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INTRODUCTION

Croatia is a country with long tourist tradition. Exceptional natural and geographic
conditions, abundance of historical and cultural heritage, favorable traffic position and
integration into Mediterranean and Central European culture gave impetus to tourism de-
velopment in mid-19" century. A century later, Croatian tourism was based on mass
(summer-bathing) tourism, and Adriatic Coast became a dominant tourist zone. Today,
tourism is of an exceptional importance for Croatia.

Tourism is one of the leading economic activities in the world, and its importance
lies in its complementarity and positive influence on development of other activities, such
as agriculture, trade and other services. Maintaining position on global tourist market in-
cludes keeping up with contemporary trends of tourism development. Since 1980s there
has been an increasing demand for those types of tourism that contribute to bonding with
nature and individual experience (“ecotourism”). These new demands occurred as a re-
action to excessive development of mass tourism, but they are also in accordance with
social awareness on nature protection Baum gartner, 2001). Tourism trends in
world predict change in behavior of travelers who strive to experience as much as pos-
sible. In next ten years collision of sun and beach, fun and adventure (without real risks),
with sustainability, eco-awareness and increase in quality of tourism offer, will dominate
world tourism market (F e i g e, 2000). In accordance with this trend, it is possible to
expect an increased pressure of recreation and tourism on protected areas.

Protected areas in Croatia comprise approximately 10 per cent of the national terri-
tory, which is a relatively high share, especially for a transitional country. The most domi-
nant categories of nature protection in Croatia are national parks and nature parks. All of
them provide recreational and tourist activities and some of them record exceptional
number of visitors. The aim of this paper is to consider the basic problems of the pro-
tected areas in Croatia, especially regarding recreation and tourism, and to explore which
indicators are used in concept of their (sustainable) development. ’
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HOW TO CONSIDER THE ISSUE OF RECREATION AND TOURISM
IN PROTECTED AREAS IN RELATION TO SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT?

The notion of sustainable development is an omnipresent contemporary concept on
acceptable development of society and space. Origins of sustainable development con-
cept date from 1960s when some institutions, non-government agencies and movements
were founded in order to increase public interest in environment protection (Robin-
s o n, 1990). The essence of this concept is expressed by famous Brundtland definition
of sustainable development (World Commission on.., 1987): “Development
that meets the needs of the present generation without denying the same opportunity for
future generations”. Although the above-mentioned definition does not offer the possibil-
ity for determining (measuring) whether a certain development is indeed sustainable, it is
important because it does not only take into consideration environment protection, but it
also focuses on the relationship between environment, society and economy (as a part of
a unique system) (Pier c e, 1996). According to the definition, one (the only?) of the
possible approaches to the issue of sustainable recreation and tourism in protected areas
is to perceive them in the “triangle”: environment-economy-society.'

In accordance with previous statements, the purpose of this chapter is to briefly
present the indicators that are commonly used in evaluating recreation and tourism in the
“triangle” of sustainable development, particularly in protected areas. However, before
examining these indicators, it would be wise to ask the following questions: Why is it
necessary to use indicators anyway? Isn’t tourism an activity that depends primarily on
the quality of the environment (clean sea, healthy environment...) and quality of life of
the local community? Isn’t it in the best interest of tourism as an economic activity to act
cautiously with natural and cultural resources on which it is based, in order to prolong
this exploitation (and financial benefit)? Isn’t tourism an ideal economic activity in terms
of sustainable development (compared to industry, for example)? Despite this logic, nu-
merous examples prove otherwise. Welford (Pravdi¢,2003; after Welford etal,
1999) made a list of eight basic “truths” on tourism from point of view of environment,
economy and society. He defines tourism as follows:

1. an industrial activity creating waste, and setting demands on infrastructure (com-~
munications, energy, water);

2. a consumer, or even an overconsumer, of natural resources and space;

3. as a resource dependent industry, a competitor for scarce resources with other
activities;

4, as a private-sector dominated industry, based predominantly on profit
maximalization;

5. as a multifaceted industry almost impossible to control (either socially or environ-
mentally);

6. dominated by consumers, not scientifically minded people;

7. entertainment;

8. unlike other industries, importing people (consumers), rather than exporting prod-
ucts.

! This statement is also in accordance with WTOQ’s definition of sustainable tourism: “Sustainable
tourism development meets the needs of present tourists and host regions while protecting and enhancing
opportunities for the future. It is envisaged as leading to management of all resources in such a way that
economic, social and aesthetic needs can be fulfilled while maintaining cultural integrity, essential
ecological processes, biological diversity and life support systems.” (WTO, Concepts & definitions: http:/
fwww.world-tourism.org/sustainable/concepts.htm, Accessed: April, 12* 2004)
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In relation to this, there are some doubts on how to develop and control recreation
and tourism as an econormic activity, particularly in protected areas, on behalf of the en-
vironment and local community and how to avoid negative consequences of recreation
and tourism in protected areas. The possible answer to these questions, which is often
stressed as an inevitable precondition for ecologically sustainable tourism, is to take the
carrying capacity into consideration. This notion is perceived as maximum pressures an
ecosystem, a place or a region can take in order to achieve sustainability (Pra- vdi ¢,
2003; after IUCN/UNEP/WWF, 1991). Carrying capacity has four components: physi-
cal, perceptual, social and economic component (Pravdi¢, 2003; after Gossling,
1999, 2000, 2002):

1. Physical carrying capacity is characterized by limits of loads imposed by various
activities, beyond which environmental problems arise.

