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SUMMARY 
 

Key words: IUCN Category V Protected Landscape, partnership as best practice in 

management, symbolic management, stakeholder, local residents 

A cultural, lived-in landscape offers a living model of sustainable use of land and 

resources, and offer important lessons for sustainable development. The strong traditions 

of management of cultural landscape exist in the National Parks of Great Britain and 

Wales particularly in the Peak District National Park. These can serve as the best practice 

in partnership. This paper presents a comparative study of the Peak District and the 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Parks management and includes a discussion of the 

strong and weak practices. Analysis of the main stakeholders involved in the 

management of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park is carried out. 

61 pages, 8 figures, 5 tables, 2 appendixes 
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INTRODUCTION 

Traditionally the emphasis in conservation has been concentrated on setting places aside, 

and protected areas have been planned as wilderness areas. Nowadays the management of 

protected areas takes place within a dynamic social, political, and institutional 

environment. It is recognized that protected areas can be planned in a lived-in landscape 

with local communities. Therefore, following the international experience, the current 

practices of conservation management do not exclude human activities in protected areas 

and take into account the economic, social and cultural context of the region. The human 

dimension is of great importance. This shift in approach is illustrated by the growth in the 

numbers of protected areas built on the principle of partnership. 

In the case of Belarus, the Soviet model of natural protected areas’ system has been 

adopted. Most protected areas have been set aside with little regard for an understanding 

of integrated social and ecological systems. Until recently there has been an opinion that 

Natural Protected Areas (NPAs) should be reserves without any visitors.  

Therefore, the conservation of a cultural landscape in National Parks is a novelty in 

Belarus. Nowadays, National Parks extend their functions considerably with the goals of 

ecological education and tourism development. As a consequence, management in such 

multifunctional institutions requires new management practice. 

At present there are four National Parks in the Republic of Belarus. In my paper I analyze 

current management practice in Belarusian National Parks with regard to the case of the 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park. It is a matter of interest as the oldest Natural 

Protected Area in Europe with long traditions of nature conservation. On the other hand, 

it is a trans-border reserve with the Polish Bialowezha National Park. Thus, there are 

several advantages to adopting European models in the management area. 

However, the challenge for Belarus is that management in National Parks is conducted by 

the National Park Administration without the active participation of other stakeholders. 

This practice does not respond to the cultural, social and economic requests of local 

communities. It brings the problem of so-called “symbolic” management when a 

Protected Area is not managed according to declared objectives. Another reason for 

symbolic management is limited funding means of the government.  
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In this light, partnership principle as cooperation between the Park Administration and 

other stakeholders is an essential part of the planning process. The strong traditions of 

partnership and conservation of cultural landscape exist in the National Parks of Great 

Britain and Wales which are classified as IUCN Category V Protected Landscape/ 

Seascape. British practice demonstrates special criteria for the designation of National 

Parks and performances for management of such sites. Thus, the British National Parks 

area can be viewed as the ‘best practice’ of management which establishes partnership 

and involves all stakeholders in the planning process. In this sense, British experience of 

management in cultural landscapes can be valuable. 

The focus of this research is to identify lessons from the best practice which are relevant 

for Belarusian National Parks. It draws attention to the importance of building 

partnerships and collaboration among those with a stake in the resources, and an 

incentive to protect them. In order to achieve the main goal the relevant stakeholders in 

the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park are analyzed. 

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Chapter 1 the important terms of stakeholder 

participation are discussed, such as partnership, collaboration and some others. The main 

types of stakeholders are represented. Barriers and benefits of stakeholder participation in 

management are argued. Chapter 2 provides a comparative study of National Park 

management in the Peak District National Park (Britain) and the Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

National Park (Belarus). The Peak District National Park serves as the best practice for 

partnership. The existing capacities have been examined for both National Parks. Chapter 

3 provides an analysis of the main stakeholders in Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park. 

The attitudes of local residents for the main management problems have been identified. 

The paper is concluded with the list of the directions for improvement of the management 

system in Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park. 
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1. MANAGEMENT IN NATIONAL PARKS 

Management in Natural Protected Areas is performed on the basis of Natural Protected 

Areas objectives. As the IUCN Category V Protected Landscape is a live-in area, the 

questions of involved stakes and cooperation between them are a matter of interest. In 

this light the typology of stakeholders is introduced. The types of stakeholder 

participation in management are discussed in this Chapter. 

1.1. IUCN Category V Protected Landscape 

The National Park “Belovezhskaya Pushcha” in Belarus is classified as Category V 

(Protected Landscape) by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN). 

According to IUCN classification, it is an “area of land, with coast and sea as appropriate, 

where the interaction of people and nature over time has produced an area of distinct 

character with significant aesthetic, ecological and/or cultural value, and often with high 

biological diversity. Safeguarding the integrity of this traditional interaction is vital to the 

protection, maintenance and evolution of such an area”. (IUCN 2001) 

The Objectives of IUCN Category V Management are as follows: 

• to maintain the harmonious interaction of nature and culture through the 

protection of landscape and/or seascape and the continuation of traditional land uses, 

building practices and social and cultural manifestations; 

• to support lifestyles and economic activities which are in harmony with nature 

and the preservation of the social and cultural fabric of the communities concerned; 

• to maintain the diversity of landscape and habitat, and of associated species and 

ecosystems; 

• to eliminate where necessary, and thereafter prevent, land uses and activities 

which are inappropriate in scale and/or character; 

• to provide opportunities for public enjoyment through recreation and tourism 

appropriate in type and scale to the essential qualities of the areas; 
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• to encourage scientific and educational activities which will contribute to the long 

term well-being of resident populations and to the development of public support for 

the environmental protection of such areas; and 

• to bring benefits to, and to contribute to the welfare of, the local community 

through the provision of natural products (such as forest and fisheries products) and 

services (such as clean water or income derived from sustainable forms of tourism). 

The key questions of interest are whether the responsible authorities have the capacity to 

manage their protected areas effectively and whether management is being delivered on 

the ground. (Reporting Progress, 2001) This issue addresses the adequacy of partners 

involved in management.  

1.2. Types of the Stakeholders 

With regard to the natural resource management, it is important to recognize the 

difference between concepts of local communities and stakeholders.  

The concept of local community can be ill-suited to the analysis and understanding of 

the place of people in complex natural resource use systems, because it suggests a 

homogeneity that does not exist at all levels, and it ignores those people who cannot be 

identified with a local, geographic community. 

The concept of stakeholder has gained prominence in development and natural resource 

management circles because of its usefulness in the identification and definition of those 

who have influence on, or can be affected by, the management process. Although 

stakeholders, they cannot be termed local (Renard and Geoghegan 2002). 

Therefore, it is more reasonable to discuss the concept of stakeholders. There are three 

main categories of stakeholders: primary, secondary and the third level in the 

management of a National Park. 

1.2.1. Primary Actors 

Irrespective of institutional, social or commercial background, primary actors are 

individuals, groups of individuals or institutions which are directly involved (de jure and 

de facto) in management within the National Park where most of the conflicts take place. 
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In general Administration of the Park and local communities, agro-firms, society of 

hunters and fishers, etc can be considered as kinds of primary actors. Their usual 

activities make use of natural resources and, thus, influence the management of a national 

park. A major task facing the park authorities in the National Park is to get the local 

people to value the park, and to realize that its conservation is beneficial to them. 

Farmers and other resource users Communities located within a Park or adjacent area, 

particularly juridical and physical actors employed in the agricultural sector will most 

strongly influence the Park by their usual activity. Moreover, they compose the highest 

losses as a result of any management efforts. These communities are both direct financial 

inputs and loss of profit from limited resources. 

Besides the group mentioned above, there are other resource users, for example, fishers 

and hunters. Very often this group does not have any opportunity to take part in the 

process of management. This causes numerous conflicts between different actors. 

Administration of a National Park Usually the administration of a National park plays the 

role of resource keeper. It is also authorized the financial interests of the state because 

correct maintenance of administration can increase the income in budget, for example, 

through concessions and different kinds of rent. In addition, the administration of a 

National Park has to incur high expenses for its management of the area. Thus, it is a 

important actor interested in the further development of a park. 

Other users Different institutions on national, regional and local levels which are given 

the responsibility of carrying for wild animals and forest resources consider a National 

Park as a source of income through the use of resources and licensure. 

1.2.2. Secondary Actors 

This group is very diverse. Among the main stakeholders on this level are such categories 

as institutional, commercial, public as well political participants. It should be emphasized 

that although these actors can not take an active part in park management they have 

ability to make original decisions that can influence the management of area and natural 

resources significantly.  
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Institutional stakeholders Scientists have always played an important role in nature 

conservation. They have promoted the protection of wilderness, cultural and historical 

monuments from negative consequences. The participation of scientists in the 

management of a National Park is valuable because they represent qualified experts in 

different branches of science. Therefore, they can put into practice some kinds of 

expertise which the administration of a National Park is not able to implement on its own. 

Therefore, the priorities of scientists are different from priorities of other stakeholders. 

Participation of scientific and research institutions in planning and management is one of 

the effective ways to provide well-qualified expert support. 

Besides scientific institutions, there are several state institutes which deal with specific 

matters in the national park, for example, management of water resources, animals, roads, 

etc. Educational institutions and health authorities also take part in management. 

Involvement of these groups will help to decrease a number of conflicts through the 

implementation of integral planning. 

Commercial sector Involvement of the business sector can be related to the problem of 

pressure from either the administration of a National Park or local community. 

Businessmen can consider official decisions as restrictive, while the local community 

considers them to be as conservative. Sometimes the commercial sector is regarded by 

both administration and locals as direct rivals. It should be noted that the process of 

cooperation with the commercial sector is more dynamic than with bureaucratic 

institutional actors or the traditional local community. Thus, it requires specific 

management. 

Visitors Since the natural resources are limited benefits of visitors frequently contradict 

the interests of local residents, agricultural producers, commercial structures and 

administration of a national park. It may involve in many fields, such as, economic 

development, access to the park, picking mushrooms and berries. On the other hand, it is 

the main budgetary income for the National Park. Hence, the attitudes of visitors can 

influence the decisions of administration significantly. 

1.2.3. Stakeholders of the Third Level 



 11 

Stakeholders of the third level are not directly involved in the management of a national 

park, however, they benefit from the park’s development as a whole. They are various 

NGOs, public organizations, funds and other institutions that have short-range or long-

term benefits (programmes) in the development of National Parks, and possess specific 

expertise and management capacity for the protected areas. The challenge for the 

National Park Administration is that these stakeholders will hardly initiate to bring their 

resources in development of a national park if they feel that there are no possibilities to 

influence the decisions of the National Park.  

Effective management requires the integration of the full diversity of stakeholders and 

takes into account the different ways they are impacted by, and impact upon, protected 

areas.  

