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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
In 2004, at the seventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity, 188 members (including Croatia) agreed on the Programme of Work on Protected Areas 
(PoWPA) as one of the most ambitious nature protection strategies ever. The overall purpose of 
the Programme of Work on Protected Areas is to support the establishment and 
maintenance by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas of comprehensive, 
effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of 
protected areas. 
 
As one of their commitments, the Parties to the Convention are required to adopt and implement 
frameworks for monitoring, evaluation and reporting protected areas management at sites, national 
and regional systems and trans-boundary protected area levels by 2010. 
 
The management effectiveness of protected areas in Croatia was assessed by using the RAPPAM 
Methodology in October 2008 (for national and nature parks) and March/April 2009 (for public 
institutions at the county level). The project was carried out in collaboration between the Ministry 
of Culture’s Nature Protection Directorate, the State Nature Protection Institute and WWF’s 
Mediterranean Office, involving participation of all 9 National Parks, 10 Nature Parks, and 18 out 
of 20 public institutions managing protected natural assets at the county level. The analysis and 
results of the application of the RAPPAM Methodology reflect the assessment made by the 
directors and/or conservation managers of national and nature parks and county-level public 
institutions. 
 
Status 
This report provides data on county-level public institutions, gathered through a separate 
questionnaire sent out to those institutions before the commencement of the workshop. The 
collected data pertain to natural assets protected at the county level and classified by protection 
category, including those under preventive protection. This information is followed by details of 
staffing levels and qualifications as well as the membership of public institution governing councils. 
After that, the report provides data on the cities and municipalities that have taken charge of the 
management of specific protected natural assets as well as details regarding the collection of tickets, 
the boundaries of protected areas, and protected area patrols and supervision. The next chapter 
contains information on pre-emption rights, compensation for restrictions, management rights 
transfer, concessions and concession approvals. These data are followed by details of education and 
visitor facilities and, finally, information about the existing documentation, including by-laws, 
management plans, nature protection programmes and reports as well as the availability of 
management documents. 
 
Outcomes of the implementation of the RAPPAM Questionnaire 
The following sections present the main outcomes of research efforts made on the basis of 
completed surveys: 
 
Protected area planning 
 
At a system-wide level, we may say that each planning category (objectives, legal security and site 
design) involves elements constituting the strengths of the system and those representing its 
weaknesses. The greatest strength of the system is the understanding of the PA objectives and 
policies by PA directors and employees (most of the participants offered a "yes" response to this 
question, giving an average score of 89 out of maximum 95). The lack of a management plan and, 
consequently, a zoning system as well a lack of law enforcement resources are three areas 
highlighted by workshop participants as involving certain challenges, with boundary demarcation 
and the land use in the surrounding area giving somewhat less reason for concern. 
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Protected area inputs 
 
At the system-wide level, we may say that staff performance reviews, staff employment conditions, 
communication between office and field staff, communication with local communities, 
transportation infrastructure and financial management practices are, to some extent, the strengths 
of the system, but none of these areas exceeds a score of 75 (the highest score – 71 – was reported 
for staff performance reviews). Staffing levels, existing data on protected areas and visitor facilities 
constitute areas highlighted by workshop participants as involving certain challenges. 
 
Protected area management processes 
 
At a system-wide level, we may say that management decision-making represents the major strength 
of the system, with minor variations regarding collaboration with partners and the participation of 
local communities in decisions. The lack of management plans and, as a consequence, strategies for 
addressing threats constitutes the major challenge. Another reason for major concern is the lack of 
research on key social issues or its inconsistence with the needs of protected areas. 
 
Requirements at the county level 
 
At the county level, requirements have primarily been identified in the following areas: intersectoral 
co-operation, co-operation with the counties, co-operation with the central government and co-
operation with local communities. These are followed by capacity building, equipment, ecological 
network and funding. Finally, there are issues related to pre-emption rights, compensation for 
restrictions, managment rights transfer, concessions and concession approvals. 
 
County-level public institutions have underscored the need for different aspects of education. For 
instance, there is a need for training in the use of GIS tools, the preparation of project proposals 
and the development of IT skills (i.e. ECDL courses). Also, there is a need to improve skills 
required for the preparation of management plans and internal organization rules (document 
templates, standard forms). It has been suggested that workshops are too few and that co-operation 
with national and natural parks, which have more experience, as well as with the Ministry of Culture 
and the State Nature Protection Institute needs to be intensified. 
 
Inadequate staffing levels and insufficient funding have been highlighted as major issues. Many 
technical activities are financed through projects, but the problem is still in the lack of county 
budget appropriations for monitoring nature protection projects. In addition, the counties are not 
prepared to commit the required amount of their own resources to match-fund EU projects. Public 
institutions at the county level lack sufficient resources for the recruitment of new staff, especially 
for their ranger services, or for the rental or purchase of office premises for new employees. 
Workshop participants have stressed the need for the counties to increase their allocations to 
county-level public institutions and for local self-governments to take part in the financing of their 
operations. There is also a need for central government participation in financing the ecological 
network. 
 
The recommendations include a brief description of other requirements at the county level. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Based on the analysis of the completed RAPPAM questionnaire and the questionnaire for public 
institutions at the county level, major recommendations have been developed and classified into 
four categories: 

1. Sectors and regional and local governments 
2. Ministry of Culture and the State Nature Protection Institute 
3. Local communities, associations and researchers 
4. Public institutions at the county level 
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The Ministry of Culture will incorporate the outcomes of application of the RAPPAM 
Methodology in its regular report to the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity. The 
Ministry of Culture will use RAPPAM as a tool for the systematic assessment of management 
effectiveness to be carried out every four to five years. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 

 
 

I.a Biological diversity in Croatia 

 
The Strategy and Action Plan for the Protection of Biological and Landscape Diversity (hereinafter, 
the “Strategy”; as published in Narodne novine, no. 143/08) of 2008 is a basic nature protection 
document that systematically defines and comprehensively plans nature protection activities in the 
Republic of Croatia. The Strategy was prepared on the basis of the Report on the Status of Nature 
and Nature Protection in the Republic of Croatia for the Period 2000-2007, which was drafted by 
the State Institute for Nature Protection (SINP), approved by the Ministry of Culture and 
submitted to Croatia’s Parliament for adoption. The first National Plan for the Protection of 
Biological and Landscape Diversity (NSAP) was adopted in 1999. The overview of the status of 
biological and landscape diversity in Croatia, which served as a basis for the preparation of the 
NSAP, constitutes an expert document which, for the first time ever, consolidated all data on the 
status of biological and landscape diversity and their protection in the Republic of Croatia. 
 
The 1999 NSAP Implementation Assessment suggests partial or full implementation of 168 action 
plans (i.e. 53%). 
 
The greatest advance has been made in the field of legislation. The creation of a legislative 
framework is the most important effort when it comes to landscapes. In 2001, the Croatian 
Parliament ratified the European Landscape Convention, which is aimed at promoting landscape 
protection, management and planning, and organizing European co-operation on landscape issues. 
 
Croatia’s habitats were for the first time classified and mapped. According to the Habitat Map of 
2004, forest habitats and grasslands are the most widespread habitats in Croatia. Habitat 
degradation, fragmentation and loss are the major causes of threat to biological diversity. 
 
Wildlife species have been partly inventoried, with the greatest advance being made in assessing 
their threat status. Nearly 38,000 species have been registered in Croatia, but their number is 
assumed to be much higher – at least 50,000. Freshwater fish and, among invertebrates, dragonflies 
belong to the highest threat categories. As to specific action plans for the protection of particular 
species, only the Large Carnivore Management Plans have been prepared. 
 
Invasive species are among the five major causes of threat worldwide. One of the greatest problems 
in Croatia is the spread of invasive green algae species of the Caulerpa genus (in particular, C. 
taxifolia and C. racemosa) and species such as Ambrosia artemisiifolia and Amorpha fruticosa. Other 
specific issues include wild boar populations on islands and stocking freshwater resources with alien 
fish species. The extent of problems caused by other invasive species is still being established. 
 
Indigenous domesticated species are yet another element of Croatia’s biodiversity. Domesticated 
breeds are – unlike cultivars – registered and their threat status is assessed. Critically endangered 
breeds include the Murinsulaner horse, Slavonian-Podolian cattle, the Turopolje pig and the 
Hrvatica hen. 
 
Croatia’s protected areas cover 8.54% of the country’s total territory. 40 new protected areas (i.e. 
1.35% of the national territory) were designated in the period from 2000 to 2007, including the 
eleventh nature park – the Lastovo Archipelago. The Papuk Nature Park was granted international 
protection status as a part of the UNESCO Geopark Network. The first generation of protected 
area management plans has been adopted for the Risnjak, Northern Velebit, Plitvice Lakes and 
Paklenica National Parks and the Velebit Nature Park. The preparation of management plans for 
the aforementioned Parks was one of the major activities under the Karst Ecosystem Conservation 
(KEC) Project. 
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The Regulation on Proclamation of the Ecological Network (as published in Narodne novine, no. 
109/07) was adopted, establishing a network of ecologically important sites for the conservation of 
habitat types and endangered species in Croatia. It reflects the abundance of Croatia’s biodiversity 
and, as such, covers 47% of its land and 38% of its sea. All plans, programmes or projects that may 
significantly affect the conservation objectives and integrity of ecological network sites are subject 
to appropriate assessment. 
 
Before its accession to the European Union, the Republic of Croatia must transpose into its 
legislation and implement the Birds Directive and, before or at the time of its accession to the EU, 
the Habitats Directive. The provisions of these Directives have been transposed into the Nature 
Protection Act (as published in Narodne novine, no. 70/2005 and 139/2008). For the ecological 
network NATURA 2000, Croatia will propose sites important for the conservation of more than 
250 species and 70 habitat types which are present in its territory and considered important for the 
European Community. As a part of preparations, the State Institute for Nature Protection co-
ordinated a detailed inventory of species and habitats in Croatia, identifying about 1,000 sites that 
may be proposed for the ecological network NATURA 2000. The sites were selected on the basis 
of scientific criteria applied in all countries of the European Community. Upon the completion of a 
consultation process, to be carried out over 2008 and 2009, a final revised proposal for NATURA 
2000 sites will be submitted to Croatia's Government for adoption and sent to the European 
Commission in Brussels. 
 

I.b Nature protection system in Croatia 

 
The Nature Protection Act (as published in Narodne novine, no. 70/2005 and 139/2008) ensures 
specific protection for particularly valuable organic and inorganic components of nature. The Act 
regulates the methods of protection designation, the administration, management and control of 
particular protection categories, and the revocation of protection if the characteristics that led to 
the designation of a protected cease to exist. The instrument of preventive protection has been 
introduced to ensure expeditious protection for endangered and especially valuable sites. During 
the period of preventive protection, which may last for a maximum of three years, the area under 
preventive protection is subject to all provisions of the Nature Protection Act. 
 
The Act provides for nine categories of protected areas: strict reserves, national parks, special 
reserves, nature parks, regional parks, nature monuments, important landscapes, park forests and 
horticultural monuments. Each of the national categories corresponds, to the greatest extent 
possible, to one of the internationally recognised IUCN protected area categories. The regional 
park category was introduced in Croatia by the Nature Protection Act of 2003. 
 
National and nature parks are designated by the Croatian Parliament, strict and special reserves by 
the Croatian Government, and other categories by county assemblies and the City of Zagreb 
Assembly. The Nature Protection Act provides for public participation and access to designation 
acts. If the characteristics leading to the designation of a protected area cease to exist, the 
designating body may pass an act on the cessation of protection, subject to prior approval from the 
Ministry of Culture. All protected areas (including those under preventive protection) are entered in 
the Register of Protected Natural Assets, maintained by the Ministry of Culture’s Nature Protection 
Directorate. 
 
According to the provisions of the Nature Protection Act, strict reserves, national parks, special 
reserves, nature parks, regional parks and important landscapes are managed on the basis of 
Management Plans adopted for a period of ten years. Such Management Plans already exist for the 
Paklenica, Plitvice Lakes, Risnjak and Northern Velebit National Parks, and the Velebit and 
Lonjsko Polje (Lonja River Flood Plain) Nature Parks, whereas those for the Kopački Rit 
(Kopačevo Reeds), Učka and Žumbak-Samoborsko Gorje (Žumberak-Samobor Highlands) Nature 
Parks are about to be adopted. Management Plans for other national and nature parks are supposed 
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to be adopted by the end of 2010. Management plans also serve as a basis for Annual Protected 
Areas Protection, Maintenance, Conservation, Promotion and Utilization Programmes adopted by 
the relevant public institutions, subject to a prior opinion of the State Institute for Nature 
Protection and approval from the Ministry of Culture. Internal Organization Rules regulate and lay 
down in more detail the issues of and measures for the protection, conservation, enhancement and 
utilization of protected areas. 
 
The organization of space in national and nature parks and the methods of its utilization, 
development and protection are governed by physical plans for areas with special characteristics, 
adopted by the Croatian Parliament. Such plans have already been adopted for the Brijuni, Kornati, 
Mljet, Paklenica and Risnjak National Parks, and the Kopački Rit and Učka Nature Parks. Physical 
plans for the National Parks of Krka and Plitvice Lakes have been adopted and are in force, but 
new plans are being prepared due to identified deficiencies. The preparation of physical plans for 
other national and nature parks is underway. 
 
Before July 2009, all counties – except the City of Zagreb1 - established public institutions for the 
management of protected areas and/or other protected natural assets, and most of them have 
already become operational. 
 
In February 2009, the protected areas – including the areas under preventive protection – covered a 
total of 7,487.47 km2, including 11.37% of Croatia’s land and 3.40% of its territorial sea, i.e. 8.54% 
of its total territory (Table 1). The highest share (4.82%) was held by nature parks. 
 
Table 1: Protected Areas (Including Areas Under Preventive Protection) 

Number Category 
PA AuPP TPA 

Land 
(km2) 

Sea 
(km2) 

Total 
(km2) 

Strict reserve 2 0 2 23,95 0 23,95 
National park 8 0 8 742,60 218,75 961,35 
Special reserve 79 4 83 317,49 535,85 853,34 
Nature park 11 0 11 4.063,15 179,00 4.242,15 
Regional park 0 2 2 1.599,91 0 1.599,91 
Nature monument 115 1 116 3,76 0 3,76 
Important landscape 77 3 80 909,57 0 909,57 
Park forest 36 2 38 89,08 0 89,08 
Horticultural monument 121 1 122 9,56 0 9,56 
TOTAL 449 13 462 7.637,61 1.055,07 8.692,68 
Districts within protected areas    1.205,21  1.205,21 
TOTAL    6.432,40 1.055,07 7.487,47 
Percentage shares of protected 
areas in Croatia's territory 

   11,37 % 3,40 % 8,54 % 

Source: Register of Protected Natural Assets, status as of 20 February 2009; PA – protected areas, AuPP – 
areas under preventive protection, TPA – total protected areas. 
 
Each of the Croatian counties has at least one protected area within its territory. Vukovar-Srijem 
County has the lowest share of protected areas in its total territory (less than 1%), with the highest 
share of protected areas being reported for Lika-Senj County (30.08 % of its territory). Major 
protected areas are located in each of the four biogeographic regions of Croatia (Alpine, 
Continental, Mediterranean and Pannonian). Both strict reserves are situated in the mountain area. 
All national parks lie in Croatia’s karst area. Nature parks are distributed in all biogeographic 
regions. 
 
Owing to their exceptional biological and landscape diversity, certain areas of Croatia also enjoy 
international legal protection. Plitvice Lakes National Park was registered in the UNESCO World 
                                                           

1 The City of Zagreb has established Maksimir Public Institution, which manages Maksimir Park as a 
monument of park architecture and which became operational in 2000. 
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Heritage List in 1979, with another two sites on the Tentative List, namely, Kornati National Park 
and Lonjsko Polje Nature Park. Kopački Rit and Lonjsko Polje Nature Parks, the Crna Mlaka 
Ornithological Reserve and Fishponds, and the Neretva River Delta have been included in the 
Ramsar List as wetlands of international importance, while Velebit Mountain has been added to the 
UNESCO’s World Network of Biosphere Reserves under its scientific programme on Man and the 
Biosphere (MAB). As a European geopark, Papuk Nature Park was included in the UNESCO 
Geoparks Network in 2007. The preparation of documents and the submission of a proposal for 
the nomination of Lonjsko Polje Nature Park for inscription on the UNESCO World Heritage List 
as a mixed site of global natural and cultural significance was completed in 2007. The development 
of a study for the designation of yet anther biosphere reserve – namely, the wider area of the Mura 
and Drava Rivers – is underway as well. 
 
