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SUMMARY
Natural peatlands support rich biological diversity at the genetic, species, ecosystem and landscape levels.
However, because the character of this diversity differs from that of other ecosystem types, the value of
peatlands for biodiversity has often been overlooked. Fundamentally, this arises because peatland ecosystems
direct part of the energy captured by primary production into long-term storage within a peat layer, and thus
establish a structural and functional basis for biodiversity maintenance that is not found elsewhere. This article
examines the far-reaching implications for the assessment of peatland biodiversity as well as for the drivers,
methods and targets of peatland conservation and restoration initiatives. It becomes clear that a robust
framework for the management and restoration of peatland biodiversity must be founded in structuralfunctional ecosystem analysis, and such a framework is developed. The authors draw on a broad base of
historical and contemporary literature and experience, including important Russian contributions that have
previously had little international exposure.
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INTRODUCTION
According to Article 2 of the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD), biological diversity
(biodiversity) is "the variability among living
organisms from all sources including, inter alia,
terrestrial, marine, and other aquatic ecosystems, and
the ecological complexes of which they are part: this
includes diversity within species, between species
and of ecosystems" (CBD 1992). The scientific
community already understood in the late 1990s that
biological diversity should be considered not only in
terms of structure, but also at functional level (e.g.
Mooney et al. 1996), and that structural and
functional diversity can be described at all
organisational levels from cell to biome. This led,
ultimately, to the realisation that biodiversity
contributes to the maintenance of resilience not only
within individual ecosystems but also at global level,
via relatively stable but dynamic equilibria. The
social benefits of biodiversity may be expressed and
valued by discarding the traditional resource-based
ideology of direct and indirect incentives (McNeely
1988) in favour of the ecosystem services ideology
(Perrings et al. 1997). This, in turn, created economic
incentives for the conservation and restoration of
biodiversity. At the tenth CBD Conference of Parties

(CoP) in Nagoya (Japan), a revised strategic plan for
biodiversity was adopted for the period 2011–2020,
incorporating the Aichi Biodiversity Targets which
establish principles for action based on an
understanding of ecosystem services.
Peatlands differ from all other ecosystems in the
way that they accumulate energy, matter and
information within a peat layer through geological
time. This, in turn, defines structural and functional
limits for maintenance of their biota that are not
found elsewhere. They present limited species
diversity but a high incidence of unique species, a
broad spectrum of morphological forms, and a high
diversity of ecosystem types at various scales
reflecting a combination of geomorphological
diversity and climatic zonation (e.g. Pfadenhauer et
al. 1993). Their contribution to regional biodiversity
is important both where they form the dominant land
cover and where they are the rarest habitats or the
only wetland habitats; for example, in arid climates
and mountainous areas. In the former case they
provide habitat for a majority of species and in the
latter case they harbour locally or regionally rare
species including relict species and those at the edges
of their geographical ranges. And yet, in recent
decades they have been categorised for international
policy purposes as wetlands, along with a wide range

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
1

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

of natural habitats that lack peat layers such as
marshes, lakes, rivers, estuaries, shallow sea,
underground water bodies and man-made water
bodies (ponds, irrigated land, etc.) 1. Amongst these
habitats, biological diversity is maintained by a wide
range of very different processes that can be expected
to respond differently to both environmental (e.g.
climate) change and human intervention. As a result,
the specific contribution of peatlands to biodiversity
has been undervalued in both research and practical
conservation.
In recent years there have been substantial
improvements in knowledge about the natural
functions of peatlands. Since the mid-1980s, many
reviews have been published on the variety amongst
peatland ecosystems in general (Mitsch & Gosselink
2000, Succow & Joosten 2001, Chapman et al. 2003,
Steiner 2005, Rydin & Jeglum 2006, etc.) and on
regional aspects (Bellamy 1987, Rubec 1988, Steiner
1992, Vasander 1996, Manneville 1999, Tarnocai et
al. 2000–2011, Warner & Asada 2005, etc.).
Charman (2002) examined key aspects of the nature
and development of peatlands in their environments,
and a multi-author review about peatlands and
climate change (Strack 2008) deals mainly with
carbon and greenhouse gases. A comprehensive
analysis of peatlands as natural and economic
objects, including an assessment of biodiversity
values and losses based on a unique synthesis of the
opinions of peatland users and conservationists, was
carried out by Joosten & Clarke (2002). There is also
a set of publications devoted to biodiversity issues in
natural and transformed peatlands and their
restoration, mostly from the period 1990–2003
(Mulamoottil et al. 1996, Vasander et al. 1997,
Chapman et al. 2003, etc.) but continued more
recently by M. Evans (2010), Littlewood et al. (2010)
and Vitt & Bhatti (2012). A general account of
peatland biodiversity appeared as a chapter
(Minayeva et al. 2008) of the Assessment on
Peatlands, Biodiversity and Climate (Parish et al.
2008), which is a comprehensive consensus review
about peatlands and climate change prepared for
CoP8 of the CBD (IX/16), and the topic has since
been revisited more concisely by Minayeva & Sirin
(2012). Both of these publications review aspects of
peatland biodiversity that are relevant not only to
environmental issues but also in the contexts of
human disturbance and restoration. This recent
literature provides a robust foundation for focusing
more clearly on peatland biodiversity in terms of
structural and functional features, values, losses, and

strategies for their conservation and restoration.
As our knowledge has improved, the need to
differentiate between sub-sets of wetlands has
gradually gained recognition in policy circles.
Peatlands have been mentioned repeatedly by the
Ramsar Convention as the most important wetland
type for both the support of biodiversity and the
regulation of natural processes, and they have been
singled out for increased attention by both the CBD
and the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC). However, their value
for biodiversity and the mechanisms by which
peatland biodiversity is maintained are still poorly
understood amongst many audiences across the globe.
Peatland ecosystems have traditionally been used
by people for their fauna (hunting and wildfowling),
flora (berries, fungi, rubber, timber), vegetation
(grazing), land and soil (agriculture, forestry), water
(irrigation and drinking) and to extract peat for use
elsewhere (animal litter, soil conditioner, fuel,
horticultural growing media). Although the resources
that can be obtained from peatlands are often
indispensable, they are easily used at a faster rate than
they can regenerate. Destroyed peatlands are
essentially non-renewable within human timescales
because they accumulate peat so slowly. As a
diminishing resource that has traditionally supported
a wide range of social, scientific and commercial
interests, individual peatlands often already have
multiple stakeholders and potential users, whose
needs must now be considered in conjunction with
the Aichi goals for biodiversity as well as the
inescapable backdrop of climate change. An outcome
is the new availability of economic incentives for the
maintenance and restoration of natural peatland
features, such as European agri-environment
schemes and the emerging global carbon market
(Tanneberger & Wichtmann 2011). Thus, we can
expect an increasing need for robust approaches to
peatland management, without which irreversible
losses of peatland and peatland biodiversity seem set
to continue into the foreseeable future.
In order to restore biodiversity in peatlands, we
need first to understand what has been lost and why.
In other words, we need to know how to recognise
peatland biodiversity, how it arises, and how it is
maintained in natural peatland ecosystems. Once we
fully appreciate the intimacy of relationships between
the peatland soil, water and biota it becomes clear
that attempts to restore any of these elements are
unlikely to be successful unless their structural and
functional interdependencies are taken into account.

1
The term ‘wetlands’, as defined by the 1971 ‘Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl Habitat’
originating from Ramsar, Iran (the so-called Ramsar Convention, www.ramsar.org), refers to a broad spectrum of objects where water
is the primary factor controlling environmental conditions and determining the habitats of plants and animals.
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In this article we aim to compile key information
about the biodiversity characteristics of peatlands,
and on this foundation to build generic options for
peatland management that are driven specifically by
biodiversity objectives. To this end we first review
the singular (and yet complex) contribution of
peatlands to local, regional and global biodiversity in
terms of the diversity of their habitats, species and
landscapes; and how this is seated in ecosystem
function. We then consider how human activities can
lead to the loss of functionality in peatlands and,
therefore, to loss of biodiversity; and how peatland
biodiversity might be measured; before turning to the
development of ecosystem-based principles for its
restoration.

BIODIVERSITY IN NATURAL PEATLANDS
Characteristics of the peatland environment
Peatland habitats
Natural peatlands have a unique structural and
functional integrity. Excess water promotes the
dominance of mire plants and impedes
decomposition of their dead remains which,
consequently, accumulate as peat. The singular
physical properties of peat enable it to retain and store
a mass of water dozens of times that of its structural
matrix, such that it can support subsequent
generations of living organisms even through
droughts with long return periods. This makes
peatland a unique ecosystem type in terms of the role
that the biota plays in its maintenance. Living
organisms create and maintain specific abiotic
conditions which, in turn, support specialist
organisms that are an integral part of, and highly
dependent upon, the ecosystem that is formed. Thus,
the peatland ecosystem achieves self-perpetuation on
a timescale that is tens to thousands of times the
lifespan of any of the individual organisms involved,
and peatlands present the longest direct successions
of natural plant communities in the world. This, in
turn, gives rise to a high level of integrity within
peatland ecosystems, not only on account of the local
relationships between plants, water and peat by
which the cycling of matter and energy is achieved,
but also between spatially separated parts of the mire.
The directions of links between different parts of the
mire may vary, and these connections may articulate
with one another in a variety of ways, but they should
always be taken into account.
Thus, in peatlands we see in the most obvious way
how the biota create suitable conditions for their own
self-maintenance. The peat layer is formed by the
vegetation and this directly creates both the natural

habitats and the ecological conditions presented at
the mire surface. In other words, the peatland biota
determine the unique character of the biological
diversity of peatlands through the phenomenon of
peat formation. Regardless of the ecology of their
surroundings, peatland massifs form distinct ‘islands’
of ‘soil’ characterised by high water level and
moisture content, considerable fluctuations and
vertical gradients of surface temperature, low oxygen
content, accumulation of toxic substances and gases
sequestered from the atmosphere, limited availability
of nutrients and, in most cases, high acidity (Rydin &
Jeglum 2006). These conditions place severe abiotic
restrictions on living organisms and create intense
competition for space and nutrients, even between
plants with different life forms. For example,
vascular plants risk being engulfed if the moss carpet
in which they are rooted grows too rapidly, and the
mosses may be shaded out of existence if the vascular
plants become too luxuriant.
Influence on other habitats
Similar considerations apply at landscape level and
beyond. The specialised peatland system influences
driving factors such as water level, microclimate,
matter and water balance, gas exchange etc., that
affect habitat conditions (and thus biodiversity) in
non-peatland ecosystems nearby or downstream. The
importance of peatlands for the conservation of
biodiversity in other ecosystems arises largely from
their environment-forming functions. Peatlands on
high mountains and other uplands generate the
headwater streams of rivers; arctic peatlands support
the existence of permafrost and hence entire
landscape features, whilst subarctic peatlands may
even create permafrost; most peatlands regulate the
hydrological regimes of adjacent areas through
groundwater levels and runoff; peatlands create
macro-climates, and they affect the climates of their
surroundings.
Peatland plants
Biological characteristics
Peatland plants have some distinctive features that
are independent of their positions in taxonomic
classifications. The vascular plants may have
particularly effective photosynthesis (Yumagulova
2007), often of the C4 type exemplified by many
aquatic species (Nekrasova et al. 2003, Sheremetiev
2005); although no advantage can be traced through
to ecosystem-level gas exchange measurements
(Frolking et al. 1998). In many of the vascular plants
and bryophytes the processes of growth, spread and
matter accumulation are not highly seasonal, but start
in early spring and continue until at least late autumn.
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For these reasons, peatland plants have unexpectedly
high annual production rates. Their typical structural
and functional features include: high morphological
variability; aeration tissues in vegetative organs and
diaspores; extraction mechanisms for toxins and
excesses (formation of idioblasts, cystoliths and
druses); and special strategies and mechanisms for
nitrogen and mineral uptake (insectivory, symbioses
with nitrogen-fixing soil micro-organisms and
mycorrhizae, and excretion of phenol acids as
solvents). They are distinguished by their ability to
pollinate and disseminate diaspores in open areas by
the agency of wind (anemophily, anemochory;
Sundberg 2013) and with a high water level
(hydrochory); and to compete with fast-growing
Sphagnum mosses (rhizome and tussock-forming
plants, vegetative reproduction). The predominant
vascular plant species have K-strategy features; i.e.
they are relatively large and long-lived plants that
develop slowly, reproduce at later development
stages, produce few offspring, have limited dispersal
potential, and so generate populations with stable
structure and size. Stable multilayer symbiotic
relationships, often involving irreplaceable partners,
are typical (Masing 1969).
Diversity of species
Most species that are permanently associated with
peatlands have developed adaptive strategies during
the course of evolution (Rydin & Jeglum 2006). This
pronounced specialisation increases the probability
of extinction should their peatland habitats be lost.
Indeed, the peatland environment creates conditions
that lead to high specialisation of living organisms,
regardless of whether they are permanently or
temporarily related to the habitat. Numerous studies
have shown that their ability to adapt arises mostly
from genotypic variation (Crawford 2008).
Consequently, the range of plants inhabiting
peatlands is limited to highly specialised species and
those with strong adaptive capacity. Taxonomic
species diversity is typically low (on average no more
than 15 % of local floras and faunas) (Minayeva et al.
2008); and although it can vary with environmental
characteristics even within the same mire type
(Glasier 1992), it is always relatively low. Species
diversity is higher amongst older and more primitive
taxonomic groups (bacteria, fungi, spore plants) and
highly specialised species predominate, with 5–25 %
of peatland species being ‘endemic’ to their habitats
across the world. Even though the total number of
species is comparatively low, peatland species
diversity is significant when consideration is given to
the high representation of unique or highly
specialised endemic species for the habitat. To

describe specialised peatland plants, the term
‘obligatory helophytes’ was introduced by
Bogdanovskaya-Guenef (1946). The typical plants of
mires (K-strategy species of older origin with
discontinuous ranges, cosmopolitan distributions and
numerous highly specialised symbiotic relationships)
form closed communities that are generally resistant
to invasions of alien species (Minayeva &
Cherednichenko 2005). Exotic invasives can be
successful in natural peatlands only if they have some
specifically advantageous biological features like
those of the American and Australian insectivorous
species found on peatlands in England and
Switzerland (Minayeva et al. 2008). The few
specimens of the North American pitcher plant
Sarracenia purpurea (Figure 1) that were first
recorded on Wedholme Flow, Cumbria (UK) in 1976
(believed to have been planted by a botanist) have
now spread dramatically to cover an area of around
one hectare, and are regarded as a threat not only to
invertebrate populations but also to native mire
vegetation due their dense growth habit (S. Evans
2009).

Figure 1. The pitcher plant Sarracenia purpurea
growing in its native habitat on a Sphagnum mire
in eastern Canada. Photo: O.M. Bragg.
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Diversity within species
The sharp boundaries of peatland massifs and the
often large distances separating them promote the
operation of selection mechanisms and enhancement
of micro-evolution processes. Principles of island
biogeography may be applicable (Istomin & Vagin
1991). In this rather isolated and highly variable
environment, the relatively low taxonomic diversity
is counterbalanced by morphogeny. A classical
example of phenetic diversity in peatland plants is
provided by the ecological forms of Scots Pine (Pinus
sylvestris) described in the early 20th century by
C.A. Weber (Couwenberg & Joosten 2002),
Sukachev (1905, cited after Sukachev 1973), Abolin
(1915) and others. Subsequent studies have shown
that the forms pumila, willkommii, litwinowii and
uliginosa are genetically identical (Tyuremnov
1949). Considerable variations in the morphology of
non-woody plant species have also been described.
For the pod grass Scheuchzeria palustris (also known

as Rannoch rush), differences in morphometric
characteristics between plants of different
coenopopulations and their loci reached 500 % for
shoots (Minayeva 1997) and 300 % for seeds
(Minayeva 2010) (Figure 2). Indeed, intraspecific
diversity expressed as morphogeny is one of the most
pronounced aspects of diversity in peatland plants. It
is also a key factor for their functional and structural
maintenance.
Animals
Animals usually occupy peatland habitats only at
certain stages of their life cycles or during particular
seasons, but have also developed adaptations such as
resistance of amphibian and bird egg shells to the
aggressive acidic environment, specific colouring of
fur and plumage, parental care strategies, and
adaptive synchronisation of life cycles with
phenological and meteorological phenomena. The

