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LANDSCAPE IN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Jian DRDOS'

Abstract: For reintegration process, which is characteristic for our century within inter-
national geography, projects aiming at phenomenon society-environment in common solu-
tion of both physical and human geography are of great importance. An example of such
projects, up to now mostly limited to physical geography, are environmental projects. They
concern analyses and valuations of the state of human environment (as a certain case
can serve a common projects of physical and human geography - Drdos, Székely, 1994,
or environmental assessments according to the Act on environmental impact assessment,
at which our geography participate importantly). A particular position in environmental
assessment is covered by landscape (with its various properties and structures), which is
in Slovak geography understood anthropocentrically, then from the point of view of human
interests, what was characteristic for the programmes of Landscape Synthesis (see Drdos
et al., 1980) and Landscape Potential (see Mazur, Drdos, 1984).
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INTRODUCTION

It seems, that a dissatisfaction with the state and tendency in geography appears in this
science in half century cycles. The landscape concept was discussed in the midst of the
20th century, and the result of discussion was, that this concept was refused and replaced
by specialization concept. The consequence was the fragmentation of geographical study
object. In spite of that, geography was declared to be a science of humans (society) and
environment, which was determined by the fact, that geographers study the society and
human activities (human geography) on one hand, and the physical environment (physical
geography) on the other.

Since the beginning of the 21st century geographers are being searched for ways to
reintegrate both the two basic branches of their science (see Wardenga, Weichhart, 2006; in
our country Matlovi¢, 2006, Hofierka, 2006). The solution is offered by the social ecology
dealing with the society-nature interactions (Fischer-Kowalski, Erb, 2006). The model of
social ecology is very suitable for geography, defined by Blotevogel (2002) as a ,,science
about the Earth’s surface in its spatial differentiation, physical equipment, and as a space
and place of human life and actions* (in: Fischer-Kowalski, Erb, 2006; a series of similar
definitions see Drdos, 2004). The approach of social ecology allows to overcome splitting
of geography (Wardenga, Weichhart, 2006).

The system society-nature (natural environment/landscape) is anthropocentric
(similarly like the concept of sustainability). It means that the priority is looking upon
the natural environment, or landscape from the viewpoint of human interests (not only
economic ones), and in foreground are those aspects of natural environment/landscape,
which are important for human life and human space.
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Authors (e. g. Egner, 2006) warn, that the reintegration process in geography should
not be violent, as it could damage the diversity and creativity of geography. It should refer
first of all to joint projects. In Slovakia such attempt was presented by Drdos, Székely
(1994).

In this context a question could be put, whether the issue of landscape could be involved
into the reintegrated study of geography. The answer can be positive, since landscape
is a spatial phenomenon (according to Fischer-Kowalski, Berg, 2006 geography as a
spatial science has a big advantage in the study of the system society-nature and surpasses
the social ecology, which has not any spatial dimension; its second advantage is, that
geography studies both society and natural environment).

In Slovakia, from the applied viewpoint, the notion of landscape for the solution the
environmental problems was elaborated already in the early 80-ies of the 20th century in
the programmes Landscape Synthesis, Landscape Potential, also Landscape Planning (see
Drdos, 1978, 1983, Otahel’, 1980, Mazur, Drdos, 1984), and after 1990 in Environmental
Impact Assessment (see Kozova et al., 1995).

The main task of landscape study for purposes of environmental assessment (in
context with the system society-nature) is research of landscape components, population
and its activities (analysis), of landscape structures (synthesis), of landscape properties
and anthropic alterations, impacts on landscape, population and its activities (assessment),
and elaboration of proposals for mitigation of impacts, and for recovery (management).

THE NOTION OF LANDSCAPE IN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

According to different approaches to the notion of landscape (e. g. Krcho, 1974, Mazur
et al., 1980, Otahel’, 1994, Miklos, Izakovicova, 1997, Zigrai, 1998, and other authors
— see Drdos, 2004), this notion can be defined as a spatial dynamic system of material,
mutually joint elements, which is linked to the Earth’s surface, is differentiated in space
and time, has its own visual quality, and is a space of human life. Humans are through their
metabolism a part of landscape, and they have to it not only a beneficial relation, but also
a spiritual one, since the landscape is their home.