Due to a lack of sufficiently accurate and complete digital spatial data, the State Institute for Nature 
Protection took the initiative to update and digitalize the boundaries of all protected areas within 
the GIS. The effort commenced in late 2006 and, in collaboration with the Ministry of Culture’s 
Nature Protection Directorate and public institutions established to manage the protected areas 
managers, the boundaries of all national and nature parks and another 30 or so protected areas have 
been fully digitalized on the basis of a 1:25.000 topographic map. 
 
The efforts to standardize the management of protected areas were intensified in 2005 in order to 
define minimum protected area management standards. To that effect, the Ministry of Culture’s 
Nature Protection Directorate set the following priorities: 1) to improve management planning; 2) 
to define visual identity for the parks; and 3) to establish a GIS database. Standardization has also 
covered a system for charging tickets and fees in national and nature parks. Through promotional 
materials and uniforms designed for nature protection staff, a common visual identity has been 
developed for Croatia’s national and nature parks. 
 
Table 2: Public Institutions Managing Protected Natural Assets at the County Level 

Number of protected natural assets by protection category 
County-
level PI 

Established Strict 
reserve 

Special 
reserve 

Regional 
park 

Nature 
monument 

Important 
landscape 

Park 
forest 

Horticultural 
monument 

Total 

Bjelovar-
Bilogora 

2008    1    1 

Brod-
Posavina 

2004  4   2   6 

Dubrovnik-
Neretva 

2005  10  6 7 8 9 39 

Istria 1996  5  9 6 4 2 26 

Karlovac 2004  1  2 3  3 9 

Koprivnica-
Križevci 

1997  5  4 2 1 2 14 

Krapina-
Zagorje 

2006    2 2  8 12 

Lika-Senj 2007  3  3 3 3  12 

Meñimurje 2007    1 1  11 13 

Osijek-
Baranja 

2006  1  1 1  12 15 

Požega-
Slavonia 

2009     1  3 4 

Primorje-
Gorski 
Kotar 

2006 1 8  6 2 6 4 27 

Sisak-
Moslavina 

2005  2  1 2 2 1 8 

Split-
Dalmatia 

1996  3  19 15  7 44 

Šibenik-
Knin 

2008    2 6   8 

Varaždin 2001  6   1 2 21 30 

Virovitica-
Podravina 

2002  1  4 4 1 3 13 
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Number of protected natural assets by protection category 
County-
level PI 

Established Strict 
reserve 

Special 
reserve 

Regional 
park 

Nature 
monument 

Important 
landscape 

Park 
forest 

Horticultural 
monument 

Total 

Vukovar-
Srijem 

2008  3  3 3 3 4 16 

Zadar 2004  3  2 5  4 14 

Zagreb 
(county) 

2008  11  3 2 1 7 24 

 
 
Figure 1: Protected Areas in the Republic of Croatia 

 
Source: GIS database of the State Institute for Nature Protection. 
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II. APPLICATION OF THE METHODOLOGY 

 

II.a Programme of Work on Protected Areas of the Convention on Biological Diversity 

 
At the seventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD) in 2004, 188 Parties (including Croatia) agreed to a Programme of Work on Protected Areas 
(PoWPA), one of the most ambitious environmental strategies in history. The overall purpose of 
the Programme of Work on protected areas is to support the establishment and 
maintenance by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas of comprehensive, 
effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of 
protected areas that collectively, inter alia through a global network contribute to achieving the 
three objectives of the Convention and the 2010 target to significantly reduce the current rate of 
biodiversity loss at the global, regional, national and sub-national levels and contribute to poverty 
reduction and the pursuit of sustainable development, thereby supporting the objectives of the 
Strategic Plan of the Convention2, the World Summit on Sustainable Development Plan of 
Implementation3 and the Millennium Development Goals4.  
 
Objective 4.2 of the CBD PoWPA states that:  
“By 2010, frameworks for monitoring, evaluating and reporting protected areas management 
effectiveness at sites, national and regional systems, and transboundary protected area levels 
adopted and implemented by Parties.” 
 
With the following specific activities: 
4.2.1 Develop and adopt assessment standards 
4.2.2 Assess PA management effectiveness in 30% of sites and across system 
4.2.3 Include assessment results in CBD reports 
4.2.4 Implement key results 
 
 

II.b Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) 
Methodology 

 
WWF’s RAPPAM Methodology draws on an evaluation framework developed by the World 
Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA). The WCPA Framework is based on the management 
cycle. It includes six main assessment elements: context, planning, inputs, processes, outputs, and 
outcomes. 
 
 
Figure 2: Assessment and the Management Cycle (adapted from Hockings et al. 2000) 

                                                           

2 http://www.cbd.int/sp/ (access made on  20 April 2009) 
3 http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/WSSD_POI_PD/English/WSSD_PlanImpl.pdf (access 
made on 20 April 2009) 
4 In September 2000, the world leaders of 189 United Nations member states adopted the Millennium 
Declaration, committing their states to intensify global efforts to reduce poverty, improve health care and 
promote peace, human rights and environmental sustainability. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) 
– i.e. eight specific, measurable and time-bound goals forming the Declaration and stemming therefrom – 
commit State Parties to struggle more effectively against inadequate income levels, world hunger, gender 
inequality, environmental degradation and lack of education, and to improve health-care systems and 
preserve/secure supplies of safe drinking water. For further information on the Millennium Goals, please 
visit http://www.undp.org/mdg/ (access made on 20 April 2009). 
 



Rajković, Ž. (2009), Effectiveness of Protected Area Management in Croatia:  
Results of the First Evaluation of Protected Area Management in Croatia Using the RAPPAM 
Methodology (public institutions at the county level) 

 

15 

 
 
 
WWF’s Rapid Assessment Questionnaire covers each of these elements, and is organized in 
accordance with the WCPA framework, as illustrated below.  
 
 
Table 3: Assessment Elements in WWF's Rapid Assessment Questionnaire 

 

 
As such, RAPPAM offers policy makers a tool for achieving goal 4.2 of the CBD PoWPA by 
enabling a rapid assessment of the overall management effectiveness of protected areas. 
 
The RAPPAM Methodology can: 

• identify management strengths and weaknesses 
• analyse the scope, severity, prevalence, and distribution of a variety of threats and pressures 
• identify areas of high ecological and social importance and vulnerability 
• indicate the urgency and conservation priority for individual protected areas 
• help to develop and prioritize appropriate policy interventions and follow-up steps to 

improve protected area management effectiveness. 
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The RAPPAM Methodology includes five steps: 
• STEP 1 Determining the scope of the assessment 
• STEP 2 Assessing existing information for each protected area 
• STEP 3 Administering the Rapid Assessment Questionnaire 
• STEP 4 Analysing the findings 
• STEP 5 Identifying next steps and recommendations. 

 
While analyzing the results, scoring is as follows:  
 
Scoring for pressures and threats (question 2 of the Rapid Assessment Questionnaire): 
 

Extent 

Throughout = 4 

Widespread = 3 

Scattered = 2 

Localized =1 

Impact 

Severe = 4 

High = 3 

Moderate = 2 

Mild = 1 

Permanence 

Permanent = 4 

Long term = 3 

Medium term = 2 

Short term = 1 

 
The degree of each threat and pressure is the factor of all three elements. For example, a pressure 
that is widespread (3), has a moderate impact (2), and has a short-term recovery period (1), would 
have a degree of 6 (3 x 2 x 1). Each threat and pressure will have a degree of between 1 and 64. 
 
Scoring for questions 3–16 of the Rapid Assessment Questionnaire: 
Yes = 5    Mostly yes = 3    Mostly no = 1    No = 0 
 
 

II.c Application of the RAPPAM Methodology in Croatia 

 
The RAPPAM Questionnaire was adapted for the purposes of public institutions at the county 
level and, as such, consisted of 50 questions (Annex I). The most thorough and efficient approach 
to implementing this methodology is to organize an interactive workshop where protected area 
administrators (directors and/or conservation managers), nature protection policy-makers and 
other stakeholders fully participate in the evaluation of protected areas, the analysis of results and 
the identification of further steps and priorities. 
 
In order to prepare the workshop, the RAPPAM Questionnaire was translated and the questions 
were adapted for use in Croatia. A data management system was agreed and roles were defined to 
implement the workshop. The questionnaire was sent out to workshop participants one week 
before the workshop actually took place. 
 
Before the workshop was actually held, county-level public institutions also received a questionnaire 
compiled by representatives of the WWF, the Ministry of Culture and the State Nature Protection 
Institute in order to gather information on protected areas in all counties, their plans for the 
designation of new protected areas and the rights and obligations of county-level public institutions 
under the Nature Protection Act. Public institutions were also asked to provide data on their 
staffing levels and qualifications, governing council membership and the current and planned 
financing of their work. 
 
The RAPPAM workshop was held at the Cinema Hall of the Ministry of the Economy, Labour and 
Entrepreneurship in Zagreb from 31 March to 1 April 2009, involving the participation of 
representatives from 18 public institutions managing protected natural assets at the county level and 
a representative from Maksimir Public Institution. The county-level public institutions that failed to 
participate in the workshop include those of Istria County and Lika-Senj County. The Workshop 
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was structured so as to facilitate sufficient time to review and discuss the questions, hold group 
discussions and jointly review all results. In addition to completing the RAPPAM Questionnaire 
itself, workshop participants were encouraged to engage in group work so as to gather information 
on the requirements of public institutions at the county level. The Workshop Agenda is contained 
in Annex II. 
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III. STATUS 

 

III.a Protected natural assets by protection category 

 
Table 4: Public Institutions Managing Protected Natural Assets at the County Level 

Number of protected natural assets 
by protection category 

(protected areas + areas under preventive protection) 
County-level 

PI 
Strict 

reserve 
Special 
reserve 

Regional 
park 

Nature 
monument 

Important 
landscape 

Park 
forest 

Horticultural 
monument 

Total 

Bjelovar-
Bilogora 

  0 + 1 1    1 + 1 

Brod-Posavina  4   2   6 

Dubrovnik-
Neretva 

 10  6 7 8 9 + 1 39 + 1 

Istria  5  9 6 4 2 26 

Karlovac  1  2 + 1 3  3 9 + 1 

Koprivnica-
Križevci 

 5 0 + 1 4 2 1 2 14 + 1 

Krapina-
Zagorje 

   2 2  8 12 

Lika-Senj  3  3 3 3  12 

Meñimurje   0 + 1 1 1  11 13 + 1 

Osijek-
Baranja 

 1 0 + 1 1 1  12 15 + 1 

Požega-
Slavonia 

    1  3 4 

Primorje-
Gorski Kotar 

1 8 + 1  6 + 1 2 6 4 27 + 2 

Sisak-
Moslavina 

 2 0 + 1 1 2 2 1 8 + 1 

Split-Dalmatia  3  19 15 + 1  7 44 + 1 

Šibenik-Knin    2 6   8 + 0 

Varaždin  6 0 + 1  1 2 21 30 

Virovitica-
Podravina 

 1 0 + 1 4 4 1 + 1 3 13 + 2 

Vukovar-
Srijem  3  3 3 3 4 16 

Zadar  3 + 1  2 5 + 1 0 + 1 4 14 + 3 

Zagreb 
(county) 

 11  3 2 1 7 24 

 
* A proposal has been made to withdraw protection for one nature monument and three 
horticultural monuments (the structures no longer exist or have lost features requiring their 
protection). 
 
 

III.b Staffing levels in public institutions for protected area management at the county level 

 
Table 5: Staffing Levels in Public Institutions Managing Protected Natural Assets at the County 
Level (Status in March 2009) 
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County-level PI 
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Bjelovar-Bilogora 1         1 
Brod-Posavina 1     1    2 
Dubrovnik-Neretva 1  1  1     3 
Istria* 1     2 1 3 4 

(seasonal) 
11 

Karlovac 1    1 1 1   4 
Koprivnica-Križevci 1  1       2 
Krapina-Zagorje 1     2    3 
Lika-Senj 1         1 
Meñimurje 1     1    2 
Osijek-Baranja 1      1   2 
Požega-Slavonia 1 1        2 
Primorje-Gorski Kotar 1 2    3  2  8 
Sisak-Moslavina 1    1  1 1  4 
Split-Dalmatia 1 1 2  1 4 (2 part-

time) 
 2  11 

Šibenik-Knin 1      1   2 
Varaždin 1    1     2 
Virovitica-Podravina 1         1 
Vukovar-Srijem 1 1   1     3 
Zadar 1    1  1  2 

(seasonal) 
5 

Zagreb (county) 1 1    2    4 
 
* The Institution also hires external associates (currently two) for the purposes of international 
programmes. 
 

III.c Governing Council membership 

 
The Governing Councils of county-level public institutions have differing memberships: in five 
institutions, all of the Council members are politicians, whereas other Governing Councils also 
include representatives of other stakeholder groups: non-governmental organizations (Dubrovnik-
Neretva, Šibenik-Knin, Varaždin), local communities (Istria, Šibenik-Knin), scientists (Dubrovnik-
Neretva, Istria, Krapina-Zagorje, Osijek-Baranja, Šibenik-Knin, Varaždin), experts (urban 
development and water management – Meñimurje; nature protection – Zagreb County), other 
sectors (forestry – Istria, Požega-Slavonia, Sisak-Moslavina, Varaždin), founders (i.e. counties – 
Krapina-Zagorje, Primorje-Gorski Kotar), local governments (Krapina-Zagorje), businesses (Sisak-
Moslavina), public institutions (Sisak-Moslavina), educators (Brod-Posavina), etc.  
 

III.d Cities or municipalities that have established public institutions managing protected 
natural assets 

 
Table 6: Cities or Municipalities That Have Established Public Institutions Managing Protected 
Natural Assets (Status in March 2009) 
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County 
City / 

Municipality 
Protected area Category 

Dubrovnik-
Neretva 

City of 
Dubrovnik  

Lokrum Special forest reserve 

Istria Municipality of 
Medulin 
 

1. Donji Kamenjak and 
Medulin Archipelago 

2. Gornji Kamenjak 
3. Soline Hill near 

Vinkuran 
4. Kašteja Peninsula 

Important landscape  
 
 
Important landscape 
Park forest 
 
Park forest 

Karlovac Municipality of 
Rakovica 

Baraćeve Caves area Important landscape under 
preventive protection (12 ha.) 

Lika-Senj Municipality of 
Perušić 

Grabovica Cave Park Nature monument 

Split-Dalmatia City of Split Marjan Park forest 
Zagreb (City) City of Zagreb Maksimir Horticultural monument 
 

III.e Admission fees 

 
As many as 15 out of 20 public institutions at the county level do not charge admissions for the 
protected areas they manage. In all of the five remaining counties, tickets are sold for access to 
caves and, in some of the counties, for access to geomorphological reserves, important landscapes, 
geomorphological nature monuments and park forests. For example, Istria's Public Institution 
charges admissions for access to Baredine Cave (a nature monument), the Lim Fiord (specifically, 
St. Romuald's Cave as a important landscape), Feština Kingdom Cave and Mramornica Cave. In 
Primorje-Gorski Kotar County, admissions are charged for Vražji prolaz (Devil's Gorge) and Zeleni 
vir (Green Spring) as a geomorphological reserve, the important landscape of Kamačnik, Lokvarka 
Cave and Golubinjak Park forest. In Split-Dalmatia County, admissions are charged for the 
Grapčeva Cave, the Vranjača Cave and the Modra (Blue) Cave. In Zadar County, admissions are 
charged for access to Modrič Cave (allowed only for organized guided groups) and the Zrmanja 
Canyon as a important landscape. In Zagreb County, admissions are charged for Otruševec Cave. 
 

III.f Boundaries 

 
When it comes to protected areas, boundary issues stem from obsolete technical explanations and 
documents defining boundaries in descriptive terms, which - in practice - creates numerous 
problems. Furthermore, boundaries are defined by old protection ordinances and, since they have 
never been entered in land registers as charges, certain plots have been subject to change 
(fragmentation). Consequently, some boundaries should be narrowed and the others enlarged, 
which requires new procedures for the designation of protected nature areas. In addition, efforts 
should be made to address the issue of boundary digitalization, which is being handled by the State 
Institute of Nature Protection. However, these boundaries are not legally valid and are, accordingly, 
not recognized (e.g. by courts). 
 

III.g Protected area patrols and supervision 

 
Protected areas are regularly patrolled in 14 out of a total of 20 counties, which mostly depends on 
actual requirements, but also on the distance to particular areas. In Istria County, 24-hour 
supervision has been introduced at three sites: Palud-Palù (a special ornithological reserve), Šijana 
and Busoler (park forests). Other sites in Istria County are patrolled according to the patrol 
schedule and field requirements, but each site is patrolled at least once every fifteen days. 
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Conservation staff members patrol protected areas in 15 counties, but the fact is that the remaining 
four counties have not even established their Conservation Departments as yet. The conservation 
manager does not patrol protected areas only in Vukovar-Srijem County. Ranger Service staff patrol 
protected areas managed by all county-level public institutions where this service has been 
established, i.e. a total of ten institutions. 
 
