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Abstract: Priority landscapes in Brudzen Land-
scape Park conservation plan. The implementa-
tion of the European Landscape Convention in
Poland requires the identification and landscape
assessment in the form of a landscape audit made
for each region (voivodeship), as enshrined in the
Act on Spatial Planning and Land Development.
The Act assumes that as part of landscape audit
within regional parks priority landscapes as well
as zones of landscape protection will be indica-
ted. There are methodical tools prepared by the
Ministry of the Environment to realize both main
landscape audit elements — the instruction and the
recommendations. Currently (at the end of 2018)
no region of the audit is yet to be found, and the
newly adopted conservation plans for regional
parks enforce, in accordance with the Nature
Conservation Act reference to both priority land-
scapes and zones. This article presents testing of
the methodology proposed by the Ministry of the
Environment for determining priority landscapes
(the instruction) and landscape protection zones
(the recommendations). The reference field was
the conservation plan for Brudzen Landscape
Park (BLP) located in the Masovian Voivodeship.
An attempt to implement particularly the Instruc-
tions and identify priority landscapes in the BLP
conservation plan proved to be not fully possible.
The analyzes carried out in the BLP call for the
opinion that apart from the current landscape, it
is necessary to take into account other than land
use features of the environment that determine the
specificity of the landscape — mainly terrain, addi-
tionally the catalog of current types of landscapes
should be open. Tools prepared by the Ministry of
the Environment — still need to be refined.

Key words: landscape convention, priority land-
scapes, landscape audit

INTRODUCTION

The main message of the European Land-
scape Convention (ELC) is to encourage
action to improve landscape quality. The
convention (2000) pays special atten-
tion to issues related to protection, and
proper landscape management. The ELC
commits the signatory countries to take
action to establish and implement land-
scape policy. The manner and scope of
implementation of specific measures in
individual European countries is diverse.
Simensen et al. (2018) have identified
over 40 different spatial landscape char-
acterization methodologies used in Eu-
ropean countries. This is to a large extent
dependent on the previously used tools
of landscape protection and planning
(Solecka et al. 2018). In Great Britain the
landscape character assessment (LCA)
procedure is applied since 2002 (Tudor
2008), the National Landscape Strategy
of Hungary was adopted in 2017. In
Germany, for example, the ELC has not
yet been ratified. It is mainly connected
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with an efficiently functioning planning
system based mainly on the preserva-
tion, protection and management of the
existing landscape. It is subject to a de-
tailed assessment on the basis of which
the directions and potential forms of
landscape protection are defined, as well
as the possibilities of development and
implementation of construction invest-
ments (Auhagen et al. 2002, Berliner...
2006). In Poland, only 10 years after the
ratification of the ELC, actions have been
taken to implement landscape protection
instruments. One of them is landscape
audit. It has been introduced into the
spatial planning system in Poland by the
Act of 24 April 2015 on the Amendment
of Certain Acts in Connection with the
Strengthening of Landscape Protection
Tools. This document is aimed at iden-
tifying landscapes on the regional scale
(voivodship), defining their characteris-
tics and assessing their value (Senetra et
al. 2015). One of the important findings
of the landscape audit is to determine
the current types of landscapes, their as-
sessment and ultimately the indication
of priority landscapes, with the specifi-
cation of recommendations and propos-
als regarding their protection. The land-

scape audit results are taken into account
in preparing local planning documents
and in documents related to the manage-
ment of nature conservation areas. In the
case of regional parks', the implementa-
tion of landscape audit results is carried
out in the conservation plan. Pursuant
to the provisions of the Nature Conser-
vation Act, the conservation plan of a
regional park defines the boundaries of
landscape protection zones designated
within the priority landscapes identi-
fied as part of a landscape audit (Fig. 1).
The Nature Conservation Act indicates
that the subject of protection within the
aforementioned zones should be, in par-
ticular, the foreground viewsheds, view-
ing axes, viewpoints and built-up areas
distinguished by the local architectural
form. Such enumeration indicates the
need to put more emphasis to the protec-
tion of the regional park assets related
to its visual structure. This also refer
to the ELC recommendations which
stress the sensory relationship between
the observer and the landscape (Nijhuis
and Reitsma 2011). The recommenda-
tions CM/Rec(2008)3 of the Committee
of Ministers to the Member States with
reference to protected areas regarding

zones of
landscape
protection

priority
landscapes >

LANDSCAPE AUDIT
S

foreground viewsheds
viewing axes

viewpoints

built-up areas distinguished
by the local architectural form

LANSCAPEL PARK CONSERVATION PLAN

FIGURE 1. Relations between landscape audit and the regional park conservation plan