Singular constituents of this definition are objects of different definitions, e. g. of Krcho
(1974): “The geographic sphere is interpreted as a spatial cybernetic system composed of
two autonomous subsystems — anthroposphere and physico-geographical sphere. Result
of their interaction is the present landscape as the basis of the environment for humans”;
Mazar, Urbanek, Drdo§ (1980): “Landscape is a dynamic spatial system consisting of
phenomena of natural and socio-economic character which is linked to Earth surface”;
Miklés, Izakovicova (1997): “Landscape is considered a holistic entity of real world, total
system of geographical sphere, hence a geosystem in a broad sense of the word *; Zigrai
(1997): “Cultural landscape represents material and spiritual result of the relationship
between the human and the environment”; The draft of the Act of the National Council
SR about landscape planning (2006) defines the landscape as follows: “Landscape is an
arrangement of original, transformed and new-created landscape elements, components,
and landscape complexes in landscape system; landscape structure and its elements
appears like limits, restricting, or supporting factors required human activities in a certain
type of landscape”.
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Comprehensively is the landscape interpreted by Otahel’ (1994): “Landscape is a
system of material elements, which interact in synergy through their properties in spatial
and temporal dimensions. Its material structure possesses its outer manifestation, image of
which is differentiated in time and space by its visual structure”.

In the concept of environmentalistics (in terms of Klinda, 1999) involving also the
environmental planning (see e. g. Drdos, 2004, Drdos et al., 2005), which is based on the
concept of sustainability, the notion of landscape should follow from these concepts. As
the landmark of the sustainability is anthropocentrism (Timasev, 2006: sociocentrism),
the landscape should be interpreted from this point of view (see Drdos, 1983), and as an
element of the system man (society) — environment (sensu social ecology). According to
Mazur et al. (1980) dealing with landscape is raisonable from the sight of human interests
only, and the point of view of social needs gives to the landscape study its own sense. The
aim of landscape study is to recognize the landscape as a human home, as an object of his
work, and also as his existential basis.

The relation of humans to the landscape as their home and the basis of their existence
is of primary importance in the environmental assessment. This approach corresponds to
the concept of sustainability, and also to the new study of two equivalent elements within
the system society — environment. This approach requires therefore the study of the human
society and its activities.

Isacenko (2006) writes, that ,,man is an individible part of nature, but also in contrast to
it as a thinking being and subject of economic activity...It is necessary to aim to concrete
forms and mechanisms of effects both of man and landscape as two equivalent systems in
landscape study*.

In environmental projects we have to distinguish between the notion of landscape as
an objective reality (our idea about the landscape as a holistic entity), and the notion of
landscape as a research topic (a part of the reality delineated by selected criteria). The
real landscape research, mainly in context with environmental assessment should follow
from the definition of geography as a science on society and its physical environment,
which are connected by their mutual interrelations, and by their joint space. The physical
environment is a home and source of satisfaction of human needs, and the society as an
agent, which changes and transforms the physical environment (see e. g. Timasev, 20006).

DESCRIPTION OF LANDSCAPE IN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

In environmental assessment the description of landscape contains all its aspects
— landscape as a system (geosystem — a system model of landscape), landscape as a
visual entity (percept) and landscape as a home of humans (identity). Simultaneously the
landscape should be described in context with sociocentric system: physical environment
(physical, or physico-geographical landscape) — human population (selected demo-
geographical data, health and quality of life of people) - culture (activities and material
products of human work).