Figure 2. On the raised bog “Staroselsky Mokh” (temperate Southern Taiga zone, Tver region, European
Russia), seeds of Scheuchzeria palustris are carried across the whole peatland by spring floodwater (top
left), but develop into stands with different morphology and population structure depending on habitat type.
On well-drained slopes this species forms a high-density carpet of small plants (up to 25 cm tall) with high
reproductive potential (right); whereas around an oligotrophic mire pool (bottom left) it grows up to 50 cm
tall but much more sparsely, although again achieving high reproductive potential. Photos: T.Yu. Minayeva.
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movements of animals make peatlands important for
preserving and maintaining not only their own unique
species-level biodiversity, but also the biodiversity of
other habitat types. The different types of interactions
are outlined below.
Temporary use or partial replacement of reduced or
transformed habitats
Peatlands provide temporary habitats for many
animal species that use them only intermittently and
for particular reasons, or have been forced to make
increased use of peatlands because their original
habitats have disappeared. For example, Spitzer &
Danks (2006) report the survival in bog refugia of
vulnerable insect species that were formerly widely
distributed (tyrphoneutral), and name the
phenomenon “induced tyrphophily”. There are
similar reports for birds, such as the Skylark (Alauda
arvensis), which are normally characteristic of open
habitats (V. Nikolayev pers. comm.). Frogs cannot
reproduce on raised bogs because the environment is
too acidic for their eggs, but they use them as
temporary refuges during drought (Minayeva et al.
2008). Large vertebrates tend to avoid mires and yet
are frequently found there in hot weather, in the berry
season, or when biting-insect populations peak in the
surrounding forest. Many animals that spend most of
their lives in other habitats have obligatory
relationships with peatlands (Minayeva et al. 2008).
Support of breeding birds
The peatland avifauna of European Russia comprises
around 180 species, of which 146 (16 orders) breed
on peatlands. The relatively few that are specifically
associated with peatlands throughout their seasonal
and life cycles are conspicuous members of the
orders Gaviiformes (loons and divers), Anseriformes
(waterfowl), Falconiformes (diurnal birds of prey),
Galliformes (game fowl) and Ciconiiformes (storklike birds). The remainder are able to use other
habitats but choose peatlands so frequently that
peatlands are often their principal regional breeding
grounds (V. Nikolaev pers. comm.). Many birds also
use peatlands during chick-rearing periods that are
timed to coincide with the population peaks of
various insect groups, such as saprotrophs (flies,
mosquitoes) that use the peat layer during their
annual life cycles and water-related invertebrates
(e.g. mayflies, caddis flies, dragonflies and beetles)
for which peatlands often provide aquatic habitats.
After the hatching and chick-rearing period, insect
numbers decline sharply and birds such as waders
move to more abundant feeding grounds. Cranes
have a more complicated spatial and temporal
relationship with peatlands. When they arrive in

spring, they feed in raised bogs on the rhizomes of
mire plants and in small areas of floodplain mire
where moor frogs are congregating to spawn at that
time of year. In later months, when the frogs have
dispersed, they become much less important in the
diets of the cranes.
Stopover sites, feeding stations and short-term
refuges for birds
Peatlands play a special role in the support of global
flyways. The availability of intact peatlands for
staging and feeding on migration routes determines
bird population numbers in parts of their ranges that
may be distant from their breeding grounds, for
example in Africa or central Asia for species that
breed in the Arctic (E. Strelnikov pers. comm.).
Ecosystem diversity
The combination of structural (spatial) heterogeneity
and functional integrity at various levels is common
to most peatlands, and ecosystem diversity at all
scales from the macrolandscape to the nanotope
(Figure 3) is one of the crucial factors for
maintenance of their biodiversity. It is extremely
important to differentiate between these spatial levels
when considering mire ecosystem diversity in the
context of planning peatland management,
conservation and restoration, because the
heterogeneity at different spatial levels is driven by
different natural factors.
The concept of spatial differentiation within mire
landscapes was introduced by Abolin (1914), then
developed further by Galkina (1946, 1959),
Bogdanovsakaya-Guenef (1949) and Lopatin (1954),
and was actively used by Russian scientists to create
multi-level mire classifications that could be
portrayed on maps. It was subsequently systematised
by Pyavchenko (1974) and Masing (1974).
Contemporary Scandinavian researchers were using
mire types in the sense of mire massif types and
differentiated areas within mire massifs (Cajander
1913, Melin 1917, Osvald 1923, Sjörs 1948,
Ruuhijärvi 1960). Since the 1950s peatland has also
been typified at the ecosystem level using mixed
approaches (Ratcliffe & Walker 1958, Eurola 1962,
Goode & Lindsay 1979, Eurola et al. 1984, Lindsay
et al. 1985). However, following publication of the
English translation of a book by K.E. Ivanov who
used the spatial differentiation approach for
hydrological studies (Ivanov 1975, 1981), Lindsay et
al. (1988) chose to follow the Russian school when
they came to describe the diversity of the extensive
Flow Country peatlands in northern Scotland.
Nowadays, peatland researchers may be
embarking unwittingly on a repeat of this cycle. It
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seems that anyone wishing to typify mires at the
ecosystem level arrives, sooner or later, at an
approach that involves the classification of landscape
units at different spatial levels. The scheme presented
in Figure 3 is compiled from Masing (1974) and
Lindsay et al. (1988) with modifications. It embodies
thinking that began a century ago, evolved through
the work of dozens of Russian and Scandinavian mire
scientists over several decades, and was already fully
formed 20 years before Masing (1974) developed it,
in the most logical way, into a system for describing
the diversity of mires. It is recommended to new
generations of mire researchers as a paradigm that is
worthy of study and consideration, in the interests of
avoiding further confusion arising from unnecessary
reinventions. Aware that Russian language
publications are not accessible to all, and that the
concepts and terminology are once again beginning
to slip out of general knowledge, we provide a short
explanation below.
o The top (largest-scale) level is the macrotope - the
level of river basins (catchments) and mire massif
systems (several connected mire massifs) covering
areas ranging from several square kilometres to

The landscape

thousands of square kilometres and sometimes
more - for example, the > 55,000 km2 Vasyugan
Mire, which occupies the interfluve of the Ob and
Irtysh Rivers in the central sector of the West
Siberian Plain (UNESCO 2016). The only higher
spatial level (than the macrotope) at which mire
ecosystem diversity can be described is the level of
biogeographic zones.
o The next level down from the macrotope is the
mesotope, which is related to the “mesolandscape”
(valley, hill, etc.) of classical landscape ecology
and, in this case, is the mire massif. The scale can
vary between several hectares and tens of
thousands of hectares
o Within the mire massif, the next level of
heterogeneity is the microtope level. This relates
to the different morphological parts of the mire,
which also have distinctive vegetation. For
example, the microtopes of a ‘generalised’ raised
bog would be lagg, rand, sloping mire expanse with
hummock-hollow complex, and watershed with
hummock-pool complex; whose areas might range
from dozens of square metres to thousands of

Description

Vegetation unit

Scale
(m2)

Macrotope

The mire complex (or
system; several
merged mire massifs)

Biogeographic
zone

105–109

Mesotope

The mire massif
(separate raised bog,
fen, etc.)

Mire massif type

102–107

Microtope

Homogeneous
element of landscape
heterogeneity within
the mire massif
(hummock-hollow
complex, margin,
sedge mat,
Sphagnum carpet)

Complex of
phytocoenoses

102–106

Microform
(nanotope)

Hummock, hollow,
pool, ridge

Phytocoenosis

10-1–101

Vegetation
mosaic

Microcoenosis,
tussock, etc.

Microcoenosis

10-2–10-1

Figure 3. The elements of hierarchical mire classification (after Masing 1974 and Lindsay et al. 1988).
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hectares. Their vegetation is represented by
complexes of phytocoenoses and classified on the
basis of complexes of associations.
o The next level down is the nanotope or microform
(hummock, ridge, palsa, lawn, hollow, pool, etc.).
Microforms host vegetation units at phytocoenosis
level which are usually represented by
phytosociological associations or subassociations.
In this case the spatial scale ranges from square
metres to tens of hectares.
o The lowest spatial level is the vegetation
micromosaic, which is driven mainly by variations
in plant population structure within the
phytocoenosis. The units of vegetation
classification here will be microcoenoses (singular:
microcoenosis), whose extent may range from
square centimetres to square metres. Some
researchers call these units ‘synusiae’, but they
correspond to only one type (synusia of the 3rd
order) from the classical concept of Gams (1918).
According to Rabotnov (1983) it was Sukachev
who developed the concept of the synusia in the
sense of the microcoenosis, a part of the
phytocoenosis. Lavrenko (1959) introduced a term
‘microphytocoenosis’ with similar meaning. In the
current usage of phytocoenological concepts
(Rabotnov 1983, Mirkin & Naumova 1998), the
synusia is more a functional (than a structural) unit
of the phytocoenosis, for which some scientists use
the term ‘parcella’. To avoid further confusion, we
propose that the name ‘microcoenosis’ should be
used for a vegetation unit, i.e. an element of the
vegetation micromosaic.
Thus, ecosystem diversity in peatlands may be
present at all levels from the peatland system as a
whole down to individual microcoenoses, and
biodiversity assessment at the ecosystem level can be
carried out within each level of this hierarchy.
Ecosystem diversity at large scale
The GIS archive “Peatlands of Russia” (Institute of
Forest Science, Russian Academy of Sciences) can
tell us that the country’s peatlands comprise more
than 20 % permafrost (polygonal and palsa) mire,
about 30 % transition mire, 18 % raised bog, 18 %
fen, and less than 14 % ridge-hollow and ridge-pool
complexes (Vompersky et al. 2005). The feature
upon which this assessment of diversity is based is
the relative dominance of particular mire massif
types within the specified geographical zone. Similar
assessments can be carried out using other features for example, the occurrence of different life forms
(mosses, forbs, shrubs, trees). Such an assessment,
based on the same GIS, is that 62 % of the total

peatland area in Russia is treeless, 21 % has open
woodland and 17 % is covered by forest (Vompersky
et al. 2011). Both of these accounts are general
descriptions of the diversity of peatlands occurring
within the vast territories of northern Eurasia but,
because they reflect different approaches and refer to
different ecosystem levels, they will support different
analyses of ecosystem diversity at the spatial level of
the biogeographic zone. Various analyses at these
large scales are needed for purposes such as the
development of national wise use, conservation and
restoration strategies for peatlands; and for national
reporting to the Ramsar Convention and UNFCCC.
However, such analyses are of limited relevance to
local-scale scientific or practical work, and would
require very careful interpretation and application in
that context.
Diversity of mire massifs (mesotopes)
Each peatland massif is a complex entity that has
been individually shaped by the unique combination
of conditions experienced during its lifetime. This
results in enormous ecosystem diversity at macroand meso-landscape scales, which has generated
many approaches to describing the variety amongst
peatlands including regional ones (e.g. Katz 1971,
Galkina 1967, Botch & Masing 1979, Ivanov 1981).
The principles of mire massif classification, as
systematised by Galkina et al. (1974), are presented
(in Russian) in the publication “Mire Types of the
USSR and Principles of their Classification”
(Abramova et al. 1974). This book is further
commended as a unique collection of studies which
together provide a comprehensive overview of the
diversity of mire massifs throughout the former
Soviet Union, from the Baltic countries to the Far
East, together with example applications of mire
massif classification to land use planning. However,
the most sophisticated classification of mire massifs
was
developed
by
Tatiana
Yurkovskaya
(Yurkovskaya 1992), who used it to map mires in the
European part of Russia. The mire features she
employed were hydrological mire type, morphology
and vegetation (dominant life form and regional
variations in species composition).
Being landscape focused, classical Russian mire
science has given priority in choosing attributes for
mire massif classification to geomorphology,
position in the macrolandscape, hydrology, and
genesis. There are several classical schemes, due to
Galkina et al. (1949), Tyuremnov & Vinogradova
(1953), Ivanov (1953, 1975, 1981), Romanova
(1961), Galkina (1964), Kirushkin et al. (1967),
Masing (1968) and Kirushkin (1980), which describe
a matrix of mire massif types distinguished mainly on
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the basis of geomorphology and hydrology
(Figure 4). This approach later provided the
background for development of the hydrogenetic
mire classification of Succow & Jeschke (1990).
Thus, the mire massif has proved to be a very
useful unit for describing mire distribution and

diversity at local and regional scales. It is often
adopted as the basic unit for spatial planning of
peatland use and conservation (Cajander 1911,
Yampolsky 1979, Tanovitsky 1980). It is also the key
unit for peatland management, conservation and
restoration.

Figure 4. Example of a matrix for identifying mire massif and mire system types, redrawn from
Masing (1968).
Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
9

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

Diversity of microtopes
The most obvious source of information about
heterogeneity within the mire massif is the aerial
photograph (Galkina 1937). The first mire scientists
to work with the aerial images that became available
after World War II (e.g. Galkina 1946, Galkina et al.
1949, Sjörs 1948, Galkina 1953) produced sketch
maps showing the mire massif as a clearly delineated
area containing homogeneous patches that were
distinguished from one another by differences in
microrelief and vegetation. The sketch maps were
accompanied by vertical profiles indicating the
geomorphological part of the peatland to which each
patch belonged, the depth and type of peat beneath it,
the average water level, and other characteristic
features.
Theoretical discussions about the difference
between the biogeocoenosis and the mire microtope
culminated in the genetic approach. Thus, the
microtope was characterised as an entity having
common genesis and a long-term history, which is
integrated by a wide range of natural factors and
unified by their unique combination.
The indicator value of microtopes was described
during the 1970s in the practical contexts of
predicting berry productivity (Elina 1972) and
planning road construction (Shaposhnikov 1974,
1978). However, the description of mires in terms of
the diversity of their microtopes has been driven
mainly by hydrologists. Because the different parts of
the mire massif play unique roles in the formation and
maintenance of the hydrological regime of the whole
mire, the management of hydrology at microtope
level
(Ivanov
1953,
Romanova
1961,
Bogdanovskaya-Guenef 1969, Novikov 2009 etc.) is
especially relevant to land use. For example, Usova
(2009) developed a hydrological classification of
mire microtopes as a basis for the spatial planning of
oil and gas facilities and infrastructure in West
Siberia, while K. Lopatin and colleagues used an
integration of all characteristics of microtopes for the
same purpose (Lopatin 2012). The latest approaches
to planning both peatland development and the
restoration of industrial sites have used
microlandscape maps (Kosov & Panov 2001).
Indeed, the management of mire massifs for all
purposes, including restoration, is very often planned
at microtope level.
Diversity of nanotopes
A classical example of the small-scale complexity of
mires is provided by ridge-hollow microrelief. A
ridge and a hollow, situated just a few centimetres
apart, differ from one another in both their structure
and their functions. For some purposes it is

convenient to distinguish between them, and they
have been termed ‘nanotopes’, ‘microforms’ and,
most recently, ‘microstructures’ (by Pouliot et al.
2011). The vegetation of the nanotope is the
phytocoenosis. The structural heterogeneity at this
level is usually described by large-scale mapping
combined with vertical profiles. In some cases,
differences and boundaries have been registered
statistically, using a set of criteria that includes
autecological features (Botch et al. 1979, Botch &
Vasilevitch 1980). Fine-scale analyses of community
succession and hummock-hollow dynamics in bogs
are presented by Karofeld (1986), Ilomets (1988) and
Zobel (1989).
The structural diversity may reflect long-term
processes of mire genesis or current ecological
processes. This is particularly well illustrated by the
superficially similar appearance of the ridges in
raised bogs and aapa mires. Whilst the raised bog
ridge has been developing as an oligotrophic element
of pattern for several thousand years, the building-up
of oligotrophic vegetation to form the aapa ridge
reflects a reaction to recent changes in ecological
conditions (Figure 5). Another case of ridge
nanotopes reflecting different ecological processes
can be observed in the large valley fens of Western
Siberia, where ridges known as ‘veretji’ have formed
over mineral ridges at the base of the peat. To
distinguish between different hummock-ridge
complex types, especially when undertaking airphoto interpretations, it is more informative to
consider vegetation in conjunction with the structural
configuration than to observe structure only (Botch
1972).
An understanding of the nature, origin, structure
and function of nanotopes (microforms) is crucial for
the management and restoration of mire habitats as
well as entire mire massifs.
Diversity of vegetation micromosaics
The vegetation micromosaic encompasses the
diversity within microforms; in other words, it
reflects the heterogeneity of vegetation within the
phytocoenosis.
Microcoenoses were used to describe the
horizontal structure of facies (a synonym for
‘microtope’ or ‘microlandscape’ which is used by the
Karelian mire school) on oligotrophic and aapa mires
in Karelia by Elina et al. (1984). In other studies
(Yurkovskaya 1983, Antipin 1991, Blagoveschensky
1992, Yurkovskaya 1992), the features used for
typology and mapping were structural heterogeneity
and other ecological characteristics of microtopes.
Sjörs (1948) adopted the microcoenosis as the basic
unit of spatial and typological variability.
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The ecological drivers of mire vegetation
micromosaics have been studied very actively in
Estonia (Loopman & Paidla 1981, Ilomets 1988,
Loopman 1988). Zobel (1988) described the role of
the micromosaic in autogenic mire vegetation
dynamics. The leading role of the vegetation
micromosaic in supporting species and structural
diversity has been demonstrated at the level of
microcoenosis dynamics by Masing (1982, 1984,
1994). On the other hand, microtopographical variety
can occur in highly uniform vegetation such as the
extensive Sphagnum magellanicum carpets of
Andorra Mire in Tierra del Fuego (Couwenberg &
Joosten 2005, Grootjans et al. 2010) and highly
diverse vegetation may exhibit no microrelief as on
the Ispani 2 Mire in Georgia (H. Joosten pers. comm.)
as well as on various sedge fens. Several studies have
demonstrated the importance of vegetation
successions in the formation of spatial structure at the
level of the vegetation micromosaic (Sjörs 1990), and
elements of spatial heterogeneity in the context of
long-term dynamics (Foster & Wright 1990) or even
palaeoecology (Svensson 1988, Antipin & Lopatin
1989). The importance of population dynamics in
creating spatial heterogeneity at the level of the
vegetation micromosaic has also been studied by
recording, instead of the cover of each species, the
numbers of shoots belonging to classes reflecting
their ontogenetic status (Minayeva 2010). Structural
diversity at the level of the vegetation mosaic can also

influence structure at larger (nanotope and
microtope) scales, as described for Sphagnum carpets
(including palaeoreconstructions) by Smolyanitsky
(1977) and Panov (1991, 2006, 2012).
An understanding of the spatial structure and
dynamics of the vegetation micromosaic provides a
basis for planning the conservation and restoration of
mire habitats, species and populations.
Diversity of the wider landscape
Peatlands tend to be the best conserved and least
transformed ecosystems in modern landscapes. This
arises from a combination of natural and anthropic
causes such as longer natural successions, delayed
reactions to environmental changes and lower
historical human impacts; and is confirmed by
palaeoecological data, which shows that the
composition and structure of peatland ecosystems has
remained fairly stable in comparison with their
constantly changing surroundings. Peatlands are
assured quiet zones with relatively natural habitats
where many species (including azonal, intrazonal and
relict species as well as those at the edges of their
ranges) can find short-term or long-term refuge if
displaced from their original habitats as a result of
increasing human impact, climate change or any
other environmental change (Minayeva et al. 2008,
Minayeva & Sirin 2012). Examples from the
temperate zone are the presence of a stable group of
arctic-alpine species in oligotrophic mires, and of

Figure 5. Comparison of the structures of raised bog and aapa mire microtopes (Tatiana Minayeva and
Oxana Cherednichenko, after Katz 1971). All of the raised bog microforms are underlain by a thick layer of
bog peat, whereas only the ridges in the aapa mire are composed of bog peat.
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subtropical species in fens (Kuzmičyov 1992), which
can be explained by historical changes in the
vegetation cover of adjacent areas. One example of
more recent change is the observation that some
passerines, small waders, gulls and raptors that used
to be associated with meadow vegetation have moved
onto peatlands due to gradual loss of their original
habitats (Nikolayev 2000).
Due to their relative naturalness, preservation and
stability, peatlands play a key role in the support of
landscape connectivity. Watershed and floodplain
peatlands form corridors and refuges for biological
species; while peatlands in intermediate positions
within river basins provide functional connections
across the landscape via flows of water, minerals and
other substances, and contribute to the stabilisation of
temperature regimes. A study of lepidopteran species
composition in the Meshchera Lowland (Russia) by
Butovsky et al. (2004) demonstrated the importance
of discrete peatland massifs as nodes in a habitat
network supporting invertebrate diversity. Indeed,
the establishment and management of ecological
networks in which peatlands function as nodes and
corridors (e.g. floodplain mires) is regarded as the
most effective available approach to nature
conservation for densely settled regions, especially
under conditions of limited humidity such as those
encountered in the steppe and forest steppe regions of
Eurasia, as well as in the American prairie. The
capacity of peatlands to maintain ‘biodiversityfriendly’ habitat conditions across the whole
landscape makes them especially valuable for nature
conservation, and this emphasises the need to
specifically distinguish peatlands from other (dryland
and wetland) habitats when developing landscapelevel conservation strategies.