County-level public institutions have reported that the Nature Protection Inspectorate supervises 
protected areas under their management at their request, which normally takes places two or three 
times per year and sometimes even on a monthly basis (in Krapina-Zagorje and Varaždin 
Counties). In protected areas managed by some institutions, supervisory visits by the Nature 
Protection Inspectorate are indeed rare (Bjelovar-Bilogora and Šibenik-Knin Counties). Protected 
areas managed by public institutions at the county level are also supervised by a number or other 
inspection services, depending on the needs of each county. These include the Environmental 
Protection, Fire Protection, Building, Forestry, Veterinary, Hunting, Mining, Water Management, 
Sanitary and Fisheries Inspection services. Some county institutions have reported that supervision 
is performed by no inspection service other than the Nature Protection Inspection (Karlovac and 
Virovitica-Podravina Counties) or that they have no knowledge thereof (Lika-Senj and Zadar 
Counties). 
 
None of the county-level public institutions charges fines through its Ranger Service pursuant to 
the Nature Protection Act. The only exception is the Ranger Service in Karlovac County, which 
charges such fines. Charging fines constitutes an issue because, under the Nature Protection Act, it 
is impossible to charge them in practice. In addition, many public institutions have not yet set up 
their Ranger Service. 
 

III.h Pre-emption right, compensation for restrictions, assignment of stewardship, 
concessions and concession approvals in public institutions managing protected natural 
assets at the county level (status in March 2009) 

 
Over the past five years, none of the counties has used its pre-emption right to acquire real 
property in protected areas, with no data being available for three counties (Dubrovnik-Neretva, 
Vukovar-Srijem and Zagreb Counties). In Istria County, the right of pre-emption has been 
exercised by the City of Rovinj. In some counties, there has been no need whatsoever to use this 
instrument (Koprivnica-Križevci and Split-Dalmatia Counties). On the other hand, Meñimurje 
County planned to buy out real properties and made appropriations for that purpose, but it failed to 
complete the buyout because the plots in question were subject to unsettled property issues. In 
2008, Sisak-Moslavina County filed suit contesting the Purchase Agreement made by the owner of a 
plot in the Blatuša Peat Bog. In Virovitica-Podravina County, a castle and the surrounding park 
were sold during the transformation process in the 1990s, although they were listed in the Register 
of Protected Cultural and Natural Assets in the Republic of Croatia. The castle and the park (in 
Metović) are now privately owned and encumbered by mortgage loans, although they constitute the 
only protected area in the County covered by complete documentation (the Protection Study and 
the Reconstruction Project, prepared before their sale to the private owner, and the Internal Code 
of Conduct including protection measures). 
 
None of the counties pays compensation for restrictions imposed on title and tenure holders in 
protected areas, with no data being available for Dubrovnik-Neretva County. Some county 
institutions claim that there has been no need whatsoever to pay any compensation for restrictions 
to title and tenure holders (Koprivnica-Križevci, Split-Dalmatia and Šibenik-Knin Counties). In 
2009, however, Sisak-Moslavina County will receive a grant from the Environmental Protection and 
Energy Efficiency Fund to pay compensation for damage caused by stork nests on the roofs of 
houses in the County. 
 
As many as 18 counties have not assigned, on a contractual basis, the stewardship of any natural 
assets in their protected areas to relevant title and tenure holders nor to any other caretakers. Such 
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contracts have been concluded in two counties: Split-Dalmatia County for the Grapčeva and 
Vranjača Caves, and Zagreb County for the Otruševec Cave. 
 
None of the counties, save for Split-Dalmatia County, has awarded any concessions pursuant to the 
Nature Protection Act. Split-Dalmatia County has awarded concessions for Modra Cave and Zlatni 
rat (Golden Horn). In Zagreb County, the Nature Protection Directorate, urged by his request for 
concession, issued Josip Grgos with a decision on the use of Otruševec Cave (a geomorphological 
nature monument) and a recently discovered cave with its entrance located at a neighbouring plot. 
 
Only two county-level public institutions have granted concession approvals pursuant to the Nature 
Protection Act (Split-Dalmatia and Zadar Counties). In the remaining 18 counties, no concession 
approvals have been granted under the aforementioned Act. In 2008, Split-Dalmatia County has 
granted a total of 48 concession approvals for rafting, kayaking and canoeing, hospitality services, 
and boat transport and rental, whereas Zadar County issued a total of seven concession approvals 
including those for the provision of visitor-guide services at Modrič Cave as a geomorphological 
nature monument, the performance of economic activities and the provision of sporting and 
recreational services in the north-west part of Dugi Otok (Long Island), which is protected as a 
important landscape, and the performance of activities in the Zrmanja Canyon as yet another 
important landscape. 
 

III.i Educational facilities and visitor infrastructure 

 
The existing educational facilities include interpretive panels (in 14 counties), interpretive trails (in 
12 counties), educational materials (in 12 counties), educational and interpretive centres (in 2 
counties, i.e. Meñimurje County, which has a visitor centre, and Karlovac County, which is 
currently implementing a research station project on the Slunjčica River), info points (in 4 counties), 
developed educational programmes (in 5 counties) and educational initiatives (3 different initiatives 
taking place on an annual basis). 
 
The existing visitor infrastructure includes observation points (in 10 counties), bike trails (in 6 
counties), visitor platforms (in three counties, i.e. Koprivnica-Križevci, Meñimurje and Sisak-
Moslavina Counties), hiking trails, trim trails and children's playgrounds (Istria and Primorje-Gorski 
Kotar Counties), visitor rest areas with benches and information panels (Krapina-Zagorje and 
Primorje-Gorski Kotar Counties), climbing sites and hospitality facilities (Split-Dalmatia and 
Primorje-Gorski Kotar Counties), and boat and electric tourist train tours (Zadar County). 
 

III.j Documents 

III.j.1 Public institution by-laws 

All public institutions at the county level, save for that of Lika-Senj County, have adopted their 
Public Institution Charters and almost all Charters have been or are being harmonized with the 
effective Nature Protection Act (exceptions include Karlovac and Split-Dalmatia Counties, whose 
public institutions did not have harmonized charters in April 2009). 
Most of the county-level public institutions lack internal codes of conduct, at least for a majority of 
protected areas. Four public institutions have adopted their Internal Codes of Conduct (Istria, 
Meñimurje (2), Primorje-Gorski Kotar (1) and Virovitica-Podravina (4) Counties), which have been 
or are being aligned with the effective Nature Protection Act. Efforts to develop Codes of Conduct 
are underway in nine institutions (Brod-Posavina, Karlovac, Koprivnica-Križevci, Krapina-Zagorje, 
Primorje-Gorski Kotar, Sisak-Moslavina, Split-Dalmatia, Varaždin and Virovitica-Podravina 
Counties). As reported by some county-level public institutions, certain Codes of Conduct have 
been waiting for quite a while now to receive approval from the Ministry of Culture (e.g. 1 in Brod-
Posavina County and 1 in Split-Dalmatia County 2). Seven county-level public institutions have not 
adopted any Codes of Conduct, nor have they commenced with their preparation (Bjelovar-
Bilogora, Dubrovnik-Neretva, Lika-Senj, Osijek-Baranja, Vukovar-Srijem, Zadar and Zagreb 
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Counties). However, the Zagreb County Public Institution has, for instance, initiated inventory 
taking and will, as a follow up-to to that effort, develop its Internal Codes of Conduct. Also, certain 
public institutions have adopted Codes of Conduct applicable at the institution level (e.g. in Brod-
Posavina and Požega-Slavonia Counties).  
Internal Organization Rules exist in almost all public institutions at the county level. Exceptions 
include Varaždin County, where such rules are about to be prepared, and Lika-Senj County, where 
they do not exist at all. 
Practically all institutions have also adopted their Annual Protected Areas Protection, Maintenance, 
Conservation, Promotion and Utilization Programmes, including price lists for services related to 
the utilization of natural assets. Exceptions include three public institutions – specifically, those of 
Bjelovar-Bilogora, Koprivnica-Križevci and Lika-Senj Counties – which have not adopted their 
annual programmes, whereas four institutions (i.e. those of Brod-Posavina, Požega-Slavonia, 
Varaždin and Zadar Counties) have failed to include price lists for services related to the utilization 
of natural assets in their annual programmes. 
Multi-Annual Public Institution Development Plans have been adopted or are being developed by 
six public institutions: those of Koprivnica-Križevci, Meñimurje, Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Split-
Dalmatia Counties already have them, and so does the Public Institution of Varaždin County, but it 
has not been verified by its Governing Council. In Osijek-Baranja County, the Multi-Annual 
Development Plan is under preparation. 
All county-level public institutions, except that of Lika-Senj County, adopt their annual financial 
plans on a yearly basis. 
 

III.j.2 Management plans 

III.j.2.a Management plans for protected areas 
Six public institutions at the county level have either commenced with the preparation of or already 
have their management plans for specific protected areas, whereas 12 public institutions have not 
launched their preparations yet. The Public Institution of Karlovac County is developing a its 
management plan for the Slunjčica River as a important landscape, that of Koprivnica-Križevci 
County for Đurñevački pijesci (Đurñevac Sands) as a special geographical and botanical reserve, 
and that of Krapina-Zagorje for Zelenjak as a important landscape. At the time these data were 
collected (March 2009), the management plan proposed for the Mura River as a important 
landscape, prepared by the Public Institution of Meñimurje County, was at the State Nature 
Protection Institute. In Zagreb County, efforts are underway to compile documentation on 
protected areas. Accordingly, inventory taking has been initiated for Turopoljski lug (Turopolje 
Grove), with a management plan being already adopted for the Dubravica Peat Bog. The Public 
Institution of Sisak-Moslavina County has set up Collaborative Councils for four protected areas 
(the Odra Valley, the Pedunculate Oak, Strossmayer's Promenade and the Djed Hill), which have 
held a number of meetings. The Public Institution of Šibenik-Knin County has applied for 
international projects for assistance in the preparation of management plans because of gaps in its 
own capacity. Among the categories of protected areas requiring the preparation of management 
plans, the territory of Varaždin County includes only a portion of a important landscape, namely, 
Kalnik. Accordingly, the management plan for Kalnik will be developed in co-operation with the 
Public Institution of Koprivnica-Križevci County. 

III.j.2.b Management plans for ecological network sites 
When it comes to the preparation of management plans for ecological network sites, the situation is 
similar: nine public institutions have commenced with their development, four of them are about to 
do so, whereas eight public institutions have not commenced preparations. Some public institutions 
at the county level are preparing management plans for ecological network sites that also constitute 
protected areas. Thus, the Public Institution of Brod-Posavina County has initiated preparation of 
management plans for Gajna as a important landscape and Dvorina Pond as a special ornithological 
reserve, while the Public Institution of Koprivnica-Križevci has done the same for the Đurñevac 
Sands as a special geographical and botanical reserve. The Public Institution of Meñimurje County 
is developing a management plan for a part of the ecological network which overlaps with the Mura 
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River as a important landscape, whereas the Public Institution of Sisak-Moslavina County has 
initiated certain activities as a part of its efforts to prepare a management plan for the protected 
area of the Odra Valley. Some public institutions are developing management plans specifically for 
ecological network sites. Thus, the Public Institution of Istria County is preparing a management 
plan for the Mirna River valley. Within a project launched by the Ministry of Culture, the Public 
Institution of Karlovac County has drafted three management plans: for the Dretulja River valley as 
an ecological network site proposed for designation as a special habitat reserve, for the Drežnica 
Field as a special forest reserve, and for the Lug Field as a special habitat reserve. As a part of the 
PHARE project, a management plan is being prepared for large carnivores in the area of Gorski 
Kotar (Primorje-Gorski Kotar County). In Varaždin County, initial efforts are underway to prepare 
a management plan for the Zbel Creek, while Zagreb County has commenced with the preparation 
of a background study for Žutica. County-level public institutions planning to prepare their 
management plans for specific ecological network sites include those of Dubrovnik-Neretva 
County (for Snježnica, Ljuta and Konavle Field), Krapina-Zagorje County (for the Sutla River area, 
which is planned as an IPA project by the Ministry of Culture) and Virovitica-Podravina County 
(for the area along the Drava River, which is included in the NEN, but for which funding is yet to 
be secured). Since the Public Institution of Šibenik-Knin County lacks the required capacity to 
develop management plans, it has applied for international projects for assistance in their 
preparation. Thus, the Management Plan for the Krka River Estuary (as a important landscape and 
ecological network site) has been proposed for preparation under the COAST project. 

III.j.2.c Management of ecological network sites 
Ecological network sites, which - at the same time - constitute protected areas under the Nature 
Protection Act, are managed by practically all county-level public institutions, save for that of Lika-
Senj County, which has been established, but was not operational at the time these data were 
gathered (March 2009). The Public Institutions of Istria, Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Zadar 
Counties manage caves and pits included in the ecological network (the Vrelo and Biserujka Caves 
in Primorje-Gorski Kotar County, and the Strašna Cave on Dugi Island in Zadar County). The 
Public Institution of Krapina-Zagorje County actively manages the Sutla River, areas designated for 
birds, the summit area of Ivanščica, Strahinjščica and Macelj (Kal and Trubeljak). As already 
mentioned, the Public Institution of Karlovac County has drafted its management plans for three 
ecological network sites. In Varaždin County, all ecological network sites have been spatially 
identified, with cities and municipalities being informed of the existence and importance of these 
sites as well as their obligation to give them due consideration when preparing (or amending) their 
physical planning documents. Co-operation has been established with users of particular ecological 
network sites in Varaždin County (Croatian Water Management Agency, Croatian Forest 
Management Agency, Croatian Electricity Company, etc.), including efforts to define nature 
protection requirements and measures related to the management of specific natural resources. No 
management plans have been adopted for ecological network sites in Varaždin and Primorje-Gorski 
Kotar Counties. For certain sites, however, activities have been initiated with regard to their 
evaluation (preparation of inventories of protected and endangered species and habitats, data 
collection and monitoring) as a first step towards the preparation of management plans. 
 

III.j.3 Nature protection programmes and reports 

Most of the counties have no effective nature protection plans or nature status reports. Nature 
protection programmes exist in Brod-Posavina (adopted in 2003), Meñimurje, Varaždin (adopted in 
2007 as a part of the Environmental Protection Programme), Vukovar-Srijem (adopted in 2007) 
and Zadar (adopted in 2009) Counties), whereas those for Bjelovar-Bilogora, Koprivnica-Križevci, 
Osijek-Baranja, Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Sisak-Moslavina Counties are being prepared or 
planned. Nature status reports have been prepared for Osijek-Baranja (adopted in 2008), Zadar 
(adopted in 2006 as a part of the Environment Status Report) and Varaždin (adopted in 2007 as a 
part of the Environment Status Report) Counties, whereas those for Koprivnica-Križevci, Krapina-
Zagorje, Primorje-Gorski Kotar, Sisak-Moslavina and Šibenik-Knin (which has an environmental 
status report made in 2000) are under preparation. The Public Institution of Vukovar-Srijem 
County has prepared an overview of nature protection status. As in the case of Primorje-Gorski 
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Kotar County, it is possible that other counties also have their nature protection programmes and 
nature status reports included in their environment status programmes and reports. 
 

III.j.4 Availability of management documents 

Management documents are not available In the vast majority of public institutions at the county 
level. Forest management documents seem to be the most available of all management documents: 
they exist in somewhat more than 50 percent of county-level public institutions, including those of 
Dubrovnik-Neretva, Karlovac, Koprivnica-Križevci, Krapina-Zagorje, Sisak-Moslavina, Split-
Dalmatia and Zagreb Counties. They are available at request in Istria and Meñimurje Counties, 
partly available (i.e. hard to come by and available only for the Bijele (White) and Samarske (Saddle) 
Rocks) in Primorje-Gorski Kotar County, with their delivery being underway in Bjelovar-Bilogora 
County. In Sisak-Moslavina County, sections of management documents dealing with nature 
protection requirements and measures for most of the areas were made available before the 
adoption of final documents. Hunting management documents are not available in most of the 
county-level public institutions, save for Karlovac, Krapina-Zagorje and Zagreb Counties (where 
they are available for the Jastrebarski and Varoški Groves). In Brod-Posavina and Požega-Slavonia 
Counties, hunting management documents are limited to specific decisions, in Istria and Meñimurje 
Counties they are available at request, with their delivery underway in Sisak-Moslavina County. The 
Public Institution of Primorje-Gorski Kotar County reported that it had asked the competent 
Ministry to deliver management documents for a hunting ground that includes the area of White 
and Saddle Rocks, but had never received them although it had been waiting for them and urging 
the Ministry for as much as a year. A similar situation also exists when it comes to fishing 
management documents, which are not available in the majority of public institutions at the county 
level, except those of Karlovac, Krapina-Zagorje and Split-Dalmatia Counties. In Istria and 
Meñimurje Counties, they are available at request, with their delivery being underway in Sisak-
Moslavina County. Water management documents are not available in any of the public institutions. 
For many areas, however, such documents do not exist at all, at least for the time being. 
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IV. RESULTS AND ANALYSES 

 
The analysis and results of the application of the RAPPAM Methodology reflect the assessment 
made by directors and/or conservation managers of public county-level public institutions 
managing protected natural assets. Following the RAPPAM Methodology, the results and analyses 
are presented through three categories: 
 
A. Protected area design and planning 
B. Protected area inputs 
C. Management processes 
 
The Rapid Assessment Questionnaire has been completed by 18 public institutions at the county 
level as well as Maksimir Public Institution (managing Maksimir Park in the City of Zagreb). The 
Public Institutions of Istria and Lika-Senj Counties have not participated in the completion of the 
Rapid Assessment Questionnaire. 
 