The purpose of landscape description in environmental assessment is to present the
comprehensive characteristics of landscape, which is a starting-point for assessment of
alterations in landscape, and at the same time a basis for comparison of starting-point
with a new situation, created by realization of mitigation measures. This purpose requires
a description of landscape as a geosystem, as a percept and identity. The basic criterion is
the sustainability.
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Description is the result of analysis (geoscientific, biological, ecological, social,
environmental) of physical (natural, physico-geographical), and anthropogenic (human-
geographical) components of landscape and connecting processes. Processes are analysed
with regard to formation of landscape structures (see Chorosev, Ales¢enko, 2007), and
also to their significance for the living space of humans (Egner, 2006). Natural and
anthropogenic processes are also interpreted as hazards and risks (see Drdos, 1992).

Another component of landscape description is that of its structures. Landscape is
polystructural. The polystructurality, according to Chorosev, Ales¢enko (2007) is given by
fact, that on each hierarchical level of landscape an individual structure done by a different
leading factor of forming interrelations among landscape components, is being formed.
Landscape is polystructural also from other points of view. Besides topological (vertical)
and chorological (horizontal, or spatial) structures, also structures according to the degree
of anthropogenic alterations can be distinguished : physical (natural) and anthropogenic
(given by land-use) ones. An individual kind of landscape structure is the ecological
network (biocentres, biocorridors, biosegments, and other parameters significant from the
point of view of biodiversity and exchange of information), further visual structure (given
by perception), in landscape planning very important tertiary landscape structure (given
by different legal norms, mainly on nature and landscape protection), and the structure
of stressors (sources of adverse impacts on ecosystems and geosystems) — in detail see e.
g. Otahel’ (1994), Drdos (1995, 2004), Miklés, Izakovicova (1997), Izakovicova (2001),
Cech (2004), Michaeli (2004), Ruzi¢ka, MiSovi¢ova (2006) and others.

The further equivalent part is description of perceived landscape, landscape scenery
and identity (in detail see Otahel’, 1994, 1996, 1999, Drdos, 1995, 1998, 2004, Stefunkova,
1998). The description of perceived landscape is interdisciplinary (geosciences, ecology,
humanities); that of landscape identity is a product of sociology. The landscape identity is
done by the emotional relation of humans to their environment, to landscape, where they
live and work, and held it for their home. They have interest in its quality and are afraid of
its alterations (in its topological, chorological and visual structures).

The description of the environmental quality of landscape (disturbancies, pollution ) is
the result of environmental analyses.

Since the landscape is interpreted as a living space and environment of humans and of
all organisms, the equivalent stress is being put on the conditions of human existence and
of organisms (according to the Act on nature and landscape protection).

An important part of landscape description is the information about the carrying
capacity of landscape (see Drdos, 1990, Drdos, Kozova, 1992, Drdos$, HrnCiarova, 2005,
Hrnciarova et al., 1997). This information is gained with help of analysis of sensitivity (and
geoecological significance) of singular landscape components and of factors of quality
of human life. From comparison of carrying capacity with the spatial distribution and
intensity of environmental problems (disturbancies and pollution of physical components
and structures) the spatial synthesis of landscape charge follows. In order to avoid the
destruction of landscape structures, it is necessary to determine the critical treshold value
of the anthropogenic load. It is done by limits. Drdos§, Hrnc¢iarova (2005) distinguish
spatial, geocomponental, geodynamic, ecological, ecosozological, cultural-historical,
hygienical and safety limits.
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The landscape description should involve also the discription of landscape potential
as a complete asset of landscape to fullfil functions for man (see e. g. Mazur, Drdos,
1984, Drdos, 2006, Otahel’, Polac¢ik, 1987, Ivanova, Valek, 2005, Valek, Ivanova, 2006
and others).

This complete approach to analysis and synthesis reflects the holistic interpretation of
landscape, which is inevitable for decision-making about land-use. The aim is to get the
comprehensive information about all aspects of landscape - as geosystem, its properties,
structures, utilization, as a living space of humans and all gene-pool, its values and also
measure of disturbancies.

Information about landscape (as one element of the system society-environment)
must be completed by the description of population and its activities in affected locality
(analysis of human geography). Information about all aspects of human life, which would
be affected by planned human activity, or strategical documentation (see the Act Nr.
24/2006 Coll. on Environmental Impact Assessment) are especially important.