FROM HUMAN ACTIVITIES TO
BIODIVERSITY LOSSES
Human activities create environmental hazards
which may result in impacts on ecosystems that lead
to biodiversity losses, according to a chain of
causality (Figure 6). Whatever human activities take
place, the hazards for a target process or component
of a peatland ecosystem will be changes in
environmental driving factors such as hydrology,
climate, relief, bedrock, peat deposit, vegetation
cover, species composition and connectivity, that
affect processes which sustain or influence the target.
Impact occurs when the hazard causes the target to
change. The change may, in turn, have direct or
indirect consequences for biodiversity. In the present
context, any changes in the biodiversity
characteristics of the peatland amount to departures
from the natural condition and are regarded as
biodiversity losses. For example, the construction of
a road through the catchment of a peatland may create
a hazard for that peatland by altering the pattern of
water supply from upslope, either by diverting water
that would otherwise enter the peatland or
concentrating the inflow around the outfalls of
culverts (Grootjans et al. 2010). In either case, an
impact on the water table regime within the peatland
can be expected. This, in turn, can alter the habitat
conditions for trees growing on the mire expanse
sufficiently to cause changes in growth forms (von
Sengbusch 2015). As a rule, each human activity will
generate several types of impact. There may be scale
changes across the structural hierarchy; for example,
a microtope-level activity such as waste disposal may
upscale to a chemical hazard at mesotope or even
larger scale (Figure 7). The effects are often

Figure 6. The sequence of causality from human activity to biodiversity losses.
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cumulative, and biodiversity losses resulting from
different impacts may be reversible or irreversible.
Although it may be difficult to trace the impact that
resulted in a specific loss, a specialist can always
associate the loss with its driver (the hazard), which
can then be addressed through management
intervention. Thus, the evaluation of biodiversity
losses should follow the causality chain, be
undertaken at different spatial levels, and take
account of cumulative effects and biogeographical
variability. Once causality is fully understood, it can
be used as a basis for identifying the restoration
measures that are most likely to be effective.
The most extensive biodiversity losses are
induced by “macro-level” activities; and these losses
are the least amenable to regulation, mitigation and
restoration. Some examples of macro-level activities
on peatlands are: the creation of extensive linear
structures, such as roads and railways crossing the
arctic tundra; the construction of large dams and
reservoirs; the exploitation of oil sands (as in Alberta,
Canada); peat extraction or ploughing for agriculture
at large scale (on mire massifs > 3000 ha in the
temperate and boreal zones, and at catchment level in
the tropics—e.g. the million-hectare Indonesian
“Megarice” project); catchment-level overgrazing of

Aspects of biodiversity affected

high-altitude peatlands; and large-scale construction
(of airports, etc.). These activities create hazards such
as loss of landscape connectivity and significant
changes in climate, hydrology, bedrock, relief, soil
(peat), vegetation and species complement; which, in
turn, impact on natural processes with repercussions
that include melting of permafrost, water shortage or
flooding, shifts in seasonality, and the disappearance
of vegetation cover or even of the peat layer. The
resulting losses might be described in terms of:
smaller differences in biodiversity characteristics
between peatland and its surroundings; change in the
number of mire massif types represented; smaller
patches and variability of mire complex types; fewer
peat composition types and mire vegetation
communities; changes in productivity; loss of
habitats; changes in species composition including
establishment of alien and invasive species; and
indirect effects on populations, forms and genotypes.
Examples of meso-level activities are:
drainage/flooding of whole peatland massifs; water
discharge from peatlands (e.g. in South Korea);
small-scale peat extraction (from just part of a mire
massif); linear constructions (e.g. roads, pipelines)
passing through peatlands; surface pollution and
contamination; small-scale constructions such as oil

Spatial level of human activity and impact
Macro
Meso
Micro

biodiversity of adjacent land and catchments
mire massif types
area/variability of mire complex (pattern) types
diversity of microform patterns
peat composition types
present vegetation communities
productivity
diversity of habitats
native species composition
alien and invasive species composition
structure of populations
morphobiology and forms
genotypes
Strength of relationship between impact and loss:
Strong
medium

weak

Figure 7. The strength of correlation between different types of biodiversity loss and the spatial level of human
activity and impact.
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wells and houses; and the conversion of adjacent
peatlands into semi-natural landscapes (e.g. arable
land, as in western Europe and the ‘brown lands’ of
the Canadian boreal forest zone). The associated
hazards include shrinkage and compaction of peat;
alteration of hydrology affecting water level and
water quality; and changes in mesorelief and
microtopography, peat depth and quality, vegetation,
species composition, and connectivity. Impacts may
be expected at all scales from micro-level to macrolevel; and again to cause changes in such attributes as
productivity, habitat diversity, microform patterns,
species composition, population structure, and the
representation of different morphs and genotypes.
Micro-level activities might include: small-scale
peat extraction without drainage; dumping of waste;
pumping-in of polluted water; local water discharge;
the installation of infrastructure for birdwatching,
hunting and tourism including permanent walkways;
industrial berry picking; and local drainage of the mire
expanse or the lagg. These activities alter hydrology
including water quality, relief, vegetation cover and
microtopography. Even if primary impacts occur at

micro-level, there may be secondary scaling-up to
meso-level and above. Biodiversity losses arise from
the resulting changes in species composition,
productivity, habitat diversity, microform patterns,
biology and morphology of species, and population
structure including genotype diversity.
The vegetation or the water regime of a peatland
may be changed directly by natural events such as
extreme weather and climate change; as well as by
human activities including burning, afforestation,
drainage and peat extraction. Because of the close
linkages between plants, water and peat, any change
in one of these components usually affects the others
and can ultimately lead to degradation of the peat
layer and, indeed, of the peatland as a whole. The
principles, based in ecohydrological theory, were
already well understood in the 1990s and a nonmathematical exploration of the implications for
peatland restoration is given by Bragg (1995).
Various authors have observed the expected
consequences of different types of disturbance at
individual sites. Some examples from literature are
outlined in Box 1 and illustrated in Figure 8.

Box 1. Examples from literature of scale changes in the causality chain from human activities to impacts
and biodiversity losses.
Kolomytsev (1993) reports examples from Karelia where small alterations to single components of the plant
cover or to the water balance caused dramatic changes in the structure and functioning of the peatland
ecosystem, which could lead to complete loss of the mire massif and its associated habitats.
At Kirkconnell Flow in Scotland, the excavation of a duck pond and a single drainage ditch in the central
mire expanse, combined with removal of the uppermost 1–2 m of vegetation and peat from its periphery,
created conditions that favoured the establishment of self-sown exotic conifer trees across the whole site
(Bragg 2004).
During the first 30–40 years of the 20th century, the edges of many raised bogs in Europe were partially
reclaimed (Figure 8A) and the upper reaches of streams rising there were canalised. Although only a small
and peripheral part of each peatland was disturbed, the ecological consequences were far-reaching: the
modified peatland edges developed uncharacteristically diverse habitats and species complements; the
runoff regime was affected and the chemical composition of the streamwater supplied to habitats
downstream was altered; and habitats on the mire expanse changed as the peat dome began to degrade
(Lindholm & Heikkila 2006).
At Puergschachenmoos, a Ramsar site in Austria, the vegetation changed gradually over a period of decades
despite the fact that there was no evidence of direct disturbance on the mire surface. A more in-depth study
showed that the functional peatland unit was much more extensive than the designated area, and the
remainder had been converted to agricultural use with concealed drainage (Figure 8B) (Bragg & Steiner
1995).
At Clara Bog in Ireland, drainage and the excavation of peat from the mire margins (Figure 8C) caused
dramatic subsidence of the peat dome that fundamentally altered its drainage pattern, leading ultimately to
changes in vegetation (van der Schaaf 1999).
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Figure 8. Even very localised human disturbance can lead to serious changes in peatlands. The laggs of
many raised bogs in Europe were disturbed in the 1930s. Marginal drainage and peat extraction caused loss
of the bog margins, their characteristic ecotopes, plant species and communities; and fundamentally changed
the hydrological functioning of whole bog systems and their catchments. At Puergschachenmoos, a Ramsar
peatland in Austria, old peat cuttings along part of the margin had been colonised by birch (Betula) woodland
and dwarf mountain pine (Pinus mugo) was growing vigorously at the expense of Sphagnum on the adjacent
uncut mire surface by 1992 (A). At this time, a concealed drainage pipe and gravel backfill (B) were being
installed to impose a new artificial boundary in another part of the bog. Along the margins of Clara Bog in
Ireland (C), turbary rights (inherited entitlements to cut peat for fuel) are still exercised using tracked
excavators, even though the peatland is protected as a natural mire ‘remnant’. Photos: O.M. Bragg (A, B)
and A.A. Sirin (C).
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MEASURING LOSSES
BIODIVERSITY

OF

PEATLAND

Methods and criteria for the assessment of
biodiversity status
Traditional methods for biodiversity assessment are
based on: (a) research in population genetics from the
1940s (Simpson 1949), which proposed diversity
indices for species; and (b) classical research in
population and ecosystem ecology carried out
between the 1950s and the 1970s, which gave rise to
assessment methods for ecosystem diversity.
However, because these methods are based primarily
on structural attributes, they cannot access a number
of the peculiarities of mire/peatland ecosystems.
When they are applied to peatlands, both have
shortcomings, as outlined below.
o Introduction of the concepts of alpha, beta, and
gamma diversity (Whittaker 1972) provided
impetus for formalisation of the assessment
procedure and for the development of some
algorithms. The approach was expected also to form
a basis for decision-making in environmental
conservation. However, a recurring problem is that
certain ‘non-conformist’ ecosystems, including
peatlands, do not fit into the schemes proposed. By
demonstrating that beta diversity provides the best
representation of environmental variety in
oligotrophic peatland, Bennie et al. (2011)
effectively confirm that ecosystem diversity prevails
over species diversity here. However, we suggest
that the evaluation of alpha diversity could still be
effective in some cases, if ecological morpha are
treated as separate species.
o The evaluation of species diversity indices, even if
adjusted for species distribution and predominance,
results in under-estimation of the biodiversity value
of peatlands for the reasons outlined above. To
obtain more objective results, indices that reflect
the uniqueness of communities (e.g. the uniqueness
index) should be used. Phenetic diversity of forms
within individual species should also be
considered, because the extreme conditions in
peatlands combine with the island effect to elevate
intraspecific diversity, which is typical for all life
forms of peatland plants and invertebrates, as well
as for some other groups of organisms living on
peatlands.
o Dominance-diversity
curves
for
peatland
communities resemble those of communities that
have been anthropically transformed, except that
the species list is dominated by K-species in
peatlands and by r-species in transformed habitats.
The evaluation of peatland biodiversity in terms of

alpha, beta, and gamma diversity is applicable not
only at species level, but also at ecosystem and
organism levels (phenetic and genetic diversity).
For example, ridge and hollow microforms could
be regarded as elemental units of ecosystem
diversity. Then, in an ecosystem level assessment,
alpha diversity would reflect the number of
microform types in a single peatland massif, beta
diversity would reflect differences in microform
representation between different massifs, and
gamma diversity would reflect the range of
microform types found in all peatland massifs
occurring within a specified area.
o None of these approaches offers definitive methods
for assessing the role of a specific peatland or
peatland type in maintaining the biodiversity of
other ecosystems, so that this aspect can be
evaluated only indirectly and in a rather speculative
manner at the present time.
We aim here to develop a more effective approach
to the assessment of both the status and losses of
biodiversity in peatlands, by taking account of
functional characteristics which can be translated into
ecosystem services.
o In any other ecosystem type, the conservative
energy exchange pattern found in peatlands would
give rise to a high diversity of ecological niches
occupied by different species or forms, all of which
would be involved in numerous (strong and weak)
interactions that combined to create functionality.
This is not the case in mire ecosystems, where most
of the conserved energy is stored in a form (peat)
that is unavailable for re-mobilisation by living
organisms and is instead utilised for structuring
habitats. Under these conditions, the energetic
potential is realised mainly via intimate biological
connections and functionally optimal solutions, and
functional effectiveness is often best expressed by
the involvement of groups of very small
biologically tuned species, such as insects or
aquatic invertebrates, which can be used as
indicators.
Therefore, for peatlands, it is of paramount
importance to have an overview of all their
components and species and to understand their
natural ecosystem processes and functions. Only then
can we hope to accurately evaluate their biodiversity
status, estimate losses, and address the latter
competently through restoration measures.
Quantifying biodiversity losses
Once the nature, origin and potential scale of
biodiversity losses is understood, a quantitative
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evaluation should be within reach. This is important
not only for justification and planning of a restoration
and/or sustainable management programme, but also
to define the baseline condition for gauging its
success. However, it is unlikely to be straightforward
because the difficulties already identified for the
assessment of peatland biodiversity itself apply. As a
general principle, the measurements upon which the
evaluation of biodiversity losses is based should
reflect the actual biodiversity characteristics of the
peatland in question. Some key examples from
literature are summarised in Box 2.
Existing practice reflects three different

approaches to selection of the characteristics upon
which the evaluation is based, namely: structural and
compositional characteristics of biodiversity;
functional characteristics of biodiversity; and the
socio-economic consequences of biodiversity losses.
The first approach employs direct methods, based
on the traditional biodiversity indices or on even
simpler formal parameters, to evaluate losses within
a clearly delineated area. It is used mostly in
environmental impact assessments for industrial
projects, as well as in planning decommissioning and
restoration in the same context. In its most reduced
form, it involves the compilation of an initial list of

Box 2. Example approaches to the assessment of peatland biodiversity losses from literature.
Impact of wind farm development on the biodiversity (vegetation) of blanket bog in Spain
Fraga et al. (2008) investigated the plant species and vegetation diversity of blanket bog on summits and
slopes of the Xistral Mountains in north-western Spain, nine years after the installation of wind turbines and
associated infrastructure. The area surveyed was covered mainly by the endemic Carici durieuiEriophoretum angustifolii community, which usually forms very homogenous vegetation. Qualitatively,
new communities (wet meadows, wet heath or humid grassland) were observed in disturbed areas.
Quantitatively, data from 100 vegetation relevés (55 impacted and 45 non-impacted sites) were used to
calculate five indices of α diversity (diversity within sites) and six measures of β diversity (species turnover
between sites). The analysis showed that impacted areas had significantly lower α diversity and higher β
diversity than non-impacted areas.
Functional evaluation of tropical peat swamp forest in Kalimantan, Indonesia
Dommain et al. (2010) identified ability to self-regulate as the most important functional characteristic of
tropical peat swamp forest, and defined contributing processes and structures (e.g. evapotranspiration
control, surface oscillation, intraspecific variety of growth forms, species changes, vegetation types,
microform structure, microtope patterns, mesopattern, limit to dome size) whose evaluation should reflect
both biodiversity losses and the success of restoration.
The socio-economic consequences of biodiversity loss in coastal peatlands of Maputaland
The southernmost tip of the Mozambique coastal plain (in Kwazulu-Natal) is a region of exceptionally rich
biodiversity, where many tropical species reach their southernmost distribution limits in Africa. Maputaland
contains 60 % of the peatlands and most of the coastal peat swamps in South Africa; but their vegetation,
structure, functioning, and the nature and effects of exploitation are still poorly understood. Grobler et al.
(2004) used a vegetation and environmental dataset from May 2003 to assess the impact of subsistence
cropping of (predominantly) madumbes (Colocasia esculenta) and bananas (Musa xparadisiaca) on coastal
peat swamps. This showed that the ecological functioning—and thus the continued existence—of these
systems is critically threatened by the related changes in forest structure and peat hydrology, which impact
negatively on habitats and biodiversity; and will eventually deprive the rural community of a sustainable
gardening environment, alter the nutrient balance of the associated lake system, and reduce the availability
of clean (fresh) water. The situation poses an urgent challenge for the conservation agency and, perhaps
more significantly, for the local community whose livelihoods are intricately interwoven with their peat
swamp dominated environment.
Integrative assessment of peatland biodiversity losses in Central Kalimantan, Indonesia
Page et al. (2009) based this assessment on structural, functional and socio-economic characteristics. The
main field observations were of vegetation, water level and the livelihoods of local communities, which
were interpreted in terms of (i) land-cover dynamics of degraded peatlands, (ii) vegetation rehabilitation,
(iii) restoration of hydrology, (iv) reinstatement of carbon sequestration and storage, and (v) promotion of
sustainable livelihoods for local communities.
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species followed by identification, from repeat
surveys, of those which disappear as the ecosystem is
altered by use. Otherwise, it may involve repeat
mapping of vegetation at habitat or community level
as in, for example, the UK Habitat Survey (JNCC
2010) and National Vegetation Classification (NVC)
(Rodwell 2006) methodologies.
The second approach is functional, and based on
observations that reflect how well the ecosystem is
working. The variables observed—for example water
levels, humidity and temperature at the surface,
carbon sequestration rates or GHG emissions—
reflect the ‘health’ of the ecosystem and hence,
indirectly, its capacity to maintain biodiversity. This
approach may be applied at ecosystem level or at
species level via the availability of habitat types.
The third approach involves evaluation of the
economic consequences of biodiversity losses. The
ecosystem services whose alteration is likely to have
economic consequences for human societies, and
which are potentially threatened by changes in
biodiversity, include: the provision of food, fibre,
medicines and fresh water; pollination of crops;
filtration of pollutants; and protection from natural
disasters. The portion of natural resources provided
by peatland biodiversity is most often monitored in
tropical countries, where livelihoods tend to be most
directly linked to biodiversity status.
Thus, we see that it is possible to arrive at very
different interpretations of a generally-stated aim to
assess biodiversity-related losses of ecosystem
services, depending on the scale of the peatland and
the focus of the investigator(s). Most treatments in
the scientific literature incorporate elements from
more than one of the approaches identified above (see
Box 2), and none of them is globally applicable alone.
Therefore, whether the intention is to carry out a
strategic evaluation at national level or to formulate a
management plan for an individual site, we may
expect that the appropriate methodology for
evaluation of peatland biodiversity losses will often
be based on a combination of structural, functional
and socio-economic characteristics assessed at
suitable scales, and the details will be case-specific.

