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SUMMARY

N O V I K  S v e t l a n a  M i h a i l o v n a
G E O - E C O L O G I C A L  A S S E S S M E N T  O F  T H E  N A T U R A L
R E S O U R C E S ’  C A P A C I T Y  I N  T H E  R E G I O N  O F  M I N S K

Key words: natural resources’ capacity, administrative district, natural
resources, geo-ecological assessment, geoinformation system, fields of economic
activities, limiting factors, state of natural resource capacity, exploration of the
natural resource capacity, extention of the assimilation of natural resources,
environmental management.

Purpose of the research: assessment of natural resource capacity in the Region
of Minsk, identifying the rules for its spatial distribution and the extent to which it is
explored.

Methods of the research: conventional geographical methods (descriptive, that
based on geographical comparisons, and mapping), methods of the analysis and
synthesis (conjugated, structural), mathematical statistics, GIS-technologies.

Results: ) the methodology of geo-ecological assessment of natural resources’
capacity of a region at the level of administrative districts has been conceptualised
and further developed; b) a geoinformation system designed to store and retrieve the
generalised information that quantifies the state and exploration of the natural
resources’ capacity, and assists to classify administrative districts with regard to the
extent to which the capacity is explored; c) the geo-ecological assessment has been
made, administrative districts has been ranked in respect to the actual state and
exploration of natural resources’ capacity as applies to the various sectors of
economy; d) the assessment of the extent to which the natural resource capacity is
explored, and classification of districts based on this criterion have been made.

Practical implication: The results of the research are used for the purposes of
curriculum development at the Faculty of Geography, A.S. Pushkin Brest State
University, and by Minsk and Brest Regional Committees for Natural Resources and
Environment Protection.

Application fields: wise use and protection of natural resources.