CONCLUSION

The research and assessment of landscape in relation to human environment has a
long-term tradition in Slovak geography. It is connected with the fact, that the applied
geography was already in the past well developed, so that it allowed to develop integrative
landscape approach. Landscape was since the beginnings of its study interpreted as holistic
entity (see Drdos, Otahel’, 2006), what was projected also into the landscape ecology,
and after 1990 also into environmental programmes, inclusively environmental impact
assessment (see Kozova et al., 1995).
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KRAJINA V ENVIRONMENTALNOM HODNOTEN{
Zhrnutie

Zda sa, ze v medzinarodnej geografii sa v polstoro¢nych cykloch prejavuje nespo-
kojnost’ so stavom, zameranim a smerovanim tejto vedy. V polovici 20. stor. prebichala
diskusia o holistickej krajinnej koncepcii, ktord skoncila jej odmietnutim a vystriedala ju
koncepcia Specializacie, ktord doviedla geografiu k jej rozStiepeniu a fragmentarizacii jej
predmetu (pozri Wardenga, Weichhart, 2006).

Na prelome tisicro¢i sa opit’ prejavila nespokojnost’, teraz vSak s fragmentarizovanou
geografiou a hl'adaju sa cesty k reintegracii dvoch zakladnych geografickych odvetvi
(pozri Matlovic, 2006, Hofierka, 2006). Vychodisko podl'a Wardengu, Weichharta (2006)
ponuka socidlna ekologia, ktora jav spolocnost-prostredie chape ako dynamicky systém
(pozri Fischer-Kowalski, Erb, 2006).

Systém spolo¢nost-prostredie je antropocentricky (podobne ako koncepcia trvalej
udrzatelnosti), to znamend, ze k prirode (a krajine) sa pristupuje z hladiska zaujmov
¢loveka (avSak nielen ekonomickych) a v popredi st tie aspekty prirody a krajiny, ktoré
ovplyviluju jeho zivot a jeho zivotny priestor. Timasev (2006) hovori o sociocentrizme,
a to z dovodov, ze 'udska spolocnost’ je dnes v §tadiu rozvoja ked’ radikdlne meni prirodu
Zeme. Preto v kontexte Zeme je osobitnym geografickym komponentom.

Diskutéri (napr. Egner, 2006) upozoriiuju, ze reintegrany proces by nemal byt nasil-
ny, lebo by mohlo ddjst’ ku Skodam na rozmanitosti a kreativite geografie. Mal by sa
odohravat’ predovsetkym v polohe spolo¢nych projektov, dovolujucich ucast’ obidvoch
odvetvi (avSak nie v polozeni dvoch vysledkov za sebou, ale v spolo¢nom rozpracovavani
problémov javu spolocnost-prostredie). V slovenskej geografii pokus o takyto pristup
prezentovali Drdos, Székely (1994).

V stvislosti s touto diskusiou si mozno polozit’ otazku, ¢i je mozné do integra¢nych
vyskumov zaclenit’ problém krajiny. Na tito otdzku mozno odpovedat’ kladne, ked’Ze
krajina je priestorovym javom (Fischer-Kowalski, Erb, 2006 povazuje to, ze geografia
je priestorovou vedou za jej vel'ka vyhodu pri vyskume javu spolo¢nost-prostredie, ¢im
pred¢i socidlnu ekologiu, ktorej chyba priestorovy rozmer) a zaroven vstupuje do prvku
priroda i kultura.