RESTORING BIODIVERSITY IN PEATLANDS
Underlying concepts
When an understanding of a particular loss of
peatland biodiversity has been developed, the
possibilities for its restoration can be explored. The
conceptual framework for our consideration of
different approaches is close to that developed by the
Society for Ecological Restoration (SER), who

define (ecological) restoration as “the process of
re-establishing to the extent possible the structure,
function and integrity of indigenous ecosystems and
the sustaining habitats they provide” (SER 2004).
Defined in this way, restoration encompasses the
repair of ecosystems (Whisenant 1999) and the
improvement of ecological conditions in damaged
wildlands through the reinstatement of ecological
processes. Such integrative approaches to restoration
have been widely adopted over the last decade, and
most authors suggest that an indicator of biodiversity
status should be used to judge success (Van Andel &
Aronson 2006). The strategy is process-oriented, and
involves directing autogenic processes whilst taking
landscape interactions into consideration (Whisenant
1999). Importantly, this means that if techniques for
repairing abiotic factors and processes such as
hydrology and carbon balance are implemented
effectively, they will also contribute to biodiversity
restoration.
In terms of ecosystem dynamics, the likelihood
that biodiversity will be maintained or recover after
an external disturbance will depend upon whether the
disturbance is transient or a long-term chronic
pressure; and the ability of the peatland to resist,
adapt to, or recover from it (its robustness, adaptive
capacity and resilience) (Dawson et al. 2010).
Peatlands are equipped with strong feedback
mechanisms that, within limits, tend to move the
system back towards a stable state after disturbance;
and the stratigraphical record suggests that these
mechanisms have enabled peatland massifs to
spontaneously adapt to, and thus to survive through,
past changes in climate. In some cases, the same
mechanisms may work to move the system back
towards an equilibrium state after direct human
disturbance, but because the changes that man can
impose are more abrupt and usually more severe than
climatic changes, some intervention—in other words,
active restoration work—is often needed to assist the
recovery, at least if positive results are to be seen
within timescales that are relevant in human terms.
The need to reverse the effects of direct disturbance
becomes more pressing when considered against the
current backdrop of forced climate change because
the effects are potentially additive; thus, reducing
human pressure will enable utilisation of more of the
ecosystem’s stability-maintaining capacity for
adjustments driven by climate (e.g. Bragg & Tallis
2001).
Choosing an approach
The restoration of peatland to a condition in which it
regains its ability to deliver specific ecosystem
services is often a highly ambitious task demanding

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
18

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

substantial (usually financial) resources. To justify
such investment, each initiative should have a clearly
formulated goal and an adequately developed
strategy for achieving it. This must be based on a firm
foundation consisting of three elements, namely: a
statement of the drivers for financial investment; an
understanding of the natural structure and processes
of the ecosystem; and an assessment of the nature,
origin and scale of previous losses.
The key drivers in selecting an approach to
biodiversity restoration at a particular peatland site
will be statutory (legal) requirements, policy
objectives and finances. Any or all of these may
influence the combination of methods that is chosen.
The methods that are available can be roughly
grouped under the headings of the sub-sections that
follow below.
Do nothing: expect spontaneous recovery
Under favourable conditions, the peatland may begin
to self-restore, but the degree of recovery achieved
will depend on the situation. This approach has, in
effect, been repeatedly adopted simply through
inaction and/or the abandonment of peatlands that
have been disturbed in various ways. It must always
be worthy of consideration, if only for economic
reasons, but in many instances only limited success
can be expected.

Cutover bog appears to re-vegetate spontaneously
under some circumstances (e.g. Figure 9), but cases
of incomplete recovery have been widely reported
and studied (e.g. Lavoie & Rochefort 1996, Robert et
al. 1999, Lavoie et al. 2003, Graf et al. 2008,
Konvalinková & Prach 2010). The most recent
comparative research indicates that spontaneous revegetation is more successful on block-cut than on
milled areas (Triisberg et al. 2011), but even for the
former there may be no clear resemblance to natural
vegetation 70 years after abandonment (Pouliot et al.
2011). Thus, the resilience of these ecosystems to
peat extraction by either method appears to be rather
low. Observations of eroded blanket bog in Scotland
suggest that it is possible for new Sphagnum carpets
to develop spontaneously on bare peat, especially
where patches of the underlying mineral surface are
exposed (Birnie 1993, Lindsay & Freeman 2008).
Vegetation can also recover surprisingly well after a
one-off wildfire event (R. Lindsay, unpublished
monitoring data, northern England). However, there
are many other types of human disturbance and each
restoration problem will be different in terms of the
intensity and time course of impact, the
characteristics of the peatland affected, and the exact
way in which it responds.
The main point to be made here is that it is
impossible to know whether spontaneous recovery is

Figure 9. Peat extraction is one of the most destructive human activities on peatlands, but the recovery of
vegetation afterwards is strongly dependent on the extraction method used. Mire vegetation can re-establish
quite readily after ‘wet’ peat extraction (excavation, ‘hydrotorf’ extraction, etc.). This peatland, 15 km from
the city of Moscow, was excavated in the 1940s and now has typical bog vegetation with Sphagnum mats.
Photo: A.A. Sirin.
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in progress unless monitoring is carried out.
Logically, establishment of a well-designed
monitoring programme should be the first element of
any peatland restoration initiative. If the data
collected confirm that recovery of ecosystem
functions is progressing satisfactorily, a substantial
financial investment might be avoided. If a need for
active intervention is demonstrated, the early
monitoring data will provide a baseline against which
the success of restoration works (and thus return on
investment) can be measured. It is obviously
expedient to delay active restoration until there is
clear evidence of need, and this position will be
reached only after sufficient information has been
collected to build an understanding of trends in the
unmanaged situation. Where practical interventions
are dependent on funding opportunities that will
expire before robust baseline data can be gathered,
early attention to sourcing surrogate baseline
information (for example, from a suitable control
site) may help avert eventual difficulties in
quantifying outcomes.
Habitat restoration for populations and species
In some cases, the goal of mire management is to
restore the abundance or population structure of a
single target species which has attracted the attention
of stakeholders (and, consequently, funding) because
it is rare or endangered. The outcome is usually
evaluated in terms of reproduction success, population
size and density, number and variety of individuals,
genetic variability, or connectivity to other
populations. For plants, there are two principal
methods. The first aims to restore suitable habitats
and often relies on natural recolonisation from
available propagules to regenerate the population, but
may also employ transplantation methods or the
deliberate introduction of seeds, spores or vegetative
propagules. The second involves transplanting
specimens of the desired species into existing suitable
habitats (Given 1994). For animals, habitat restoration
is usually the more appropriate approach, although
re-introduction might be considered in some cases.
The restoration of suitable habitat for a focus
species may overlap with restoration of peatland
vegetation, the mire ecosystem, the massif, or even
the landscape. Since 2003, the conservation
requirements for a single bird species, the Aquatic
Warbler (Acrocephalus paludicola), have enabled the
restoration of extensive tracts of peatland in the
Pripyat river basin (central Europe); and it has
recently been shown that the resistance to climate
change of another bird, the Golden Plover (Pluvialis
apricaria), is likely to improve as a result of peatland
restoration in the UK (Box 3, Figure 10).

The appropriate management for a single species
does not always align so satisfactorily with the
objectives of ecological restoration, however. In
some cases, such as the creation and maintenance of
a wet patch hosting several plants of a rare orchid
species, it may amount to an insignificantly smallscale exercise. In other cases it can negatively affect
the natural diversity of the mire ecosystem and/or the
biodiversity characteristics of adjacent areas. The
simulation of historical flax and hemp processing
activities (Martin & Robinson 2003) by repeatedly
excavating pits on bogs to encourage colonisation by
Sphagnum moss promotes the local cover of one
group of mire species, but perpetuates the distortion
of natural microtopography and water relations of the
surrounding mire surface. Another example is the reintroduction of grazing or mowing on east European
fen meadows with long histories of traditional
extensive management (e.g. Bragg & Lindsay 2003)
that are no longer required for agriculture. Whilst
these practices may reinstate species-rich ‘cultural
climax’ vegetation and/or valuable habitat for
endangered birds, they could impair the recovery to
‘natural’ condition of functions such as peat
formation (by removing biomass that may otherwise
eventually be added to the peat deposit, or altering
aeration conditions in the topmost layer of peat
(Jeschke 1987, Schröder et al. 2015) and/or runoff
generation (by compressing surface soil and thus
altering its water storage and permeability
characteristics). A study by Kotowski et al. (2013) at
Biebrza National Park in Poland showed that mowing
with tracked vehicles actually reduced the occurrence
of rare plants and was generally detrimental to plant
species diversity, although the outcome for target
bird populations seemed promising. The reduction of
plant species diversity was linked by these authors to
compression of the mire surface by vehicle tracks
and, specifically, to the resulting reduction of
microtopography. The sustained application of
‘artificial’ conservation management measures on
fens might be less controversial in cases where fen
has, in effect, artificially succeeded bog as a result of
peat extraction continuing until the residual layer
consisted of fen peat only. An example is the Rivièredu-Loup peatland in eastern Canada (Cobbaert et al.
2004).
The species diversity of bird populations on
peatlands often increases with disturbance of the
habitat. For example, different species use intact and
eroded parts of blanket mires in the UK (D. Jackson
pers. comm.), and atypical species including Snow
Bunting (Plectrophenax nivalis), raven, swallows
and gulls move into oil and gas well sites in the arctic
tundra. In other cases, disturbance promotes the
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abundance of a single species. For sport shooting on
some peatlands in the UK, rotational burning is
deliberately practiced to increase habitat for Red
Grouse (Lagopus lagopus scoticus), not only to the
detriment of peatland vegetation, but also reducing
carbon storage in the peat (Garnett et al. 2000) and
possibly contributing to undesirably high colouration
of the runoff collected by drinking water reservoirs

(Mitchell & McDonald 2002, C.D. Evans et al.
2005). Elsewhere in the UK, the conservation
objectives set for wintering Taiga Bean Goose (Anser
fabalis fabalis) preclude most restoration options for
a degrading peatland that currently provides their
favoured roosting habitat in flooded peat cuttings. In
this example, higher value is assigned to a single
species than to either the intrinsic characteristics of

Box 3. Two examples of peatland restoration to support vulnerable bird species.
The Aquatic Warbler Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was finalised in Minsk (Belarus) under the
auspices of the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS 1979), and became effective on 30 April 2003. It
aims to safeguard the small migratory warbler Acrocephalus paludicola (Figure 10). This was the most
widespread bird species of European sedge fens at the beginning of the twentieth century, but its world
population had declined by 40 % over ten years due to drainage of the habitat. Therefore, it became a
globally vulnerable (IUCN Red List) species. In 2010 the number of singing males in Belarus was 3,000–
5,500, which is around 40 % of the world population. To meet the obligations imposed by the Memorandum,
numerous projects were undertaken to restore Aquatic Warbler habitat, mainly on sedge fens. Under the
auspices of an EU ‘LIFE’ programme, around 15,000 ha of peatland was restored in Belarus, along with
similar habitats in Western Pomerania and Poland (Tanneberger et al. 2008). Restoration of a further
20,000 ha was completed in 2012 under a German government initiative driven by the new incentive of
carbon trading opportunities (Tanneberger & Wichtmann 2011).
The Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria, Figure 10) is another bird species that benefits from peatland
restoration. This wader reaches the southern limit of its global range in the United Kingdom (UK), where it
breeds on upland heaths and bogs. Given the expected poleward shift in species distributions, the UK
population is especially vulnerable to climate change (Pearce-Higgins & Green 2014). One potential source
of risk is climate-related decline of this bird’s main food species, the cranefly (Tipula paludosa). PearceHiggins et al. (2010) have demonstrated a negative correlation between Golden Plover numbers and August
temperature, with a two-year lag, which is explained as follows. Adult craneflies emerging from the surface
layers of peat in May and June can provide a super-abundance of food for breeding birds, and more Golden
Plover chicks fledge in years when craneflies are plentiful (Pearce-Higgins & Yalden 2004). Cranefly larvae
suffer high mortality when the surface layers of peat dry out in hot weather. Consequently, in the following
year, few adult craneflies emerge and few chicks survive to fledge, resulting in a reduced Golden Plover
population the year after that. This understanding can be used as a basis for developing appropriate
management strategies. Because the density of cranefly larvae increases with the moisture content of the
peat, the negative effect of hotter summers on Golden Plover might be reduced by managing water levels
on peatlands (Pearce-Higgins 2011). Peat wetness could be increased by blocking the drainage ditches
(grips) that were dug across most UK uplands during the last century in a largely unsuccessful attempt to
improve the quality of grazing for sheep (Stewart & Lance 1983). Several conservation organisations are
already blocking grips for various purposes including biodiversity restoration, carbon sequestration and
storage, amenity improvement and reduction of fire risk, and recent data show that cranefly numbers
increase significantly as a result (Carroll et al. 2011). This is one of the first studies to show how the
resilience of an ecosystem to climate change might be improved through specific management practices.
Importantly, although grip blocking is already beneficial for peatland conservation, the benefits for the wide
range of bird species that feed on craneflies are likely to increase as the climate changes in the future (PearceHiggins 2010). This study is also notable because it demonstrates a significant interaction between Golden
Plover and cranefly, reinforcing a recommendation that is common to all available reviews of ecological
restoration, namely that species interactions should be taken into account whenever species restoration
techniques are applied (Van Andel & Aronson 2006).
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natural peatland or the medium-term sustainability of
the whole ecosystem. Thus, the responses of
individual bird species to human disturbance may
enhance local species diversity and/or contribute to a
national or global conservation target for a particular
threatened species, but the management of peatland
to support this facet of biodiversity alone may limit
the potential for reinstatement of other ecosystem
services. In such cases, a need for especially clear
objective-setting is indicated.
For the most severely degraded peat bodies, the
rehabilitation approach that is most often applied
nowadays, especially in ‘green’ projects, involves
restoration of their structure followed by planting to
deliver alternative ecosystem services; for example,
crops of cranberries, biomass or timber may be
produced. These activities may be viewed as another
type of species-focused restoration practice. Because
they initiate unnatural successions and may involve
non-peatland plants, such projects aim to create new
ecosystem types rather than to restore natural
peatland. However, some of the characteristic
features of peatland ecosystems are still needed, such
as peat soil, shallow water table and appropriate
nutrient levels. A refinement of the approach is the
principle of paludiculture (wet agriculture), which
involves cultivating monoculture ‘crops’ of mire

species or artificial mixed plant communities in
peatland habitats (Wichtmann & Couwenberg 2013,
Schröder et al. 2015). The intention is to use the
peatland for economic benefit whilst at the same time
maintaining peatland ecosystem services such as
carbon storage and the delivery of clean water to river
systems. Crops are selected for their tolerance of the
environmental conditions that prevail after re-wetting
of the peat body, and are often obligate wetland
species such as reeds or Sphagnum moss (Gaudig et
al. 2014). In these cases, some peatland biodiversity
value may be regained and maintained in conjunction
with commercial use of the peatland, and there may
be hydrological benefits to adjacent areas of seminatural peatland.
Restoration of vegetation
Much of the biodiversity value of an undisturbed
mire massif is concentrated in the surface layer or
‘acrotelm’ (Ingram 1978), which consists of living
moss and slightly decomposed peat held together by
the roots of vascular plants. The vegetation itself
provides a significant fraction of the system’s species
biodiversity, and furnishes the three-dimensional
habitat mosaic that hosts other life forms ranging
from birds and mammals to insect larvae and
microbes. The acrotelm also has a pivotal functional

