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[. Introduction

After presentation of our expert report in 2006tite Group of Specialists concerning the renewathef
European Diploma for the Belovezhskaya PushchaoNaltiPark, we could follow the discussions withie t
Group. As the renewal was postponed until a manageplan was established, the secretariat of then€bof
Europe appointed us as a consultant for a peesweni the management plan.

The Contract nr. 138/09 was signed 25.09.09

(1) Terms of reference

Article 1. Nature of services and work completi@ted

1.1 The Consultant undertakes, on the conditiatithin the limits and in the manner laid down byrgoon
agreement hereafter excluding any accessory vagsaément to:

- peer-review, in cooperation with the members had Group of Specialists on the European Diploma of
Protected Areas, the 10-years management plan efBilovezhskaya Pushcha National Park-Belarus
(European Diploma site) (T-PVS/DE (2009)15).

1.2 The Consultant undertakes to submit to then€Cibéor editing the final version of his reporttiater than

30 November 2009.

(2) Documents available

(1) tpvsdel5 09 _eng: Management plan for Belovezhskajfaishcha National Park (Belarus) Expert
report by Ms Lyudmila DIMITROVA (Bulgaria) presented in March 2009 at the Group of
Specialists, European Diploma of Protected Areasl(@ctronic version was received 27.11.09)

(2) THE MANAGEMENT PLAN National Park "Bielovezha Pushcha» 2 parts, pdf,in Russian
(received 8.12.09) (thennexesare not included) the date of the plan is unci2@@8.
In this report we refer to the plan as ‘MP2008’

(3) FEASIBILITY AND TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE MANAGEME NT OF THE

BELOVEZHSKAYA PUSHCHA NATIONAL PARK  (document ‘ManPlan’ COE, summer 2008)
(received 10.12.09)

(4) T-PVS/DE (2009) 20 inf: Non renewal resolutions dBialowieza National Park and Belovezskaya
Pushcha National Park
presented 2-3/03/2009, Group of Specialists Ewoi@ploma of Protected Areas

(5) The situation of 2 European Diploma sites: Bialowiea and Belovezhskaya Pushcha National
Parks: e-mails between UNESCO and COE (Frangoise BAUERjated 5 and 10/11/2009

(6) Official letter to the Council of Europe Strasburg signed by Heorhi Kazulka, Valery Dranchuk,
Inessa Zenina & Vladimir Datskevich. Dated 20.10220

(7) Annual report Belovezhskaya Pushcha National Parkdr 2009

(8) “The Forest of Hope Appeal” Summary of the reports of the expert working groups.
Prepared by Onno de Bruijn (Vereniging Natuurmonutee, the Netherlands); August 2006

(3) General situation and zoning of BelovezhskayauBhcha National Park
The situation in 2006 represented following zoffigsres inbold and italics are from Management Plan 2008
(1) wilderness protection zone, incl. World Heritagee$80.000 ha30,679

(2) regulated nature zone (52.782 B#)318
(3) regulated recreation zone (6.140 RAB9
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(4) economic activity zone (74.583 h&j,226 ?
(5) game forestry zone ‘Shereshevskoye’ (10.000 ha)
(6) support (buffer) zone (90.000 ha; 60.000 with ragahs)

- For first 3 categories new figures are presente®lP 2008, showing increase of protection zones and
recreation area; the figure for economic activitpe is not clear from the Russian text.

- New functional zones allocation are announced@annual report 2009 indeed and are envisagedwith
the actual Management Plan; the realisation nedajstation of legal decisions.

. Introduction to the peer review

(1) The basic recommendation under the European Dipma of the Council of Europe:

Establish and implement a peer reviewed 10 yearagament plan for the Belovezhskaya Pushcha National
Park, including the adjacent zones with internadilby recognized nature values, and taking into aodo
among others, the conclusions of the “Forest of ¢léppeal”;

A group of scientists, including the National Pagpresentatives and the representatives of vasositific
organizations have elaborated a Plan of managmdl#tional Park for the period of 10 years.

The Plan has been endorsed by the expert appdiptdte Committee of the Diploma of the Council ofr&pe
(mrs L Dimitrova, Bulgaria), have been endorsethatgovernment level (Ministry of Natural Resoureesl
Environment Protection) and approved, whereupon seg to the Council of Europe for a final expert
evaluation. During the current year the manageplant implementation have started.

(2) In the documenttpvsdel5 09 eng, L. Dimitrova specifies the work done to support he successful
preparation of a Management plan for Belovezhskay®&ushcha National Park and the outputs as follows:

In co-operation with the Administration of the Patke mission took place in the period 15.09-12008:

1.To check the elaboration and structure of the dnaftagement plan prepared by the AdministratichePark;

2.To verify that the proposed management plan compligh European standards’ requirements in thel fiél
protected areas management and corresponds tmtketion requirements of the Park;

3.To prepare the final interim plan (action plan);

4.To develop the vision and objectives of the Manag@rilan.

5.Provide a Mission Report by ¥8November 2008 outlining activities undertaken andviding a series of
recommendations.

The reportpvsdel5 09 engby L. Dimitrova has the following contents

1 ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN

1.1. Meetings with stakeholders and MP staff

1.2. Workshop on the structure

1.3. Workshop on the vision development

1.4. Workshop on the Interim /action plan preparati

2. PROBLEMS AND ISSUES IDENTIFIED

3. RECOMMENDATIONS GIVEN

ANNEX 1 Reference for Implementation of MP Struetu
ANNEX 2 Interim/action plan — final version

-> In this peer review, we mainly envisage the evadneof the follow-up given t@ 1.3: vision development.
§ 1.3: vision development:

(1) What the National park will be like in 20 -30 years

(2) Local, national and international conservation @ptes and standards.

(3) What is good to be conserved and how it will begafrded and improved.

(4) Socially, economically and environmentally aspeéthe use of resources

(5) How the site can contribute to the improved welf@rtocal people.

(6) Strategic management principles which are unlikelghange
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Results — The Vision will be developed based ostayg information. The core team will prepare thieiview
format and will summarize the results into the Mgaraent plan.

Annex 1 to this repotpvsdel5 09 engpresentsGuide for Implementation of MP Structure
=> In this peer review we compare the final managemkm (MP2008 Russian version) with these gui@slin
(3) Finally, the report tpvsdel5 09 eng formulated the following RECOMMENDATIONS (Annex 1)

Structure of the Management Plan:

(1) Restructuring of the descriptive part accordingititerim plan (Annex 2).