! Regional parks in Polish landscape parks, with another Polish nature protection category — protected
landscapes belongs to the V category of according to IUCN protected areas.
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guidelines for the implementation of the
ELC (2008) indicate the need to extend
the objectives of landscape protection to
social aspects, including the material and
immaterial values of the landscape. The
assessment of the visual values of the
landscape for the needs of the area of na-
ture conservation is a new challenge on
the way from theoretical considerations
to the implementation of these assump-
tions when performing formal studies
such as the landscape protection within
conservation plan for regional parks. As-
sessment of the landscape in the form of
a landscape audit is an attempt to harmo-
nize landscape classification criteria on
a national scale. Due to the specificity
of the local features of the natural and
cultural environment and the complex
stages of landscape evolution, the use of
the proposed landscape classification for
landscape audit may encounter difficul-
ties. The solution should be to modify
the applied departments depending on
local conditions.

So far, no landscape audit has been
developed for any of the voivodeships,
nor is there any obligatory methodology
for its preparation. The same applies to
the delimitation of priority landscapes.
In 2014, at the request of the Ministry
of Environment at the Institute of Ge-
ography and Spatial Organization of the
Polish Academy of Sciences, the instruc-
tion titled “Identification and assessment
of landscapes — methodology and main
assumptions”, under which six criteria
for delimitation of priority landscapes
were formulated. These are: uniqueness,
representativeness, cleanliness, current
legal protection and landscape impor-
tance (Solon et al. 2014). According to
the draft regulation of the Council of
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Ministers of 3 September 2018 on the
preparation of landscape audits, the pri-
ority landscape should meet at least one
of the following criteria: uniqueness, rep-
resentativeness, importance of landscape,
current legal protection. The last criterion
refer to protected areas of highest natu-
ral and/or cultural values (national parks,
nature reserves, UNESCO World Herit-
age Sites, monuments of history, cultural
parks). In 2017 another tool have been
proposed by the Ministry of Environment
to support zones of landscape protection
identification — the recommendations
(Niedzwiecka-Filipiak et al. 2017).

For the last decade, much has been
written about the need of the ELS im-
plementation in Poland. It should be em-
phasized that in comparison with abun-
dance of studies on the general matter,
studies on priority landscape delimita-
tion are relatively uncommon (Behnke
2016, Krajewski and Mrozik 2017,
Chmielewski et al. 2018), and research
on the delimitation of landscape protec-
tion zones within a priority landscapes, is
rare (Niedzwiecka-Filipiak et al. 2017).
The aim of this paper is to test the meth-
odology proposed by the Ministry of the
Environment as tools for implementation
of landscape audit in Poland to the needs
required in the conservation plan — indi-
cation of priority landscapes and desig-
nation of landscape protection zones.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Study area

The study covered the Brudzen Land-
scape Park (BLP) within its boundaries
(3,171 ha) and in the buffer zone (4,397
ha), which is one of the smallest regional
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park in Poland®. The park is located in
the southern part of the Dobrzyn Lake
District mesoregion, which is included
in the prevailing area for the post-glacial
landscape (Kondracki 1994). The park
covers a section of the Skrwa Prawa riv-
er valley before its mouth to the Vistula
(in a straight line, about 12 km long and
about 1-3 km wide). The specific values
of the park are: high altitude differentia-
tions (up to 40 m relative height) associ-
ated with a meandering river with a fast
current and extensive views. The river is
accompanied by forests and linear wood-
lands, riparian vegetation and meadows
with numerous backwaters. The objec-
tives of landscape protection of the park
are to preserve the scenic values of the
Skrwa Prawa river valley and its steep
slopes with the layout of the existing
mosaic of meadows, tree stands, pas-
tures, orchards and arable fields. Among
the objectives of park protection, two re-
late to landscape values: (1) preservation
of scenic values of the Skrwa river val-
ley and its steep slopes; (2) preservation
of the layout of the existing mosaic of
meadows, tree stands, pastures, orchards
and arable fields. The whole area of the
park is a good example of the terrain, that
allows to clearly indicate key physio-
gnomic values and to define the role that
these elements play in the landscape.