Figure 10. Two focus bird species for peatland restoration. Left: Aquatic Warbler Acrocephalus paludicola
(photo S. Seyfert1); right: Eurasian Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria (photo Bjørn Christian Tørrissen2).
1
GNU free documentation license, version 1.2, http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons; 2Creative
Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 Unported Licence, http://creativecommons.org/licenses/bysa/3.0/deed.en.
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role in maintaining the stability of the massif. It
receives and partitions rainfall so that, whether or not
precipitation is the system’s only water source, the
peat layer is kept sufficiently wet to preclude aerobic
decomposition and ensure that new peat continues to
form; the water table remains sufficiently high to
support specialised biota and maintain any aquatic
elements of the micro-topographical mosaic; and
water of appropriate quality is discharged to aquatic
ecosystems downstream in sufficient quantities and
with suitable timing to maintain their biodiversity in
turn. Thus, if a degraded vegetation layer is restored,
we can expect some recovery in all of these functions;
and if the hydrological regime is restored, there will
be benefits for vegetation and thus, again, for other
ecosystem functions.
The requirements for peatland restoration set by
environmental regulators in most countries are rather
similar. As a rule, active intervention is expected.
Even if the objective is to control fire or water colour,
targets may be set for vegetation; for example, to
achieve the presence of plant species that appear on a
standard list, or to restore an appropriate assemblage
of habitats. A typical restoration project is conceived
as a single short phase of intervention that will halt
degradation and set the system onto a course of
recovery towards the equilibrium self-sustaining
condition.
Usually, the vegetation is manipulated directly.
This may involve the removal (physically or using
herbicides) of undesirable species, such as the grass
Molinia caerulea and invading trees on bogs, or
planted trees on afforested sites (Brooks & Stoneman
1997, P. Anderson et al. 2009, R. Anderson 2010); or
the re-introduction of desirable species, often onto
bare peat where the primary surface has eroded or
been removed, by spreading propagules or planting
cuttings and seedlings (e.g. Quinty & Rochefort
2003, Carroll et al. 2009, Théroux Rancourt et al.
2009).
Thereafter,
imbalanced
competitive
relationships may be controlled by ongoing
vegetation management operations such as annual
uprooting of saplings by hand, ‘weed wiping’ with
herbicides, manual or machine mowing, or grazing
(usually by sheep or goats on bogs, cattle or ponies
on fens).
In most cases, manipulations of the vegetation aim
to directly reinstate mire plant communities, with the
expectation that this will promote recovery of the
associated natural ecosystem features. Recent work
in Canada has shown that a new Sphagnum carpet
established on a milled peat surface takes 20 years to
develop microforms comparable to those in natural
bogs, and thus to reinstate the natural ecosystem

diversity at this level (Pouliot et al. 2011).
An alternative indirect approach to the restoration
of mire vegetation has been adopted for sand-filled
oil well platforms in northern Russia and some
eroded peatland in England. Here, the bare surface is
first stabilised by establishing a sward of grasses,
with a view to either introducing or allowing natural
recolonisation by mire species later. Especially
where fertiliser is applied to promote establishment
of the grasses, and the grasses are (at least locally)
exotic species, the biodiversity benefits may be
negative in the initial stages. It is too early to judge
longer-term outcomes in general, although the
expected replacement of sown Timothy grass
(Phleum pratense) by a peatland species (the arctic
cottongrass Eriophorum scheuchzeri) occurred in
just four years at one oil well site in Nenets
Autonomous Okrug, Russia (A. Popov, unpublished
data).
In some cases, local microtopography may be
adjusted in conjunction with the reinstatement of
vegetation. Ditches on primary mire may (rarely) be
filled completely or (more usually) dammed at
intervals along their length, creating areas of open
water resembling pools. On milled peatland in
Canada, pools have been excavated specifically to
introduce microtopographical diversity; but their
biodiversity is still rather low after six years
(Fontaine et al. 2007) and this may indicate a need
for additional measures such as propagule
manipulation to actively promote the establishment
of appropriate species.
The intensity of the propagule supply is important
not only for spontaneous re-vegetation, but also for
active restoration techniques. The scientific literature
reports many instances of seed-rain shortage
constraining the success of restoration projects; for
example, the small dispersal range of heather
(Calluna vulgaris L.) seed was found to be a strong
limiting factor for re-vegetation of bare peat in the
UK uplands (Gilbert & Butt 2010). Especially
comprehensive studies of seed dispersal potential in
tropical peat swamp forest after fire have been carried
out by Afriyanti & Simbolon (2004), and examples
from other ecosystem types are described by Van
Andel & Aronson (2006). One strategy that might be
adopted to improve the situation (for example, where
disturbance has resulted in local extinction of target
species with limited dispersal ranges) involves the
manipulation of propagule sources at both the
primary and secondary stages of dispersal (Harper
1977). Another exploits existing seed banks by
translocating topsoil from appropriate donor sites
onto the restoration area; this technique has been used
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for bogs (Rochefort et al. 2003), fens (Cobbaert et al.
2004) and marshes (Brown & Bedford 1997). An
alternative involves ‘sterilising’ the restoration area
by removing a layer of topsoil containing an
inappropriate seed bank (Klimkowska 2008). Many
other techniques have been developed for various
habitat types.
In view of the difficulties noted above, it is clear
that good practice for any biodiversity restoration
project should include a full evaluation of seed and
propagule sources at an early stage. One of the
baseline studies for restoration of the stream-valley
fen “Drentse Aa” (The Netherlands) investigated the
soil seed bank, the wind-blown seed rain, and the
seed influx from the coats of animals as well as in
their droppings; and the results sparked the idea that
grazing animals could be used to carry plant
propagules into areas undergoing restoration
(Grootjans & van Diggelen 1998; see also Vander
Kloet et al. 2012). An essentially similar strategy that
has been applied on tropical peatlands directs avian
vectors to deposit seed-laden droppings in areas
under restoration by installing artificial bird perches
(Graham & Page 2012). For non-peatland
ecosystems, the success of restoration work has been
enhanced by creating streams as a mechanism for
propagule transport (Engström et al. 2009), and this
technique might be considered for use in peatlands
under some circumstances although hydrological
aspects would need very careful attention. There have
also been numerous studies of the role of floods in
seed dispersal for riparian habitats which may be
relevant to peatland restoration, especially for
floodplain mire systems (Jansson et al. 2005, Groves
et al. 2007).
Degraded peatlands have usually been drained.
Therefore, almost universally, measures to reinstate
species and habitat diversity are supported by
hydrological manipulations that aim to improve
habitat conditions by increasing surface wetness. The
primary reason for damming drainage ditches is to
raise the water table by retarding the discharge of
surface water. The other main approaches involve the
construction of surface bunds to contain or slow
down runoff from bare peat surfaces (e.g. peat bunds
on extracted peat fields, various types of obstructions
in erosion gullies) and, where moss propagules have
been spread, to apply straw mulch which tends to
reduce evaporative water losses.
Apart from a few examples of species-focused
conservation that intentionally prevent the system
from returning to its natural condition, peatland
restoration usually encourages the re-establishment
of self-sustaining natural peatland communites (with
associated biodiversity value), even if the policy

driver (e.g. water quality, fire prevention, coastal
protection) is not specifically biodiversity orientated.
This often requires manipulation of one or more
abiotic factors including not only hydrology but also
relief, nutrient availability and water quality.
Occasionally, full ecosystem restoration has been
attempted on very limited areas. Grootjans & van
Diggelen (1998) identify a set of example projects
where the management goal ‘restoration of
vegetation’ was achieved by manipulating other
ecosystem elements including: topsoil, seed and
other propagule sources, biomass turnover (via
grazing or mowing), water regime, and even
microclimate (by felling adjacent forest).
Mire massif restoration
Where attempts to restore vegetation using the
methods outlined above have failed, the cause is
often to be found at a higher level of the structural
hierarchy (Figure 3). Vegetation can re-establish
successfully only if sufficient water of appropriate
quality is available at the peat surface. This cannot be
achieved if the rate of water loss from the peat body
as a whole exceeds the rate of supply. Such
imbalances can arise, for example, if the peatland’s
footprint (the area of land that it actually covers) has
been reduced, if its hydrological boundary has been
altered by peripheral drainage, or if a groundwater
supply has been diverted. In such cases, appropriate
restoration measures will tackle the cause at
mesotope level, aiming to stabilise the hydrology of
the whole peat body in order to create suitable
conditions for the reinstatement of mire vegetation on
its surface.
If the peat body has been severely disrupted,
restoration of the original vegetation may no longer
be a viable proposition and the best that can be done
is to establish an ecosystem type belonging to an
earlier developmental stage; or, indeed, any peatforming ecosystem type even if it did not feature in
development of the disrupted peatland. For example,
if a bog has been cut down to the fen peat layer, fen
vegetation may establish more successfully than bog
vegetation. At some Canadian sites where peat
extraction had exposed minerotrophic (fen) peat, revegetation was relatively rapid but important genera
(e.g. Carex and Sphagnum spp.) failed to colonise
spontaneously (Graf et al. 2008) so that measures to
artificially introduce these key species were still
required. If the residual peat layer is very thin and
flooding is a problem, lake or swamp may be the only
viable target for restoration to a self-sustaining
wetland ecosystem. This will at least set a course that
could eventually result in the establishment of a new
peat-forming ecosystem.
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Landscape approach
In order to realise the full biodiversity potential of a
restored peatland, it will be necessary to consider not
only the massif itself but also its connections to other
similar habitat patches, for example through
reproductive and dispersal mechanisms (see, for
example, Butovsky et al. 2004) whose ranges vary
widely between different peatland species and life
forms. If peatlands are too widely spaced within the
landscape, recruitment may become impossible for
some populations of mire species. This is the
ecological networks concept of interconnectivity,
which addresses the need to ensure free movement of
wildlife between fragmented habitat patches and may
also involve island biogeography theory. Its potential
application in the present context is to determine
which degraded peatland massifs should be afforded
the highest priority for restoration in order to achieve
a spatial distribution of mire habitat patches within
the landscape that is optimal in terms of the
interconnectivity requirements of at least the critical
characteristic species.
A related consideration is the spatially varying
capacity of the physical environment to support
peatland systems, insofar as this will influence the
degree of correspondence that can be achieved
between a practically achievable distribution of
massifs and the theoretical optimum. At landscape
scale, there are similarities between peatland massifs
that occupy similar geomorphological locations and
have similar water supplies. For example, blanket
bog is draped over summits and fed only by rainfall;
spring mires may be associated with geological
contact zones on hillsides where the rainfall supply is
augmented by spring water; and floodplain mires
occur where, as the name suggests, rainfall and
seepage are periodically supplemented by
floodwater. Hydrogenetic mire classifications
(Succow 1988, Steiner 1992, Succow & Joosten
2001) are based on these similarities. It follows that,
in the absence of human influence, the extent of
peatland and the massif types represented in a
particular landscape will express its signature
combination of geomorphology, water sources and
climatic wetness. In semi-arid zones, depressions
with groundwater influence or floodplains may host
the only peatlands to be found; whereas the perennial
rainfall surplus of oceanic climates enables blanket
mire to spread onto all but the steepest slopes of
temperate-zone mountains, and in the low-lying
terrains of the wet tropics supports the formation of
vast domed peatswamp forest systems as described
by J.A.R. Anderson (1983) and Dommain et al.
(2010).
A legacy of human activities in highly populated

areas is that peatlands have disappeared from many
locations that would be suitable on physical grounds
alone, so their potential extent is now accessible only
through modelling. An example based on some
simple assumptions about the geomorphological
limits for peatland development is provided by a
recent exploration of the maximum potential
expansion of peatland in Sweden during a
hypothetical human-free interglacial, which uses
gridded altitude (digital elevation model, DEM) data
to identify all land with slope ≤ 1º, ≤ 2º and ≤ 3º as
the basis of three peatland extent scenarios (Franzén
et al. 2012). Further insights are provided by
correlation analyses of the relationship between
peatland extent and slope based on an extensive
dataset for the whole of Karelia (Kolomytsev 1993).
A more comprehensive modelling approach using a
combination of DEM and national environmental
datasets (e.g. water bodies, flood risk) to identify
locations for six geomorphic settings (river marginal,
basin, estuarine, coastal, extensive and slope) capable
of accommodating wetland types with different
relative dependencies on water from meteoric,
telluric, flood and underground sources is provided
by McInnes et al. (2007). Modelling of this kind may
be required for the task of (re)placing ‘missing’ nodes
within the habitat-patch network, which might be
forgotten archaic peatlands under other uses or
locations that currently have no peat but could
support the establishment of mire vegetation, perhaps
for commercial paludiculture (e.g. Sphagnum
farming) or even with a long-term aspiration that a
peat layer will develop. Finally, where a peatland
habitat
patch
is
required
and
no
hydromorphologically suitable location is available,
it may be necessary to adjust geomorphology. Some
relevant techniques have already been developed; for
example, in creating a new catchment for fen
restoration in the Alberta oil sands area (Price et al.
2010) and in forming artificial catchments to support
the re-establishment of peat swamp systems in the
Niger Delta (Whisenant 1999 referring to Thomas L.
Thurrow pers. com.).
Regardless of whether peatland is widespread or
rare within a particular landscape, its natural
distribution expresses the pattern of water movement
from the highest to the lowest points; whether as
surface runoff, as seepage through the soil or a peat
layer, or through underground aquifers. Thus, the
maintenance of natural peatland biodiversity at its
highest spatial scale depends ultimately upon the
hydrological integrity of the landscape, which man’s
activities can all too readily disrupt. To see obvious
examples, we must travel to sparsely populated parts
of the world. At the Rancho Hambre mire complex in
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Tierra del Fuego (Argentina), where surface water
draining from the valleyside is intercepted by a road
constructed in the upslope margin of the mire,
Grootjans et al. (2010) report drowning of tree stands
at the discharge points of culverts; and in the
extensive patterned mirelands of Western Siberia,
road and railway embankments constructed as access
routes for the oil and gas industry cause water to pond
upslope and cut off the water supply to the peatland
downslope (Novikov 2009). In more heavily
populated regions, more than a century of river
engineering and other activities have often long ago
obliterated the natural flow patterns of runoff water.
Even in the ‘wilderness’ of the Scottish Highlands,
many catchments have been modified by flow
diversions installed in the mid-19th century to feed
hydro-electricity reservoirs (Payne 1988). Under
such circumstances, the first challenge of restoring a
mire massif that has become degraded due to
disruption of a water source, or blanket peatland that
has been dissected by ditches or trackways, or an
ecological network to support the top level of
peatland biodiversity, may be to reinstate the
hydrological integrity of the landscape.
On the one hand, landscape-level manipulations
offer a holistic approach to biodiversity restoration,
primarily by (re)creating suitable preconditions for
development of a complete spectrum of ecosystem,
species and genetic diversity. On the other hand,
unless they are supported by perfect models and
complete control of any prejudicial activities of other
land users, single-intervention restoration projects
based on this strategy might in practice be
confounded by departures from the expected
successional trends due to unpredicted changes in
regional or global conditions driven by a combination
of direct human pressure and climate change. In such
cases, ongoing management may be required to
establish and/or maintain the optimal habitat
network, approaching the so-called ‘novel
ecosystems’ scenario of Hobbs et al. (2009), which
offers the opportunity for humankind to live in
artificial ecosystems at the cost of assuming
permanent responsibility for their maintenance.
In Europe, the ability of peatlands to support wellpreserved habitats and contribute to ecological
networks has not been sufficiently exploited in
environmental conservation, despite the fact that
peatlands can be included in regional Natura 2000
Special Protection Area (SPA) systems (Minayeva et
al. 2008). In the future, yet another layer of landscape
manipulation may be needed to safeguard the full
biodiversity value of peatlands, given their potential
role in supporting species adjusting to climate
change. In this context we may expect, for example,

a northward advance of steppe conditions and related
species in some regions of the world. Then, to
achieve their maximum functionality as refugia and
in providing habitat connectivity to enable the
adaptive migration of species, the spatial distribution
of individual mire massifs within the wider landscape
will become increasingly important. Even without
human influence, this might itself undergo
adjustments in response to climate change, in that
peatlands located in geomorphological settings with
more resilient water supplies (e.g. including a
groundwater component) may better survive a
transition to drier climate than those that receive only
rainfall and surface water. Thus, optimal planning for
peatland restoration may ultimately require an
exercise in landscape architecture based on a
combined hydrogeomorphic and ecological network
model capable of simulating climate-change
scenarios and delivering solutions in the form of
species migration routings.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
An abridged version of this article is included in the
book Peatland Restoration for Ecosystem Services:
Science, Policy and Practice (as Minayeva et al.
2016). The authors thank Aletta Bonn, Dicky Clymo,
Peter Jones, Richard Payne, Rob Stoneman and two
anonymous referees for their help and constructive
comments on both manuscripts; Cambridge
University Press for their co-operation with regard to
the publishing arrangements; and Oxana
Cherednichenko for her work on the Figures,
especially Figure 4. Minayeva and Sirin gratefully
acknowledge the Russian Academy of Sciences
Presidium Programme of Fundamental Research
“Living nature: modern condition and problems of
development” for partially funding this study.

REFERENCES
Abolin, R.I. (1914) Opyt ehpigenologicheskoi
klassifikacii bolot (On the epigenic classification
of mires). Bolotovedenie, 3, 3–55 (in Russian).
Abolin, R.I. (1915) Bolotnye formy sosny Pinus
sylvestris L. (The mire forms of the pine-tree
Pinus sylvestris L.). Trudy Botanicheskogo
Muzeja Akademii Nauk (Proceedings of the
Botanical Museum of the Academy of Sciences),
14, 62–84 (in Russian).
Abramova, T.G., Botch, M.S. & Galkina, E.A. (eds.)
(1974) Tipy Bolot SSSR I Principy ikh
Klassifikacii (Mire Types of the USSR and

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
26

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

Principles of their Classification), Nauka,
Leningrad, 253 pp. (in Russian).
Afriyanti, D. & Simbolon, H. (2004) Seed Dispersal
Mechanisms in Ex Burnt Peat Swamp Forest of
Berbak National Park, Jambi Province,
Indonesia: A Determination for Rehabilitation
Programme. Report, Promoting the River Basin
and Ecosystem Approach for Sustainable
Management of SE Asian lowland Peat Swamp
Forest: Case Study Air Hitam Laut River Basin,
Jambi
Province,
Indonesia.
Wetlands
International Indonesia Programme, Jambi, 79 pp.
Anderson, J.A.R. (1983) The tropical peat swamps of
western Malesia. In: Gore, A.J.P. (ed.) Mires:
Swamps, Bogs, Fen and Moor. Ecosystems of the
World 4B, Elsevier, Amsterdam, 181–199.
Anderson, P., Buckler, M. & Walker, J. (2009)
Moorland restoration: potential and progress. In:
Bonn, A., Allott, T., Hubacek, K. & Stewart, J.
(eds.) Drivers of Environmental Change in
Uplands, Routledge, London and New York,
432–447.
Anderson, R. (2010) Restoring Afforested Peat Bogs:
Results of Current Research. Forestry
Commission Research Note FCRN006, Forest
Research, Roslin, Midlothian, Scotland (UK),
8 pp.
Antipin, V.K. (1991) Klassifikatsia i struktura
oligotrofnykh bolotnyh facij (Classification and
structure of the oligotrophic mire facies). In:
Kuznetsov, O.L. (ed.) Metody Issledovanij
Bolotnukh Ekosystem Taezhnoy Zony (Methods
for Investigation of Mire Ecosystems in the Taiga
Zone). Nauka, Leningrad, 41–59 (in Russian).
Antipin, V.K. & Lopatin, V.D. (1989) Dinamika
sfagnovykh cenopopuljacij juzhno-karel'skikh
aapa bolot (Dynamics of Sphagnum coenopopulations of southern Karelian aapa mires). In:
Ilomets, M. (ed.) Struktura i Razvitije Bolotnykh
Ekositem i Rekonstrukcii Paleogeograficheskikh
Uslovij. Tezisy Dokladov (The Structure and
Development of Mire Ecosystems and
Reconstruction
of
the
Paleogeographic
Conditions. Proceedings of the Conference).
Academy of Science of Estonian SSR, Talinn, 12–
14 (in Russian).
Bellamy, D. (1987) The Wild Boglands. Christopher
Helm, Kent, 178 pp.
Bennie, J.J., Anderson, K. & Wetherelt, A. (2011)
Measuring biodiversity across spatial scales in a
raised bog using a novel paired-sample diversity
index. Journal of Ecology, 99(2), 482–490.
Birnie, R.V. (1993) Erosion rates on bare peat
surfaces in Shetland. Scottish Geographical
Magazine, 109(1), 12–17.