(2) The existing and approved national “Law for the lBezhskaya Pushcha National Park» have to be the
base for the directive part of the Management plan.

(3) The descriptive part is to long and contents infation not necessary for the operational work ofRhek
Administration. It should be clearer, if possittetable form. The detail information can be congidieas
an annexe to the MP (Annex 1).

(4) The National Park, like any big protected territaigpresents a unique laboratory in the open fegrde
scientific studies on regional, national and inégional scale. Some of the scientific projects psmal in
current version of the MP2008 can be listed withdetails. They may be implemented if funding is
ensured anytime during the period of action of Rhen, but they are not priority for the managenw#nt
the park.

(5) All funded programmes and projects should have siscaess criterion, the economic and environmental
sustainability of enterprises and activities essiield.

(4) The translated Management Plan ( FEASIBILITY AND TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE
MANAGEMENT OF THE BELOVEZHSKAYA PUSHCHA NATIONAL PARK") (doc ‘ManPlan’)

This document is not a strict translation of thenagement plan and follows a different order of ¢chip It is
not dealing with the Policy part of MP2008 neithé&fe do not recognise the author of this report,therdate.
However, it is important to mention its main objees.

The management Plan in particular seeks:

1. To restore and preserve the authentic “mosditti@Park’s landscapes, animal and vegetation aamtias,
first of all by restoring natural hydrological pesses.

2. To provide for rehabilitation of natural processn old woods, ensuring their long-term reget@mnan the
historic area of the Pushcha following the increafsés protected status.

3. To restore and maintain the Pushcha’s authemitenotic structure, through a combination of eowative
and active protective measures, including rehaliiib of indigenous species at risk, and restmictibalien and
aggressive ones.

4. To develop and implement actions for consermatiorare and endangered flora and fauna habitats.

5. To restore and maintain the necessary levalatession on lowland bogs, ecologically connectek large
woodlands.

6. To reduce the impact of the recreation activitthe Park.

7. To optimize hunting and fishing activity.

8. To improve the monitoring of ecosystems and ibErdity elements, particularly old forests, aslveal the
effect of bog reclamation.

9. To raise awareness of the population in theonatipark area with regard to conservation and gemant
policies.

The doc ManPlan discusses items in the followirgdausions:

1. Feasibility
2. Terms of reference:
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3. Existing challenges, their origins and possgaitions

3.1 Degradation of the hydrological regime in tlastp

3.1.1. Artificial transformations of streams an¢krs

3.1.2. Decreasing ground water level (GWL) as altex bog reclamation both in the Pushcha andcaaja
territories

3.1.3. Decreasing GWL as a result of creation tificial water reservoirs

3.2 Degradation of flora

3.2.1 Dynamic processes in Norwegian spruce-conthiwoods

3.2.2 Non-regeneration of pine in pine woods

3.2.3 Non-regeneration of oak (and of some othecisg) in old broadleaved woods

3.2.4 Disrupted succession in ash-containing wasds result of drying

3.2.5 Non-regeneration of sessile oak (Quercusea)r decreasing quota of some rare species

3.2.6 Remaining isolated populations of the whit¢Abies alba) threatened

3.2.7 Shrinkage of oligotrophic sphagnum pine waasla result of their transformation

3.2.8 Spontaneous expansion of invasive alien spetipplanting indigenous vegetative communities

3.3 Threat to indigenous animal populations

3.3.1 Isolation of big ungulate (i.a. bison) popilas in the Belarusian and Polish parts of theoBethskaya
Pushcha

3.3.2 Overpopulation of ungulates as a result tefnisive biotechnical methods

3.3.3 Carnivores-related challenges: the wolf

3.3.4 Decreasing grouse (Galliformes) populations

3.3.5 Diminishing population of aquatic warbler (dcephalus paludicola) as an indicator of lowlamds
condition

3.4 Recreational use of the Pushcha territory

3.4.1 Risks arising from tourist and recreatiortivity

3.4.2 Damage to and pollution of nature as a red@hvironmental law violations.

This English summary (?) is a good compilation presents specific points of view
(a) good ecological knowledge and considerations;

(b) objectively represented facts

(c) far-reaching recommendations are expressed

- The paragraph on recreation and hunting seems immmplete and unsatisfactory.

-> In this document no reference is made to an estaegt of the strictly protected "wilderness zortagjtfest
protection area). This would be the most imporgarsitive development of the last 5 years.

lll. Preliminary Review of the Management Plan
(1) Comments on the overall structure of the MP 2(®

- Comparing the content suggestedpmsdel5 09 eng and the structure of the MP 2008, we can confirm
that most of the items have been duly describelde. drder of some sections has been altered, kutstimot
causing problems.

A wide variety of data is presented, many of themarised in tables. However, the origin of thes ds not
always clear (but probably to be found in the Ares®). Thus the evaluation of their scientific gyalemains
difficult.

A remark was mentioned by Dimitrova tipvsdel5 09 eng that some of the descriptive parts are too long and
the relevance of some details was questioned.atikize to bring together data in Tables has bekowfed
quite well. We appreciate that as much availabta da possible were summarised in tables, as thisnake
comparison with future developments more accurate.



T-PVS/DE (2010) 13 -6-

(2) Comments on the content of different sectionsiMP2008
A. The descriptive sections in PART 1

1. General information

2. Chapter Physico-geographic terms

3. Chapter Biotic Characteristic, Vegetation, Flora Fauna

Here valuable and relevant information is preseinted ‘classic’ subdivision of items. The abiotiadic data
are most relevant. We especially appreciate thdtdhggy, hydrographical networks and ecologicaket$ of
changes in water regimes in the surrounding larescare described in detail. These changes caluseddst
dramatic deterioration of ecosystems indeed, alsbéd strict protected zones.

The vision to restore, mitigate or compensate thesses (future measures?) needs this scientifienpmning
very much. We hope that the political will is preseo effectively change some negatively influegcéifects
from the surrounding economic land-use.

In the description of Biota (esp. § 3.2 and 3.3pantant attention is paid to flora and fauna ineaological

context. However, some relations of human intereast(direct or indirect) are probably subject &tetmined

assessments, rather than pure and objective defacts and correlations. Distribution of treeesjes

abundance and rarity is interesting, but the typplof soil vegetations is mostly as important asibdicator

of habitat quality. The interest in the tree-lagéthe forest habitat reveals that forestry is ab@r®d as a most
basic interest, rather than nature conservaticssuel. Especially statements on all activities esldb forestry

are to be carefully reviewed later (with Englishrislation).