IV.A Planning 

 
This section discusses the participants’ answers to the group of questions pertaining to the 
definition of objectives, legal security and protected area sites. 
 
Figure 3: Protected Area Design and Planning (Aggregate) 
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At a system-wide level, it may be said that each planning category (objectives, legal security and site 
design and planning) involves elements constituting the strengths of the system and those 
representing its weaknesses. The greatest strength of the system is the understanding of the PA 
objectives and policies by PA directors and employees (most of the participants offered a “yes” 
response to this question, giving an average score of 89 out of maximum 95). The lack of a 
management plan and, consequently, a zoning system and a lack of law enforcement resources are 
three areas highlighted by workshop participants as involving certain challenges, with boundary 
demarcation and the land use in the surrounding area giving somewhat less reason for concern. A 
more detailed discussion of these issues is presented in the following sections. 
 

IV.A.1 Objectives (Question 2) 

 
Figure 4: Protected Area Design and Planning – Objectives 
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Protected area objectives fully or mostly provide for the protection and maintenance of biodiversity 
only in 63% of the county-level public institutions, whereas in as many as 36% of the public 
institutions (i.e. 7) they mostly do not provide therefor. Public institutions at the county level 
mostly have their annual programmes, whereas management plans are being prepared in Karlovac 
(4), Krapina-Zagorje (1), Meñimurje (1), Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Varaždin Counties. 
Furthermore, internal codes of conduct are being developed by nine county-level public institutions 
(e.g. those of Karlovac and Krapina-Zagorje Counties), and some public institutions already have 
them (e.g. those of Meñimurje, Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Virovitica-Podravina Counties). In 
Koprivnica-Križevci County, protection measures have been adopted for most of the protected 
areas, with focus on preserving the basic features of each protected area. Varaždin County's Public 
Institution has adopted improvement and protection programmes for specific areas. 
Specific biodiversity-related objectives are not or mostly not clearly stated in the management plans 
of as many as 79% of the county-level public institutions, the reason being the non-existence of any 
management plans. In Meñimurje County, specific biodiversity-related objectives are clearly stated 
in the management plan, but in practice, the plan is not being fully implemented as yet. Site 
research efforts are underway in Karlovac County. Specifically, its Public Institution is preparing 
background studies for management plans. Krapina-Zagorje County's Public Institution has 
prepared inventories of certain biodiversity components and makes monitoring efforts. Research 
made by Požega-Slavonia County's Public Institution has been limited to speleological sites which 
are, however, located in still unprotected areas, i.e. at ecological network sites. Under its annual 
programme, Sisak-Moslavina County's Public Institution implement inventory taking and 
monitoring projects for endangered species (white stork, black stork, the white-tailed eagle, corn 
crake, and the snake's head fritillary). Varaždin County's Public Institution has conducted 
inventories and implemented protection measures for a limited number of areas. In Virovitica-
Podravina County's Public Institution, the four existing Codes of Conduct also contain protection 
measures for protected areas and there is also a technical study on the Revitalization of the 
Protected Landscape of Križnica, which presents the results of bird and plant monitoring efforts. 
In Split-Dalmatia County, there are inventories of plant species at the Pantan site, Eleonora falcons 
on open-sea islands, bats and red-eared sliders, as well as plans to prepare a study of the Cetina 
River's carrying capacity with regard to rafting. 
Management policies and plans/annual plans are fully or mostly consistent with the PA objectives 
in as many as 95% of the county-level public institutions. In Dubrovnik-Neretva County, however, 
they are mostly inconsistent. 
The employees and directors of county-level public institutions fully or mostly understand the PA 
objectives and policies. There are some problems in the understanding of the PA objectives and 
policies by central government, county and local authorities. Some of the counties are not are not 
fully aware of nature protection tasks and obligations falling within their jurisdiction and that of 
their public institutions. For instance, a lack of understanding on the part of central government 
and county authorities has been reported by Karlovac County's Public Institution, whereas some 
local self-government units in the territory of Koprivnica-Križevci County give priority to business 
over nature protection interests. 
In 84% of the counties, local communities support the overall protected area objectives, whereas 
those in Meñimurje, Osijek-Baranja and Vukovar-Srijem Counties mostly do not support them. 
Koprivnica-Križevci County's Public Institution works with local communities in an attempt to 
find a compromise between nature protection and economic exploitation of natural resources. 
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Krapina-Zagorje County's Public Institution maintains sound co-operation with individuals, 
municipalities, cities, Croatia's Forest Management Agency, hunters, etc. In Varaždin and Primorje-
Gorski Kotar Counties, local communities, through their efforts and financial resources, support 
the implementation of objectives and projects in protected areas. Furthermore, in Virovitica-
Podravina County, local communities even participate in the efforts to co-finance technical studies 
and revitalization projects. On the other hand, in the very same County, fishing clubs deplete fish 
stocks and, thus, endanger the protected species. In Meñimurje County, local communities mostly 
do not support the overall protected area objectives, because nature protection has emerged as a 
new concept in the region. In Sisak-Moslavina County, there are some issues with local authorities, 
which stem from a lack of knowledge, but sectoral problems pose a even greater challenge 
(hunting, water management, etc.). Thus, in Vukovar-Srijem County, hunters and forest managers 
mostly do not support the overall protected area objectives. 
 

IV.A.2 Legal security (Question 3) 

 
Figure 5: Protected Area Design and Planning – Legal Security 
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A vast majority of public institutions at the county level (84%) believe that their protected areas 
have or mostly have long-term legally binding protection, whereas those of Brod-Posavina, Požega-
Slavonia and Zadar Counties hold that such protection mostly does not exist. Issues exist with 
regard to sectoral jurisdiction. Specifically, in some areas, the forestry (Brod-Posavina County) and 
water management (Brod-Posavina and Karlovac Counties) sectors have more influence in the field 
than nature protection authorities, which is contrary to the Nature Protection Act. Sectoral issues 
have also been highlighted by the Public Institutions of Sisak-Moslavina and Varaždin Counties. In 
Bjelovar-Bilogora County, protection is weaker in the field of stone extraction, i.e. in the area of 
two active quarries, because holders of mining concessions disregard nature protection in the area 
of a regional park. In Požega-Slavonia County, the owners of protected sites fail to undertake the 
required actions. Specifically, there are three protected horticultural monuments that are owned by 
private or public undertakings which generally lack the resources required for their rehabilitation, 
and so does the Public Institution, at least for the time being, because it was established only 
recently. It has also been reported that the availability of nature protection inspectors is limited. 
Only 11% of the county-level public institutions mostly have unsettled disputes regarding land 
tenure or use rights, namely, those of Sisak-Moslavina and Šibenik-Knin Counties, whereas other 
public institutions at the county level do not have such problems, either mostly (42%) or at all 
(47%). There are some issues regarding the sale of privately-owned land without first offering it to 
the government (Mali Ston Bay in Dubrovnik-Neretva County and Blatuša Peat Bog in Sisak-
Moslavina County), the lease of or the right to use land for hunting purposes (Primorje-Gorski 
Kotar and Šibenik-Knin Counties) and the associated liability for the compensation of damage 
caused by game (Koprivnica-Križevci County) and, in some areas, fishers (Šibenik-Knin County). 
For example, there is a dispute between Virovitica-Podravina County's Public Institution and 
Croatia's Forest Management Agency regarding the management and administration of the Lisičine 
Arboretum. In Sisak-Moslavina County, there are issues concerning the use of pastures. Specifically, 
pastures are used by everyone (livestock farmers, hunters, etc.) and there is no co-ordination 
whatsoever. However, the plan is to resolve this issue by assigning the management of pastures to 



Rajković, Ž. (2009), Effectiveness of Protected Area Management in Croatia:  
Results of the First Evaluation of Protected Area Management in Croatia Using the RAPPAM 
Methodology (public institutions at the county level) 

 

29 

public institutions, which would, thus, be able to lay down the conditions of their use. In Split-
Dalmatia County, there are issues with the Water Management Agency, Croatian Electricity 
Company (which fails to comply with minimum water discharge requirements), fishing clubs and 
hunting associations. Another challenge is access to pits and caves located on private property. In 
Zagreb County, the general sense is that the issue of private property in protected areas is yet to be 
tackled, e.g. with regard to the Otruševec Cave. 
Boundary demarcation is fully or mostly adequate to meet the protected area objectives in only 48% 
of the counties, which is recognized as a major challenge. Ill-defined boundary demarcation has 
been highlighted as a major issue (protected areas in Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Sisak-Moslavina 
Counties), along with narrative, i.e. tentative, boundary description with no specification of 
cadastral plots (Šibenik-Knin, Virovitica-Podravina and Zadar Counties). Split-Dalmatia County 
faces the issue of maritime domain limits as well as the boundaries of Brela as a important 
landscape. 
A vast majority of the participants (84%) have stressed that staff and financial resources are, to a 
certain extent, inadequate to conduct critical law enforcement activities. Staff and financial 
resources are mostly or fully adequate in only three counties (Split-Dalmatia and Zagreb Counties 
and Maksimir Park). Many county-level public institutions have reported the lack of any ranger 
services (Brod-Posavina, Dubrovnik-Neretva, Koprivnica-Križevci, Krapina-Zagorje, Požega-
Slavonia, Varaždin, Virovitica-Podravina, Vukovar-Srijem and Zagreb Counties) or limited staffing 
levels in their ranger services (Karlovac County). Furthermore, they have stressed that financial 
resources are adequate only for basic operating costs, and sometimes not even for that. Virovitica-
Podravina County's Public Institution partly resolves the issue of non-existent rangers by requesting 
intervention by nature protection inspectors in order to implement critical activities. In Split-
Dalmatia County's Public Institution, financial resources are adequate, but the problem lies in poor 
staffing policies. 
Generally, there are no major conflicts with the local community and, where they do exist, they are 
always or mostly resolved fairly and effectively in almost of the public institutions at the county 
level (95%), with some major issues being faced by Koprivnica-Križevci County. For instance, 
Virovitica-Podravina County's Public Institution has no conflicts with the local community, and the 
County is resolving conflicts with hunters. In Zagreb County, there have been some conflicts in 
Samobor, because the city is interested in taking over the management of a part of the Tepec–
Palačnik–Stražnik Park forest, specifically, the Anindol site with is particularly attractive to the city. 
The problem of Sisak-Moslavina County's Public Institution is in that local authorities fail to notify 
it of their activities and, once its Ranger Service finds out that something is going on, it acts in 
compliance with the relevant legislation. In Karlovac County, a good example is provided by the 
Kupa River area, where Croatian municipalities maintain sound co-operation with Slovenian 
authorities with regard to joint protected area projects. 
 

IV.A.3 Site planning and design (Question 4) 

 
Figure 6: Protected Area Design and Planning – Site Planning and Design 
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The siting of the protected areas is fully or mostly consistent with the protected area objectives in 
almost all of the counties (95%), save for Zadar County, where the siting of the protected areas is 
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mostly inconsistent with their objectives. Protected area siting has mainly been done by relying on 
background studies or, as an earlier practice, technical explanations. In some regions, there is also a 
list of cadastral plots (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora County). For Krapina-Zagorje County's Public 
Institution, the preparation of background studies remains an outstanding issue. In Virovitica-
Podravina County, background studies have also been prepared for the protection of some new 
protected area categories, e.g. for the Lisičine Arboretum (a park forest) and the Turkish Citadel site 
near Slatina (a park forest under preventive protection). In Zadar County there are no background 
studies for areas designated long ago, while the situation in the field does not always correspond to 
protection measures and, accordingly, needs to be reviewed (e.g. the Cypress tree alley in Biograd). 
In Zagreb County, the boundaries of some protected areas need to be expanded, while some of the 
protected areas should also be reviewed (e.g. the Sava-Strmec site). 
The layout and configuration of protected areas fully or mostly optimize the conservation of 
biodiversity in almost all of the counties (95%). Zagreb County is the only region where the layout 
and configuration of protected areas mostly do not optimize the conservation of biodiversity. Thus, 
for instance, the County needs to introduce protection for most of the wetland meadows along the 
Lonja River. From the perspective of NEN and NATURA 2000 proposals, the layout and 
configuration of protected areas in Dubrovnik-Neretva County optimize the conservation of 
biodiversity, but one challenge which yet to be tackled is to designate the Neretva River Estuary 
and the Elaphiti Islands as nature parks. The similar situation has also been reported for Zadar 
County: if the ecological network is to be taken into consideration as well, then the layout and 
configuration of protected areas optimize the conservation of biodiversity, because ecological 
network sites often serve as a buffer zone for protected areas. For instance, at the Saharun Bay in 
the north-west of the island of Dugi, only the land has been designated for protection, but the 
ecological network also protects the sea. In Primorje-Gorski Kotar County, there are some areas 
that should be designated in the forthcoming period. In Split-Dalmatia County, the sense is that 
protection needs to be introduced for the Dinara massif, the mountains of Mosor and Kozjak, and 
all along the Cetina and Vrljika Rivers, including the efforts to protect the seas around the islands as 
yet another challenge. In Virovitica-Podravina County, the background study for the Mura-Drava 
River Area, designated as a regional park, fully optimizes the protection of biodiversity and habitats 
In Brod-Posavina County, some protected areas are oversized and encompass a large number 
settlements (e.g. Jelas Field). 
The protected area zoning system is totally or mostly inadequate to achieve the protected area 
objectives in as many as 84% of the counties. The counties having mostly adequate zoning systems 
include Bjelovar-Bilogora, Šibenik-Knin and Virovitica-Podravina Counties. Indeed, in most of the 
counties, there has been no zoning whatsoever, mainly because there are no management plans 
either. In Split-Dalmatia County, zoning has been done for the Pantan site and the Cetina Canyon. 
Once the Mura-Drava area is designated as a regional park, zoning will be carried out in five 
counties over which the park will be stretching (Meñimurje, Varaždin, Koprivnica-Križevci, 
Virovitica-Podravina and Osijek-Baranja Counties). Accordingly, their zoning system may still be 
adequate to achieve the protected area objectives. 
Land use in the surrounding area fully or mostly fails to enable effective protected area 
management in as many as 53% of the counties, which suggests that it constitutes a major issue. 
Examples include problems with fishers and hunters (Bjelovar-Bilogora County), motorways and 
tourism (Primorje-Gorski Kotar County), sand extraction from the Drava River (the areas of 
protected landscapes and a regional park in Virovitica-Podravina County), illegal building (Zelina 
Knoll) and construction works (near Otruševec Cave, both sites being located in Zagreb County), 
urban development issues (Maksimir Park and Split-Dalmatia County), the failure to include nature 
protection requirements in permits for projects impacting the environment in the surrounding areas 
(Koprivnica-Križevci County), use for tourism and parking purposes (Brela park forest), excess of 
carrying capacity (Golden Horn, both sites being located in Split-Dalmatia County), etc. In 
Dubrovnik-Neretva County, the Neretva River area suffers from land improvement and poorly-
supervised farming activities, while the County's Physical Plan provides for projects such as a 
motorway intersecting an ornithological reserve and wind turbines. There is also a number of 
construction projects going on in Mali Ston Bay, including the Pelješac Bridge, three tourist resorts 
and shellfish wholesale stations. In Sisak-Moslavina County, the surrounding areas, especially those 
used for farming purposes, significantly affect the implementation of protection measures. 
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However, no adequate information is available with regard to their actual impact. In Varaždin 
County, land use in the surrounding areas mostly enables effective protected area management, 
with some isolated problems caused by hunting. 
Most of the protected areas managed by county-level public institutions (as many as 84%) are 
linked to other areas of conserved or protected land. The protected areas in Karlovac and Zagreb 
Counties are mostly not linked to other areas of conserved or protected land (in Zagreb County, as 
a result of their high dispersion), with Maksimir Park having no links whatsoever to any other 
similar area. Most of the county-level public institutions have reported that the protected areas in 
their counties are linked to other conserved or protected areas through the National Ecological 
Network (NEN) (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora, Primorje-Gorski Kotar, Sisak-Moslavina and Virovitica-
Podravina Counties). The protected areas in Bjelovar-Bilogora County are also linked to those in 
the neighbouring Sisak-Moslavina County, whose protected areas are, again, linked to corridors and 
Lonjsko Polje (Lonja Field) Nature Park. In Virovitica-Podravina County, the protected areas are 
also linked to each other though irrigation projects, i.e. through the areas linked to a wildlife 
crossing along the Drava River. In Vukovar-Srijem County, forest areas are adjacent to or overlap 
with protected landscapes. Split-Dalmatia County is concerned about pits and caves located on 
private property. 
 