Blagoveschensky, I.V. (1992) Osobennosti mikrocenotitsceskoy struktury rastitelnykh soobschestv
sfagnovykh
bolot
Ulyanovskoy
oblasti.
(Particularities of the microcoenotic structure of
Sphagnum bog plant communities in Ulyanovsk
oblast). Botanitcheskij Zhurnal (Botanical
Journal), 77(3), 94–101 (in Russian).
Bogdanovskaya-Guenef, I.D. (1946) O proiskhozhdenii flory boreal`nykh bolot Evrazii (On the
origin of flora of boreal mires). In: Komarov, V.L.
(ed.) Materialy po Istorii Flory I Rastitel`nosti
SSSR (Materials on the History of the Flora and
Vegetation of the USSR). Issue 2, Izdatel'stvo
Akademii Nauk SSSR (Russian Academy of
Sciences Publishing House), Moscow, Leningrad,
425–468 (in Russian).
Bogdanovskaya-Guenef, I.D. (1949) O klassifikacii
bolotnyh massivov (On the classification of mire
massifs). Vestnik Leningradskogo Gosudarstvennogo Universiteta (Bulletin of Leningrad State
University), 7, 55–61 (in Russian).
Bogdanovskaya-Guenef, I.D. (1969) Zakonomernosti Formirovanija Sfagnovyh Bolot Verhovogo
Tipa (na primere Polistovo-Lovatskoj Bolotnoj
Sistemy) (The Principles Governing the
Formation of Sphagnum Raised Bogs (example of
the Polistovo-Lovat Mire System)). Nauka,
Leningrad, 185 pp. (in Russian).
Botch, M.S. (1972) O primenenii indikacionnyh
svojstv rastitel'nosti bolot pri ustanovlenii tipa
pitanija. V sbornike.: Osnovnye principy
izuchenija bolotnyh biogeocenozov (On the
application of indicator properties of mire
vegetation in determining the type of nutrient
supply). In: Pyavchenko, N.I. (ed.) Osnovnye
Principy Izuchenija Bolotnyh Biogeocenozov
(Basic Principles for Studying Mire Biogeocoenoses), Nauka, Leningrad, 39–54 (in Russian).
Botch, M.S. & Masing, V.V. (1979) Ecosistemy
Bolot SSSR (Mire Ecosystems of the USSR).
Nauka, Leningrad, 186 pp. (in Russian).
Botch, M.S. & Vasilevitch, V.I. (1980) Sostav i
struktura rastitelnosti grydovo-motchazhinnogo
kompleksa (Composition and structure of the
vegetation of the hummock-hollow complex).
Ekologia, 3, 22–30 (in Russian).
Botch, M.S., Vasilevitch, V.I. & Konstantinova, T.P.
(1979) Sopryazhennyje izmenenija rastitelnosti i
pochv pri zabolachivanii sosnovykh lesov (na
primere Komi ASSR) (The complementary
changes of vegetation and soil during pine forest
paludification (example of the Komi Republic)).
Bolota I Bolotnyje Jagodniki (Mires and Mire
Berries), Trudy Darvinovskogo Goszapovednika
(Proceedings of Darwin State Nature Reserve),

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
27

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

North-West Publishing House, Vologda, 15,
32–37 (in Russian).
Bragg, O.M. (1995) Towards an ecohydrological
basis for raised mire restoration. In: Wheeler, B.,
Shaw, S., Fojt, W. & Robertson, R.A. (eds.)
Restoration of Temperate Wetlands. John Wiley,
Chichester, 305–314.
Bragg, O. (2004) The restoration of Kirkconnell
Flow: searching for a bog amongst the trees.
International Peat Journal, 12, 33–40.
Bragg, O. & Lindsay, R. (eds.) (2003) Strategy and
Action Plan for Mire and Peatland Conservation
in Central Europe. Wetlands International,
Wageningen, The Netherlands, 49–53.
Bragg, O. & Steiner, G.M. (1995) Applying
groundwater mound theory to bog management
on Puergschachenmoos in Austria. Gunneria, 70,
83–96.
Bragg, O.M. & Tallis, J.H. (2001) The sensitivity of
peat-covered upland landscapes. Catena, 42, 345–
360.
Brooks, S. & Stoneman, R. (1997) Tree removal at
Langlands Moss. In: Parkyn, L., Stoneman, R.E.
& Ingram, H.A.P. (eds.) Conserving Peatlands,
CAB International, Wallingford, 315–322.
Brown, S.C. & Bedford, B.L. (1997) Restoration of
wetland vegetation with transplanted wetland soil:
an experimental study. Wetlands, 17, 424–437.
Butovsky, R.O., Reijnen, R., Aleshenko, G.M.,
Melik-Bagdasarov, E.M. & Otchagov, D.M.
(2004) Assessing the conservation potential of
damaged peat bog networks in central and
northern Meshera (central Russia). Journal for
Nature Conservation, 12(1), 1–13.
Cajander,
A.K.
(1911)
Metsähallinnon
suonkuivaustöissä käytetyt suotyypit (The mire
type system used in drainage activities of the
National Board of Forestry). Metsähallinnon
Vuosikertomus, 1–10 (in Finnish).
Cajander, A.K. (1913) Studien über die Moore
Finnlands (Studies of Finnish mires). Acta
Forestalia Fennica, 2(3), 1–208 (in German).
Carroll, J., Anderson, P., Caporn, S., Eades, P.,
O’Reilly, C. & Bonn, A. (2009) Sphagnum in the
Peak District: Current Status and Potential for
Restoration. Moors for the Future Report No. 16,
Edale, UK, 121 pp.
Carroll, M.J., Dennis, P., Pearce-Higgins, J.W. &
Thomas, C.D. (2011) Maintaining northern
peatland ecosystems in a changing climate: effects
of soil moisture, drainage and drain blocking on
craneflies. Global Change Biology, 17,
2991–3001.
CBD (1992) Text of the CBD. Convention on
Biological Diversity. Online at: https://

www.cbd.int/convention/text/default.shtml,
accessed 06 April 2016.
Chapman, S., Buttler, A., Francez A-J., LaggounDéfarge, F., Vasander, H., Schloter, M., Combe,
J., Grosvernier, P., Harms, H., Epron, D., Gilbert,
D. & Mitchell, E. (2003) Exploitation of northern
peatlands and biodiversity maintenance: a conflict
between economy and ecology. Frontiers in
Ecology and the Environment, 1(10), 525–532.
Charman, D. (2002) Peatlands and Environmental
Change. Wiley, Chichester, 301 pp.
CMS (1979) Convention on the Conservation of
Migratory Species of Wild Animals. United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP/CMS),
Bonn,
Germany,
6 pp.
Online
at:
http://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/instrument/
CMS-text.en_.PDF, accessed 26 Mar 2016.
Cobbaert, D., Rochefort, L. & Price, J. (2004)
Experimental restoration of a fen plant
community after peat mining. Applied Vegetation
Science, 7, 209–220.
Couwenberg, J. & Joosten, H. (eds.) (2002) C.A.
Weber and the Raised Bog of Augstumal - with a
Translation of the 1902 Monograph by Weber on
the "Vegetation and Development of the Raised
Bog of Augstumal in the Memel Delta".
International Mire Conservation Group / PPE,
"Grif & K", Tula, 278 pp.
Couwenberg J. & Joosten, H. (2005) Self
organisation in raised bog patterning: the origin of
microtope zonation and mesotope diversity.
Journal of Ecology, 93, 1238–1248.
Crawford, R.M.M. (2008) Plants at the Margin:
Ecological Limits and Climate Change.
Cambridge University Press, 478 pp.
Dawson, T.P., Rounsevell, M.D.A., KluvánkováOravská, T., Chobotová, V. & Stirling, A. (2010)
Dynamic properties of complex adaptive
ecosystems: implications for the sustainability of
service provision. Biodiversity Conservation, 19,
2843–2857.
Dommain, R., Couwenberg, J. & Joosten, H. (2010)
Hydrological self-regulation of domed peatlands
in south-east Asia and consequences for
conservation and restoration. Mires and Peat,
6(05), 1–17.
Elina, G.A. (1972) K metodike kartirovanija i ucheta
jagodnyh resursov bolot Karelii (On the Karelian
methodology for mapping and accounting of mire
berry resources. In: Pyavchenko, N.I. (ed.)
Osnovnye
Principy
Izuchenija
Bolotnyh
Biogeocenozov (Basic Principles of Studying
Mire Biogeocoenoses), Nauka, Leningrad, 70–89
(in Russian).
Elina, G.A., Kuznetsov, O.L. & Maksimov, A.I.

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
28

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

(1984) Strukturno-funkcionalnaja organiacija I
dinamika bolotnykh ecosystem Karelii (The
Structural and Functional Organisation and
Dynamics of Karelian Mire Ecosystems). Nauka,
Lengingrad, 128 pp. (in Russian).
Engström, J., Nilsson, C. & Jansson R. (2009) Effects
of stream restoration on dispersal of plant propagules. Journal of Applied Ecology, 46, 397–405.
Eurola, S. (1962) Über die regionale Einteilung der
südfinnischen Moore (On the regional
classification of mires of southern Finland).
Annales Botanici Societatis Zoologicae Botanicae
Fennicae ´Vanamo´, 33(2), 1–243 (in German).
Eurola, S., Hicks, S. & Kaakinen, E. (1984) Key to
Finnish mire types. In: Moore, P.D. (ed.)
European Mires. Academic Press, London,
11–117.
Evans, C.D., Monteith D.T. & Cooper, D.M. (2005)
Long-term increases in surface water dissolved
organic carbon: observations, possible causes and
environmental impacts. Environmental Pollution,
137, 55–71.
Evans, M. (2010) (ed.) Peatland Restoration.
Scientific Review for Commission of Inquiry on
Peatlands, IUCN Peatland Programme, York,
45 pp.
Evans, S. (2009) SSSI information: Claife Tarns and
Mires - Unit 1, assessment 25 Aug 09. Online at:
http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/Special/ss
si/unit_details.cfm?situnt_id=1010280, accessed
09 Mar 2014.
Fontaine, N., Poulin, M. & Rochefort, L. (2007) Plant
diversity associated with pools in natural and
restored peatlands. Mires and Peat, 2(06), 1–17.
Foster, D.R. & Wright, H.E.Jr. (1990) Role of
ecosystem development and climate change in
bog formation in central Sweden. Ecology, 71,
450–463.
Fraga, M.I., Romero-Pedreira, D., Souto, M., Castro,
D. & Sahuquillo, E. (2008) Assessing the impact
of wind farms on the plant diversity of blanket
bogs in the Xistral Mountains (NW Spain). Mires
and Peat, 4(06), 1–10.
Franzén, L.G., Lindberg, F., Viklander, V. &
Walther, A. (2012) The potential peatland extent
and carbon sink in Sweden, as related to the
Peatland / Ice Age Hypothesis. Mires and Peat,
10(08), 1–19.
Frolking, S., Bubier, J., Moore, T., Ball, T.,
Bellisario, L.M., Bhardwaj, A., Carroll, P., Crill,
P.M., Lafleur, P.M., McCaughey, J.H., Roulet,
N.T., Suyker, A.E., Verma, S.B., Waddington,
J.M. & Whiting, G.J. (1998) Relationship
between
ecosystem
productivity
and
photosynthetically active radiation for northern

peatlands. Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 12,
115–126.
Galkina, E.A. (1937) Primenenie samoleta pri
detal'nom izuchenii bolot (The use of aircraft for
detailed studies of mires). In: Sokolov, S.Ya. (ed.)
Primenenie Samoleta pri Geobotanicheskih
Issledovanijah (The Use of Aircraft in
Geobotanical Research), Izdatel'stvo Akademii
Nauk SSSR (Russian Academy of Sciences
Publishing House), Moscow and Leningrad, 105–
124 (in Russian).
Galkina, E.A. (1946) Bolotnye landshafty i principy
ih klassifikacii (Mire landscapes and the
principles of their classification). In: Shiskin,
B.K. (ed.) Sbornik Nauchnyh Rabot Botanicheskogo Instituta im. V.L.Komarova, Vypolnennyh
v Leningrade za Tri Goda Velikoj Otechestvennoj
Vojny (1941–1943) (Collection of Scientific
Works Performed at the Komarov Botanical
Institute in Leningrad During Three Years of
World War II (1941–1943)), Izdatel'stvo
Akademii Nauk SSSR (Russian Academy of
Sciences Publishing House), Leningrad, 129–156
(in Russian).
Galkina, E.A. (1953) Ispol'zovanie ajerofotos"emki v
bolotovedenii (The application of aerial
photography in mire science). Botanicheskij
Zhurnal (Botanical Journal), 38(6), 893–901 (in
Russian).
Galkina, E.A. (1959) Bolotnye landshafty Karelii i
principy ih klassifikacii (Mire landscapes of
Karelia and the principles of their classification).
In: Nitsenko, A.A. & Lepin, L. Ja. (eds.)
Torfjanye Bolota Karelii (Peatlands of Karelia),
Trudy Karelskogo Filiala Akademii Nauk SSSR,
Petrozavodsk (Proceedings of the Karelian
Branch of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR,
Petrozavodsk), XV, 3–48 (in Russian).
Galkina, E.A. (1964) O geomorfologicheskoj
klassifikacii bolot (About the geomorphological
classification of mires). Bolotnye i Zabolochennye
zemli Karelii (Mires and Paludified Lands of
Karelia), Uchenye Zapiski Petrozavodskogo
Universiteta, Biologicheskie Nauki (Transactions
of Petrozavodsk State University, Biological
Sciences), XII(2), 106–113 (in Russian).
Galkina, E.A. (1967) K voprosu o geograficheskih
(regional'nyh) tipah bolotnyh massivov (On the
issue of geographical (regional) mire massif
types). In: Nitsenko A.A. (ed.) Priroda Bolot i
Metody ih Issledovanija (The Nature of Mires and
Methods for their Study), Nauka, Leningrad, 6–11
(in Russian).
Galkina, E.A., Abramova, T.G. & Kirjushkin, V.N.
(1974) Principy tipologii bolotnyh massivov (The

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
29

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

principles of mire massif typology). In:
Abramova, T.G., Botch, M.S. & Galkina, E.A.
(eds.) Tipy Bolot SSSR I Principy ikh Klassifikacii
(Mire Types of the USSR and Principles of their
Classification), Nauka, Leningrad, 28–35 (in
Russian).
Galkina, E.A., Gilev, S.G., Ivanov, K.E. &
Romanova, E.A. (1949) Primenenie materialov
aerofotos’emki dlya gidrograficheskogo izucheniya bolot (The use of air-survey materials for
studying the hydrographic properties of mires).
Trudy Gosudarstvennogo Gidrologicheskogo
Instituta (Proceedings of the State Hydrological
Institute), 13(67), 5–25 (in Russian).
Gams, H. (1918) Prinzipienfragen der Vegetationsforschung: Ein Beitrag zur Begriffsklärung und
Methodik der Biocoenologie (Principles of
vegetation research: A contribution to the
definition and methodology of biocoenology).
Vierteljahrsschrift
der
Naturforschenden
Gesellschaft in Zürich (Quarterly Bulletin of the
Nature Research Society in Zürich), 63, 293–493
(in German).
Garnett, M.H., Ineson, P. & Stevenson, A.C. (2000)
Effects of burning and grazing on carbon
sequestration in a Pennine blanket bog, UK. The
Holocene, 10(6), 729–736.
Gaudig, G., Fengler, F., Krebs, M., Prager, A.,
Schulz, J., Wichmann, S. & Joosten, H. (2014)
Sphagnum farming in Germany - a review of
progress. Mires and Peat, 13(08), 1–11.
Gilbert, J.A. & Butt, K.R. (2010) Dispersal of
Calluna vulgaris (L.) Hull. seeds on severely
burnt upland moorland. Mires and Peat, 6(03),
1–6.
Given, D.R. (1994) Principles and Practice of Plant
Conservation. Timber Press, Portland, 292 pp.
Glasier, P.H. (1992) Raised bogs in eastern North
America: Regional controls for species richness
and floristic assemblages. Journal of Ecology,
80(3), 535–554.
Goode, D.A. & Lindsay, R.A. (1979) The peatland
vegetation of Lewis. Proceedings of the Royal
Society of Edinburgh, 77B, 279–293.
Graf, M.D., Rochefort, L. & Poulin, M. (2008)
Spontaneous revegetation of cutaway peatlands of
North America. Wetlands, 28(1), 28–39.
Graham, L.L.B. & Page, S.E. (2012) Artificial bird
perches for the regeneration of degraded tropical
peat swamp forest: a restoration tool with limited
potential. Restoration Ecology, 20, 631–637.
Grobler, R., Moning, C., Sliva, J., Bredenkamp, G. &
Grundling, P-L. (2004) Subsistence farming and
conservation constrains in coastal peat swamp
forests of the Kosi Bay Lake system, Maputaland,

South Africa. La Conservation des Tourbières,
79(4), 317–324.
Grootjans, A., Iturraspe, R., Lanting, A., Fritz, C. &
Joosten, H. (2010) Ecohydrological features of
some contrasting mires in Tierra del Fuego,
Argentina. Mires and Peat, 6(01), 1–15.
Grootjans, A. & van Diggelen, R. (eds.) (1998)
Selected Restoration Objects in The Netherlands
and NW Germany: a Field Guide. Ministry of
Agriculture, Nature Management and Fisheries,
The Hague (Netherlands), 120 pp.
Groves, J., Caitcheon, G., Norris, R. & Williams, D.
(2007) Prediction of fluvial seed dispersal and
long-term sustainability of riparian vegetation
using sediment transport processes. In: Wilson,
A.L., Dehaan, R.L., Watts, R.J., Page, K.J.,
Bowmer, K.H. & Curtis, A. (eds.) Australian
Rivers: Making a Difference, Proceedings of the
5th Australian Stream Management Conference,
Charles Stuart University, Thurgoona, New South
Wales, 121–126.
Harper, J.L. (1977) Population Biology of Plants.
Academic Press, London, 892 pp.
Hobbs, R.J., Higgs, E. & Harris, J.A. (2009) Novel
ecosystems: implications for conservation and
restoration. Trends in Ecology and Evolution,
24(11), 599–605.
Ilomets, M. (1988) Vertical distribution and spatial
pattern of Sphagnum communities in two
Estonian treeless bogs. In: Zobel, M. (ed.)
Dynamics and Ecology of Wetlands and Lakes in
Estonia, Academy of Sciences of the Estonian
SSR, Tallinn, 24–39.
Ingram, H.A.P. (1978) Soil layers in mires: function
and terminology. Journal of Soil Science, 29(2),
224–227.
Istomin, A.V. & Vagin, Yu.A. (1991) Verkhovyje
bolota kak landshaftno-ekologitcheskije barjery:
rol “bolotnykh isolyatov” v mikroevoljutsionnykh
protsessakh (Raised bogs as landscape-ecological
barriers: The role of mire isolates in
microevolution processes). In: Botch, M.S. (ed.)
Bolota Okhranjaemykh Territorij: Problem
Okhrany i Monitoring a (Mires of Protected
Areas: Conservation and Monitoring Issues),
Proceedings of the 11th All-Union seminarexcursion on mire science, Russian Botanical
Society, Leningrad, 117–120 (in Russian).
Ivanov, K.E. (1953) Gidrologija Bolot (Hydrology of
Mires). Gidrometeoizdat, Leningrad, 299 pp. (in
Russian).
Ivanov, K.E. (1975) Vodoobmen v Bolotnyh
Landshaftah (Water Exchange in Mire
Landscapes).
Gidrometeoizdat,
Leningrad,
280 pp. (in Russian).

