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Abstract

Conservation biology moved into the spotlight as a crisis discipline. Many treaties,
strategies, laws exist on behalf of biodiversity, with an aim to preserve it. They are very
strong - on paper. In this diploma thesis documents and policies that are supposed to
preserve the biodiversity on the global, national and regional scale are presented.
Further biodiversity and its levels and factors they are threatened by are defined. The
factors that have a great impact on a valuable region in terms of biodiversity, a northern
part of the Low Tatras National Park and its buffer zone, located in the north of
Slovakia, are pointed out. Results are based on profound analysis of published and
unpublished documents provided by competent bodies, and on terrain works carried out
in the study area. The thesis determines to what extent the government, information and
market failures promote and represent threats to nature conservation goals in the Low
Tatras National Park. Particular focus was given to tourism industry, land use planning,
Environmental Impact Assessment process and wood harvesting.

Keywords: biodiversity, threats to biodiversity conservation, governance failures,

tourism industry, land use planning, environmental impact assessment



Abstrakt

Biologie ochrany pfirody vystupuje v soucasnosti do poptedi jako kli€ova biologicka
disciplina. Existuje mnoho zdkonu, strategickych dokumentti, podepisuje se mnoho
dohod scilem zachovat biodiversitu a zastavit negativni trend jejtho sniZovani.
PredloZend diplomova price ve své prvni Cdsti pfedstavuje existujici legislativu pro
ochranu biodiversity s celosvétovym, ndrodnim a regiondlnim dosahem. Teoretickd ¢4st
definuje biodiversitu, jeji drovné a faktory, které ji ohrozuji. Vysledky prace jsou
zaméfeny na rozbor faktori ohroZujicich hodnotnou biodiverzitu severni ¢&ésti
Nérodniho parku Nizké Tatry ajeho ochranného pdsma. Zavéry jsou zaloZeny na
analyze publikovanych inepublikovanych dokumenti, poskytnutych relevantnimi
orgdny v dané problematice a na vysledcich terénich praci. Cilem prace bylo urcit do
jaké miry mohou tzv. selhani vlady, selhani trhu a asymetrickd informace piedstavovat
hrozbu pro ochranu ptirody v Narodnim parku Nizke Tatry a jeho ochranném pasmu.
Nejvétsi pozornost byla vénovdna oblasti cestovniho ruchu, téZby dfeva, tzemniho

planovani a procesu posuzovani vlivu na Zivotni prostredi.

Klicova slova: biodiversita, faktory ohroZujici biodiverzitu, selhdni vlady, cestovni ruch,

uzemni planovani, posuzovani vlivu na Zivotni prostiedi
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Introduction

One of the first definitions of biodiversity was the definition by Cunningham (1992). He
defines biodiversity as “the genetic, species, and ecological diversity of the organisms
in a given area.” Conservation biology is the science focusing on maintaining

and enhancing the biodiversity.

Biological diversity is threatened with extinction when one of two related patterns is
observed: a.) when an element is rare or b.) when it is in decline (Trombulak et al,
2004). Nowadays, the number of genetic varieties, species and ecosystems with
unfavourable conservation status is increasing. Therefore, conservation biology moved
to the spotlight as the science focusing on saving life as we know on Earth (Hunter,

2002).

Recent understandings of biological diversity being crucial for human well-being led to
discussions on international and global level. United Nations (1992) acknowledged that
planet's essential goods and services depend on the variety and variability of genes,
species, populations and ecosystems and that current decline in biodiversity presents a
serious threat to human development. Ecosystem level of biodiversity and ecosystem
services were estimated to be worth over USD 72 trillion a year — comparable to World

Gross National Income (Nelleman and Corcoran, 2010).

Regardless of its value, biodiversity is currently vanishing at an alarming rate all over
the world. The rate of extinction is 1000-times higher than what is the natural rate
(IUCN, 2010). In 2010, nearly two-thirds of the Earth‘s ecosystems were considered
degraded as a result of damage, mismanagement and a failure to invest and reinvest in

their productivity, health and sustainability (Nelleman and Corcoran, 2010).

Despite their importance, biodiversity conservation efforts suffer from several major
drawbacks. One of them is the fact that multilateral conventions, laws and treaties
protecting biodiversity are strong only on paper. So is true for a treaty with near-
universal ratification - Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). CBD lacks effective
means of monitoring and enforcing compliance with its provisions (Bragdon et al,

2008). The experts on environmental law allege that the inherent and diverse character
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of biodiversity presents a major obstacle for an effective global regime for

biodiversity (Institute for Environmental Security, 2009).

The first part of the diploma thesis discusses the factors responsible for current decline
in biodiversity on a global scale. The second part is concerned with major threats to
biodiversity on alocal scale. Whereas the Carpathanias play acrucial role in the
biodiversity conservation in Europe,the study area this thesis deals with lies in the

Carpathians, in the Low Tatras mountain range.

The Carpathians are an ecoregion noted for exceptional levels of biodiversity. The
Carpathians host Europe's most extensive tracts of montane forest and the largest area of
virgin forest left in Europe. The mountain range spreads mainly through the area of
Slovakia, Ukraine, Romania - countries that are currently undergoing unprecedented

change due to economic transition and European integration (WWF, 2011).

Given the magnitude of the human impact on life on Earth, the literacy of conservation
biology ought to be considered one of the cornerstones of good citizenship in any nation
(Orr, 2004). The thesis evaluates the conservation literacy of Slovak representatives and
citizens. It examines the threats that government, market and information failures pose

to biodiversity conservation in the study area.

12



Aim of the thesis
Aim of the thesis was to determine to what extent the government, information and
market failures promote and represent threats to nature conservation goals in the LTNP

and its buffer zone .
The objectives were as follows:

To determine to what extent the regulatory processes executed under Act No.24/2006
Coll. on environmental impact assessment relevantly use their power to regulate

activities in the the Low Tatras National Park (LTNP) (including its buffer zone)

To determine the role of the land use planning for biodiversity conservation in the study

area

To determine the role of implementation of particular laws for biodiversity conservation

in the study area

To determine the public intervention in the regulatory processes and the awareness

arising from it

To review the collaboration between the business community and nature conservancy to

reconcile biodiversity conservation and commerce.

To stipulate to what extent the national and international conservancy status is taken
into account when discussing human development in the protected area of LTNP and its

buffer zone

To review the character of the activities currently proposed and approved in the LTNP

(soft (sustainable)/ hard (non-sustainable forms)

13



1 Current status of the solved issue both at home and abroad

1.1 Biodiversity

The term biological diversity (often shortened to biodiversity) was first defined by
WWEF as the life forms on earth including the millions of plants, animals and micro-
organisms, the genes, they contain as well as the intricate ecosystem they help built into
the living environments. Cunningham (1992) defines it as “the genetic, species and
ecological diversity of organisms of a given area. Other definition says it comprises the
variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial,
marine and other aquatic systems and the ecological complexes of which they are part
of; this includes diversity within species (genetic), between species and of ecosystems
(Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008)

With number of species and ecosystems not at afavourable conservation status
increasing, conservation biology, aiming to maintain and enhance biodiveristy, moved

to the spotligh as the science focusing on saving life on Earth (Hunter, 2002).

1.2 Levels of Biodiversity

1.2.1 Genetic

Genetic diversity, a key component and fundamental source of biodiversity, is defined
as any measure that quantifies the magnitude of genetic variability within a population.

Genetic diversity encompasses the components of the genetic coding that structures
organisms (nucleotides, genes, chromosomes) and variation in the genetic make-up

between individuals within a population and between populations (Gaston, 2010).

It affects ecological processes such as primary productivity, population recovery from
disturbance, interspecific competition, community structure, and fluxes of energy and
nutrients and thus can have important ecological consequences at the population,
community and ecosystem levels. However it is not clear how widely these results
apply in nature as studies to date have been biased towards manipulations of plant

clonal diversity and little is known about the relative importance of genetic diversity (A.
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Randall Hughes, Brian D.Inouye, Marc T. J. Johnson,Nora Underwood and Mark
Vellend, 2008).

Within a species, genetic diversity is commonly measured in terms of allelic diversity
(average number of alleles per locus), gene diversity (heterozygosity across loci), or
nucleotide differences. Large populations tend to have more genetic diversity than small
ones, more stable populations more than those that wildly fluctuate, and populations at
the center of a species’ geographic range often have more genetic diversity than those at

the periphery (Hughes et al, 2008).

1.2.1.1 Importance of Genetic Diversity in Conservation Biology

Conservation biology, and the related field of conservation genetics, have also raised
awareness of the potential short-term ecological effects of genetic diversity, particularly
in small or endangered populations (Lande 1988; Frankham et al., 2002). Low genetic
variation in high-profile species such as the cheetah, often resulting from genetic
bottlenecks and inbreeding can alter genetic diversity, with ecological consequences
such as reducing a population’s ability to persist in stressful or changing environments

(Frankham et al. 2002).

1.2.2 Species Diversity

Organismal diversity encompasses the full taxonomic hierarchy and its components,
from individuals upwards to populations, subspecies and species, genera, families,
phyla, and beyond to kingdoms and domains. Measures of organismal diversity thus
include some of the most familiar expressions of biodiversity, such as the numbers of
species (i.e. species richness) (Gaston, 2010). World species diversity comprises all the

taxa living on the Earth, both classified and unclassified.

The idea of maintaining the biodiversity is best explained by an example of species
diversity, namely species of charismatic megafauna. Those are animals that have
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popular appeal and so can form the basis of conservation campaigns and fundraising
drives, e.g. giant panda, tigers, mountain lions and other feline species, eagle species.
They are well known, they are vulnerable, possibly critically endangered species.
Human society would feel some kind of loss if they went extinct although most of the
people would never encounter them (Hunter, 2002). Through these species the idea of
intrinsic value of the species is acceptable, obvious and can be derived and applied to

species that dont trigger humans” emotions yet.

1.2.3 Ecosystem Diversity

Ecosystem diversity refers to the variety of ecosystems, their organisms and the
interactions of those with their environment.

The third group of elements of biodiversity encompasses the scales of ecological
differences

from populations, through habitats, to ecosystems, ecoregions, provinces, and on up to
biomes and biogeographic realms. This is an important dimension to biodiversity not
readily captured by genetic or organismal diversity, and in many ways is that which is

most immediately apparent to us (Gaston, 2008).