1.3. Participation of Stakeholders in Management 

The problem of cooperation between the National Park Authority and other stakeholders 

is the key point of management in a National Park. In world practice there is an 

increasing understanding that, in order to manage existing protected areas effectively, 

there needs to be stakeholder participation in management through partnerships. “The 

Protected Areas in the 21st Century” Symposium (Albany,1997) sponsored by WCPA 

called for “establishing partnerships and encouraging cooperation with neighbors and 

other stakeholders, promoting stewardship, enhancing the use of relevant information, 

and developing and strengthening the policies, economic and other instruments which 

support protected areas objectives.”(Sherbinin 1998) 

In general, participation means the involvement of groups and individuals in the planning 

process, decision making and management of a National Park. Current management 

structures for protected areas were designed under different conditions. There are several 

types of participation in protected area management: (Adapted from: IUCN Guidelines 

2003) 

• Informing:	   this	   is	   the	   lowest	   level	   of	   participation.	   Groups	   and	   individuals	  

receive	   information	   about	   proposed	   actions	   but	   have	   no	   opportunities	   to	  

change	  them.	  The	  purpose	  of	  the	  information	  is	  usually	  to	  persuade	  others	  to	  
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adopt	   the	   project	   leader’s	   point	   of	   view.	   Communication	   is	   one	   way	   and	  

represents	  a	  ‘top-‐down’	  approach	  to	  decision-‐making	  in	  conservation.	  

However, the weakness of this type is that it is not flexible enough as it hardly reflects 

problems of local residents or ignores them completely. For example, participation is 

becoming problematic for resource users or local residents who are limited in economic 

activities. These stakeholder groups contradict management decisions in a National Park 

and sometimes even compete with Administration for the use of natural resources.	  

• Consulting:	   local	   communities,	   other	   key	   stakeholders	   and	   organisations	  

receive	  information	  about	  a	  project	  or	  plan	  and	  their	  views	  are	  sought.	  The	  

views	  of	  those	  consulted	  are	  usually	  taken	  into	  account,	  but	  not	  necessarily	  

acted	  upon,	  when	  the	  final	  plan	  is	  drawn	  up,	  acknowledged	  or	  considered.	  

• Acting	   together:	  when	   there	   is	   both	   a	   shared	  decision-‐making	  process,	   and	  

shared	  responsibility	  for	  implementing	  decisions. Authority and responsibility 

for managing the Protected Area are shared among a plurality of actors, likely to 

include one or more governmental agencies, local communities, private 

landowners and other stakeholders.  

• Supporting	   independent	   community	   interests:	   it	   is	   the	   highest	   level	   of	  

participation.	   Communities	   become	   responsible	   for	   setting	   their	   own	  

agendas	  and	  implementing	  the	  decisions	  they	  make.	  The	  role	  of	  experts	  and	  

other	  agents	  or	  investors	  is	  to	  support	  the	  community	  with	  information	  and	  

expertise	  and	  perhaps	  resources	  to	  help	  them	  make	  informed	  decisions.	  This	  

represents	  a	  completely	  ‘bottom-‐up’	  approach	  to	  conservation.	  

However, community controlled French Regional Parks weak representation of national 

interests “has led to neglect of environmental protection in favour of the promotion of 

different facilities for rural development” (Green, 1996). 

This current tendency to ask for more of a communicative planning approach and more of 

a bottom-up perspective in the planning process involves the principle of partnership. 

Such an approach would indicate that management will be characterized as integrative. 

Integrative planning means that management is viewed within the context of multiple 
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values of natural resources or ecosystems, and incorporates not only expert-based 

knowledge but experiential knowledge as well (Stankey, McCool, Clark & Brown, 2000).  

Moreover, the importance of communication can be underlined through an analysis of 

barriers for and benefits of stakeholder participation in the management process which is 

presented below. (Table 1) 

Table 1 

Barriers for and Benefits of Stakeholder Participation in National Park 

Management  

Barriers Benefits 

Limited support from key decision makers 

at the government level 

Understanding of benefits among the key 

decision makers 

Limited exchange of information Creation of networks and partnerships. 

Promotion of participation at international 

level 

Generalized short term view Quality of management decisions 

Limitation of access to natural resources Development of tourism. 

Control of inappropriate land use 

The political pressure Democratization of management process. 

Feasibility of management decisions.  

(Adapted from: How to create, 2002; Geoghegan & Renard 2002) 

Actually, not all the stakeholders have to participate in the process of planning or 

management directly. Community organizations cannot become automatically effective 

partners in the management of protected areas merely because they exist in this area. 

Technical skills, access to financial resources and commitment are more important 

requirements for day-to-day management than representativeness. (Geoghegan & Renard 

2002) There is, therefore, a need for specific approaches and methods to understand this 

diversity and involve all relevant stakeholders. 



 14 

1.4. Management Plans Based on Participation of Stakeholders 

One of the important planning tools for coordination of interests in National Park is a 

creation of Management Plans which can be considered as a way of consensus between 

above-mentioned stakeholder groups which benefits are completely different. It should 

make obvious in what way local, institutional, commercial and private interests represent 

in National Park. Creation of such documents is a complicated process of interaction 

between different stakeholders based on creativity, knowledge and enthusiasm. 

At the same time management plan cannot allowed destruction of basic conservation 

goals. It is achieved by distribution of responsibilities, detriments and benefits between 

all participants in management process.  

Traditionally National Park Authority has the main responsibility in the creation of a 

management plan. However, since the National Park is not a prohibited area any longer 

but a place where local residents live and different agents function, management in 

National Park cannot be limited by the Authority’s responsibilities only. Participation of 

stakeholders is an important part of the planning route. The process of preparing the 

Management Plan is as important as the final document. It is usually prepared following 

discussions with key stakeholders, public meetings and other forms of public 

participation. Good quality information and interpretation, with effective means of two-

way communication between the public and the Natural Protected Areas are essential. 

Reporting upon the state of the environment, making use of appropriate indicators, targets 

and monitoring measures, will allow clear assessment to be made of what is actually 

happening in the National Park (Dartmoor National Park Management Plan 2001). 

Therefore, the goal of a management plan is a coordination of activities of all 

stakeholders involved in process of management. 

1.5. Best Practice in Partnership: the Peak District National Park (Britain) 

Management successes are particularly important in terms of communicating lessons 

learned (Evaluating Effectiveness, 2000). Any information on best practice, along with 

professional experience and knowledge of local circumstances, should be drawn on to 

establish the management standards. 
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Looking for a case of cooperation between the Authority and other stakeholders relevant 

for the Belarusian National Park, the English practice of National Park management can 

be found. England has long a tradition of cultural, lived-in landscape management and 

permanent human communities are a part of the landscape. There are a number of good 

practices in partnership in British National Parks, in particular the Peak District National 

Park.  

The Peak District National Parks in Britain is a living and working community with many 

stakeholders which operate within the Park. The National Park Authority has recognized 

that the management objectives can be achieved in a spirit of co-operation and 

understanding and that to implement management objectives it must engage in 

partnership. Partnership is explained as a consortium of local authorities, community 

groups, businesses and other stakeholders which share the common aims and 

responsibilities in management of Protected Area. The National Park Authority acts as a 

link between different stakeholders helping them to achieve their aims. (Peak District 

National Park Management Plan 2000) 

Thus, the Authority has undertaken a variety of joint initiatives with other groups and 

organisations. For example, there is a partnership between the National Park Authority, 

English Nature and Forest Enterprise for the regional and national biodiversity targets. 

Upper Derwent Joint Management Scheme has been created as a partnership between the 

National Park Authority, local landowners and other bodies for tourism management. 

One more example is a partnership between the Peak District National Park Authority 

Education Visits Service (Losehill Hall), and the Youth Hostels Association for 

ecological education.  

Therefore, the strength of the partnership concept is that, instead of symbolic 

management, it provides transparency in management and creates an effective 

mechanism for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area.  

Furthermore, working in partnership with other stakeholders can help to provoke a 

systematic search for means to achieve designated goals and explicitness in evaluation of 

alternatives. 
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2. IUCN CATEGORY V: the Peak District National Park (Britain) and the 
Belovezhskaya Pushcha (Belarus) 

Regarding the Peak District National Park as the best practice for management, it is 

important to identify what principles can learn for application with regard to the 

Belarusian case. For this reason, the comparative study of two management practices was 

conducted. Factors affecting this comparison include the following criteria. (Table 2): 

• legal and administrative framework, 

• objectives of management, 

• conservation, 

• recreational activities, 

• nature and extent of use of the protected area,  

• nature and extent of threats to protected area values. 
Table 2 

Appropriateness of management systems 

 The Peak District NP Belovezhskaya Pushcha NP 

Area 1438 sq km 1913 sq km 

Zoning within 
Protected Area 

For tourism activities: 
Natural Zone: no development, 

Zone 1: small scale 
development, 

Zone 2: modest scale 
development, 

Zone 3: major tourist facilities. 
 

Open Public Access (25,297 
ha) 

For economical uses of area: 
Zone 1: core area (15,700 ha), 

Zone 2: buffer zone (85,600 ha), 
Zone 3: transition area (90,000 
ha) 
 

Designations Internationally important sites 
(40,066 ha): 
Special Areas of Conservation 
(SACs),  
Special Protection Area (SPA) 
Ramsar site 

National designations: 

Internationally important sites: 
UNESCO Natural World 
Natural Site (criterion iii, 1992) 
87,607 ha, 

Trans-border Biosphere Reserve 
(1993) 177,100 ha, 

Important Bird Area (code BY 
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Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) – 30%of the 
National Park, 
the North Peak and South-West 
Peak Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESA), 
 

Access Agreements 1993/4 
21,053 ha 

 

009, 1998) 

Key areas of NP 
Management 

Biodiversity,  

Promoting Understanding, 
Research and monitoring, 

Rural development,  
Housing,  

Transport and traffic  
 

Preservation of natural 
complexes, 
Ecological education and 
training, 
Preservation of cultural 
heritage, 
Recreational Activity,  

Running an industry and 
agriculture based on traditional 
ideas in the field of nature 
management. 

Community and Culture 

Population 

 

Resident population (1998) is 
around 38,100 
Around 3,000 farms, two 
towns (Bakewell (10% 
population) and Tideswell), 
100 villages and hamlets 

About 4,000 people living within 
the National Park: 2,500 within 
the transition area; and 1,500 in 
the buffer zone 

Access and Recreation 

Visitor numbers  Total visits 30 million each 
year, 

Staying visitors 1 million, 
80% of them in camp or 
caravan sites. 