2. Perceptual capacity is the subjective view that tourist have on the conditions in an
area (environmental quality, the comfort index) which in turn decides on their willingness
to travel to that destinations.

3. Social carrying capacity arises from the domestic population’s willingness to tol-
erate foreign visitors, and accept the accompanying levels and rates of social change.

4. Economic carrying capacity measures the ability of a local community to absorb
tourist activities accepting the associated benefits, but without displacing or disrupting
traditional activities or preferences, or the existing environmental quality.

All four components of carrying capacity are actually closely connected to the “tri-
angle” of sustainable development, as well as with “perceptual” quality of the environ-
ment necessary for tourism as an economic activity. The real challenge lies in determin-

Table i
Core indicators of sustainable tourism
INDICATOR SPECIFIC MEASURES
Site protection Category of site protection according to IUCN index (International
Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources)
Stress Tourist numbers visiting site (annum/peak month)
Use Intensity Intensity of usage in season and in peak period (persons/hectare)
Social Impact Ratio of tourists to locals (peak period and over time)
Developing control Existence of environmental review procedure of formal controls
over development of site and use densities
Waste Management Percentage of sewage from site receiving treatment (additional

indicators may include structural limits of other infrastructural
capacity on site such as water supply)

Planning process Existence of organized regional plan for tourist destination region
(including tourism component)

Critical ecosystems ’ Number of rare/endangered species

Consumer satisfaction Level of satisfaction by visitors (questionnaire based)

Local satisfaction Level of satisfaction by locals (questionnaire based)

Tourism Contribution to Local Proportion of total economic activity generated by tourism only

Economy

COMPOSITE INDICES

A. Carrying Capacity Composite earl warning measures of key factors affecting the
ability of the site to support different levels of tourism

B. Site Stress Composite measure of levels of impact on the site (its natural and
cultural attributes due to tourism and other sector cumulative
stresses)

C. Attractiveness Qualitative measure of those site attributes that make it attractive to

tourism and can change over time
Source: EDEN, 2000-2002 (after World Tourism Organization)

211




Table 2

Supplemeniary indicators of sustainable tourism (in mountains)

ISSUE

INDICATORS

SUGGESTED MEASURES

Loss of flora and fauna

Reproductive success of indicator
species

Species counts
Changes in mix of species

Continuing presence of wildlife at
traditionally occupied areas

Number of road kills of specified
specie

Visual inspection and photographic
record

Erosion

Extent of erosion caused by
tourists
Rate of continuing erosion

% of surface in eroded state
Visual inspection and photographic
record

Lack of access to key sites

Length of vehicle line-ups

Number of hours spent in vehicle

Cost of entry/lowest average local
wage

Number of people at peak period
(accessible area only)
Questionnaire on whether solitude
objectives met

Visibility of human presence (e.g.
litter counts)

Measures of fecal coliform, heavy
metal

Lack of solitude Consumer satisfaction

Loss of aesthetic qualities Site attraction

Diminished water quality Pollution counts

Source: EDEN, 2000-2002 (according to World Tourism Organization)

ing and implementing the indicators for “measuring” carrying capacity. Tabl. 1 and 2 pro-
vide examples of indicators that are commonly used for “measuring” sustainability of
- tourism, with special emphasis on mountainous regions. Determining indicators, their
measurement, evaluation and integration of the results into tourist development plans are
some of the most important answers to the question stated in the headline of this chapter:
How to consider the issue of recreation and tourism in protected areas in relation to sus-
tainable development concept?
Before analysis of selected sustainable tourism indicators an overview of legal basis
and main problems of protected areas in Croatia is given.

LEGAL BASIS AND OVERVIEW OF THE PROTECTED AREAS IN CROATIA

Nature protection in Croatia depends largely on laws and regulations, which are
passed not only to preserve natural resources from exploitation, but also to protect the
endangered species. First laws of that kind in Croatia were: Bird Protection Act (1893),
Hunting Act (1893) and Cave Protection Act (1900) (O p a g1¢,2001a).

The first steps toward more integral protection of particular areas in Croatia were
undertaken in the area of Plitvicka Jezera, Gorski kotar and Velebit Mountain. Financial
Act passed in 1928/1929 designated Plitvi¢ka Jezera, Bijele Stijene and Stirovada as na-
tional parks (V id a k o vi ¢, 2003). However, these were not national parks in contem-
porary terms or in accordance with international criteria, but merely a reflection of ten-
dencies to prevent further logging at these locations.