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
30

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

Ivanov, K.E. (1981) Water Movement in Mirelands.
Academic Press, London, 276 pp.
Jansson, R., Zinko, U., Merritt, D.M. & Nilsson, C.
(2005) Hydrochory increases riparian plant
species richness: a comparison between a freeflowing and a regulated river. Journal of Ecology,
93, 1094–1103.
Jeschke, L. (1987) Vegetationsdynamik des Salzgraslandes im Bereich der Ostseeküste der DDR
unter dem Einfluß des Menschen (Vegetation
dynamics of salt marshes at the Baltic Sea coast
of the German Democratic Republic with regard
to human impact). Hercynia N.F., 24, 321–328
(in German).
JNCC (2010) Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey
- a Technique for Environmental Audit. Joint
Nature Conservation Committee, Peterborough,
80 pp.
Joosten, H. & Clarke, D. (2002) Wise Use of Mires
and Peatlands - Background and Principles
Including a Framework for Decision-making.
International Mire Conservation Group and
International Peat Society, 304 pp.
Karofeld, E.K. (1986) O vremennoj dinamike
grjadovo-mochazhinnogo
kompleksa
na
verhovyh bolotah Estonii (About the temporal
dynamics of the hummock-hollow complexes of
Estonian raised bogs). Botanicheskij Zhurnal
(Botanical Journal), 71(11), 1535–1542 (in
Russian).
Katz, N.Y. (1971) Bolota Zemnogo Shara (Mires of
the Globe). Nauka, Moscow, 295 pp. (in Russian).
Kirushkin V.N. (1980) Formirovanie i Razvitie
Bolotnyh Sistem (Formation and Development of
Mire Systems). Nauka, Leningrad, 88 pp.
(in Russian).
Kirushkin, V.N., Starichenko, I.P. & Tikhomirov, L.I.
(1967) Vlijanie geologo-geomorfologicheskih
uslovij mestnosti na formirovanie bolot (Influence
of geological and geomorphological conditions of
the area on the formation of swamps). In:
Nitsenko, A.A. (ed.) Priroda Bolot i Metody ih
Issledovanija (Natural Mires and Methods for
their Study), Nauka, Leningrad, 11–15 (in
Russian).
Klimkowska, A. (2008) Restoration of Several
Degraded
Fens:
Ecological
Feasibility,
Opportunities and Constraints. PhD thesis,
University of Antwerp, 224 pp.
Kolomytsev, V.A. (1993) Bolotoobrazovatelnyj
process v srednerajezhnyh landshaftakh Vostochnoy Fennoscandii (The peatland formation
process in middle taiga ecosystems of Eastern
Fennoscandia). Karelian Centre RAS Publishing
House, Petrozavodsk, 172 pp. (in Russian).

Konvalinková, P. & Prach, K. (2010) Spontaneous
succession of vegetation in mined peatlands: a
multi-site study. Preslia (Prague), 82(4), 423–
435.
Kosov, V.I. & Panov, V.V. (2001) Torfjano-bolotnye
Sistemy v Jekosfere (Integracija Tehnosfery s
Biosferoj) (Peat-bog Systems in the Ecosphere
(Integrating the Technosphere and the
Biosphere)).
Tverskoj
gosudarstvennyj
Tehnicheskij Universitet (Tver State Technical
University), Tver, 176 pp. (in Russian).
Kotowski, W., Jabłońska, H. & Bartoszuk, H. (2013)
Conservation management in fens: Do large
tracked mowers impact functional plant diversity?
Biological Conservation, 167, 292–297.
Kuzmičyov, A.I. (1992) Gigrofilnaya flora yugozapada Russkoy ravniny i jeje genesis (The
Hydrophilous Flora of the South-western Part of
the Russian Plain and its Genesis). Gidrometeoizdat, St. Petersburg, 215 pp. (in Russian).
Lavoie, C., Grosvernier, P., Girard, M. & Marcoux,
K. (2003) Spontaneous revegetation of mined
peatlands: A useful restoration tool? Wetlands
Ecology and Management, 11, 97–107.
Lavoie, C. & Rochefort, L. (1996) The natural
revegetation of a harvested peatland in southern
Quebec: a spatial and dendroecological analysis.
Ecoscience, 3(1), 101–111.
Lavrenko, E.M. (1959) Osnovnye zakonomernosti
rastitel'nyh soobshhestv i puti ih izuchenija (The
key patterns of vegetation communities and a
framework for their study). In: Korchagin, A.A. &
Lavrenko, E.M. (eds.) Polevaja Geobotanika
(Field Geobotany), Volume 1, Nauka, Leningrad,
13–75 (in Russian).
Lindholm, T. & Heikkila, R. (eds.) (2006) Finland Land of Mires. The Finnish Environment, 23,
Finnish Environment Institute, Helsinki, 124 pp.
Lindsay, R.A., Charman, D.J., Everingham, F.,
O’Reilly, R.M., Palmer, M.A., Rowell, T.A. &
Stroud, D.A. (1988) The Flow Country: The
Peatlands of Caithness and Sutherland. Nature
Conservancy Council, Peterborough, 174 pp.
Lindsay, R. & Freeman, J. (2008) Lewis Wind Power
EIS: A Critical Review. Peatland Research Unit,
School of Health and Bioscience, University of
East London, 266–267.
Lindsay, R.A., Riggall, J. & Burd, F. (1985) The use
of small-scale surface patterns in the classification
of British peatlands. Aquilo, Serie Botanica, 21,
69–79.
Littlewood, N., Anderson, P., Artz, R., Bragg, O.,
Lunt, P. & Marrs, R. (2010) Peatland
Biodiversity. Scientific Review for Commission
of Inquiry on Peatlands, IUCN Peatland

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
31

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

Programme, York, 42 pp.
Loopman, A. (1988) Influence of mire water, oxygen
and temperature conditions upon vegetation and
the development of bog complexes. In: Zobel, M.
(ed.) Dynamics and Ecology of Wetlands and
Lakes in Estonia, Academy of Sciences of the
Estonian SSR, Tallinn, 40–57.
Loopman, A. & Paidla, A. (1981) O landschaftnoekologitcheskikh
uslovijakh
v
grydovomochazhinnykh
compleksax
vypuklykh
oligotrofnykh bolot (On the landscape ecological
conditions in the hummock-hollow complexes of
domed oligotrophic mires). Izvestia Akademii
Nauk Estonskoy SSR (Transactions of the
Estonian Academy of Science), Biology, 30(1),
62–73 (in Russian).
Lopatin V.D. (1954) «Gladkoe boloto» (torfjanaja
zalezh' i bolotnye facii) (“Gladkoye Mire” (peat
deposit and mire facies)). Uchenye Zapiski
Leningradskogo Universiteta, Serija Geograficheskih Nauk (Transactions of Leningrad State
University, Geographical Sciences), 9, 95–181
(in Russian).
Lopatin, K.I. (2012) Geoekologicheskie Osnovy
Ispol'zovanija Torfjanyh Bolot i Lesov Srednego
Priob'ja (Geoecological Background for the Use
of Peatlands and Forests in the Middle Ob River
Basin). “Triada” Publishing House, Tver, 296 pp.
(in Russian).
McInnes, R., Simpson, M., Wallis, M., Harrison, A.
& Deasy, D. (2007) Wetland Hydrogeomorphic
Classification for Scotland. Project WFD66 Final
Report, SNIFFER, Edinburgh, 102 pp.
McNeely, J.A. (1988) Economics and Biological
Diversity. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland, 236 pp.
Manneville, O. (ed.) (1999) Le Monde des Tourbières
et des Marais (The World of Mires and Marshes).
Delachaux et Niestle S.A., Lausanne-Paris,
320 pp. (in French).
Martin, P. & Robinson, M. (2003) The lint-holes of
Bankhead Moss: Conserving the past to preserve
the future? History Scotland, Jan/Feb 2003, 29–36.
Masing, V.V. (1968) Rabadest, nende arengust ja
uurimisest (About raised bogs, their development
and study). Eesti Loodus (Estonian Naturalist),
XI(8), 451–457 (in Estonian with Russian
summary).
Masing, V. (1969) Teoretitscheskie i MetoditCheskije Problemy Izutchenija Structury
Rastitelnosti. Doklad po Opublikovannym
Rabotam na Soiskanie Uchenoj Stepeni Doktora
Biologitcheskikh
Nauk
(Theoretical
and
Methodological Problems of Studies on
Vegetation Structure. Compilation of Published
Articles Presented for the Degree of Doctor of

Biological Sciences). Izdatel'stvo Tartusskogo
Gosuniversiteta (Tartu University Publishing
House), Tartu, 96 pp. (in Russian).
Masing, V.V. (1974) Aktualnyje problem
klassifikacii i terminologii v bolovedenii (Some
topical questions about classification and
terminology in mire science). In: Abramova, T.G.,
Botch, M.S. & Galkina, E.A. (eds.) Tipy Bolot
SSSR I Principy ikh Klassifikacii (Mire Types of
the USSR and Principles of their Classification),
Nauka, Leningrad, 6–12 (in Russian).
Masing, V. (1982) The plant cover of Estonian bogs.
A structural analysis. In: Masing, V. (ed.)
Peatland Ecosystems, Valgus, Tallinn, 50–92.
Masing, V. (1984) Estonian bogs: plant cover,
succession and classification. In: Moore, P.D.
(ed.) European Mires, Academic Press, London,
119–148.
Masing, V.V. (1994) Strukturnaja organizacija bolot
(Structural organisation of mires). In: Shilov, I.A.
(ed.) Chtenija Pamjati V.N. Sukacheva. XI:
Biogeocenoticheskie Osobennosti Bolot i ih
Racional'noe Ispol'zovanie (Readings in Memory
of V.N. Sukachev. XI: Biogeocenotiс Features of
Mires and their Wise Use). Nauka, Moscow,
38–60 (in Russian).
Melin, E. (1917) Studier över De Norrländska
Myrmarkernas Vegetation (med Särskild Hänsyn
till deras Skogsvegetation efter Torrläggning)
(Studies of the Vegetation of Northern Mires (with
Particular Regard to Drainage of their Forest
Vegetation)). Academic thesis, Almqvist &
Wisksells Boktryckeri-A.-B., Uppsala, 428 pp. (in
Swedish).
Minayeva, T.Yu. (1997) Scheuchzeria palustris. In:
Pavlov, V.N. & Tikhomirov, V.N. (eds.)
Biologitcheskaya Flora Moskovskoy Oblasty
(Biological Flora of Moscow Oblast), 13,
Izdatel'stvo Moskovskogo Universiteta (Moscow
University Press), 30–49 (in Russian with English
abstract).
Minayeva, T.Yu. (2010) Osobennosty semennogo
razmnozhenija nekotorykh vidov odnodolnykh
bolotnykh rastenij (Particularities of seed
regeneration in some monocotyledenous mire
plant species). Botanitscheskij Zhurnal (Botanical
Journal), 95(4), 482–495 (in Russian).
Minayeva, T., Bragg, O., Cherednichenko, O.,
Couwenberg, J., van Dunien, G-J., Giesen, W.,
Grootjans, A., Grundling, P-L., Nikolayev, V. &
van der Schaaf, S. (2008) Peatlands and
biodiversity. In: Parish, F., Sirin, A., Charman, D.,
Joosten, H., Minayeva, T., Silvius, M. & Stringer,
L. (eds.) Assessment on Peatlands, Biodiversity
and Climate Change: Main Report, Global

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
32

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

Environment Centre, Kuala Lumpur and
Wetlands International, Wageningen, 60–98.
Minayeva, T., Bragg, O. & Sirin, A. (2016) Peatland
biodiversity and its restoration (Chapter 3). In:
Bonn, A., Allott, T., Evans, M., Joosten, H. &
Stoneman, R. (eds.) Peatland Restoration and
Ecosystem Services: Science, Policy and Practice.
Ecological Reviews Series, Cambridge University
Press, 44–62.
Minayeva, T. & Cherednichenko, O. (2005) Invasii
vidov rastenij na jestestvennyje i narushennyje
bolota Golarktiki (Plant species invasions into
natural and disturbed Holarctic mires). In:
Dgebuadze, Y.Y. & Slynko, Y.V. (eds.)
Proceedings of the Second International
Conference “Invasive Species of Holarctic Borok 2”, Rybinsk, 51–53 (in Russian).
Minayeva, T.Yu. & Sirin, A.A. (2012) Peatland
biodiversity and climate change. Biology Bulletin
Reviews, 2(2), 164–175.
Mirkin, B.M. & Naumova, L.G. (1998) Nauka o
Rastitel'nosti (Istorija i Sovremennoe Sostojanie
Osnovnyh Koncepcij) (The Science of Vegetation
History and Current State of the Basic Concepts).
Guillem, Ufa, 413 pp. (in Russian).
Mitchell, G. & McDonald, A.T. (2002) Catchment
characterisation as a tool for upland water quality
management.
Journal
of
Environmental
Management, 44(1), 83–95.
Mitsch, W.J. & Gosselink, J.G. (2000) Wetlands.
John Wiley & Sons, New York, 920 pp.
Mooney, H.A., Cushman, J.H., Medina, E., Sala,
O.E. & Schulze, E.-D. (eds.) (1996) Functional
Roles of Biodiversity: A Global Perspective. John
Wiley & Sons, Chichester, 493 pp.
Mulamoottil, G., Warner, B.G. & McBean, E. (eds.)
(1996) Wetlands: Environmental Gradients,
Buffers, and Boundaries. CRC/Lewis Publishers,
Boca Raton, 298 pp.
Nekrasova, G.F., Ronzhina, D.A., Maleva, M.G. &
Pjankov,
V.I.
(2003)
Fotosinteticheskyj
metabolism i aktivnost karboksilityjuschikh
fermentov u nadvodnykh, plavajuschikh i
pogruzhennyh listjev gidrofitov (Photosynthetic
metabolism and activity of carboxylase enzymes
in aerial, floating and submerged leaves of
hydrophytes.
Fiziologia
Rastenij
(Plant
Physiology), 50, 65–75 (in Russian).
Nikolayev, V.I. (2000) Bolota Verchnevolzh’ja:
Pticy (Mires of the Upper Volga: Birds). Russkyj
Universitet, Moscow, 216 pp. (in Russian).
Novikov,
S.M.
(ed.)
(2009)
Gidrologia
zabolochennyh territorij zony mnogoletney
merzloty Zapadnoy Sibiri (Hydrology of Wetlands
of the Permafrost Areas in West Siberia). VVM,

Saint Petersburg, 536 pp. (in Russian).
Osvald, H. (1923) Die Vegetation des Hochmoores
Komosse (The Vegetation of the Raised Bog
Komosse). Academic dissertation, Svenska
Växtsociologiska Sällskapets Handlingar 1
(Swedish Plant Sociological Society Documents
No. 1), Uppsala, xxii+436 pp. (in German).
Page, S., Hosciło, A., Wösten, H., Jauhiainen, J.,
Silvius, M., Rieley, J., Ritzema, H., Tansey, K.,
Graham, L., Vasander, H. & Limin, S. (2009).
Restoration ecology of lowland tropical peatlands
in southeast Asia: Current knowledge and future
research directions. Ecosystems, 12, 888–905.
Panov, V.V. (1991) Ob organizacii bolotnyh
morfosistem
na
osnove
stereofotogrammetricheskogo metoda nabljudenij (On the
organisation of the mire morphosystem, based on
the stereophotogrammetric observation method).
In: Botch, M.S. (ed.) Bolota Ohranjaemyh
Territorij: Problemy Ohrany i Monitoringa
(Protected Mire Areas: Protection and
Monitoring Issues), Nauka, Leningrad, 100–103
(in Russian).
Panov, V.V. (2006) Nekotorye osobennosti razvitija
sfagnovogo mohovogo pokrova verhovyh bolot
(Some features of Sphagnum moss bogs).
Botanitcheskij Zhurnal (Botanical Journal),
91(3), 32–40 (in Russian).
Panov, V. (2012) Sphagnum cover surface shape
variations during vegetation period. The Finnish
Environment, 38, 239–246.
Parish, F., Sirin, A., Charman, D., Joosten, H.,
Minayeva, T., Silvius, M. & Stringer, L. (eds.)
(2008) Assessment on Peatlands, Biodiversity and
Climate Change: Main Report, Global
Environment Centre, Kuala Lumpur and
Wetlands International, Wageningen.
Payne, P. (1988) The Hydro: Study of the
Development of the Major Hydroelectric Schemes
Undertaken by the North of Scotland
Hydroelectric
Board.
Pergamon
Press,
Headington, 368 pp.
Pearce-Higgins, J.W. (2010) Using diet to assess the
sensitivity of northern and upland birds to climate
change. Climate Research, 45, 119–130.
Pearce-Higgins, J.W. (2011) Modelling conservation
management options for a southern range-margin
population of Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria
vulnerable to climate change. Ibis, 153, 345–356.
Pearce-Higgins, J.W., Dennis, P., Whittingham, M.J.
& Yalden, D.W. (2010) Impacts of climate on
prey abundance account for fluctuations in a
population of a northern wader at the southern edge
of its range. Global Change Biology, 16, 12–23.
Pearce-Higgins, J.W. & Green, R.E. (2014) Birds

