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Abstract

The Carpathian Biosphere Reserve (CBR) in Ukrainian Transcarpathia, formally 
recognized by UNESCO in 1992, is one of the most important protected areas 
in Europe. In 2007, the beech forests of Uholka were included into the UNESCO 
World Heritage Site Primeval Beech Forests of the Carpathians because of their 
uniqueness. In the course of the reserve’s spatial development and the potential 
integration of populated areas, participatory management arises as a crucial 
challenge. A first study of local stakeholders (private and state forestry enterprises, 
local communities), their attitudes and potential conflicts as well as synergies was 
conducted in 2008. Local communities, especially authorities, generally have a fairly 
positive attitude towards sustainable development and cooperation. Conflicts exist 
mainly between the CBR and the forestry sector, which is presently least oriented 
towards sustainability and rather focussed on economic revenue. We identified a 
common, but not insurmountable, lack of communication and cooperation between 
stakeholders. Local acceptance of the CBR is growing. Therefore the CBR can take 
the lead in applying a more integrative and participatory conservation management 
approach. 
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Introduction

The Carpathians are one of  the biologically richest re-
gions in Central Europe. In addition to many rare and 
endemic species, they harbour large areas of  near-na-
tural ecosystems and the greatest remaining reserve of  
old-growth forests outside Russia (WWF 2008). The 
old-growth, so-called ‘primeval’, beech forest in the 
Ukrainian massif  Uholka-Shyrokiy Luh is the largest 
contiguous area of  its kind in Europe (Commarmot 
et al. 2007). It has been part of  the UNESCO World 
Heritage Site Primeval Beech Forests of  the Carpathi-
ans since 2007 (UNESCO 2008b). Those old-growth 
forests and other areas of  exceptional conservation 
value are included in the Carpathian Biosphere Re-
serve (CBR) and make it one of  the most important 
protected areas in Europe. Its outstanding significance 
is further reflected in its recognition as a UNESCO 
Biosphere Reserve in 1992 and the award of  the Eu-
ropean Diploma for Protected Areas in both 1997 and 
2007. It was established as a zapovidnyk (strict nature 
reserve) in 1968 and gradually enlarged to its current 
size of  53 600 ha. Over 80 % of  the area is covered 
with forest, large parts are very well preserved and 
characterized by structures and ecological processes 
hardly influenced by human impacts. The CBR ac-
commodates a considerable diversity of  species, many 
of  which are listed in the Red Data Books of  Ukraine 
and Europe. This includes a significant number of  
endemics (Brändli & Dovhanych 2003; Hamor 2005). 
The CBR’s territory consists of  five semi-detached 

massifs and three isolated nature reserves, creating a 
cluster structure (Hamor 2005). The CBR’s functional 
territorial zoning comprises the core zone (strict pro-
tection) and three zones where extensive land uses 
like selective logging, grazing, picking of  berries and 
mushrooms and hay-making are allowed in a restricted 
regime. The CBR directly owns 31 995 ha of  the terri-
tory (Hamor 2005). 

Traditional mountain cattle farm near Dragobrat. 
Carpathian Biosphere Reserve (CBR) © Juliane Geyer
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The region is facing rapid socio-economic develop-
ment and has been undergoing many changes and 
transformations since 1991. Factors impacting on the 
region include the decollectivization of  agriculture and 
forestry, high unemployment rates and work migra-
tion, land privatization, inflation and global develop-
ments such as climate change. Kuemmerle et al. (2009) 
found that unsustainable forest use and illegal logging 
persist, resulting in continued loss of  older forests and 
their services as well as in the ongoing fragmentation 
of  some of  Europe’s last large mountain forests as 
found in and around the CBR. It has been suggested 
that the integration of  local interest groups into de-
cision-making has been rather deficient and the high 
dependence of  various actors on natural resources for 
their business and livelihood is causing conflicting in-
terests and low acceptance of  the CBR (Wallner 2005; 
Kruhlov 2008, pers. comm.). In fact, contrary to the 
classic Biosphere Reserve concept, settlements have 
so far not been included in the reserve. The reasons 
for this can be found in history.
The public used to be excluded from decision-making 
in the management of  protected areas in post-socialist 
European countries (Lawrence 2008; Rodela & Udouc 
2008; Svajda 2008). In conditions like those found in 
many post-socialist countries, which are facing rapid 
social, economic and political change, participatory, 
ecosystem-based approaches have turned out to be 
especially valuable (Lawrence 2008). In the Ukraine, 
the aspect of  participatory management has only re-
cently started to emerge. Decisions and management 
practices are more likely to be implemented and ac-
cepted if  key actors support them, and early involve-
ment of  stakeholders prevents surprises and leads to 
a more sustained commitment (Stoll-Kleemann & 