_The beginnings of contemporary nature protection in Croatia go back as far as 1949,
the year when National Parks Act was passed, designating Plitvicka Jezera and Paklenica
as Croatia’s first modern national parks. The turning point in integral protection of par-
ticular areas was marked by Nature Protection Act in 1960. Unlike previous acts, which
referred only to individual natural resources, this act emphasized the importance of inte-
gral nature protection in a particular area.
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Table 3
Categories of protected areas in Croatia

Category Number Total surface (in ha)'
National Parks 8 98,292
Nature Parks 10 409,826
Strict Reserves 2 2,395
Special Reserves 69 30,372
Park-forests 23 7,660
Protected Landscapes 28 17,544
Nature Monuments 72 83
Monuments of Park Architecture 114 912
TOTAL 326 567,084

Source: Opatié, V. T. (2001a).

The basic legal document for nature protection nowadays is Nature Protection Act
from 2003. According to this act “protected natural resources are those natural resources
designated as such by an authorized corporate body determined by this Act, registered
into Protected Natural Resources Registry; they may relate to protected areas, pro-
tected plants, fungi and animal species as well as protected minerals and fossils”.
In accordance with Nature Protection Act there are eight categories of nature protection
in Croatia (tabl. 3).

As seen from the table above, most of the protected area is related to two categories:
nature parks and national parks, which comprise almost 90 per cent of all protected areas
in Croatia. According to Nature Protection Act, national park is a spacious, mostly un-
altered part of the land and/or the sea with many exquisite natural resources; it comprises
one or more preserved or slightly altered ecosystems, and its primary function is to pre-
serve the original natural resources. National parks have scientific, cultural, educational
and recreational functions. The only activities permitted in national parks are those that
do not endanger the nature itself, and any economic exploitation of natural resources is
strictly prohibited. The activities that are allowed within the park include catering, tour-
ism and recreational activities that exist for the purpose of visiting and sightseeing, agri-
cultural activities, fishing and traditional crafts, as well as economic activities that were
performed in this area before it was declared a national park.

According to Croatian legislation, nature park is a spacious, unaltered or slightly
altered part of the land and/or the sea with ecological attributes of international and na-
tional importance, with special values such as landscape, educational, cultural, historical,
tourist and recreational values. All activities that do not endanger its basic features are
allowed within the park.

The above-mentioned definitions clearly reflect that national parks receive higher
degree of protection. National parks are proclaimed in order to protect the natural re-
sources and as such they can be a base for good quality tourist offer, but should not be
disrupted by accommodation facilities as it is the case with some Croatian national parks
(e.g. Plitvi¢ka Jezera, Brijuni). On the other hand, the main purpose of nature parks is
protection of the natural environment, i.e. the whole landscape, from further concentration
of economic activities or excessive building. Unlike national parks, nature parks used to be
affected by some economic activities and facilities before they became protected areas.

* Total surface of the protected areas is an approximate value because some categories overlap. For
example, Hajducki and RoZanski Kukovi Strict Reserves are a part of Sjeverni Velebit National Park, and
Sjeverni Velebit National Park is situated within Velebit Nature Park.
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National parks and nature parks are designated by the Croatian Parliament that
passes special legislations for each national park or nature park. National parks and nature
parks are managed by public institutions established by the government. Their primary
task is to protect and preserve the specified area, and their second task are education and
promotion, including tourism and recreation.

Spatial organization, land use, improvement and protection of national parks and
nature parks are all determined by their own regional plans, but these plans are not a part
of the regional plans issued by the local government (municipalities or counties). Regional
plans for national parks and nature parks are issued by the Croatian Parliament. Legal act that
regulates management of protected areas more thoroughly is called Rules on Internal Orga-
nization and it should be inevitable in every national park and nature park.

Croatia is abundant with diverse natural resources, which is evident from spatial
distribution of its national parks and nature parks (fig. 1); they are evenly distributed in
littoral, mountainous and lowland part of Croatia.

itvicks jazera
A,

N

Fig. 1. Croatian National and Nature Parks
Source: Hrvatski homepage, www.hr (accessed 20.04.2004.)
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Basic features, year of establishment and surface of Croatia’s national parks and
nature parks are shown in tabl. 4.

As it can be observed from tabl. 4, after a relatively long period (1990-1999) of tur-
bulent political events (Croatian War of Independence, Croatia becoming an independent
state), tendencies for increasing the number and surface of protected areas has become
conspicuous again; Sjeverni Velebit was proclaimed national park, while Papuk, Ucka,
Vransko Jezero and Zumberak-Samoborsko Gorje became nature parks. It is a well
known fact that there is a close connection between the surface of the protected areas
and social and economic development of the state. Developed countries tend to protects
12 to 15 per cent of their national territory under different categories of protection. In
Croatia about 10 per cent of the state territory is protected under different categories of
protection, which is a relatively high share for a transitional country. The number of visi-
tors in protected areas of Croatia in 2003 reached almost 2 million, which is 20 per cent
of all tourists in Croatia (tabl. 5). In developed countries of the world this percentage is
about 30 per cent. This indicator shows that Croatia is still far behind the developed coun-
tries. However, contemporary trends indicate that the share of selective forms of tourism
is increasing.