Conservation biologists often share the idea that the more ecosystems are present,
maintained, the more species can be supported. Means also that habitat loss is a direct
driver of species loss (UNEP, 2010). The ecosystem approach is a broader framework
for planning and developing conservation in an integrated manner. In this context,
protected areas fit as one important tool — perhaps the most important tool — in such an

approach IUCN,2010).

1.3 International measures of protection of biodiversity

Bilateral, multilateral and nearly universal treaties and conventions are used to protect

the world biodiversity. This fact is based on three main grounds (Hunter, 2002):
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1. Effective protection is needed to be given to species that migrate and disperse
across borders.

2. International market is often responsible for wildlife exploitation.

3. Benefits from biodiversity and ecosystem services is of international importance.
Rich countries of temperate climate zone benefiting from biodiversity should be
willing to help protect it in the developing biodiversity-rich countries that do not
have appropriate mechanisms and often financial sources to do it all alone and

where environmental crime pays.

Biodiversity topic has been put at the top of the political, economic and social agenda.
Julia Marton-Lefevre, Director General of IUCN at the launching ceremony of Year of
the Biodiversity said (2010) that,Well managed natural resources are crucial to
sustainable development, supporting peaceful communities, encouraging well-balanced
economic growth and helping reduce poverty. Protecting biodiversity protects valuable
assets that are vital to the global economy.” Angela Merkel, German Chancellor (2010),
warned at the same event that the world will face "enormous costs" if no action is taken

to secure biodiversity.

IUCN (2010) is calling for ambitious but realistic biodiversity targets, which can be
clearly measured and put into practice. It also wants more research on the status of
biodiversity, more protected natural areas, on land and sea, and closer collaboration with
the business community to find new ways of combining conservation and commerce.
Greater public awareness of what’s at stake if we continue to disturb and destroy

ecosystems is also considered to be a high priority.

1.3.1 Agenda 21

In 1992. during The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development
(UNCED) in Brazil, Rio de Janeiro, called also Earth Summit, there were five documents
signed, one of those being Agenda 21. In its 40 chapters and 800 pages it attempts to
embrace the entire environment and development agenda. Chapter 15 is dealing with

Conservation of Biological Diversity.

In tha tparticular chapter it acknowledges that planet's essential goods and services
17



depend on the variety and variability of genes, species, populations and ecosystems and
states that the current decline in biodiversity is largely the result of human activity and

represents a serious threat to human development (UNEP, 1992).

Agenda 21 is not a legally binding document but a "work plan," or agenda for action.
Slovakia is a signatory of Agenda 21. According to the Section Activities, Chapter 15,
Agenda 21 (1992) ,, Governments at the appropriate levels, consistent with national
policies and practices, with the cooperation of ..., intergovernmental organizations and,
with the support of indigenous people and their communities, non-governmental
organizations and other groups, including the business and scientific communities, and

consistent with the requirements of international law, should, as appropriate:

Take effective economic, social and other appropriate incentive measures to encourage

the conservation of biological diversity....

Take action where necessary for the conservation of biological diversity through the in
situ conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats,..., and the maintenance and

recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surrounding

Promote the recovery of threatened and endangered species. Promote environmentally
sound and sustainable development in areas adjacent to protected areas with a view to

furthering protection of these areas. “

1.3.2 Convention on Biological Diversity

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) was opened for signature on 5 June
1992 at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (the Rio
"Earth Summit"). It remained open for signature until 4 June 1993, by which time it had
received 168 signatures. It entered into force on 29 December 1993. There are 193
parties to this treaty today. It has 3 main objectives:

1. The conservation of biological diversity

2. The sustainable use of the components of biological diversity

3. The fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of

genetic resources (CBD Secretariat, 1993)
18



Slovakia is a contracting party to the CBD. The preamble of CBD stipulates (1992) that
signatories are responsible for conserving their biological diversity and for using their
biological resources in a sustainable manner. Signatories are further concerned that
biological diversity is being significantly reduced by certain human activities. Parties
note that the fundamental requirement for the conservation of biological diversity is the
in-situ conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the maintenance and
recovery of viable populations of species in their natural surroundings. Signatories are
determined to conserve and sustainably use biological diversity for the benefit of

present and future generations.(CBD, 1992).

1.3.2.1 Enforcement Mechanisms of CBD

CBD is alegally binding treaty. However, as it is stated in The Feasibility Study of
Institute for Environmental Security (authors Wybe Th. Douma, Leonardo Massai,
Serge Bronkhorst, Wouter J. Veening) (2009) CBD is in comparison with the UNFCCC
a weak convention, without strong financial or compliancemechanisms. In order to fill
these lacunae recently a discussion has started to develop a so-called Green
Development Mechanism for the CBD, analogous to the Clean Development
Mechanism of the Kyoto Protocol. However, the inherent and localised diversity of
the object of the CBD, in contrast with the homogenous nature of the object of the
UNFCCC, measured in units of CO2 and of a limited mount of other GHGs, presents a

major obstacle for an effective global regime for biodiversity.

Also, in accordance with the principles of international law states have the sovereign
right to exploit their own resources pursuant to their environmental policies, and the
responsibility to ensure that activities within their jurisdiction or control do not cause
damage to the environment of other states or of areas beyond the limits of national
jurisdiction. Although CBD considers the biodiversity a common concern of humanity
it is not seen as such according to international law and a state has a sovereign right to
dispose of its natural resources. If an aggrieved party does not exist then a dispute over

biodiversity cannot be resolved through legal action (Serge Bronkhorst, 2002).

19



As a framework for international cooperation on biodiversity, the CBD relies on its
Parties (national governments) to adopt or change legislation to give effect to the
Convention, but its provisions do not generally set specific requirements to be
undertaken by them. A number of these requirements are qualified by phrases such as
‘as far as possible and appropriate' and 'subject to its national legislation', and some
ascribe the near-universal ratification of the Convention to its lack of effective means of

monitoring or enforcing compliance with its provisions (Bragdon et al, 2008).

If a dispute under the CBD were ever to be decided by the International Court of
Justice, the losing party to the dispute would not necessarily face economic sanctions
for not complying with the Court's ruling. This lack of economic consequences for non-
compliance with the CBD (and many other multilateral environmental agreements, with
notable exceptions such as CITES) is frequently said to give the Convention less 'bite”
and does not necessarilly calls for compensation and the suspension of concessions in

cases of non-compliance ( Bragdon et al, 2008).

1.3.3 NATURA 2000

In March 2010, the EU Heads of State and Government set themselves the ambitious
target of halting, and reversing, the loss of biodiversity in Europe, halting the
degradation of ecosystem services and restoring them in so far as feasible by 2020. In
May 2011, the European Commission adopted a new EU Biodiversity Strategy setting
out concrete priority measures for achieving this target. The European Natura 2000
Network is a central element of this Strategy. It enables all 27 EU countries to work
together within a common framework to conserve Europe’s finest nature areas, home
also to our most threatened, rare and endemic plants, animals and habitats. The ultimate
objective is to ensure that these species and habitats — deemed of european importance -
are restored to a favourable conservation status across their natural range within the EU

(European Commission, 2011 ).

Over 26,000 Natura 2000 sites have been designated to date, which makes this the
largest coordinated network of protected areas anywhere in the world. (European

Commision, 2012).
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The sites are not ‘fenced-off” protected areas but are open and are often dependent on
sustainable human activities and land-use that have shaped and maintained them over
the years. Many sites are on farmland and the farmers undertake to manage the land in a
specific manner so that the biodiversity is maintained (DG Agriculture and Rural

Development EC, 2012).

A recent health check revealed that currently only 17% of the sites are in a favourable
state. Some could still face extinction if urgent measures are not taken to reverse their

decline (European Commision, 2011).

Slovakia as a member of the European Union (EU) was required to designate NATURA
2000 sites. In NATURA 2000 sites (Special Proection Areas, Special Areas of
Conservation) the necessary conservation measures are applied for the maintenance or
restoration, at a favourable conservation status, of the natural habitats and/or the

populations of the species for which the site is designated.

Among the activities forbidden to be performed in Special Protection Area Low due to
their possible harmful effect on birds species subject to Birds Directive include: ,,Clear-
cutting forest management”. Provisions recommended include: ,Prevention of
unregulated expansion of lodging facilities and other objects and protection of primeval

forests fragments* (The State Nature Cnservancy, p2006).

Activities and objects that can, when performed within, have a negative effect on
species or habitats subject to Habitats Directive in SKUEV0302 Dumbierske Tatry and
SKUEV0310 Kralovohol'ské Tatry include: ,,Construction of cable-cars, outdoor
parking lots, covered parking garages over 10 spots, sport centres (outdoor, indoor), golf
courses, ski lifts, hotels and motels, chalets with a capacity of more than 20 beds,
modification of surface that causes changes in overall apperance or drainage conditions*

(The State Nature Conservancy, p2006).

1.3.4 EIA and SEA

Environmental assessment includes Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of defined
public and private projects and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of plans and

programmes. Yet experience and evidence has shown that EIAs and SEAa carried out across

21



the EU have so far struggled to effectively integrate biodiversity issues in practice

(McGuinn, 2011).

European Commission issued a guidance (distributed across EU in late 2011) that
addresses key challenges, such as assessing cumulative effects and dealing with
uncertainty and complex concepts including resilience and ecosystem services. A
number of tips, tools and resources are provided, including sources of information,
assessment methodologies, and an overview of key climate change and biodiversity
issues and impacts. The guidance is built upon a set of case studies which distil lessons

learnt and practical experience from across the EU. (McGuinn,2011)

1.3.5 International status of national park

LTNP is classified as a national park according to IUCN classification. IUCN defines
national park as: ,large natural or near natural area set aside to protect large-scale
ecological processes, along with the complement of species and ecosystems
characteristic of the area, which also provide a foundation for environmentally and
culturally compatible spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational and visitor
opportunities.”. The surrounding landscapes can have varying degrees of consumptive
or non-consumptive uses but should ideally serve as buffers to the protected area

(Dudley, 2010).
1.4 National and Regional measures of protection of biodiversity

1.4.1 Act No. 24/2006 Coll. on the assessing of environmental influences

In Slovakia, environmental assessment process is administered under Act No. 408/2011
Coll. amending and supplementing Act No. 24/2006 Coll. on the assessing of

environmental influences and on amending and supplementing certain Acts, as amended
1

" Act no. 24/2006 Coll. On environmental impact assessment and amending some other laws is discussed
in the thesis
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Slovak legislation does not require evaluation of the impacts on sites and species of

community interest.