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
33

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

and Climate Change. Impacts and Conservation
Responses. Cambridge University Press, 477 pp.
Pearce-Higgins, J.W. & Yalden, D.W. (2004) Habitat
selection, diet, arthropod availability and growth
of a moorland wader: the ecology of European
Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria chicks. Ibis,
146, 335–346.
Perrings, C., Maeler, K.-G., Folke, C., Holling, C.S.
& Jansson, B.-O. (eds.) (1997) Biodiversity Loss:
Economic and Ecological Issues. Cambridge
University Press, 332 pp.
Pfadenhauer, J., Schneekloth, H., Schneider, R. &
Schneider, S. (1993) Mire distribution. In:
Heathwaite, A.L. & Göttlich, Kh. (eds.) Mires:
Process, Exploitation and Conservation, John
Wiley & Sons Ltd., Chichester, 77–121.
Pouiliot, R., Rochefort, L. & Karofeld, E. (2011)
Initiation of microtopography in revegetated
cutover peatlands. Applied Vegetation Science,
14(2), 158–171.
Price, J.S., McLaren, R.G. & Rudolph, D.L. (2010)
Landscape restoration after oil sands mining:
conceptual design and hydrological modelling for
fen reconstruction. International Journal of
Mining, Reclamation and Environment, 24(2),
109–123.
Pyavchenko, N.I. (1974) O nauchnyh osnovah
klassifikacii bolotnyh biogeocenozov (On the
scientific background of the classification of mire
biogeocoenoses) In: Abramova, T.G., Botch,
M.S. & Galkina, E.A. (eds.) Tipy Bolot SSSR i
Principy ikh Klassifikacii (Mire Types of the
USSR and Principles of their Classification),
Nauka, Leningrad, 35–43 (in Russian).
Quinty, F. & Rochefort, L. (2003) Peatland
Restoration Guide, Second Edition. Canadian
Sphagnum Peat Moss Association and New
Brunswick Department of Natural Resources and
Energy, Canada, 120 pp.
Rabotnov, T.A. (1983) Fitocenologija (Phytocoenology). Izdatel'stvo Moskovskogo Universiteta
(Moscow University Press), 296 pp. (in Russian).
Ratcliffe, D.A. & Walker, D. (1958) The Silver
Flowe, Galloway, Scotland. Journal of Ecology,
46, 407–445.
Robert, E.C., Rochefort, L. & Garneau, M. (1999)
Natural revegetation of two block-cut mined
peatlands in eastern Canada. Canadian Journal of
Botany, 77(3), 447–459.
Rochefort, L., Quinty, F., Campeau, S., Johnson,
K.W. & Malterer, T.J. (2003) North American
approach to the restoration of Sphagnum
dominated peatlands. Wetlands Ecology and
Management, 11, 3–20.
Rodwell, J.S. (2006) National Vegetation

Classification: Users’ Handbook. Joint Nature
Conservation Committee, Peterborough, 68 pp.
Romanova, E.A. (1961) Geobotanicheskie Osnovy
Gidrologicheskogo Izuchenija Verhovyh Bolot
(Geobotanical Basis of the Hydrological Study of
Bogs). Gidrometeoizdat, Leningrad, 244 pp. (in
Russian).
Rubec, C.D.A. (ed.) (1988) Wetlands of Canada.
Polyscience, Montreal, 452 pp.
Ruuhijärvi, R. (1960) Über die Regionale Einteilung
der Nordfinnischen Moore (On the regional
classification of mires of northern Finland).
Annales Botanici Societatis Zoologicae Botanicae
Fennicae ´Vanamo´, 31(1), 1–360 (in German).
Rydin, H. & Jeglum, J.K. (2006) The Biology of
Peatlands. Oxford University Press, 360 pp.
Schröder, C., Dahms, T., Paulitz, J., Wichtmann, W.
& Wichmann, S. (2015) Towards large-scale
paludiculture: addressing the challenges of
biomass harvesting in wet and rewetted peatlands.
Mires and Peat, 16(13), 1–18.
SER (2004) Definition of ecological restoration. In:
SER International Primer on Ecological
Restoration, Version 2, October 2004, Science &
Policy Working Group, Society for Ecological
Restoration. Online at: https://www.ser.org/
resources/resources-detail-view/ser-internationalprimer-on-ecological-restoration, accessed 06 Apr
2016.
Shaposhnikov, M.A. (1974) Principy postroenija
inzhenerno-stroitel'noj klassifikacii torfjanyh
osnovanij neosushennyh bolot (Principles of
development of the classification of natural mires
as foundations for construction engineering
needs). In: Abramova, T.G., Botch, M.S. &
Galkina, E.A. (eds.) Tipy Bolot SSSR I Principy
ikh Klassifikacii (Mire Types of the USSR and
Principles of their Classification), Nauka,
Leningrad, 228–233 (in Russian).
Shaposhnikov, M.A. (1978) Problemy ohrany
prirodnoj sredy v svjazi so stroitel'stvom na
bolotah (The problems of environmental
protection in connection with construction on
mires). In: Liss, O.L. (ed.) Genezis i Dinamika
Bolot (Genesis and Dynamics of Mires), Volume 2,
Izdatel'stvo Moskovskogo Universiteta (Moscow
University Press), 120–126 (in Russian).
Sheremetiev, S.N. (2005) Travy na Gradientie
Vlazhnosti Pochvy (Vodnyj Obmen i Strukturnofunkcional'naja Organizacija) (Herbs on the Soil
Moisture Gradient (Water Exchange and
Structural and Functional Organisation)). KMK
Scientific Press Ltd., Moscow, 271 pp. (in
Russian).
Simpson, E.H. (1949) Measurement of diversity.

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
34

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

Nature, 163, 688–688.
Sjörs, H. (1948) Myrvegetation i Bergslagen (Mire
Vegetation in Bergslagen). Acta Phytogeographica Suecica, 21, 1–299 (in Swedish).
Sjörs, H. (1990) Divergent successions in mires, a
comparative study. Aquilo, Serie Botanica, 28,
67–77.
Smolyanitsky,
L.Y.
(1977)
Nekotorye
zakonomernosti formirovanija dernin sfagnovyh
mhov (Some regularities of development of
Sphagnum moss cushions). Botanitcheskij
Zhurnal (Botanical Journal), 52(9), 1269–1272
(in Russian).
Spitzer, K. & Danks, H.V. (2006) Insect biodiversity
of boreal peat bog. Annual Review of Entomology,
5, 137–161.
Steiner, G.M. (1992) Oesterreichischer Moorschutzkatalog (Austrian Mire Protection Catalogue).
Bundesministerium für Umwelt, Jugend und
Familie, Gruene Reihe, Vienna, 509 pp. (in
German).
Steiner, G.M. (ed.) (2005) Mires from Siberia to
Tierra del Fuego. Stapfia 85, N.S. 35,
Biologiezentrum/Oberoesterreichische Landesmuseen, Linz, Austria, 626 pp.
Stewart, A.J.A. & Lance, A.N. (1983) Moordraining: A review of impacts on land use.
Journal of Environmental Management, 17, 81–
99.
Strack, M. (ed.) (2008) Peatlands and Climate
Change. International Peat Society, Saarijaarvi,
223 pp.
Succow, M. (1988) Landschaftsökologische
Moorkunde (Landscape Ecology of Peatlands).
Gustav Fischer, Jena, 340 pp. (in German).
Succow, M. & Jeschke, L. (1990) Moore in der
Landschaft (Mires in the Landscape). UraniaVerlag, Leipzig/Jena/Berlin, 268 pp. (in German).
Succow,
M.
&
Joosten,
H.
(2001)
Landschaftsökologische Moorkunde (Landscape
Ecology of Peatlands). Schweizerbart, Stuttgart,
622 pp. (in German).
Sukachev, V.N. (1905) O bolotnoy sosne (On the
mire pine). Lesnoj Zhurnal (Forest Journal),
XXXV(3), 354–372 (in Russian).
Sukachev V.N. (1973) Izbrannyje Trudy. Tom
Vtoroy. Problemy Bolotovedenija, Paleobotaniki i
Paleogeographii (Selected Works. Volume 2.
Problems of Mire Science, Palaeobotany and
Palaeogeography). Nauka, Leningrad, 13–24 (in
Russian).
Sundberg, S. (2013) Spore rain in relation to regional
sources and beyond. Ecography, 36, 364–373.
Svensson G. (1988) Fossil plant communities and
regeneration patterns on a raised bog in South

Sweden. Journal of Ecology, 76, 41–59.
Tanneberger, F., Bellebaum, J., Helmecke, A.,
Fartmann, T., Just P., Jehle, P. & Sadlik, J. (2008)
Rapid deterioration of aquatic warbler
Acrocephalus paludicola habitats at the western
margin of its breeding range. Journal of
Ornithology, 149(1), 105–115.
Tanneberger, F. & Wichtmann, W. (2011) Carbon
Credits From Peatland Rewetting: Climate –
Biodiversity – Land Use. E. Schweizerbart’sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, Stuttgart, 223 pp.
Tanovitsky, I.G. (1980) O kriterijah dlja vydelenija
bolotnyh massivov, vypolnjajushhih prirodoohrannye funkcii (On the criteria for mapping
mire massifs to represent their natural functions).
In: Pyavchenko N.I. (ed.) Znachenie Bolot v
Biosfere (The Role of Mires in the Biosphere),
Nauka, Moscow, 68–171 (in Russian).
Tarnocai, C., Kettles, I.M. & Lacelle, B. (2000–
2011) Peatlands of Canada. Geological Survey of
Canada, Open File 6561 (digital database); CDROM.
Théroux Rancourt, G., Rochefort, L. & Lapointe, L.
(2009) Cloudberry cultivation in cutover
peatlands: hydrological and soil physical impacts
on the growth of different clones and cultivars.
Mires and Peat, 5(06), 1–16.
Triisberg, T., Karofeld, E. & Paal, J. (2011) Revegetation of block-cut and milled peatlands: an
Estonian example. Mires and Peat, 8(05), 1–14.
Tyuremnov, S.N. (1949) Torfyanyje Mestorozhdenija i ikh Razvedka (Peat Deposits and Their
Exploration), Second Edition. Gosenergoizdat,
Moscow-Leningrad, 464 pp. (in Russian).
Tyuremnov, S.N. & Vinogradova, E.A. (1953)
Geomorfologicheskaja klassifikacija torfjanyh
mestorozhdenij (Geomorphological classification
of peat deposits). Trudy Moskovskogo Torfjanogo
Instituta (Proceedings of Moscow Peat Institute),
2, 3–51 (in Russian).
UNESCO (2016) The Great Vasyugan Mire:
Description. United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization World
Heritage Centre Tentative Lists. Online at:
http://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/5114/,
accessed 12 Nov 2016.
Usova, L.I. (2009) Prakticheskoe Posobie po
landshaftnomu Deshifrirovaniju Ajerofotosnimkov Razlichnyh Tipov Bolot Zapadnoj Sibiri
(A Practical Guide to Deciphering Aerial Images
of Different Types of Bog Landscapes in Western
Siberia). Nestor-Istorija, Saint Petersburg, 80 pp.
(in Russian).
Van Andel, J. & Aronson, J. (eds.) (2006)
Restoration Ecology: The New Frontier.

Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
35

T.Yu. Minayeva et al. TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM-BASED RESTORATION OF PEATLAND BIODIVERSITY

Whittaker, R.H. (1972) Evolution and measurement
Blackwell Science, Oxford, 319 pp.
of species diversity. Taxon, 21, 213–251.
Vander Kloet, S.P., Avery, T.S., Vander Kloet, P.J.
Wichtmann, W. & Couwenberg, J. (2013) Reed as a
& Milton, G.R. (2012) Restoration ecology:
renewable resource and other aspects of paludiaiding and abetting secondary succession on
culture: Foreword. Mires and Peat, 13(00), 1–2.
abandoned peat mines in Nova Scotia and New
Yampolsky, A.I. (1979) Ekonomika Kompleksnogo
Brunswick, Canada. Mires and Peat, 10(09), 1–20.
Ispol'zovanija
Torfjanyh Resursov
SSSR
van der Schaaf, S. (1999) Analysis of the Hydrology
(Economy of the Integrated Use of Peat Resources
of Raised Bogs in the Irish Midlands: A Case
in the USSR). Nedra, Moscow, 320 pp. (in
Study of Raheenmore Bog and Clara Bog.
Russian).
Doctoral thesis, Wageningen Agricultural
Yumagulova, E.R. (2007) Ekologofiziologitcheskije
University, 375 pp.
osobennosti rastenij verhovykh bolot v usloviajah
Vasander, H. (ed.) (1996) Peatlands in Finland.
Srednego Priobja (Ecophysiological particularities
Finnish Peatland Society, Helsinki, 168 pp.
Vasander, H., Laiho, R. & Laine, J. (1997) Changes
of the plants of raised bogs in the conditions of the
in species diversity in peatlands drained for
Middle Ob Valley). Vestnik SGTU, 1(21),
forestry. In: Trettin, C.C., Jurgenson, M., Grigal,
135–140 (in Russian).
D., Gale, M. & Jeglum, J. (eds.) Northern
Yurkovskaya, T.K. (1983) Struktura i dinamika
Forested Wetlands: Ecology and Management,
rastitelnogo pokrova grydovo-motchazhinnykh
CRC Press/Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton,
kompleksov nekotorykh tipov bolot (Structure
Florida, 109–119.
and dynamics of the vegetation cover of
Vitt, D. & Bhatti, J. (2012) Restoration and
hummock-hollow complexes in some mire types).
Reclamation of Boreal Ecosystems. Cambridge
In: Lopatin, V.D. & Yudina, V.F. (eds.) Struktura
University Press, 432 pp.
rastitelnosti i resursy bolot Karelii (Vegetation
Vompersky, S.E., Sirin, A.A., Sal’nikov, A.A.,
Structure and Resources of Karelian Mires),
Tsyganova, O.P. & Valyaeva, N.A. (2011)
Karelskij filial AN SSSR, Petrozavodsk, 38–51
Estimation of forest cover extent over peatlands
(in Russian).
and paludified shallow-peat lands in Russia.
Yurkovskaya, T.K. (1992) Geografia i kartografia
Contemporary Problems of Ecology, 4(7), 734–
rastitelnosti bolot Evropeyskoy tchasti Rossii i
741 (original Russian text: Vompersky, S.E.,
sopredelnykh
territorij
(Geography
and
Sirin, A.A., Sal’nikov, A.A., Tsyganova, O.P. &
cartography of mire vegetation of European
Valyaeva, N.A. (2011) Ocenka ploshhadi
Russia and adjacent territories). Trudy BIN
bolotnykh i zabolochennykh lesov Rossii,
(Transactions of Komarov Botanical Institute,
Lesovedenie, 5, 3–11.
Saint Petersburg), 4, 1–256 (in Russian).
Vompersky, S.E., Sirin, A.A., Tsyganova, O.P.,
Zobel, M. (1988) Autogenic succession in boreal
Valyaeva, N.A. & Maykov, D.A. (2005) Bolota i
mires - a review. Folia Geobotanica Phytozabolochennyje zemli Rossii: popytka analiza
taxonomica, 23, 417–445.
prostranstvennogo raspredelenija i raznoobrazija
Zobel, M. (1989) Nekotoryje soobrazhenija po
(Mires and paludified lands of Russia: a trial
povodu sukcessionnoy teorii i sukcessij
analysis of spatial distribution and diversity).
verkhovych bolot (Some considerations on the
Izvestia RAN, Seria Geograficheskaja (Bulletin of
theory of succession and successions of raised
the Russian Academy of Sciences, Geography), 5,
bogs). In: Ilomets, M. (ed.) Struktura i Razvitije
39–50 (in Russian).
Bolotnykh Ekositem i Rekonstrukcii Paleovon Sengbusch, P. (2015) Enhanced sensitivity of a
geograficheskikh Uslovij. Tezisy Dokladov (The
mountain bog to climate change as a delayed effect
Structure and Development of Mire Ecosystems
and Reconstruction of the Palaeogeographic
of road construction. Mires and Peat, 15(06), 1–18.
Conditions. Proceedings of the Conference).
Warner, B.G. & Asada, T. (2005) Biodiversity of
Academy of Science of Estonian SSR, Talinn,
Canadian peatlands. Aquatic Sciences, 68(3),
110–115 (in Russian).
240–253.
Whisenant, S.G. (1999) Repairing Damaged WildSubmitted 22 Aug 2013, final revision 14 Dec 2016
lands: a Process Orientated, Landscape-scale
Editor: Peter Jones
Approach. Cambridge University Press, 312 pp.
_______________________________________________________________________________________
Author for correspondence:
PhD Tatiana Minayeva, Care for Ecosystems, Benngasse 18, 53177 Bonn, Germany.
Tel: + 49 228 92970578; Fax: +49 228 92983415; Skype: tminaeva; E-mail: tania.minajewa@gmail.com
Mires and Peat, Volume 19 (2017), Article 01, 1–36, http://www.mires-and-peat.net/, ISSN 1819-754X
© 2017 International Mire Conservation Group and International Peatland Society, DOI: 10.19189/MaP.2013.OMB.150
36