Tables
Tourist turnover in Croatian National Parks and Nature Parks’
Number of . Income 'Estlmatefj
visitor Change in number of (January— income (till
Establishment S visitors (compared to Y the end of
(January-~ year 2002, in %) | AU8USt2003, 1 5003 i
August 2003) in EUR) EUR)
phitvicka Jozera National 622,000 +8 6,005,002 | 6,666,667
Krka National Park 512,000 +7 2,368,738 2,800,000
Brijuni National Park 115,916 +8 1,181,416 1,600,000
Paklenica National Park 81,025 —4 330,712 393,333
Tela$¢ica Nature Park 78,954 +4 228,965 253,333
Mljet National Park 68,867 +15 466,776 520,000
Kornati National Park 56,563 +12 274,265 290,800
Biokovo Nature Park 38,600 +3 45,333 53,333
1\,/ ransko Jezero Nature 12,500 +25 26,667 29,333
ark

Velebit Nature Park 12,459 +3 20,133 23,467
Risnjak National Park 10,531 +11 198,478 240,000
Kopagki Rit Naturc Park 5,070 +1 18,037 21,333
Sjeverni Velebit National 5.062 +15
Park
TOTAL' 1,619,547 +9 11,164,522 12,891,599

* Data was presented at the conference “Tourism in protected areas”, December 2003.

+ Data is mostly based on the number of sold tickets, which is not the best indicator since it is not
possible to control all the entrances; this data is incomplete since there is no data for five protected areas
which do not have reliable methods for establishing the number of visitors due to many entrances. Nev-
ertheless, they also contribute to total income and number of visitors through their educational programs,
excursions etc.
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MAIN PROBLEMS IN CROATIAN NATIONAL PARKS AND NATURE PARKS

National parks and nature parks in Croatia are threatened by some general problems,
such as lack of regional plans for the protected areas (for all ten nature parks and three
national parks), lack of employees in public institutions in charge of managing the pro-
tected areas, poor ecological awareness of the local government resulting in different
management strategies, conflicts with the local population (e.g. redundancies from local
forestries), excessive number of tourists, contamination threats, but there are also some
specific problems that are characteristic for different national parks or nature parks.

Some of the most frequent specific problems are: inadequate drainage of waste
waters and sewage improvement, direct and indirect consequences of war that reflect
themselves in flora and fauna, devastated infrastructure, poaching, neglecting of tradi-
tional crafts, uncontrolled illegal logging or unsolved issues with local forestries, active
stone-pits, illegal building, inappropriate locations of waste dumps, fire threats, floods,
sea contamination etc. (tabl. 4).

One of the most prominent problems is financing. Namely, public institutions that
are in charge of protected area management are often forced to operate under market
conditions (raise incomes by selling tickets and providing tourist and catering services).

Table 6
Main problems in Croatian National Parks and Nature Parks
National’ . .
Park Main problems Nature Park Main problems

Plitvicka Drainage of waste waters and sewage | Kopacki Rit Direct and indirect consequences of war;

Jezera system improvement; direct and indirect poaching; illegal logging; unsolved disputes
consequences of war; poaching; neglecting with local forestries.
traditional crafts; inappropriate locations of
waste dumps; state road Zagreb-Split
passes through the Park.

Paklenica Poaching; fire threats. Velebit Direct and indirect consequences of war;

poaching; illegal building.

Risnjak Drainage of waste waters and sewage § Biokovo Poaching; inappropriate locations of waste
system improvement; illegal logging; dumps; fire threats,
unsolved disputes with local forestries.

Mljet Drainage of waste waters and sewage | Medvednica Active stone-pits; illegal building; arrogation
system improvement; of the park by many parties with different

interests.

Kornati Poaching;  illegal  building; illegal | Telaséica Inappropriate locations of waste dumps; fire
anchoring of the yachts; wastes brought by threats; wastes brought by the sea.
the sea.

Brijuni Drainage of waste waters; decayed | Lonjsko polje Poaching; neglecting traditional crafts;
buildings and communal infrastructure; floods.
uncertainties whether to keep this area
under protection or to promote it into elite
tourist destination.

Krka Drainage of waste waters and sewage | Utka - Active stone-pits; illegal building; poaching;
system improvement; poaching; illegal logging.
inappropriate locations of waste dumps;
fire threats; power plants; state highway
Zagreb-Split (under construction).

Sjeverni Poaching; illegal logging, unsolved | Papuk Poaching; stone-pits.

Velebit disputes with local forestries; illegal ["Zimperak - Neglecting  traditional crafts due to
building; poor access roads (macadam | gymoborsko depopulation and ageing of the local
rouds). Gorje population; meadows are turning into forests

(reduction of biodiversity); illegal building;
illegal waste dumps.

Vransko Jezero | Poaching; illegal building; fire threats;
unsolved existential issues of the local
inhabitants who fished in the lake before this
area was protected.
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In this way their primary goal, nature protection and education, are replaced by tourism
development, marketing etc. Such situation is caused by the tendency of the state to re-
duce the number of budget beneficiaries, so the state financing for the public institution
decreases. In the end, money from the budget is often merely sufficient for salaries of the
employees, while the provisions for nature protection and education are scarce.