IV.B Inputs 

 
This section discusses the participants’ answers to the group of questions pertaining to protected 
area staffing, communication, infrastructure and finances. 
 
Figure 7: Protected Area Inputs (Aggregate) 
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At the system-wide level (see chart), staff performance reviews, staff employment conditions, 
communication between field and office staff, communication with local communities, 
transportation infrastructure and financial management practices can be seen, to some extent, as the 
strengths of the system, but none of these areas exceeds a score of 75 (the highest score, 71, was 
reported for staff performance reviews). Staffing levels, existing data on protected areas and visitor 
facilities constitute areas highlighted by workshop participants as involving certain challenges. A 
more detailed discussion of these issues is presented in the following sections. 
 

IV.B.1 Staffing (Question 5) 

 
Figure 8: Protected Area Inputs – Staffing 
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Inputs -- Staffing
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In the vast majority of county-level public institutions (90%), the level of staffing is completely or 
mostly insufficient to effectively manage their areas. Exceptions include Split-Dalmatia County and 
Maksimir Park. Practically all county-level public institutions have reported gaps in their capacity, 
the non-existence of a ranger service, a Conservation Service consisting of a single employee and, in 
particular, the lack of ecological network management capacity. Some institutions have no 
employees at all (Bjelovar-Bilogora County), and some consist of only one employee (Virovitica-
Podravina County). Primorje-Gorski Kotar County's Public Institution has also stressed the lack of 
a legal officer. Split-Dalmatia County's Public Institution needs nature wardens for islands. 
Staff members have or mostly have adequate skills to conduct critical management activities in two 
thirds of the county-level public institutions (i.e. 68%). In Bjelovar-Bilogora and Split-Dalmatia 
Counties, staff members have no adequate skills at all, while they mostly lack them in Koprivnica-
Križevci, Osijek-Baranja, Požega-Slavonia and Primorje-Gorski Kotar Counties. Požega-Slavonia 
County's Public Institution also lacks a conservation manager and a ranger, whereas that of Split-
Dalmatia County lacks filed staff. Virovitica-Podravina County's Public Institution holds that staff 
members need to have a high level of technical knowledge, and has mostly entrusted its monitoring 
and inventory-taking activities to the State Nature Protection Institute. 
Training and development opportunities are fully or mostly appropriate to the needs of the staff in 
two thirds of the county-level public institutions (68%). The participants have highlighted the 
following concerns: workshops are too few and co-operation with national and natural parks, which 
have more experience, as well as with the Ministry of Culture and the State Nature Protection 
Institute needs to be intensified; the workshops that are held are insufficient because they fail to 
tackle issues in the field (e.g.. Brod-Posavina County); there is often no time and enough will to 
participate in training courses (Split-Dalmatia County). It has been stressed that there can never be 
too many workshops, lectures and seminars. For instance, Virovitica-Podravina County's Public 
Institutions offers development opportunities through seminars, workshops and training 
programmes and has made appropriations for that purpose in its budget. In addition, such events 
are also organized by the Ministry of Culture and the State Nature Protection Institute. 
Staff performance and progress on targets are periodically reviewed, either fully or mostly, in all 
public institutions at the county level. Accordingly, public institutions prepare their work and 
performance reports, and their governing councils monitor the implementation of their by-laws and 
documents. By way of example, Varaždin County's Public Institution monitors staff performance 
and progress on targets through its Governing Council, the County's Executive Council and the 
County Assembly. 
Staff employment conditions are fully or mostly sufficient to retain high-quality staff in as many as 
85% of the county-level public institutions. In Virovitica-Podravina County, staff employment 
conditions are not sufficient to retain high-quality staff, and in Požega-Slavonia and Koprivnica-
Križevci Counties they are mostly insufficient. Thus, for the time being, there is no recruitment in 
Virovitica-Podravina County's Public Institution, and the plan is to announce three vacancies by 
2001: for the posts of chief ranger, GIS expert associate and nature warden. 
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IV.B.2 Communication and information (Question 6) 

 
Figure 9: Protected Area Inputs – Communication and Information 
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In the opinion of participants, communication and information inputs, i.e. means of 
communication between office and field staff, are fully or mostly adequate in most of the county 
level public institutions. In Bjelovar-Bilogora and Vukovar-Srijem Counties, communication and 
information inputs are not adequate, whereas those in Brod-Posavina County are mostly 
inadequate, in particular because there are no field staff members. 
The existing ecological and socio-economic data are totally or mostly inadequate for management 
planning in as many as 84% of the counties. Exceptions include Primorje-Gorski Kotar and 
Meñimurje Counties, where the existing data are mostly adequate, and Maksimir Park, where they 
are fully adequate for management planning. However, in Primorje-Gorski Kotar County, the 
existing ecological and socio-economic data are neither sufficient nor up-to-date. In Dubrovnik-
Neretva County, tourism development is in conflict with ecological data, i.e. it fails to observe the 
existing ecological data. In Sisak-Moslavina County, there are no maps or databases, whereas maps 
and spatial data for Virovitica-Podravina County are mostly unavailable. 
Adequate means for collecting new data exist or mostly exist in the majority of public institutions at 
the county level (74%). Means for collecting new data are mostly inadequate in Koprivnica-
Križevci, Osijek-Baranja, Požega-Slavonia and Virovitica-Podravina Counties, and totally 
inadequate in Bjelovar-Bilogora County. Thus, Virovitica-Podravina County's Public Institution 
mostly lacks field equipment, whereas that of Sisak-Moslavina County possesses some basic 
equipment (a GPS, a still camera, binoculars). In Zadar County's Public Institution, adequate means 
for collecting new data are mostly available, but there is a lack of training for their fully effective 
operation (e.g. the Institution has a GPS, but its staff cannot operate it). 
Adequate systems for processing and analysing data are fully or mostly unavailable in almost two 
thirds of the county-level public institutions (63%). Many county-level public institutions have 
reported that they do have the equipment, but their databases are not operational, whereas some of 
them have no equipment either (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora County). It has been said that a project 
launched by the Ministry of Culture to procure data processing and analysis systems has not taken 
hold and that there is a need for education, i.e. for repeating practical training for the use of GIS. It 
has also been suggested that analysis patterns and methods should be standardized, which has, in 
the meantime, been initiated through the PAMS project. Krapina-Zagorje County's Public 
Institution is independently analysing data by using its own platforms, and that of Varaždin County 
is also making analyses by means of its own system. In Primorje-Gorski Kotar County's Public 
Institution, there are adequate systems for processing and analysing data, but efforts are still 
underway to migrate data into the existing GIS database. 
There is effective communication with local communities in practically all county-level public 
institutions (95%) save for Meñimurje County, where there is generally no effective communication 
with local communities. By way of example, communication with local communities Bjelovar-
Bilogora County is mostly effective, especially with those living along the boundaries of Moslavačka 
Gora (Moslavina Mountain) Regional Park (Čazma, Ivanska and Berek). Also, the Public 
Institutions of Sisak-Moslavina and Primorje-Gorski Kotar Counties have pointed out their 
working meetings with local communities as an additional means of effective communication 
enabling them to exchange information. 
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IV.B.3 Infrastructure (Question 7) 

 
Figure 10: Protected Area Inputs – Infrastructure 
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Transportation infrastructure is fully or mostly adequate to perform critical management activities 
in a vast majority of areas protected at the county level (95%). The only exception is Dubrovnik-
Neretva County, where transportation infrastructure is mostly inadequate. As many as four coastal-
county public institutions have stressed the lack of boats (Dubrovnik-Neretva, Primorje-Gorski 
Kotar, Split-Dalmatia and Zadar Counties), whereas some public institutions lack off-road vehicles 
(Brod-Posavina and Karlovac Counties). The Public Institutions of Dubrovnik-Neretva, Virovitica-
Podravina and Vukovar-Srijem Counties also lack official vehicles. In Bjelovar-Bilogora County, 
there is no transportation infrastructure along the boundary between Moslavačka Gora Regional 
Park and the neighbouring Sisak-Moslavina County. In Sisak-Moslavina County, transportation 
infrastructure is mostly adequate to perform critical management activities, with gaps existing in 
some vast areas that are not accessible for full coverage. 
Field equipment is fully or mostly adequate to perform critical management activities in somewhat 
less than half of the county-level public institutions (47%). The Public Institutions of Bjelovar-
Bilogora, Virovitica-Podravina and Zadar Counties lack any field equipment whatsoever. 
Staff facilities are fully or mostly adequate to perform critical management activities in 58% the 
county-level public institutions. Most of the public institutions have reported that their 
offices/headquarters are adequate, unlike other staff facilities (e.g. in Brod-Posavina, Dubrovnik-
Neretva, Virovitica-Podravina and Vukovar-Srijem Counties), while some of have no additional 
facilities at all, such as field offices or training facilities (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora, Krapina-Zagorje, 
Požega-Slavonia, Zadar and Zagreb Counties). Karlovac County's Public Institution is making 
efforts to set up a research station on the Slunjčica River. In Sisak-Moslavina County's Public 
Institution, offices are inadequate for the performance of its operations because they are situated in 
the local Health Centre. There is also a lack of interpretive and educational signposts, biological 
stations, etc. Zagreb County's Public Institution has but one office, with preparations being made 
to develop another one for the western part of the County. 
The same percentage of the county-level public institutions (58%) have reported that maintenance 
and care of equipment are fully or mostly adequate to ensure long-term use. As already mentioned, 
some public institutions at the county level have no equipment whatsoever, and some of them lack 
vehicles, which constitutes a major challenge for the performance of critical management activities. 
Visitor facilities are totally or mostly inappropriate to the level of visitor use in as many as 84% of 
the counties, the reason being that many of them lack any visitor facilities whatsoever (e.g. Bjelovar-
Bilogora, Dubrovnik-Neretva, Sisak-Moslavina, Varaždin, Virovitica-Podravina and Vukovar-Srijem 
Counties). Exceptions include Meñimurje County and Maksimir Parks, where visitor facilities are 
appropriate, and Koprivnica-Križevci County, where they are mostly appropriate to the level of 
visitor use. In Zagreb County, visitor facilities exist only for Otruševec Cave, whereas Zadar 
County has two bird-watching points which are, however, not entirely suitable (they lack doors and 
are, consequently, often vandalized). 
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IV.B.4 Finances (Question 8) 

 
Figure 11: Protected Area Inputs – Finances 
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Funding in the past five years has been fully or mostly adequate to conduct critical management 
activities in slightly more than one third of the county-level public institutions (37%), which can 
also be attributed to their short existence. Specifically, as many as 15 of the existing total of 20 
county-level public institutions were established in 2004 and thereafter, i.e. over the past five or six 
years, and as many as seven of them have been operating less than three years. The institutions 
have reported that funding has not been sufficient for field work and ranger services (Dubrovnik-
Neretva County), then for technical activities (Karlovac County), the implementation of scientific 
and technical research efforts (Primorje-Gorski Kotar County), and the preparation of background 
studies and management plans, land surveys and monitoring (Sisak-Moslavina County). Thus, Zadar 
County's Public Institutions has also reported a lack of funding for maintenance, cleaning, research, 
monitoring and other activities. In Virovitica-Podravina County's Public Institution, funding has 
mostly been sufficient to cover basic operating costs, with additional funds being raised for projects 
since 2007. In Zagreb County's Public Institution, funding in the past two years has been adequate 
to create technical conditions for its work. 
As many as 74% of the county-level public institutions feel that funding for the next five years is 
totally or mostly inadequate to conduct critical management activities, stating the recession, the lack 
of dedicated county budget appropriations for financing nature protection projects (Karlovac and 
Virovitica-Podravina Counties), etc. as major reasons. As a result of the recession, some county-
level public institutions have endured budget cuts. The participants have stressed that funding levels 
depend on funds raised through projects (e.g. Vukovar-Srijem County), from external funds and 
within co-financing schemes (e.g. Krapina-Zagorje County), because many critical management 
activities are financed under projects. Furthermore, it has been suggested that higher funding levels 
should also be secured in the budgets of counties and relevant ministries. Brod-Posavina County's 
Public Institution co-operates or partners with non-governmental organizations on nature 
protection projects, while Karlovac County also reports an ever increasing number of organizations 
interested in projects and cross-border co-operation. Osijek-Baranja County's Public Institution 
collaborates with non-governmental organizations to secure a part of the funding required as its 
contribution to cross-border co-operation projects. In Zagreb County's Public Institution, there is a 
lack of funding required for scientific and research services. Meñimurje County's Public Institution 
still lacks the capacity to implement major projects, with a similar situation also reported for Sisak-
Moslavina County's Public Institution, which cannot apply for pre-accession funding because its 
human resources do not meet project implementation requirements. Another challenge for public 
institutions is to secure match funding for EU projects (i.e. 20%-50% of total project costs) because 
they lack the required funds and the counties are not prepared to make them available. Certain 
funds require that funding received for projects should be fully secured up-front (100%), which is 
not possible. Therefore, the participants hold that funding should be secured through the Ministry 
of Culture and the Environmental Protection and Energy Efficiency Fund. 
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Financial management practices fully or mostly enable efficient and effective protected area 
management in practically all (95%) of the county-level public institutions (save for Požega-
Slavonia County's Public Institution). 
The allocation of expenditures is fully or mostly appropriate to protected area priorities and 
objectives in most of the county-level public institutions (84%). Exceptions include the Public 
Institutions of Bjelovar-Bilogora, Požega-Slavonia and Zadar Counties. The Public Institutions of 
Koprivnica-Križevci and Primorje-Gorski Kotar Counties often lack sufficient funding for their 
priorities, because they require higher investments. Consequently, they finance their priority 
activities within the limits of their available funding. Similarly, Zadar County's Public Institution 
sets its priorities depending on the available funding, which is not always the right or most efficient 
approach. For example, the Institution needs to make some research efforts but, in default of the 
required funding, it makes interpretive panels. 
Only somewhat less than half of the county-level public institutions (48%) feel that the long-term 
financial outlook for their protected areas is mostly stable. As reasons for instability, they state the 
global crisis, the uncertainty of funding from county budgets, and the failure of project 
competitions to ensure any reliable planning. For instance, Sisak-Moslavina County's Public 
Institution reports a lack of certainty with regard to funding from the county budget, and it lacks its 
own resources because, being dislocated, its protected areas are difficult to manage (tickets, 
promotional materials, etc.). 
 

IV.C Processes 

 
This section discusses the participants’ answers to the group of questions pertaining to 
management planning, management decision-making, and research evaluation and monitoring. 
 
Figure 12: Management Processes (Aggregate) 
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At a system-wide level (see the chart), we may say that management decision-making constitutes a 
strength of the system, with some minor departures regarding collaboration with partners and the 
participation of local communities in decision-making. The lack of management plans and, as a 
consequence, strategies for addressing threats constitutes the major challenge. Another reason for 
major concern is the lack of research on key social issues or its inconsistence with the needs of 
protected areas. A more detailed discussion of these issues is presented in the following sections. 
 

