit on Sustainable
Development (Johannesburg 2002).

* The CBD’s working programme on Protected areas points out that current
global systems of protected areas are not sufficiently large, well-planned, nor
sufficiently well-managed. The meeting agreed that there is an urgent need to
take actions to improve the coverage, representativeness and management of
protected areas nationally and regionally in the Barents Region.

* The participants discussed the idea and supported the initiative of developing a
Barents protected areas network (BPAN).

* The participants acknowledged that many traditional rural landscapes and their
biotopes are threatened, and that increased knowledge and international
cooperation is needed for their management.

* The meeting noted that mire carbon balances are likely to be highly sensitive
to climate changes.

* The participants acknowledged that wetlands are important habitat types for
biodiversity and that they need to get special local and regional attention
(following the recommendations of the Ramsar Convention).

* The Forum urged the scientists to extract the best available scientific
knowledge for the adequate management of protected areas and conservation of
biodiversity.

* Updating of baseline knowledge of the habitats and species communities is a
constant challenge for our work in the Barents Region.

* The participants discussed the shortcoming of the protected area network in
meeting the challenges of climate change. Existing knowledge concerning
connectivity, corridors, stepping stones and their effectiveness was paid special
attention to.

* The participants recognise the potential conflict between the increased use of
biofuels and other interests i.e. biological diversity.

* The participants stressed that the ongoing logging of natural forests depletes
biodiversity.



* The participants underlined that in addition to the establishment of protected
areas there is a need for environmentally sustainable use of the natural resources
to secure biodiversity.

* The participants noted that sacred sites offer an opportunity to integrate
cultural and natural values. This approach may lead to a combination of
conservation efforts that result in a synergy of benefits for both values.

* The participants welcomed the important and interesting input from the
representatives of the Vologda region to the HCF V meeting.

* The fifth meeting agreed to publish the report as soon as possible after HCF V.
County Administrative Board of Visterbotten is responsible for this.

* The meeting agreed to publish available material from this and previous HCF
meetings on the web site of the International Barents Secretariat (www.beac.st).

\%
The sixth HCF meeting will focus on the following topics:

* Wetland Conservation
* Forest Protection including forested wetlands
* Coastal ecosystem

Vi
The meeting decided to ask Arkhangelsk region to chair the next period 2008 —
2010 of the Habitat Contact Forum.

Vil
The participants of the HCF V expressed their gratitude to Sweden and the
County Administrative Board of Visterbotten for organizing and hosting the
HCF V.

Umed, Sweden, 16 October 2008.

On behalf of Finland On pehalfef Nofway
e . &Q 4 i
\ ®~6\f\/\a J/\ ~ W - < unfk\ N\t —

Tapio Lindholm JanPetter Huberth Hansen

On behalf of the Russian Federation On behalffof Swedy\S
Galina Veselova ll/‘atjs;n Bergstrdm



translated from the signed english resolution

PE30JIIOLIUA
IIaTas BecTpeya MekayHaApOIHOI0 KOHTAKTHOIO (hOpyMa IO COXpPaHeHUI0 MecTooOuTaHMii B bapenn-
pernone. (KOM 5)

I

15-16 oxta6ps 2008 roga B . Ymeo, npoBuHius BecrepOorren, [IBenus, cocrosnach nsaTas BcTpeya
cneunanuctoB u3 Ounnsuauu, Hopseruu, Poccuiickoit @enepanun u LBernyn 11 06CyK1€HHS BOIPOCOB
COTPYAHUYECTBA B paMKax MeKyHapOIHOTO KOHTAKTHOTO (hopyMa 10 COXpaHEHUI0 MECTOOOUTaHUI B
bapennieBom EBpo-ApKkTHUECKOM peErnoHe, Ha3biBaeMoM faiiee KOM.

II

[TsTas Bcrpeya KOM ObL1a mpoBesieHa B COOTBETCTBUM ¢ pekoMeHaanusmu Ilepsoii Bctpeun KOM, Ha
kotopoit @opym 6bu1 ocHOBaH B 1999 rogy B HOpBexkcKoM ropoje Tpounxeiim. Bropas BcTpeua cocrosiach
B 2001 roay B Ilerpo3aBoacke B Pecniyonuke Kapenusi, Poccus, Tpetss Bcrpeua coctosuiack B 2003 roay B
¢dunckom ropoae Kyxmo, a yerBépras Bcrpeua 6bu1a nposeneHa B 2005 roay B r. CoikThiBKap, Pecrybnuka
Komu, Poccus. I1saras BcTpeua Obuta OpraHu30BaHa M MPOBEACHA MYHHUIMIIATUTETOM IIPOBUHIIUH
Becrep6orren, lIBenus. B npomexyTke Mexay yeTBEPTOM 1 msaToit Berpeuamu ¢ 2005 mo 2008 rr.
npezacenareneM KOM Obu1 MyHUIIMIIATUTET NPOBUHLIUHU BectepboTTen.

VYyactHuku BeTpeuu (47 npeacTaBUTENE MUHUCTEPCTB OXpaHbl OKPY>KAIOILIEH CPe/bl, IPEACTaBUTENN
BJIACTEH HA PETMOHAJIbHOM U MECTHOM YPOBHSIX, UHCTUTYThI, HAYYHbIE U HEIIPABUTEIILCTBCHHBIC
OpraHu3aIMM U3 BCEX YETBIPEX CTpaH) 00CYXk/1aIH BOIPOCH! OXPAHbI IPUPOABI M N3MEHEHUS KIIMMaTa,
KOHIIEHTPUPYS CBO€ BHUMaHUE Ha MOJ00paHHbIX TeMax. OHU Takke 00cysxaanu Oynynue niaHbl U
VHULMATUBHBIE IIPEIIIOKEHUS.

I
VYuactauku [IsToit BcTpeun npusetcTBoBasiu BKiItoueHne KOM B [loarpymnmy oxpansl npupoasl Paboueit
IpYyINIIbl OKPY’KaOLIEN cpeabl coTpyaHuuecTBa EBpo-ApkTHueckoro copera bapeHu-pernona.

v

Ha ITsaroii Bctpeue KOM Obu1n 00CYXI€HBI HECKOJIBKO BOIIPOCOB U CHEIMAIbHOE BHUMAHUE OBLIIO
oOparieHo Ha cieaytomue matb Tem: Coxpanenue OuopasHooOpasus aeca, cetb OIIT, ynpasnenue OIIT,
3alIUTa ¥ pa3yMHOE MCIOJIb30BAaHHE BOJHO-O0JIOTUCTBIX TEPPUTOPUH, KITUMATHUYECKIE U3MEHEHUS U
6uopaznoobpaszue.

* KOM noguepKkHyI B&XXHOCTb JJOCTH)KEHUS 1I€IH 3HAYUTEIIbHOTO YMEHBILICHHS YPOBHS CHUKEHUS
6uopaznoobpazus k 2010 romy. Ota 1ens Oblia 3aJI05)KeHa B cTpaTernueckuil ian KonseHuuu
ouonoruueckoro paznoodpasus (CBD) u Oblia MOATBEpkK/ICHA B TUTAHE UMIUIEMEHTALIUU, TIPUHSATOM Ha
BceMUPHOM caMMuTe 3Konorndeckoro passutus (MoranaecOypr 2002).

* Pabouas nporpamma CBD 06 OXxpaHHBIX TEPPUTOPUSIX OTMETHIIA, YTO JICHCTBYIONIUE ITI00AIbHBIE
CHCTEMbI OXPAaHHBIX TEPPUTOPHUI HEAOCTATOUHO 3(P(PEKTUBHBI, HEJOCTATOUHO XOPOIIO CIUIAHUPOBAHBI UIIH
HEIOCTaTOYHO 3(h(HEKTUBHO YNPABISAIOTCS. Y YaCTHUKH BCTPEUYH CONIACHIIUCH B HEOOXOAUMOCTH IPUHATHS
HEOTJIaraTeNbHbIX JeHCTBUM /ISl YAyUIIEHHUs] OCBEIICHUS COOBITHI, IPEICTABUTEILHOCTH U yIIPaBICHUS
OXpaHHBIMH TEPPUTOPUSIMU B bapeHi-pernone Ha HAIIMOHAIBHOM M PETHOHAIBHOM YPOBHSIX.

* YyacTHUKM OOCYIMIIN M TIOJACPIKAIIM UICH0 MO KK nHUIMATHBBI pa3Butus cetu OIIT bapenu-
peruoHa.



* Y4acTHUKH NOATBEPAUIIN, YTO MHOI'O TPAAUIUOHHBIX CCIIbCKUX J'IaH,[[H_Ia(I)TOB 1 UX OMOTOITHBIX 30H
MOABCPraroTCs Yrpo3€¢ NCHC3HOBCHUS U ITPU3HAIA HCO6XOI[I/IMOCTL MOBBIIICHMS 3HAHUI U MCKIAYHAPOAHOI'O
COTPYAHUUCCTBA IJId UX YIIPABJICHHA.

* Y4acTHUKH BCTPCHYU OTMCTUIIU, UTO OanaHc yrjaepoaa 00J10Ta OUYCHb YYBCTBUTCJICH K KIIMMATUYCCKUM
U3MCHCHHM.

* Y4acTHUKH MTOATBEPIUIH, YTO BOJHO-OO0TOTHBIE TIOYBHI SBISIOTCS BAXKHBIMU THIIAMH MECTOOOUTAHHUS JIJIs
O0ropa3zHOOOpa3Hst U YTO OHU HYXKAAIOTCS B CIIEIMATIFHOM MECTHOM U PETHOHATIbHOM BHUMAHUH (CIEIysI
pexkoMenaanusmM Pam3apckoil KOHBEHIIUN).

* @opyM mpu3Bai y4€HbIX 0100paTh Hanbosee MPUMEHUMbIE HayYHbIe 3HAHUS /IS aJIeKBaTHOTO
YIPaBJIEHUS OXPAHHBIX TEPPUTOPHUIA U OXpaHbl OMOPa3HOOOPA3HSL.

* OOHOBNEHHE OAa30BbIX 3HAHUI MECTOOOUTAHUN M BUJOB SIBJISIETCS MOCTOSHHOW 3aj1a4ueil Haleil paboThl B
bapenu-peruone.

* Yuactauku o6cyaunu Henoctatok cetu OIIT B ycnoBusx usmeHenus kinMara. CyIiecTByIOIIIe
3HAHUS, KaCAIOIUECs B3aMMOCBS3H, KOPUIOPOB, UCIIOIB3YEMBIX JIJISl TOCTHKCHHUS 1IETH METOOB U UX
3¢ (hEeKTUBHOCTH MOTYYHIIN 0CO00€ BHUMAaHUE.

* YYaCTHUKM NPU3HAIM MOTEHIIMATBHBINA KOHPIUKT MEX1Y YBEJINUSHUEM HCIIOIb30BAHUS OMOTOIIUB U
JPyTUX UHTEPECOB, HAIpUMeEp, OMOPa3HOOOpa3Hs.

* YyaCTHUKM NOAYEPKHYIIH, YTO IPOU3BOIMMAst BEIpyOKa MPUPOTHBIX JIECOB UCTOILAET OMOpa3HOOOpasHe.

* YYaCTHUKM NOAYEPKHYIIH, YTO B JOMIOJHEHHE K YUPEKIEHUIO OXPAHHBIX TEPPUTOPUIA, HEOOXOIMMO
UCTIOJIb30BaTh IPUPOIHBIE PECYPCHI Il o0ecredeHns: OnopazHooopasusl.

* YYacTHUKH OTMCTUJIH, YTO HCTIPUKOCHOBCHHBIC 30HBI JAaOT BO3BMOXKXHOCTb MHTCTPAllUU KYJIBTYPHBIX 1
MMPpUPOAHBIX LICHHOCTEH. D10 CONMMKEHUE MOXKET IMMPUBCCTHU K KOM6I/IHaI_II/II/I OXPaHHBIX yCI/IJII/Iﬁ, KOTOPBIC
PE3YIBTUPYIOTCA B IPCUMYIICCTBAX COBMCCTHBIX JIEeUCTBUI JJIs 00enx LICHHOCTEH.

* YyaCTHUKM MPUBETCTBOBAIM BAaXKHBIM U MHTEpecHbIH Bkiaza B [1aTyto Bctpeuy KOM npencrasureneit
Bomoroackoro perunona.

* IIsTas BcTpeya coriacuiach ¢ MyOaMKanuei TokiIaga B caMoe KOpOTKoe BpeMs nocie okoHuanust KOM-5.
AJMHMHHCTpaLuUs NpOoBUHIIMN BecTepOoTTeH OTBETCTBEHHA 3a 3TO.

* Berpeva cormacuiiach ¢ myOnMKanue MpUMEHUMOro MaTtepuala ¢ 3Toi U mpeabirynmx Berped KOM Ha
BebOcaiite MexryHapoaHOro cekperapuara bapeni-pernona. (www.beac.st).

v
[lTectas BcTpeua KOM cocpeaoTouuT CBOE BHUMAHUE Ha CIEAYIOIIUX TEMaxX:

* OxpaHa BOAHO-00JIOTUCTBIX TEPPUTOPHI
* 3ammra J1ecoB, BKJIIOYasl JIECHbIE BOJHO-O00IIOTUCTBIE TEPPUTOPUU
* IIpubpexHast s5KocucTeMa



VI
Berpeua pemmna npeniokuTh ApXaHrelbCKOMY perroHy npeacenarenscTBoBath Ha KOM B Teuenue
cnenytoiero nepuoga 2008 - 2010 rr.

VII
VYyaactauku KOM-5 Beipazuiu cBoto OnarogapHocts LBenun u AIMUHUCTpalMK TPOBUHIIUN
BecrepOoTTeH 3a opranuzanuio u roctenpuumMcTso KOM-5.

. Ymeo, IBenus, 16 okrsaops 2008 roga.

Ot umenn OUHISTHANN Ot numenu Hopseruun

Tanuo JInnaxonsm SAn-Tlerrep XyOept Xancen

Ot umenu Poccuiickoit ®enepanun Ot umenu LBerun

I'anmuna Becenosa Marc-Prone beprerpém
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Opening session
Mats-Rune Bergstrom

Chair of Habitat Contact Forum

I have greetings from our governor Chris Heister, she couldn’t be here but she wishes you all welcome to Vister-
botten and a good luck with the conference.

It all started with discussions and songs round an open fire, under the full moon somewhere in the taiga forest
during the 90 ties. The question was how could we go on? Let’s create a forum, a platform for discussions about
what to do. What the challenges are?

The first meeting was in 1999 in Trondheim to create the Forum and agree on the mandate. The second meeting
in 2001 in Petrozavodsk was about priorities and cooperation.

In the third meeting in 2003 Kuhmo, Estonia and some other countries were also represented. The last Forum
was held in Syktyvkar in 2005 organised by Komi the amount of participants was high. After a gap of three years
we now have the fifth meeting in 2008 here in Umed, Visterbotten.