1.4.2 Act 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection.

The nature protection in Slovakia is executed under Act 543/2002 Coll on Nature and

Landscape Protection.

In line with Article 13 Act 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection,
activities forbidden to execute in the second degree of protection include: a) parking and
entering by a vehicle outside the settlement boundaries, b) parking or entering by

a bicycle outside the settlement boundaries if not using an marked bicycle route.

In line with Article 14 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection, activities
forbidden to execute in the third degree of protection include: a) activities forbidden in
second degree of protection b) stepping outside the market walking trail c) perform
sport activities such as ski touring, skiing, hiking, bivouacing, camping,...outside the
settlement boundaries d) activities producing light and noise pollution e) organizing

sport, social, hiking events.

In line with Article 15 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection, activities
forbidden to execute in the fourth degree of protection include: a) activities forbidden in
the second and in the third degree of protection b) clear-cutting forest management
practices c)to use fertilizers and other chemical substances d) execution of geological

works e) to place a notice board, billboard advertisement.

In line with Article 15 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection, activities
forbidden to execute in the fifth degree of protection include: a) activities forbidden in
the second, third and fourth degree of protection b) place a construction c)interference

with a forest stands.

In line with Article 29 (1) Act 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection the

derogation from activities prohibited can be given if:

a) an activity is carried out in connection with the exercise of the state-supervision or

other control activities
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b) an activity is undertaken in connection with the provisions set out for protected area

or its buffer zone

c) current conditions seriously threaten the life or health of a person, property or

represents a security threat to Slovak Republic by force
d) an activity is carried out to allow protection of the state border.

In accordance with the Article 40(3), section c) a derogation from species protection
would only be forthcoming if there is no satisfactory alternative to the proposed
development and that it would not be detrimental to maintaining the population of the
species concerned at a favourable conservation status in its natural range. The
development must be for the purposes of preserving “public health or safety, or for
other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the

environment.

1.4.3 Land Use Planning

Pressure on land pre-occupies almost every government, both in developed and
developing countries Governments use land-use planning to manage development of

land withing their jurisdictions (Verheye, 1997)

Land use policies were formulated to conserve land resources and optimize their
production in its largest context. With a continuing degrading land resource base that is
clearly finite, national and international institutions focus on promoting of more
sustainable and equitable land use. Chapter 10 of Agenda 21 considers that an
integrated approach to the planning and management of land resources- more popularly

called land use planning- is essential for achieving this (De Wit, Verheye, 2003).

In Slovakia, besides land use plan of villages also Land-Use Plan of regions exist. This
kind of strategic document allows to integrate the sustainable development principles
into regional legislative. It guides the lower level land- use planning documentation to,
first and foremost, to use natural resources in a responsible manner, always having the
future generations in mind. In the area of question Land Use Plan of Zilina region and
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its changes and amendements manages the land resources. The document foresees
mainly qualitative development of services and activities in the study area while taking

into account the natural value of it:

In its chapters it proposes important steps in pursuit to sustainable development. In
Chapter 3.4)...to prefer qualitative development and high-standard amenities regarding

sport, mountain tourism and climatic treatment in The Low Tatras National Park.

3.5 follow the need to lower the pressure put on the most attractive tourist centers, one
being Deminovska Valley

4.3.1 Taking into account protected areas provisions in areas protected pursuant to

national legislation on nature and landscape protection when performing economic

activities in these areas, in accordance with the category of protected area and degree of

protection afforded to a particular area.

4.3.5 To respect Special Protection Areas classified in accordance with Article 4 of the
EC Birds Directive and provisions set out individually for every SPA site when

performing economic activities in these areas.

4.3.6 To respect Special Areas of Conservation and manage them in accordance with
provisions of the Habitat Directive when performing economic activities in these areas
and to manage them in a way that is not harmful to species or habitats subject to

legal protection under the Habitats Directive

4.14.2 Not to open up new sport centres, tourist centres and climatic treatment centres in

Low Tatras National Park.

4.17 To respect the limits on number of visitors determined in approved land-use plans
of communities on behalf of unbiased, factual and not flawed criteria which form the
foundation of nature protection and to build new sporting facilities in accordance with

approved land use plans

In the villages situated in the buffer-zone of Low Tatras National Park the ideal new
pattern of urbanization is the one where new sites are bound mainly to existing

dwellings in the foothills. (Pivarci, 2011)
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Development of tourist facilities and activities located in or adjacent to NATURA 2000
sites can obtain consent only provided that it will not have direct, indirect or cumulative
impact on species or habitat that is subject to NATURA 2000 site protection and will

not worsen their conservation status (Toman, 2008)

The most atractive tourist resorts in Deménovskd Valley, Zdvaznd Poruba, Janska
Valley and Bocka Valley need to be developed in a qualitative way with high-standard
amenities. Increasing the lodging capacity is not desirable when in area outside the

settlement boundaries (Toman, 2008).

The original Land Use Plan of Zilina Region (1998) stipulates that the Liptov Region
has great potentil. However, the deocument specifically mentions that ,,Demdnovskd

Valley has exhausted its potential for further development of tourism.

1.5 Threats to Biodiversity

Human actions alter ecosystems to a huge extent and species and communities adapted
to local conditions might not be able to adapt to these changes. Disruption of
communities and ecosystems thus often comes as a trade-off for these modifications,
changes in land use. The biggest human-induced threats to biodiversity are as follows:
disturbance, habitat destruction, ecosystem fragmentation, degradation due to land use
changes, degradation caused by pollution and contamination, global climate change,
wildlife exploitation and overharvesting and invasive alien species invasions” (Hunter,

2002).

Amongst the greatest threats Hunter (2002) recognizes policy or government failures
(institutional) as significant as well. Policy failures arise due to incentives encouraging
harmful action. Tax incentives and subsidies can lead to the market working for the
destruction of natural capital. Development policies sometimes indirectly result in

natural ecosystems being converted into agricultural or urban landscapes.

? The thesis does not deal with invasive alien species as the invasive species eradication policy is not
implemented effectively in Slovakia in general and thus would not be objective to assess threats posed to
biodiversity by invasive species in the National Park as the species can spread from areas outside the park
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The size of the challenge of market failure should not be underestimated: for some
services (e.g. scenic beauty, hydrological functions and nutrient cycling) it is difficult
even to obtain a profile of demand and supply and to place a monetary value on these
services and goods (European Communities, 2008). These goods mostly bypass
markets, escape pricing, defy valuation and go unnoticed as positive externalities

(Sukhdev, 2008).

Information, government and market failures lie also in the view of biodiversity as
a natural resource which further provides for seeing it as a common property resource.
Individuals, companies and governments make use of them and in case of disrupting
them simultaneously or afterwards they do not pay anything. Such a situation is labelled

as tragedy of the commons (Hardin, 1977).

1.5.1 Degradation and loss of ecosystems

As the human population grows, it needs more available land for development of its
societies. Ecological footprint increases in every country as well, which means larger
areas are needed to address human needs (per capita). Modern agricultural methods and
technologies are also a primary cause of habitat loss and ecosystem destruction (Tilman
et al.,, 2002 in UNEP, 2010).Natural habitats are converted into farms, plantations,
arable lands, production forests, aquacultures. In 2000 above mentioned systems
constituted about 25% of terrestrial area of the Earth (Millenium Ecosystem
Assessment, 2005). More than half of fresh water vertebrates species are in decline
mainly due to artificial drying up of wetlands and river regulation (Few, 2001).

Caribbean coral reefs have been reduced by 80% in three decades (UNEP, 2008).

Deforestation as aloss of ecosystems is considered a major threat to biodiversity
because despite the fact that forest make up 6% of the Earth surface and 30% of the
Earth land area they are home to majority of species. Tropical forest make up 6% of the
land surface and account for about 50% of species. Total forest area continues to
decrease, in 2000-2005 it was at 7,3 million hectares per year. Primeval forests account
for 36% of total forest area, 6 million hectares are modified or lost every year (FAO,

2007).
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1.5.2 Ecosystem Fragmentation

Fragmentation, by definition, implies a reduction in the size of remaining blocks of
habitat. The process of habitat fragmentation has three components: an overall loss of
habitat; a reduction in the size of remaining habitats; and an increased isolation of

habitats (Bennett, 1997).
Other important aspect of fragmentation include:

1. Small fragments are characterised by significantantly bigger ‘edge effects’ due to

high ratio of perimeter lenght to area in comparison to larger areas.

2. The middle of every fragment is closer to the edge than it was in the case of extensive

tract before its subdivision (Shafer, 1990).

Isolation of habitats is a fundamental consequence of fragmentation. A range of
evidence shows that isolation, and the degree of spatial isolation, have negative impacts
on many populations and communities. The rate at which animals recolonize
unoccupied fragments is higher for those fragments closer to source areas
( (Verboom etal. in Opdam 1991; Thomas and Jones 1993; Kindvall and Ahlen 1992
v Bennet for IUCN, 2003). Laurance et al. (2002) found that many Amazonian species

avoid even small (<100 m wide) clearings.

Evidence suggests that the species that are most sensitive to habitat fragmentation are
those that occur naturally at low densities, or that have some innate dependence on
interior habitats, such as large-bodied animals that have large area requirements and
species that are high in the food chain. Because of their low population density, small
fragments may support only a few individuals or breeding pairs, or for some species the
available area may be insufficient for even a single breeding pair ( Bennett, 2003). Even
large Amazonian national parks such as Manu (Peru, 1.5 Mha) and Jat (Brazil, 2.3
Mha) are probably too small to maintain viable populations of some top predators as

giant river otters (Pteronura brasiliensis) (Peres, 2005).
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Large tracts of habitat are a scarce and precious resource. It is easy to produce many
small patches, but large tracts are essentially irreplaceable and have many intrinsic
ecological values. Among those attributes positively correlated with size of habitat tract
are the diversity of vegetation types, the likelihood of occurrence of rare or specialized
habitats, the richness of plant and animal species, the size of populations and the
sustainability of natural disturbance regimes. The maintenance of natural disturbance
regimes is particularly important for the long-term viability of national parks and

conservation reserves (Pickett and Thompson 1978; Baker 1992).