RECREATIONAL AND TOURIST FUNCTION OF MEDVEDNICA
NATURE PARK (CASE STUDY)

Strong connection between Medvednica mountain and city of Zagreb, which is situ-
ated at the foot of its southern slope, is one of the best examples of interaction between
natural and cultural, i.e. anthropogenic landscape in Croatia. Medvednicais a 42 km long
mountain ridge that stretches in NE-SW direction, forming the northern boundary of the
city of Zagreb, i.e. of its agglomeration. At first glance, Medvednica may seem like a
compact elevation, but at a close range one may notice the differences between the cen-
tral part (highest peak is Sljeme — 1,033 m) and two lower, peripheral parts (eastern and
western — 600-700 m above the sea level). There are also numerous lateral ridges that
stretch vertically to the main ridge, separated from one another by streams that spring at
the top of the ridge. Medvednica has a complex petrographic composition as a result of
turbulent geologic past and tectonic uplifting during Tertiary. On the southern foot of the
mountain there is a valley with former villages that are now Zagreb’s suburbs. Lower
boundary of the forests may be considered as the most evident element for distinguishing
the mountain from its foot (O pa ¢i ¢, 2001b).

Nature protection on Medvednica is based upon extremely well preserved autoch-
thonous forests, which are more or less evenly distributed along hypsometric zones. Such
well preserved forests are quite rarely found in suburban areas. The area above 350 m is
almost exclusively covered with forests. Out of the total surface of the Park (22,826 ha)
as much as 63.6 per cent is covered with forests; 78 per cent of the forests are beech
forests, 12 per cent oak and 10 per cent chestnut. In the uppermost part of Medvednica
there is a zone with beech and fir forests between 800 and 1,000 m above the sea level.
It was also inevitable to protect Medvednica because of its flora, which includes 1346
species (20 protected, 93 endangered and 14 endemic).

Before Medvednica actually became a nature park, there were many disputes and
conflicts between those who wanted to protect it and those who sought their profit in
exploiting it. This conflict derived from different visions of forests and their function.
For some, the forest was an irreplaceable natural resource for recreation, while the oth-
ers primarily saw it as a source of profits. Accordingly, Medvednica had been through
different stages of management, ranging from exploitation and profitable activities which
used its natural resources (timber, mines, stone-pits) to preservation and recreational
activities (mountaineering, excursions, skiing) and turning Medvednica into a mass rec-
reational area. Croatian Parliament, finally, proclaimed Medvednica as Nature Park in 1981
and so, the preservation prevailed over exploitation.

Why nature park and not national park? Nature parks generally protect those areas
that do not completely comply with the national park criteria in view of their surface and
expected forms of use. The case of Medvednica completely fits into aforementioned
context, because intensive interaction between man and its surroundings has been present
here for many years, and Medvednica is expected to become a recreational area of Zagreb
with many different attractions and activities. Due to this, we cannot expect complete
preservation of nature in the future, as can be expected in a national park, for example,
but its basic feature (i.e. forests) should be preserved. Medvednica also fits into nature
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park category because of its borders, which do not only encompass the ridge and for-
ests, but also part of the piedmont with autochthonous cultural landscape. There are also
eight special reserves of forest communities within the park, in order to protect the most
preserved parts of the forests on Medvednica.

Recreational and tourist potential of Medvednica is supported not only by its natural
resources, but also by good traffic accessibility and vicinity of Zagreb agglomeration with
almost one million inhabitants. The peak of Medvednica can be accessed by a road or a
cable railway from southern piedmont, which takes about 20 minutes. In the last few
years the perception of Medvednica as a popular, mass resort for Zagreb population, i.e.
their recreational zone, has become a nature hazard. This hazard has induced consider-
ations on sustainable development so that Medvednica could continue meeting recre-
ational needs of the population, but still preserve its original form for future generations
as much as possible.

The importance of Medvednica as a favorite leisure place for different groups of
people is best presented by the number and diversity of activities it offers:

o Hiking

e Mountaineering

o Free climbing

e Mountain cycling

e Orienteering

o Paragliding

e Recreational education

e Speleology

e Skiing

o Rally.

In the near future Medvednica Nature Park Public Institution is planning to intro-
duce new activities such as paintball (part of team-building programs) and horse riding.
Besides recreational activities, Medvednica Nature Park also provides half-day or whole-
day tours around the Park, educational programs for children (e.g. Project Learning Tree;
educational trails) as well as sightseeing cultural and historical monuments within the
Park, e.g. medieval Medvedgrad Castle, then in due course of time, Zrinski stone-pit (ex-
ample of medieval mining activities on Medvednica), museums of Hrvatsko Zagorje etc.

Present day recreational and tourist offer is comprised of:

e Infrastructure (two hotels, about 10 mountain lodgings, catering services)

e Ski tracks

o Tours around the Park and visits to several localities with professional guides

o Visits to Veternica Cave

e Visits to the castles at the foot of the mountain (e.g. Golubovec, Junkovec, Or§ié)
and medieval Medvedgrad Castle

e Visits to Zrinski stone-pit from 16" century (available soon)

¢ Info Center in Stubigki Golubovec (available soon).