The same holds for sections on population regulatiolarge mammals through hunting. The relatiotwieen
grazing of animals and natural regeneration of disrecan be differently interpreted following ditet
statements and experiences expressed in a widetyafiliterature. Notably the role of parasitesl aliseases
(bark beetle) and the management of forests affdayethis plague is controversial. Interesting stegement
on changes of forest compositions as a resultyahgiand of grazing.

Apart from the detailed description of forest vediens, the utmost importance of peat bogs, marahes
related habitats gets relevant attention and descdptions indeed. Here the hydrological changese direct
losses in biodiversity more rapidly and large-scakgoration measures need priority. Ecologicatession is
rapidly disturbed and causes loss of vulnerable rangl habitats. Therefore it is relevant that dpton of
different plants species groups is included (alsmfand mosses etc.)

Among the fauna elements large herbivores and \aaes receive most attention, as well as some itapbr
bird species, fish, amphibians and invertebrates Ktter groups, esp. insects are quite well inyat®d and
represent important bio-indicators). However, thenher of species mentioned as indicators oughteto b
extended explicitly with much more priority or rethta flora and fauna elements. We appreciate the
presentation of distribution maps, long-term poparachange graphs etc. as a useful basic infoomatiere

the discussion on ecological mechanisms and orirfguas a population regulation measure and in foncif
recreation ffophies!)is most relevant but sometimes difficult to predaran objective way (in most countries
hunting bag statistics are not always reliable).

The chapter 4 presents information on socio- economic aspeots @ultural history. Important data are
collected on the economic importance of logginigstrating this function of large areas of the &réNith a
new saw-mill installed at Kameniuki the need fdeirsive cutting increased, and we have the impredbiat
this determines the volume of removed trees muctertitan the ecological management needs. Fighhstgai
bark beetle still seems to be used as a pretextutings, even in old grown forests parts thatedess full
protection.



-7- T-PVS/DE (2010) 13

Some sections follow on agriculture, road and parnsnetwork amelioration, local settlements andnan
population. Unfortunately the utmost negative dfeaf the fast pavement (asphalt!) of rural traeks not
mentioned or evaluated, although it is clear thet will soon disturb even the most remote partthefforest.
Extensive historical description is brought togethe § 4.4: History of environmental managementthie
territory of the Pushcha.

This information is interesting but is not so muelevant for the nature management plan s.s. sitsthige ?
However, archaeological objects and some data aditivn of forestry can explain later choices for
management in view of respecting such values indé@&is aspect of traditional landscapes and human
communities in relation to natural environment isast valuable subject of ecotourism, but it isrextely
difficult to maintain authenticity with increasingsitors in remote settlements.

The importance of the long-term scientific reseaechvell illustrated and the function of the Belaliskaya
Pushcha as an open field laboratory is stresseslrdgults of manifold investigations are quite iegzive and
represent a firm basis for future management ogtioteed.

The Chapter 50n evaluation of the old grown forest as a managgrobject in an international context shows
the importance at European and even global lewslei@l aspects discussed above are summarise@é\aeal r
some motivations for priorities that the authostigive to the National Park: restoration of hydgylo
maintenance of forestry functions and hunting @@, fight against exotic species, protectionrarfe and
vulnerable habitats etc.

In some sections of this chapter the goods andcesrdelivered by the National Park as an ecosystem
discussed. They deliver an important argument felf planned conservation, but the amount of distode by

the economic use of these goods and services gyofadds more careful analysis. How far can fumstisuch

as intensive tourism (Manor of Father Frost, Htedgriculture, hunting, fishing, collecting musbras etc.

continue when situated in the core areas of eces\gsthat need careful protection?

Relocation of some activities (Manor!), volume o§¢ing and other actual priorities must become estilpf
discussions and considerations for ecologicallyndolong term management. Also ecotourism needsto g
restrictions, if not the line of least resistandk soon overtaking nature conservation interests!

The paragraphs on rarity and vulnerability of repreaative ecosystems clearly show the risks folewéigg the
carrying capacity of the forest as a whole. Fortelyaattention is also paid to education as a dgwiorce for
changing human attitudes towards nature and imgaevareness among the local population.

Most important and relevant Table 5.3at the end of Part 1: the annotated listing ofdlenents or habitats
that are of European importance, referring to theogean Habitat directive.

So far the descriptive part 1.
B. The Policy part of the Management Plan 2008
The evaluation and peer review of this part remdifficult, as the translation into English is |aay.
The Policy part of the MP 2008 has a few chaptéraling with:
Vision and long-term objectives
Directions for implementation of projects
Adjustment of functional Zoning
Bottlenecks for achieving objectives

Follows a discussion on the Working Plan 2010 arferences to literature and documentation.

Chapter 6 & 7
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The way this Policy part 2 is worked out is clead anteresting because it is based upon the stdisear
presentation and ecological viz. social and econ@waluation.

However, the need for different and adapted managéenools for a sustainable maintenance of the evhol
ecosystem in its historic diversity context needsarelaboration. Also the goods and services fostntems
are discussed, causes and consequences or ingikatie summarised, and possible actions mentiéwgdn
some warnings and broader outline is needed teeptdtiat ‘improved use’ is not developing into ‘owsage’

of the Belovezhskaya Pushcha.

Five importaniong-term objectivesare formulated:

1. Conservation of the natural heritage of Belogkalga Pushcha

2. The development of sustainable recreation amdsto in the region of Belovezhskaya Pushcha

3. Development of scientific research on forest wetland reference ecosystems and their compofexitss
Is very important, but how independent are scienirsexpressing their findings, visions and cosidns?)

4. Formation of ecological consciousness amongiaffiesidents and visitors of the National Park

5. The search for sustainable use of stress eemsyatf Belovezhskaya Pushcha and their implementéti
practice of work for the local population

For each long-term objective a number of specifiks or ‘tracks’ is clearly listed.

- The completeness of this approach could not yeadsessed but we probably miss the discussion on
lowering forestry, fishing and hunting pressure dne considerations on relocation of activitieshwitigh
ecological impact. Potential (economic) values emiastraints are dealt with in separate sections.

Chapter 8 discusse$Adjust functional zoning’

Because of its integrity and heterogeneity, histdrparts of the forest needs the consistent egiit of
conservation measures, despite anthropogenic tranafion in the past and disturbances caused by
natural factors. This statement is used to conglidfarent zonation for the forest, announcing tthet status of
wilderness cannot be given to a very large extente§s the ‘Forest of Hope' appeal).

Fig 3.1 gives future zonations, but comparison hih actual situation is still to be assessed, nigipg on the
description of rules in each separate zone.