Na Slovensku sa z aplikacného pohl'adu, pre ucely rieSenia problémov ¢lovek-zivotné
prostredie rozpracoval antropocentricky pojem krajiny uz v 80. r. 20. stor., a to v medz-
indrodnom programe ,,Krajinnd syntéza“ (pozri Drdo$ et al., 1980), v téme krajinného
potencialu (pozri Mazur, Drdos, 1984), v téme krajinného planovania (pozri Drdos, 1978)
a krajiny ako vizudlneho javu (pozri Ot'ahel’, 1980

Pre pojem krajiny v environmentalnom hodnoteni st zvlast’ vyznamné jeho definicie
v legislative. Krajina je u nas definovana v zdkone NR SR ¢. 237/2000 Z. z. o izemnom
planovani a stavebnom poriadku (zahrfiujicom krajinné pldnovanie). Tento zakon de-
finuje krajinu ako ,,.komplexny systém priestoru, polohy, georelié¢fu a ostatnych vzdjomne
funkéne prepojenych hmotnych prirodzenych a clovekom pretvorenych aj vytvorenych
prvkov, najmé geologického podkladu a pddotvorného substratu, vodstva, pody, rast-
linstva a zivociSstva, umelych objektov a prvkov vyuzitého uzemia, ako aj ich vézieb
vyplyvajucich zo sociadlno-ekonomickych javov v krajine. Krajina je zivotnym prostredim
¢loveka a ostatnych zivych organizmov*.
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Definicia spaja krajinu so zivotnym prostredim Ked’ze environmentalne hodnotenie
nie je predmetom zékladného vyskumu, ale ma zmysel len v rieseni praktickych environ-
mentalnych problémov, nevyhnutné je, aby sa realizovalo na baze legislativnych noriem
tykajtcich sa zloziek zivotného prostredia, ich naruSenia, resp. kontaminacii a odpadov,
ako aj posudzovania vplyvov na Zivotné prostredie.

Vyssie uvedenad definicia bola sformulovanad na zaklade vedeckej (predovsetkym
krajinno-ekologickej) literatiry. Zhodnotenim rdznych pristupov k pojmu krajiny hlavne
v geografickej literatire (napr. Krcho, 1974, Mazur et al., 1980, Otahel’, 1994, Mikloés,
Izakovidova, 1997, Zigrai, 1998 i d’alsich, naich i zahrani¢nych autorov, pozri Drdos,
2004) mozno pojem krajiny definovat’ ako priestorovy dynamicky systém materialnych,
integrovanych prvkov s mnohotvarnymi a variabilnymi priamymi i nepriamymi vztahmi,
ktory sa viaze na zemsky povrch, je diferencovany v priestore a ¢ase, ma vlastna vizualnu
kvalitu a je priestorom zivota ¢loveka; ¢lovek svojim metabolizmom je sticastou krajiny
a ma k nej aj duchovny vztah, ked’ze krajina je jeho domovom; ¢loveka jeho vedomie
zaroven vycleiuje z biosféry a z tohoto hl'adiska krajina je predmetom jeho aktivit a ma
k nej Gzitkovy vzt'ah.

U nas krajinu v komplexnom ponati definuje Otahel’ (1994): ,krajina je systém mate-
ridlnych prvkov, synergicky interagujicich cez svoje vlastnosti v priestorovej a ¢asovej
dimenzii. Jej materialna Struktiira ma svoj vonkajsi prejav, obraz, ktory sa diferencuje
v priestore a v ¢ase svojou vizualnou Struktirou”. Podobne definuje krajinu aj navrh zako-
na NR SR o krajinnom planovani (2006), podla ktorého je ,,éastou Gizemia tak, ako ju
vnimaju l'udia, jej charakter je vysledkom ¢innosti a vzajomného pdsobenia prirodnych
a/alebo antropogénnych faktorov*.