100,000 visits (count by visits of 
the Nature Museum and Santa 
Claus Residence) 

Nature Conservation 

Habitats & Species  
 

Limestone Country 9,010 ha, 
Moorland and Moorland 
Fringe 100,275 ha, 

Coniferous forests (68.8%) 
consisting of pine (58.0%) and 
spruce (10.7%), 
Broadleaf forests (5.8%): mainly 
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Dales 50,276ha, 

Woodland and Scrub 6,252 
ha, 

Rivers and Streams 6,261 km 
Built Environment n/a 

oak, alder, ash, birch, and 
hornbeam, 
Marsh forests (18.7%), 

Mires and marshes. (Kazulka, 
2000) 

Management 

Stakeholders  Local Authorities, 

Government Agencies, 
Environmental/ Countryside 
Issues Groups, 
Community Groups and 
Services, 
Land Owning Interests, 

Education Establishments 
(Regional Universities, Local 
Schools and Colleges), 
Recreation Interests, 

Economic Organizations, 
Utilities, 

Transport 

National Park Administration, 

Collective Farm Pogranichnik 
etc., 

Svisloch, Pruzhany and 
Kamenietz District Council of 
Deputies, 
Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Environmental Protection, 
Institutes of the National 
Academy of Science 
(Experimental Botany, Zoology, 
Citology, etc.) 
Environmental NGOs (APB, 
TERRA-Convention, ECOFUND, 
etc), 

National Park Bialowezha 
(Poland) 

 

Land Ownership There are about 1,800 farms 
in the Peak Park,  
Peak Park Authority-480 ha. 

Other landowners include the 
National Trust and the Water 
Companies, Forest Enterprise 

State tenure 

 

Education and 
awareness 
programme 

 

The Peak District National 
Park Interpretation Team 
Losehill Hall, the Peak 
District National Park’s Study 
Centre 

The Educational Centre 

The Nature Museum 
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2.1. The Peak District National Park 

The Peak District is Britain’s first and foremost National Park. It was established in 1951 

with the specific purpose of protecting areas of natural beauty in the countryside. It is 

situated on the gritstone and limestone uplands between Manchester and Sheffield at the 

southern end of the Pennines (area is 1438 sq km). The Park includes parts of the 

counties of Derbyshire, Staffordshire and Cheshire. 

2.1.1. Objectives of Management. Legal and administrative framework 

The legislation gives Government Agencies (the Countryside Agency in England, the 

Countryside Council of Wales and Scottish Natural Heritage) powers to designate 

national parks and advise on their administration and management. 

In the case of England the purposes for the National parks are set down in the 

Environmental Act of 1995. They are: 

• Conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural 

heritage of the areas specific special qualities, 

• Promoting opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the area 

by the public, 

and through these aims to foster the economic and social well-being of the local 

communities). 

The Environment Act of 1995 has also led to the establishment of each of the English and 

Welsh national parks as free-standing local authorities, separate from other central and 

local government organisations. The Environment Act requires Natural Protected Areas 

to prepare and publish a National Park Management Plan, to set out objectives for the 

national park, describe the management policies of the Natural Protected Area and form 

the basis for the coordination and integration of the management policies of other bodies, 

to achieve national park objectives. The plan should “provide a means of informing the 

public and involving them in management policy” (Partington, 1998). 

The National Park Authority is made up of members from each of the local authorities 

included in the Park, as well as representatives from each of the parish councils and 
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members representing interest groups such as conservation, who are appointed by Central 

Government. There is the National Park Committee who employs people such as rangers 

and wardens. 

2.1.2. Conservation 

The goal of conservation in the Peak District National Park is conducted by partnerships 

between the farmers and landowners, the National Park Authority and the associated 

conservation organisations. As an example, English Nature has designated 35% of the 

Park as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) so increasing their protection. 

Landowners must discuss and agree about the management of land within SSSIs with 

English Nature. 

The Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESAs) was created by the Ministry of Agriculture, 

Food and Fisheries (MAFF). Through ESAs, MAFF encourages farmers and landowners, 

especially in moorland areas, to manage the land in ways relevant to the goal of 

conservation by grants. This is done through five year agreements. 

Other ways of achieving conservation include management of the land by a conservation 

body. For instance, the Peak Park Authority owns land on the Eastern Moors, North Lees, 

the Roaches and the Warslow Moors. English Nature and the voluntary Wildlife Trusts 

manage a number of nature reserves such as Derbyshire Dales NNR which is made up of 

parts of 5 scattered limestone dales. All have public paths through them. (Peak District 

1998) 

2.1.3. Recreational Activities 

The aim of conservation always take priority but recreational activities such as walking, 

climbing, fishing are also an important part of the National Park management. The Peak 

District National Park is now one of the most visited areas in the world. There are up to 

30 million visits to the Peak Park each year. Among the main activities of visitors are 

picnics (outdoor activities), sightseeing in car or on foot, hiking (2 hours or more), short 

walks and some others. (All Parks Visitor Survey 1994) 

There is a well-developed tourism infrastructure including visitor centres, car parks, 

picnic areas, litter containers in the Peak District National Park. The tourist information 
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includes a wide range of books, maps, and park related leisure wear and souvenirs. It is 

important that profits from sales go back into helping the National Park Authority look 

after the environment and improve services for visitors. 

To maintain sustainable tourism in the Peak District National Park, a system of recreation 

and tourism zones has been developed, based on the carrying capacity of the different 

areas of the Park. 

• Natural Zone (no development), for example, moorland on Kinder Scout is in the 

Natural Zone. 

• Zone 1 (small scale development) such as on Burbage Moor - there is a car park 

only. 

• Zone 2 (modest scale development) such as in Longdendale valley - with a Visitor 

Centre and surfaced path. 

• Zone 3 (major tourist facilities) such as at Bakewell with a Visitor Centre, shops 

and hotels. (Peak District 1998) 

2.1.3. Land Use 

Nearly all land in the Peak District is affected by human activities to some extent. The 

land most affected by human activity is the enclosed farmland (50% of the Peak Park). 

There are about 2700 farms in the Peak Park, most of them small (less than 40 hectares). 

About 60% of the farms are thought to be run on a part-time basis (where the farmer has 

another job as well).  

With regard to the forestry activities, the Peak Park Authority manages 480 hectares of 

woodland and is involved in encouraging others to manage their woodland. The Water 

Companies and Forest Enterprise (the State timber-growing body) own large areas of 

coniferous woodland, mostly in water catchment areas. Many valleys are dammed and 

flooded to create reservoirs where water is stored to supply the towns and cities around 

the Peak Park (such as Leicester and Nottingham). There are 55 reservoirs of over 2 

hectares in the Peak Park. These supply 450 million liters of water a day. 
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Furthermore, mineral extraction is traditional and important to the local economy but 

causes pollution and traffic congestion. In 1993 6.1 million tones of high quality 

limestone and fluorspar were quarried from within the Park. The extraction of fluorspar is 

needed in the national interest. 

2.1.4 Conflicts 

Different stakeholders’ interests conflict with each other within the National Park. Below 

are some examples of such conflicts and how the Peak District National Park Authority 

attempts to resolve them.  

Table 3 

Types of Conflicts in the Peak District National Park 

Current Threats Conflicts between 

Stakeholders 

The way forward 

Degradation of biological 

diversity, water pollution 

Farmers and Authority Authority’s Farm 

Conservation Scheme, 

Schemes to provide grants 

for conservation work 

Threat to the purity of the 

water supply as well as to 

the conservation of wildlife 

and landscape 

Water Companies, Sport 

England and other sports 

clubs and Authority 

Limitation of recreation, use 

of environmentally-friendly 

vessels instead of power 

boats 

Erosion of the vegetation, 

disturbance of wilderness 

Tourism and Authority Alternative walking routes, 

The sitting of car parks and 

visitor facilities 

Mineral extraction Minerals operators and 

Authority 

The Authority insists that 

landscape schemes for 

screening and restoration 

are undertaken as part of the 
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process of mineral 

extraction.  

The Peak District National Park Authority has several tools to help deliver its purposes 

such as partnership or promotion of qualities. 

Principle “Working together to keep the Peak District National Park special” stresses the 

need to work together with all the stakeholders in the Park. The idea reflects the links 

between environment, people and the economy (Peak District National Park 

Management Plan 2000-2005). 

The following examples illustrate how partnership working has succeeded in key areas of 

National Park management:  

• the Peak District Rural Development Partnership in Rural development 

management, 

• the Peak District Interpretation Project in Promoting Understanding. The 

very nature of their work with groups means education and warden staff is always 

involved in socially inclusive projects, 

• the Peak District Rural Deprivation Forum, the Peak District Wildlife 

Executive Group (WEG) in the field of Research and Monitoring, 

• the Peak Park Transport Forum, and the Hope Valley Community Rail 

Partnership in Transport and Traffic Area, 

• there are long established partnerships between the NP Authority and the 

water supply companies. 

Working in partnership is the most effective way to deliver high quality effective 

management. 

Communication and environmental education programs are management tools that can 

foster greater public awareness and political support for conservation goals. There is a 

dedicated team of teacher naturalists and a community education programme in the Peak 

National Park. For example, Losehill Hall the Peak Park’s Study Centre at Castleton 

provides courses for groups of all kinds on a variety of Conservation issues. The Ranger 



 24 

Service provides information and assistance to the public and is involved on a great many 

conservation projects within the Peak Park. They are assisted by groups of Conservation 

Volunteers on projects such as restoration of paths and fencing of sensitive areas. 

It creates opportunities for new audiences to take part in conservation, educational and 

outdoor activities. Thus, an awareness and conservation education programme is an 

important part of the effort to develop trust and understanding between the park and the 

local people. 

Besides above-mentioned, the Authority uses a number of economic approaches such as 

branding, design guides, grants to achieve the management goals. The symbol of the 

National Park Authority is the millstone and that by which the Peak District National 

Park is identified. 

In conclusion, the Peak District National Park benefits mainly from the involvement of 

external capacities and stakeholders of the second and the third levels. The existing 

partnership practices make excellent use of the capacities and skills of the whole range of 

users and stakeholders. The strong point is that it addresses issue of sustainability, not 

just conservation of nature and heritage. 

2.2. Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park 

The Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park is the foremost Natural Protected Area in 

Belarus. It is situated in Kamenietz, Pruzhany (Brest Region) and Svisloch Districts 

(Grodno Region) near the Polish border. The administrative centre is the village of 

Kamenyuki, 60 km from Brest (the regional centre). Currently the Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha covers more than 190,000 ha. 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha is Europe’s last largest forest complex that once covered middle 

Europe. The site presents a habitat for several internationally threatened species. (MAB-

Belarus, 1993) 75 bird species listed in the National Red Data Book including 3 globally-

threatened species have been recorded in the National Park. The largest European animal 

European bison Bison Bonasus is a symbol of Belovezhskaya Pushcha. At present, there 

are about 300 individual bisons in the Park. (Treasures of Belarusian Nature 2002) 
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The Belovezhskaya Pushcha is one of the oldest preserved areas in the world. The first 

known records of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha Primeval Forest are mentioned in the 

Ipatievskaya Chronicles (983 AD) (Kazulka, 2000). Hence, the decree on the protection 

of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha in the 14th century, when it was declared as a royal 

hunting reserve was just an official confirmation of its long-term status. Later on 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha fell alternatively under the control of Polish kings, Russian tsars, 

German occupying forces, the Polish government, and Soviet powers. During its 

existence, the reserve got several names depending on the form of protection: nature 

reserve, protected-hunting sanctuary and, finally, national park. (Kazulka, 2000) In 1993, 

a National Park was established under the Law of Republic of Belarus on Special 

Protected Natural Areas. 