Unfortunately, it seems that the great need farrthér significant extension of the ‘wilderness eofafter the
2004 decision) is replaced by extending the ‘nategeilated zone’, which means that here naturetishe first
aim, but again forestry interests can prevail untiercover of so called conservation. Again moeaicknd
strict ecologically sound guidelines are essential.

Chapter 9 (Directions for implementation of projecs)

We cannot evaluate if principles and basic visimos previous chapters are fully respected in #pigroach.
We see that again logging gets specific attentidrich is comprehensible as a source of incomeweubhave
no sight in which way this income is used for sursthle conservation.

Chapter 10 discusses the operative work plan for 2@.

The present work plan includes activities whichsrieeduled for implementation as of 2009.
It concerns long-term objective 1, 2 and 4 but dugisndicate the operations at the real long tmor 10y).

Chapter 11

Assessing the final considerations on monitoriegorting etc. needs a full translation of this ieect

IV. Comparison of the Management Plan and the Framsork proposal (documenttpvsdel5 09 )
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As far as we can evaluate by lack of detailed tedios, the items to be discussed and the ordénaxfe items
as suggested in the reptpvsdel5_09is fairly respected, including the last chapterchhgives an analysis of
the results of the implementation and revisionho$ imanagement plan scheduled at the end of 2013:20
taking into account that the revised managemenmt gdaers the period from 2014 - 2018.

How far the long-term aims and principles from dagre duly recognised in the practical approadmimual or
short-time planning is to be discussed when tréionslas available.

V. Concluding remarks

(1) In general it is not yet clear how far the awifes will or can ensure the realisation of tled-term
objectives and specific actions elaborated in MB20Bis needs considerable and spedtifidgetsbased upon
‘translation’ of assessed costs for each task @oracAlthough the income from some activities Hmesen
evaluated, it is clear that the management of tgoNal Park is not self-supporting.

An overview of the budget is presented in Table 1pgether with some comments. (Annex

(2) we were not able to evaluate the managementgdaa whole, because this needs a complete tiansla
even when only summaries of each chapter coulddsepted, we then could finalise the requestedrpeew
on a more appropriate basis.

(3) at the time of signing the contract for thispeeview, we were expecting a doctors degree studem
Belarus at Ghent University, who could assist ans$tation. Unfortunately, the project was canceled-
November, before we got the original Russian vergib the Management Plan. We helped ourselves by
automatic translations via internet (unclear andy viitme consuming!), but technical terms could et
recognised at all.

(4) the Management plan of 245 pages has also aeoh Annexes (at least 20) that we did not rezeind of
which also the list of contents is missing .

(5) We are not yet able to formulate well-groungeabosals for recommendations; as agreed by thetaeat,
this could be the result of our consultations waitts L. Dimitrova and mr O. Biber.

In order to maximise the input of questions and vierpoints we include in Annex 4 information received
from other colleagues and references to internetn annex 5 we summarise some further personaltiques
and comments for the discussion..

VI. ANNEXES

Annex 1: Table of contents: comparison A (transl.rbom Russian Man.Pl. text) and B (report from L.
Dimitrova: T-PVS/DE (2009) 15

Annex 2: Budget Table and comments on the proposextimates of expenditures
Annex 3 Official letter to the Council of EuropeStrasburg, 20.11.2009 by Belarus stakeholders

Annex 4 Further experts’ questions and comments fodiscussions with Olivier Biber and Ludmila
Dimitrova before finishing the review report
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Annex 1
A
CONTENT (transl. from Russian Man.PI. text)

DESCRIPTIVE PART

1. General Information 4
1.1. Location ruutmeetreid ,and composition national
land Park

«Bielovezha Pushcha» 5
1.2. Regulatory the legal framework 7
1.3. Acting functional Zoning 7
1.4. Operating programmes and projects 14
1.5. "Shareholders» 15
2. Physico-geographic terms 18
2.1. Geological and topography 18
2.2. Climate 19
2.3. Hydrology and hydrography 20
2.4. Soll 43
2.5. Landscapes 44
3. Biotic Characteristic 49
3.1. Structure and description habitats 49
3.2. Vegetation and flora 51
3.2.1. Tavay the characteristic vegetation 51
3.2.2. Forest and fruticosa vegetation 52
3.2.3. Lugovaya str. and bolotnaya vegetation 72
3.2.4. Flora 77
3.2.5. Components vegetation, relevance for key
species and biotic groups 83
3.3. Fauna and the population of animals 89
3.3.1. Tavay the characteristic fauna 89
3.3.2. Key groups of invertebrates 89
3.3.3. Vovisssi 95
3.3.4. Amphibians and reptiles 97
3.3.5. Birds 98
3.3.6. Mammals 114
4. Socio- Economic and cultural history information
131
4.1. Economic activities 131
4.2. Road- transport network 134
4.3. Population 135
4.4. History environmental management in the
territory Pushchawithin 135
4.5. History- cultural objects 138
4.6. Scientific studies 139
5. Evaluation of the different aspects 146
5.1. Biological and landscape diversity 146

5.2. Representative and representativeness 147
5.3. Naturalness and the degree of naruSennosti

148
5.4. Rarity and uniqueness 151
5.5. Vulnerability 153

5.6. Viability and the potential recovery 155

-10 -

B
From T-PVS/DE (2009) 15
Structure and contents of the plan

PART O INTRODUCTION

PART 1 DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF THE
PARK

GENERAL INFORMATION

1.1. Location and borders

1.2. Fund and administrative affiliation

1.3. Legal status

1.4. Ownership

1.5. Management structure

1.6. Existing projects

1.7. Existing functional zoning and regimes

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ABIOTIC FEATURES
1.8. Climate

1.9. Geology and geomorphology

1.10. Hydrology and hydro-biology

1.11. Soils

BIOLOGICAL FEATURES
1.12. Vegetation and habitats

1.13. Forest tree vegetation

1.14. Flora

1.15. Fauna

CULTURAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC
CHARACTERISTICS

1.16. Usage of the park and socio-economic aspects
1.17. Current use of the adjacent territories

1.18. Cultural and historical heritage
1.19. Landscape
1.20. State of the environment

FIRST EVALUATION
1.21. Ecological evaluation



5.7. Manageability and social- economic potential

158
5.7.1. General control the habitats and and types

158
5.7.2. Income from land use 159
5.7.3. Capacity use man 168
5.8. Incurment attractive 176
5.9. List the main features territory 176
POLICY PART
6. Vision and long-term objectives 185
6.1. Prolongé the vision of the national Park"
Bielovezha Pushchax» 185