Although Medvednica Nature Park Public Institution promotes sustainable develop-
ment of recreation and tourism, due to increased interests from different groups, tourism
and recreation have reached mass dimensions and present a threat for the environment
(waste waters, litter, traffic, disturbances, artificial snowing, air, water and soil pollution,
building new facilities etc.). So, the Park is faced with many problems, but let us mention
only some of them. Due to very good road access and wide range of activities available in
the Park, especially during the winter season, traffic congestions are very frequent as a
result of many cars and insufficient number of parking spaces. On the other hand, the
cable railway is obsolete and cannot support so many visitors. Despite the lack of parking
spaces, their number should not be increased. Instead, it would be better to organize
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public transportation from the piedmont to the mountain top. Another important issue is
inadequate sewage system from tourist and catering facilities.

Still, the most dangerous potential problem for the environment and the forests are
the plans for expanding the existing ski tracks and building new ones (for organizing
women’s World Cup ski races), expansion of road infrastructure and new tourist and
catering facilities. The fiercest advocates of these unrealistic and legally unfounded ideas
about turning this traditional recreational area of Zagreb population into elite winter tour-
ism area are some members of Zagreb City Council and part of the local community.
Seeing that, “Sljeme-Medvednica” Corporation was founded and it is in charge of all ca-
tering and tourist facilities as well as ski tracks within the park. Due to great influence of
the politicians and ecologically unaware entrepreneurs, Medvednica Nature Park Public
Institution very often has no means for stopping these plans and cannot control further
development of recreation and tourism within the Park in accordance with sustainable
development postulates. The above-mentioned projects have no legal basis (since this is a
nature park), their financing is not justified in view of contemporary domestic and inter-
national market trends and climatic features are not particularly favorable (insufficient
quantity of snow and its short retainment). Above all, these ski resort plans are not con-
sistent with Medvednica’s traditional role of recreational area for all people, regardless of
their social status.

Instead of these grandiose plans about expanding the ski tracks, it would be much
wiser to attend to the existing tracks, adjust them to ecological standards, organize public
transportation and limit the access for cars. In this way skiing on Medvednica would still
provide weekend recreation for those people who cannot afford going to ski resorts in
the Alps, or do not have enough free time for that. Additionally, Medvednica would retain
its nature park features due to ecologically accepted activities within it.

The main task of the regional plan and management plan, which are still being pre-
pared, is to divide Medvednica into zones and protect the most valuable zones from nega-
tive influences. Until these plans are made, strict rules on nature protection should be in-
troduced and increase the control of the Supervision Service.

Forms of tourism that should be developed within the Park are: ecotourism, rural tour-
ism, adventure tourism or to put it shortly, all those types of tourism that are in line with na-
ture protection and support education and preservation of natural and cultural heritage. At the
same time, these types of tourism promote acceptable behavior of the visitors, reduce nega-
tive influences on the environment and enable visitations throughout the year.

Additional efforts should be made in order to perceive and promote Medvednica as
a protected area where all activities are in accordance with sustainable development and
stop treating it as a source of income based on its natural resources or tourist potentials.

INDICATORS OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OF RECREATION
AND TOURISM INPROTECTED AREAS OF CROATIA

According to available research, Croatia still has no efficient system for monitoring
environmental quality (except for the Adriatic Sea) nor has it got a determined carrying
capacity limit. This also refers to coastal and insular areas, which are more prominent as
tourist destinations and ecologically more fragile (P ra v di¢, 2003). In lack of a unique
system, all responsibility for planning, protecting and monitoring environmental quality is
within the scope of organizations that are managing the protected areas. As an example,
indicators of sustainable development in Medvednica Nature Park are compared with
WTO indicators (tables 1 and 2).
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Table?
Issues, indicators and specific measures of sustainable recreation and tourism
in Medvednica Nature Park

Issue Indicator Specific measures

Biodiversity Plant and animal species Species counts; potential changes in
numbers and mix of species
(database in progress)

Management Planning process 10-year plan is in preparation;
employees are being educated in
planning process (preparing plan,

implementation, monitoring,
evaluation) .
Quality of service Consumer satisfaction e.g., number of children attendin

educational programmes in Park
Critical ecosystems (Veternica | Rare and endangered species (bats...) | Species counts

Cave) Overall monitoring of cave
ecosystem, especially human impact | Research projects and  defining
indicators for monitoring

Ecological destruction Erosion and biotope degradation Monitoring of meadows and hiking,
biking and educational trails

Waste Waste management Quantity of waste in recreational
zones

Loss of protected/natural area Fires Number of fires caused by visitors
during recreational activities

Safety Accidents and medical interventions | Number of accidents and medical

interventions in peak recreational
zones of Park

Source: Interview with Management of Medvednica Nature Park, March 2004.