IV.C.1 Management planning (Question 9) 

 
Figure 13: Management Processes – Management Planning 
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Processes -- Management Planning
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In as many as 84% of the county-level public institutions, there are no comprehensive, relatively 
recently written management plans. In Dubrovnik-Neretva County, the preparation of management 
plans for Snježnica, the Konavle Field and the Ljuta River is in the pipeline. In Karlovac County, 
there are three draft management plans as a result of Institutional Building of County-Level Public 
Institutions – a project launched by the Ministry of Culture. In addition, the County's Public 
Institution is independently preparing yet another management plan, specifically for the Slunjčica 
River. In Primorje-Gorski Kotar County, efforts are being made to prepare a management plan for 
large carnivores in the area of Gorski Kotar. Split-Dalmatia County's Public Institutions has 
submitted its proposals for three management plans to the Ministry of Culture, but is still waiting 
for their approval. In Varaždin County, management plans are under preparation. Zagreb County's 
Public Institution has commenced with the preparation of inventories of amphibians and reptiles in 
the Turopolje Grove and is making efforts to collect the required documents, with a management 
plan being already adopted for the Dubravica Peat Bog. For Maksimir Park, there is no legal 
obligation to prepare a management plan. 
Similarly, in as many as 74% of the county-level public institutions, there is no or practically no 
comprehensive inventory of natural and cultural resources. In Bjelovar-Bilogora County's Public 
Institution, there is only a list of protected birds and waders at a potential NATURA 2000 site. In 
Karlovac County, there is a map of habitats. Krapina-Zagorje County's Public Institutions has 
commenced with inventory taking and monitoring activities, but its research efforts have been very 
few so far. Some maps do exist, but – as a part of activities undertaken by the State Nature 
Protection Institute – the plan is to prepare 1:5,000 maps for ecological network sites. In Primorje-
Gorski Kotar County, there are documents – mostly prepared by the County – that had inventoried 
and partially described natural and cultural resources before the Public Institution was established 
(Environmental Protection Programme, Environmental Protection Strategy, numerous book, etc.). 
In Sisak-Moslavina County, there are no specifically scaled maps with data (GIS), but there is an 
internal database which, however, not comprehensive. For Virovitica-Podravina County, there is a 
list of NATURA 2000 sites, but there are no maps for field work (Croatian Basic Map-HOK 
1:5000), and the habitat map is in the PDF format. In Zadar County, there is only a list of birds in 
the ornithological reserve of Veliko Blato. 
In 89% of the county-level public institutions, there is no or practically no analysis of, nor strategy 
for addressing, protected area threats and pressures. Exceptions include Varaždin and Meñimurje 
Counties, where such analyses and strategies mostly exist. 
The participants have a positive opinion on work plans identifying specific targets for achieving 
management objectives (in as many as 84% of the county-level public institutions, there are detailed 
work plans identifying or mostly identifying specific targets for achieving management objectives). 
Most of the county-level public institutions have their annual work plans/programmes defining 
their management targets. In Sisak-Moslavina County's Public Institution, the work programme 
includes specific targets that are measurable in terms of their monitoring. In the annual programme 
of Zadar County's Public Institution, specific targets for achieving management objectives are not 
detailed, there are no time-frames or activity development plans, etc. 
Regarding the incorporation of research and monitoring results into planning, nearly half of the 
public-level public institutions (47%) fully or mostly incorporates them into their planning efforts, 
whereas the rest of them (53%) fail or mostly fail to do so. As highlighted by the participants, the 
problem is in that research and monitoring efforts are too few, but where they do exist, their results 
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are incorporated into planning (e.g. in Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Zadar Counties). Karlovac 
County's Public Institution has stressed that no monitoring procedure has been laid down as yet, 
whereas that of Meñimurje County is still to reach the stage of development where research and 
monitoring results would be routinely incorporated in planning. On the other hand, Sisak-
Moslavina County's Public Institution monitors certain species, which provides a basis for activity 
planning. 
 

IV.C.2 Management decision making (Question 10) 

 
The participants (directors or conservation managers) see no major problems in the protected area 
management decision-making process. 
 
Figure 14: Management Processes – Management Decision Making 
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Clear internal organization exists or mostly exists in practically all of the county-level public 
institutions (95%) save for that of Požega-Slavonia County, where there is practically no such 
organization. Most of the county-level public institutions have their internal organization rules, 
which also define their job classification systems (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora, Karlovac, Krapina-
Zagorje, Virovitica-Podravina and Vukovar-Srijem Counties). In some institutions, the director is, 
for the time being, their only staff-member (e.g. in Požega-Slavonia, Bjelovar-Bilogora and 
Virovitica-Podravina Counties). 
Management decision-making is fully or mostly transparent in almost all of the county-level public 
institutions (95%) save for that of Koprivnica-Križevci County, where management decision-
making is mostly non-transparent. Governing councils have their rules of procedure, public 
institutions have their charters, governing councils make available their minutes and decisions, etc. 
Zagreb County's Public Institution has stressed that decision making related to Otruševec Cave is 
not transparent. 
Staff fully or mostly collaborate regularly with partners, local communities and other organizations 
in almost all of the county-level public institutions (95%) save for that of Bjelovar-Bilogora County, 
which partly collaborates with municipalities, cities and tourist boards. Examples of collaboration 
include co-operation with municipalities, cities, schools, non-governmental organizations, hunting 
associations, fishing clubs, hikers, local communities, ministries, institutes, the State Nature 
Protection Institute, etc. Thus, for instance, Karlovac County's Public Institution has been 
proactive with respect to collaboration, and today it even happens that some of its partners 
approach it seeking co-operation at their own initiative (municipalities, non-governmental 
organizations and schools). In addition, its vertical collaboration with the Ministry of Culture and 
the State Nature Protection Institute is very good as well. 
Similarly, local communities fully or mostly participate in decisions that affect them in practically all 
of the county-level public institutions (95%) except that of Meñimurje County, where local 
communities mostly do not to participate in such decisions. In Sisak-Moslavina County, apart from 
good collaboration with local communities, there is also sound collaboration with local authorities, 
e.g. when adopting physical and other plans. 
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Effective communication between all levels of protected area staff and administration exists or 
mostly exists in all county-level public institutions. Some of them have reported that there is 
effective communication between themselves and their relevant county institutes and county offices 
(e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora, Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Virovitica-Podravina Counties), whereas the 
others believe that this communication could be improved (e.g. in Karlovac and Krapina-Zagorje 
Counties). 
 

IV.C.3 Research, evaluation and monitoring (Question 11) 

 
Figure 15: Management Processes – Research, evaluation and monitoring 
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The impact of legal and illegal uses of protected areas is fully or mostly accurately monitored and 
recorded in just somewhat more than one third of the county-level public institutions (37%). Many 
public institutions lack ranger services (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora, Brod-Posavina, Dubrovnik-
Neretva, Krapina-Zagorje, Požega-Slavonia, Virovitica-Podravina, Vukovar-Srijem and other 
counties) and, consequently, cannot monitor the impact of any uses of protected areas. Other 
institutions have reported that, through their ranger services, they do monitor the impact of legal 
and illegal uses of protected areas (e.g. in Karlovac, Primorje-Gorski Kotar and Sisak-Moslavina 
Counties), whereas Zagreb County's Public Institution has only just started to record the impact of 
legal and illegal uses of its protected areas. As their major challenges, the institutions have 
highlighted limited access to management documents (i.e. hunting and water management 
documents in Virovitica-Podravina County); poor communication with hunting associations given 
their permanent field presence (Brod-Posavina County); a lack of information about activities 
performed by site users (Croatian Forest Management and Water Management Agencies in Sisak-
Moslavina County, sand extraction from the Drava River in Virovitica-Podravina County) and local 
authorities (Sisak-Moslavina County); inadequately regulated hunting and poaching (Vukovar-Srijem 
County); and a lack of data on (i.e. knowledge of) the status of most sites (Zadar County). It has 
also been mentioned that, while forest managers, hunters and fishers have submitted their 
management documents for approval, they still fail to notify Sisak-Moslavina County's Public 
Institution and Croatia's Water Management and Forest Management of the activities they perform. 
Similarly, research on key ecological issues is fully or mostly consistent with the needs of protected 
areas in only 42% of the county-level public institutions. Problems stem from inadequate financial 
resources, as a result of which research efforts are few and fragmented (Brod-Posavina, Karlovac 
and Primorje-Gorski Kotar Counties). If research on key ecological issues in Primorje-Gorski 
Kotar County is conducted under the supervision of its Public Institution, then it is consistent with 
the needs of protected areas. However, such research efforts are rare. In Bjelovar-Bilogora County's 
Public Institution, research in the protected area of Moslavačka Gora Regional Park is conducted 
only by the State Nature Protection Institute. In Krapina-Zagorje County's Public Institution, 
research on key ecological issues is mostly consistent with the needs of its protected areas, but this 
is correlated with the short time of its operation and its available funding. Research activities are 
defined in the institution's annual work plan. 
The situation is even worse when it comes to research on key social issues, which is entirely or 
mostly inconsistent with the needs of protected areas for as many as 84% of the county-level public 
institutions. Exceptions include the Public Institutions of Koprivnica-Križevci and Sisak-Moslavina 
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Counties, where research on key social issues are mostly consistent with the needs of their 
protected areas, and Maksimir Park, where this research is fully consistent with the needs of the 
protected area. In some county-level public institutions, there is practically no research on key 
social issues (e.g. in Karlovac, Primorje-Gorski Kotar, Varaždin and Virovitica-Podravina 
Counties). Sisak-Moslavina County has prepared several strategic documents taking account of its 
protected areas and their development. In Zadar County's Public Institution, research efforts are 
rare and the question is also how professional they are, because they are conducted by NGOs due 
to a lack of funding. 
Slightly more than two thirds of the participants (69%) believe that recent scientific research and 
advice are fully or mostly accessible to staff members in their county-level public institutions. Some 
institutions have reported having regular access to recent scientific research and advice, some of 
them state that such access is available via the Internet (e.g. Varaždin County), and the others claim 
to have access only to workshops and seminars (e.g. Zagreb County). The workshop participants 
have also suggested that some institutions do not allow access to the results of their research 
efforts, whereas the others seem to be open to sharing their information. 
A similar situation has also been reported for the identification and prioritization of critical research 
and monitoring needs. Specifically, 74% of the county-level public institutions identify and 
prioritize their critical research and monitoring activities. Many institutions have highlighted their 
collaboration with the State Nature Protection Institute, which also assists them in identifying and 
prioritizing their critical research and monitoring needs (Brod-Posavina, Krapina-Zagorje, Sisak-
Moslavina and Virovitica-Podravina Counties). In cooperation with the State Nature Protection 
Institute and on the basis of the available information, Sisak-Moslavina County's Public Institution 
carries out its priority research activities, but the question is whether it has sufficient information 
about all research efforts made in its area. A similar situation also prevails in Zagreb County, whose 
Public Institution has no knowledge of what research activities are ongoing in its protected areas. 
Krapina-Zagorje County's Public Institution prepares its research and monitoring plan on an annual 
basis. Dubrovnik-Neretva County's Public Institution mostly identifies and prioritizes its critical 
research and monitoring activities, which are, however, not implemented due to insufficient staffing 
and funding levels. 
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V REQUIREMENTS AT THE COUNTY LEVEL 

 
The discussion of requirement s at the county level, which was held in two groups, involved the 
participation of 16 county-level public institutions. The institutions that did not take part include 
those of Istria, Lika-Senj, Osijek-Baranja and Šibenik-Knin Counties. 
 

V.1 Intersectoral co-operation 

Many county-level public institutions have reported clear progress made over the past two years 
with regard to intersectoral co-operation, despite the problems they faced with Croatia's Forest and 
Water Management Agencies in the earliest stages of their operation. They assert that intersectoral 
co-operation should actually be addressed at the Ministry level. Public institutions have access to 
management documents only as a result of their private contacts because the high charges for 
formal requests make them rather costly. As a consequence, public institutions lack hunting 
management documents, with other documents (e.g. nature protection requirements) made 
available by the Ministry randomly. The Croatian Forest Management Agency notifies some 
county-level public institutions of its logging plans. 
 
The co-operation between Dubrovnik-Neretva County's Public Institution and Croatia's Forest 
Management Agency is improving. The Public Institution is invited to present its views before the 
adoption of new management documents and is entitled to review them and make comments. In 
the protected areas of Dubrovnik-Neretva County, there are no particularly intensive forest 
management activities, apart from those that are primarily focused on fire prevention. Also, local 
organizations seem to be informed to some extent with regard to collaboration with Croatia's Water 
Management Agency. In Meñimurje County, local communities and non-governmental 
organizations have shown an exceptional level of awareness. Accordingly, Croatia's Forest and 
Water Management Agencies always seek the opinion of its Public Institution. Primorje-Gorski 
Kotar County's Public Institution has less requirements for co-operation and, consequently, less 
problems with Croatia's Water Management Agency than it does with the Croatian Forest 
Management Agency. The latter notifies the Public Institution of its logging plans only for certain 
protected areas, but the Institution has no access to hunting management documents. Sisak-
Moslavina County's Public Institution mostly maintains sound co-operation with Croatia's Forest 
Management Agency. It is invited to debates and its comments are mostly appreciated. The fact 
that park forests are not subject to management but only to maintenance activities poses something 
of a problem for the Croatian Forest Management Agency. Thus, the latter has, for instance, given 
up the management of a small park forest, but is requesting a management review for a larger one. 
Collaboration with Croatia's Water Management Agency is worse because no management 
documents are submitted for approval, nor are there any annual programmes. Consequently, the 
Public Institution is unaware of any plans, nor is it notified of any activities. Hence, it can only act 
upon reports of misconduct and through the on-site efforts of its rangers. The level of co-
operation, however, depend on a particular site, which can even lead to agreements on 
collaboration. For instance, during gravel extraction for the construction of an embankment, it was 
agreed that the Croatian Water Management Agency would take due care of that excavation pit. As 
for hunting and fishing, the Public Institution is about to receive management documents or, at 
least, ensure their review. Hunting is clearly a problem in shared grazing areas, where livestock 
roam the meadows and are sometimes accidentally killed by hunters. However, if the management 
of such grazing lands is assigned to the Public Institution, the latter will be able to lay down the 
conditions for their use by both stockmen and hunters. The Public Institution maintains sound co-
operation with fishing clubs. Split-Dalmatia's County's Public Institution has complained that it is 
never consulted on activities to be performed in the field. Thus, for example, fishing clubs engage 
in fish stocking in protected areas without contacting the Public Institution. It has also been 
stressed that counties have no maps of hunting-grounds in their areas, nor are they aware of any 
hunting boundaries. As pointed out, the general sense is that the Water Act and the Freshwater 
Fishing Act are not aligned with the Nature Protection Act because, for example, water resources in 
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protected areas are not intended for fishing, except for recreational purposes. The issue of 
intersectoral co-operation also emerged when Split-Dalmatia County's Public Institution wished to 
remove the floodplain of Prološko Blato, where it monitors wading birds, from the relevant 
hunting management documentation, but was not allowed to do so by the Ministry of Regional 
Development, Forestry and Water Management. In its co-operation with Croatia's Water 
Management Agency, Varaždin County's Public Institution encounters frequent problems, but their 
collaboration has nevertheless improved because the Water Management Agency now appreciates 
the Institution and seeks its authorizations. Co-operation with Croatia's Forest Management 
Agency is, however, worse than that with the Water Management Agency because, among other 
things, the County's Public Institution is not involved in the preparation of forest management 
documents. Croatia's Forest Management Agency, however, manages rather small areas of 
protected natural assets in Varaždin County. As for collaboration with small-scale users, such as 
hunting, fishing and sports associations, there is no sound co-operation with hunting and fishing 
clubs, with solutions being found for issues emerging in respect of sports associations, which 
sometimes insist on incompatible forms of tourism. Virovitica-Podravina County's Public 
Institution has no access to forest, hunting and water management documents, but the Ministry of 
Culture provides it with nature protection requirements. For the area of Mura-Drava Regional Park 
and NEN sites, watercourse development and gravel extraction concessions are awarded by the 
Ministry of Regional Development, Forestry and Water Management, but there is no effective 
supervision of concession award procedures. As for reports of misconduct, local communities in 
some areas notify the Public Institution of over fishing by local fishing clubs. However, since it has 
no jurisdiction, the Public Institution summons nature protection inspectors. Vukovar-Srijem 
County's Public Institution has stressed that its nature protection efforts are intertwined with those 
of Croatia's Forest Management Agency. Accordingly, their communication is quite sound. 
However, as the Institution has no background studies yet, the Forest Management Agency still has 
a final say in resolving problems. The Public Institution has no access to hunting, forest and fishing 
management documents. Official communication between Zadar County's Public Institutions and 
other sectors is poor. Indeed, all communication actually takes place at a private level. Collaboration 
with Croatia's Water Management Agency is good. For example, when mazut leaked into the 
Zrmanja River, the case was handled by the Water Management Agency. 
 
A number of county-level public institutions have stressed that site users are not at all aware of a 
public institution being established to manage protected natural areas. A major issue is the lack of 
access to the process of adopting physical planning documents and issued nature protection 
requirements, which has, in particular, been emphasized by Brod-Posavina, Karlovac, Koprivnica-
Križevci, Krapina-Zagorje and Požega-Slavonia Counties. 
 