Welp 2006). From a case study symposium, Lawrence 
(2008) concludes a need for new approaches in those 
countries due to their specific characteristics. Experi-
ence needs to be created to develop an understanding 
of  how participatory management and conservation 
might work in those countries. 
In her study about perceptions of  biosphere reserves 
by local people, using the CBR as one example case, 
Wallner (2003) concluded that knowledge of  the ideas 
and thoughts of  the local population in the surround-
ings of  a BR is among the most crucial factor in the 
successful and thus sustainable management of  pro-
tected areas. 
The aim of  this study is therefore to add to the pool 
of  experiences about participative management in 
post-socialist countries and to provide first insights as 
well as an essential step towards active implementation 
of  the concept in the CBR by analysing local stake-
holders and their relationships. 

Methods

Study area
The study was conducted in Rakhiv District (Rakhivski 
Rayon, N 47° 50 – 48° 24’, E 24° 00’ – 24° 36’, see Figure 
1) in the Eastern part of  Transcarpathia (Zakarpatska 
Oblast). Four of  the five big massifs of  the CBR are lo-
cated in Rakhiv District, representing 64 % (34 222 ha) 
of  the reserve’s territory. 
According to local sources, Rakhiv District has a po-
pulation of  90 000, spread across 21 mostly montane 
settlements; 52 000 people live in villages, 38 000 are 
considered urban population. The alpine areas are al-
most devoid of  permanent settlements, but over the 
summer there are still many traditional Hucul cattle 

Figure 1 – Map of  the CBR and its massifs, by permisssion of  Yuriy Berkela (CBR), pers. comm. 2008
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Village dwellers Village councils State Forestry 
Enterprises

Private wood 
companies

CBR staff

Number of 
interviews

25 6 11 2 6

Specification Yasinya-Keveliv, 
Kvasy-Trostianiec, 
Hoverla, Kostylivka, 
Dilove, Luh, Ko-
sivska Polyana, Bilyn, 
Lazeshchyna

Lazeshchyna, Kvasy, 
Luhy, Kostylivka, 
Dilove, Kosivska, 
Polyana

3 main offices ( - Rakhiv, 
Yasinya, Bychkiv)
6 local offices -  (Lazesh-
chynske, Svydovecke, 
Hoverlyasnke, Bilot-
ysyanske, Rakhivske, 
Kostylivske Lisnyctvo)

3 scientists -
3 rangers -

Table 2 – Summary of  interview partners

Local land users Other local actors Non-local government actors Non-local/international actors 
acting locally

Local population  -
Village councils  -
State Forestry Enterprises  -
Private wood-processing  -
businesses

Private non-forestry busi- -
nesses (e.g. tourism) 
Saulyak LLC gold mine -
Local NGOs  - (Tysa, Ecological 
Club “Carpathians”) 
Private hunting and fishing  -
associations 
Protected areas bordering  -
the CBR (Carpathian Na-
tional Nature Park in Ivano-
Frankivsk District, Maramures 
Mountains Nature Park in 
Romania (Parcul Natural 
Muntii Maramuresului))

Ministry of Environmental  -
Protection of Ukraine 
State Committee of Forestry  -
District Council and District  -
Administration 
State Administration of Envi- -
ronmental Protection in the 
Transcarpathia Region

FORZA  - (Swiss-Ukrainian 
Forest Development Project in 
Zakarpattya) 
WWF  -
Heifer International  -
Scientific institutions, uni- -
versities (e.g. Lviv and Kyiv 
Universities) 
International scientists and  -
funds (e.g. Royal Dutch Soci-
ety for Nature Conservation, 
Swiss Federal Institute for 
Forest, Snow and Landscape 
Research WSL) 
Tourists -

Table 1 – Stakeholders in the area of  the CBR

herders on the alpine meadows (polonynas) tending 
their flocks. Most of  the area is forested, mainly by 
spruce and beech-fir forests, and forestry plays an im-
portant economic role in the region. Because of  the 
topography, agriculture is not very well developed. 