The National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha is a valuable and world-known site which 

included in the world system for surveying changes in the environment. Except 

designation as IUCN Category V, in 1992 the site was included in the UNESCO Natural 

World Heritage List (Criterion iii). A Polish-Belarusian cross-border World Heritage 

object has been recognized including the core area of the Polish National Park (4,747 ha) 

and a part of the Belarusian State National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha (4,500 ha). 

A Trans-border Biosphere Reserve was established in 1993. An Important Bird Area 

(IBA) was established in 1998 (code BY 009). In 1997 the Belovezhskaya Pushcha was 

rewarded by the European Council as one of the best European Natural Protected Areas. 

Thus, there is a need for implementing international conservation concepts and thus 

coordinating different interests in the National Park. 

2.2.1. Legal and Administrative Framework 

The conservation and management of biodiversity in the Republic of Belarus is based on 

several general and specific laws including the Land Code of the Republic of Belarus 

(1999), Forest Code (2000), the Law of the Republic of Belarus on Special Protected 

Natural Areas (1994, 2000), the Law of the Republic of Belarus on State Ecological 

Examination (Environmental Impact Assessment) (2000). 

According to the Law of the Republic of Belarus on Special Protected Natural Areas 

(1994, 2000), “the national park is a complex area of nature conservation, regulated 
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tourism and limited economic activities. These areas are divided into functional zones 

with different regimes (wilderness protection (core areas), regulated nature, regulated 

recreational use and economic activity)”. 

The National Parks, which are the Natural Protected Areas of national importance, are 

governed directly by the Administration of the President, while the Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Environmental Protection has regulating and controlling functions. 

Responsibility for the National Park rests with the Forest Department, which has 

administrative and legislative support from the Belarus Council of Ministers. The 

management team consists of a General Director, four Deputies (for science and research, 

tourism, economy and trade), a General Forest Warden and a Book-keeper chief as well 

as support warden staff, together with staff from the reserve's scientific laboratory. The 

Scientific- Technical Council of the National Park coordinates plans, programs and 

projects which are aimed at the support of nature protection and economic activities. 

The Research Department consists of 15 employees including 2 PhD and 8 scientific 

research assistants in forestry. Among the staff there are a senior researcher, 2 researchers 

of middle age (about 40, without scientific degree), and about 8 of young researches with 

yearly contract. Therefore, the Research Department consists mainly from young 

researchers which have a research potential. Thus, join researches with other scientific 

organizations and institutions in order to develop this potential are of great importance. 

(http://bp.cis.by/) 

Protection is ensured by cross-country patrols, with fire-risks monitored by air patrols. 

One of the most important tasks of the wardens is the timely control of wildlife 

populations (Anon, 1991). The Regulations allow entry into the National Park by permit. 

There is a guard in the Core Zone that requires the permission of the Administration. 

In all over 1000 people are employees of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park. 

Currently the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park is a legal juridical unit. It has its 

own book-keeping accounts and currency bills in banks and runs an independent balance. 

The daily management of the National Park is being financed through three main sources 

including state budget, funds for the purpose of nature conservation and scientific 
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research and through economic activities. However, economical difficulties result in poor 

technical and financial resources dedicated to the National Park. 

2.2.2. Objectives of Management 

In order to compare management practices, it is important to draw parallels between the 

management objectives in Britain and the objectives of National Park in Belarus.  

According to the Law on Special Protected Natural Areas, the National Park is “a 

complex area of nature conservation, regulated tourism and limited economic activities. 

These areas are divided into functional zones with different regimes (wilderness 

protection (core areas), regulated nature, regulated recreational use and economic 

activity)” (Law on Special Protected Natural Protected Areas, 2000).  

The primary objectives of the National Park are: 

• Preservation of standard and unique natural complexes and nature sites in 

the Belovezhskaya Pushcha, 

• Organization of ecological education and training, 

• Scientific research related to the development and implementation of 

scientifically-oriented techniques and methods for biodiversity conservation and 

the study of natural objects and natural complexes, 

• The development and implementation of efficient measures for nature 

protection and management, 

• Preservation of cultural heritage (items of ethnography, history, 

paleontology, etc.), 

• Recreational activity, 

• Running an industry and agricultural complex, based on traditional as well 

as contemporary ideas in the field of nature management. 

Thus, objectives of management in Belarusian National Parks in general correspond to 

the British Parks management objectives. The main challenge is to implement them in 

practice in the appropriate extent.  
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2.2.3. Conservation 

The uniqueness of Belovezhskaya Pushcha lies in the combination of European boreal 

coniferous and West European broadleaf forests. Coniferous forests make up 68.8% of 

the forested area, consisting mainly of pine (58.0%) and spruce (10.7%) forests. 

Broadleaf forests cover 5.8% of the area: mainly oak, the rest being alder, ash, birch, and 

hornbeam. Marsh forests are widespread (18.7%). The rest of the park consists of mires 

and marshes. (Kazulka, 2000) 

The cultural heritage includes the Belaya Vezha watch-tower in Kamenetz founded in the 

13th century as well as a palace in Viskuli, famous for “Belovezha Agreement, declaring 

the disintegration of the Soviet Union and proclaiming the independence of its Republics.  

The goal of conservation is conducted by the Research Department. The main activities 

of the Scientific Department are research and monitoring. Research within the 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park is based on the method of stable long-term studies 

and focuses mainly on studies of forest ecosystems and the ecological groups of flora and 

fauna. Moreover, the Scientific Department carries out the orders of the Administration 

on the economical use of the forest, wild animals for profits. The Department takes care 

of a herbarium which counts 4,700 sheets of species.  

Thus, a strong point of Belovezhskaya Pushcha management is that the Park has its own 

scientific capacity and also involves a range of research scientists in process of 

management. Such experience may serve as useful link for partnership with other 

stakeholders. 

2.2.4. Recreational Activities  

The natural and cultural values of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park create the 

basis for the development of recreational activities. Historically the area of the National 

Park was divided by quarters (0, 5 km*0, 5 km) with wide network of asphalt roads. 

Earlier the recreational use was limited by the excursion in fenced enclosures and the 

Nature Museum which was founded in 1960-63. Nowadays the main task of the Nature 

Museum is turned to the creating publicity and increasing the public awareness of the 
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importance of nature conservation (MAB-Belarus, 1993). Except the Museum, there is the 

Library, and the House of Culture in National Park. 

Some specific services such tourist routes have been set up for education and leisure, for 

example Green Path (length 6.5 km, 3.5 hours) or Ring of Lakes (4 lakes, length 8 km, 5 

hours). Under service of professional guides it is possible to visit any corner of the forest 

including the governmental residence of Viskuly.  

Tourism focused on commercial hunting is also a big activity within the Pushcha. The 

visitors tend to be rich hunters, mainly from Germany. 

The new amusement object, the Belarusian Santa Claus residence which originated from 

the tradition to celebrate New Year, was built in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha in 2003. 

This artificial amusement centre (15 ha) is located in the midst of the reserved wood at a 

site of a former bison nursery. The residence includes the Santa Claus’s estate with the 

throne-room and work-room, Snegurochka’s house, a Skarbnitsa (storehouse, or Santa’s 

grotto) for gifts, letters, and handicraft articles sent by children to Santa Claus. There is 

also the Santa Claus’s museum with antiquities. Also due to this project, the 100,000 

tourists visit the National Park last year.  

Thus, the National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha has only several possibilities for outdoor 

activities. Taking it into account, the professional level of managers and guides is an 

important characteristic. However, it is not enough training for managers and guides in 

the Belovezhskaya Pushcha. New employees immediately start to work in the Nature 

Museum without any special teaching (http://belpushcha.fastbb.ru/). Besides, the 

amusement project Santa Claus does not follow the idea of ecological education but just 

entertainment of tourists. Instead of this commercial project the phenomenon of 

“pushchanzhi” (indigenous people) is discussed. This idea is proved by original local 

dialect and legends, traditions and behaviors which should be used in promotion of the 

Park. It is a real image of region (not Santa Claus) that attracts tourists, both Belarusian 

and foreign. 

2.2.5. Land Use  
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According to the BirdLife International data, the following land use types are represented 

in Belovezhskaya Pushcha: 

• nature conservation and research (80%), 

• forestry (10%), 

• tourism / recreation (10%). 
A major source of income is cutting and processing of trees to useful wooden products. 

About 60,000 m3 of timber are being cut out of the Pushcha on yearly based on the 

arguments of regular maintenance as well as sanitary clearing (pest control). The 

National Park has engaged several wood processing sawmill enterprises. 

Another source of income is agriculture. Agricultural use of the non-forested lands in the 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha is represented by the two large blocks of agricultural land such 

as the Pogranichnik Collective Farm and 31 land-tenures in Svisloch, Pruzhany and 

Kamenietz Districts of overall area about 100,000 ha. Agricultural lands occupy 52 % of 

the Support Zone 2/3 of which are arable fields. Agriculture is also serving the local 

inhabitance to feed themselves as well as for trade with third parties. The way for the 

business of running farms, trading with others as well as other activities is satisfactory. 

About ¼ of the land users’ territories have been reclaimed. In fact, almost all the streams 

have been canalized. 

To meet the needs of the local population and to gain financial means the Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha National Park owns a plant for wood procession, a handicraft and art shop, a 

taxidermy shop and other business enterprises. 

Therefore, comparing the land use system in the Peak District and the Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha, it is argued that land use in British National Park is more intensive including the 

mineral extraction. 

2.2.6. Zoning 

To solve the existing conflicts between biodiversity conservation and economic needs the 

functional zoning of the National Park has been introduced (Initiative Group 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha 2004). The entire territory of the Pushcha has been divided into 
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four functional zones (wilderness protection (15,700 ha), regulated nature (65,175 ha), 

regulated recreational use (10,732 ha), and economic activity (4,614 ha) : 

 

Figure 1. Zoning of the National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

• Wilderness Protection Zone (Core Zone) – 15,700 ha (16.3% of the territory). 

This zone strictly protects all areas of intact, wild natural communities. It is provided 

to serve as a reservation of genetic resources (a gene pool) of plants and animals and 

as a completely natural area. This Zone primarily exists of indigenous old-growth 

coniferous and deciduous forests. Except for scientific research and protection no 

other activities are allowed for within it. The Core Zone consists of some 5 plots of a 

size between 500 and 7,000 ha. Only the territory directly opposite to the World 

Heritage Site on the Polish side (size is approximately 5,000 ha) has been nominated 

as a World Heritage Site. 