V.2 Co-operation with the Counties 

Most of the county-level public institutions have pointed out their exceptionally good co-operation 
with their counties (Dubrovnik-Neretva, Primorje-Gorski Kotar, Sisak-Moslavina, Virovitica-
Podravina, Vukovar-Srijem, Zadar and other Counties), whereas some of them encounter a lack of 
understanding on the part of county authorities. Sisak-Moslavina County's Public Institution has 
excellent collaboration with its County, especially with its Environmental and Nature Protection 
Administrative Department, because its staff includes a biologist who works on the issuance of 
permits in co-operation with the Public Institution. Some county-level public institutions have 
reported no problems whatsoever in their communication with county authorities because one and 
the same person actually works both in the county's administrative department and the county's 
public institution (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora County). Some public institutions feel that they still have 
not attained the level of development where their problems would be recognized (e.g. in Brod-
Posavina County). A lack of understanding of the role of a public institution managing protected 
natural assets on the part of the County's Administrative Department for Physical Planning and 
Environmental Protection, i.e. a lack of its support, has been highlighted as yet another challenge 
(Karlovac County). In Koprivnica-Križevci County, co-operation is being established in parallel 
with efforts to set up the County's Administrative Department for Physical Planning and 
Environmental Protection. In Meñimurje County, the State Administration Office (i.e. the office 
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performing some central government functions at the county level) collaborated with the Public 
Institution (specifically, sought its opinions and consulted it on requirements for the issuance of 
permits) until the beginning of 2009, when nature protection tasks were devolved to the County. 
Since then, all decisions are sent to the Public Institution for information only, which poses a 
challenge to the effective management of protected natural assets. Another problem is in that the 
County sometimes fails to provide the Institution with documents falling within its jurisdiction, be 
it just for its information. A similar problem has also been reported by Varaždin County's Public 
Institution, which has stressed that the County took over the functions previously performed by 
state administration offices at the beginning of 2009 and is now ill-informed of the procedure for 
drafting and issuing permits. Virovitica-Podravina County's Public Institution maintains sound co-
operation with the relevant County Office. Thus, the Public Institution, for example, forwards 
recommendations received from the Ministry of Culture to the County Office. Collaboration 
between Vukovar-Srijem County's Public Institution and its County authorities is good as well and, 
with regard to local authorities, the Public Institution has requested that they should also be 
included in the efforts to designate new protected areas within physical planning documents. To 
that effect, the Institution and local authorities jointly approach the County Assembly. 
 

V.3 Co-operation with central government 

Co-operation with central government is relatively good, but the institutions have suggested that 
the problem is in that the Ministry of Culture and the State Nature Protection Institute lack the 
staff to follow up on the requirements of county-level public institutions. Split-Dalmatia's County 
Public Institution has complained that the Ministry of Culture failed to consult it with regard to 
communication with local communities (e.g. the issue of park forest boundaries at Brela). Varaždin 
County's Public Institution maintains good cooperation with the Ministry of Culture, but it holds 
that it would be useful if the Ministry could issue the counties with instructions or 
recommendations for certain procedures, in particular those for drafting and issuing permits. 
 
Koprivnica-Križevci County's Public Institution has highlighted the issue of its insufficient 
involvement in efforts to draft amendments to the Nature Protection Act and define the 
boundaries of Mura-Drava National Park and the ecological network. Krapina-Zagorje County's 
Public Institution feels that the protected area designation procedure is too lengthy and complex. 
Zagreb County's Public Institution has pointed to problems in access to databases (the Register, 
designation background papers, etc.), the results of scientific research and existing information. 
 

V.4 Co-operation with local communities 

Most of the county-level public institutions have reported no problems whatsoever in their 
collaboration with local communities, which suggests their co-operation is good. Certain 
institutions have been established only recently (e.g. those of Krapina-Zagorje, Požega-Slavonia and 
Vukovar-Srijem Counties). As a result, in some of these counties, local communities are still 
unaware of their very existence. For instance, Meñimurje County's Public Institution was 
established as late as 2007, although the Mura River has been protected since 2001. Accordingly, 
the Institution holds that all site users should be informed of its duties and authorities, in particular, 
by developing a strategy to generate their awareness. It has also been suggested that it would be 
useful to repeat the Nature Protection Communication project, which was implemented by the 
State Nature Protection Institute and is seen as a good example of education targeting public 
institutions and local communities. In support of this claim, we can also use the case of the planned 
designation of the Neretva River estuary as a nature park, which is opposed by local communities in 
the Opuzen Municipality, but upheld by those in the other areas of the planned park. 
 
A good example of collaboration with local communities is provided by Sisak-Moslavina County's 
Public Institution, which has established four Collaborative Councils (at present, for four protected 
areas, with plans to establish yet another five), appointing as their members the representatives of 
all stakeholders, including local authorities, the County, NGOs, the Croatian Forest and Water 
Management Agencies, the Tourism Board, the Church, etc. The Collaborative Councils function 
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impeccably and can even co-finance some of their activities, notably, those that overlap, and thus, 
generate savings. As a challenge in its collaboration with local communities residing within the 
County, the Public Institution has pointed out the presence of unattended livestock, which actually 
come from outside the area. The plan is to regulate the issue once the management of grazing lands 
is assigned to the Public Institution. On the other hand, while local communities upheld the 
designation of a protected area due to the existence of shared pastures, local authorities refused the 
designation of the Sunja River valley as a protected landscape. Therefore, the Public Institution 
organized meetings with local authorities in order to inform them of protected areas. The 
preparation of a background paper is still underway. With regard to collaboration and education, it 
has been stressed that the Ministry of Culture should use the media to undertake education and 
awareness-raising efforts targeting the public as well as other stakeholders. 
 

V.5 Capacity building 

Most of the county-level public institutions lack adequate staffing levels. Thus, many of them lack 
any ranger service, while some of them consist of a single employee (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora and 
Virovitica-Podravina Counties). For instance, out of eight jobs planned in Brod-Posavina County's 
Public Institution, only two have been filled, whereas that of Karlovac County lacks the 
administrator and ranger. Sisak-Moslavina's County's Public Institution has too few ranger service 
staff members, but is trying to fill in that gap by including the requirement for more rangers in its 
Internal Organization Rules. 
 
Most of the county-level public institutions deem it necessary to improve skills such as the use of 
GIS tools and, in some of them, the preparation of project proposals (e.g. in Virovitica-Podravina 
and Zadar Counties). The need has also been expressed for technical support in project 
implementation (accounting services, etc.). A number of county-level public institutions have 
stressed the need to organize IT courses (ECDL). Thus, for example, Sisak-Moslavina County's 
Public Institution holds that some GIS training would be needed, because the institutions have 
received the software, but are still not functional in terms of setting up a system and network, 
which requires the creation of a database and a map base. Split-Dalmatia's County's Public 
Education feels that they lack standard forms and that efforts should be made to improve skills 
related to the preparation of management plans and internal rules of conduct. Krapina-Zagorje 
County's Public Institution requires management training (for human resources, processes, projects, 
etc.). 
 

V.6 Equipment 

The county-level public institutions suffer from a general lack of equipment. Thus, many of them 
have stressed their need for an off-road vehicle (Brod-Posavina, Karlovac, Koprivnica-Križevci, 
Požega-Slavonia Counties, etc.), while some of them lack even an official vehicle (Dubrovnik-
Neretva, Virovitica-Podravina and Vukovar-Srijem Counties). Bjelovar-Bilogora County's Public 
Institution needs to procure computers as well as field and office equipment, because all the 
equipment it uses comes from the County's Administrative Department and the Physical Planning 
Institute. Brod-Posavina County's Public Institution lacks a boat and field equipment for 
monitoring birds. Požega-Slavonia County's Public Institutions also lacks a still camera, field attire 
and footwear, a laptop and a GPS, whereas that of Virovitica-Podravina County has minimum 
equipment (a computer). Several county-level public institutions have stressed that it would be 
useful to procure equipment through projects, such as the recently completed KEC Project (e.g. 
Zadar, Meñimurje and Varaždin Counties). 
 

V.7 Ecological network 

Most of the county-level public institutions feel that the physical planning sector (responsible for 
the issuance of location and building permits) fails to involve them in procedures for the issuance 
of permits, documents, etc. It has also been stated that the existing amendments to physical 
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planning documents fail to take due account of the ecological network. The Ministry of Culture 
claims that the ecological network is now being incorporated into amendments made to physical 
planning documents, but its sites still happen to be ignored when planning the use zones of 
particular areas. The county-level public institutions have also stressed that, whenever an 
appropriate assessment is made, with preliminary assessments being conducted by the Ministry of 
Culture and the State Nature Protection Institute, the public institution whose area is subject to 
such appropriate assessment should be notified thereof just as it is in the case of permits. 
Furthermore, gaps have been highlighted with regard to background studies prepared by the State 
Nature Protection Institute and ecological network boundaries required for the preparation of 
management plans. It has also been stated that there is no list of cadastral plots encompassed by the 
ecological network. With regard to maps of ecological network sites, they can be requested from 
the Ministry of Culture or the State Nature Protection Institute. 
 
The participants have stressed that the time-frame established by the Ecological Network 
Regulation (as published in the official journal of the Republic of Croatia, Narodne Novine, no. 
109/07) for the adoption of management plans is too short. Accordingly, they assert that the time-
frame should be extended either through amendments made to the Regulation or pursuant to an 
order issued by the Ministry. They also believe it is not clear whether Croatia's Government will 
finance the management of the ecological network, as a result of which the executive councils of 
some counties are not willing to co-finance its management, because the ecological network is a 
national network. The need has been stressed for the Ministry of Culture to inform the counties of 
their obligations stemming from the designation of the ecological network and to explain the 
funding of NATURA 2000 sites in relation to the NEN. 
 

V.8 Financing 

Many county-level public institutions have pointed out that conservation activities are financed 
under projects and that they lack sufficient funding to hire new staff, especially for their ranger 
services (e.g. in Bjelovar-Bilogora, Brod-Posavina, Karlovac, Koprivnica-Križevci, Krapina-Zagorje, 
Požega-Slavonia and Zagreb Counties). The funds available to Bjelovar-Bilogora County's Public 
Institution are only sufficient to cover its basic operating costs, with no additional funding available 
for other activities. Many county-level public institutions lack the funding required for the 
procurement of off-road vehicles and some of them cannot afford other equipment, either (e.g. that 
of Brod-Posavina County). It has also been reported that some county-level public institutions even 
lack funding to lease or purchase office premises for their new staff members (e.g. that of 
Koprivnica-Križevci County). Varaždin County's Public Institution receives operating funds from 
the county budget and these appropriations exhibit an upward trend. 
 
As for funding sources, it has been stressed that some county-level public institutions receive 
inadequate funding from the county budgets (e.g. that of Požega-Slavonia County's lacks the 
funding required for projects and equipment), and the need has also been stressed for local 
authorities to contribute to the funding of efforts made by public institutions (Dubrovnik-Neretva 
County), and for the central government to take part in the financing of the ecological network 
(Zadar County). 
 

V.9 Issues related to pre-emption right, compensation for restrictions, management right 
transfer, concessions and concession approvals 

In most of the county-level public institutions, none of the foregoing has been undertaken within 
the limits of their jurisdiction. Some of them have reported that they are planning to address these 
issues, but it has been stressed that public institutions are not prepared for that as yet (e.g. that of 
Krapina-Zagorje County). For instance, Zagreb County's Public Institution is planning to issue a 
concession approval for Otruševec Cave, and that of Dubrovnik-Neretva County is contemplating 
doing the same, e.g. for Šipun Cave. Primorje-Gorski Kotar County's Public Institution is just 
attempting to reach an agreement with the Ministry of Culture concerning concession approvals. 
Meñimurje County's Public Institution is preparing cadastral documents for potential 
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concessionaires and the right of pre-emption is inapplicable because the protected areas have not 
been entered into land registers as encumbrances. In Sisak-Moslavina County there were two pre-
emption offers, but they have never materialized. There is also a dispute over the infringement of 
title at the Đon Močvar Peat Bog, a special botanical reserve near Blatuša. The dispute was initiated 
in 2008, when the County brought an action contesting the agreement whereby a plot within the 
peat bog was sold to its present owner. Split-Dalmatia County's Public Institution received to pre-
emption offers, but did not accept them because they were too high. However, one of them is likely 
to materialize after all. As for the transfer of management rights, there is one safe-keeping and 
caretaking agreement in Split-Dalmatia County. Concessions for maritime domains are awarded by 
the County, and the Public Institution has signed more than 50 concession approvals. Zadar 
County's Public Institution has stressed that these issues (e.g. concessions for maritime domains) 
are handled at the level of the County, rather than that of its Public Institution. The sense is that 
the procedure for the issuance of concession approvals is ill-defined and requires improvements. 
The Ministry of Culture claims that, in the meantime, the concession approval issuance procedure 
has been defined. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Sectoral agencies and local and regional authorities 
Collaboration between the nature protection sector and other sectoral agencies, such as those for 
forest and water management, is improving. However, further efforts should be made to enhance 
intersectoral co-operation, especially with the Croatian Forest and Water Management Agencies. 
 
Some county-level public institutions are not involved in the preparation of forest management 
documents, whereas the others receive management documents from the forestry, hunting and 
fishing sectors for approval. As for the water management sector, it still fails to request the issuance 
of approvals for its water management documents. Forest and hunting management documents are 
submitted to the Ministry of Culture for approval and the issuance of requirements. All 
requirements issued by the Ministry of Culture are forwarded to the county-level public institutions, 
save for those that are laid down for physical plans and natural resource management plans, which 
are, for the time being, not delivered to the county-level PIs. Formal requests made by PIs in order 
to review and/or copy sections of management documents do not receive a green light from their 
‘owners’ because they charge high fees for such services (e.g. a copying fee of HRK 20 per page). 
 
Most of the county-level public institutions maintain exceptionally good co-operation with their 
county authorities. They have, however, highlighted some lack of understanding of their role as 
public institutions managing protected natural assets on the part of their counties’ administrative 
departments for physical planning and environmental protection. 
 
The counties’ administrative bodies responsible for physical planning fail to involve county-level 
public institutions in procedures for the issuance of permits (location and building) and other 
documents. County-level public institutions have access to the process of adopting physical 
planning documents only to the extent such documents are also available to the general public. 
Amendments made to physical planning documents have now started taking account of the 
ecological network, but its sites still happen to be ignored when planning the use zones of particular 
areas. 
 
It is suggested that attempts should be made to improve intersectoral collaboration and 
communication in the following way: 
 
(i) The counties’ administrative departments should provide the county-level public 

institutions with nature protection requirements they issue just as does the Ministry of 
Culture. 

(ii) The counties should, in agreement with other sectoral agencies, ensure the availability of 
management documents to the county-level institutions without charging any fees. 

(iii) The counties’ administrative departments should involve the county-level public 
institutions in procedures for the issuance of location and building permits. 

(iv) The counties should involve the county-level public institutions in the process of adopting 
physical planning documents even before they are made available to the general public. 

 
The collaboration of county-level public institutions with local authorities varies. Local authorities 
are involved in the designation of new protected areas to the extent that these procedures are 
accessible to the general public. 
 
It is suggested that county-level public institutions should enhance their collaboration with local 
authorities by organizing meetings with them in order to: 
 
(i) inform local authorities of their rights and obligations under the Nature Protection Act; 
(ii) agree on a more active involvement of local authorities in procedures for the designation of 

new protected areas. 
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Ministry of Culture and State Nature Protection Institute 
Collaboration with central governmental agencies is relatively good but there is still some room for 
improvement. The procedure for the issuance of concession approvals is well-defined. Under the 
PAMS project, efforts are being made to standardize forms and analytical methods for data entry 
into the GIS application. The State Nature Protection Institute is preparing procedural instructions 
for monitoring priority species and habitats in line with the EU directives. The maps of ecological 
network sites can be requested from the State Nature Protection Institute. 
 
It is recommended that the Ministry of Culture should: 
 
(i) involve county-level public institutions in the preparation of amendments to the Nature 

Protection Act at the earliest possible stage; 
(ii) allow the county-level public institutions access to the Register of Protected Natural Assets; 
(iii) extend the time-frame for the adoption ecological network management plans by making 

amendments to the Ecological Network Regulation (as published in Narodne novine, no, 
109/07) or issuing a decision to that effect; 

(iv) notify the county-level public institutions of any relevant assessments made within their 
jurisdiction when preliminary assessments are carried out by the Ministry of Culture and 
the State Nature Protection Institute, just as it does in case of permits; 

(v) clarify the financing of the management of the ecological network and future NATURE 
2000 sites to the counties and inform them of their obligations stemming from the 
designation of the ecological network. 

 
It is recommended that the State Nature Protection Institute should: 
 
(i) involve the county-level public institutions in boundary demarcation for new protected 

areas (e.g. the participants mentioned the problem of inadequate involvement in boundary 
demarcation for Mura-Drava Regional Park and the ecological network); 

(ii) repeat the Nature Protection Communication Project because it is seen as a good example 
of education targeting public institutions and local communities. 

 
Local communities, associations and researchers 
Most of the county-level public institutions have reported having good collaboration with local 
communities. 
 