2 Threats to Biodiversity in the Study Area

2.1 Bid to organize Winter Olympic Games

Poprad—Tatry’s3 candidature for organizing the 2006 Winter Olympic Games was not
successful. Visions of Low and High Tatras hosting Winter Olympic Games are
discussed in Land-Use Plan of Zilina Region (2008) mentioning that active inter-
regional cooperation between Liptovsky Mikuld§ and Poprad regarding further

candidatures to host Winter Olympic Games will be established. If Slovakia is

3 Poprad is a city in the north of Slovakia. | represents the entry to the highest mountain range in
Slovakia- High Tatras
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successful in its bid to host the Winter Olympic Games or other mega sport events, it is
proposed that an area of land set aside for building venues and infrastructure needed for
that purpose is defined in Liptovsky Mikulas, Zavazna Poruba and Deménovska Valley .
Especially in Deminovska Valley it is necessary to set up conditions for mass- events
with high number of visitors ((ZaD no.3 VUC ZSK, Toman, 2008). The limits on
number of visitors to Deménovskd Valley determined in approved land-use plan of

Zilina Region (1998) is 8400.

In order for Slovakia to organize olympic games, an event would need to be located in
national parks. That would represent an unprecedented activity in Europe. As
a consequence, nature protection would be watered down by softening the law or by

exluding these areas from national parks (Huba, 2013).

Estimated number of visitors per day to Olympic Games events in Low Tatras is 20
000-25000 (Koren, 1992), much higher than what approved land-use plan states as

limits for this valley.

The core of the problem besides cutting down the forests of buffer-zone as well as
forests of National Park lies with the anthropization of the area of National Park and
disturbance which could affect endangered species such as Tetrao urogallus, Tetrao
tetrix, Rupicapra rupucapra tatrica as well (Janiga et al, 1993). As a result, the non-
production functions of the ecosystems will deteriorate and ecosystems will become

more susceptible to abiotic factors, emissions and insect (Midriak, 1993).

2.2 Tourism industry

There are numerous forms of tourism recognized. For the purpose of the thesis we will
consider soft tourism (as a form of sustainable tourism) and hard tourism (non-
sustainable).

Soft tourism emerged as one of the multiple forms of sustainable tourism in the late
19807s and 1990°s, particularly favoured by peripheral areas. The model coincides with
conditions of increased economic well-being with decreased travel costs, and sensitivity
to the detrimental effects of mass tourism on social- cultural and environmental milieux.
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Soft tourism is characterised by small-scale endogenous development and does not

place unacceptable burdens on the environment (Lane, 1994).

The planning is done with the view to strenghtening the potential of a particular region,
to approaching responsibly a region that generates profit. Local and community- led
decision making is favoured, limits and carrying capacity are defined (Meyer, Rohéac,

2005).

The soft tourism, which in the study area takes form of, for instance, using walking trails
in a sustainable manner is not such aburden when it comes to ecosystem loss and
fragmentation. Density of walking trails in National Park Low Tatras is the second lowest
of all nine national parks of Slovakia, approximately 0,45 km/km2. However, about 65%
of tourist paths are eroded (Gajdos, 2010).

On the contrary, hard tourism is typified as large-scale developments, often controlled
by external actors, with neither little cognizance of the impacts on local cultures and

environments, nor connection to them (Slee, 1998).

This form of tourism is further characterized by architectural uniformity, seasonality,
outflow of profit from the region and duplicate activities. Activities are performed in
pursuit of immediate profit and in line with ,the more tourists the better. Expert

analysis are absent (Meyer, Roh4¢, 2005).

In the field of accomodation sector, there exists a continuum between hard and soft
forms of tourism. The soft tourism is represented by strong local business linkages,
limited environmental effects, locally specific small-scale product, for example farm
accomodation. On the opposite side of the scale is hard tourism represented by weak
social-cultural affinities, significant negative environmental effects, large-scale
stardardized product, for example a national/ international hotel chain (Annex 1)

(Godde et al, 2000).

The area in question -buffer zone and the Low Tatras National Park- can fit in the
definition of peripheral area. Peripheral areas hold assets from which to harvest
opportunities. The preconditions for effective peripheral area tourist development, which

may be represented for instance by pristine environment or existing wilderness, may
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contain within them potential seeds for their destruction, or erosion (Slee, 2001).

The most important tourist resorts in the study area are Deménovska Valley, Vysnd Boca,
Niznd Boca, being recognized as tourist centres of international importance. The Changes
and Amendments to Land Use Plan of Zilina Region further indicate potential for
Liptovsky Jan, Liptovsky Mikulds, Liptovskd LiZzna and Liptovskd Osada to become
tourist centres of international importance. Some other villages located in the buffer zone
of the LTNP or partly in LTNP were suggested to become centres of national importance,
namely being Vychodnd, VaZec, Krdl'ova Lehota, Partizanska Lupca, Pavcina Lehota,

Liptovsky Hradok, Zavazna Poruba (Toman,2008).

Demiinovska Valley

Deminovskd Valley lies within the borders of National Park. There has been a few
consenting EIA opinions on development projects in this area recently- 12 since 2007,
those being namely:

Recreational Site RESORT Deminovskd Valley (Cernohous, 2007), Reconstruction and
extention of cable car and ski slope Grand-Brhliskd (Cernohous, 2008), Reconstruction
and extention of cable car and ski slope Biela pit’ (Luciak, 2007), Transition of a ski lift
to a cable car Zahradky-Priehyba (Kuceravy, 2008), Restaurant Prichyba (Kuceravy,
2008), Transition of hotel Chopok from apartment hotel to wellness hotel (Koloéanyova,
2009), Funitel- Transition to modern cable car technology ( Lukac, 2009), Ski Slope
Turistickd- widening of existing ski slope (Potan¢ok, 2010), Higher Category Hotel in
Deminovska Valley (Tencerova, 2010), Linkage of Chopok North and Chopok South and
modernisation of Chopok North and Chopok South (Lukaé, 2011), Linkage Biela Pit-
Priehyba (Pavlisova, 2011), Tourism Centre Chopok West (Ministry of Economy, p2012).
Ski Resort Jasnd Nizke Tatry (Demidnovskd Valley) is considered the problematic ski
development according to WWF. In  WWF report White Elephants in Green Mountains
(2008), 21 ski resorts in Slovakia are amongst 42 altogether in countries Slovakia,
Bulgaria (8) and Romania (13) reviewed as problematic, without long-term perspective of

relative costs and benefits including economic, social and environmental factors.

Pav¢éina Lehota
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Pavcina Lehota is a village of attractive location. It shares borders with the cadastral area
of Liptovsky Mikulas (its suburban part Bodice) in the north, and with Deménovska
Valley in the south. The whole cadastral area lies in 2nd to 5th degree of protection,

forest land takes up 57% of the cadastral area.

In the Social and Economical Plan of Pavéina Lehota for y. 2003-2013 it is stated that
existing geothermal well would be used for the sake of the tourism industry. Local
newspapers (December 2011) informs that materials decision support is being prepared
for deciding the final location of the wellness centre to-be in the cadastral area of the

village.

Further development activities resulted also in Project of Expansion of tourist centre
Ziarce. It was given a favourable decision in EIA process in 2008. Ambition to become
a ski-centre of upper-regional importance is based on 5 new ski slopes (7 altogether).
Area partly takes up sites protected under Birds Directive, but as it represents an edge of
SPA Nizke Tatry, it does not host relevant species all year long. The project does not
take up habitats of neither national nor community importance. The project does not
threaten bird species subject to protection under Birds Directive according to EIA
Report ( NiZznansky, 2008). In some parts of its highest altitudes the project copies the
borders of the National Park.

In the Final EIA Document one of the support sentences for the project’s sake states that
the ski resort Ziarce would be a great alternative for ski resort Jasna in Deminovské

Valley (Niznansky, 2008).

Liptovsky Jan and Janska Valley

Liptovsky Jan is an attractive village with fewer than 2000 inhabitants. During the
summer season the number of visitors per day is cca 5000 people. Cadastral area of the
village is located in 2nd, 3rd and 5th degree of protection (National Nature reserves
Janska Valley, National Nature Reserve OhniSte, National Nature Monument

StaniSovska Cave).

Since 2007, two projects were introduced in the cadastral area of Liptovsky Jan. In
2011-Alexandra Wellness Hotel- reconstruction of an existing hotel with specialization

on sport activities (new object: sport centre) and Sunvalley II - 2,5 ha large tourist
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centre of 6 apartment hotels (390 beds)/ 5 apartment hotels (314 beds), a congress
centre (capacity of 192), 220 /164 (B alternative) parking places, a hockey rink, a tennis
court and a commercial centre. As stated by Ministry of culture and tourism of
Slovakia, the contribution of this project to existing services of tourism industry is a
little unclear. The EIA report does not deal with fauna, flora very profoundly and does
not identify habitats affected. However, it states that no species or valuable habitat will

be affected (Papajovd-Majeska, 2011).
Vysna Boca

Vysnd Boca is a village of 102 inhabitants (Statistic Bureau of the Slovak Republic,
2005) and 2060 ha large cadastral area located in Bockd Valley. Built-up area of the
village constitutes of 10 ha, forest land takes up 1606 ha (77,96%). Majority of cadastral
area (foothills included) lies in the 2™ degree of protection, with smaller southern part
of its cadastral area in 3rd degree of protection, being Low Tatras National Park and
belonging to sites of community interest (under both Habitats and Birds Directive).
Lodging capacity is 535 beds, number of visitors per day during the main season is
estimated at 3000, with the proposed increase of 100 for future. Recreational area
nowadays represents 530 ha with the proposed increase of more 110 ha in future

(Noskova, 2010).

In 2009, EIA decision was brought about the project STIV Certovica. Ministry of the
Environment concluded that if every affected entity agreed, Alternative no. 1 is
recommended, provided that it complies with 80 conditions. Slovak Environmental
Agency opposed this project. Governing body of Low Tatras National Park, Local
Environmental Bureau and Affected Regional Environmental Bureau of both Zilina and
Banska Bystrica Region opposed the project unless it was located outside the National
Park boundaries The project has a direct impact on the National Park, Special Protection

Area and Special Area of Conservation (Lukac, 2009).

WWEF in its report White Elephants in Green Mountains, Ski developments in Bulgaria,
Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine (2008) recognizes the project STIV Certovica
problematic, mainly bacause of the following reasons: Expansion of existing ski centre
in Low Tatras National Park and NATURA 2000 site, important biocorridor for large

carnivores and matting places of Tetrao urogallus and Tetrao tetrix (WWEF, 2008).
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Land-Use Plan of Vy$na Boca (2010) counts on designation of this ski resort (Noskova,
2010).