• Regulated Nature Zone – 65, 175 ha (67.8% of the area). In this zone, authorized 

activities concern the maintenance or restoration of ecosystems including measures 

linked to certain traditional activities. The following activities are allowed within the 

Regulated Nature Zone: scientific research, monitoring, measures of prevention of 

fire, sanitary woodcutting and forest maintenance, regulation of the animal 

population, artificial, restricted ecotourism under guidance of guides employed by the 

National Park, haymaking, harvesting of berries and mushrooms, cattle pasturage, 

amateur fishing and some other uses serving the needs of National Park. Natural 

resources are being exploited in limited quantities. The Zone surrounds all territories 

of the total protection zone. 
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• Regulated Recreational Use Area – 10,732 ha (11.1%). This zone is intended for 

tourism and other activities connected to cultural aspects as well as studying the 

impact of recreational pressure upon ecosystems. Nature conservation and economic 

activity are being aimed at preservation and, to a limited extent, recondition of the 

forest landscape and water bodies for recreational and educational purposes. In 

addition to the activities permitted within the Regulated Nature Zone the camping and 

activities for relaxation within the forest are allowed in this Zone. Admittance may be 

free or based on guided visits. 

• Economic Activity Zone – 4, 614 ha (4.8%). This Zone has been designated in 

order to locate administrative, productive and recreational staff and operating 

facilities, for hosting and serving tourists, for residential purposes and the economic 

activities of the local population. Selected cuttings, agriculture, forage supplying, 

cattle pasturage, wood processing, berry and mushroom harvesting and amateur 

regulated fishing is permitted here. There are no restrictions of access within this 

Zone. 

• Furthermore, the Buffer Zone which covers about 90,000 ha has been established 

around the National Park. The economic activities within this Zone are governed by 

certain prohibitions protecting the Park from introduction of flora or fauna alien to the 

native species, elimination of pond or river vegetation and any other activity that 

might harm the Park’s natural ecosystems. 

There was expansion of the National Park territory by the Dikoe Mire (natural complex 

of European importance, State Botanic Sanctuary, 7539 ha), Shereshevskoe Husbandry 

and Game Hunting Area in Pruzhani District (13,300 ha) and some other ecologically 

valuable lands. Apart from economic goals the Forestry and Game Ground serves another 

important purpose which is the reduction of wild ungulates in the Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha.  

Moreover, a 500-metre wide riparian protection zone alongside main streams and 

wetlands has been included in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park. Such an action 

enables these linear riparian zones to be used as wildlife corridors between otherwise 
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isolated populations in fragmented habitats. (Initiative Group Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

2004) 

However, these measures are not efficient because it is based on the system of 

restrictions. It is known that protection systems of patrols and permits are less efficient 

than motivations. Furthermore, it needs sufficient funds from government and fails very 

often. In this way most of the users and stakeholders are excluded from National Park 

management.  

2.2.7. Current Threats 

At present there several kinds of anthropogenic impacts are the most important in terms 

of negative effects on nature: intensive forms of forestry, land reclamation and chemical 

contamination, drainage and development of tourism. Among above-mentioned, the 

large-scale cutting of the reserved forest is the most serious threat to the ecosystems. It 

has intensified since the reorganization of the reserve into a National Park. The adopted 

technologies are comparable to those of commercially exploited forests. Advanced 

international experience of sustainable forest management and recent scientific 

achievements in the field of ecology are being ignored. (Initiative Group Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha 21st Century 2004) Rapid reproduction of Spruce-Bark Beetles (Ips 

Typographus) can be also considered as a serious effect of land reclamation. 

Furthermore, large-scale drainage reclamation in the 1950s and 1960s of the lands used 

for agricultural production and chemical contamination of the Belarusian part of Pushcha 

associated with pollutants from large industrial regions of Central Europe are affecting 

the entire territory of the National Park. The examples of threats are as following. (Table 

4) 

Table 4 

Types of Conflicts in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park 

Current Threats Conflicts between 

Stakeholders 

Comments 

Forestry activities: trees NGOs and Administration Forestry activities have to 
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cutting be monitored by strict 

regulations 

Agriculture activities: large-

scale type of agricultural 

production 

Collective Farms and 

Administration 

Environmentally clean 

agricultural management 

Drainage   

Development of tourism Visitors and Administration Training for guides, 

Promotion of the image of 

indigenous people 

The large-scale type of agricultural production exerts a substantial pressure on the agro-

landscapes. The industrial system of farming based on abundant use of fertilizers and 

widespread application of chemical agents adopted on the Pogranichnik Collective Farm 

and in the Support Zone does not assist the biodiversity conservation of the 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha. This is evident by the high salinity of the surface runoff as 

compared to rainfall (2.5 times). (The Bialowieza Forest in the Third Millennium, 2000) 

Another urgent problem is drainage. Wetlands in Belovezhskaya Pushcha occupy a 

considerable part of its territory (28,089 ha, or 29.1 %). However, as a result of the 

drainage carried out in 1950-60s, the hydrological regime of the territory has been 

changed itself resulting in the loss of certain valuable wetlands and in reduction of the 

number of rare species (e.g. Capercaillie, Tetrao Urogallus). The drainage system 

threatens one of the most economically important species in the forest, the Norway 

spruce which is extremely sensitive to changes in the ground water table (Anon, 1991).  

As for the tourism development, the passive consumer audience, unbeneficial tours, and 

inadequate incentives for employment of qualified staff are the urgent problems. 

(Tarasenok, 2003)  

Among the other threats there are destruction of the undergrowth, commercial collection 

of mushrooms and berries as well as chemical air pollution mentioned. (Treasures of 

Belarusian Nature 2002) Therefore, local demands for resource use conflict with other 

goals of visitor enjoyment or biological integrity. 
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In conclusion, comparison between the management practices in the Peak District and the 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Parks reveals the following similarities. First of all, 

both National Parks are classified as the IUCN Category V Protected Landscape with the 

dominant goal of conservation. Both National Parks in England and Belarus introduce 

zoning as a management tool for solving urgent problems: for tourism activities in the 

Peak National Park, and for economical uses in the “Belovezhskaya Pushcha”. Thus, 

zoning demonstrates the main management practices in each Protected Area. 

On the other hand, there are several differences between studied cases. Management in 

the Peak Park is based on the partnership principle which follows through all of the areas 

of management whereas there is a dominance of the Administration in the Pushcha Park. 

In comparison with British practice, National Park management in the “Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha” is supported mainly by the use of the internal capacity of the Administration. 

The tendency is that during recent years the National Park Administration has been 

increasing the economical activities, such as forestry enterprise, significantly instead of 

tourism development. There are a few programmes oriented mainly towards 

schoolchildren and students in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park whereas one 

can find a well-developed tourism infrastructure with a large range of possibilities in the 

Peak District. 

Furthermore, Belovezhskaya Pushcha is managed mainly by natural resource experts 

whereas the Peak Park is managed by multi-skilled individuals. This maintains a balance 

between conservation and tourism as well as the generation of benefits for local people. 
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3. Stakeholders and Local Residents in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha 
National Park 

Effective management requires the integration of the full diversity of stakeholders and 

understanding of the different interests of the National Park. Therefore, my goal is also to 

examine the role of current partners in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park and 

identify relevant partners who might also be involved. 

3.1. Primary Stakeholders 

Regarding the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park, the main agent is the National Park 

Administration as the main resource keeper. It is emphasized by the fact that the National 

Park is governed directly by the Administration of the President. Therefore, it primarily 

influences the National Park development. Except the Administration, there are some 

sawmill enterprises as well as the collective Farm “Pogranichnik” in the Park area. 

Other users Local authorities such as Svisloch, Pruzhany and Kamenietz District 

Councils of Deputies consider the National Park as a source of income through the use of 

resources and licensure. 

Thus, there is a problem regarding inequitable participation among the primary 

stakeholders. Local demands for resource use incur conflicts between the Administration, 

forestry and farming enterprises. The dominance of the Administration underlines the 

importance of the secondary and the third level stakeholders.  

3.2. Stakeholders of the Second Level 

Among the main stakeholders on the second level are such categories as institutional, 

scientific as well as public participants.  

Institutional stakeholders Participation of scientific and research institutions in planning 

and management are one of the effective ways to provide well-qualified expert support. 

The National Academy of Sciences of Belarus realizes a methodical guidance of 

researches and nature protection activities in the National Park. Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

has well-developed relations with specific research institutes and organizations such as 

the Institute of Experimental Botany, the Institute of Zoology, the Institute of Genetics 
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and Cytology, the Institute of Forest in the Republic of Belarus. It also collaborates with 

biological faculties of Belarusian universities. 

Besides scientific institutions, there are several state institutes which deal with specific 

matters in the national park, for example, management of water resources, animals, roads, 

etc. The Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment Protection supervises all works 

carried out in the National Park.  

Commercial sector In the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park the commercial sector is 

not developed enough because of a lack of recreational activities. It threatens the local 

community with poverty and inadequate living standards.  

Visitors According to a survey, the majority of tourists in the “Belovezhskaya Pushcha” 

are schoolchildren and young people under 35. An analysis of the structure of tourists’ 

facilities demonstrates the dominance of the passive activities with the high level of 

amusement activities. (24%) (Tarasenok, 2003) Whereas natural features of 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha predetermine the development of educational and active forms of 

tourism such as hiking- and cycling-tours. It has confirmed the disparity between tourists’ 

motivations and the National Park functions, a lack of demands for ecotourism services. 

In order to improve tourist’s motivations it is necessary to increase the number of 

specialized services such as excursions and walking (hiking) tours as well as their 

advertisement.  

3.3. Stakeholders of the Third Level 

Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park collaborates with several NGOs with a 

specialization in nature protection such as the Belarus Bird Protection Society (APB), 

Belarusian Public Organization Ecofund and some others. 

There is a permanent and close cooperation between the Initiative Public Group 

"Belovezhskaya Pushcha - 21st Century” and WWF-Poland (Bialowieza) and between 

Protection of Birds in Belarus (APB) and PTOP (North-Podlaskie Association of the 

Protection of Birds) in Poland.  