Study procedure
The methodological procedure of  this qualitative study 
was guided by the steps commonly used in stakehold-
er analysis (see e.g. Grimble 1998; Varvasovszky & 
Brugha 2000; Mayers 2005; WWF 2005; IUCN 2008): 
Identification of  principal stakeholders, investigation 
of  stakeholder interests, characteristics, circumstances 
and frame, assessing stakeholder power and potential, 
identifying patterns and contexts of  interaction and 
conflicts, and defining options for management. 
First, numerous stakeholders of  the area of  the CBR 
were identified (Table 1). For more profound subse-
quent investigations, local land users were defined as 
key stakeholders because of  their claims over and di-
rect dependence on local resources (WWF 2005): the 
CBR administration, state forestry enterprises, local 
residents, village councils and private wood-process-
ing businesses. 
The subsequent analysis is based on information gath-
ered in 50 semi-structured face-to-face interviews 
with representatives of  key stakeholders (see Table 
2 & 3 for guiding themes). Interviewees were chosen 
by theoretical sampling, i.e. on the basis of  their rel-
evance and usefulness for understanding a particular 

question or issue (Lamnek 1993; Swaffield 1998) and 
the snowball technique. In the case of  the local popu-
lation, the sampling was slightly more random and in-
terviews were conducted with 17 females and 8 males 
(11 aged 40 – 60, the others equally older and younger) 
in nine villages. After audio-recorded interviews were 
transcribed, the most important themes and topics 
(categories) were extracted and their respective at-
tributes collected (coding) (cf. grounded theory Glaser 
& Strauss, 1967). 
We investigated stakeholder characteristics and posi-
tions, then assessed stakeholder importance and influ-
ence qualitatively using the following definitions: im-
portance (potential) is the extent to which needs and 
interests of  a stakeholder are a priority for the system 
or issue at hand (IUCN 2008). Influence (power) is the 
ability to persuade or coerce others into making deci-
sions and following certain courses of  action (Salam 
& Noguchi 2006). Interactions and relationships were 
then more closely studied by identifying common and 
conflicting / competing interests. This was followed by 
an identification and assessment of  common grounds 
and (potential) conflicts. Finally, we deduced the im-
plications for future causes of  action and management 
approaches.  
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Results and discussion

Inventory of stakeholders and their attitudes, 
positions and action
The Carpathian Biosphere Reserve (CBR): the 
CBR is a state agency and reports directly to the 
Ukrainian Ministry for Environmental Protection. Its 
management is supporting traditional land uses in the 
development zone of  the CBR area. Currently, the 
CBR is trying to improve conservation effectiveness 
by connecting its isolated massifs. Expansion planning 
integrates local communities and state forestry enter-
prises into decision-making. Furthermore, the CBR 
administration is planning to establish a stakeholder 
council for conservation and sustainable land use in the 
region, which is the first major step towards more par-
ticipation and better integration of  local stakeholders. 
From its strong position as a state agency and its sig-
nificant international reputation, the CBR is very pow-
erful with respect to local conservation and sustainable 
land use. 
Local population: local people are the main agricul-
tural land users and the majority of  the 90 000 inhabit-
ants are engaged in small-scale agricultural activities 
for their own use. Almost all of  them live outside the 
CBR, but a major part of  their land use takes place 
inside the CBR, especially cattle and sheep grazing on 
polonynas. Utilization rights of  and guaranteed access 
to grazing areas are crucial to most inhabitants. Unem-
ployment rates are high. Most locally employed people 
work in the forestry sector. Additional local income is 
generated from small-scale tourism activities, fishing, 
the sale of  non-timber forest products and illegal log-
ging. The local population carries a high potential for 
the development of  the CBR and the region, since a 
substantial part of  their livelihood still depends on the 

land. The influence of  local people is fairly low since 
they are rather marginalized in decision-making, partly 
by the lack of  direct decision-making powers. 
Village councils: there are 22 communities in Rakhiv 
District, administered by village councils consisting of  
the village head(s) and an assembly of  delegates. They 
are key actors in decision-making at local level. The 
importance of  village councils lies in their position 
of  owning and administrating village land as well as 
their representation of  the local people. The latter also 
implies relatively high importance. As they are fairly 
autonomous institutions, their power can be catego-
rized as high. They have some influence on decisions 
concerning conservation in the area, e.g. through their 
vote in the matter of  CBR extension. They also or-
ganize and administer a major part of  the agricultural 
land use.
State Forestry Enterprises: the three state forestry 
enterprises (Yasinya, Rakhiv, Vel. Bychkiv) are the most 
important land managers in Rakhiv District as most of  
the land is forest. They enjoy economic autonomy and 
receive almost no subsidies from the state. Almost all 
forest resource users depend on them. Their impor-
tance as well as their potential can be categorized as 
high. Their basis of  existence are the forestry opera-
tions and the income generated by them. Thus their 
interests could constitute a major impediment for 
sustainable use of  resources and conservation in the 
area. Being state institutions and only bound to higher 
forestry authorities, they enjoy considerable power in 
the region. 
Private wood-processing enterprises: private 
wood-processing businesses make up the main branch 
of  private businesses in the region (approx. 20 – 25 
in and around the towns of  Yasinya, Rakhiv and Vel. 
Bychkiv). They are dependent on forest resources by 