V koncepcii environmentalistiky (v zmysle Klindu, 1999), sucast’'ou ktorej je environ-
mentalne planovanie (pozri Drdos, 2004, Drdos et al., 2005) a ktora je zaloZena na kon-
cepcii trvalej udrzatelnosti aj pojem krajiny musi vychadzat’ z tejto koncepcie. Ked'ze
zakladnym znakom trvalej udrzatelnosti je antropocentrizmus (Timasev, 2006 tento
pojem nahradza pojmom sociocentrizmus), aj krajinu chapeme v tomto pohl'ade (pozri tiez
Drdos, 1983) a ako prvok v systéme ¢lovek (spoloénost’) — prostredie (v zmysle socialnej
ekoldgie a v zmysle pojmu krajiny podl'a nasej legislativy). V kontexte environmentalne-
ho hodnotenia ciel'om vyskumu krajiny je poznat’ ju ako domov ¢loveka, ako objekt jeho
prace i ako existen¢nl zékladnu jeho bytia. Tento pristup je uréujici v hodnoteni krajiny
pre akékol'vek ucely (pozri Drdos, 2004) a vyzaduje ho aj novy pristup vo vyskume sys-
tému dvoch rovnocennych prvkov spolo¢nost-prostredie.

Isa¢enko (2006) upozoriuje, ze ,,clovek je neoddelitel'na sucast’ prirody, no zaroven
je v protiklade k nej ako mysliaca bytost’ a subjekt hospodarskej ¢innosti. Nie je podria-
deny krajine, tako ako napr. poda, alebo Zivocisstvo, a preto ho nemozno porovnavat
s prirodnymi zlozkami. Vo vyskume sa treba zamerat’ na konkrétne formy a mechanizmy
posobenia ¢loveka a krajiny ako dvoch rovnocennych systémov*.

V environmentalnom hodnoteni opis krajiny obsahuje vsetky jej aspekty (podrobnej-
Sie Drdos, 2004) - krajina ako systém (geosystém), krajina ako vizualny obraz (vnem)
a krajina ako domov ¢loveka (identita). Zaroven sa krajina opisuje v kontexte sociocentric-
kého systému: prostredie (prirodna, resp. fyzicko-geograficka krajina) - 'udska populacia
(vybrané demogeografické charakteristiky, zdravie a kvalita zivota 'udi) — kultara (aktivi-
ty i materialne vysledky l'udskych ¢innosti) — v zmysle Fischer-Kowalski, Erb (2006).
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Utelom opisu krajiny v environmentalnom hodnoteni je podat’ uplnt charakteristiku
krajiny, ktora je vychodiskovou bazou pre hodnotenie zmien vplyvom ludskych zasahov
a zaroven kompara¢nou bazou pre porovnanie vychodiskového stavu s novym stavom,
sformovanym realizaciou opatreni na zmiernenie predpokladanych nepriaznivych vply-
vov. Tento ucel si vyzaduje opis krajiny ako geosystému, tak aj ako vnimaného obrazu
a identity. Zakladnym kritériom opisu je princip trvalej udrzatel'nosti.

Opisy st vysledkom analyz prirodnych (fyzicko-geografickych) a antropogénnych
(humannogeografickych) zloziek krajiny a s nimi stivisiacich procesov. Procesy (prenosy
latok, energii a informacii medzi krajinnymi zlozkami) sa skiimaju jednak s ohl'adom
na formovanie krajinych Struktur (pozri Chorosev, Alesc¢enko, 2007) a tiez s ohladom
na ich vyznam pre Zivotny priestor ¢loveka (Egner, 2006). Takymi st napr. prirodné
a antropogénne procesy interpretované ako prirodné a antropogénne nebezpecia (v prihod-
nych situdciach nepriaznivo pdsobiace procesy a stavy) a prirodné a antropogénne rizika
(nepriaznivé dosledky zasahov ¢loveka najmé v oblastiach prirodnych a antropogénnych
nebezpeci) — pozri Drdo§ (1992).