Project Bacova Roven was given a favourable decision in November 2008. It comprises
of lenghtening of existing ski slopes (2) and building two new ones, with a cable car
track and ski lifts. Report states that investment plan will not directly affect fauna and
flora. EIA expert alleges that the evaluation of impacts on biodiversity is very
simplified although at the same time recognizes that Slovak legislation does not require
evaluation of the impacts on sites and species of community interest. Ministry of
Internal Affairs and Local Forest Bureau favour B alternative expanding to the LTNP

(Luciak, 2008).

Skicentrum Bacova Roveti is, next to STIV Certovica, one of the problematic ski resort

mentioned in report White Elephants in Green Mountains (WWF, 2008).
NiZna Boca

Niznd Boca is a village of 162 inhabitants, with cadastral area 2517 ha large. During

the tourist season it has approximately 1800 visitors a day.

A project of designating a new ski centre Chopec was proposed in 2008 and since then
no further steps were taken in EIA process. Building of new lodging capacities is
included in the project, two ski lifts (requiring new ski slopes), expanding to Low Tatras
National Park and snowboarding area with its own slope. No more specific information
is included besides mentioning winter season amenitites. However, the project is
characterised as ,realisation of recreation centre for winter and summer recreational
activities. Administration of Low Tatras National Park stressed in its comment that
suggested capacities were higher than what was set as a maximum capacity in Land

Use-Plan of Zilina Region (Havasi, 2008).
Liptovska Osada

Liptovskd Osada has (as of 2011) 1659 inhabitants. Number of visitors according to
Land Use Plan of Zilina Region is suggested to be 2000.

In 2009 a project Gothal was presented as a very fine draft planned to be located in the

cadastral area of Liptovska Osada, affecting also Liptovskd LuZzna, with constrution

35



works taking place in ten- year time. Project includes recreational and lodging complex
(First phase with 80 recreational houses, 5 guest-houses/pensions, hotel of a capacity of
800 beds) relaxation complex (winter stadium, football stadium, 25m swimming pool,
50 m swimming pool, sport hall, bob sledge, ski lift, ski school for children), deer park
(on the borders of National Park Low Tatras), golf course, network of new tourist

routes, open-air theatre.

In the database of projects that underwent the EIA process this project is not to be
found. On the official site of the project it is presented that it underwent the assessment
at the Ministry of the Environment. Similar project4 underwent the process in 2005 but
was of another name (Liptovskd Osada-DIlhé) and project proposer was different as well
(village Liptovskd Osada). It proposed various development activities to be executed,
two ski lifts, football stadium, winter stadium, sport hall, swimming pools, 3 hotels, 65
recreational houses, 30 guest-houses/pensions (every one with a lodging capacity of 20-
50 beds) and circa 700 parking places included. Locality ,,DIhé is exactly the locality
which is currently being taken by the project Gotha (Gothal Residence, p2011).

The project Liptovskd Osada- DlIhé was given a favourable decision in EIA process.
Administration of the National Park alleged in its letter from 20th February 2005 that
a wetland would be destroyed in the locality DIhé and the habitat of Crex crex, a Special
Protection Area priority species would be affected to a huge extent. The water regime of
the river Revica and LuZnianka is to be affected as well, which is not welcome, as
critical low flow of the river basin of Revica is constantly getting further lower in the
winter months. However, none of the relevant entities showed an explicitly negative

appoach (Luciak, 2005).
Partizanska Dupca

As of 2011, Partizdnska Cupca has 1276 inhabitants. Cadastral area partly lies in the
buffer zone of the national part and partly belongs to the Low Tatras National Park as

well, with settlements called Magurka and Zeleznd lying within the Park.

* - the project did not consist of a golf course, open-air theatre, deer-park, and the same number and kinds
of lodging facilities. However, as the location was the same and one particular entity- Yvex ltd- played
arole in both of them, for the purpose of the thesis we will unite the project in one under the title Gothal
and consider it among project that were proposed within the period 2007-2012
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Project of ATLADIA Wellness centre was given aconsenting EIA opinion on 28"
March 2012. From the point of biodiversity conservation it does not represent a threat

(Pavlisova, 2012).

2.3 Harvesting of wood

In line with Article 15 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection, activities
forbidden to execute in the fourth degree of protection include: a) activities forbidden in
the second and in the third degree of protection b) clear-cutting forest management

practices.

In line with Article 15 543/2002 Coll on Nature and Landscape Protection, activities
forbidden to execute in the fifth degree of protection include: a) activities forbidden in
the second, third and fourth degree of protection b) place a construction c)interference

with a forest stands.

Among the activities forbidden to be performed in Special Protection Area Low due to
their possible harmful effect on birds species subject to Birds Directive it reads: ,,Clear-
cutting forest management”. Provisions recommended include: ,Prevention of
unregulated expansion of lodging facilities and other objects and protection of primeval
forests fragments* (The State Nature Conservancy, p2006).

Act no 326/2005 Coll. on forests came into force on 1% September 2005.
Environmentalists and some foresters consider it being a law lowering the protection

provided to forests.

Article 23(5) states that in case that a possible threat is identified represented by pest
occurence, forest managers have a duty to proceed with the accidential harvest for the
sake of the forest stands in order to stop pest infestation. East part of study area, around
Bocka Valley was recognized as such an area. The article allows for forest managers to
proceed with the harvest without notice to the responsible government body. All can be
done without asking for derogation and obtaining it (only needed in the fifth degree of
protection). If the accidential harvest (not included in the current forest management
plan) makes up more than 20% of the forest unit or more than 0,5 ha of continuous

deforested area, forest manager has to reports to the state administration of forestry in 7
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days after a harvest was executed. It is hard to track the purpose of harvest after it has

been executed (Changenet, 2005).

Accidential harvest, according to the Forest Act, is any timber-harvesting activity that is

part of measures taken to battle the pest infestation.

2.4 Lan Use Planning

Demiinovska Valley

On 24th September 2007 Regional Environmental Bureau sent its perspective on the
Deminovska Valley land-use plan proposal, promulgated on 20th August 2007 (Annex
2).

The activity of building parking lots in the area of Demiénovskd Cave of Liberty
(currently with illegal parking places) with the capacity of 70 cars and 20 buses needs to

be defined more profoundly — no more land is allowed to be taken up.

The exclusion of any small- scale farming and production proposed in the land-use plan
will not allow for any agrotourism activities, cattle grazing on semi-natural pastures, on

the ski-slopes.

Environmental Bureau calls for preparing a relevant study of carrying capacity of the
area and further development being based on such study. Last document occupying
itself with the topic is from 1995. It is necessary to mention that carrying capacity will
not rise and ask ourselves whether it is worth to sacrifice the natural treasures for

development activities.

I tis stated thatDeménovska slatina is not of the second, but of the fourth degree of

protection.

Environmental Bureau further calls for the remark of Deminovsky karst being a Ramsar

locality.

Proposed building of the railway lines is not considered tenable when combined with

proposed increase of parking places (tram lines making their way through National
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Nature Reserve are not recommended either) . It will further have a negative impact on
the scenery, will possibly threaten the cave system and potable water quality, take up

again more area of protected species habitats.

The land-use plan layout (aprroved by Municipal Council Resolution no 18/2005 on
16th May 2005) agreed on 4500 new parking places. The land-use plan proposal as
discussed here talks about increasing the parking capacity by 9365 (Annex 3).

The land-use plan does not mention the impact of development activities on forest land

pool in the cadastral area.

Environmental Bureau does not approve of development sites in National Nature

Reserve Deménovska Dolina while it represents the site of 5th degree of protection.5

In general- despite the huge development activities discussed the presence of valuable
habitats and protected and vulnerable species is not really dealt with in the land use plan
proposal. Administration of National Park and Environmental Bureau call for reasoning
behind proposing the combination of capacities (logging, parking, ski slopes”

capacities..) and for compliance with agreed layout capacities.

On 21st June 2010 Administration of National Park sent Regional Building Bureau a
letter asking whether Land Use plan of Deminovskd Valley is valid. The issue is still on
and national park has not received the answer yet. It did not stop development activities.

Municipality of Deménovska Valley claims the land-use plan is valid (Annex 4).
Pavcina Lehota

Pavéina Lehota is a tourist centre of national importance, with 3000 daily visitors
planned. Approved land- use plan in 2002 (Gocovd and Go¢, 1998) proposed the
increase the logging capacity by 356 beds. Capacity of eating-out places is to be
increased by 1070 places, to 1200. Number of inhabitants will increase by about 85%,
from 413 to 764.

> At that time the zonation was about to take place which might have lowered the degree of
protection.The degree remained the same till nowadays
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Pavc¢ina Lehota will, according to the land-sue plan, offer a wide variety of activities for
its visitors: aquapark, horse-riding centre, cross-country skiing routes, ski slopes,
agrotourism activities. Approved land use plan counted on project Expansion of tourist

centre Ziarce, which has been realised.

Liptovsky Jan

In the Changes and Amendments no. 2 to Land-use Plan, development zones extend to
the borders of cadastral area to the west (copying theborders with cadastral area of
Zavazna Poruba). The total area in question is 27 ha large, with a total lodging capacity
of 2135 beds for zone no. 1, zone no.2 will absorb the centre of 101 recreational houses
with a lodging capacity of 802 beds. Implementation of the changes no.2 intends to link

Liptovsky Jan and Z4vazna Poruba and create upper-regional recreational zone.

Proposed activities do not take up habitats subject to protection under NATURA 2000
initiative. Area hosts on the small-scale habitats non-forest habitats of national and
community importance as well as rare waterlogged habitats IMG_6213). Administation
of the Low Tatras National Park required that appropriately managed non-forest area
was maintained at sufficient levels as hunting areas used by Agquila chrysaetos and

Agquila pomarina on the north and on the south of the area in question for future.

In the Changes and Amendments no.3 to Land-use Plan of Liptovsky Jan (Noskova,
2009), new sites of development are proposed, copying from the north the development
zones classified in Changes and Amendments no.2, and further extending to the south.
Total increase of inhabitants (in Changes no.3) is estimated at 930 people and increase
in lodging capacity is 260 beds. Five development zones are described, where one of

them- UO IV 4.5, copies the borders of the national park in its whole lenght.

Administration of Low Tatras National Park in its remark reflecting Changes and
Amendments no.3 wrote that already when consulting previous changes and
amendments, it required that appropriately managed non-forest area was maintained at
sufficient levels as hunting areas used by Aquila chrysaetos and Aquila pomarina. It
further stated that new development zones were neighbouring habitats of species Crex

crex and the possilibity the proposed changes would affect them could not be ruled out.
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It concluded that their requirements were not met in the proposed changes to the land-

use plan (Annex 5).