SFEs
General information about SFE / local forestry district -
Forest management -
Role of forestry in the region -
Interaction / conflicts with other land users (esp. local population) -
Interaction with private wood businesses -
CBR (relationship, interaction) -
CBR extension -
Sustainability  -
External projects and partners (e.g. FORZA) -

Local population
General information about household and provisions -
Life in the village (employment, administration, participation,  -
people’s interaction) 
Role of landscape -
Land use, restrictions and conflicts -
Firewood -
Interaction with forest enterprises -
CBR – interaction and attitudes -
Tourism -
Wishes / visions for future -

Village councils
General information about the village and population -
Village administration and participation -
Land use and restrictions -
Forestry and SFEs – dependencies and relationships -
CBR – interaction and relationship -
Concept of biosphere reserves  -
Other organizations and partners -
Privatization -
Tourism -
Wishes / visions for future  -

CBR
Management of CBR -
Forestry and SFEs -
Land use by local population -
Relationships with neighbours -
Extension  -
Integration of communities and other stakeholders -
Interaction with other projects and partners -
Internal and external conflicts -
Tourism -

Table 3 – Themes and categories used to guide semi-structured interviews with the SFEs (State Forestry Enterprises), the local 
population, village councils and the CBR
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either buying wood from the state forest enterprises 
or by direct logging concessions on state territory. 
Their political power is relatively low, but due to their 
important socio-economic role in local communities 
they have a relatively high influence, mainly in mon-
etary terms.
Others: other stakeholders include governmental ac-
tors, such as administrations and different ministries, 
as well as other local actors like NGOs. We also identi-
fied non-local and international actors as very impor-
tant for the development of  the CBR, since most of  
them already are concerned with issues of  sustainable 
development in the area (e.g. FORZA, WWF) and 
could be valuable partners (see Table 2).  

Common and conflicting/competing  interests
Both common and conflicting interests exist amongst 
land users (see Table 4). The strong interest in the 
continuation of  exploitative forestry operations in the 

area is the basis for the large common ground between 
state and private forestry enterprises. This powerful 
bond ensures close cooperation and high influence by 
the forestry sector in the region. Village councils and 
the local population also correspond strongly in their 
interests. Both aim at people’s welfare through region-
al development, secured land-use rights and prosper-
ity of  communities. The main areas of  conflicting or 
competing interests between individual stakeholder 
groups are found in forestry practices and the utiliza-
tion of  wood as well as in anticipated land-use restric-
tions to be imposed by the CBR. 

Overall conflict potential
Table 5 shows where disagreement or conflict situa-
tions presently exist or might arise in future. Highest 
potential for disagreement persists between private 
forestry enterprises and the CBR. Their interests and 
aims are very different, even opposed. However, there 

(a) Local population Village councils SFEs PWCs

CBR Traditional land use -
Development of tourism -
Protection of landscape -

Secure traditional land-use  -
rights
Sustainable economic  -
development
Development of tourism -

Protection of old forests  -
and valuable natural 
assets

Local supply of wood -

PWCs Income through forestry - Income through forestry - Exploitative forestry -

SFEs Income through forestry -
Local supply of wood -

Cut wood for local supply -

Village councils Development -
Secure land-use -  rights
People’s welfare -

(b) Local population Village councils SFEs PWCs

CBR Restrictions in use and ac- -
cess of land and forest

Restrictions in land use,  -
access and logging

Method and amount of  -
logging

Exploitative use of forest  -
resources

PWCs Utilization of harvested  -
wood

Logging practices, utiliza- -
tion of harvested wood

Method of logging (regu- -
lations)

SFEs Utilization of forest  -
resources

Forestry roads and logging  -
practices

Village councils Cooperation with CBR -

Table 4 – Fields of  (a) complementary and similar interests and (b) conflicting or competing interests between main land users. The 
depth of  background shading indicates the scope for common ground or conflicting interests respectively. 
CBR = Carpathian Biosphere Reserve, PWC = Private wood-processing companies, SFE = State Forestry Enterprise