In the framework of the international cooperation there have so far been many visits in differnet areas. Belomoro
Kuloi, Onega Peninsula, Kozhozero and other areas of important for biodiversity conservation. The international
expeditions have been an important part of our cooperation in the Barents region.

The purpose of the Forum is to be an informal forum for discussions and ideas. During the past years focus point
has change for the different forum and of course the nowadays the climate change are highlighted in all areas. We
do not know the impact on biodiversity in Barents region coursed by an increase change of the climate. I think it
is of great important to have the one of the session on this issue during the fifth forum.

The new Strategies for the Baltic Sea Area including the North Baltic Sea have to involve the Barents region, The
EU Commissions work on the new strategies will be of important not only around the Baltic sea but also in the
northern part of Europe.

I welcome all participants and all speakers to the fifth Habitat Contact Forum and hope that the two days we
have together will contribute to develop our cooperation even more.

Thank you for your attention.

11
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Opening session

Anne Bergteig

Chair of Barent Environmental
Working Group

Habitat Contact Forum V
Ume3, Visterbotten 15 October 2008

Dear Friends and colleagues,

First I would like to thank our hosts from Visterbotten, Sweden for their comprehensive preparations for this
Fifth Habitat Contact Forum Meeting. I have followed the planning from a distance, but I have seen enough to
know that everything possible has been done to make this a successful meeting.

Norway is presently leading the Barents Working Group on Environment, and I have the pleasure of being the
chair of the working group. The Barents Region consists of the 13 northernmost regions of Norway, Sweden,
Finland and Northwest Russia. I am happy to see such a representative participation from the Barents countries
at this conference.

Priority areas for the Norwegian chairmanship 2007-2009 are climate change, elimination of the environmental
hot spots of the Barents Region and cleaner production, water issues, and last, but not least, biodiversity.

The Working Group on Environment has three subgroups:

- Subgroup on cleaner production and environmentally sound consumption

- Subgroup on water issues

- Subgroup on nature protection

As most of you probably know, after a request by the Habitat Contact Forum to be a part of the formal Barents
structure, this year the Forum has been included into the Subgroup on Nature Protection.

The history of the Habitat Contact Forum goes back to the first meeting in Norway in 1999. The idea was to
create an arena for exchange and discussion about habitat conservation and related issues in the Barents Region.
The intention was to keep it as an informal meeting place. Even if the Forum now is a formal part of the Barents
cooperation and allowed to use the logo of the Barents Euro-Arctic Region, we still want to keep its informal
character. As such the Forum will be a valuable instrument to convey to the Barents ministers recommendations
on habitat and biodiversity protection issues from a broad group of experts and stakeholders.

The NP-Subgroup has recently developed a Strategy and Action Plan and given priority to some selected proj-
ects. Most of the priority projects are picked from the original HCF-list. I hope that we during this meeting also
will be able to identify new projects, in particular project ideas connected to climate change and biodiversity.

I believe that the Habitat Contact Forum will benefit from being included in the Barents cooperation. I also
think that the Forum will contribute to making the Barents cooperation “greener”. Biodiversity, habitat conser-
vation and the 2010 target will become more visible in the Barents cooperation.

Protected areas are the cornerstones of biodiversity conservation. In this connection I would like to mention the
idea to launch a project to establish a Barents Protected Areas Network (BPAN), which we will hear more about
and discuss later in this meeting.

Norway has high ambitions when comes to environmental conservation and management in the High North,
and we are prepared to continue the support to the Habitat Contact Forum and its activities. I wish us all good
luck with the meeting, and I hope we will have constructive discussions and fruitful results.

Thank you for your attention!
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Opening session
Knut Fossum

Norwegian Directorate
for Nature Management

Habitat Contact Forum V
Ume3, Visterbotten 15-16 October

Dear Friends and colleagues,

First of all, on behalf of the Norwegian participants, I would like to thank our Swedish friends and organisers

— especially Mats-Rune Bergstrdm and Sune Sohlberg for excellent preparations prior to this Fifth Meeting of the
Habitat Contact Forum.

I’'m convinced that the conditions and facilities here in Umed will be extremely favourable for our work the com-

ing days.

During the years, since the first HCF meeting was held in Trondheim, Norway in 1999, many positive results
have been achieved in the field of habitat conservation in the 13 Barents Regions, and we will hear more about
these results shortly.

However, there are still huge challenges in this Region as there are worldwide. Our Habitat Contact Forum
should therefore continue to play an important role as an arena for exchange of experience and cooperation on
protected areas, other conservation efforts and not least on proper management of the natural heritage in the
Barents Region.

The priority items for this Fifth Habitat Contact Forum are;

. Forest biodiversity conservation

. Network of protected areas in the Barents Region
. Management of protected areas

. Protection and sustainable use of wetlands

. Climate change and biodiversity

Networks of well-managed protected areas are important tools to halt the loss of biodiversity. To strengthen these
networks we must also secure the last remaining large wilderness areas in the Barents region. I hope during this
meeting we will come closer to a solution how to handle this challenge.

In this connection I would like to draw your attention to a project proposed by the Nature Protection Subgroup

under the Barents Council. The subgroup has raised the idea to discuss whether it is relevant and possible to cre-
ate a representative network of protected areas in the Barents Region - a so called BPAN-project. Such a project

may be a good idea and I'm looking forward to the discussion around it.

Finally, I would like to share with you some very good news concerning nature management in Norway. Last
week the Government presented their budget proposal for 2009. The proposal is to increase the budget relating
to biodiversity and management of protected areas substantially.

Not least this news makes the Norwegian participants highly motivated both for hard work and social events
here in Ume3!

I wish us all a useful and enjoyable meeting. Thank you!
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Opening session

Dr. Tapio Lindholm

Co chair Finnish—Russian
nature conservation working group
in Ministry of the Environment, Finland

Welcome address to the Habitat Contact Forum
in Ume3, Sweden in 15. — 16 th October

Mr. Chairman. Ladies and Gentlemen

On behalf of Finland I have the honour to greet all participants of the the 5th Habitat Contact Forum, hosted
by Sweden. First of all I would like to thank all Swedes which have been involved in organizing this Forum meet-

ng.

Finland is obliged to contribute to the maintenance of biodiversity in the boreal region. The fate of the boreal
environment in Northern Europe is also of particular importance for Finland. Finland has been particularly ac-
tive in nature conservation co-operation with Russia, whose territory includes as much as 60% of the world’s bo-
real forests. The extent of Russia’s forest resources and the special features of its forested environment are unique,
and include high levels of biodiversity in untouched old growth forests.

Some of Russia’s extensive old growth forest regions are in the north western corner of the country near Fin-
land, where there are increasing pressures to exploit forest resources. The fact that the Finnish pulp and paper
industry is the largest importer of timber from N'W Russia underscores Finland’s involvement in and indirect
responsibility for the sustainable use of Russia’s forest resources. A balance must be achieved through national
and international measures, ensuring the conservation of boreal biodiversity in Finland’s neighbouring regions
while enabling sustainable use of the natural environment. Promoting conservation within the Fennoscandian
green belt of the Finnish- (Norway?!)Russian border zone will be an important factor in co-operation to conserve
biodiversity in these regions.

The history of nature conservation co-operation between Finland and Russia dates back to the 1970s. Develop-
ing the Fennoscandian green belt and conserving biodiversity in the border zone has been an important agenda

since the end of the 1980s. The Finnish — Russian working group on nature conservation is actively working in

the Ministry of Environment. But as the working group has not been active in Russia, the Finnish part has con-
tinued directly with different regions and authorities and NGO's in Russia.

Since 1997 Finland has financed a development programme for sustainable forestry and biodiversity conserva-
tion in Northwest Russia, implemented jointly on a project basis by the Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the
Ministry of the Environment and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry. Forestry projects within this pro-
gramme are financed and co-ordinated by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry. Nature conservation projects
are financed by the Ministry of the Environment and coordinated by the Finnish Environment Institute. Nature
conservation projects are under way in N'W Russia in the Republic of Karelia, Archangel, Murmansk, Vologda
and the Leningrad regions, and also in the city of St Petersburg. So far over 50 projects have been completed
under the programme.

The nature conservation projects within this programme have already had a favourable impact on the establish-
ment of new protected areas and on the development of the protected area network in N'W Russia. The most
important outcome was the Federal decision to establish Kalevala National Park made in 2007 and the work of
the Park has launched. In Finland the areas for Kalevala park are in administrational protection, but the legal
status is still missing.
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One innovative element of the programme of joint projects in NW Russia is the international project “GAP
analysis — assessment of the representativeness and of the gaps in the protected areas network of Northwest Rus-
sia’, which involves an inventory of the environmental values of existing and planned protected areas, conserva-
tion planning, and assessment and analysis of land use. Improvements have also been planned for the use of GIS.
With funding from the Ministry of the Environment, Metsihallitus has particularly been working to improve
co-operation between protected areas with a view to establishing a chain of international partner parks along

the Finnish-Russian border. Work on this network has also benefited from EU funding programmes. A new and
relevant cooperation is to develop the management and activities of regional status protected areas in N'W Rus-
sia. The Fennoscandian green belt and the enhancement of conservation measures have lately been the focus of
attention, particularly due to recent initiatives by Russian specialists and NGOs.

The working committees, working groups and financing instruments of the Nordic Council of Ministers togeth-
er form a permanent co-operation framework for promoting biodiversity not only in the Nordic Countries, but
also in the Baltic Countries and Russia. The Nordic-Baltic section of the EUROPARC Federation also serves as a
forum enabling collaboration between the public authorities responsible for protected areas.

Finland is actively involved in the work of the Arctic Council Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF)
working group, which aims to conserve the circumpolar environment. Finland chaired this working group over
the period 2005-2006. The current CAFF work programme incorporates a diverse range of projects aimed at
Arctic avifauna, with particular attention to seabirds, as well as vegetation and protected areas

Finland should work with Russia to promote the establishment of a representative network of PAs of interna-
tional importance. The conservation of biodiversity forests with their all habitats would then form unite network
between Russia. Finland, Sweden and Norway.

Finland, Sweden and Norway have long been engaged in bilateral nature conservation projects of their own in
Northwest Russia. The International Contact Forum on Habitat Conservation in the Barents Region (HCF) was
set up in 1999 to enhance and co-ordinate this co-operation. The HCF activities has proofed to be good and
effective instrument to exchange ideas and projects. The HCF is an official part of the work of the Barents Euro-
Arctic Council’s environmental working group.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, allow me, on behalf of the Ministry of the Environment of Finland to wish that we

would have a successful meeting and that all will enjoy this time under Sweden taking care on responsibility to
organize this meeting.
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Opening session
Galina Veselova

Ministry of Natural resources
and Ecology, Russia

Habitat Contact Forum V
Introductory Speach

Dear Friends,

The objective of our meeting today is to discuss a number of important environmental problems: conservation of
the plants and animal habitats, special protected natural areas biodiversity conservation, climate change and for-
est protection. Those problems are of high importance for all countries of Barents region, including Russia.

The existing special natural protected areas system (SPNA) which counts already more than ninety years, is
aimed the maintenance of the natural balance, conservation of natural ecosystems, the regeneration of the renew-
able natural resources. The most effective in such an areas the protection of rare and endangered biological spe-
cies (especially Red Data Book) is carried out.

The SPNA development and improvement will definitely enhance biodiversity conservation.

The Discussions on the upcoming Forum will give the opportunity to define the most significant problems with

which Barents Countries are faced as well as to find the optimal solutions of those problems. There is no doubts
that our joint efforts will lead to the nature conservation in the Barents Region.
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1. Session on protected area network

The main intention of the session is to discuss how
to establish and strengthen a national and regional
system of protected areas as a contribution to globally
agreed goals. Forming BPAN (Barents Protected Areas
Network) is now on the Forum’s agenda.

¢t Let’s discuss..!

| ; ‘ LE |
Vi ! Funding?
'~ Lead. eéunty? 3

U i Mg

Speakers and panel: Aimo Saano, Metsihallitus,
Finland, Ellen Arneberg, Norwegian Directorate for
Nature Management, Olle Héjer, Swedish Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Galina Veselova, Ministry
of Natural Resources and Ecology and Jan-Petter
Huberth Hansen, Norwegian Directorate for Nature
Management.

Panel discussion

It’s a main task that the protection of areas is a leading
question. Everybody agrees it is urgent because of the
climate warming. Large areas are disturbed. The forum
can create a network for implementation of ideas. Dif-
ferent methods should be discussed. Main common
approach is to identify objects and methods. We can
be helpful as a base for the work.

It is relevant to go on with the work. There are issues
to be added. BPAN can work with EU. Wilderness
areas are pointed out.

We need to find common grounds, to identify the
territories. What is to be done first? One way forward
is for each country to present a list with size of areas,
contact persons, framework, financal resources.

We want to visualize a network. Looking at the exist-
ing, reporting systems and use them. Norway has obli-
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gation to report to EU, so updating is very important.
It is a good idea with BPAN, to speak the same lan-
guage and to get a common ground.

Barents region has hard impact from the human be-
ing, it is more economic activity now. It is important
to support natural heritage. We could start pilot proj-
ects, use brand about natural heritage (compare USA)
and emphasize that special values need support.

How do we go on? More meetings to talk it over now
within this year; decide meeting points and key-per-
sons. It is import to reach through the information
noise. We want to put the Barents region on the map,
develop trade mark for the region and point out special
values and threats.

There are large territories in Russia. The tundra must
not loose attention. Areas need survey.



Abstract of the presentation at HCF V:

Protected area network in Finland (Aimo Saano, Metsihallitus)

Finland’s Natura 2000 network in 2008 consists of 1 858 areas. Most of them have the status of Site of
Community Interest (SCI), the rest are Special Protection Areas (SPA). SPA are for their major part overlapping
with SCI. The joint territory makes 4.9 mil. ha, 13 % of the country’s terrestrial area.

Natural Heritage Services (NHS) administers the state owned nature protection areas of different categories in
Finland. NHS is the public administration duties unit within the state enterprise Metséhallitus.

NHS’s share of the Natura 2000 network territory is around 80 %. In addition, NHS administers other areas and
public water areas, altogether over 7 mil. ha.

NHS annual management work is done by around 580 person years, of which 350 are permanent staff. Most of
the permanent and seasonal personnel are located outside the capital area, and many of the state-wide steering
duties are also dislocated out to the regional units. The major visitor streams direct traditionally to the northern
national parks, with some tendency for the last years of growing visitor numbers in the southern parks. This

is one reason for new thinking how to optimise customer service but ensure ecological sustainability. Other
challenges are the state given obligations to reduce the public sector, and those coming with the climate change.

Despite the emphasised regional presence of NHS inside the country, a substantial part of the political,
administrative, expert and research networking is happening in Helsinki-Vantaa area.

Perhaps, the most visible nature conservation work is the restoration and maintenance of forest, mire, traditional
and special habitats. The field work for the conservation of some species draws public interest. These are the
golden eagle, the Saimaa ringed seal and the white-backed woodpecker. But it is fair to say that the share of
conservation work for other species has recently notably increased. Also, the inventories of the underwater
habitats and indicator species communities along the Finnish Gulf coast line have been a popular subject for

the mass media. Game and fisheries regulation and licensing has an internet-based customer service annually
touching tens of thousands of people. NHS game wardens meet people face-to-face also in the most remote
places.

A need for good baseline knowledge of the habitats and species communities is a constant alert for our work.
Comprehensive habitat inventories were performed in the protected areas — still significantly missing from the
northern Finland due to lack of resources. The results were used for a subsequent project to map the threatened
habitats in the whole country. Implementation of the recommendations from that work is now going through a
political and administrative process.

Inventories of threatened species in the protected areas are far from being run as systematically as the habitat
inventories. Obviously, monitoring is therefore even more case-based. Data is collected primarily from areas
projected to become protected areas or from those recently established, by NHS’s own staff. Data is also
received from research projects, from nature conservation societies and other sources and saved both in NHS’s
own GIS-database and often later in a database common to the whole environmental administration.

General usability of databases necessary for conducting effective nature conservation work across administrative

frontiers is, unfortunately, still just a great goal. It is a major improvement challenge for the public sector in the
coming years.
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Protected area network in Norway

from PowerPoint presentation

Ellen Arneberg, Directorate for Nature Management
HCF 5 Umed, 15 October 2008

Norway — key facts

324 000 km?

4.6 million inhabitants

Mountainous country (app. 2/3 of the total area)
Atlantic Golf stream
Forest and other wooded land 38,2 % of the total area

-spruce 45%, -pine 33 %, -birch 15 %
Vegetation Geographical Regions

Strategy
Thematic protection plans (wetlands, mires and bogs, seabirds, deciduous forest)

Forest protection plans (coniferous)

Objectives of protection to preserve

A representative section of natural environment

Key-areas with important function for species or individuals
The diversity of threathened species of animals and plants by
protecting their habitats.

Nature Conservation Act of 1970

Where the most important types of protection areas are:

national parks — big undisturbed areas,

protected landscapes — distinctive or beautiful areas of natural or
cultural landscapes

nature reserves — the strictest form of protection — undisturbed
or largely undisturbed areas of special type.

National park plans (big areas, mainly on state owned land)
Marine protection plan.

Status 1.1 2008
Vpe of umber[Size, km2 s of total]
rotection land area
ational parks [29 26756 S
rotected 174 15093 4,7
andscapes
Eature 1822 4299 13
eserves
INature 101 2 0
[Memortials
Other 122 126 0
[protection
reas
otal 2248 46276 14.3
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Protection and development

Figure 9.2. Areas protected under the Nature

Conservation Act. Whole country. 1975-2003 6276
km* 39226
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35 000
B Other protected areas
30 D00 - I Landscape protection areas
75 oon | Il Nature reserves
B 1iational parks
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Source: Directorate for Mature Management.

Areas protected
under the Nature Conservation Act 1975-2008

Main task 2008 and onwards

0
A few areas in the National Parc Plan and in the Thematic Protection plans are still to be protected.
Marine protection plan will be started shortly
Forest protection continous in order to reach 4,6 % of productive forest

D
An assesment/GAP analysis of the protected area network in Norway will be started this year. A
comprehensive system of monitoring and managaging protected areas is under construction and is
implemented gradually from this year.
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Abstract, Habitat contact forum 15-16/11 Umei
Olle Héjer, national expert, site protection. Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

The programme of work on Protected Areas

Protected areas can provide a range of goods and ecological services while preserving natural and cultural
heritage. They can contribute to poverty alleviation by providing employment opportunities and livelihoods to
people living in and around them. They also provide opportunities for research including for adaptive measures
to cope with climate change, environmental education, recreation and tourism. Given their many benefits,
protected areas are important instruments for meeting the Convention’s targets of significantly reducing the rate
of biodiversity loss by 2010. The current global systems of protected areas are not sufficiently large, sufficiently
well-planned, nor sufficiently well-managed. Therefore, there is an urgent need to take action to improve the
coverage, representativeness and management of protected areas nationally, regionally and globally.

The Convention on Biological Diversity defines protected areas as: “a geographically defined area which is
designated or regulated and managed to achieve specific conservation objectives.” The world conservation
union, IUCN, defines protected areas as: “areas of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and
maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal
ot other effective means.”

General consideration areas are not equivalents to protected areas.

The programme of work on Protected Areas

The overall purpose is to support the establishment and maintenance by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for
marine areas of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional
systems of protected areas. The programme of work is intended to assist Parties in establishing national
programmes of work with targeted goals, actions, specific actors, time frame, inputs and expected outputs. A
review of global implementation is available in Parks vol 17:1 2008, IUCN.

Critical issues...

By 2008, effective mechanisms for identifying and preventing, and/or mitigating the negative impacts of key
threats to protected areas shall be in place. However, this target seems to be hard to reach for many countries.
The forest and mining industry have increased their demands of natural resources. Also the demand of biofuels
creates conflicts of interests.

Priorities... How to ”walk the talk”
 TFill ecological gaps, keep focus on the most under-represented and vulnerable habitats that are
threatened.
¢ Develop sustainable finance plans for protected area system. Also, the need for reinforcement of
employees responsible for nature protection is substantial.
* Addressing issues related to local communities, including equity, benefit sharing and participation.
e Improve the protected area enabling policy environment.
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The programme of work on Protected Areas in a Swedish context

In 2009 Sweden will celebrate 100 year of nature conservation. In 1909 the patliament enacts a National Parks
Act and nine parks are established. In 1964 the nature conservation act is passed after which it became
possible to establish nature reserves. In 1972 The first UN conference is held in Stockholm and in 1992
Sweden signs the Convention on biological diversity. Site protection is an important part of “The Swedish
Model” to create a green infrastructure for animals, plants and people. The parliamentary environmental
quality objective, the convention on biodiversity and the EU directives in this field creates the fundamental
framework. Nature reserves are one of the most important and most common ways of protecting valuable
natural environments in the long-term perspective. The nature reserves and the national parks constitute the
most substantial contribution to the international work to protect the environment. An overarching aim is that
unprotected core sites are set aside voluntarily or are formally protected. The spirit of the national strategies for
protection of natural habitats means that government departments should try to develop cooperation between
different stakeholders. In order for work with protected areas to be successful, it must take place in a spirit of
openness and dialogue with concerned citizens. It’s crucial to priorities a good process for gaining the support
of landowners and other stakeholders. Also striving for solutions that enable protection and conservation
objectives to be achieved without regulations that encroach more than necessary is an important issue of the
strategies.

Implementation of the Programme in Sweden — some activities and reports
*  Swedish submission in reply to the CBD Secretariat notification 2006-080 (Protected areas) (SEPA 20006)
e Site protection from an international perspective
- proposed measures for Sweden (SEPA report 5742 2007)
* Statements at the UN meeting WGPA 2 in Rome 2008 and at the 9 conference of the parties COP 9 in
Bonn 2008

The SEPA report 5742 contains suggestions for further measures that should be taken within the field of site
protection as specified by the Environmental Code. Around 20 measures are suggested with the aim of meeting
the recommendations of the CBD and the OECD. This includes measures of a comprehensive nature, such as
development work with respect to concepts, statistics and strategies and measures of a more specific nature with
respect to instruments of site protection.

Does Sweden walk the talk?!

Yes and no. The protected areas in Sweden has got relatively strong but balanced measures for protection.
Addressing issues related to local communities is an important part of ongoing processes for protected areas.
The forest policy adopted by the Swedish parliament in 1993 includes two objectives, one relating to forest
production and the other to environmental protection. Both objectives were granted equal importance. However
during the last 10 years 20-25 % of clear felled areas does not fulfil legal demands and unprotected core areas
are frequently under threat. But during the last 10 years there’s also been a substantial state funded financial
support for site protection making site protection of more than 150 000 hectares of high biodiversity forests
and mires a reality.
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PROTECTED AREAS OF RUssiaAN FEDERATION
Galina Veselova Ministry of Natural Resources and Ecology

Protected areas of Russian Federation are assigned for preventing typical and unique nature landscapes, animals
and plants diversity, and also for protecting objects of natural and cultural heritage. Being completely or partly
excluded from economic activities, they have special protection regime. Protected areas are considered to be a
part of the national heritage.

In Russia, the most traditional form for native protection are state nature reserve.

System of state nature reserves as a standart of non-harmed nature territories considered to be an object of
well-earned proudness of Russia. Nature reserves network had been creating for 90 years. The first Russian state
nature reserve - «Barguzinsky» - was created at Baikal lake in January 1917.

The overall quantity of protected areas of federal level is 260, their total square (including water areas) is more
than 55 millions of hectares, that is more than 2,7 % of Russian territory.

Protected areas of federal level represents up to 80% of eco-systems of Russia, protecting endagered species
and their habitats.

Ecological doctrine of Russian Federation was approved by government of Russian Federation at August 31,
2002. It consider creation and development of special protected natural areas of different levels and regimes as a
part of a headline of state ecological policy. Protected areas is a part of common state infrastructure, providing
environmental safety as a part of national safety through stabilization of nature, climat and biodiversity
statements. Protected areas provide scientific, educational, aesthetic and recreational needs of Russian
population.

The main goals of Protected areas functioning are natural balance support and amended natural resources
reproduction.
According with Federal Statute For Special Protected Natural Areas there are 7 categories of such territories.

Main categories are:

- state nature reserves, including biosphere reserves;
- national parks;

- special nature refuges of federal and regional level;
- nature parks. .

All these categories has various limitations for kinds of economic activities. Territories of nature reserves are
completely excluded from any economic activities. Territories of special nature refuges and nature parks are not
excluded from economic activities. But territories of last 3 categories has limitations for kinds of economical
activities, on the allowed:

* At present, the Russian Federation Strategy of Development of the Protected Areas is in the stage of
development.

* The main goal of the Strategy is peforming nature-conservative measures in aggregate with social and
economic development of regions. At that time, the Protected Areas’s system structure should be improved

the mechanism of management control should be optimized, special consideration should be gived to the
territories with World-wide cultural heritage. Also increasing the number of accepted kinds of activities

on existing;Protected Areas is necessary. There should be terms for econical interest in developing tourist
infrastructure, increasing the potention of Protected Areas in international and scientific projects.

* In case of increasing of the anthropogenic load on territories, the efforts of state and society should be guided
on creation of Protected Areas on preserved areas in such regions.

In the state of intencification of the econoimic activity further development of existing Protected Areas System
is also necessary. First we should pay attention on Kamchatsky region, Kronotsky state biosphere reserve and
Southern-Kamchatka mature reserve.
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- Far East region (Lazovsky, Hankaisky and Sikhote-Alinsky nature reserves)

- Baikal region (Pribaikalsky and Zabaikalsky national parks, Baikalsky and Barguzinsky state biospheric
reserves)

- Altai-Sayan region (Katunski and Sayano-Shushenski state nature biosphere reserves)

- Northwest region (Kostomukshsky state reserve, Laplandsky (Lapish) state biosphere reserve,
Kenozersky and Vodlozersky national parks).

- Central Rusia region (Prioksko-Terrasny state biosphere reserve, Losiny Ostrov (Moose Island) and
Smolenskoe Poozerye national parks.

- Southern region (Astrakhansky state nature biosphere reserve)

Increase of the network in Russian Federation is being made according with the Resolution of Government of
Russian Federation which determines increasing the PNA network up to 2010. During last years positive results
in this headline were achieved. The following objects were created:

- state nature reserve «Kologrivsky wood» (Kostromskaya region) in 2006

- National parks:

- The Call of the Tiger (Primorsky region, 2007)

- Buzuluksky wood (Orenburgskaya and Samarskaya regions, 2007)

- Udegeiskaya (Udehe) legend (Primorsky region, 2007)

- Anyuisky (Khabarovsky region, 2007)

Documents for two national parks located in Arkhangelskaya region are under development now: Onezhskoye
Pomorye and Russian Arctics

Ingermanlandsky nature reserve should be created in Leningradskaya region.

Finally, it’s necessary to mention about Barents region. Important feature of Barentsev region is existing
international cooperation. Kostomukshsky SNR ”Druzhba’ has cooperation with Finland and for two other
SPNA the documents are being prepared, and Paasvik SNR (cooperation with Norway) and Paanayarvi NP

(cooperation with Finland. To sum up System of Protected Areas in Russia is developing and improving,

Thank you for your attention
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from PowerPoint presentation

Jan-Petter Huberth Hansen
Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management
HCF V, Umea, Sweden 15 — 16 October 2008

Barents Protected Areas Network (BPAN)

Convention of biological biodiversity. Article 8 of the Convention: In-situ conservation
Parties are called upon to:
“establish a system of protected areas or areas where special measures needs to be taken to conserve
biological diversity”
In the Barents Region BPAN could be an instrument to respond to this obligation

Among the ProGEO objectives are:
To promote the conservation of Europe’s rich heritage of landscape, rock, fossil and mineral sites.

Geological diversity!

Protected Areas

e  cornerstones of biodiversity conservation

e critical to the achievement of the 2010 biodiversity
target

e  critical to reach the Millennium Development Goals

e  wvalues of protected areas !

e PAs can provide opportunities for;

1) rural development and rational use of marginal lands

1i) generating income and creating jobs
iif) research and monitoring

1v) conservation education
V) recreation and tourism
e  Globally the number of protected areas has been increasing significantly over the last decade, covering
about 12% of the Earth’s land surface, making them one of the Earth’s significant land uses.

- Note: Far from 12 percent in many of the 13 Barents regions

*  However, the existing system of protected areas do not cover all biomes and species, requiring
protection and they are not fulfilling their biodiversity conservation objectives.
- Note: This is also the case in the Barents Region

The Project Idea
Barents Protected Areas Network — BPAN
. Contribute to the 2010 target
(to halt loss of biodiversity)
. Create a representative and well
managed network of protected areas
. Use the experience from CPAN
(AC — CAFFE)
. "Think-tank’ in Umea — October 08
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Nature Protection Subgroup

Priority projects and activities (2008 — 2009)

Priority projects

e Treriksroysa

. Conference on WorldHeritage Sites in the Barents Region
*  Barents Protected Areas Network — BPAN

New project ideas

- Forests in NW Russia

- Climate & biodiversity

- Flyways and wetlands

International Contact Forum on Habitat Conservation
in the Barents Region (HCF)
= HCFV
Umead, Sweden,
October 2008 (week 42)
* HCEF project list
(updated in June 2008)

Barents Protected Areas Network (BPAN

BACKGROUND

e Protected Areas are recognised as effective and necessary means of conserving biodiversity in the
Barents Region

*  Each of the Barents countries have a system for protecting areas..

*  These systems vary considerably with respect to coverage and representativeness

e The Barents countries have identified gaps in their national networks of PAs and have partly developed
proposals to fill them

*  Probably still large gaps to be identified in some countries/counties in terms of protecting critical
habiats and ensuring representativeness.

Barents Protected Areas Network (BPAN) cont.

PURPOSE

Protect the representativeness and unique Barents environment ;

— hereunder the biological diversity at all levels through habitat conservation in the form of
protected areas, and

- protection of sites and areas securing an adequate selection of the geological diversity

in the Region

BPAN could assist in a number of ways;

* by providing a baseline for identifying the most significant gaps in national networks of PAs, and
* by being an instrument for practical cooperation between the Barents countries/counties
e contribute to fullfill the Barents countries obligations to NCC and other MEAs
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Finland: Natur 2000 sites
Sweden: Intact mountain areas

Viisterbotten county: Natura 2000 sites

Example: Inventories, networks etc
Americas: Sites in the Western
Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve
Network

The Network currently has 69 sites

in 10 countries, from Alaska in the
north to Tierra del Fuego in southern
South America

© 8 Lantmaleriverkel

ST

Vision;
Sites in sufficient number, quality, and location are designated and managed to sustain all native shorebird
species and their current populations throughout the Americas.
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MAJOR FLYWAYS

A flyway also describes the
geographical area of a group of
migratory routes (for example African-Eurasian Flyway, Asian-Pacific Flyway) or a subunit of such an area —
e g The Barents Region

“A FLYWAY IS the entire range of a migratory bird species (or groups of related species or distinct
populations of a single species) through which it moves on an annual basis from the breeding grounds to
non-breeding areas, including intermediate resting and feeding places as well as the area within which the
birds migrate

Example: Inventories, networks etc

Antarctic Protected Areas
The Antarctic Protected Areas Information Archive

Welcome to the Antarctic Protected Areas Information Archive. The Archive provides an overview of

the Antarctic Protected Area system, information on sites, location maps, detailed management plans and
maps, site photographs, permit information and more... links are also made to other sites where information
resources are available...

A BPAN - project could;
(Activities and products)
- Collect, compile and harmonize PA
information in the Barents Region
- Develop the ultimate List of Protected
Areas in the Barents Region (Directory)
- Review existing initiatives on PA
networks worldwide
- Review and execute implementation of
all obligations/recommendations given
by IUCN, Birdlife international, CBD, Artic Council etc
- Contribute implementing the Ramsar
shadow list (wetlands) in Russia
s
BPAN ?
- Relevant?
- Pilot project?
- Realistic?
- Task Force?
- Funding?
- Lead county? ++ Let’s discuss
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2. Session of management of protected areas

Session two highlights the unprotected meadows. It’s
on cultural habitats as an example of challenging man-
agement issues. It’s also about protecting of biodiver-
sity and cultural landscape of Vologda region.

e

Speakers and panel: Katja Raatikainen, Metsihallitus,
Finland and Nadezda Maksutova, Vologda University,
Russia. In addition Aimo Saano, Metsihallitus, Fin-
land, participated in the panel. (Pictures above.)

Panel discussion

Meadows are not part of the protection. There are no
strategies for preservation. In Finland there are many
private farmers. Thanks to some EU money there has
been a big change.

We all have problems with meadows. Is the protection
regime the best way? Isn't there a need for representa-
tion of the agricultural sector? It is different from other
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fields. Maybe some sort of contract with the owner?
What's the best way to protect?

If there are too many managers nothing will happen.
Main task is a regional cooperation to protect the most
valuable.

Volonteers have a visible role in Finland; nature organi-
sations, landowners, WWF funds.



Habitat Contact Forum V, Umei
15.10.2008

Assessment of threatened habitat types in Finland
Cultural habitats as an example of challenging management issues

Katja Raatikainen
Metsahallitus Natural Heritage Services, Finland

The first Red List of habitat types in Finland was published in June 2008 (Raunio et al. 2008). Altogether, almost
400 habitat types were assessed. The assessment was based on the quantity and quality of habitat types and

their changes from the 1950s to the present day. In addition to the assessment of the whole country, Finland
was divided into two subregions: northern and southern Finland. Method was developed on the base of
assessment methods in Germany and Austria. The red-listing of habitat types is complement to the assessment
of threatened species in Finland (Rassi et al. 2001).

The assessment of habitat types revealed the poor state of many habitats. Over 51 % of the assessed habitat
types were found to be threatened. Even 52 habitat types were critically endangered (CR), more than one

half of them were traditional rural biotopes, such as different semi-natural meadows and pasture lands. Most
endangered habitats were also e.g. herb-rich forests with broad-leaved deciduous trees, heath forest dominated
by deciduous trees and forest and mire habitats on land uplift coast. Among the least concern (LLC) habitat types
were those in which the human impact is small, such as fell habitats, wettest mires and acidic rock habitats. The
changes in quantity and quality of the habitat types were largest in the southern Finland were the proportion of
threatened habitat types were 66 %, whereas, in the northern Finland it was 29 %.

The main reason for habitat being threatened was forestry. Particularly, it affects to the quality of many habitat
types, including especially forests and mires, as well as small water bodies. Drainage for forestry is the second
main factor for quality and quantity reductions of habitat types. During the last 50 years also land clearing for
agriculture has been a major factor for many habitats. Also, factors such as water engineering, eutrofication and
overgrowing had major effect on many habitat types. Climate change is expected be a major threat in the future.

Habitat types were assessed by a large group of experts of various fields. Expert group made 70 proposals to
improve the state of threatened habitats, which include for example better regional planning and international
co-operation in key issues e.g. eutrophication of the Baltic Sea and climate change. The assessment of
threatened habitat types were coordinated by Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) and project were financed
by the Ministry of the Environment and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry.

Cultural habitat generally means a habitat that has derived from human management activities and history

of cultural land use. Over the past 50 years, changing management practices have led to large-scale habitat
degradation and loss in Europe. For example in Finland less than 1 % of former semi-natural pasture lands are
still left, which means a great loss for biodiversity. Cultural habitats face many pressures from different aspects,
such as construction, recreation, utilization, biological values, cultural history and landscape. Traditional rural
biotopes are the most important cultural habitats for biodiversity.

National survey of traditional rural biotopes in Finland during 1990s revealed that the amount of these

biodiversity hotspots were poor. Only less than 20 000 ha valuable semi-natural meadows and pastures were
found and only half of them were managed by grazing or rarely by mowing, Aland was not included in the
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national inventory. Today, the amount of managed areas are ca. 25 000 ha. EU agri-environment scheme
and the support for management of traditional rural biotopes has been the most important financing for the

management of these areas. The estimated potential amount for managed traditional rural biotopes in Finland is
60 000 ha.

Major questions in the management of traditional rural biotopes are several, for example: is agriculture and
animal husbandry profitable in the future, how to make farmers and animal owners to meet unmanaged valuable
sites, how to manage valuable areas if there are not animals available and how to finance management. In
Finland, a great improvement would be made by higher national funding for the management and by better
coordination and monitoring, as well as better status for cultural habitats and landscape values in general.

Raunio et al. 2008: Assessment of threatened habitat types in Finland. Parts I and II.. — Finnish Environment Institute, Helsinki.
Rassi et al. 2001: The Red List of Finnish species. — Ministry of Environment, Helsinki.
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Maksutova Nadezhda Kamelievna
Vologda, Vologda State University

Protection of biodiversity of the Vologda region cultural landscapes

The territory of the Vologda region is 145,7 thousand km?* and is situated in a unique (in geographical
sense) part of the Russian plain North. After glaciers here there was forming of ecosystems of after-glacial
reservoirs and surface boreal landscapes in conditions of the changing and complexly orientated system of a
surface flow. In our day on the territory of the region there is a watershed of the Barents, Baltic and Caspian seas,
near the 60" parallel the border of modern Middle- and South-taiga landscapes is situated. Mosaic and contrast
character of natural biotopes (forest, taiga, water, swamped, meadow and coastal) leads to a very high level of
biodiversity and rare species majority.

The regional landscapes have a long history of assimilation and are under a strong anthropogenic influence.
That is why the only reasonable form of their protection is development of the protected areas network. The
protected areas network of the Vologda region (year 2008) includes 1 national park, 1 preserve, 78 natural reserves,
83 natural memorials, 4 natural reservoirs, 1 municipal park, 1 tourist and recreation area.

Within the Russian-and-Finnish project «GAP-analysis of the protected areas network of the North-
West of Russia» by means of the GIS-technologies in the Vologda region natural habitats of valuable biotopes
were found and their presence in the created protected areas network was analyzed. According to the realized
investigations different forest and swamped biotopes have the biggest area among the protected areas of the
Vologda region; water and coastal biotopes are poorly presented; meadow biotopes are almost unprotected. At the
same time meadow biotopes are the most vulnerable among cultural landscapes as they are connected with settling
system, transport ways, they are centers of ancient mastery where the object of cultural heritage are situated
(ancient memorials of archeology, history, architecture, historical settlements).

Valuable meadow habitats with grasses are about 7% of the area in the region. Within them agricultural
lands dominate —hayfields, pastures and fallow lands, - and flood meadows are only a small part. Meadow biotopes
of the region are notable for mosaic character, small contour, biotope diversity, are often located in picturesque
places among fir, deciduous and pine forests, and along reservoirs.

Meadow biotopes of the region are characterized by a specific microclimate which differs by albedo
decrease and higher air and soil temperatures (especially on the slopes of the South exposition). This determines
forming of special structure of flora and fauna which include both tipical and rare species. In the Red Book of
the Vologda region there are 186 rare species of meadow biotopes which need to be protected, among them 1 is
filices, 156 are flowerings, 1 is arachnida, 17 are insectas and 9 are aves.

The main problems of protection of the meadow ecosystems biodiversity are connected with their small
measures, insufficiently representative network of the created protected areas and with degradation of existing
grass ecosystems as a result of their irrational household using;

Loss of the meadow ecosystems biodiversity happens because of their small partin the protected areas. The
area of the overwhelming majority of the meadows in the protected areas isn’t large enough for the populations
whose quantity guarantees their vitality and surviving could locate within their borders. As a result many meadow
species inhabiting the protected areas are presented by vulnerable populations small in number. Especially strong
anxiety is caused by a very low participation of meadow biotopes in the structure of the protected areas of the
region. In fact, there isn’t any protected area which specially protected meadow ecosystems. Poor connectedness of
meadow biotopes in the existing protected areas network can’t provide with the necessary in-specific variability.

Ecologically groundless household using leads to degradation of the meadow ecosystems diversity.
Unregulated cattle graze, excessive recreation loadings, absence of actions for restoration of hayfields and pastures
biodiversity, using of meadowlands for individual buildings, kitchen-gardens and other activities (communications,
open pits, summer enclosures, dumps, etc.) cause degradation of their biodiversity and first of all loss of rare
species.
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In the conditions of global rise in climate biodiversity can suffer much influence of existence of interregional
meridian and width corridors making penetration of species both from South to North and from East to West
easier. The fact that along the Southern coast of Onega lake, Kubenskoe and Vozhe lakes, the Sukhona river
global migration ways of many species of birds pass is also of a big importance. All this must be taken into
account by developing harmonious protected areas network not only in the Vologda region, but also in the general
system of protection of landscapes and biodiversity of the Northern Europe where meadow biotopes must become
objects of education and special protection.
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3. Session on wetlands

Session three: The role of wetlands in the carbon cycle
- Assessment of wetland habitats

- The GAP-analysis of wetland habitat of Vologda

region

Speakers and panel: Mats Nilsson, Swedish University
of Agricultural Sciences, Natalia Bolotova, Vologda
University and Eero Kaakinen, North Ostrobothnia
Environmental Centre.

In addition Tatiana Minayeva’s abstract is enclosed
here.

Panel discussion

More cooperation around the wetlands issues is
needed. There are some differences between the coun-
tries. Finland have problems with the peat and have
got received some help from EU and Sweden.

Land asmosphere has changed. We will have to see
how the climate will change and it’s affects.

Common problems with cooperation because of dif-
ferent definitions is a fact.

We must not look separetely, but look at the whole
complex, as methods, cultural habits, man-made
changes, before the next meeting.

Wetlands highlight the Ramsar Convention Meet-
ing end of November. Each country has a delegation.
There is a need for communication and abstracts to
that meeting.

MINERAL SOIL

/
.




The role of wetlands in the carbon cycle

Mats Nilsson, Professor in Soil Science, Biogeochemistry,
Department of Forest Ecology and Management,

Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences,

SE-901 83 Umea,

Sweden.

E-mail: Mats.B.Nilsson@sek.slu.se

Phone. +46706884409

Mires are wetlands that interact with the atmosphere by accumulating carbon over millennia in the form of peat,
removing CO, in the process, and by emitting methane. Hence, although Boreal mires cover only 3% of the
carth’s land area, they contain a quarter to a third of the global pool of soil organic carbon, mostly in peat that
has accumulated since the last deglaciation. Global estimates of long-term apparent carbon accumulation rates
in mires are in the range of ca. 15-30 g C m?y.

Methane emissions from wetlands account for about 90% of total emissions from natural sources, and a
third of total global emissions, while emissions from high latitude mires account for ca. a third of the emissions
from natural sources, and ca. ten percent of total emissions. The contemporary perturbations to the atmosphere
due to northern mires are a decrease of ~35 ppmv CO, and an increase of 100 ppbv CH,. The net radiative
forcing impact of northern mires currently amounts to about -0.2 to -0.5 Wm™ (a cooling). It is likely that mires
initially caused a net warming of up to 0.1 Wm, but have had an increasingly net cooling effect for the past
8000—11 000 years.

A major current concern is that the long-term contributions of mires to the global carbon cycle may
be about to change. According to theories on mire development peat accumulation ceases eventually as mires
age, because as peat accumulates over time the total amount of organic material available for decomposition
increases, so at a certain point the total amount of carbon released from the peat will equal the amount taken up
through photosynthesis at the surface. In addition to these assumed natural processes climatic changes are also
expected to affect the accumulation of peat and the emission of methane. High latitude ecosystems, including
most mires, are predicted to be especially vulnerable to climate change. The awareness of potential changes in
the role of mires in global carbon cycles has prompted intensive research on mire carbon biogeochemistry.

One major question being addressed is whether the current rate of peat carbon accumulation deviates
from the natural, “pre-industrial”, carbon accumulation rate. To answer this question data on both contemporary
mire carbon exchange rates and Holocene peat accumulation rates are needed. The fluxes that significantly
contribute to mire carbon budgets are land-atmosphere exchanges of carbon dioxide and methane, together
with runoff C exports, which mainly consist of dissolved organic carbon (DOC) and inorganic carbon. The
establishment of Eddy-Covariance measurement systems has greatly facilitated attempts to estimate complete
mire carbon budgets. However, mire-specific estimates of all significant fluxes covering entire years have been
obtained from very few mires to date, although data spanning eight years are available from one ombrotrophic
mire (bog) in Canada, Mer Bleu, and four years from a nutrient poor, minerogenic, mire (fen) in northern
Sweden, Degeré Stormyr. The results indicate that both mires still constitute significant sinks, with accumulation
rates of similar magnitude to those that occurred during the Holocene (the period following the last glaciation).
Data from northern Sweden on past peat accumulation rates in some of the most common types of mires
indicate that the rate of peat accumulation decreased prior to any significant disturbance by human activities.
The contemporary rate of carbon sequestration in Degerd Stormyr, in the same region, is at (or possibly slightly
higher than), the rate in mires during the late Holocene.

A significant proportion (ca. a third) of the net carbon dioxide taken up through photosynthesis during the

growing period is lost during the winter period, despite the snow cover and sub-zero temperatures. In addition,
roughly the same proportion (ca. a third) of the net uptake during the growing season is lost from mires through
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runoff and methane emissions, although there are likely to be large between-mire differences in these variables.
The importance of wintertime losses, methane emissions and runoff carbon exports for the annual net carbon
exchange in mires also indicates that mire carbon balances are likely to be highly sensitive to climatic changes.
Both the emission of methane and the runoff export of carbon depend to a large extent on the hydrological
conditions. Increases in precipitation, which have already been detected at high latitudes, will most likely increase
losses of carbon through both processes. The increased losses may be counteracted by extension of the growing
season and associated increases in net carbon uptake.
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GAP —analysis of wetland habitats of Vologda region

N. Bolotova
Vologda State Pedagogical University,
Vologda, RUSSIA. bolotova@vologda.ru

GAP —analysis of wetland habitats of Vologda region is the component of the regional project
“Evaluation of landscape-and-ecological representativeness of the protected areas network of the Vologda
region (GAP-analysis)”. This project is realized in framework of the interregional program «Analysis of fullness
and showing up of “white gaps” of the protected areas network in the North-West of Russiax.

Protecting of wetland habitats is very importance for the goal of the biodiversity conservation in Vologda
region. It’s connected with wide distribution of wetlands in Vologda region (at 61° 36’- 58’21°N, 34’40-47°10’E)
located in the North-West of the European Russia. This region situated at the boundary of middle and southern
taiga and it’s also marginal in relation to the largest drainage basins of Eurasia. Eurasian watershed between the
Arctic Ocean (White Sea — Severnaya Dvina River), Atlantic Ocean (Baltic Sea — Lake Onego) and inland drainage
(Caspian Sea —Volga River) basins cuts across the territory. The dense hydrological net includes numerous rivers
and small lakes and large shallow lakes (Beloe, Kubenskoe, Vozhe) and 2 reservoirs (Sheksninskoe and the part
of Rybinsckoe). Besides the part of the Lake Onega belong to the Vologda region.

The flat surface and shallow groundwater bedding contributes to bogging-up. In addition, the area is
characterized by excess wetting, and the climate created favourable conditions for the waterlogging. Relief also
contributes to bogging-up on low ground, which emerged in the historical past, due to the work of the glacier.
The feature of this territory is high diversity of landscape structure and consequently there is diversity of
aquatic and marsh ecosystems. The watersheds are characterized by high bogginess, where different types of
river marshes, valley mires, and bog (lowland, transitional, raised) are situated on the territory of the Vologda
region. In the region are identified 45030 peat bogs.

The interactions between different waterbobies and marshlands and the diversity of wetlands led to the
diversity of habitats and biodiversity of Vologda region. For example investigations of mires allow identify of
50 species of lichens, 115 species of mosses and 278 species of vascular plants belonging to 146 genera, 61
families. The list of the rare vascular plants of aquatic and coastland habitat contents 49 species. 53 species of
vascular plants and 14 mosses were listed in the Red Book of the Vologda region, and 24 species of hygrophytic
vegetation require botanical control. More than a third of vertebrate’s animals including 127 the rare species
live in wetlands and many animals are using of wetlands in life cycle periodically. Wetlands serve as migratory
corridors, sometimes feeding, breeding or temporary refuges for migratory species. The fauna of birds in
wetlands has 108 species, included 42 rare species. Along the Lake Onega on the territory of the Vologda region
passes migratory way of birds. There are the “key” ornithological territories, which are protected under the
Ramsar’s Convention. About 25% of rare plant species and 38% of rare animals, which are recorded in the Red
Book of Russia and the Vologda region found in wetlands.

Changing of the habitats led to a reduction in the number of sensitive species of flora and fauna.
The wetlands as complex ecosystems are very vulnerable to human impact through transformation the system
“drainage areas — waterbobies”. The waterbodies are exploited for fishery, water consumption, recreational
use, waste water disposal and navigation. The focus of the economy on the using of rich water resources,
transformation of drainage areas, and the creation of the largest transport waterways has induced to significant
changes in ecosystems. Example, the connection of sea’s basins (White Sea, Baltic Sea, and Caspian Sea) through
Volgo-Baltic route, Severo-Dvinskay water way led to many problems: changing of wetlands, increasing of
pollution, and invasion of new species. The wide distribution of mires on the drainage area stimulates getting of
organics into waterbobies. The negative processes of eutrophication and pollution of wetland are observed.

Anthropogenic transformation of wetland including the draining of the marshes exacerbated the
problem of conservation of the biodiversity. Creating a network of protected areas in the Vologda region was
directed to the preservation of boreal forest ecosystems, and therefore was ineffective to maintain biodiversity
of wetlands. The analysis showed that most valuable wetlands and habitats of rare species have been outside
protected areas. Only 5 areas of the 181 protected have status of hydrological reserves. Most of bogs named
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“protected” are not located in protected areas. Using of GIS-methods for the analysis distribution of protected
areas, wetlands in different basins  lets not only receive and analyze the information more efficiently, but also
cooperate in research and direction to all interested parties.

The main result of GAP-analysis was receiving of the proof of necessary to optimize the network of
protected areas for conservation of wetlands. Moreover, the maintenance of biodiversity of forest biotopes
depends of the wetlands. Now the way to conservation of wetlands will be reservation of new areas, which
includes aquatic ecosystems and watersheds and different types of marshland habitat. Especially valuable unique
habitats are the back marshes, river marshes, and valley mires. This year the reservation of lands under protected
areas in future took place in all administrative districts of Vologda region. The principles of reservation are the
widening, combination of the existing protected area, reservation of unique and rare biotopes. In the present due
to investigations of coastal areas of Lake Onega will be create special protected area here.

The wetlands are a source of energy, raw materials, food, territorial, recreational resources. Due to the
high environmental and economic aesthetic and recreational value of wetlands there was an urgent need for their
protection. For the conservation of biodiversity in Vologda region should be trend to maintaining the wetland as
the habitats of organisms of different groups. Changes the hydrologic regime, construction the roads and existing
of other risks led to degradation of the mires. Protecting biodiversity of wetland, on the one hand involves
effective environmental management, and on the other - protection species (including creation of Red Book) and
monitoring their habitats. Also the strategy must be focused on ecological education, on the creation of public
opinion, organization of the network of public monitoring, the coordination of activity of all beneficiaries.
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Eero Kaakinen
North Ostrobothnia Environment Centre
Oulu, Finland

Assessment of threatened mire habitats in Finland

The first assessment of threatened habitat types in Finland was carried out during 2005-2008 and the results
wete published in June 2008. The project was co-ordinated by the Finnish Environment Institute (FEI / SYKE)
and the assessment was conducted by seven expert groups including over 80 habitat specialists. The habitats
were divided into seven main groups: The Baltic Sea and its coast, inland waters and shores, mires, forests, rocky
habitats, traditional rural biotopes and the fell area.

The method for the assessment was based on two main criteria. Criterion A relates to the change in the total
area or number of occurrences of a given habitat type and Criterion B to their qualitative development.

The mire expert group assessed all open and forested peat forming habitats; both mire site types and mire
complex types, as well as succession series of the land uplift coast. The red listing of habitat types was carried
out both on national level, and on the regional level for southern (hemiboreal, southern and middle boreal
vegetation zones) and northern (northern boreal vegetation zone) sub-regions.

According to the results the state of Finnish mire habitats is alarming, especially in the hemiboreal, southern
and middle boreal zones. About half of the mire site types and mire complex types assessed are threatened
in the entire country (Red List Categories CR, critically endangered, EN, endangered or VU, vulnerable). The
proportion of threatened mire site types is highest among rich fens, spruce mires, spruce-birch fens and rich
spruce-birch fens.

Mire habitat types are much more threatened regionally in the southern sub-region than in the northern sub-
region. That is because of more intensive utilization of mires. Drainage has been quite intensive even in
southern parts of northern boreal zone, however. In the southern sub-region only two mire site types were
classified LC, least concern: Sphagnum fuscum bogs and ridge-hollow pine bogs. All other mire site types were
classified as threatened or near threatened (NT). All mire complex types are threatened or near threatened, and
mire succession series of the land uplift coast are critically endangered. In northern sub-region the proportion
of threatened mire site types is clearly lower. Rich fens, rich spruce-birch fens, rich pine fens and spruce mires
have suffered most, and most them are near threatened (NT) in the northern boreal zone.

In Finland, forestry drainage is the largest threat to mire habitats. Agricultural use has reduced the mire area
particularly in southern Finland, but also locally in northern Finland in areas with rich fens and fertile spruce
mires. Industrial peat harvesting has expanded from the 1970s onwards and regionally it has had major impacts
on mire biodiversity. Other reasons for deterioration of mires are e.g, water engineering and regulation,
construction (incl. road networks), tree loggings and soil treatment in undrained forested mires as well as
groundwater extraction.

Although mire conservation has progressed and the drainage of pristine mires for forestry is not any more
supported by the state, there are still many threats to mires. Particularly the maintenance of old ditches can
destroy mire margin habitats as well as the hydrology of undrained mire habitats. Moreover, undrained forested
mire habitats are used for forestry and virgin mires are still drained for peat extraction. The are some plans

to inundate large mire areas for hydroelectricity threatening even protected mires. Building and infrastructure
projects may harm, destroy or fragment mires. Groundwater extraction threatens spring mires and other
groundwater fed fens. Long-distance effects of drainage and other land use activities may have a negative impact
on undrained mires.

Some of the rich fens were formerly used as pastures, which kept them open and more diverse. Abandonment
now threatens this diversity in many of the smaller rich fens especially in southern Finland. Climate change
mainly affects northern mires with permafrost formations.
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Wetlands in Arctic
By Tatiana Minayeva,
Wetlands International Senior Technical Officer
Report to V" Barents Habitat Forum

Basing on the CAFF vegetation Map analyses, wetlands are one of the most distributed landscape type in Arctic-
They can reach 60 % of the total Arctic ecosystems area-

Wetlands types within the Ramsar definition are represented in Arctic by following types: Permafrost peatlands
(polygonal, shallow peat tundra, palsa mires); shallow lakes; rivers and deltas; periodically flooded lands; coastal
wetlands; shallow sea waters and present key Ramsar wetland types

Wetlands in Arctic are extremely fragile

Wetlands in Arctic occupy very thin biota layer - mainly represented by shallow peatlands and shallow lakes.
That is the reason of their especial fragileness.

The main ecosystem-forming factor of arctic wetlands defining their genesis and function — is permafrost. At
the same time permafrost is the most vulnerable to Climate Change

Permafrost is affected not only by high temperature but in some Arctic areas by increase of precipitation. The
high termoconductivity of water enhance warming effect.

Arctic ecosystems are characterized by low species, ecosystem and population diversity. Biological species in
Arctic as a rule are very specialized tightly connected to their habitats. In Arctic organisms, populations and

ecosystems are more directly dependent on abiotic factors than in other conditions. The changes in habitat
quality and spatial distribution will have an impact on population structure and even species presence. All
changes have “chain” consequences.

Specific low level type of metaboloism in organisms, populations and ecosystems in Arctic is responsible for low
resistance and restoration potential

As climate change consequences the serious changes in wetland hydrology are expected including, permafrost
melting, presence, river flood regime and hydrochemistry, dissolved and particulated components presence what
will have also impact on the permanent ices in the ocean.

Wetlands transformation caused by climate change will have negative feedback to climate via GHG balance by
releasing methane. The modern methane will be produced during summer period due to changes in temperature
regime peat layers and shallow waters. The relic methane will released from permafrost while melting. The
expected methane volume to be released is comparable to current fluxes of industrial genesis and will have
global impact.

Arctic wetlands support habitats for a great number of migrating species

The land use practice applied in Arctic in recent times have been based on the traditional knowledge of
indigenous people. The land use have been balanced with resource availability and synchronized with seasonal
and spatial resources dynamic. The land use have been harmonized and integrated with natural processes
compatible with ecosystem capacity.

The new technologies provide opportunities to overcome challenges of harsh Arctic environment and lead to
industrial uniformed rapid development in the region. Mainly development is focused oil and gas industry. Even
traditional land use such as reindeer herd - appears to be industrialized.

The predicted hydrocarbon shortage and non stable political situation cause competition among Arctic countries
for resources in the region — what could bring us to the unsustainable development ignoring environment
demands

The wetlands conservation by Ramsar convention is not regular in circumpolar context

It is not very logic also in the Barents region — one can see the great concentration on Ramsar sites in Finland
and Sweden, and lack in Russia and Norway especially along the coastal line

The recommendations for the improvement of wetlands conservation in Barents Region:
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Wetlands Conservation in Barents Region needs urgent actions
*  Wetlands diversity and status mapping
*  Wetlands dependent species habitats and migrating routs mapping
* Threat analyses
* Identify conservation gaps and launch relevant protected areas
* Integrate wetlands in ECONET
*  Map wetlands restoration potential and launch restoration projects
* Negotiate with oil and gas corporations on pilot projects on wise use and restoration
* Identify wetlands ecosystems and species status indicators
* Identify monitoring parameters
*  Map monitoring capacity
* Launch monitoring network for Barents region compatible with CBMP
* Promote Nordic-Baltic Ramsar regional initiative as a tool for regional cooperation
*  Develop join position in the upcoming Ramsar COP10 on resolutions on Climate Change and on
Wetlands and extractive industries
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4. Session on climate change
- a challenge for Barents Euro-Artic region

The influence of climate change on ecosystems and
habitats is a politically highlighted issue. The issue was
considered at the latest HCF but not identified as a
theme for the fifth HCE Since a project on climate
change later started inside the Barents Euro Arctic Co-
operation it is very relevant to include this issue. The
Forum will discuss possible influence of climate change
on the Barents region and consider recommendations.

Panel discussion

The difficulty for biodiversity protection in Finland is
that areas are very scattered in the north. In Sweden
they are all mostly along the fell mountains. In Russia
there are larger corridors from south to north.

In the south of Sweden we don’t have big areas and no
corridors. We have to ensure corridors; maybe have
stepstones. Migration out of the reserves should be
possible. It is a question of careful management.

We need Fennoscandia green belts, more of biodiver-
sity in forestry practice. Attitudes in practical forestry
do not accord to new methods.

In industrial forestry it is possible to work with certifi-
cations. Forestry systems are slow. It is possible to build
biodiversity in the young stands.

It's important to use the knowledge there is and to
look upon the size and quality of areas and the neces-
sity of dead wood.

Taiga forests need more protection areas. More pilot
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Speakers and panel:
Roland Jansson, Umea University, Staffan Berg,
Skogforsk, Yrjo Norokorpi, Metsihallitus.

projects and more incentives for forest producers are
required. We all have different platforms, as always.
There is a modest increase of dead wood. More is
necessary already now, for the species. There will be
increasing demands in the future for logging.
Corridors is the important issue. How can the step-
ping stones help the corridors?. There is no certainty
that the Scandinavian countries understand the im-
portance of the corridors. These issues require to get
attention from the green public and the environmental
policy.

The effectivenes of the measures is important. Cor-
ridors can be very expensive. One has to consider
biodiversity and take the costs into account.

Better network representation is desirable to see the
different interests and policy changes. We don’t do
what we can. It’s really important to use the knowledge
we all have and maintain representation.



Impacts of climate change on biodiversity and ecosystem services in the Barents Region

Roland Jansson, Associate professor

Landscape Ecology Group,

Dept. of Ecology and Environmental Science

Umea University

SE-901 87 Umea, Sweden

e-mail: roland.jansson@emg.umu.se, phone: +46-90-786 95 73
web: http://www.emg.umu.se/roland

This presentation reports the results of a cross-disciplinary study on the effects of climate change on
ecosystems and changes the livelihood and well-being of people as a result of climate change in the Barents
Region, i.e. northern Norway, Sweden, Finland and north-western Russia. We assessed likely changes in the
provision of goods and services from natural and semi-natural ecosystems (i.e. excluding urban and agricultural
land) in the Barents Region, as a consequence of anticipated climate change during the 21* century. Arctic
regions in general are expected to warm more than the global average, but the Barents Region is unique within
the Arctic for several reasons: It is more densely populated, have higher cultural diversity and have steeper
environmental gradients (e.g. closer between temperate forests and tundra) than other Arctic regions.

A warmer climate is expected to result in a net increase in species richness in the region as more southern
species have the potential to immigrate than is expected to be lost, but barriers to migration may prevent species
from adjusting their ranges in response to climate. Some endemic species, primarily northern and alpine species,
may be at risk of going extinct. Exotic and invasive species are expected to expand, since they are often derived
from warmer climatic zones and have reached the Barents region with the help of humans.

The provision of ecosystem services, i.e. the benefits we obtain from ecosystems, the expected responses

to climate change ranged from those judged as positive to strongly negative, i.e. they favour and disfavour,
respectively, the service in question. For many ecosystem services, direct, first order effects are expected to

be positive as a result of e.g. higher survival and reproduction in populations of many species in response

to warming, whereas indirect effects are expected to be negative, e.g. due to habitat loss and altered species
interactions. In general, forecasts of changes in the provision of ecosystem services are inherently difficult as a
result of complex, often non-linear interactions among species and among ecosystems and humans. This calls
for strategies to enhance the adaptive capacity of society, as a way to prepare for uncertainty.

The capacity of Barents Region societies to adapt to climate change is generally higher in the Nordic countries
than in the Russian north, where the combined effects of climate change and globalisation for local residents
may be severe. In addition, some sectors, such as reindeer husbandry, already being affected by other pressures,
may be forced to reorganise across the entire region.

In the future, the opening of the northern sea rout between Europe and Asia might open up new areas for

extraction of natural resources, such as oil, gas and logging, having consequences for ecosystems and local and
indigenous peoples as severe as climate change.
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SKOGFORSK

Staffan Berg 2008-10-15

The potential of forest production and its possibilities for fossil fuel
replacement
Summary of presentation at Habitat Contact Forum 15 - 16 October 2008

INTRODUCTION

How are the possibilities to replace the global use of fossil fuels with energy from forests? This question is easy
to answer. Consider the global oil consumption, ca 32 E+9 Barrels, that is equivalent to 180 000 PJ' per year.

Growing stock of Global Forests 434 219 E+6 m’ on bark year 2005 according to FAO. Assume 500 kg dry
substance per cubic meter and assume also this volume has an inherent caloric energy of 20M]/kg.. This makes
a total energy content of ca 4 mill. P]. Even with an addition of a factor 1,x biomass index per standing cubic
meter, it is clear to anyone that the world’s forest will never be able to replace the total global use of fossil oil.

WHAT IS IT THE ABOUT?

The wish for fossil fuel replace have many reasons:

e Cost efficiency
e Global quest for renewable energy sources in order to comply with the idea of sustainability
e Reasons of security policy and the quality of not being dependant of other nations

e The reason of mitigating the Global Warming by not increasing or even decreasing he amount of
carbon (green house gases) in the atmosphere.

How is it then with the global boreal Carbon resources in forests.? According to a work by (Goodale et all,
2002)

Table. Northern Hemisphere carbon pools in the forest sector, 1990.

Forest C pools (Pg C) Overall forest sector
ea

_ive Forest SOC Forest Total
veg. wood floor prod.
83 14 28 260° 4 390

Most of the Carbon sequestered in forests is in the forest floor or as soil organic Carbon. Only a small part is in
the biomass. This brings up the issue whether forest management aiming to increased biomass production can
release other Carbon pools. Vegetation management plays here cleatly a role.

CONFLICTING INTEREST

The worlds forest are today important and serve as an relevant platform in the field of world politics. Many
calls for the service of forests and the use of forests is important for e.g.;

e Traditional forest industry, timber, pulp and paper.
e Employment, regional economies
e Energy

o Water

1 Each liter of oil assumed to contains 36 M] 2 soil organic carbon from below the “forest floor to a depth of 1 m
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e Biodiversity
e (Cultural and Sacred values
e Tourist Industry, recreation,and health.

Some of these interest are conflicting, some agree. The allocation of forests to users is an issue for markets and
the political system. For scientists and practitioners in forestry it is however relevant to manage and increase
forests biomass production so it doesn’t risk the sustainable use of forests.

What is then the potential to increase the production from forests in the Boreal Hemisphere?

EXAMPLE SWEDEN

An investigation by Rosvall, (2007) identifies that the present growth and use of timber from Swedish forests,
90 mill m’ per year as close to the sustainable level. The author reckon however there are possibilities to augment
the growth by several measures, altogether adding up to increase growth by 50%.

These measures are identified as:

e Better use of present measures +30%, increased efficiency or in larger scale, regeneration, forest tree
breeding, extended use of Lodgepol pine, fertilization and cleaning of old dykes

e Introduced use of new methods or applications , +20%, as somatic embryogenesis, afforestation
(agricultural land), new methods of fertilization and increased draining of forest land.

The author stresses that the boreal forest system with long rotation petiods react slowly to changes. The
potential, if reached will, from a human perspective, be due after a considerable period of time.

CONCLUSION

e The boreal forests cannot solve the problem with replacement of fossil fuels.

e TForests and forest management plays however an important role in efforts to achieve a sustainable
society. It provides products and services that all has the quality of being managed sustainable. Itis a
part of the solution!

e Some products and services are conflicting, but many are not. The potential can be great. Forest sector
is one of the few, if not the only one, that has renewable assetsof raw material and energy.

e Vegetation management is important from the perspective of global warming. Forests can manage
forests towards a better sustainability, it is also possibly to apply a negative lop that will impoverish
biodiversity biomass and sequestered carbon in soils.

e Good management is important!

REFERENCES

Goodale, C., Apps, M., Birdsey, R. Field, C., Heath, L., Houghton, R., Jenkins, J., Kohlmaier, G., Kurz, W,, Liu,
S., Nabuurs G-J, Nilson, S. and Shvidenko. 2002. Forest carbon sinks in the northern hemisphere. Ecological
Applications, 12(3), 2002, pp. 891-899q 2002 by the Ecological Society of America

FAQ, 2005, The Global Forest Resource Assessment 2005, Main report, FAO Forestry Paper 147.
http://healthandenergy.com/oil_crisis.htm. October 12 2008

Rosvall, O., 2007. Produktionspotentialen dr betydligt hogre dn dagens tillvixt. Skogsskdtsel for en framtid. Kungl.
Skogs och lantbruksakademins Tidskrift. Nummer 4. 2007.Argang 146

48



Dr Yrjo Norokorpi Habitat Contact Forum 15-16.10.2008
Metsahallitus, Natural Heritage Services
Lapland Region

Assessment of fell habitats and climate change

The first assessment of threatened habitat types in Finland was conducted between 2003-2008. The
objective was to provide a complete description of the current state of the habitat types found in Finland, their
development during recent decades, and the threats they are likely to face in the near future. The assessment
coordinated by the Finnish Environment Institute was conducted by broad-based expert groups from various
research institutes, universities, and administrative bodies. The project was divided into seven main groups, one
of which was the fell habitat group.

The fell habitat types include treeless hilltops and the upland habitats of the mountain birch zone
with 46 of them being assessed. They cover a total of 1.3 million hectares. The fells are characterised by low
temperature and a short growing season. The wind is a factor regulating the thickness of the snow cover
and wind creates bare wind-beaten patches and accumulations of snow, patches where the snow stays. Along
with soil fertility, snow cover regulates the composition of the ground vegetation. The fell ecosystem is also
characterised by habitats modified by frost-induced soil-heaving and rocky outcrops.

Some 15% of the fell habitats are threatened, and this corresponds to a little over 10% of their area.
The most threatened habitats are patches where the snow stays and lingers; their numbers have powerfully
diminished and this trend is expected to accelerate due to climate change. Also threatened are the driest
mountain birch stands and some fell heath, the cause being heavy reindeer grazing. Roughly half of the habitats
are assessed near threatened (NT), which is is 77% of the total area. Of the future threats, the foremost are
overgrazing and climate change.

It is predicted that climate change will be most marked in northern areas. At minimum, the average
summer temperatures are expected to rise 2 ° C by the year 2100. This could mean a gradual upward shift of
the timberline more than 330 metres, which would mean just a few highest treeless hilltops being retained in
Enonteki6 Lapland. This would be devastating for the sensitive and rare plant and animal species of the treeless
fell habitat, which have little margin for adaptation and minimal space for propagation. The change in vegetation
zones means the transition of entire ecological communities. The speed of this transition is considerably slower
than the predicted pace of climate change. In addition, the sunlight zones remain unchanged. The various
species have markedly different reproductive, propagative and adaptive capacities, thus leaving them vulnerable
to a range of disturbances and imbalances, and susceptible to a variety of threats. Increasing annual variations in
weather conditions and occurrences of extreme phenomena also place further pressures on species adaptation.

There is little than can be done in the fell areas by way of mitigating climate change, but adaptive
actions are possible. The key lies in fostering high ecosystem biodiversity by maintaining an extensive
conservation area network and and by seeing to it that ecosystems remain in excellent condition in terms of
their structure, quality and functioning. The grazing pressure coming from reindeer herding is an example of
a factor needing to be modified. Safeguarding species and genetic diversity ensures the health and viability of
the natural environment and its ability to react flexibly to change. The key to the ecosystem s ability to recover
from disturbances thus lies in its biodiversity. Many endangered species, and thus biodiversity itself, are wholly
dependent on the continuity of their biotopes. A coherent, comprehensive conservation area network serves as
a vital ecological corridor as climate change speeds up and favourable climatic conditions for vegetation zones
shift.
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5. Session on forest biodiversity conservation

To conserve the biodiversity of forests of Barents re-
gion is a target of great importance. The Fourth Habi-
tat Contact Forum identified the protection of forest
biodiversity a key issue for the next HCE To conserve
forest biodiversity protected areas are needed. In ad-
dition sufficient protection of habitats, structures and
species are needed in areas where industrial forestry is
used. Sacred sites in the forest may offer opportunities
for enhanced protection. A changed climate may also
have an influence. The Forum will focus on the need of
measures to conserve forest biodiversity.

Speakers and panel: Lena Gustafsson, Swedish Uni-
versity of Agricultural Sciences, Valeri Efimov, Insi-
tute of ecological problems of the North, Alexander
Davydov, Insitute of ecological problems of the North,
Aleksandr Markovskiy, SPOK.

In addition Per Angelstam, Swedish University of
Agricultural, participated in the panel.

Panel discussion

It is a simplyfied message that the key habitats are too
small (referring to Ilka Hanskis study). It depends on
the type of habitat. Some species can dispurse in small
habitats. One has to take into consideration what sur-
rounding forest there is. Small habitats can be 3-500
ha. It differs in different countries. Of course we have
to look at the surroundings.

Consider that ownerships change each 15-20 years.
We have to be more specific, look at the different roles
and what we want to achieve. Always clarify what it is
about, if the ambition is low or high.

A new type of strategy is needed. It’s not necessarly the
researchers that will come up with the most creative
new ways of thinking.

There is a lot of knowledge, isolated from each other.

Where should the reseacher publish to reach out?
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We, operative people, recognize a problem. The solu-
tion is to make agreements so we can get help from
research.

It is a question of knowledge transfer. There is a certain
programme about communication and education in
the Convention of Protection Area. Put the issue in the
agenda and use the programme.

Conservation and support of biodiversity of wide
spread species is less studied. Find out key habitats for
different species. We should identify different species
and think of the combination. There is a range of such
areas protected in the forest. In Russia it is a waste
area. We have to have different approches.

Important to have own solutions and than exchange
information about it.



Environmental effects of measures for increased forest production

Lena Gustafsson, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU), Department of Ecology, P.O. Box 7044,
SE-750 07 Uppsala, Sweden. lena.gustafsson@ekol.slu.se, Mobile phone +46 70 302 27 47.

The current trend in Swedish forestry is that there is an orientation towards a higher focus on wood production.
This is also manifested in the new forest policy that was adopted in 2008. Measures that lead to increased
production usually cause negative effects on biodiversity, for example nitrogen fertilization and drainage. The
ongoing logging of the last remnants of natural forests also depletes biodiversity. If present trends will be long-
lasting, the future forest landscape will have darker and more homogenous forest stands and younger production
forests. The forest landscape will become more polarized with a large proportion of the forestland covered with
more or less intensively managed production forests and with a much lower proportion conservation areas. Main
consequences for biodiversity will be that the production forests will have a lower number of species, smaller
populations of natural forest species, less dwarf shrubs and more grasses. The present forest conservation
model in Sweden implies 1) increase in the area of protected forests, 2) large area of certified forests, and 3) tree
retention schemes at final loggings. A key question is if these actions will be enough to counteract the negative
biodiversity trends caused by the intensified forestry. A main issue is also how combined effects of increased
forestry intensity and climate change will affect biodiversity. Changes in the forest landscape are very slow

due to the long life span of many forest species and long rotations times in forestry. The changes in the forest
landscapes have been progressing for a long time and the current intensification will only add on to an ongoing
development.
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PROTECTION OF BIODIVERSITY OF TAIGA FORESTS IN THE NORTH-WEST RUSSIA
Valery A. Efimov
Institute of Ecological Problems of the North, the Ural Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences.
Archangel. Russia.

The North-West Russia is a huge territory, which is located between Southern taiga forests and tundra
region in Arctic. The North-West Russia is characterized by the diversity of landscapes, nature complexes, and
biota. The biodiversity of the region is studied not enough, especially in the Archangel region.

The developing and spreading of forest industry has a result as the fragmentation of habitats for biota,
decumulation of the populations of rare and typical taiga species. Especial influence on this process have
industrial cuttings on the large areas.

For a protection of biodiversity, there are studied rare species and species in danger, which are described
at the Red Data Books of the regions and in Russia in general. There are deduced a special regulations for a
protection of it.

About 50% of terraneous Red-Data-Book’ species of biota (plants, mushrooms, insects, birds, etc.) are
depend on industrial cuttings. For a protection of it there are Nature Protected Areas (PA) organized, as far as
forest legislation proposed a protection of forests on the places of their location (osobo zashschitnye ychastki
— OZU).

Our research (Razumovsky, Efimov, 2000) shows, that nowadays existed network of PA in the Russian
Part of the Barents Euro-Arctic Region is characterized by rather low landscape representation, so the network
of PA nowadays is not efficient for a protection of nature systems and biodiversity. This PA network needs to
be developed and improved. But even improved PA network could not provide a protection, and even more
could not to maintain of typical taiga species of biota, which are not protected from industrial cuttings and
undergo of the influence of it very much. So the main task of the protection of biodiversity of taiga forests
in the North-West Russia is a protection of environment for the biota of taiga. The researches shows that
there are necessary to save of cuttings not less than 30% of total amount forests for a reliable protection of
biodiversity.

The solution of the problem it seems to be using the way of creation of environmental skeletons which has
to be constructed by the green meridians and the green belts. The basic elements of those green meridians and green
belts should be the PA, connected with each other by green corridors. We described already the main approaches
for creating of the green meridians and the green belts (Efimov, 2007, 2008). The green meridians and the green belts
which will be connected each other should be the main component uniting the PA of all of the North-West
region into the living network and which will connect this system with the network of the PA of the countries
of the Barents Euro-Arctic Region.

The formation of the belt of boreal forests of Murmansk and Archangel regions and Karelia and Komi
Republics should be the important component of this system. The creation of such a belt there will gives an
opportunity to protect large massive of intact old-grove forests in Archangel region and Komi Republic, which
determine a special value of the North-West Russia in the processes of protection of Nature Heritage of
European Continent. The value and importance of such territories for a protection of biodiversity and nature
complexes were confirmed by 5 International Environmental Expeditions, which were organized in Archangel
Region in 1997-2003.

Creating of the green meridians and the green belts will be the most efficient in the framework of International
cooperation. Continue this process the important tasks will be the organizing of the International Environmental
Expeditions into the remote and “undiscovered” areas, one of it is located in the North-East part of Archangel
Region (the upper part of the basin of Pyoza River in Mezen District).
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SACRED SITES IN THE FOREST OF NORTH-WEST RUSSIA
Alexander N. Davydov, Ph.D.
Institute of Ecological Problems of the North, the Ural Branch
of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Archangelsk, Russia

A Nordic-Russian conference “The Last Large Intact Forests in North-West Russia: Protection and
Sustainable Use” (Steinkjer/Lierne, Norway, 4-7.12.2007) addressed to include into the Programme of V-th
Habitat Contact Forum an explanation of IUCN/WCPA “Delos Initiative”. The creators and coordinators of
“Delos Initiative”, .M. Mallarach, and Th. Papayannis said: “For some people nature is sacred. For others the
natural world is part of the divine Creation. Still others believe that the divine Spirit resides in every natural
element, in rocks and trees and wild beings. In all cases, spiritual beliefs are related to nature in one way or the
other and warrant a joint appreciation. For practical reasons as well, looking in an integrated manner upon the
sacred and the natural may lead to a combination of conservation efforts that can result in synergy, of benefit
to both sides” (Mallarach, Papayannis, 2000).

I would like to touch a phenomenon of sacred sites in the forest of North-West Russia. Since 1991
the territory belonged to the National Park “Kenozersky”. I have a field research on this territory since 1981
(the last field trip was in 1994, when the National park was already organized) with the exploratory design of
the National park and collected a number of stories of local people about sacred groves. Nowadays there are
described 45 sacred groves in the National Park “Kenozersky” (Tretjakov, Koptev, Kozykin, Torhov, Kosarev,
2002). Kenozero sacred groves are coniferous forests (pine and common spruce). Local people mark out those
groves in the surround woodland. Those groves have special name, being called svazaya roscha (sacred grove).
The fact of presence of coniferous sacred groves is unusual in the Russian tradition (for Russian people the sacred
tree is birch).

The analogous of sacred groves on Kenozero one could find in taiga forests of West Siberia, which I
have seen during the expedition “S/avyansky Khod 2008” in the forests of Ob’ and Sos’va rivers. Among peoples
Khanty and Mansy is a tradition of sacred groves of coniferous trees, which is connected with shamanism. One
example is the sacred grove Khalev-Oyka, which is a sanctuary of Mansy people community of the village Aneevo
in the West Siberia, located in 5 km of the point where river Posol flows to the river Sos’va. The sanctuary
described by Izmail Gemuev, who visited the place in 1986 (Gemueyv, 1990). There is a glade in the centre of
the sacred grove with a post on the glade, a top of it covered by birch bark “cap”. There is a thin pole fastened
to the post by several cloths. There is a parallel with pe/ena on the Holy crosses of Kenozero and cloths on the
post and the spruce tree of the sacred grove Khalev Oyka. Near the post there is a small wooden table (passan)
used for ritual food for Khalev Oyka, who is a sacred protector of the Aneevo village and surrounded forest. A
parallel is with Kenozero Lake Area: near some chapels also stand small table on which peasants of the villages
have their ritual meals in patron saint’s days. A ritual storehouse (suzyah) stayed in the Khalev Oyka sacred grove.
Inside storehouse there are a wooden sculpture of a spirit and arsys, which are cloths, as offerings to him.

The sacred groves might have been considered as a spiritual/natural phenomena, which are characteristic
to the different ethnic gropes located in taiga forests. Sacred groves are “an examples of the most ancient forms of
Protected Areas, which are connected with ritual (religious) rites” (Boreiko, 1998).

At Svensk-Ryskt Forum (St. Petersburg, 10-11.06.2008) the Chair of CAFE, Mr. Sune Sohlberg
introduced me the experience of CAFF for conservation value of sacred sites of indigenous peoples of the
Arctic (CAFF Technical Report 11, 2004). This experience has a great value for elaboration of methods of
evaluation of the sacred sites of the taiga forests of North-West Russia, which has to be included into the
International cooperation for a protection of biodiversity, as a special trend of an international multidisciplinary
field research, studies and recommendations.
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CURRENT SITUATION WITH PROTECTION BIODIVERSITY IN FORESTRY
IN NORTH-WEST RUSSIA
Alexandr Markovsky, Karelian nature protection organization “SPOK”
Habitat Contact Forum V, Umei, Visterbotten, 15 — 16 of October 2008
Session on forest biodiversity conservation

To support nature values of a certain area we should protect biodiversity on different levels.
1. Large valuable forest areas of world and international concernment.

Less valuable forest areas of regional and local concernment.
3. Key biotopes — local patches of special value.

In forestry we can combine two ways:
L To exclude most valuable objects from exploitation;
To adopt forestry practice to pay more attention to forest dynamic and biodiversity conservation.
In Karelia Republic at present 216 nature reserves - 1007,6 th. ha (5,6 % from total area of Karelia).
At the same time there is Karelian Master-Plan consist 60 planning nature reserves. Total area (without water
surface) is about 1600 th. ha (9 % from forestry area of Karelia). Almost all OGF are included in planned
nature reserves.

In 2007 new «lLogging rules» were adopted by Russian Government. It contain direct request to protect
biodiversity in forestry (for example it request to protect a patches with high conservation value nature objects
ect.).

In NW-Russia there are several groups of investigators which deal with protection biodiversity in
forestry: Global forest watch (Russia), WWF (Russian Far East), WWF (Arkhangelsk), Found “Silver Tajga”,
SPOK, Pskov Model Forest, Kirov’s Forest Certifications Centre, Metsaliitto (Leningrad region), Project
“Biological value forests”(Leif Andersson&Nadezhda Alekseeva).

Bases on investigation in last years first Field manual books for identify key biotopes were created. Such
examples we could see in Karelia and Arkhangelsk region.

This Field manual books includes list of key habitats which potentially consist highest level of forests
biodiversity and their photos and recommendation of protection.

At the same time investigations shows small key biotopes do not work because the response of species
non-linear (Hanski, 2008).What needs in nearest future concerning biodiversity conservation in forestry?
Concerning protection biodiversity in forestry in NW-Russian forest conditions we needs answer on following
questions:

e What proportion of the forests can be used for timber supply without critical damage for
biodiversity?

e If small isolated key biotopes can not protect full biodiversity what should be the state of the forest
outside them to help them to protect biodiversity?

e What biotopes should remain in logging plots?
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1. Ceccus o ceTun OoXpaHAeMbIX TeppMTOpMﬁ

OCHOBHBIM Ha3HAYEHHEM CECCHHU SIBJISCTCS JUCKYCCHS O METOJax OpraHn3aliy U YKPEIJICHUS TOCYIapCTBEHHON 1
PErHOHAIBHON CHCTEM 0CO00 OXPaHSAEMbIX TEPPUTOPUI BHOCSILAS CBOM BKJIaJ B JOCTHKEHUE OOMINX [100aIbHBIX
nened. B Hacrosmee Bpems Ha moBecTke qHS Dopyma ctout popmupoanne BPAN (Cetr 0co00 oxpaHseMbIx
TeppuTopuii bapeH-pernona).

BeicTynamommue u y4aCTHUKHM JMCKYCCMOHHOH maHenu: Aiimo Caano, Mercaxamnutyc, OuHisiHans, JJJ1eH
Apne0epsbr, lupexropar ynpasnenus npupoasl Hopseruu, Yauie Xéiiep, I1IBeackoe ynpasieHue 3a1uThl IPOPOJIbI,
l'anmnna BecesoBa, Munuctp npupoansix pecypcoB U 3xkosioruu u Sin-Ilerrep Xyoepr Xancen, J{upexkropar
ynpasienus npupozsl Hopseruu.

JducKyccHOHHAsI MaHe b

OCHOBHOM 3a/1aueii SBJISIETCS 3alUTa 0c000 OXpaHsIeMbIX TeppUTOpuil. Bee comtacHsl ¢ akTyalbHOCTBIO 3TOTO
BOIIPOCa BCIIEACTBHUE NOTeMJIeHUs kinmara. [loBpexxneHsl orpoMuble TeppuTopun. @opyM UMeeT BOSMOXHOCTD
CO3JaHMs CETU JJIsl IPETBOPEHMUS B )KU3Hb HAMEUCHHBIX Liesei. JJoKHbBI ObITh 00CYKIEHBI Pa3IMYHbIC METO/IBI.
OCHOBHBIM OOLIMM METOJOM SBJISIETCS HICHTU(UKALNS 00BEKTOB 1 MeTO0B. OCHOBOI padOTHI SBIISIETCS B3aUMHast
MIOMOLIb.

PeneBaHTHBIM siBIsIeTCS HAauaI0 3T0# pabotel. Heobxoamumo gonoaHuTh HekoTopble Borpockl. BPAN (OIIT) moxer
corpyaanuars ¢ EC. BaxxHo o0paTtuTh BHUMaHUE Ha TEPPUTOPUM AUKON IPUPOLIBL.

Ham HeoOxonumo HailTH 001ne OCHOBBI, HASHTU(OULIHUPYIOLINE TEPPUTOPUH. UTO HEOOXOANMO CAEIATh B IEPBYIO
ouepens? OgHUM U3 ITyTel pabOThI AJIS KaXKA0H CTpaHBbI SIBISICTCS MPEACTABICHUE CIIMCKA, BKIIIOUAIOIIETO pa3Mephbl
TEPPUTOPHI, KOHTAKTHBIX JIML, OCHOBHBIC HAIIPABJICHUs paOOThl, PUHAHCOBBIC PECYPCHI.

MBI jxes1aeM BU3yaIu3upoBaTh ceTb. [locMoTpeTh Ha e€ Haluune, CUCTEMBbl OTYETHOCTH U MX HCIOJIb30BaHHUE.
OOHOBNICHNE IaHHBIX SIBIISICTCSI BAXKHBIM 3BeHOM, 1 HopBerus Hecér o0s3arenscTBo npenocrasienus pamnopra EC.
Opnnoii 3 nonoxurenbHblx yepT OIIT, siBnsieTcs BO3SMOKHOCT BECHUS 1MAJIOTa HA €IUHOM SI3bIKE AJIS IOCTUIKEHUS
0011111 OCHOBBI.

BapeHu-peruon noxasepres CUIbHOMY BIMSTHUIO YEJIOBEKA BCIICICTBUE 3KOHOMUYECKON aKTUBHOCTH. BaxHbIM
ABJSICTCSl COXPAaHEHHUE HACIEAMs IPUPOIbl. MOXKHO HayaTh MUJIOTHBIC IPOEKTHI, UCIIOIB30BaTh OPIH/bI O HACIEIUU
npupoznsl (cpasaute CIIIA) u nogyepkHyTh HEOOXOAUMOCTD MOAEPKKU 0COOBIX LIEHHOCTEH.

Kak MBI MO’keM Hauath 3Ty paboTy? Bosblie BcTpey uist AMCKyCCUil B TEKYLIEM IOy, OpeIelIeHHE MECT BCTpey

1 Ha3HAUCHME KIIIOYEBBIX JINL. BaxXHBIM SIBIISETCS OIyUYCHUE OTKIIMKA ITyTEM MpeaocTaBiIeHus nHGopMauu. Ml
XOTHUM BbLIENNTh bapeHu-pernon Ha Kapre, OArOTOBUTH TOPTOBYIO MapKy PErMOHA U MMOJUYEPKHYTh 0COObIE ICHHOCTH
1 OIACHOCTH.

Bonbine teppuropun pacnonoxkensl B Poccun. Henb3st ocna0nsaTh BHUMaHKE K MOJIOKEHUIO TyHAPHL. Tepputopun
HEO0XOJMMO MHCIIEKTUPOBATh.

2. Ceccus 06 ynpaBneHUn oxpaHAieMbIX TEPPUTOPUMA

Bropas ceccus oOpamiaer ocodoe BHUMaHHE Ha HE3aIIUIIEHHbIE CEHOKOCHBIE Yroibsi. Ha KynbTypHbIX
MECTOOOMTaHUSIX, B KAUECTBE IpUMepa, BEIOUPAIOTCSI METO/IbI yIipaBieHus. HeoOxoaumo 3amuruts 0MopasHoodpasue
U KyneTypHbIi nangmadT Bonoroackoro pernona.

BreicTtynawomue u y4acTHUKH JuckyccuoHHo maHenu: Karsa Paarukaiinen, Mercaxamnutyc, OUHISIHANUA

u Hapexna MaxkcyroBa, Bonoroackuii yuusepceuret, Poccus. JlononnutenbHbiil yuacTHuk Aiimo Caano,
Mercaxammuryc, QUHISHANS, y4aCTBOBABIIUI B TAHEIH.

JduckyccuoHHAsI MaHe b

CeHOKOCHBIE Yro/Ibsl HE SIBIISIIOTCS YaCThI0 0C000 OXpaHsIEeMBIX TeppUTOpHi. HeT HUKakuX cTpaTernuecKux IJIaHoB,
HalpapJICHHBIX HA UX OXpaHy. B ®uHIsHANYN CcylIecTByeT MHOTO YaCTHBIX (hepMEPCKUX X03s1HCTB. biaronaps
¢unancuposanuto EC, Tam ecTh 3HAYUTEIIbEHOE U3MECHEHHE.

VY Hac y Bcex ecTh IPOOJIEMbI ¢ CECHOKOCHBIMU YTO/IbsIMH. SIBJISIETCS JIM OXpaHa Hamty4inuM MetoroM? He siBisitorcst
JI1 OHU HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO AJIs IPECTABUTENBCTBA CEIbCKOX03HCTBEHHOr0 cektopa? OHU OTIMYAIOTCA OT APYTUX
ronieii. BoaMoykHO, HEOOXOIMMO YCTaHOBUTH KOHTAKT C BiajenbiieM? Kakoi crioco0 sBisieTcss HaumydIei 3ammToin?
B cityuae 601p110T0 KOJIMYECTBA YIPABISIOLIMX HUYETO He Npon30iaéT. [ maBHOM 3a1aueil pernoHaaIbHOro
COTPYAHUYECTBA SBJSIETCS 3allUTa HauOojee LEHHOTO.

B ®unstHAMM 3aMETHYIO POJIb UTPAIOT BOJIOHTEPHI, NPUPOJOOXPAaHHbIC OpraHu3alnu, 3emiesnanenbisl, WWE-
(hOHITBI.
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3. Ceccua o0 BOOHO-00N0TUCTbIX TepputTopusax

Tpetbs ceccusi: Posib BOIHO-00JI0TUCTBIX TEPPUTOPHIL B KPYTOBOPOTE YIIIeposa

- OneHKa 3KOJIOIMH BOAHO-00IOTUCTBIX MECTOOOUTAaHUI

- GAP-ananm3 3K0JI0rMK BOAHO-00IOTHUCTBIX MecTooOUTaHui Bojoroackoro pernona

BeicTtynawomue u y4acTHUKH JucKyccMOHHOH maHenau: Marc Hunbccon, [1IBeackuil yHuBepcuTeT uccne1oBaHui
cenbckoro xo3siiicrBa, Haranus bosioroBa, Bonoroackuii yuusepcutet u 3po Kaakunen, Llentp okpy:xaronieit
Cpezbl ceBEpO-BOCTOYHOM yacT boTHUYeckoro 3anusa.

JomomauTensHbiii yuacTHUK TaThbsiHa MunaeBa, pedepar npuiaraeTcs HIKe.

JAuckyccHOHHAsI MaHe b

Heob6xonumo Gosibliie coTpyAHUYECTBA 110 BOIPOCAM BOAHO-O0JIIOTUCTBIX TEPpUTOpUil. Mexay cTpaHaMH CyIIECTBYIOT
HeKoTopsle pazanuust. B @unnsanaun ects npodiema TopdsaHbIx 0010T U cTpaHa nosyyuia nomoins ot EC u
Isenumu.

DKojorudeckas 00CTaHOBKA B CTPaHE U3MEHUIIACh. XOTEIOCh Obl IPOCIEIUTh KAaK U3MEHUTCS KIIMMAT U TOCIIEACTBUS
3TOTO U3MECHEHHUSL.

O01me npoOiieMbl C COTPYAHUYIECTBOM M3-3a PA3JIUUHBIX ONPEICIICHUN SBISIOTCS PEalbHOCTBIO.

MBI 10JKHBI HOAXOOUTD HE € Pa3IMYHBIX TOUCK 3PEHHS, a IIePe CIEAYIOIIEH BCcTpeueld pacCMOTPETh BECh KOMIUIEKC!
METO/IbI, KYJBTypHbIE MECTOOOUTAHUS, N3MEHEHUS] BHECEHHBIC YETIOBEKOM.

Bonbiioe 3HaueHre BOAHO-00IOTUCTBIX TeppuTOpUil - Pamcapckas BcTpeua B koHLe Hos10psi. Kaxnas crpana
npeacrasieHa aeneranueid. K aToil Berpeue HeoOxoarMa KOMMYHUKAIMA U pedeparsl.

4. Ceccus 06 U3aMeHeHNn KNnumMar — CNoXHas 3agava ans EBpO-ApKTM‘-IeCKOI'O

BapeHu-pervoHa

BnusiHue KIMMaTHuecKuX U3MEHEHHUH Ha SKOJIOTHYECKYIO CUCTEMY U MECTOOOUTAHUS SIBIISICTCS BOIIPOCOM,
BBIJICJICHHBIM MTOJIMTUYECKUMHU JiesiTesiMUA. Bonpoc Ob11 paccmoTpeH Ha nocineaneit KOM, oxgnako He Obu1
UACHTH(GULIUPOBAH Kak OTAeNbHas Tema ais s1Toi Berpeun KOM. [locne Hauana npoekra KIMMaTu4eCcKux
n3MeHeHui B cocraBe EBpo-Apkrrdeckoro corpynHuuectsa bapeHi-peruona, peaeBaHTHBIM CTaJIO BKIIOUCHHE
paccmoTpenus atoro Bonpoca. Ha ®opyme Oynet o0CykIeHO BO3MOXKHOE BIMSHUE KIMMAaTHIECKUX U3MEHEHNUH Ha
BapeH1-peruon u npeanogaracMple peKOMEHIALHH.

BricTynarmommue u y4acTHUKM JMcKycCMOHHOM naHenau: Posana SInccon, Yausepcutet ropona Ymeo, Cradggan
Bepr, UncturyT uccinenopanus jeca, Ypbé Hopokopnu, MeTtcaxamuTyc.

JAuckyccuoHHAsI HaHe b

CrnoxxHOCTH 3amMThl OMopazHoo0pa3us B OUHIISIHANN B TOM, YTO apeajibl B CEBEPHOM YaCTH CTPaHbl HAXOAATCS Ha
OO0JIBIIOM PACCTOSIHUM IpyT OT apyra. B IlIBennn oHu pacnonoxeHs! O0JbILEH YacThIo B0 CKIOHOB rop. B Poccun
ecTb OOJIbIINE KOPUAOPEI C I0Ta Ha CeBep.

Ha rore [lIBenun HeT HU OONBLIMX apeasioB HU KOPUAOPOB. MBI JOJKHBI 00€CHEYUTh KOPUAOPHI; BOSMOKHO YCTPOUTH
KaMEHHBbIE niepexo/ibl. JJoKHO ObITh BO3MOYKHO M3MEHEHHE UCXO/IS U3 PE3EPBOB. JTO BOIPOC OEPEKHOTO YIPABICHUS.
Hawm HeoGxonumel 3enénblie 30061 PeHHOCKaH 1M, OoMbie OMopa3sHoo0pasusl B IpakTuKe jJecoBoacTsa. [lonoxenus B
MIPAaKTHKE JIECOBOACTBA HE COOTBETCTBYIOT HOBBIM METOAM.

B npoMBIIUIEHHOM JIECOBOACTBE BO3MOXKHO MIPOBOANUTE padoTy ¢ ceprudukanusiMu. CHCTEMbI JIECOBOACTBA
MeUIeHHBI. BO3MOXHO 3aKiafbIBaTh OMOPa3HOOOpa3ue Ha MOJIOABIX MOCAAKAX.

BaxHbIM SIBIISIETCS] HCIIOJIB30BaHKE CYILECTBYIOIIUX 3HAaHUN, U PACCMOTPEHHE pa3Mepa U KauecTBa apeasioB U
HEU30€KHOTO HaJIM4Yusi MEPTBOTO Jieca.

Taiire HeoOXoarMO OoJIBIIEE KOIMYECTBO OCOOBIX OXpaHHBIX 30H. Tpebyercs Ooblliee KOIMYECTBO MUIOTHBIX
MIPOEKTOB U OOJIBIIE MEP MOOIIPEHUH IS JII0AEH, BhIpalluBaroIux jec. Kak Bcerna, Mbl nMeeM pa3iiMyuHbIe
1aT(hOPMBI.

HabGmnronaeTcst He3HaUUTENbHOE yBEIMUCHHE MEPTBOTO Jieca. bosbliie He0OX0aMMO yiKe ceiiuac 1 OMOIOrHYECKOTO
pasHooOpasus. HeoOxonumo noseiienne TpeOoBaHui A1 OyIyLIHMX 3arOTOBOK JIeca.

Kopunops! siBisitoTcs BaxkKHBIM BolipocoM. Kak nepexoznHbie MeToabl moModb kopuaopam? HensBecTHO, MIOHUMAIOT U
CkaH/IMHABCKHE CTPaHbl BAXXHOCTh KOPUIOPOB. DTH BOIIPOCH! TPEOYIOT NPUBICUCHNST BHUMAHUS JTIOACH, 3a00TAILNXCS
0 IIPUPOJIE U HKOJIOTHUECKOH MOJIULINH.

Baxmna s¢pdexruBnocTs n3mepenuii. Kopunopsl MoryT ObITh O4€Hb JOPOruMH. KTO-TO JOJIKEH paccMOTpeTh
Onopa3zHooOpas3ue 1 MPUHATH BO BHUMAHUE PACXOIbL.

JKenarenpHa yiydleHHasi CETh IPEACTABUTENLCTB AJIs1 BOSMOXKHOCTH OOHAPY>KEHHSI PA3JIUUUs HHTEPECOB U
MIPOBECHHUS TIOJINTUKHY U3MEHEHUI. MBI elie He genaeM BcE BO3MOKHOE. UpesBbIuaiiHO BaKHO MCIIOJIb30BaTh
uMeroyecs o0Imuye 3HaHUs 1 NOAACPKUBATh PEACTABUTEIbCTBO.
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5. Ceccusa o coxpaHeHun buopasHoobpa3usa neca

Coxpanenue OnopazHooOpasus jgecoB bapeHi-pernona siBisieTcs BaxHoH 3aaaueid. YeTBEpThiii KoHTakTHBIN hopym
no mecrooburanusiM (KOM) onpenennin oxpany 6nopazHooOpasus jieca Kak KJIIOUEBOW BOIIPOC CIEAYIOLIETO GopyMma.
Heo6xonumo coxpanuTh 0coOble OXpaHseMble 30HbI OMOpa3HO00pa3us jeca. B 30HaX MPOMBIIIIIEHHOTO JIECOBOJICTBA
HEOOXOOMMO CO3/1aHHE 3AIIUTHl MECTOOOUTAHUH, CTPYKTYP M BUAOB. HenpruKoCHOBEHHbIE 30HBI B JIECaX MOTYT
CO3JaTh BO3MOXXHOCTH JJIs YJYUIICHHOM 3aMThl. MOXET OKa3aTh BIMSHUE U U3MEHEeHue kinmara. @opym Oyzer
KOHLICHTPUPOBATh BHUMaHUE Ha HEOOXOIUMOCTH U3MEPEHHH AJIsl COXpaHeHus1 OnopasHooOpasus Jieca.
BreicTtynamommue u y4acTHUKM JuckyccuoHHoi manenu: Jlena I'ycradecon, IBenckuii yHuBepcurer
WCCIIeZIOBaHUN CEeNbCKOTO X03stiicTBa, Banepuii E¢umos, MucTuTyT npobiiem sxontorun CeBepa, AJleKcaHap
JdaBbi10B, HCTHTYT 1TpoGiiem sxonoruu Cesepa, Anexkcanap MapkoBckuii, CITOK.

Hononnutenbubiil yuactHuk Ilep Anreabcram, [LIBenckuil HHCTUTYT CENIbCKOTO XO35IMCTBA, YUACTHUK MAHEH.
JduckyccuoHHAsI MaHe b

[TprMUTHBHBIM SIBIISICTCS IPEACTABICHUE HE3HAYUTEIILHOCTH KIIFOUEBBIX MECTOOOMTAHUH (CChUIKA HA UCCIIEIOBAaHUS
Wnka Xanckn). OT0 3aBUCUT OT TUIA MecToOoOUTaHusl. HekoTopbie BUIbI MOTYT Pa3BUBATHCS B MaJIbIX
MecToobuTaHusx. Heo0Xonumo npuHATE BO BHUMAaHME, YTO €CTh OKpYKarolue Jieca. Maiiple MecTooOuTaHus

MOryT cocTaBisiTh 3-500 ra. DT0 3aBUCHUT OT pa3IM4HbIX CTpaH. KOHEYHO MBI JOIKHBI CMOTPETh HAa OKPYXKAIOLIYIO
00CTaHOBKY.

[IpennonoxurenpHO, BIagener] MeHseTcs kKaxasie 15-20 net. Ham HeoOxomum Oornee criennUIHBIN B3I HA
pasyIn4HbIE POJIM U YTO MBI JK€JIaeM JOCTHYb. Beeraa BeISCHATD, €CJIM aMOMLMS HUXKE WIN BBILLIC.

Heo6xonum HOBBII THI cTpareruu. He 00s3aTenbHo, YTOOBI HCCIe10BaTeN  IPULLTN ¢ Hanbosiee KpeaTuBHBIMU
HOBBIMH IYTSIMU MBIIIJICHHUS.

CymiectByeT OONBLION 3arac 3HaHUH, U30JIMPOBAHHBIX APYT OT Apyra. [1e nomkeH ObITh OIyOIMKOBaH
HCCIIe10BaTeNIb, YTOOBI €ro NPOYUTaIn?

MBI, 11112 3aHUMAIOIINECS ONIEPaTUBHOMN JEATEIBHOCTBIO, Y3HAEM NpodieMy. Periennem siBisieTcss JOCTHKEHUE
COIVIALIEHNH TaKUM 00pa3oM, YTOOBI Mbl MOIVIM HOJIYYUTh [TIOMOILb OT UCCIIETOBAHHM.

Orto Bompoc nepenaun 3HaHui. CyliecTByeT onpeaesaéHHas mporpaMmMa 0 KOMMYHHMKALUU U 00pa30BaHUM B
KonBenuunu 06 oxpaHseMbIx TeppuTOpusix. Heo0Xo1umMo nocTaBuTh BOIIPOC HA ITOBECTKY JIHS M UCIIOJIb30BATh
pOrpaMmy.

CoxpaHenue 1 nopJep)kka 61nopazHoo0pasus IUPOKO pacpoCTPaHEHHBIX BUOB H3y4deHa MeHble. HaliTu kiroueBble
MECTOOOMTAHUS VISl PA3IMYHbIX BUAOB. MBI 10JDKHBI HACHTU()UIUPOBATD PA3IUUHBIC BUbI U JyMaTh O KOMOMHALIMH.
CymiecTBYIOT pa3HOBUAHOCTH TaKHX apeaioB, OXpaHseMbIX B jecy. B Poccun 3to 6pocoBsie 3emiin. Mbl 10JIKHBI
HUMETb Pa3IMYHbIC TOJXO/BI.

BaxHo uMeTh COOCTBEHHBIE PeIICHUS U 3aTeM 00MEHMBAaThCsl HH(QopManuei 00 3ToM.
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Fifth Habitat Contact Forum

Umea, Sweden2008
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