Method for identifying priority
landscapes

The analysis and assessment of landscape
features for the conservation plan of the
Brudzen Regional Park is presented in a
physiognomic perspective, as it is inter-

pretative in Polish translation of the Eu-
ropean Landscape Convention. In a sim-
ilar way, the landscape was defined by
Polish landscape architects Bogdanowski
(1976) and Wolski (2002), i.e. as the ex-
ternal expression of natural and anthro-
pogenic components, or in other words
— the synthesis of natural elements and
human activities. At the same time, the
study required reference to the Polish the
instruction (Solon et al. 2014) as well the
recommendations (Niedzwiecka-Fili-
piak et al. 2017) to prepare the landscape
audit. Both manuals, although formally
only projects, are the main recommenda-
tions of the Ministry of the Environment
regarding the implementation of the
landscape convention in Poland.

The diagnosis of the state of the land-
scape has been divided into three parts:
— identification of landscape types;

— landscape assessment with an identi-
fication of priority landscapes;

— characteristics of the visual landscape
potential of the landscape park within
priority landscapes.

The identification and analysis of
landscapes consisted in determining the
current types of landscapes. According
to the landscape audit instruction, the
typology of current landscapes (Solon
et al. 2014, Chmielewski et al. 2015)
refers only to the degree of anthropiza-
tion of the environment. That is why the
distinguished types of landscapes are
determined by analysis of contempo-
rary features of the natural environment
and visual landscape aspect expressed
through the land use. Landscape types
identification required modification of

2 Regional parks in Poland occupy an average over 21,000 ha.



the proposal contained in the instruction,
which was influenced by the scale of the
study as well as local factors (Table 1).
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Differences in both approaches are
well illustrated by the comparison of
maps of landscape types prepared ac-

cording to the instructions and the au-

TABLE 1. Landscape types of Brudzen Landscape Park (BLP) according to Instruction and in the
author’s approach

Type and
number
according to
the instruction

Subtypes of current land-
scapes according to the
instruction to be identify
within BLP

Voivodeship (regional
scale)

Factors determining
the specificity

of landscape
characteristics on

a local scale

Landscape types within
conservation plan (author’s
approach)

BLP (local scale)

3. Forest
landscapes

a) with coniferous forest
habitats domination

b) with deciduous and
mixed forest habitats
domination

in a region with low
afforestation — only
10-15% (the national
average is 30%), all
forests are equally
valuable in terms of
landscape

distinguished according to the
main element deciding about
the landscape differentiation:
— WL — forest on the plateau
— DL — forest on steep slopes
— DLZ — forest gentle slopes

6. Agricultural

6b) with predominance

the mosaic of various

distinguished according to

and residential

in character with multi-
row buildings

7c¢) varied typologically
and spatially non-agricul-
tural buildings on previ-
ously agricultural areas

both subtypes proposed
in the instruction, a
differentiating factor

in the detailed scale

— composition in the
landscape

landscapes of elongate arranged forms of land use: the composition of land use
groups of small arable fields, meadows, elements and relief:
fields, meadows and forests and buildings, — WMP — a mosaic of fields
pastures varied depending on and build up areas on the
6¢) with predominance the location relative to plateau
of arranged groups the relief — the slope, — DM - a mosaic of fields,
of medium arable fields, | valley bottom meadows and forest in the
meadows and pastures valley
6d) with predominance — DML — a mosaic of forest
of arranged groups of and meadows in the valley
large arable fields, me- — DZM — a mosaic of fields
adows or pastures and forest on the gentle
slopes
— WP — a mosaic of fields on
the plateau
7. Suburban | 7b) compact villages rural | there is a mosaic of — WMZ — a mosaic of single

family houses and fields on
the plateau

— WZ — compact villages on
the plateau
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thor’s method for the conservation plan
(Fig. 2).

The second part was the landscape
assessment. Each individual landscape
units were assessed taking into account
natural and cultural criteria (material
and non-material) as well as visual ones.
Landscapes that are very attractive, at-
tractive and low in attractiveness as well
as their characteristics, including the
presence of observation points, were in-
dicated. On this basis, taking into account
the features shown in the rules cover by
the instruction (Solon et al. 2014). The
following were determined: unique land-
scapes — outstanding in the region, out-
standing landscapes — with the highest
natural, cultural and aesthetic values, as
well as representative landscapes — typi-

cal, characteristic for the region and also
valuable due to their values. These as-
pects were the basis for identifying pri-
ority landscapes.