Several conclusions can be made:

e Indicators that are most commonly taken into consideration are those concerning
environmental quality (biodiversity, endangered ecosystems, fire damages, wastes, soil
erosion and environment degradation);

e Much less attention is paid to social indicators (visitors’ satisfaction or their
safety);

e Economic indicators are not taken into consideration at all.>

Out of all key indicators in Medvednica Nature Park, perhaps the most important
one is missing — potential or present carrying capacity of the Park. Other indicators of
environmental quality that are not monitored currently include: increase in number of
newly build facilities (mostly illegally built houses in border areas), degree of environment
pollution (air, water and soil), and influence of traffic on the environment. More attention
should be paid to the following social indicators: number of visitors, number of visitors in
peak zone, which is the most attractive, seasonality of number of visitors (especially dur-
ing the week, but also during the year). Other social indicators, such as ratio of visitors to
locals, content of the local population etc., are not so important because only marginal
and less attractive zones of the Park are inhabited. As for the economic indicators, it is
important to take into consideration the number of workplaces in service industry based
on recreation and tourism, and total income of this industry. It is also possible to monitor
real estate and land prices in the Park, and investments of the public sector. As this is a
protected and marginally inhabited area, it is not necessary to investigate the influence of
recreation and tourism on local economy.

5 This is probably the result of the fact that Medvednica Nature Park Public Institution does not
control catering and tourist facilities nor ski tracks within the Park. These facilities are under control of
“Sljeme-Medvednica” Corporation.
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It is obvious that no general conclusions about monitoring sustainable development
indicators in all Croatian protected areas can be made on the grounds of one case. How-
ever, most Public Institutions monitor environmental quality indicators, while social and
economic indicators are somewhat neglected.®

The structure of employees in public institutions that are in charge of the protected
areas shows that implementation of the sustainable development “triangle” demands some
changes to be made. Complexity of this problem calls for integral and multidisciplinary
approach in managing sustainable development of recreation and tourism in protected
areas. The basic precondition for sustainable development in protected areas is coopera-
tion between the experts from different scientific fields (ecologists, biologists, forestry
engineers, geographers, geologists, economists, sociologists, lawyers etc.).
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¢ There is a big difference between National Parks and Nature Parks. Namely, National Parks are
financially more independent and have their own source of income (ticket sale), while Nature Parks almost
exclusively depend on the budget. Of course, this significantly affects the monitoring of economic indica-
tors, e.g. number of visitors, because National Parks can approximately establish the number of visitors
on the grounds of sold tickets.
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YCTOWYMBO PA3BUTUE HA PEKPEALTUSATA U TYPU3MA
B 3AIIMTEHUTE TEPTOPM HA X bPBATHISL:
HPOBJIEMU N TIOKA3ATEJIM

B. Onayuu, An. Jlyxuu, b. Buenuc

(PeszromMme)

B craTusrTa ce pasniex/a pa3sBUTHETO Ha 3alIUTEHUTE TEPUTOPHH B X bPBATHs, HaH-
Bede OT ITIe/iHa TOUKA Ha pEKpealHsaTa ¥ Typu3Ma. B Hes chINo Taka ce NpeACTaBAT 4eCTO
U3IO0N3BaHH [I0KA3aTENH 3a YCTOHYUBO pa3BUTHE, U3ACHABA CE IpaBHATA OCHOBA M CE
OTIPEZIENAT KaTETOPHUTE IPHPOIO3aLIUTHA AeHHOCT B cTpaHara. CleHalieH akIeHT ce
IIOCTaBA BBPXY CBBPEMEHHHMTE NpolieMy Ha 3al[UTEHUTE TEPHTOPHH (NMIca Ha
pErMOHANIBM IUIAHOBE 3a 3aLIMTEHHTE OO0JAacTH, HENOCTAThUECH OpoH 3aeTW JIHLA B
OOIIECTBEHUTE MHCTUTYIMH, 3aHUMABAlLlM CE ¢ YIpaBlIeHHE Ha IIPHPOAO3AIUTHATA
JEHHOCT, IPEHATOBAPEHOCT ¢ TYPHUCTH, ONAaCHOCT OT 3aMBpCsiBaHe, KOH(QIHUKTH ¢ MECTHOTO
HaCelCHNUEe U T.H.). BROpocsT 3a pekpeanusra M TypH3Ma B 3allUTEHHTE paloHU e
nopaspaboTeH BB3 OCHOBa Ha HpoBefeHuTe B MonenHa obmact IIpuponer mapk
»Menasenauna“ u3cnenpanus. M3non3BaHUTe [IOKA3aTEAH 3a YCTOHYUBO Pa3BUTHE Ca
CPaBHEHM C KPHTEpHHTE 3a ycToiuus Typu3bpM. Ha npumepa Ha [lpupomen mapk
»MenBeaHnna® aBTOpUTE CTHraT O M3BOMA, U€ HAKOH OT [IOKa3aTeNuTe 3a yCTOHYHBO
PasBUTHE B 3aILMTEHNTE TEPHTOPUH CE CHOMIOIARAT, HO HAMa e{UHHA CHCTEMA 32 MOHHTOPHHT
Ha Ka4eCTBOTO Ha IIPUPOJIHATa CpefaTa M KallallnTeTa i 3a aHTPOHOTeHHO Bh3elcTBHE.
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BBJIITAPCKA AKAJEMUS HA HAYKUTE ¢ BULGARIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