It is recommended that the county-level public institutions should: 
 
(i) organize meetings with local communities to inform them of their existence and 

importance as well as their obligations and authorities. A good example of collaboration 
with local communities is provided by Sisak-Moslavina County’s Public Institution, which 
established four Collaborative Councils appointing as their members the representatives of 
all stakeholders: local authorities, the county, NGOs, Croatia’s Forest and Water 
Management Agencies, the Tourist Board, the Church, etc. 

(ii) insofar as they have not already done so, involve local communities in making decisions 
that affect them by inviting them to meetings, organizing public debates on specific issues, 
etc. 

 
Efforts are also required to improve communication with associations (hunting, fishing, sporting 
and other organizations) and site users. When issuing its research permits, the Ministry of Culture, 
as one of its requirements, asks the applicants to deliver their research results to the relevant 
county-level public institution, and forwards its permits to county-level public institutions for their 
information. 
 
It is recommended that the county-level public institutions should: 
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(i) organize meetings with associations active in areas under their management in order to 
ensure that their activities are consistent with protected area management principles; 

(ii) organize meetings with site users within areas under their management in order to make 
them aware of their existence as county-level public institutions managing protected natural 
assets and inform them of their rights and obligations as site users; 

(iii) contact researchers and make them aware of their existence as county-level public 
institutions and inform them of their obligation to apply for research permits; 

(iv) insofar as they have not already done so, develop web sites as an additional means of 
informing all stakeholders of protected natural assets they manage, their responsibilities as 
county-level public institutions, etc. 

 
County-level public institutions 
The county-level public institutions have different requirements for equipment, staff facilities and 
visitor facilities. There is also a need to develop internal codes of conduct as well as management 
plans. Through their participation in the Nature Protection Investment Project (NPIP), the county-
level public institutions will be enabled to meet some of their needs. 
 
It is recommended that the county-level public institutions should: 
 
(i) use legal assistance to proceed with the preparation of their internal codes of conduct or 

their alignment with the Nature Protection Act; 
(ii) step up the preparation of protected area and ecological network management plans in 

order to enhance management effectiveness; 
(iii) build the capacity of their ranger and conservation services through training efforts as well 

as the recruitment of new staff; 
(iv) follow and apply for competitions announced by the Environmental Protection and 

Energy Efficiency Fund because, by proposing high-quality projects, they will be able to 
meet some of their requirements. 

 
Table 7: Summary of Recommendations Derived from the Application of the RAPPAM 
Methodology 

No. Recommendations 
Responsible 

agency 
Time 
frame 

1. Sectoral agencies and local and regional authorities 
1.1 Deliver issued nature protection requirements to CPIs CAD PR! 
1.2 Make management documents available to CPIs free of charge Counties in 

agreement 
with other 
sectors 

ST 

1.3 Involve CPIs in procedures for the issuance of location and 
building permits 

CAD ST 

1.4 Involve CPIs in the process of adopting physical planning 
documents even before they are made available to the general 
public 

Counties ST 

1.5 Organize meetings with LAs to inform them of their rights and 
obligations under the NPA 

CPI ST 

1.6 Organize meetings with Las to agree on their more active 
involvement in new PA designation procedures 

CPI ST 

2. Ministry of Culture and State Nature Protection Institute 
2.1 Involve CPIs in the preparation of amendments to the NPA at 

the earliest possible stage 
MoC PR! 

2.2 Allow CPIs access to the Register of Protected Natural Assets MoC PR! 
2.3 Extend the time-frame for the adoption of EN management 

plans by adopting amendments to the Ecological Network 
Regulation (NN, no. 109/07) or issuing a decision to that effect 

MoC PR! 

2.4 Notify CPIs of any AS made within their jurisdiction when MoC PR! 
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No. Recommendations 
Responsible 

agency 
Time 
frame 

preliminary assessments are carried out by the MoC or the 
SNPI 

2.5 Clarify the financing of EN and future NATURA 2000 site 
management to the counties and inform them of their 
obligations stemming from EN designation 

MoC PR! 

2.6 Involve CPIs in boundary demarcation for new PAs  SNPI PR! 
2.7 Repeat the Nature Protection Communication project as a good 

example of education targeting PIs and local communities 
SNPI ST 

3. Local communities, NGOs and research 
3.1 Organize meetings with local communities to inform them of 

the existence, importance, duties and authority of CPIs 
CPI ST 

3.2 Involve local communities in decision-making that affects them 
by inviting them to meetings, organizing public debates on 
specific issues, etc.  

CPI ST 

3.3 Organize meetings with NGOs to ensure their activities are 
consistent with PA management principles 

CPI ST 

3.4 Organize meetings with site users to inform them of the 
existence of CPIs and their rights and obligations as site users 

CPI ST 

3.5 Contact researchers and inform them of the existence of CPIs 
and their obligation to apply for research permits 

CPI ST 

3.6 Develop web sites as an additional means of informing all 
stakeholders of protected natural assets managed by CPIs, CPIs’ 
responsibilities, etc. 

CPI PR! 

4. County-level public institutions 
4.1 Use legal assistance to proceed with the preparation of internal 

rules of conduct or their alignment with the NPA 
CPI PR! 

4.2 Step up the preparation of PA and EN management plans to 
enhance management effectiveness 

CPI KR 

4.3 Build the capacity of ranger and conservation services through 
training efforts as well as the recruitment of new staff 

CPI KR 

4.4 Follow and apply for competitions announced by the EPEEF CPI PR! 
 
The Ministry of Culture will incorporate the outcomes of the application of the RAPPAM 
Methodology in its regular report to the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity. The 
Ministry of Culture will use RAPPAM as a tool for the systematic assessment of management 
effectiveness to be carried out every four to five years. 
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ANNEXES 

 

ANNEX I: RAPPAM QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

WWF 

RAPID ASSESSMENT AND PRIORITIZATION 
OF PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT 

(RAPPAM) METHODOLOGY 
 

 

RAPID ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1.   BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

a) Name of protected area::…………………………………………………………………………………………………….…………...…….. 

b) Date established: ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….…………...….. 

c) Size of protected area: ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….....………. 

d) Name of respondent: …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….....…… 

e) Date survey completed:………………………………………………………………………………………………………......…………….. 

f) Annual budget: ………………………………………………………………………………………………………….….........……..……….. 

g) Specific management objectives: ……………………………………………………………………………….......………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….......................…………………….. 

 

h) Critical protected area (PA) activities): 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………......................………… 
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PLANNING 

 

2. OBJECTIVES  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) PA objectives provide for the protection and 
maintenance of biodiversity. 

 

�      �       �      � b) Specific biodiversity-related objectives are 
clearly stated in the management plan. 

 

�      �       �      � c) Management policies and plans are consistent 
with the PA objectives. 

 

�      �       �      � d) PA employees and administrators understand 
the PA objectives and policies. 

 

�      �       �      � e) Local communities support the overall 
objectives of the PA. 

 

 

3. LEGAL SECURITY  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) The PA has long-term legally binding protection.  

�      �       �      � b) There are no unsettled disputes regarding land 
tenure or use rights. 

 

�      �       �      � c) Boundary demarcation is adequate to meet the 
PA objectives. 

 

�      �       �      � d) Staff and financial resources are adequate to 
conduct critical law enforcement activities. 

 

�      �       �      � e) Conflicts with the local community are resolved 
fairly and effectively. 

 

 

4. SITE DESIGN AND PLANNING  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) The siting of the PA is consistent with the PA 
objectives. 

 

�      �       �      � b) The layout and configuration of the PA 
optimizes the conservation of biodiversity. 

 

�      �       �      � c) The PA zoning system is adequate to achieve 
the PA objectives. 

 

�      �       �      � d) The land use in the surrounding area enables 
effective PA management. 

 

�      �       �      � e) The PA is linked to another area of conserved or 
protected land. 
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INPUTS 

 

5. STAFFING  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) The level of staffing is sufficient to effectively 
manage the area. 

 

�      �       �      � b) Staff members have adequate skills to conduct 
critical management activities. 

 

�      �       �      � c) Training and development opportunities are 
appropriate to the needs of the staff. 

 

�      �       �      � d) Staff performance and progress on targets are 
periodically reviewed. 

 

�      �       �      � e) Staff employment conditions are sufficient to 
retain high-quality staff. 

 

 

6. COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) There are adequate means of communication 
between field and office staff. 

 

�      �       �      � b) Existing ecological and socio-economic data are 
adequate for management planning. 

 

�      �       �      � c) There are adequate means of collecting new 
data. 

 

�      �       �      � d) There are adequate systems for processing and 
analysing data. 

 

�      �       �      � e) There is effective communication with local 
communities. 

 

 

7. INFRASTRUCTURE  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) Transportation infrastructure is adequate to 
perform critical management activities. 

 

�      �       �      � b) Field equipment is adequate to perform critical 
management activities. 

 

�      �       �      � c) Staff facilities are adequate to perform critical 
management activities. 

 

�      �       �      � d) Maintenance and care of equipment is adequate 
to ensure long-term use. 

 

�      �       �      � e) Visitor facilities are appropriate to the level of 
visitor use. 

 

 

8. FINANCES  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) Funding in the past 5 years has been adequate 
to conduct critical management activities. 

 

�      �       �      � b) Funding for the next 5 years is adequate to 
conduct critical management activities. 

 

�      �       �      � c) Financial management practices enable efficient 
and effective PA management. 

 

�      �       �      � d) The allocation of expenditures is appropriate to 
PA priorities and objectives. 

 

�      �       �      � e) The long-term financial outlook for the PA is 
stable. 
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PROCESSES 

 

9. MANAGEMENT PLANNING  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) There is a comprehensive, relatively recent 
written management plan. 

 

�      �       �      � b) There is a comprehensive inventory of natural 
and cultural resources. 

 

�      �       �      � c) There is an analysis of, and strategy for 
addressing, PA threats and pressures. 

 

�      �       �      � d) A detailed work plan identifies specific targets 
for achieving management objectives. 

 

�      �       �      � e) The results of research and monitoring are 
routinely incorporated into planning. 

 

 
10. MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKING  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) There is clear internal organization.  

�      �       �      � b) Management decision making is transparent.  

�      �       �      � c) PA staff regularly collaborate with partners, 
local communities, and other organizations. 

 

�      �       �      � d) Local communities participate in decisions that 
affect them. 

 

�      �       �      � e) There is effective communication between all 
levels of PA staff and administration. 

 

 
11. RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND MONITORING  

 y        m/y        m/n       n  Notes 

�      �       �      � a) The impact of legal and illegal uses of the PA 
are accurately monitored and recorded. 

 

�      �       �      � b) Research on key ecological issues is consistent 
with the needs of the PA. 

 

�      �       �      � c) Research on key social issues is consistent with 
the needs of the PA. 

 

�      �       �      � d) PA staff members have regular access to recent 
scientific research and advice. 

 

�      �       �      � e) Critical research and monitoring needs are 
identified and prioritized. 
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ANNEX II: RAPPAM WORKSHOP AGENDA 

 
Cinema Hall of the Ministry of Economy, Labour and Entrepreneurship, 

78 Grada Vukovara St., Zagreb, 31 March – 1 April 2009 
 

Time Activity 

Tuesday, 31 March 2009 

13:30 – 14:00 Registration of participants 

14:00 – 14:15 Welcome address by the Ministry of Culture 

14:15 – 14:35 Introductory presentation of RAPPAM 

14:35 – 14:50 Introduction to completing the RAPPAM Questionnaire 

14:50 – 16:10 Work groups: Questions 1-4 (Background Information, Planning) 

16:10 – 16:30 Coffee break 

16:30 – 19:00 Work groups: Questions 5-11 (Inputs, Processes) 

20:00 Dinner 

Wednesday, 1 April 2009 

09:00 – 10:30 Presentation of results from Workshop Day 1 and comments 

10:30 – 10:50 Coffee break 

10:50 – 11:30 Work groups: Completion of the Questionnaire on the Requirements of 
County-Level Public Institution 

11:30 – 12:15 Discussion: Requirements of county-level public institutions 

12:15 – 12:30 Completion of evaluation sheets 

12:30 – 13:00 Discussion of next steps and Workshop wrap-up 

13:00 Lunch 
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ANNEX III: LIST AND CONTACT DETAILS OF WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 

 
 
No. Institution Name and function Phone E-mail 

COUNTY PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF THE PROTECTED NATURAL VALUES 
1. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the 

Bjelovar-Bilogora County  
Mirko Dragičević, Acting 
Manager 

043/225-902 mirko.dragicevic@bbz.hr 

2. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the Brod-
Posavina County 

Mario Pavičić, Manager 035/409-042 zastita.prirode@bpz.hr 

3. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the 
Dubrovnik-Neretva County 

Erna Raguž-Lučić, Conservation 
Manager 

020/312-232 erna.raguz.lucic@gmail.com 

4. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the 
Karlovac County 

Darka Spudić, Manager 047/601-284 karlovac.nature@ka.t-com.hr 

5. PI for the management of the protected parts of nature of the 
Koprivnica-Križevac County 

Željka Kolar, Manager 048/621-790 zastita.prirode.kk-zupanije@ 
kc.t-com.hr 

6. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the 
Krapina-Zagorje County 

Ivan Ištok, Manager 049/315-060 ivan@zagorje-priroda.hr 

7. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the 
Meñimurje County 

Siniša Golub, Manager 040/866-297 golub@medjimurska-priroda.info 

8. PI Agency for the management of protected natural values of the 
Osijek-Baranja County 

Vinko Ljubićić, Manager 031/200-425 vinko.ljubicic@inet.hr 

9. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the Požega-
Slavonia County 

Tomislav Crnjac, Manager 034/290-270 crnjact@gmail.com 

10. PI PRIRODA (Primorje-Gorski Kotar County) Sonja Šišić, Manager 051/352-400 sonja.sisic@ju-priroda.hr 
11. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the Sisak-

Moslavina County 
Marija Vizner, Manager 044/679-122 jupriroda.smz@sk.t-com.hr 

12. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the Split-
Dalmatia County 

Ivan Gabelica, Manager 021/332-323 info@dalmatian-nature.hr 

13. PI for the management of PAs and other protected natural values of 
the Šibenik-Knin County 

Anita Babačić, Manager 022/218-462 ababacic@zpv-sibenik.hr 

14. PI for the management of the protected parts of nature of the 
Varaždin County 

Alenka Car, Manager 042/300-642 zastita.prirode@vz.t-com.hr 

15. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the 
Virovitica-Podravina County 

Mirjana Kepec, Manager 033/722-033 mirjana.kepec@vt.t-com.hr 

16. PI for the management of the protected natural values of the 
Vukovar-Srijem County 

Nikola Križanac, Director 032/308-649 zasticene.prirodne.vrijednosti 
@vu.t-com.hr 
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No. Institution Name and function Phone E-mail 
17. PI for the management of the protected parts of nature of the Zadar 

County 
Mirko Đinñić, Manager 023/254-322 zadar.nature@zd.t-com.hr 

18. PI for the management of PAs and other protected natural values of 
the Zagreb County 

Martina Glasnović Horvat, 
Manager 

01/6111-552 martina.gh1@gmail.com 

19. PI "Maksimir" 
 

Nenad Strizrep, Manager 01/2320-460 ravnatelj@park-maksimir.hr 

MINISTRY OF CULTURE 
20. Ministry of Culture 

 
Zoran Šikić, State Secretary 01/4866-315 zoran.sikic@min-kulture.hr 

21. Ministry of Culture 
 

Loris Elez, Head of the PA 
Department 

01/4866-113 Loris.Elez@min-kulture.hr 

22. Ministry of Culture 
 

Željka Rajković, National Project 
Coordinator 

/ zeljka.rajkovic@min-kulture.hr 
zeljka.rajkovic@inet.hr 

STATE INSTITUTE FOR NATURE PROTECTION 
23. State Institute for Nature Protection 

 
Gordana Zwicker Kompar, 
Expert Advisor 

01/5502-948 gordana.zwicker@dzzp.hr 

24. State Institute for Nature Protection 
 

Goran Krivanek, Expert Advisor 01/5502-947 goran.krivanek@dzzp.hr 

WWF 
25. WWF Stella Šatalić, Project Manager 01/2361-653 ssatalic@wwfmedpo.org 
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ANNEX IV: ACRONYMS USED 

 
 
SNPI  State Nature Protection Institute 
EN  Ecological network 
EPEEF Environmental Protection and Energy Efficiency Fund 
LAs  Local authorities 
PI  Public institution 
ST  Short-term 
MoC  Ministry of Culture 
AS  Appropriate assessment 
PR!  Priority 
PA  Protected area 
NPA  Nature Protection Act 
CPI  County-level public institution managing protected natural assets 
CAD  County administrative department 