Liptovsky Jan recently proposed Changes and Amendments no.4. In the screening part
of SEA process it was stipulated that development activities would not mean any harm

to species and habitats subject to protection (Potanc¢ok, 2013).

Vys$na Boca

Land-use Plan of Vysnd Boca (2010) informs about lodging capacity is 535 beds,
number of visitors per day during the main season being 3000, with the proposed
increase of 100 in future. Recreational area nowadays represents 530 ha with the

proposed increase of more 110 ha in future

Bockd Valley is according to Changes and Amendments to Land-Use Plan of Zilina
Region one of the most attractive area and needs to be developed in a qualitative way

with high-standard amenities.

In the line with Land Use Plan of Zilina Region the Land Use Plan of Vys$ni Boca

underpins that idea of new ski resorts — STIV Certovica and Bagova Rovei.®
MaluZina

Draft of Land-use plan of Maluzina (Hudec, 2011) respects the notion of existing National
Park and sites of community interest.

As drafted (Hudec, 2011), the only potentional development sites lie on the north in the
cadastral area and in the locality Tale, both in the 2nd degree of protection. It suggests
that new lodging facilities are designated, increasing number of beds by about 150 to
250, with only 30 beds in development site of Téle. Restoration of an old school and
other no longer functional rural buildings for the purpose of agrotourism is suggested.
Draft further suggests to make a use from existing tourism sites in Niznd and Vy$na Boca
and further in Liptov Region and does not propose new sporting facilities in cadastral

area of MaluZind. The only burden of the tourism will stay with the walking trails in the

® Both underwent the EIA process. They partly take up area of LTNP
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National Park, with one new proposed cycling trail linking MaluZind with Janska Valley.

Suggested traffic during summer season is 400-500 people a day.

Liptovsky Mikulas

New Land- Use plan of Liptovsky Mikuld$ suggests new development zones to be
located in Deménova in order to meet the tourists needs yet before entering
Deminovskd Valley and broaden the range of tourist attractions. In the south part, on
the borders with Demidnovskd Valley, there is an area reserved for aquapark and
congress centre, and there is also a proposal for setting up an amusement park in this

suburban area located in 2™ degree of protection in the buffer zone of LTNP.

Attractive development zones in the suburban part of Bodice are concentrated along the
road leading to Deménovskd Valley. There is a proposal for setting up a golf course to
help present Liptovsky Mikulds as tourist centre of international importance. In the
Draft to Land- Use Plan, there was an area defined especially for setting up a golf
course. During the comment period on proposed draft, on the 9™ of October 2010,
Administration of Low Tatras National Park opposed the idea to define area between
today’s settlement boundary and SAC JelSie as ,area for recreation in natural
environment™ primarily specified as golf course (Annex 6). Ministry of the
Environment states in its comment on the Land- Use Plan SEA report, that possibly
built golf course would be likely to affect Nature Reserve (SAC) JelSie to a lesser

extent.

In the suburban parts of Andice a Benice a recreational centre of cottages is proposed to

be designated, with a direct link to a recreational centre in Bodice.

In IPanovo new housing sites are proposed to be built in northern part of its cadastral
area, in Plostin in its northern and western part. An area in the south part of I'anovo is
proposed as sports and recreational zone, establishing a linkage to the ski centre

Opalisko in Z4avaZna Poruba. Areas which are part of National Park are left untouched.

Ministry of the Environment considers the Land- Use Plan not being a threat to
biodiversity conservation in the area, as the most valuable sites will not, according to

the draft, be in direct contact with development zones. However, development zones

42



will occupy new areas and some of the near-natural areas will be converted to
recreational parks, etc. Further in Ministry comment it is stated that in case of Plostin,
Deminova and Il'anovo indeed the development zones touch the borders of LTNP.
Ministry concludes that for all of proposed activities that are potentional threat, the

impact assessment will be examined (Cendulova, 2010).
Kralova Lehota

Land Use Plan (Cukorova, 2007) proposed the increase in the built-up area by 16 ha to
61,4 ha. Quite illogically, estimate of land taken out of agricultural use being 17, 81 ha.
The increase in number of inhabitants is planned to be by 450 people, increase in
capacity of eating-out places by 350 (93 in total as of 2007), 300 of which would be in
location of Svarin in the close vicinity of (and partly within) Special Protected Area
Nizke Tatry, and the lodging capacity by 1150, 950 out of which is planned to be in
Svarin. As of 2007 there were 340 available beds in the village. According to Land Use
Plan of Zilina Region Krilova Lehota is arecreational unit of regional or higher

importance. Svarin has the potential to become a tourism centre of national importance.

Land Use Plan of the village suggests new amenities for recreational activities will be

established- hippotourism, rafting, cross-country skiing, fishing and tourism.

Providing that no mass events are going to be organised in the area of Svarin,
Administration of Low Tatras National approves of the Land Use plan from the the
environmental protection point of view. It further states that Svarin does not provide
infrastructure of any kind for planned development so far and it should be taken into

account when discussing future projects.
Liptovska LiZna

The village proposed aland use plan in 2008. It dedicates much attention to the
expansion of tourist facilities. Increase in number of beds is suggested to be 1156 (200
new recreational houses), which was not seen positively by Administration of the Low
Tatras National Park (11th September 2008) nor Regional Environmental Bureau (letter
from 18th September 2008) (Annex 7).

Number of visitors daily is suggested to be 5000 (Toman, 2008).
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Vychodna

Vychodnd is as 0f2007 a village with 2340 inhabitants. Land use plan (Cukorov4,2007)
counts with reaching 2800 inhabitants .Built up area of the village was as of 2007
123,14ha. THE land use plan proposes expansion to 136,51 ha (by 13,37 ha).

Land use plan further suggests increase in lodging capacity by 820 beds (from 186 to
1008), out of which 620 are planned in the built-up area, 200 outside the borders of
built-up area. Although sharing the recreational site of national importance- Svarin-

with Kral'ova Lehota, Vychodnd does not propose it as a development site.

New recreational development sites are planned on the borders with buffer zone of the
Low Tatras National Park, namely being Cierna dolina and Zdm¢isko. Cierna dolina lies
in the close vicinity of the biocorridor of the river Biely Vih. Administration of the
National Park alleged (letter from 10th December 2007, Annex 8) appropriate
precautions should be taken to ensure it is left untouched. The approved land use plan in
the section Binding Regulations requires Cierna dolina recreation zone to retain at least
30 m buffer zone on the both sides of the river Biely Véh, to respect the biocorridor this

river represents with all the riparian vegetation present.
VazZec

Vazec is a large village (2372 inhabitants as of 2007) with a land use plan approved on
5th June 2009 Built-up- settlement area represents 172,9 ha. The cadastral area lies
partly in the buffer zone of Low Tatras National Park, built-up area does not reach into
it. Land use plan does not plan on extending the development activities close to the
buffer zone and emphasizes that biocentres function of ecosystems of Low Tatras

mountain range will not be threatened.

Land use Plan of Zilina Region (Toman, 2008) suggests that VaZec has a potential to

become an agrotourist centre of national importance.

As of 2009 Vazec had the lodging capacity of 461 beds. The earlier stage of land-use
plan proposed to reach 1153 beds in the near future (up to 10-years time). A project of
building a recreational and golf complex Golfovy aredl (this name already proposed) on

the south-east of the village to be built in the 10-20-years time is mentioned very
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briefly. Land taken out of agricultural use in total according to earlier-stage land use

plan documentation was 56,35 ha (Cukorova, 2009).

The project Golfovy aredl is characterised in later stage of the land use plan
documentation (Cukorova, 2009), eventually approved (5th June 2009). Golf and
recreational centre Golfovy aredl is there mentioned as a project for the near future (up
to 10 years time) to be of lodging capacity of 1400 beds (hotel, apartment houses,
chalets) located east of the settlement area in the location of Petrovska. In the graphical
part of the land use plan the CRS, as the site of this project is labelled, is nowhere to be
found. Land taken out of agricultural use in total would account for 105,88 ha, land

taken in total: 155,59 ha.

Partizanska LCupca

In the proposed Changes and Amendments of the Land Use Plan from 2011, suggested
capacity of visitors is set on 6000 in summer and 9000 in the winter season. New
amenities include welness centre’ and ski centre Lupcianska Magura, which together
will create conditions for the emergence tourist centre of international importance. This
approach is justified by the statement that the document is in accordance with Land Use

Plan of Zilina Region. Golf course is also planned to be built.

The Administration does not approve of the document proposed alleging that the
Changes and Amendments are not in compliance with Land Use Plan of Zilina Region,
which counts with Partizdnska Cupca being a tourist centre of national, not international
importance. The development sites meant to serve as sporting and recreational amenities
and facilities (golf course, technical backround for the ski centre) are located in the
south of the area in question, bordering the Special Conservation Area Nizke Tatry on
the south. Some of the ski slopes and ski lifts directly interfere with the Special
Conservation Area Nizke Tatry (Annex 9). It is not in line with the Birds Directive,
where it is stated: ,,. Member States shall take appropriate steps to avoid, in the special

areas of conservation, the deterioration of natural habitats and the habitats of species

" Welness Centre Atladia underwent EIA and received consenting opinion in 2012
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as well as disturbance of the species for which the areas have been designated, in so far

as such disturbance could be significant in relation to the objectives of this Directive.*

3 Thesis methodology
The first step in the analysis of the threats to biodiversity conservation goals in the
LTNP in Zilina Region8 was to define the term biodiversity, its importance and to

outline international cooperation it warrants.

A large number of treaties and documents (Convention on Biological Diversity, Agenda
21, Primeval Forests of Slovakia, White Elephants in the Green Mountains, Strategy
for Development of Tourism Industry in Zilina Region for 2007-2013), laws (Act no
543/2002 Coll. on Nature and Landscape Protection, Act No0.24/2006 Coll. on
environmental impact assessment, Act 326/2005 Coll on Forests, European Directives
implemented on national level, land use plans (for the municipalities of: VaZec,
Vychodna, Hybe, VySnd Boca, Maluzind, Liptovsky Jan, Liptovsky Mikulas, Zavazna
Poruba, Pav€ina Lehota, Lazisko, Partizdnska Lupca, Liptovské Sliace, Ludrova,
RuZomberok) and the development plan of Liptovskd Poribka, EIA reports for 17
projects (10 in Deménovska Valley, 3 in Bocka Valley, 1 in Janska Valley, 1 in Pav¢ina
Lehota, 1 in Partizanska LCupca and 1 in Liptovskd Osada and Liptovskd Liizna) were
studied in order to assess the actual measures that are being applied to maintain the

biodiversity, and to determine whether they are applied.