The last stage was to characterize the
landscape’s visual structure and the exhi-
bition potential of the landscape park. To
this end, the characteristics of the fore-
ground viewsheds, viewing axes, view-
points were carried out according to the
recommendations. Due to the lack of for-
mally designated viewpoints, the exhibi-
tion potential of observation points was
analyzed — which can only be a viewpoint
after proper development. Observation
points have been characterized in terms
of the width of the view, the accessibil-
ity and the possibility of determining the
viewpoint. Then, for the most attractive

0L 1.2

— KM

Landscape types Landscape types

#%% priority landscapes

deciduous forest DL WMZ Landscape types
coniferous forest DLZ WP DL WMP
compact villages rural in character DM WZ DLZ WMZ
with multi-row buildings oML ' obsarvation points oM WP
farmland lo::i?n; -s;nali ﬁal.ds e DZM & _Dbser\fanon point OML wz
y W in Kobierniki DZM [ boundary of the regional park

[T boundary of the regional park
WMP

[ boundary of the regional park w

FIGURE 2. Comparison of landscape types in Brudzen Landscape Park (BLP) from the left: (a) land-
scape types according to the instruction; (b) landscape types according to the author’s method with the
indicated analyzed observation points — in the circle, the Kobierniki point (valorization of that point is
shown in Fig. 3); (c) priority landscapes in the original types of landscapes in the BLP
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observation points, a detailed analysis
of the views was presented, taking into
account the number of plans, dominant
location, subdominant and accents (posi-
tive, neutral and negative), composition-
al groups as well as identifying the main
composition lines: diagonal, vertical and
horizontal.

RESULTS

Results in relation to the
characteristics of landscape types

In the accordance with the instruc-
tion, the lack of consideration of other
(than land use) features of the environ-
ment and closed typology of the current
landscapes are noticed’. In the regional
park conservation plan, however, it is
necessary to take into account those
environmental features that will allow
to diverse the internal environment to
set priority landscapes. In the case of
BLP, it is primarily the relief (valleys,
slopes) as well as the local composition
of land use mosaics in various propor-
tions of pastures, meadows, tree stands
and buildup areas.

The supplemented typology of BLP
landscapes includes 10 types of land-
scapes (27 landscape units), including:
3 types of forest landscapes (2 on the
slopes, 1 on the plateau), 5 types of ag-
ricultural landscapes (including 3 in the
valley and 2 on the plateau) and 2 types
of rural landscapes (on the plateau). The
identified landscape types closely re-
fer to the varied terrain, and thus to the
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deeply cut river valley, steep slopes of
the main valley and its tributaries, and
flat plateaus above the valley levels and
their slopes. List of the landscape types
are presented in Table 1.

Results of the landscape assessment

Recognizing all three components of the
assessment of landscape values: natural,
cultural, including material and non-ma-
terial as well as aesthetic, three categories
of landscape attractiveness were deter-
mined: very attractive landscapes, attrac-
tive and landscape of low attractiveness.

Very attractive landscapes include
the units with the highest values in terms
of natural values (criterion — the highest
natural value in the BLP) and/or cultural
(criterion — preservation of monuments,
rural layouts and important intangible
elements, e.g. battlefield) and aestheti-
cally picturesque (criteria separately for
forest landscapes — age of the stand over
80 years, agricultural — high exhibition
potential, built-up — harmonious rural
buildings), a high level of aesthetic and
scenic values was a necessary condition.

Attractive landscapes include units
with a relatively harmonious landscape,
without degrading elements, with a rela-
tively diversified terrain and cover (mo-
saic), having in their area objects of cul-
tural value. Units with existing or faded,
but possible to reconstruct look-up con-
nections, often adjacent to units of lower
attractiveness.

Landscapes with low attractiveness
include those with degraded or strongly
anthropogenic transformed landscape,

3 The instruction assumes that the landscape assessment will be carried out within the boundaries of

the designated sub-types of current landscapes.
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with many disharmonious elements, lack
of objects with cultural value and scenic
connections.