6.2. Long-term management objectives 185

7. Bottlenecks for achieving objectives 186

8. Adjustment functional Zoning 196

9. Directions for implementation of projects 200

10. Working Plan 2010 239

11. Final considerations 242

Literature and documentation
Applications

-11 -

T-PVS/DE (2010) 13

1.22. Social and economic evaluation

1.23. Potential value of the protected territory

PART 2 VISION, LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES AND
CONSTRAINTS

2.1. Vision
2.2. Long-term objectives

2.3. Management constraints and threats

SECOND EVALUATION
2.4. EFFECT OF CONSTRAINT ON LONG TERM
OBJECTIVES

PART 3 ZONING, NORMS, REGIMES, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1. Zoning

3.2. Regimes and norms

PART 4 OPERATIONAL TASKS AND PRESCRIPTIONS
4.1. Defining the priorities

4.2. Operational tasks

4.3. Programs and projects/activities

4.4. Middle —term work plan

PART 5 MONITORING AND REVIEW OF THE
MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION

5.1. Review of the goals

5.2. Review of the tasks
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Annex 2: Budget Table and comments on the proposexttimates of expenditures

The budget as represented in Table 1 below givespiirposes or headlines (1-5) for the future efMational
Park, followed by the policy aspects (6) on longri@bjectives, repeating those aims.
Each of these items are grouping subdivisionseémh of which a budget is mentioned.

From these figures it becomes clear that an efidrbe undertaken for the future management ofNie with
a total amount 084920 million BYR (equivalent t@B.680.431 € ).

Looking at the relative repartition of those budgetpressed as percentages, most strikingly isativatst 75%
goes to tourism and recreation development.

1) Conservation only receives 12%, including the ®¥otechnical support (an extra 3,7% is for a gtod
mammal introduction: Brown Bear and Tarpan).

2) Tourism and recreation receive % of the totaldau(!), which indicates the great risks for depetents that
will override the carrying capacity of the NP at&lsurroundings.

3) Research items are restricted to 5,4% with gnthe 3,7% to be added for introduction studiess tatio
does not seem very justified as so many aspectsigiue biodiversity need thorough studies and sgeci
introduction is only of subordinate importance €éwen to be excluded)

4) Social aspects only receive 2% of the total letidgchanging human attitudes with respect to eatund
environment needs consistent long-term educatjpeciic actions at a broad basis, which needs ntarger
budgets

5) Sustainable use actions only are worth less t¥an with this amount the badly needed ‘alterrativ
agriculture with respect to the nature values priesannot be encouraged at all.

6) Development of special protection measurestisidered of minor importance and receives <1%!

In conclusion, we must summarise the following remarks:

- With a total National park area of 152.962 ha, thislget is far too low for making real progress in
conservation, as this only represents on avera§e222 BYR/ha or an equivalent of 56,75 €/ha (or
83,2 CHF/ha)!

- When 75% of the total budget would be exclusivelgrd on tourism outside the wilderness zone, a
total area of 122.283 ha will receive support o4225,3 BYR/ha, an equivalent of 53,2 €/ha (or 78,0
CHF/ha)

- We do not know if these figures represent annupépditures or total budgets for 5 years.

- The proposed division among the chapters mentieedt representing the priority needs for nature
conservation of the NP:

o the majority of funds will be spend on developmtbiat are only justified at a limited and rather
local level, taking into account the vulnerabiligd unique ecological value of the NP and its
surroundings

0 in this budget, there are no figures given on inedrom forestry, hunting and fishing; these
income need to (partly) return to the conservatieeds of the NP;

0 even more: the diminution of income from traditiboamodern forestry is to be compensated
through important temporary funding of adapted ecaie activities

- The most important priority is restoration of hyigy: the budgets listed are not at all in linehathe
expected needs and the secondary social aspeagtse{ecation of agriculture)

- Itis not clear if specific labour costs (managetsaff, wardens, scientific personnel, educatitalf
etc) is included in the budget table (post 1.61#%; must be clearly specified as a separate item.

- We miss specific priority projects worked out witkalistic budgets. We therefore again refer to the
conclusions of the ‘Forest of Hope Appeal’ in whigatiority actions are described which were agreed
by all stakeholders.

(see budget posts and figures in Table 1 below
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Table 1

BUDGET Belovezhkaya Pushcha

1. Protection of the natural heritage of the Belovehkaya Pushcha Million

rubles %
1.1. Restoration and support of the natural hydyiokd regime: 425 1,2
1.2. Restoration and support of the natural strectdi the original natural communities
of the forest: 240 0,7
1.3. Conservation and rehabilitation of the impattaare and endangered indigenpus
species (incl. 1300 for the study of potentialaduiction of the Tarpan and Brown bed?75 6,5
1.4. Development and functioning of an effectivesteyn for the monitoring of
ecosystems and the main components of the envimnme 455 1,3
1.5. Upgrade of the international protection statuthe Belovezhkaya Pushcha 55 0,2
1.6. Material-technical support of the managementises and entities 2100 6,0

2. Development of sustainable recreation and toums in the region of the
Belovezhkaya Pushcha

2.1. Development of a tourist product 50 0,1
2.2. Development of tourism infrastructure 25730 73,7
2.3. Informational and methodological support @ thurism 800 2,3

3. Development of scientific studies on the foreand wetland ecosystems and thejr
components
3.1. Organisation of studies on the ecosystem$i@fPushcha, their components and
environmental factors on a modern scientific anthodological basis 1020 2,9
3.2. Publication of scientific and vulgarizing tiggure on the Belovezhkaya Pushcha 860 2,5
4. Raising ecological awareness and a cautious appch to the natural
environment, to interested parties, including thdocal population and the visitors
of the National Park

4.1. Strengthening of contacts between the NatiBagk and the Community: 30 0,1
4.2. Increase of the environmental awareness ahteeested parties 325 0,9
5. Find ways for a non-exhaustive use of the resatgs of the Belovezhkay
Pushcha ecosystems and their implementation in thénterests of the loca
population

j*)

5.1. Sustainable agricultural practice in the regibthe Belovezhkaya Pushcha 60 0,2
5.2. Sustainable purchase of non-wood products 95 0,3
5.3. Restoration of traditional crafts 50 0,1
5.4. The mark Belovezhkaya Pushcha 50 0,1

The policy part
6. Objectives and long-term challenges

6.1. The system of special protection measures: 300 0,9

Total budget 34920 100,0

EURO conversion 8.680.431
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Annex 3 Official letter to the Council of EuropeStrasburg, 20.11.2009 by Belarus stakeholders

Official letter to the Council of Europe
Strasburg, 20.11.2009

Dear Ms. Francoise Bauer,
Dear experts, colleagues, and friends!