Some international projects have been conducted in order to strengthen the environmental 

management capacity in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park through increased 
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public awareness and ecotourism development. In 1992-1996 the Global Environmental 

Facility Project “Belovezhskaya Pushcha Forest Biodiversity Conservation” was carried 

out. The project resulted in the development of a new management plan and conservation 

of the forest’s biodiversity. (Luchkov et al., 1997) Some of the management’s actions 

have been already realized. However, according to H. Kozulko, who has been involved in 

this project, practical implementations are proved to be much more difficult as it was 

announced in the GEF final report. As a result, many tasks were not put into practice. It is 

worth mentioning that the idea of the Belovezhsky Ecological Region (BER) has been set 

up in the framework of this project as a partnership between local authorities and 

National Parks in Belarus and Poland. Among the most important lines of further 

development, the public involvement, bioregional approach for conservation measures 

and close cooperation with Polish National Park are discussed. (The Bialowieza Forest, 

2000) 

The International Project “Pushcha without Boundaries” was conducted on both 

Belarusian and Polish sides of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha and funded by the Danish 

Environmental Protection Agency DANCEE. The partners involved in the project were 

the Danish consulting company (COWI) as a coordinator (Bialowieza), North-Podlaskie 

Association of the Protection of Birds (PTOP), Protection of Birds in Belarus (APB) as 

well as Belarusian and Polish National Parks. Among the results of the project was an 

inventory of the cultural objects and monuments as an attempt to demonstrate the cultural 

values of the region. 

The UNDP Belarus-Poland initiative on cross-border cooperation in the Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha was completed in 2003. It resulted in the project on development of ecotourism 

and environmental education in the Belarusian part of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha, based 

on the Polish experience. Following this successful cooperation, another UNDP Project 

Environmentally Sustainable Development in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha Belarus-

Poland Region started in 2004. The key goal of the project is to widen basic legal, 

economic and awareness raising prerequisites for the development of environmentally 

friendly, sustainable livelihoods in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha region in Belarus building 

on the cross-border experience and focusing on agro tourism. (BYE/01/008 Strengthening 
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of the Capacity for Sound Environmental Management in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

National Park Area) 

In the framework of the Tacis Programme introduced by the European Commission in 

1996 the Project on Strengthening Cross-border Cooperation for Regional Development 

in the Trans-boundary Area of the Bialowieza Forest has been started. The objectives are 

to raise public awareness on environmental issues and strengthen public participation in 

regional and local planning, to develop the trans-boundary eco-tourism and public 

information networks as well as capacity building in local governments for public 

participation. 

The project “Enlargement of the wilderness protection zone and World Heritage Site in 

the Belovezhskaya Pushcha (2003-2005) implemented by the Initiative Group 

"Belovezhskaya Pushcha - 21st Century” and funded by WWF-Poland is currently under 

implementation. 

Thus, the completed and ongoing international projects can be regarded as partnerships 

between stakeholders. However, the Administration considers public organizations as 

opponents (not partners) because of their attempts to open the Park for public, ecotourism 

and ecoeducation as well as to draw public attention to the existing threats in the Park. 

(Initiative Group Belovezhskaya Pushcha 21st Century 2004) There is a conflict between 

the National Park Administration and Public Initiation “TERRA-Convention” as well as 

the Initiative Public Group "Belovezhskaya Pushcha - 21st Century”. 

The Web-site developed by the above-mentioned Public Group has begun its work. This 

site is dedicated to providing information about the problems of protection and 

conservation of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park (http://bp21.org.by/en/) as 

well as to organize a community of people who is aware of the problems of nature 

conservation. Therefore, the site and the Forum “Belovezhskaya Pushcha XXI century” 

sets up informational, scientific, patriotic and other purposes. Among the problems 

discussed in the Forum are: capacity of the Research Department, status of National 

Parks in Belarus, problem of the core zone’s enlargement in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

as well as development of tourism including artificial amusement centre of Santa Claus. 
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It is confirmed that the Forum demonstrates the main management problems of the 

National Park. Moreover, in conditions of the administrative dominance such a web-site 

might be considered a “place” where people communicate with each other, discuss and 

share their opinions. It is very important to take into account the conservative mentality 

of the rural community. From my point of view, this community requires leadership and 

training to be more effective. 

The trans-border cooperation between Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park in Belarus 

and Bialowieza National Park in Poland is based on the contacts with the Polish National 

Park Authorities. It has issued proposals to adopt comparable monitoring systems for 

pollution, staff exchanges at different levels. One of the most notable outcomes of this 

cross-border collaboration has been the removal of a two meter high barbed-wire fence 

along the border which presented a hazardous barrier to wildlife movement (Anon, 1991). 

The following table demonstrates the dominance of the National Park Administration in 

all management areas of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park. 

Table 5 

Objectives of National Park 

Management 

Involved Stakeholders and Potential 

Partners 

Preservation of natural complexes National Park Administration, Scientific 

Institutions, Ministry of Natural Resources 

and Environmental Protection, Protection 

of Birds in Belarus (APB) 

Ecological education and training National Park Administration, NGOs 

Preservation of cultural heritage National Park Administration, local 

authorities (Svisloch, Pruzhany and 

Kamenietz District Councils of Deputies), 

NGOs 

Recreational Activity National Park Administration, Visitors 

Running traditionally-based industry and National Park Administration, Collective 
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agriculture  Farms, Forestry 

Nevertheless, in spite of several projects and substantial finance, effectiveness of current 

cooperation is very low. The majority of local residents have never heard about this. In 

order to evaluate the awareness of local residents and adopt best practices to the local 

context the questionnaire concerning the main management problems was conducted 

among the local residents. 

3.4. Local Residents’ Attitudes to the Main Management Problems 

3.4.1. Methods 

This exploratory study gathers empirical data on the opinions and attitudes of local 

residents in National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha. Local residents’ attitudes have been 

analyzed on the basis of subjective estimates. The primary data research was carried out 

by means of a questionnaire, including e-mail interviews and printed questionnaires. The 

on-line forum 'The Belovezhskaya Pushcha XXI century Forum' is considered as a 

secondary data source.  

With regard to questionnaire design, the initial design covers the most significant 

problems of management in the National Park. The sample questionnaire includes 4 

series of questions such as Personal Information, Public Participation, Tourism 

Development and Barriers for Economic Development. It is based on the existing 

questionnaires for National Parks as well as consultations with professionals. 

In the process of the survey, the original form of questionnaire has been shortened. 

Appendix 1 is a copy of the local resident's questionnaire. 

Questionnaires were distributed to the local inhabitants within the National Park 

”Belovezhskaya Pushcha” in the administrative centre of Kamenyuki (later – in the Park) 

and in the transition zone including villages Klepachi, Kotra, Shereshevo during 3 days 

March 29, 30, 31 2005. Questionnaires distributed in Kamenyuki near the shop by the 

method of random sampling (survey of every third person) during 1.5 hours on 29th 

March 2005, and during 4 hours on 30th March 2005. In the transition zone 

questionnaires picked up during a door-to-door survey on 31st March 2005. The 

completed questionnaires were analyzed. 
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As a result, 61 inhabitants were interviewed, 35 questionnaires were filled, including 3 

tourists (57.4% answered). The majority of those persons who refused to fill in a 

questionnaire were women of middle age. In Kamenyuki, the administrative centre of the 

National Park, 39 people were asked, 18 filled questionnaires, including 3 tourists (46.1% 

answered). In the transition zone 22 persons were asked, 17 filled questionnaires (77.3% 

answered). Such a small representation demonstrates the apathy of local residents to 

public participation. 

A sample of this questionnaire has been placed also on the on-line Forum 

“Belovezhskaya Pushcha 21th Century” (http://bp21.org.by/ru/forum). However, I have 

not received any comments for the questionnaire from the Forum. The Forum 

Administrator explains this situation with two reasons. The first reason is that those 

people who are aware of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha and have access to Internet are far 

from the Pushcha and not able to help. Vice versa, those who are able to help either do 

not have access to Internet or are not interested. Therefore, available materials from 

existing projects have been used for analysis. 

Ages, social group, education, place of residence are among the factors that determine the 

stakes of individuals. 

Structure of respondents by age group and level 
of education
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Figure 2. Structure of Respondents by Age Group and Level of Education 
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Analysis of Figure 2 demonstrates the following conclusions. With regard to age 

structure, the pensioners predominate in the Park. Among them the Pushcha is 

traditionally interpreted as a prohibited area. The pensioners consider the nature 

conservation and state support as a way for further development.  

According to the level of education, the high level of education of local inhabitants in the 

National Park can be mentioned. On the other hand, there are a number of people in the 

transition zone who have only primary education. 

According to the sources of income, nearly all respondents identify salary or pension as 

the main source. Besides this, 50 % of respondents have also chosen farming, 30% – 

collection of berries and mushrooms (especially in the transition zone). Sometimes 

residents specify bee-keeping, hunting (shooting), selling of agricultural products, 

scientific research (grants) and work abroad. Thus, the majority of local residents have 

another job in order to earn a living. It creates preconditions for the development of agro-

tourism. 

According to the representative groups of working-age people, the following groups have 

been interviewed: research assistants, forestry officers (2), military personnel (2), 

teachers and other employees of education sphere (4), state employees (6), and 

employees of private sector (3). The most numerous group of state employees (the 

employee of local authority, hydraulic employees, postman from Klepachi, and employee 

of housing services, military personnel, teachers and other employees from the education 

sphere) presents a good capacity for further development. With regard to the question 

about the membership in any public organization (ecological, local, and recreational) 

there is only one positive answer. 

Opinions have been analyzed concerning the most significant problems of management 

of the National Park, such as, public participation, tourism development and barriers for 

economic development. 

3.4.2. Public Participation 

As regards the promotion of the Park, respondents believe that it is not sufficient. This is 

the case both for the Park and the transition zone. 
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It is recognized that resident communities have little input into management decisions. 

However, there are some positive opinions in the Park, whereas there is no positive 

opinion in the transition zone. 

Concerning the question about involvement in caring for the special qualities, twenty 

positive answers have been made, including twelve from the transition zone (Figure 4). 

More often participants are interested in public activities. There the job of tourist guide 

was also mentioned. Among other comments were “business” and “employment in the 

National Park”. 

Regarding the mental attitude to the Pushcha many people responded that (a) 

“Belovezhskaya Pushcha almost feels like a part of me” about the Park. This is the reason 

for attention to Park problems and determination to solve them. However, there were also 

other choices, such as, “I live here because I am employed in the Park” and “I feel 

attached to the site because my family has lived here for a long time”. 

On the other hand, about the transition zone predominant replies were “I feel attached to 

the site because my family has lived here for a long time” and “No any other place can 

give me the same opportunity for my free time”. Therefore, according to this subject, the 

transition zone can be considered as a typical rural area. 

About the important sources of information, the majority of respondents have chosen 

local papers, television, especially in the transition zone. Both in the Park and in the 

transition zone respondents mentioned free sources (Internet, experts) as well as 

respondents’ experiences. Fairly often respondents’ opinions are based on discussions 

with friends or neighbors. It is proved that local residents listen to each other and trust 

each other. 