In general, the landscapes with very
high natural values are included in the
very attractive landscapes — they are
usually old forests on the plateau and
covered with forest or mosaic fields,
meadows and forests of the valley with
the edges of the plateau (Table 2). Visu-
al attractiveness, especially of the latter,
is emphasized by extensive views from
the plateau. The location of memorial
sites influenced the assessment of cul-
tural values in the landscape park’s for-
est complexes.

The last stage was to indicate prior-
ity landscapes, defined on the basis of
such features as uniqueness, outstand-
ingness, representativeness, to which se-
lected units from landscapes types were
included:

— unique and outstanding — landscape
types: mosaic of land use in a valley
(DM, DML, DLZ, DL);

— representative — landscape types: for-
est landscape on the plateau (WL),
mosaic of fields and forests on the
gentle slopes (DZM), mosaic of
fields with buildup areas on the pla-
teau (WMP).

TABLE 2. The result of landscape attractiveness assessment within the priority landscape subtypes

The number
. Assessment of | of observation
Landscape | Morphological . s
type symbol | location Type of landscape the landscape points within
yp attractiveness | the landscape
subtype
DM mosaic of fields, meadows and | attractive / very 14
forests in the valley attractive
DML mosaic of forests and meadows e i |
in the valley
river valley
DLZ with slopes | forest on the gentle slopes very attractive 1
DZM mosaic of fields and forests on ey i ’
the gentle slopes
DL forest on the steep slopes very attractive 2
mosaic of fields with buildup attractive / low
WMP . 5
areas on the plateau attractiveness
WP mosaic of fields on the plateau attractlye / low 2
attractiveness
WL the plateau | forest on the plateau very attractive 2
mosaic of single family houses | low attractive-
WMz and fields on the plateau ness 0
wz compact villages on the plateau low a;ter:Sctlve- 0
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Results in relation to the exhibition
potential

Analyzing the BLP landscape and its
buffer zone, 27 points / places offer-
ing attractive, showing characteristic
for this area, were distinguished. Most
of them are connected with the main
tourist trail. There were 8 observa-
tion points, 18 viewing openings and
1 viewing axis. Observation points are
associated primarily with places easily
identified in the area, such as bridges,
platforms or edges of the upland. The
analyzed points offer views of the pic-
turesque meandering Skrwa Prawa river
and its valley. Foreground viewsheds
are located mostly along roads and
paths, in places which due to the relief
and the land cover allow distant views
in the form of panoramas. Some of the
selected places, due to their location in
forested or wooded areas, offer views in
the winter, early spring and late autumn
seasons — during the leafless period.

Using the division in terms of the
scope of exposure of the view in the
physiognomy of the BLP landscape and
the lagging, one can distinguish:

— wide and far-open viewing views:
enabling year-round observation;
enabling observation in the leafless
season;

— intimate scenic interiors — views lim-
ited by natural or cultural objects;

— viewing sequences — attractive, far-
reaching views in various directions,
accompanying roads and walking
routes;

— view axes — narrow, sideways views,
axial in nature.

On Figure 3, is a brief description and
analysis of the view from one selected
observation point, presenting the land-
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scapes characteristic for the BLP (as-
sociated with the river, open areas, but
also buildings). The observation point is
located in Kobierniki, right next to the
red trail, which runs along the provincial
road. It is by no means in any way deco-
rated or marked as a view point.

The analyzed view presents a land-
scape mosaic characteristic for the BLP.
The landscape structure is built both by
forest areas, groups of trees and shrubs,
tree strips, as well as meadows and pas-
tures, river and built-up areas (Fig. 3a).
Their location, distance from the obser-
vation point, strengthened by perspec-
tive, creates a vast, distant view, consist-
ing of up to seven plans (Fig. 3b). The
range and diversity of the view are visu-
ally enhanced by the varied terrain. The
background is made up of forests and a
mosaic of shelters, meadows and build-
ings. Compact groups of trees form com-
positional groups that order the view and
positively affect its attractiveness. Tree
groups predominate, and meadow areas
visible here and there add variety to the
panorama, similar to the water surface
(Fig. 3c). The first plan, free from af-
forestation and bushes, determines good
exposure and a wide range of view. The
scenic opening closes the sides of the
panorama in the form of a group of tree
stands (Fig. 3d). The observer’s view is
therefore focused on the picturesque turn
of the Skrwa Prawa river in the valley,
which is accompanied by numerous trees
and meadow areas. Visual change is also
a positive cultural accent in the form of
a historic building of an old mill. A neu-
tral accent is a harmonious single-fam-
ily housing development located in the
background. The line analysis also in-
dicated the complexity of the presented
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[T plani 0 plan i Clplanm [ planiv [ planv
[ plan Vi I plan v

and pastures and buildings

[ natural accent [0 cultural pasitive | cultural negative [ view frame
accent accent