Environmentalists and democratic public of Belaarsd residents of the area of the National Park
"Belovezhskaya Pushcha" are deeply concerned faymears about the situation on a European Dipltma
the national park. We, independent experts andl lactivists who subscribed to this letter, consites
Diploma as a very important tool to stimulate natysrotection and to regulate the management in
Belovezhskaya Pushcha. And we actually see sommiveosesults in nature protection getting from the
Diploma's recommendations, especially from the @toces on its renewal.

The previous year and especially this year gavéndependent Belarusian public activists, small dpuatd
hope for the better future of Belovezhskaya PusliBreowieza Forest), a World Heritage Site andriagural
treasure of Belarus. It first of all concerns tharmce given us radically to change the unscierdriid bad forest
management in Belovezhskaya Pushcha causing aammge to the natural ecosystems of the primary
character. This chance is given due to the sitnaiound the Diploma's renewal which was postpanésiv
years ago for the period until all recommendatiaiisbe done in full measure.

Last year and this yeave did appreciate the informationthat the first draft management plan for the
national park and the draft outlines for the nezarg finally appeared and got publicly accessibe.consider
it as a very important step to achieve understandimd to make a big progress in the field of natmd
biodiversity conservation in Belovezhskaya Pushchihis is because there was no many-sided and
scientifically-well management plan in the natiopatk before. We see that the big work was donenaaaly
experts and bodies took part in preparation ohtheagement plan. Our analyses revealed that thagearent
plan covers many important issues of nature coaserv including the most dramatic problems in the
Belovezhskaya Pushcha forests and, in generay @gobd-made. Of course, some points are discussible
ambiguous and even discrepant. Nevertheless, tteepat considered by us as more important as fitteofa
preparation of the management plan in itself. S®swuggest that this management plan can be acdaptbe
CE experts after making some remarks for its imenosnt.

However,we are warring very much about another thing whether this plan will be a real tool for
implementation and improvement in the style of ngmaent in Belovezhskaya Pushcha, or it will becomig
a "dead-paper" to make "the colourful facade" anddver the existed miss-management and adventimism
the forest.

Unfortunately, many events happened during this andast years give us many arguments to think
that the future can be as described just above, nats the best international practice

First, at a glance, the devised changes look reasswaongiuch as the announced openness of the
authorities to informal discussions of the manageméan and its main objective in particular. Yesme few
elements of the public discussions were done aadithft management plan is accessible for the pditgim
some websites. But they were only some elementstheowhole package. It is because the mechanism of
public participation is opaque and the proceduredear. Moreover, the park's administration madsghing
including uncivil acts against unwanted nature gebbn activists and experts to block their pgptation in the
public discussions, for example, against Heorhiltle, PhD, expert and local resident, by forcestbave him
from the hall where other public and governmentatipipants assembled for discussions in the sunwoher
2008 fittp://bp21.org.by/en/art/a081030.hyml

This year proved to be "rich" for the similar ineids when the public nature protection activistd an
experts were forced to leave public and scienéifitons organised in the national park. The pajkard has
ordered to the publicist Valery Dranchuk to mowenirthe park's hotel and to leave the park’'s adtrétiige
center after he arrived and rendered informatiasalstance for the participants of the open-aintjrej "600-
Bialowieza" fttp://bp21.org.by/en/news/0809.htm)#& September of this year, on the eve of thelwation
of the 608" anniversary of nature protection in BelovezhskByeshcha, Heorhi Kazulka, scientists, PhD of
biology, was forced to remove the hall where owentists all over the country and abroad assehfblethe
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scientific conferencehtp://bp21.org.by/en/news/0909.html#34And on October 3, in the day of the 800
anniversary, Heorhi Kazulka and the local activagiener Vladimir Gaevskiy, as preventive measwesge
detained and isolated for a time of the officialebeation with participation of the President artden high-
ranking officials (Heorhi was delivered to the didtpolice office, while Vladimir spent time in golice car
next to the parks administrative center).

Second the celebration of the 6B@Gnniversary of nature protection in BelovezhskByahcha has been
turned to the grandiose national evemity://bp21.org.by/en/news/1009.h)mfor which very big budgetary
funds (~$ 30 million) has been appropriated andymaorks on construction and reconstruction of tagamal
park's infrastructure have been doh#g://bp21.org.by/ru/docs/600aniv.godhere were also lots of promises
to improve the management in Belovezhskaya Pusfidiegreatest one was to enlarge the strictly ptete
core of the national park, the Wilderness Protecfione, from 30,000 to 70,000 or to 100,000 hestar®rder
to cover the whole area where the unique primenaist grows and to date it for the &Ghniversary in 2009.
The celebrations are over hiliis promise proved to be falseas the situation with the zoning remains to be
unsatisfactory, like before, and it is unknown whats done to change it. Moreover, a number of rlette
inquiries for environmental information pursuanttih® Aarhus Convention, including the core zonessiés,
were sent, but the national park ignored thesentipgi out that the park is not a state institutiorprovide the
public with environmental information (?!).

Third , instead, a wide-sounded false propaganda abelG#' anniversary of establishing of the reserve
status not nature protection as it is true, dissemin#télinformation and covered all the state meldéed and
everywhere [fttp://bp21.org.by/en/docs/600white.hjmWhy? This policy targets to disorientate the egah
public concerning the real situation of nature @cabn and conservation in Belovezhskaya Pushchkat@n
make the illusion "all things are well here" (tbathy the general director announced "There angrololems in
the national park today" during the press-confegenin Minsk on September 23, 2009
(http://bp21.0org.by/en/news/0909.html#32

Forth, the objective of the management plan, as we oggest, is to end irresponsible exploitation of
natural resources of Belovezhskaya Pushcha witlnidteds of years, recreate systems of lost biosityeland
make wild nature in the area fully protected. Gawigntions, but they are likely to become empty agor
without involvement of independent monitors in tipeocess and without public influence upon the
administration of the National Park "Belovezhsk&shcha", especially in the case of Belarus.

Many evidences of the last years demonstrate #esiiation in the national park and disclose feets
that fears of public activists have a firm basiaribg last years a number of irresponsible projedtech cause
damage to the intact wild nature of BelovezhskayahBha and are very dangerous for the future of the
Bialowieza Primeval Forest as a whole complex éseoved. For example, these are:

Creating a hunting enclosure in the Pashukovskoeresfo area, 2007-2008

(http://bp21.org.by/en/ff/600foto28.html

An attempt at creating a large new water reserwoithe Lesnaya River floodplain and large-scale
alteration of the floodplain landscape, 2007-2Q@8o(//bp21.0org.by/en/ff/600foto23.htjnl
. Large-scale and ecologically wrong cuttings in thé-aged Bialowieza Primeval Forest, 2001-2009
(http://bp21.orqg.by/en/ff/600foto29.htjml
and some other$itp://bp21.org.by/en/ff/including many those to be shown at the websiii kater.

The fact is that the park's administration ignaakdetter-inquiries for information about the aleoissues
and projects, pursuant to the Aarhus Conventiomtipg out that the park is not a state instituttorprovide
the public with environmental information or keegpsilence at all.

We sent our proposal about this to the Council of Erope two times already first, in November 2007
(http://bp21.org.by/en/docs/doceu02.htnaind then in March 2008. Our suggestion to thernCib was to work
more closely with independent public initiativesBelarus concerning the Aarhus Convention impleatgor
and democratization in the Belovezhskaya Pushchéoma Park. With regard to nature conservation, we
highlighted, above all, the necessity to conditibe approval of the European Diploma for Belovealysk
Pushcha on stricter fulfilment of its requiremeaitsl recommendations. We also stressed that theraattan,
autocratic and dictatorial methods of managemehichvare practiced by the administration of theametl
park over decades and thus severely impede thegg®m conservation work, must be abandoned anuddxd
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To our regret, we have not yet received a propay @ our initiative from the Council of Europe.aNo
not know if our position has been considered, if suggestions have been discussed by the Council's
Committee of Ministers and the administration af thational park during the recent talks in Stragkand in
Belovezhskaya Pushcha. Finally, we do not knovh& €ouncil of Europe is interested in our independe
opinion on the situation with nature conservatiantie national park. Therefore, we would like tordvaa
meaningful response from the Council of Europeupprevious two calls, and especially to this letbefore
explaining our position and vision upon the lodalation to the Council in greater detail and befepicing
our concern as to the future that the national pzaig¢ be faced with.

Alone and in cooperation with each another, we Haaen working until now to push for a change in the
situation with Belovezhskaya Pushcha. In our vies,have contributed a lot to bring about some efgbod
changes. The methods of administration and manageaiethe national park, which previously had led t
degradation of the unique primeval forest, has @¢ocbrrected. The status of Belovezhskaya Pushcha as
protected area was reinforced. Authorities becaraermopen with the public about wildlife protectimsues
not only in the national park, but in Belarus atgta The developments of the recent years, sucthes
enlargement of the protected area in the BelovestssRushcha National Park, discontinuance or actietun
illegal and anti-ecological activities, the fulfiamt of the European Diploma recommendations, arallyi, the
development of the current management plan - tbesealso be attributed to our impact and campaggfon
protection of Belovezhskaya Pushcha. The admitistras compelled to be accounted with our opinion

In September, 2009, the national park under thesa#gJNESCO has made a grandiose celebration, the
600" anniversary of Belovezhskaya Pushcha since fastira protection acts. This event has widely been
covered at the international level. In this regaalli,of us, the Belarusian public figures and dsts; and
international bodies involved and interested igdt a great chance and opportunities to changsiti&tion to
a maximum extent. This concerns not only the aléitaf the administration of the national park tadgathe CE
Diploma recommendations but also to the clausabeoParhus Convention on public access to the gidb
information, as well as to the observance of thmdmurights in the area of Belovezhskaya Pushchachave
it and to use this chance, involvement and supgfattie international society including the CourafilEurope
was the indispensable condition.

Many changes took place regarding the infrastrecafrthe national park dated to the $Ghniversary.
Unfortunately, a very few changes regard naturdeptmn and conservation in the Belarusian Bialaaie
Primeval Foresthttp://bp21.org.by/en/ff| and the public decision-making and democracyt ass exampled
above with the relevant web-links.

We believe that the management plan for the ndtjmeuk, if developed with the proper involvementamf
independent social initiative, will be more dynanaiod rigorous in addressing the topical issuesabiire
conservation and protection in Belovezhskaya Pushthe independent watchdog can also ensure greater
accountability of the authorities for disruptiontb& plan.

In this and above described regardge propose and do ask the experts, when approvinghd
management plan for the national park and if renewng the Diploma for the next period, to do the
exclusion from the rules, namely to renew Diplomadr the next term of 2 or 3 years, not longerlt means
to give this term for the park's administration iimplementation of the part of the management plash again
to inspect the national park in 2 or 3 years ineorid check how well the management plan is execatel
what progress in public relations is achieved. eBilise, we are sure that the long-tern prolongatibthe
Diploma can obviously stimulate the national padministration further in keeping the policy onss
management and undemocratic development in Belskayh Pushcha and in using the case of Diploma for
propaganda only and for covering unecological stylen the forest ~management
(http://bp21.org.by/en/art/a070000.hyml

Looking forward to receiving a reply from you thisne, we thank you for your time and attention in
advance.

PS. Since our power and public funds are very iimgjtwe had not enough time to prepare all web-
materials as evidences. Please, visit the website//bp21.org.by/enhext week and then later to see more new
relevant information for the case discussed. Thank
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« Heorhi Kazulka, ecologist, PhD of biology, coordinator of the Bbmitiative "Belovezhskaya Pushcha
— 2T century" (international campaign for protectionBeflovezhskaya Pushchatip:/bp21.org.by, author
of the books "Will Belovezhskaya Pushcha Be a  WorldHeritage Site?"
(http://bp21.0org.by/en/books/index4.h)naind "Belovezhskaya Pushcha protected and noegqieat’, author
of more than 110 scientific and popular sciencelipations on zoology, ecology, and nature consémat
FSC forest certification auditor for Danish "NEPCoexpert on the Ecological board of the Belarusian
branch of the Helsinki Committee, one of coordinaitof the working group "Nature and Wilderness
Protection" of the Belarusian ecological associatiGreen Network", ex-deputy director on researod a
science in the National Park Belovezhskaya Pushekales in the area of Belovezhskaya Pushchaead&y
work experience in the National Park Belovezhskayahcha.