The third step of the analysis was based on terrain works carried out in July-September
2012 (cca 20 days in total) in Deménovska Valley, Janska Valley, Bocka Valley and
Ilanovska Valley, following the walking trails, and further the cadastral areas of

Pav¢ina Lehota, VaZec, Liptovska Poribka, Vychodnd, Kralova Lehota, Partizanska

8 Exclusion of the parts of the Park lying in other regions (Banska Bystrica and Presov) is justified by the
existence of relevant documents and policies concerning only Zilina region (Land Use Plan of Zilina
Region and its Changes and Amendments).
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Lupca, Liptovsky Mikulas, Dibrava, Lazisko and Svity KriZz were observed. The area
outside the settlements boundaries was examined mainly for getting information about
forest managment practices and about new development sites. The municipality bodies
of Zavaznd Poruba, Liptovsky Jan and Pav¢ina Lehota were visited in order to get to the
land- use plan documentation which was not available online. The village of Partizanska

Lupca did not provide the land use plan documentation upon request.

Since a large proportion of required data has not been published, access to these was
gained under Act no. 211/2000 Coll on free access to information. Information about
derogations from the nature protection given throughout the years 2007-2011 in the area
of question was requested from Ministry of the Environment Furthermore,
Administration of the Low Tatras National Park was requested to deliver information.
Based on this a personal appointment with Mr. Ing. Adalbert Mezei, Administration of
the Low Tatras National Park member, was gained. Through this session very beneficial
materials (stands of Administration of the Park on particular projects and land use
plans) were obtained for proceeding in the analysis- hundreds of pages of material from
2007-2012 were gone through, 249 photos of the documents were taken. Out of these 76
photos discussed projects proposed in Demidnovskd Valley and its land use plan

documentation.

The analysis of strategic documents, treaties and laws together with evaluation and
assesment of the practices applied in the area and their compliance with relevant

documents comprises the main part of the thesis.

To reach the set of the objectives the following was examined to evaluate the
regulatory function of Environmental Impact Assessment process (government

failure section):
localization of the project
derogation needed from species/ protected area protection

compliance with the Land use plan of Zilina Region
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To reach the set objectives the following was examined to evaluate the regulatory

function of Land Use Plan of Zilina Region (government failure):
proposed number of visitors daily in the Land Use Plan of Zilina Region

proposed increase in lodging facilities in individual villages based on proposals in Land

Use Plan of Zilina Region

localization of development sites in the land use plans of individual villages (reaching

LTNP, within LTNP etc)

To reach the set objectives the following was examined to evaluate the effects of

Forest Law (besides terrain works having been carried out):

Primeval forests (classified in Primeval Forests of Slovakia, 2011) threatened by the

harvesting of wood

Primeval forests where harvest was executed after relevant bodies had been given a

notice that they had been classified as primeval forests

To reach the set objectives the following was examined to evaluate the market

failure in the sphere of tourism industry ignoring the natural value of the area:
form of tourism of the projects proposed

cumulative effects taken/not taken into account

social value of components of nature given/not given in the report

the valuable area from the biodiversity conservation point of view directly affectedTo -
reach the set objectives the following was examined to evaluate the information

failure
Attendance of the members of the public at public hearings (a part of EIA process)

Comments from the members of the public at public hearings
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3.1 Characteristics of Research Area
- {Odstranéno: q

(its buffer zone takes up 110 162 ha) in three self-governing regions: Zilina, Banska

_ {Odstranéno: ,

territory lying in Zilina Region (Figure 1). Cadastral areas of 33 municipalities (30
villages and 3 towns) in the districts of Liptovsky Mikuld§ and RuZomberok are located

partially in the National Park or in its buffer zone.

zce'stia © HIKING.S|
B

Figure 1 Green marking.represents area of Low Tatras, red marking represents study area

3.1.1 Geomorphic Characteristics

Orographically, the study area belongs to the Alpine-Himalayan System, Carpathian
Mountains Sub-System, Western Carpathians Province, Inner Western Carpathians Sub-
Province, Fatra-Tatra Region, Low Tatras Unit, subunit-Dumbierske Low Tatras and
Kralovohol'ské Low Tatras. It mainly comprises Tatricum crystalline basement (Mazqr,

Lukni§, 1980).

3.1.2 Climate Characteristics

In terms of classification of Slovak climate divisions, the study area is located in the

temperate climate division (the highest temperature in July on average does not exceed
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ranges from 800 to 1600 mm (Niznansky, 2008).

3.1.3 Flora

According to phytogeographical division of Slovakia (Futdk, 1980) the study area
belongs to Carpathicum occidentale zone, the northern part (i.e. part of the buffer zone
located in Liptovskd Basin) belongs to Intercarpaticum, Tatra basin district. Flora of the
covered with Norway spruce forests. Higher altitudes in subalpine zone are covered

with mountain pine forests. The nival zone is not present.

The study area hosts the following habitats of community interest: Acidophilous Picea
forests of montane to alpine levels; Western Carpathian calcicolous Pinus sylvestris
forests; Tilio-acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines; Medio-european limestone
beech forests of the Cephalanthero-fagion; Medio-european subalpine beech woods
beech forests; Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation; Calcareous rocky
slopes with chasmophytic vegetation; Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels;
Active raised bogs; Mountain hay meadows; Lowland hay meadows; Hydrophilous tall
herb fringe communities of plains and of montane to apline levels; Species-rich Nardus
grasslands on silicious substrates on mountain areas; Alpine and subalpine calcareous
grasslands; Silicious alpine and boreal graslands; Bushes with Pinus mugo and

Rhododendron hirsuti (EEA,2011).

3.1.4 Fauna

The study area belongs to Carpathians Sub-Province, Western Carpathians Zone
Regulation no. 24/2003 Coll. of the Act no. 543/2002 Coll. on Nature and Landscape
Protection. These are species of national and community importance (listed thus also in
Annex II to Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of

wild fauna and flora or Council Directive 79/409/EEC):

Bombina variegata, Bombina bombina, Triturus montandoni, Myotis myotis,

Rhinolophus hipposideros, Myotis bechsteini, Myotis dasycneme, Myotis brandtii,
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Vespertilio murinus, Microtus tatricus, Marmota marmota latirostris, Canis lupus, Lynx
lynx, Ursus arctos, Rupicapra rupicapra tatrica (Ursus arctos, Rupicapra rupicapra

tatrica, Marmota marmota latirostris being priority species).

Following bird species live in the area of question: Aquila pomarina, Aquila chrysaetos,
Falco peregrinus, Picoides tridactylus, Dryocopus martius, Tetrao tetrix, Tetrao
urogallus, Aegorius funereus, Perris apivorus, Picus canus, Bubo bubo, Ciconia nigra,
Bonasa bonasia, Glaucidium passerinumm, Aegolius funereus, Dendrocopos leucotos,

Picus canus,etc (EEA,2011).

Several endemits and glacial relicts are present in the area, e.g. Picoides tridactylus,
Marmota marmota latirostris, Rupicapra rupicapra tatrica, etc.

3.1.5 Biodiversity Conservation Status - National Legislative

The LTNP was established in 1978. Low Tatras represent an area of relatively high

ecological stability (Izakovicovd, 2006).

LTNP hosts species listed in Annex IV to Executive Regulation no. 24/2003 Coll. of the
Act no. 543/2002 Coll. on Nature and Landscape Protection- species of national and of
community interest. Its buffer zone often represents important hunting areas for the
birds of prey (Aquila pomarina, Aquila chrysaetos, Falco peregrinus, etc), as well as
important home areas of Crex crex, priority bird species. The Carpathians’ role as a
refuge for large carnivores is perhaps one of the most important aspects of its

biodiversity and so is true for Low Tatras.

The slovak system of nature conservation distinguishes 5 degrees of protection —_the
fifth being the most valuable (from conservation perespective) with most restrictions on
human activities. Buffer zone of the LTNP is of 2nd, LTNP is of the 3rd degree of
protection. There are a few small scale protected areas of the 5th degree of protection
(highest in Slovakia). They are as follows: National Nature Reserves Deminovska
Valley (established in 1929), Janska Valley (established in 1928), Dumbier, Ohniste,

Salatin and Nature Reserve JelSie.
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National Nature Reserves Deminovska Valley, Salatin, Dumbier, Janska Valley are the

most threatened small- scale areas by tourism industry in Slovakia (Gajdos, 2008).

A number of areas classified as primeval forests or their fragments lie in the study area:
Chmelienec (146 ha), Velka Viapenica (36ha), Hronovisko (35 ha), FiSiarka (34 ha),
Nemeckd (26ha), Kolesova (26 ha), Velky Bok (25 ha- before 2012), Ohniste (86 ha),
Dumbier (57 ha), Huciaky (25 ha).

3.1.6 Biodiversity Conservation Status- Implemented International
Legislative

A major part of the study area belongs to the NATURA 2000 network and it provides
for the species protection under the Birds and Habitats Directives (Conuncil Directive
79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild birds and Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the
conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora, respectively). The overlap
between Special Protection Area, Special Areas of Conservation and LTNP is pictured

in Figure 2.

Fig. 2 Low Tatras National Park and Natura 2000 sites

Being the Special area of conservation means that Low Tatras National Park is a site of
Community importance designated by Slovakia as a Member State through a statutory,

administrative and/or contractual act where the necessary conservation measures are
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applied for the maintenance or restoration, at a favourable conservation status, of the

natural habitats and/or the populations of the species for which the site is designated.

4 Results and Discussion
4.1 Government failures

4.1.1 EIA
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Since 2007, 12 development projects were proposed in Deménovska Valley9 (Table 1).

Eleven of them are located in 3rd degree of protection and one in the 2nd.

Nine projects of those located in the LTNP and one in the buffer zone were required to
undergo the EIA process. All 9 projects were given favourable decision at the end of
EIA process, all in the region that has according to Strategy for Development of
Tourism Industry In Zilina Region for 2007-2013 ,.exhausted its potential for further

development of tourism and has high natural value.*

Two projects (16,7%) out of 12 approved projectslo needed a derogation from species
protection and 8 (67%) needed a derogation from provisions for protected areas (Art 14
(1) d) Act 543/2002 Coll:,, in the third degree of protection outside the settlement

boundaries it is forbidden to ski,....and to perform other sporting activities*) (Figure 3).