Local population Village councils SFEs PWCs

CBR     

PWCs    

SFEs   

Village councils  

Table 5 – Overall conflict potential as assessed from evaluating conflicting and common interests.
CBR = Carpathian Biosphere Reserve, PWC = Private wood-processing companies, SFE = State Forestry Enterprise
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is very little direct contact between those two interest 
groups and conflicts are mainly decided via other ac-
tors and hidden in decision-making processes. 
There is also relatively high potential for conflict be-
tween the CBR and local people as well as the state 
forestry enterprises (SFE), but relationships seem to 
develop into different directions. With increased un-
derstanding and acceptance of  the CBR, the conflict 
potential regarding the local population is decreas-
ing. Further intentions of  expanding the CBR and 
incorporating SFE property increase the probability 
of  conflicts between those main land managers. The 
state forestry enterprises’ resentment of  the CBR is 
mainly built upon their economic autonomy and total 
dependence on generating revenues from forestry, in 
contrast to the CBR, which receives financial support 
from the government.  
Only moderate potential of  conflict can be expected 
between the village councils and the three non-com-
munal land users, since dialogue exists and negotia-
tions are under way. Due to their relatively high power, 
they have the possibility to sort out conflicts before 
they arise. 
The relationship between local people and forestry 
enterprises carries only medium conflict potential as 
common interests still outweigh most conflicting ones. 
There is a slightly lower potential for conflict between 
local people and private wood-processing companies 
because of  their direct relationship of  employment or 
business ownership. 
Least conflict can be expected both within the com-
mercial forestry sector and between local people and 
their village councils. In most thematic fields, forestry 
actors on the one hand and communities on the other 
form strong entities and the respective partners show 
a strong basis of  cooperation.

Implications for management and planning 
As they become increasingly aware of  the significance 
of  sustainability and conservation, local communi-
ties, especially village heads, are very important for the 
CBR management. Valuing their home landscapes, still 
pursuing traditional land uses and being dependent on 
local natural resources, they hold a position that is cer-
tainly in support of  sustainable development. In order 
to achieve it, the village councils and the CBR need to 
develop a strong dialogue. Their growing interest in 
conservation and sustainable development will make 
cooperation possible and their great local influence 
makes success more likely. 
Interests of  the local population should have priority 
in planning and management since they have inherited 
land-use rights to the area and their livelihood still de-
pends largely on the land. Only in meeting their needs 
and actively involving them will sustainable develop-
ment be possible and conservation successful. One 
such need is that for an adequate and affordable sup-
ply of  fuel or energy for heating and cooking. This 
could be achieved by sourcing firewood from com-

munity forestry or by finding other energy sources, 
such as small hydropower stations, which are already 
being tested in the area. Another issue is the need for 
secured land-use rights and access to mountain mead-
ows (polonynas). Continuation of  traditional land uses, 
especially sheep farming, plays a very important role 
in the sustainable development of  the region. As sug-
gested by local authorities, sheep farming might have 
to be reorganized and adjusted to modern conditions. 
Generally, there is a clear need for securing and gener-
ating local employment opportunities to stop further 
migration as well as illegal actions. Local employment 
will secure people’s incomes and help keep a local 
identity and attachment to the land, which is necessary 
to reduce resource exploitation and degradation. De-
velopment of  ecotourism might be one possibility, but 
it needs gentle guidance to avoid overuse and nega-
tive rebounds, especially for ecological systems. Local 
people need to be empowered by more participatory 
strategies. Contact and information need to be much 
extended and community outreach from state agencies 
enhanced and stabilized. 
The forestry-related actors are presently least oriented 
towards sustainability and rather focused on economic 
success. A fundamental change in forest management 
is necessary. However, it cannot be achieved at local 
or even regional level. Changes have to happen at na-
tional level and are slowly setting in. Locally, forest 
enterprises should seek contact with other actors and 
at least engage in dialogue and cooperation as already 
initiated by the efforts of  international organizations. 
Instead of  indulging in personal power struggles, the 
CBR and village councils should strengthen their com-
mon ground to ensure sustainable development and 
with it benefits for everybody. Generally, a commu-
nity forestry approach might be considered for the 
future, which will answer the need for generating local 
incomes as well as supplying resources for private in-
dividuals and businesses. 
The CBR administration has the responsibility of  be-
ing a key actor for integrative conservation manage-
ment, including sustainable development in the region, 
by coordinating and managing joint efforts. By intro-
ducing modern, integrative, participatory and pro-ac-
tive conservation management strategies, the CBR can 
maintain and enhance its status as a site of  great in-
ternational importance for protection and at the same 
time function as an engine for the region, ideally even 
as a model region for the whole Carpathian Ecoregion. 
Specific recommendations include the absolutely cru-
cial activation of  the dormant stakeholder council, the 
establishment of  which is already a very progressive 
and exemplary step towards increased communication 
and cooperation between stakeholders. 
Community outreach needs to be extended to the lo-
cal people and contact sought directly. Invitations to 
community meetings should be better acknowledged 
as opportunities for building trust and cooperation 
and be followed up in future. The CBR will have to 