On the subject of the influence on the development of the National Park, most of the 

participants in the Park as well as in the transition zone consider the National Park 

Authority as the main actor (Figure3). Few respondents chose “local residents” and 

“foreign tourists”. 
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Influence on the NP Management

66%
17%

4%
13%

NP Adm Local Inh Bel Tourists Foreign Tourists

 

Caring for the NP Qualities

61%

30%

9%

Yes No Do not know

 

Figure 3-4. Attitudes of the Local Residents to the Main Problems of Public 

Participation in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park 

Therefore, the analysis reflects that the local residents represent the uncoordinated groups 

of people which are not involved in any activities of the National Park at all. They can be 

considered as a group only because of their occupation. On the other hand, the majority 

of respondents, regardless of the representative group, are willing to be more involved in 

caring for special qualities including public activities. However, sometimes respondents 

have difficulties in choosing ways in which they are willing to be involved. It reflects a 

lack of public participation in the process of the National Park management.  

3.4.3. Development of Tourism 

Concerning the important opportunities for economic development of the National Park, 

this choice becomes a problem for most respondents both in the Park and in the transition 

zone. It reflects the indifferent attitudes of local residents and a lack of incentives for 

further development. The ideas are “nature protection”, “state support”, and “winding-up 

of monopoly”. On the other hand, such uncertain statements such as “to work better”, “to 

establish order”, “more sincere, human manner from the Authority” reveal the will to 

change. However, local residents do not have ideas as to which way these changes should 

be conducted. In another way, more educated Parks’ residents ask for more involvement 

in management whereas conservative rural residents from the transition zone frequently 

reply “to work better”.  

With regard to the increase in the number of tourists, the majority of participants feel that 

the situation in the Park will be improved. Such an opinion is typical for the Park whereas 
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there are as many positive as negative comments in the transition zone. Furthermore, it is 

worth mentioning that there are more positive comments about the increase of foreign 

tourists than Belarusian ones. 

The most significant distinctions between the Park area and the transition zone come 

from the question on information about recreational opportunities in the Park. In case of 

the Park the majority of respondents are familiar with recreational opportunities while 

there are no positive answers in the transition zone. 

According to the existing management plans, the development of hunting activities 

(mainly for foreign tourists) and amusement project “The Santa Claus” are regarded as 

the main ways to develop tourism in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha. Among the local 

residents, most of them are fond of the idea of the Santa Claus residence in the Park 

(Figure 6). However, in the Park there are some other comments such as “expensive and 

no high-quality service”, and “scientifically unfounded place for the Residence”. These 

are confirmed by the tourists’ opinions, too. The point is that those who fill the 

questionnaires do not relate the hunting as well as Grandfather Frost project with the 

National Park, but they prefer to walk or drive through the primeval forest and to admire 

the scenery. 

Increase of Hunting Activities

22%

35%

30%

13%

Yes No changes No  Do not know

 

Santa-Claus Project

74%

13%

9% 4%

Yes No changes No  Do not know

 

Figure 5-6. Attitudes of Local Residents to the Main Problems of Tourism 

Development in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park 

The increase of hunting activities does not incite such interest among local residents 

(Figure 5). The majority of respondents reply that hunting activities should not be 
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increased or no changes are necessary. The negative answers prevail in the transition 

zone. 

Among the favourite outdoor activities, “walk through the forest” and “admiring the 

scenery” are the most popular choices. Other favourite activities include “collection of 

berries and mushrooms”, “camping” and “visits to the Museum and the enclosures”. 

Visits to the Santa Claus Residence and hunting activities have been pointed out, too. 

In conclusion, it can be noted that among the local residents the National Park is 

interpreted as a site of passive tourist activities. One of the possible reasons is that the 

tourists’ opportunities are limited, and there are no other occasions to choose. In general, 

local residents are not familiar with opportunities for tourism development, they merely 

wish to learn the profession of tourist guide. 

3.4.4. Barriers for Economic Development 

Among the main barriers for economic development local residents identify, first of all, 

planning restrictions and poor public support. The “set in ways of working” and “too few 

young people” are also stated. Some respondents refer to a lack of market economy’s 

instruments and depths of the National Park as well as “no real master”. 

The limitation of forestry practices would be supported by most of the respondents both 

in the Park and in the transition zone (Figure 8). 

Limitation of Intensive Farming

48%

13%

17%

22%

Yes No changes No  Do not know

Limitation of Intensive Forestry

79%

17%
4%

Yes No changes No  

 

Figure 7-8. Attitudes of Local Residents to the Problems of Intensive Farming and 

Forestry in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park 
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The limitation of intensive farming (Figure 7) is approved in general but at the same time 

many local residents could not answer this question, especially in the administrative 

centre of Kamenyuki. They reflect also some non-realistic ideas, for example about 

“agro-towns”. 

Finally, the transition zone can be characterized as a typical rural area whereas in the 

Park there is a specific intellectual culture that has to be used for further regional 

development. However, local residents are not familiar with alternatives for National 

Park development, thus, they cannot put their competence in practice. To solve such a 

problem it is important to improve the local environment and involve local people in 

management through, for example, grant aid, projects and partnership. It makes people 

responsible for caring for their environment and gives a sense of “shared ownership”. 

Partnerships with other stakeholders are also relevant with regard to additional funding.  

As mentioned before, the international designations such as the World Heritage Site, the 

Biosphere Reserve, the Important Bird Area, internationally funded projects, and trans-

border cooperation with Bialawieza National Park in Poland create great opportunities for 

National Park development. Furthermore, the opinions of local residents proved their 

wishes to take part in some activities. Nevertheless, taking into account the dominance of 

the Administration, these initiatives are ignored or their effectiveness is minimal. This 

challenge is of great importance in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Finally, analyzing some management practices, one can find that every protected area has 

something valuable to offer to others. In my point of view, lessons from the Peak District 

National Park practice relevant for Belarusian National Parks are as follows: the first 

lesson is called partnership, and the second one is development of tourism. 

The management objectives in the Peak District National Park are conducted through 

partnerships, involving not just the protected area managers and staff, but also 

community representatives, external experts and other stakeholders. The valuable lesson 

from partnership is that it creates transparency in the management process and control of 

inappropriate land use. 

The lesson from tourism development is that tourism and recreational activities produce 

such important values for local residents and regional development as employment, 

additional sources of income, and continuation of traditional culture. Furthermore, 

tourism supports living standards so that people can appreciate and enjoy the National 

Park’s special qualities. 

As for the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park, it has unique opportunities for 

cooperation. The site has a national and international reputation for its unique landscape, 

enhanced by the World Heritage and Biosphere Reserve designation. However, in my 

view, it is clear that nowadays the Pushcha Park is of little interest to the average 

Belarusian but also to local residents because it does not provide adequate living 

standards. There is a lack of jobs for the local population, as agriculture is restricted and 

the existing modest tourist facilities do not need many employees.  

In my opinion, the root of the problem is that the Belovezhskaya Pushcha is merely 

valued as wilderness area whereas the Peak Park is valued for the cultural importance of 

its so-called wilderness. Despite its great potential for developing environmental tourism, 

including good facilities, and relatively intact landscapes, in the Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

National Park little attention is paid to environmental education and promotion of 

traditional culture. 
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Another important point is that the majority of responsibility for the management of the 

National Park, including decision-making in nature preservation, recreational activities, 

and ecological education, belongs to the National Park Administration. It brings the 

National Park to the problem of so-called “symbolic” management. In this case, partner 

relations between Administration and other stakeholders are problematic. 

Decentralization of decision making through the involvement of local communities and 

other stakeholders in the process of planning and management is one of the efficient ways 

of solving potential conflicts.  

The advantage of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha is that it is situated in a frontier zone with 

Poland. In this light, new opportunities emerge through co-operation and partnership 

between Belarusian and Polish National Parks and the development of the Trans-

boundary Protected Area. Creation of the European ecological networks such as Natura 

2000 also provides new partners. Thus, it is important to learn from others and take 

advantage of opportunities today, because it could be too late tomorrow. 

 



 51 

REFERENCES 

All Parks Visitor Survey 1994. 

Anon, 1991. Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park World Heritage Nomination. 

15pp 

BYE/01/008 Strengthening of the Capacity for Sound Environmental Management in 

the Belovezhskaya Puscha National Park Area. 

http://un.by/ru/undp/projects/environment/00032187.html 

CIS (2004) The official web-site of the National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

Administration http://bp.cis.by/ 2004-04-20 

Dartmoor National Park Management Plan 2001. 

Exmoor National Park Management Plan 2001. 

European Models of Good Practice in Protected Areas 2004 Hugh Synge. Published 

by IUCN and the Austrian Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, 

Environment and Water Managemen. 32pp. 

Evaluating Effectiveness. 2000. A Framework for Assessing the Management of 

Protected Areas. No.6. Hockings, M with Stolton, S and Dudley, N. 132p. 

Geoghegan, T& Renard, Y 2002. Beyond community involvement: lessons from the 

insular Caribbean. PARKS Vol 12 No 2. 

Guidelines for Protected Area Management Categories. 2001 IUCN Commission on 

National Parks and Protected Areas with the assistance of the World 

Conservation Monitoring Centre. 

Green, B 1996. Countryside Conservation: Landscape Ecology, Planning and 

Management. 

Haynes, J 1998. Involving communities in managing protected areas: contrasting 

initiatives in Nepal and Britain PARKS Vol 8 No1 

How to create National Park Management Plan, 2002. Edit. Byivolov Y. Moscow. 

(rus) 



 52 

Initiative Group Belovezhskaya Pushcha 21st Century (2004) Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

21st Century http://bp21.org.by/en/ 2005-04-02 

Ira, V 2001 Social, economic and environmental dimension of sustainable 

development in protected areas. Ekológia (Bratislava), Vol. 20 (3). 

IUCN Guidelines for Management Planning of Protected Areas 2003. No 10. 

Thomas, L & Middleton, J. 

Kazulka, H 2000. The concept of biodiversity conservation in Belovezhskaya Pushcha 

National Park, Belarus / EuroMAB 2000 Proceedings. 

Kazulka, H 2001. Belovezhskaya Pushcha Creating a Transboundary Biosphere 

Reserve. 

Law of Republic of Belarus on Special Protected Natural Areas, 1994, 2000. 

Luchkov et al, 1997 GEF Belovezhskaya Pushcha Forest Biodiversity Project. 

MAB-Belarus, 1993. Belovezhskaya Pushcha Biosphere Reserve Nomination Form. 

25pp. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection of the Republic of 

Belarus (1999) http://www.president.gov.by/Minpriroda/bio/ 2005-05-10 

National Parks Review Panel. 1991. Fit for the Future (Report of the National Parks 

Review Panel). 

Net Construct (2003) Official tourism web-site Peak District National Park 

http://www.visitpeakdistrict.com/ 2005-05-14 

PARKS 8 (1) Population and Parks. 

PARKS 12 (2) Local Communities and Protected Areas. 

Partnerships for Protection New Strategies for Planning and Management for 

Protected Areas 1999. Edited by Sue Stolton and Nigel Dudley. Published by 

Earthscan Publications Ltd. 