—— diagonal lines —— harizontal lines —— vertical lines === horizon line
(static) (dynamic)

FIGURE 3. Analysis of the view from observation point Kobierniki, presenting assessing elements of
the landscape from the top: a — view from the observation point; b — number of plans; ¢ — visual ele-
ments, d — assessment of visual elements



Priority landscapes in Brudzen Landscape Park...

landscape structure. In the view, you can
distinguish many horizontal directions
— static (e.g. forests, tree sequences) and
vertical — dynamic directions (single
trees). However, the topography of the
terrain and the planned roads form diag-
onal and perspective lines. Field obser-
vations and visual analysis have shown
that this 1s one of the more extensive,
distant and varied views of the studied
area, presenting the landscape character-
istic of the BLP. Visual analysis provided
relevant information for the designation
of zones of landscape protection located
along the main valley of the BLP — coin-
ciding largely with priority landscapes

CONCLUSIONS

In Poland, the implementation of the
European Landscape Convention is
quite cautious. Poland ratified the ELC
on 27 September 2004, but the first ma-
jor changes in legislation took place on
11 September 2015, with the entry into
force of the so-called Landscape Act
with the obligation to prepare landscape
audits, to identify, assess landscapes and
set priority landscapes. At present, no
one voivodship has a landscape audit, al-
though the Ministry of the Environment
has prepared tools that supposed to help
with these studies. Nevertheless, prior-
ity landscape and landscape protection
zones should be indicated in the currently
prepared conservation plans for regional
parks (Krajewski and Mastalska-Cetera
2016).

The methodology contained in the
landscape audit instruction was tested
only on small areas in selected regions
of Poland (mostly upland). In the area
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of’ one or several municipalities (Myga-
-Pigtek et al. 2015, Badora and Jaku-
biec 2018), cities (Czochanski 2016)
or selected aspects of the entire region
— voivodship (Kistowski 2016), and the
relationship between the landscape de-
velopment and the its impact on priority
landscapes (Solecka et al. 2018). In one
case, testing the instruction concerned
a regional park (Michalik-Sniezek and
Chmielew-ski 2017). In this last paper,
the analysis of current landscapes was
supplemented with a comparison of nat-
ural landscapes classification, stressing
that such analysis should contribute to a
better formulation of landscape shaping
principles.

An attempt to implement the land-
scape audit instruction and identify prior-
ity landscapes in the BLP protection plan
has not been fully possible. This mainly
applies to the identification of current
landscape types and their valorization.
Identification and ultimately the preser-
vation of the most valuable landscapes
of'the BLP would be possible only under
important factor. The priority landscapes
need to include the characteristics of the
cultural but also natural environment of
the BLP. The analyzes carried out in the
BLP call for the opinion that apart from
the current landscape, it is necessary to
take into account other features of the
natural environment that determine the
specificity of the landscape — mainly re-
lief, plus the catalog of current types of
landscapes should certainly not be closed
(as in the instruction).