% of projects approved in need of a
derogation- in Demanovska Valley in
2007-2012
80,00
70,00
60,00
50,00 W derogation from species
40,00 protection
30,00 W derogation from provisions
for protected areas
20,00
10,00
0,00 data not
needed not needed available

Figure 3 Percentage of approved projects needed derogation from nature protection

Four projects (42%)were not in line with Land Use Plan of Zilina Region (,,Not to open

° Deminovska Valley is one of the most important tourist resorts in Slovakia. It represents one of the
most prestigious ski resorts in Slovakia visited by domestic as well as foreign clients

1 Out of 12 projects ten obtained consenting EIA opinion, 1 was left with go signal after scoping phase,
project co-finanaced from EU funds did not undergo the EIA process. All 12 projects are therefore
classified for the purpose of the thesis as ,,approved*

54



up new sport centres, tourist centres and climatic treatment centres in Low Tatras
National Park®, and ,,Increasing the lodging capacity is not desirable when in area

outside the settlement boundaries*) (Figure 4).

Projects approved in Demadnovska
Valley 2007-2012

not in
compliance
with Land Use
Plan of Zilina incompliance
Region with Land Use
(42%) Planof Zilina
Region
(58%)

Figure 4:Projects compliance with the Land Use Plan of Zilina Region

Competent Slovak authorities approve of projects, that are aginst the Convention of
Biological Diversity preamble, do not comply with measures that are according to
Agenda 21 1 necessary to undertake. Slovak authorities do not respect regional strategic

documents (Land Use Plan of Zilina Region).

" ¢ited in the first part of the thesis, togehter with Preamble of CBD, Land Use Plan of Zilina region,
Strategy for Development of tourism industry in Zilina region in 2007-2013
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Table 1 Projects proposed in Deminovska Valley in 2007-2012

. affected valuable | directly affected compliance with derogathn deroggt}on from
location .12 . Land Use Plan | from species provisions for
. . habitats species of fauna .

PI‘Q] ect title of ZR protection protected areas EIA decision
Recreational Site RESORT buffer zone none biocorridor yes not needed not needed consenting
Reconstruction, extension of
cable car and ski slope Grand- LTNP 9410 none mentioned yes not needed needed consenting
Brhliskd
Reconstruction Efmd exteqtlon O,f, LTNP none none mentioned yes not needed needed consenting
cable car and ski slope Biela put
Transition of a ski lift to a cable . .
car Zihradky- Prichyba LTNP 9410 none mentioned yes not needed needed consenting
Restaurant Priehyba LTNP 9150 none mentioned yes not needed not needed consenting
Transition of hotel Chopok from LTNP 9150 Pseudogaurotina o needed not needed consenting
apartment hotel to wellness hotel elegans
Funitel - Transition to modern 6150, 4060, . .

LTNP 9410, 4070%*, none mentioned yes not needed needed consenting
cable car technology 6230
Sk.l Slope Tyrlstlcka- widening of LTNP info not provided | none mentioned yes not needed needed R eeping
existing ski slope phase
Higher Category Hotel LTNP 9410 none mentioned no not needed not needed consenting

12 Habitats: 9410- Acidophilus spruce forests

6150- Siliceous alpine and boreal grasslands

4070* -Bushes with Pinus mugo and Rhododendron hirsutum
9110- Luzulo-Fagetum beech forests

8220- Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation

9150- Medio-European limestone beech forests

6230%*- Species-rich Nardus grasslands on siliceous substrates in mountain areas
9130- Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests

91E0*- Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior

4060- Alpine and Boreal heaths
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derogation
. compliance derogation from
Name of the project location affected. dlrec.tly o with Land Use | from species | provisions for | EIA decision
valuable habitats | species of fauna .
Plan of ZR protection protected
areas
Linkage of Chopok North o110, 9150f R. rupicapra
d Chopok South and 91E0%, 4070%, tatri
10 an QpO. outh an LTNP 6150, 4060, atricd, no needed needed consenting
modernisation of Chopok 9410. 8220 Marmota m.
North and Chopok South 9 i 30 ’ latirostris"
11 Llpkage Biela Pt LTNP 9410 none mentioned yes not needed needed consenting
Priehyba
14 data not data not data not not
2 Chopok West LTNP available available no available needed undergoing

13 Project destroys habitat for colonies of the priority species Marmota marmota latirostris, endemic species of the Low and High Tatras, was given a favourable
decision in regulatory EIA process. The conservation status of the species is unfavourable already, and year after year their numbers get fewer. It is very likely that
some colonies would need to be transferred to another location when proposed project is under construction cause their active colonies will be directly affected. Having
in mind their long-lived specific endemic existence in these territories, it is unlikely that they will find habitat of the same high quality.

14 Project no. 12, not found in database of projects that underwent (or are currently undergoing EIA process), Complex Tourist Centre Chopok West was under the
code 25130120002 financially supported under Operational Programme Competitiveness and Economic Growth 2007-2013, with overall expenditure of 12 mil EUR (6
mil. from the funds) (Informacny list, chopok west, 2011).

The programme was structured according to four priorities. Priority 3 aimed to support the use of the natural, cultural, and existing potential of the Slovak Republic for
the development of sustainable tourism. The focus of this priority is the promotion of Slovak tourism, both locally and internationally
(http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/country/prordn/details_new.cfm?LAN=7&gv_PAY=SK&gv_reg=ALL&gv_PGM=1234&gv_defL=7)

This project did not reduce the existing disparities in the economic performance of individual regions cause Deménovska Valley is already one of the most competitive
tourism centre in Slovakia. Neither, while profiled as a ski centre, was it built in a sustainable manner.
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Out of 8 projects proposed in parts of study area other than Deménovskd dolina, three
were situated in the LTNP"’(Table no.2). Three approved projects did not comply with
the Land use plan of Zilina Region (,,Development of tourist facilities and activities
located in or adjacent to NATURA 2000 sites can obtain consent only provided that it
will not have direct, indirect or cumulative impact on species or habitat that is subject to
NATURA 2000 site protection and will not worsen their conservation status.®,
Increasing the lodging capacity is not desirable when in area outside the settlement
boundaries*“ and ,,Not to open up new sport centres, tourist centres and climatic
treatment centres in the LTNP*). Three (42,9%) projects that obtained a consenting
decision in EIA process needed derogation from species protection and 2 (28,6%) from

provisions for protected areas (Figure 5).

% of projects approved in need of a
derogation- outside Demanovska
Valley 2007-2012

80
60
W derogation from species
40 protection
mderogation from provision
20 for protected areas
0

needed not needed

Figure 5 Percentage of approved projects in need of derogation from nature protection

Moreover, 2 projects - STIV Certovica (proposed in an important biocorridor for large
carnivors and breeding habitat of Tetrao urogallus and Tetrao tetrix) and Bacova Roveil
are considered problematic ski resorts in the report ,,White Elephants in Green
Mountains, Ski developments in Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine*. According
to the report, they are without long-term perspective of relative costs and benefits
including economic, social and environmental factors, threatening NATURA 2000 sites

and priority species (WWF, 2008).

13 Project Chopec was evaluated in the Table no 2. The future localisation poses a threat to priority
species, is not in compliance with land use plan and is supposed to be located in LTNP. In the graphs will
not be taken into account as is as of today in the initial stage of EIA process.
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While enumerating impact of Project Bacova Roveii (Fig. 6) on fauna, it was stated that
in case individuals of Tetrao tetrix are distrubed by the development, they will leave the
site and find the site of comparable quality in the adjacent area. Based on our terrain
work, and considering the habitat requirement of the species in question, we are
confident to say, that it is highly unlikely that the species would find suitable habitat

anywhere nearby,. The area of Bockd Valley is one of the most disturbed areas of the

LTNP and fragmentation of forest patches is very high (Fig.7).

Figure 7 Author: Klocok, L. 15th July 2012, view on Bocka Valley and surrounding area from the
west
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Table 2 Projects proposed in buffer- zone or in LTNP outside Deménovska Valley in 2007-2012

Area q . . derogation
. affected valuable | directly affected fauna compliance with derogathn from
localization habital ; Land Use Plan of | from species covisions for EIA
- o apitats species Zilina Region protection Provistons 1o
Liptovsky Jan protected areas
1 Alexandra \?geuness buffer zone datg not data not available yes not needed not needed not .
hotel available undergoing
2 Sunvalley I buffer zone ;?(531?1221 none mentioned no not needed | not needed consenting
Pavcina Lehota
3 Ziarce buffer zone none none mentioned yes'’ not needed | not needed consenting
Vy$na Boca
4 STIV Certovica LTNP 6230%, 9410 Tetrao tetrix, T?trao no needed needed not over.all
urogallus, carnivors consenting
5 Bacova Roven LTNP 9410 T.tetrix, T. urogallus no needed needed consenting
NiZna Boca
6 Chopec LTNP :\2?1;[?1; Tetrao tetrix no needed needed initial stage
Partizanska Cupca
7 ATLA]%IQ ;Zellness buffer zone none none mentioned yes not needed | not needed consenting
Liptovska Osada, Liptovska LiZzna
buffer .
8 Gothal Jone none Crex crex yes needed not needed | consenting

1 Project funded by EU funds- 5 045 809, 32 EUR under Operational Programme Competitiveness and Economic Growth 2007-2013
v Project Ziarce partly takes up sites protected under Birds Directive. In the EIA documentation it is stated that this area represents only an edge of SPA Nizke Tatry,

and does not host relevant species all year long. It is therefore in compliance with statements in the Land Use Plan. However, species that are subject to protection

are still present in the area.
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If comparing an official stand of relevant bodies on winter amenities in Carpathians, we
see prime difference from the situation established in other mountain ranges. For
instance, economic experts agree with scientists and environmentalists that the winter
tourism in the Alps can't take any more growth. Governments and business leaders
across the region increasingly agree. Swiss banks are now reluctant to lend on ski
development projects. Building new ski resorts has been banned in Switzerland and
Germany. In January 2005 the Tyrol government sitting in Innsbruck, the self-styled
capital of the Alps, launched its most radical bid to call a halt to the relentless
development. All projects on the quarter of Tyrol that is conservation territory were
outlawed and the government issued a blanket ban on all new ski
developments.(Traynor, 2005). Slovak authorities show their support via EIA final

decision to all the projects that were merely about, or consisting of, building a ski lift.

Out of factors set as criteria the overall controversy of the projects proposed was further
examined (Fig.8). