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2.7 Financial mechanisms for biodiversity conservation

2.7.1 Introduction
The changes brought by independence from the former Soviet Union and the resulting economic transition have had a major effect on the financial mechanisms available to support biodiversity conservation.

Before 1991, biodiversity conservation activities were very well resourced by the state, and focussed upon maintenance of the protected areas system. Support from international sources was minimal, as was support from businesses and non-governmental organisations.

With the reduction in state control, biodiversity conservation activities have started to broaden outside protected areas. This has been accentuated by the dramatic relative decrease in state financing of the protected areas system. This has left key protected areas desperately under-financed, and these may begin to rely on innovative sources of financing to support biodiversity conservation.

2.7.2 Information review

State resources allocated directly to biodiversity conservation

At present, biodiversity conservation is financed from the government budget for environmental protection (6,394,965 som, approximately US$320,000). A limited proportion of the costs of the protected areas system is met by the Republican Fund of Nature Protection (accounting for 61,900 som, approximately US$4,000). In addition, limited funds are raised for reserve management from economic activities within the protected areas themselves.

All budgetary funds for protected areas are currently spent on salaries. Despite this, personnel salaries are still below the level necessary for even basic subsistence. Many protected areas staff are therefore reliant on other sources of income to live. In addition, there are virtually no allowances for infrastructure maintenance and development.  

Current expenditure per unit area of protected area is 8.3 som/ha (c. US$0.4/ha). However, each member of protected area staff is, on average, responsible for 1,450ha.

Table 2.7.1 Staffing and budgets for different types of protected area (1997)

Protected area No. Area (ha) No. of staff Budget (som) Budget (US$)

Zapovedniks 6 250,500 241 2,296,700 (c. $115,000)

Natural parks 6 213,900 208 3,785,000 (c. $189,000)

Zakazniks 71 312,900 87 313,200 (c. $16,000)

Total 83 777,300 536 6,394,900 (c. $320,000)

Table 2.7.2 Financing of protected areas (1997)

Protected area Number of staff Budget (som) Budget (US$)

Zapovedniks

Naryn 31 304,600 (c. $15,000)

Issyk-Kul 47 418,000 (c. $21,000)

Besh Aral 35 318,000 (c. $16,000)

Karatal-Japyryk 37 364,100 (c. $18,000)

Sary Chelek 66 510,100 (c. $26,000)

Sarychat Ertash 25 381,900 (c. $19,000)

Total 241 2296,700 (c. $115,000)

Natural parks

Ala-Archa 22 300,000 (c. $15,000)

Karakol 35 134,200 (c.$6,500)

Kemin 68 2,500,000 (c.$125,000)

Besh-Tash 27 379,700 (c.$19,000)

Karashoro 27 379,000 (c.$19,000)

Kyrgyz-Ata 29 92,165 (c.$4,500)

Total 208 3785,065 (c. $189,000)
Other state resources indirectly supporting biodiversity conservation 

Although difficult to quantify accurately, many other state-financed activities support biodiversity conservation indirectly. These activities are dealt with elsewhere in this report (especially sections 2.3 – 2.5). These include activities by state agencies involved in the land use sectors (e.g. mining, forestry and agriculture), research institutions, and education programmes. It is clear, however, that biodiversity priorities have to be integrated with these other activities.

2.7.3 Conclusion

The process of economic transition has substantially reduced money available to nature protection, while economic activities are proving increasingly damaging to the environment. As a result, there is an increasing need to develop financing mechanisms to both address the massive reduction in state support in real terms, and to actively improve biodiversity conservation and environmental issues outside protected areas.

International financing is helping to provide short-term assistance. However, it is vital that more sustainable mid- and long-term financial mechanisms are sought for continuing biodiversity conservation.
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	a) Budgetary allocations by national and local Governments as well as different sectoral ministries
	Information on financing and technical assistance provided to the organizations and institutions of the State Forestry Service for 1996-2005 

1996- Total: 509.65 thousand $ including: local budget 308.45 thousand $; special funds = 201.2 thousand $; 

1997 - Total: 736.03 thousand $ including: local budget –334.96 thousand$; special funds 401.07 thousand $;

1998 - Total: 29.64 thousand $ including: local budget –226.01 thousand $; special funds = 503.63 thousand $; 

1999 - Total: 1598.41 thousand $ including: republican budget 367.38 thousand $; special funds 1231.03 thousand $;

2000 - Total: 1394.0 thousand $ including:  republican budget 396.69 thousand $; special funds 997.31 thousand $;

2001 - Total: 1205.37 thousand $ including: republican budget 433.12 thousand $; special funds 772.25 thousand $;

2002 - Total: 2185.57 thousand $ including republican budget 1090.24 thousand $; special funds 1042.04 thousand $; co-financing Program of Public Investment = 53.29 thousand $;

2003 - Total: 2604.72 thousand $ including republican budget 1222.91 thousand $; special funds 1259.36 thousand $; co-financing Program of Public Investment 122.45 thousand $;

2004 - Total: 2421.34 thousand $ including republican budget 1263.58 thousand $; special funds 1103.84 thousand $; co-financing program of Public Investment 53.92 thousand $;

2005 – planed - Total: 2361.3 thousand $ including: republican budget 1308.86 thousand $; special funds 979.27 thousand $; co-financing Program of Public Investment 73.17 thousand $; 

 Information on financing of the state reserves by the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Ministry of Ecology and Emergency Situations for 1996-2001 from the republican budget 

·  1996 - Total: - 3017,0 thousand som KGS = 216.58 thousand $;

· 1997 - Total:  - 2927,5 thousand som KGS = 171.8 thousand $;

· 1998 - Total: - 3200,8 thousand som KGS = 108.94 thousand $;

· 1999 - Total: - 3857,2 thousand som KGS = 98.85 thousand $;

· 2000 - Total: - 4967,1 thousand som KGS = 104.08 thousand $ including: republican budget – 3967,1 thousand som KGS =  83,13 thousand $;  co-financing Program of Public Investment –1000,0 thousand som KGS =  20,95 thousand$;

2001 - Total: - 4632,7 thousand som KGS = 95,63 thousand $;

	b) Extra-budgetary resources
	Republican Fund of Nature Protection in thousand som:

· 1997 - Total - 1983,0 thousand som KGS = 116,37 thousand $; 

· 1998 – Total - 820,0 thousand som KGS = 27,91 thousand $;

· 1999 - Total - 1 000,0 thousand som KGS = 25,62 thousand $;

· 2000 - Total - 1 000,0 thousand som KGS = 20,95 thousand $;

2001 - Total - 855,0 thousand som KGS = 17,62 thousand $.  

	Funds from the republican budget do not cover all expenditures related to biodiversity conservation of the country. Low salary of the staff dealing with biodiversity conservation, hence, high personnel turnover. 

High percentage of the poor population of the country (unemployed) lives near the forests and protected areas and has man-made impact on the natural resources.
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Goal 3.4: Ensuring financial sustainability of the protected areas and national and regional system of protected areas

Today, problem of financing of nature protection activity is one of the most important as it mainly defines sustainability of whole national system of the protected areas. Financing of the protected areas is formed from budget money and some small funds allocated from the Republican Fund for Nature Protection (RFNP), local funds of nature protection (LFNP) and special accounts of the protected areas.

Financing of the protected areas at the expenses of the state budget, RFNP, LFNP and special funds 
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In spite of annual growth of state financing, the protected areas do not have financial sustainability because of inflation processes. 

The reserves and national parks are used to form their own budget from different sources under such severe conditions. Except budget funds, the reserves use funds of special accounts formed due to revenues gained from ecological tourism, bee-keeping, sale of wood, berries and fruits, payment for pasture renting in buffer zone, earnings from penalties and fees.  
Willingness to form required budget using special accounts for sustainability of the protected areas is acceptable, however it leads to increased pressure on biodiversity.  

Donor support is provided to the protected areas within the international programmes and projects (See Annex III, item 1, 3). 
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National Forestry Programme for 2005-2015. Implementation of the Programme is estimated in amount of 1,042 billion som (24,810 million USD) including from the republican budget – it is planed to use about 685,0 million som (16,310 million USD) for the forestry entities, funds of local communities for the Programme implementation - 225,0 million som (5,357 million USD), and funds of various donors and investment (including foreign ones) - 132,0 million som (3,143 million USD).
	Resolution of the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic as of November 17, 2001, №715 STATE PROGRAMME “FOREST” for 2001 - 2005. Budget for 2001 - 2005 is 556 197 000 som. (13,243 million USD).


	Financing from the republican budget is switched to the program basis. Biodiversity Conservation program will be implemented in 2006 under the forestry sector financing.
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Finance, trade and industry



Financing of state management in the area of environment protection, recovery and rational use of biological diversity, forestry are covered by the republican budget according to economically justified standards, developed by SAEPF and approved accordingly. 
 Financing methods of conservation of biodiversity and forests re defined by the Ministry of Finance of the Kyrgyz Republic.  

With the aim to integrate to world economics Kyrgyzstan joined the Marakesh Agreement establishing the World Trade Organization and agreements adopted within WTO, including TRIPS Agreement and Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Control on November 17, 1998. In 2003 the Interagency Commission on WTO issues was established, it includes representatives of ministries, state committees and administrative agencies of the KR on fulfillment of the WTO agreements. Under joining to the WTO our country undertook commitments on free movement of gods, payments and capitals.  Procedures of licensing in the area of environment, including import and export of the goods are being reduced. 


International technical standards in the field of environment protection (ISO 14000) are being implemented slowly. It allows introducing new approach to protect of biodiversity.   When solving of issues of direct investment into the business sector a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is not considered and carried out. 

Development of sectoral and cross-sectoral interaction in development of resource-intensive sectors (mining, energy, agriculture) that seek benefits from natural resources is becoming more actual.
  


According to the Law of the KR “On basis of technical regulations in the KR” and the Decree of the President of the KR “On institutional and structural reforms in the field of technical regulations in the KR” in 2006 the Resolution of the Government of the KR “On realization by state inspectorates on control of measures of security in the filed of veterinary, plants quarantine, epidemiology, sanitary and ecology” (see Annex II, items 19, 35, 63)


To implement this document MAWRPI, Ministry of Health, SAEPF and Frontier Service of the KR the joint measures on assessment of objects equivalence and providing security activities in the field of veterinary, plants quarantine, epidemiology, sanitary and ecology.
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