- Valery Dranchuk, Social ecological initiative "TERRA-Conventionprftection of landscapes in the
international context, 2001-2009), publicist-ecidbg author of the books "Belovezhskaya Pushcha.
Resolution: SOS" (2004)h{tp://bp21.org.by/ru/books/index2.hjménd "My Counter-Points: Home and
Overseas. National Parks and Wildlife ProtectiolJ®A" (2007), founder and chief editor of newspaper
"Belovezhskaya Pushcha" (1995-2008), winner of enry Ford Premium for Cultural Heritage and
Environment Conservation (1999), city of Minsk.

- Inessa Zenina biologist, independent social activist for natwenservation, author of more than 70
scientific and popular science publications on agg) ecology, and nature conservation, one of dnatars
of the working group "Nature and Wilderness Pratett of the Belarusian ecological association "Gree
Network", teriology researcher and research asgistehe Prypiatsky National Park, town of Turov.

« Victor Bakharev, biologist, PhD of biology, senior lecturer of trectilty of biology in the Shamyakin's
Mozyr State Pedagogical University, head of theaesh section on zoology of the scientific depantus
the National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha for a fiomg, author of seven books and more than one kdndr
scientific publications, city of Grodno.

» Vladimir Datskevich, ornitologist, ex-director of the Museum of Natune the National Park
Belovezhskaya Pushcha, author of the book "Histbrigeview and Some Results of Ornithological
Researches in Belovezhskaya Pushcha, 1945-188p:/fbp21.org.by/ru/books/index5.himiand other
publications on nature conservation, consultant igpendent expert on wild nature protection ia th
Belovezhskaya Pushcha's area, retiree, lives iovBehskaya Pushcha, over 40 years of work experignc
the National Park Belovezhskaya Pushcha.
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Annex 4 Further experts’ questions and comment®r discussions with the Secretariat and with Oliver
Biber and Ludmila Dimitrova before finishing the review report

1. The draw up of a management plan for BelavezhsRaighicha National Park was a main condition of the
Council of Europe for eventual renewal of the Dipln Some other recommendations (esp. on forestry an
recreation) also reflected the greatest doubtstahewcompatibility of these activities with congation of
the ancient forest values.

Unfortunately we understand that authorities dilarganise any public hearings on the managemant pl
as the Belarusian law does not mention such ptangrbtected areas.

However the procedure of public hearings in cddglAs does exist in Belarus and it must be possiol
use the same regulation for the broad discussiontabe MP of the NP. We are convinced that a numbe
of activities planned and described in the plardreeseparate EIA, but the plan as a whole could be
considered as a ‘strategic environmental assessent’ (SEA) and as such could be subject toipubl
consultation.

2. How can CoE require that the MP is implemented fthenvery first year? (even if only some actiores ar
planned); or do we renew the Diploma without a cargystem?

3. Inthe first part the descriptions of the geographydrologic and biologic characteristics seentequi
detailed and probably as complete as possibleirlynaiss the references to the sources (wherelatia
come from?) so | cannot assess the scientific tyuafliwhat is presented.

But my impression is that this is fairly good.
In most conservation areas, NGOs Work together atithorities, especially for monitoring of biodisiy.
Did this happen in the case of this MP and coulddd@eact on the final version of the MP?

4. The budget table clearly illustrates that the faist of the MP is rather economic than ecologi€hls the
good views and intentions of some chapters arectorbe side-aspects, rather than priorities ! (esp.
hydrological restoration, which is expensive bulicated budgets represent only symbolic contrilmtio
But | see that the descriptive part makes anabfsigd stresses the very negative effects of reatibn of
watercourses, the drainage and bog reclamaticingipast. As to the impact of actual agricultuctivaties
and 'eco'-tourism the report is probably somewl@ensautious.

5. The most conflicting activities such as forestrd &ninting are also dealt with and interesting féguon
logging as an economic factor are presented. Aleset figures are very difficult to evaluate. Esalécithe
bark beetle 'problem’ within a protected area ramaimatter of discussion: in my view the 'sanitary
fellings' can hardly been allowed and may certandt/become an excuse for cutting old grown forest
parts. The critical analysis of forestry relatethaites influencing natural habitats is missedhe MP (e.g.
logging/biodiversity; herbivore feeding =huntingrpase/regeneration of forest etc etc).

6. The extended Economic Activity Zone now covers plap 1/4 of the NP (it was only 4.5% before 2004)?
Is this zone allowing to continue common foresifyi@ recent change of status in the NP is then very
negative indeed!

7. What are the real restrictions for wilderness zohemiss a specific item on more ecologicallyridéy
forestry and | did not see if guarantees are pteddor non-interventions in the core areas.
It seems that control is almost unexisting.

8. As to hunting, the report seems to me very ca@$ukell, with few data? We know that large herb@gor
are fed in winter (disturbing equilibrium in sprisgmmer) and that large predators are subjectrtriul
Is it possible to accept these practices in theaidrenew the Diploma?
Even more: the MP foresees a budget 1600million BfdRintroduction of Tarpan-like animal and of
Fallow Deer: both species are not authentic folRtiest and will disturb the equilibrium even mor€his
is called ‘reintroduction’ but hunting purposes behind. (=important economic income).



9.

10.

11.

12.

13.
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| also understand from the chapter on roads andahwgettlements there are many roads improved
(asphalted?); this can be the start of heavy ttipsessure on the protected area: is there ampuone
announced to counteract such development?

We have been informed that the NP has 4 officiaisd routes, of which one is managed (the manor of
Father Frost). Visitors from Belgium report on neads that are destroying the forest but are intelys
used for logging trucks (and hunters?).

My main question remains if these plans will becested in due course: is there any concrete plan or
political will to really change management in ortterestore disturbed places (reclaimed bogsjcatify
deepened lakes, rfelocation of Father Frost mateoy?e

The management plan is extremely important folNRebut is the managing authority obliged to follib
Further, management includes so many activitiasitlis probably unrealistic. As there is no pitieation
of activities, in practice especially (only?) tremamercial activities are going to be subsidisedq
budget for tourism!) . Priority and funding for e actions such as rehabilitation of rivers aratlpads is
badly missing.

Because of strong signals is received from visigord from my expert visit, | feel that renewal loé t
Diploma can only be considered after a period 8fy&ars. In that time, the NP authorities havadd s
priority actions (e.g. hydrological restoratiorgyrew the zonation and ensuring non-use of wildesrazea.
A proove of the implementation of the MP beforeidig on the Diploma seems necessary seen the
exceptional value of the NP and the manifold cordrsial activities inside and outside the zone& Wigh
protection status.

Finally I think we must propose a system of inteagieview and public control ; preferrably a jo@ttion
for Poland and together with UNESCO for the Worlkerithge.