11
Jul iane Geyer,  Fedir  D. Hamor & Pierre L .  Ibisch

take on concerns expressed by local authorities and 
residents. The cooperation with other initiatives which 
work regionally for sustainable development will have 
to be recognized as a great opportunity for both the 
reserve and the region and be extended further. Even 
though it might take some time to overcome existing 
barriers, the high potential, creativity and progressive 
thinking of  CBR staff  could ease the way, if  acknowl-
edged and given the chance to develop.   

Conclusion 

This study adds to the understanding of  participatory 
conservation in post-communist contexts, which is 
only beginning to emerge, and constitutes a basis for 
participatory conservation management and sustaina-
ble development in the area of  the CBR. It shows that 
there are several common but also some conflicting in-
terests between local stakeholders. The acceptance of  
the CBR and the acknowledgement of  its key role as 
land manager and promoter of  sustainable land use in 
the region are growing. However, communication and 
cooperation among stakeholders are rather deficient. 
The present overview of  stakeholders and their rela-
tionships is a novel approach for the CBR. Lawrence 
(2008) considers relatively basic and not particularly in-
novative levels of  participation, such as understanding 
stakeholder perspectives, fundamentally necessary and 
very important in the post-socialist context. Accord-
ing to him, this is already a great achievement in the 
process of  introducing participatory conservation to 
the CBR. It paves the way for improved communica-
tion between stakeholders. The idea of  the stakeholder 
council should be further pursued to enable discussion 
among stakeholders about their vision of  a common 
future of  the region as a biosphere reserve and world 
heritage site. Local communities are already showing 
an interest in such cooperation. Special efforts will 
have to be made vis-à-vis the forestry sector. 
In order to ensure the success of  long-term conserva-
tion objectives, an integrated and participatory man-
agement approach is needed and in line with various 
international conservation concepts, such as the Ec-
osystem Approach of  the Convention of  Biological 
Diversity (CBD) and the Seville Strategy and Madrid 
Action Plan of  the UNESCO Man and the Biosphere 
(MAB) Programme (UNESCO 1996; 2008a). Bio-
sphere reserves are model areas for sustainable devel-
opment, integrating biodiversity conservation and sus-
tainable land use (UNESCO 2007), i.e. a land use that 
does not compromise either the long-term production 
potential and the provision of  ecosystem goods and 
services, or the ecosystem functionality required to en-
sure resilience and adaptive capacity. 
Apart from those international frameworks, regional 
initiatives too require more integrative conservation 
and sustainable development, especially in the Car-
pathian Ecoregion, such as the Carpathian Ecoregion 
Initiative (CERI), a platform of  NGOs and institutes 

working within the framework of  the Carpathian Con-
vention (CERI 2008). The Carpathian Convention 
provides the framework for cross-border cooperation 
and multisectoral policy coordination, a platform for 
joint strategies for sustainable development and a fo-
rum for dialogue between all stakeholders involved in 
the Carpathian Ecoregion (The Carpathian Conven-
tion 2008). Those concepts integrate the idea of  par-
ticipatory management, acknowledging that sustain-
ability and the achievement of  long-term conservation 
objectives are only possible if  you integrate commu-
nities and other stakeholders into decision-making 
and share the benefits. Management is based on the 
cooperation of  many partners, mostly government 
agencies and other sections of  society, such as local 
people and communities, NGOs and the private sec-
tor (Kothari 2006). In improving stakeholder dialogue 
and integration into conservation planning, the CBR 
is well on the way towards becoming a model region 
for conservation and sustainable development in the 
Ukrainian Carpathians and even for the whole Car-
pathian Ecoregion.
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