Tools prepared by the Ministry of
the Environment — the instructions and
the recommendations still need to be re-
fined, which is what the works testing
this methodology pay attention to. Cer-
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tainly, the idea of a common Instruction
is conducive to preserving methodologi-
cal coherence in the prepared landscape
audits for various regions of Poland. It
seems, however, that too detailed tools
may hinder the application of this meth-
odology to specific areas.
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Streszczenie: Krajobrazy priorytetowe w planie
ochrony Brudzenskiego Parku Krajobrazowego.
Polska ratyfikowata Europejska konwencje krajo-
brazowa (EKK) w 2004 roku, jednak dotychczas
konwencja nie zostala w pelni w Polsce wdro-
zona. Jej implementacja wymaga identyfikacji
i waloryzacji krajobrazow w formie audytu kra-
jobrazowego, co zapisano w ustawie o planowa-
niu i zagospodarowaniu przestrzennym. Audyt
w takiej formie odnosi si¢ do catego wojewodztwa,
szczegblne rekomendacje i wnioski za$ dotycza
ksztattowania i ochrony krajobrazéw okreslonych
w ustawie jako priorytetowe. Majg by¢ one iden-
tyfikowane w terenach, w ktorych krajobraz juz
znajduje si¢ pod ochrona. W Polsce do tych form
ochrony nalezg parki krajobrazowe oraz obszary
chronionego krajobrazu. Ustawa zaklada zatem,
ze w ramach audytu krajobrazowego w obrebie
parkow krajobrazowych oraz obszaré6w chro-
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nionego krajobrazu wskazane zostang krajobra-
zy priorytetowe oraz strefy ochrony krajobrazu,
a Ministerstwo Srodowiska przygotowalo na-
rz¢dzia majagce pomodc w przygotowaniu tych
elementow: instrukcje do sporzadzania audytu
krajobrazowego oraz rekomendacje w zakresie
prowadzenia analiz krajobrazowych na potrzeby
wyznaczania stref ochrony krajobrazu. Obecnie
(potowa 2018 r.) zadne wojewodztwo audytu
jeszcze nie ma, a nowo uchwalane plany och-
rony parkéw krajobrazowych wymagaja zgod-
nie z ustawg o ochronie przyrody odniesienia
si¢ do krajobrazow priorytetowych, jak rowniez
wyrdznienia stref ochrony krajobrazu. W niniej-
szym artykule podjeto probe testowania narz¢dzi
zaproponowanych przez Ministerstwo Srodowi-
ska w procesie wyznaczania krajobrazow priory-
tetowych oraz stref ochrony krajobrazu w ramach
opracowania planu ochrony dla Brudzenskiego
Parku Krajobrazowego (BPK) potozonego w wo-
jewoddztwie mazowieckim. Dotychczas metody-
ka zawarta w instrukcji do sporzadzania audytu
krajobrazowego byla przetestowana jedynie na
niewielkich powierzchniach w wybranych regio-
nach Polski (na obszarze jednej lub kilku gmin,
miasta lub wybranych aspektow catego woje-
wodztwa) oraz w aspekcie zalezno$ci mig¢dzy
stopniem zagospodarowania terenu a oceng wpty-
wu na krajobrazy priorytetowe. W jednym tylko
przypadku testowanie instrukcji dotyczyto parku.
W tym ostatnim analiz¢ krajobrazéow aktualnych
uzupeliono poroéwnaniem z klasyfikacja krajo-
brazow naturalnych, podkreslajac, ze taka analiza
powinna przyczyni¢ si¢ do lepszego formutowa-
nia zasad ksztaltowania krajobrazu. Proba wdro-
zenia instrukceji 1 identyfikacji krajobrazow prio-
rytetowych w planie ochrony BPK okazala si¢ nie
w pelni mozliwa. Dotyczy to przede wszystkim
identyfikacji istniejacych typow krajobrazow iich
waloryzacji. Wskazanie i docelowo zachowanie
najcenniejszychkrajobrazow BPK bedzie mozliwe
jednak tylko wowczas, gdy krajobrazy prioryteto-

we beda uwzgledniaty cechy charakterystyczne
srodowiska kulturowego i przyrodniczego parku.
Przeprowadzone analizy w BPK sktaniaja do opi-
nii, ze obok krajobrazow aktualnych bazujacych
na uzytkowaniu terenu konieczne jest uwzgled-
nienie innych cech $rodowiska przyrodniczego
determinujacych specyfike krajobrazu — gtdwnie
rzezby terenu, a katalog aktualnych typow krajo-
brazoéw z pewno$cig nie powinien pozostawac za-
mknigty, jak jest to proponowane w instrukcji do
sporzadzania audytu krajobrazowego. Narzedzia
przygotowane przez Ministerstwo Srodowiska
wymagaja jeszcze dopracowania, na co zwraca-
ja uwage prace testujace t¢ metodyke. Z pewno-
$Scig idea jednolitej instrukcji sprzyja zachowaniu
spdjnosci metodycznej w przygotowywanych
audytach krajobrazowych dla réznych regionow
Polski. Wydaje si¢ jednak, ze zbyt szczegdtowe
narz¢dzia moga utrudni¢ zastosowanie tej meto-
dyki do konkretnych obszarow.

Stowa kluczowe: konwencja krajobrazowa, prio-
rytetowe krajobrazy, audyt krajobrazowy
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