Peak District National Park Authority (1998) The official web-site of the Peak 

District National Park Authority http://www.peakdistrict.org/ 2005-03-24 



 53 

Peak District National Park Management Plan 2000-2005. 

Phillips, A 2002. World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) Management 

Guidelines for IUCN Category V Protected Areas; Protected 

Landscapes/Seascapes http://iucn.org/themes/wcpa/pubs/pdfs/categoryv.pdf 

Renard, Y., Brown, N.A. & Geoghegan, T. 2001. Integrating stakeholders in natural 

resource management in the Caribbean: guidelines for stakeholder 

identification and analysis. Paper presented at the Regional Conference on 

Community-based Coastal Management in the Caribbean, Merida, Mexico, 

19–21 June 2001. CANARI Communication No. 286. 

Reporting Progress in Protected Areas. A Site-Level Management Effectiveness 

Tracking Tool, 2001. 

Stankey, McCool, Clark & Brown, Institutional and Organizational Challenges to 

Managing National Resources for Recreation: a Social Learning Model. 

Delivering Leisure. Section 4. 

Tarasenok, A 2003. Ecological Tourism and Recreational Land Use in Belarus. 

Minsk, 120 pp. (rus) 

The Bialowieza Forest in the Third Millennium. Challenges for nature conservation 

and sustainable development. Proceedings of the cross-border conference 

(Belarus – Poland, 2000). Editorial board: Onno de Bruijn (The Netherlands), 

Heorhi Kazulka (Belarus), Czeslaw Okolow (Poland). 

Treasures of Belarusian Nature: Areas of International Significance for Conservation 

of Biological Diversity 2002. Edited by Kozylin A. Minsk. 160pp. (bel) 

Tuomas, Vuorio. Information on recreation and tourism in spatial planning in the 

Swedish mountains – methods and need for knowledge. Blekinge Institute of 

Technology. Licentiate Dissertation Series. No. 2003:03. 

UNEP (2001) Protected Area Programme. Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park 

http://www.wcmc.org.uk/protected_areas/data/wh/belovezh.html 2005-03-24 



 54 

USDA Forest Service International Programme (2000) International Seminar on 

Protected Area Management 

http://www.fs.fed.us/global/is/ispam/welcome.htm 2005-03-17 

Wascher, D.M. and Perez-Soba, M. (eds.) 2004. Learning from Transfrontier 

Landscapes – Project in Support of the European Landscape Convention. 

Alterra Wageningen UR, Wageningen, the Netherlands. Alterra report 964. 58 

pp. 



 55 

APPENDIX 1 

What is your view? 

Please, fill in the questionnaire. The results of this survey will assist to reflect back the 

attitudes and values of Belovezhskaya Pushcha’ residents. The special attention is paid to 

views of farmers and landowners who live within the park boundaries. 

I would be very appreciative if you could spend 5-10 minutes completing this 

questionnaire. 

SECTION 1: about you 

1. Please, give the name of your nearest town (village). 

2. How many years do you live here (less than 5, 6-10, 11-15, more than 15). 

3. What is your age group (under 18, 18-35, 35-55, over 55)? 

4. What is the level of your education:  

• basic, 

• secondary, 

• specialized secondary, 

• higher education. 

5. What is the target group you belong to: 

• Administration of National Park, 

• farmers, 

• other resource users (hunting, forestry), 

• commercials, 

• public organizations, 

• scientists, 

• visitors, 

• pensioners, 
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• other, please specify. 

6. What is the important income for you at present? Please mark the 

alternatives in order of value (1, 2, 3): 

• wages (salary), 

• individual farm, 

• private business, 

• picking berries (mushrooms), 

• hunting, fishing, 

• pensioner, 

• other, please specify. 

7. If you are a member of any environmental, countryside or recreational 

organization please specify. 

SECTION 2: towards public participation 

8. The Belovezhskaya Pushcha should be protected as national park: Yes, 

Could be better, No, Don’t know, 

9. In your mind, in what way will the state of the nature in the National Park 

change in future: Make better, No changes, Become worse, Don’t know, 

10. Is enough done to promote the Park: Yes, Could be better, No, Don’t 

know, 

11. Which features and cultural (historical) sites should be protected, please 

specify? 

12. Do you have enough information to have decisions about the Parks future: 

Yes, Could be better, No, Don’t know, 

13. Do you feel that you have been given enough opportunity to present your 

view to the people involved in the National Park management: Yes, Could be 

better, No, Don’t know, 
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14. Are you willing to be more involved in caring for the special qualities: 

Yes, No, Don’t know, 

15. If yes, in what ways are you prepared to be involved: 

• practical action (volunteer), 

• public activities, 

• other, please specify. 

16. How do you feel yourselves about the site of Belovezhskaya Pushcha (Do 

not mix up with National Park)? 

• Belovezhskaya Pushcha almost feels like a part of me: I agree, 

Neutral, I disagree, Don’t know, 

• I feel attached to the site because my family has lived here for a 

long time: I agree, Neutral, I disagree, Don’t know, 

• I live here because I am employed in the Park: I agree, Neutral, I 

disagree, Don’t know, 

• No any other place can give me the same opportunity for my free 

time: I agree, Neutral, I disagree, Don’t know. 

17. Which of the following is the most important source of information about 

the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Park for you: 

• the opinion held by your local authority, 

• your local paper, television or other forms of media, 

• discussions with friends or neighbors, 

• groups or organizations that have provided information to you (for 

example, environmental, countryside or recreational organization), 

• other, please specify. 
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18. Different groups in the society can have different opinions how to care 

about the National Park. In your opinion, which from the following groups of the 

society has most influenced on the development of the National Park: 

• local inhabitants, 

• the Belarusians who visit this area, 

• the Belarusians who do not visit this area, 

• the foreigners who visit this area, 

• the foreigners who do not visit this area. 

SECTION 3: towards development of tourism 

19. In your opinion, what is the most important opportunity for economic 

development of the National Park? 

20. Would you be interested to be employed in tourism sector? In what way, 

please specify. 

21. If the number of Belarusian tourists increase, how would it influence the 

area of National Park: Make better, No changes, Become worse, Don’t know, 

22. If the number of foreign tourists increase, how would it influence the area 

of National Park: Make better, No changes, Become worse, Don’t know, 

23. Do you have enough information about recreational opportunities in the 

Park: Yes, Could be better, No, Don’t know, 

24. Activities for tourists such as hunt (game-shooting) should be increased in 

the site: Yes, No changes, No, Don’t know, 

25. Activities for tourists such as Santa-Clause project should be increased in 

the site: Yes, No changes, No, Don’t know, 

26. Check your favourite outdoor activities in the National Park. Please 

specify. 

27. Are the boundaries of National Park known by local residents/neighboring 

land users and demarcated: Yes, Could be better, No, Don’t know, 
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28. Are the boundaries of functional zones in the National Park known by 

local residents/neighboring land users and demarcated: Yes, Could be better, No, 

Don’t know, 

29. Is access to open countryside in the park is adequate: Yes, Could be better, 

No, Don’t know, 

30. Do you use public transport regularly: Yes; Occasionally; Never; Don’t 

know. 

SECTION 4: identifying threats for development 

31. Barriers for economic development: 

• planning restrictions, 

• poor support / info, 

• limited labour, 

• too few young people, 

• set in ways of working, 

• other, please specify. 

32. Should intensive working practices (e.g. forestry) be discouraged in the 

National Park: Yes, No changes, No, Don’t know, 

33. Should intensive farming be discouraged in the National Park: Yes, No 

changes, No, Don’t know, No reply. 

 

Many thanks for completing this questionnaire 
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APPENDIX 2 

Outline of the e-mail interview from the former Deputy Director on science of the 

National Park “Belovezhskaya Pushcha” Heorhi A. Kozulko 

-I’m doing research on the problem of management in National Parks using the 

benchmark of Yorkshire Dales National Park (England) for Belovezhskaya Pushcha in 

Belarus. 

There is information about GEF project Belovezhskaya Pushcha Forest Biodiversity 

Conservation and some achievements mentioned in “Belovezhskaya Pushcha XXI 

century”-site. 

H. Kozulko: First of all, thank you for interest to Belovezhskaya Pushcha. 

As I understood, you have read the article by Luchkov A. I, Artushevski A. G GEF 

“Belovezhskaya Pushcha Forest Biodiversity Conservation in the book “… in Third 

Millennium” (http://bp21.org.byru/books/gef.html) 

Generally speaking, it would be better to talk to the authors of the article. But I would 

advise you not to waste time on it. You will not get any information from them because 

they are high-ranking officials of Administrative Department. In fact, the authors are not 

scientists although both of them have Doctoral Degree. Thus, they are rather distant from 

the real problems of Belovezhskaya Pushcha and, at the same time, strictly follow official 

point of view. Moreover, I’m rather familiar with the situation, because I took part in this 

project by myself (1992-1996) and was involved in the preparation of the book for GEF 

project. Therefore, I will try to give you necessary information. 

 

-It is also mentioned some projects for strengthening environmental management 

capacity in Belovezhskaya Pushcha through increased public awareness and ecotourism 

development. For instance, the fact that the local residents have being firstly represented 

in the Park steering committee is reported among the first achievements of the GEF 

project. 

H. Kozulko: It is only nice words for the sponsors who financed this project. Actually, 

there is no steering committee in the National Park now, as it never existed before. 
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Probably, invitation of the director of the local school or the head of the collective farm 

on any official celebration once in 3 years might be called “participation” but it is not. 

Actually, nowadays administration is isolated from the local residents and all the 

decisions are taken the lobby of the authorities. There is no sense to speak about public 

participation. 

 

-It is mentioned that project on commercial nature-based tourism has started. 

H. Kozulko: It is also more nice words than real implementation. Some kinds of 

ecotourism have ever been existed in Belovezhskaya Pushcha. During the Soviet period 

recreational activities were limited by the visits of Nature Museum and fenced animal 

enclosures. Since 1991 some tourists’ paths were introduced within Belovezhskaya 

Pushcha. Recently ecotourism is replaced by business-show project “Grandfather Frost 

(Santa-Clause)” that is quite far from the idea of ecotourism. 

 

-Besides, the idea of Belovezhsky Ecological Region (BER) as a contribution to adequate 

management of National Park is mentioned several times. Could you give any comments 

about this project (aims and objects, ways of realization)? 

H. Kozulko: That’s right. This excellent idea proposed by the scientists from Minsk has 

been completely ignored by National Park’s authorities. This scenario implies to involve 

the administrations of nearby communes and local residents to the integral management 

of the region. However, it is still only idea which is far from practice as well as idea of 

Euroregion Belovezhskaya Pushcha... 

However, you should have in mind, that there are many things declared just on the paper, 

while many of them are turned into fiction and formalities. That’s why you have to 

distinguish between them. If you are doing you research in the prestigious school, you 

should follow the scientific approach, because science still be science. 