Dal$ou vyznamnou ¢astou opisu krajiny je opis jej §truktary. Krajina je polystruktarna.
Polystruktirnost’ krajiny podl'a ChoroSeva, Ales¢enka (2007) je dana tym, ze na kazdej
hierarchickej Girovni krajiny sa formuje osobitna Struktura, podmienena odlisnym vedicim
faktorom formovania vzajomnych vztahov medzi krajinnymi zlozkami, ktoré vsak nie su
linearne. Krajina je vSak polystrukturna aj z inych hladisk. Okrem topickej (vertikalnej)
a chorickej (horizontalnej) struktiry rozliSujeme aj Struktury podl'a stupna antropogénnej
premeny, a to prirodnu (fyzicko-geograficku) a antropogénnu (danti vyuzivanim zeme).
Osobitnym druhom krajinnej Struktiry je ekologicka (siet’ biocentier, biokoridorov, bi-
osegmentov i d’al$ich znakov vyznamnych z hl'adiska biodiverzity a vymeny genetickych
informacii), vizualna Struktira (dana vnimanim) a v krajinnom a vobec environmentalnom
planovani je vyznamna terciarna Struktira krajiny (dand réznymi normami a predpismi,
zv1ast’ o ochrane prirody a krajiny) a Struktara stresovych faktorov (zdroje nepriaznivého
poOsobenia na ekosystémy a geosystémy) — podrobnejsie pozri napr. Otahel’ (1994), Drdos
(1995, 2004), Miklos, Izakovicova (1997), Izakovicova (2001), Cech (2004), Michaeli
(2004), Ruzicka, Misovicova (2006) a d’alsi.

Dal3ou rovnocennou &ast'ou je opis krajinného obrazu, krajinnej scenérie a identity kra-
jiny (podrobne Drdos, 1998, 2004). Zatial’ ¢o opis krajinného obrazu je interdisciplinarny,
opis identity je produktom prace socioldgie. Opis environmentalneho stavu krajiny (stupen
narusenia a kontaminacie krajinnych zloziek) je vysledkom interdisciplinarnych analyz,
v ktorych st podstatné environmentalne analyzy.

KedZe krajina sa chape ako zivotny priestor a prostredie Zivota ¢loveka a ostatnych
zivych organizmov, rovnaky doraz ako na podmienky l'udskej existencie sa kladie aj na
podmienky rastlinstva a zivoc¢iSstva (v intenciach zakona o ochrane prirody a krajiny).

Vyznamnou sucastou informacii o krajine je informacia o Gnosnosti krajiny (pozri
Drdos, 1990, Drdos, Kozova, 1992, Drdos, Hrn¢iarova, 2005), ktord sa v environmental-
nom hodnoteni ziskava pomocou analyz citlivosti (i geoekologickej vyznamnosti) jednot-
livych prirodnych zloziek krajiny a faktorov kvality a pohody Zivota ¢loveka (planovacia
metodika ekologickej inosnosti je zalozena na LANDEP — pozri Hrnéiarova, et al., 1997).
Z porovnania tinosnosti krajiny s priestorovym vyskytom a intenzitou environmentalnych
problémov (kontaminacia a narusenie prirodnych zloziek krajiny a jej Struktary, vyskyt
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dalsich nepriaznivych vplyvov, ako hluk, Ziarenie a pod.) vyplyva priestorova syntéza
zat'azenia krajiny (priestorové rozmiestnenie a vel’kost’ environmentalnych problémov).

Uvedeny komplexny pristup k analyze a syntéze odzrkadl'uje holistické ponimanie
krajiny, ktoré je nevyhnutné pre rozhodovanie o jej vyuzivani. Ciel'om je ziskat’ komplex-
ny obraz o vSetkych aspektoch krajiny - ako geosystému, jeho vlastnostiach, Struktarach,
vyuzivani, ako priestoru Zivota ¢loveka a ostatnych organizmov, o jeho hodnotach i miere
narusenia. Ide o vystihnutie krajiny ako zivotného prostredia dotknutej l'udskej komunity.

Informécie o krajine (ako jednom ¢lanku systému spolo¢nost’-prostredie) nevyhnutne
dopliuju opisy dotknutej l'udskej komunity a jej aktivit, ktoré poskytuje humanna geogra-
fia, prip. dalSie humanitné vedy. Zvlast vyznamné st informacie tykajuce sa roznych
aspektov zivota l'udi, ktoré budu ovplyvnené navrhovanou ¢innost'ou, alebo strategickymi
zamermi (podrobne Kozova et al., 1995).
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