ITPOBJIEMU HA TEOTPAOUATA e 3—4 ¢ PROBLEMS OF GEOGRAPHY
Codus e 2005 e Sofia

3HAUEHUE HA PE3YJITATUTE OT HIBEMLIAPCKO-
BBJITAPCKV A MHCTUTYHVOHAJIEH ITPOEKT
3A TYPUCTUUYECKATA ITPAKTHUKA

Mapuna Hopdanosa

(3AKJIFOYEHUE)

KpM pesynraTtute OT U3IbIHEHUETO Ha VIHCTUTYHMOHAHUS MPOEKT Belle mpo-
SIBEH 3HAUMTEJIEH HHTEPEC OT peAMLia HHCTUTYUUH, CBbP3aHY B €IHA WK Jpyra CTe-
[IEH C Pa3sBUTHUETO HA PEKpealnusTa H Typusma. ToBa mposindya Hal-sIpKO IO BpeMe
Ha IIPOBEXIAHETO Ha HAYYHO-NIOJIEBHA CeMUHAp B bbirapus B HauaJioTO Ha Mail
2004 r., opranu3upaH no nporpaMara Ha npoexTa. OCBEH M3MBIHATEICKASL EKHIL,
rmasHo oT ExcrnepTrata rpyna xeM I'eorpadckus unctutyt — BAH, B Hero B3exa
yyacTHe NpeCTaBUTENM OT cTpanaTa xoopauHaTtop — llIBefinapus, # oT CTpaHuTe
CHIAPTHLOPU — MonzoBa U XspBaTHA, KAKTO U OT AJMUHUCTPAIMUTE HA TPUTE
IIPUPOLHY NapKa — MojeaHu obiactu — ,,Puncku manactup®, ,,Pycencku Jom* u
»37TaTHYU NSICBUU“. AKTHBHO yYacCTHE B3€Xa M NPEICTABUTENM HA JbPKABHYA BELOM-
CTBa, CBBP3aHU C DA3BUTHETO Ha TYpPH3MA B 3AIIUTEHU TEPUTOPHU — MHUHHCTEpC-
TBO Ha HKOHOMHKATA M TypusMa 1 MUHHCTEpCTBO Ha 3eMEACIUETO U TOPHTE.

3a NpoBEXOAHETO HA HAYYHO-TIOJIEBUS CeMUHAp 0AXxa U3OpaHu YETHPH TYPHC-
THYECKA AECTHHAUMY ChC CIENHMANIN3alNg B CbOTBETHU obyacT Ha Typusma: Kor-
pusmuna — KyaTypeH, Ctpenya — Ganneonedueben, [1aMnopoBoO — [JIAHHHCKH, H
Tpurpan — cencku TypusbM. OCHOBHATA HAYYHO-MIPE3EHTALMOHHA YaCT HA CEMU-
Hapa ce nposene B Konmpusinuna, a MapuipyTHata — B APYTUTE TPH LE€CTUHAIAH,
Hapcaxpne 6sxa OpraHH3UpAHM CPEMIM C NPENCTABUTENM HA MECTHH OOIIMHCKU
BJIaCTH, OPaHIIOBH TYPUCTUYECKH OpraHu3anuu (CHBETH, areHIuy, GUpMU U Op.),
COOCTBEHMIIM HA TYPUCTUYECKH KOMIUIEKCH, XOTEJH, CAHATOPAYMH, My3€H, KbIIH 1
np. IlpesenTupannuTe pe3ynTaTd OT OOIUTE KOHUENTYAJIH! U OT YaCTHHTE Pa3pa-
60TKH ¢ AePUHUPAHN KPUTEPHH M MHIAKATOPH 33 YCTONIMB TYPU3BM HpPEIU3BUKA-
Xa COHAKBO OJXMBEHH PA3UCKBAHUA IPH PA3NUYHUTE AYIUTOPHUH BBHB BCAKA (ECTH-
Hanus. ChIIEBPEMEHHO T CTaHaXa OCHOBA 32 ObJIeI¥ KOHTAKTH ¥ TBOPYECKH UIEH
0coBeHO 1O OTHOIUECHHE Ha BE3MOXKHOCTHTE 32 KOJabopalus Ipd 060CHOBKATA HA
peIONKEHNS 38 GUHAHCHpAHE Ha NPAKTUYECKH TPOEKTH.

Crenka XbM BHEApSBAHE HA pe3yiTaTHTe OT MHCTUTYNMOHAIHAS OPOEKT B
IPaKkTUKaTa Ce MPaBH C U3M'BbIHEHUETO HA HAYYHOM3CIEIOBATEICKH NPOCKT IO HO-
rosop ¢ Qounp , Hayunn uscnenpanus” — MOH na tema: ,,PaspaboTsane Ha anpo-
OanMOHHM MOJENIM Ha CHCTEMa OT MHAUKATODH 34 PA3BUTHE HA yCTOMYMB TYPH3BM
(#a mpuMepa Ha 3aIUTEHU TepuTopun)“. [IpOBEXTAHETO HA AHKETHO MPOYYBaHE
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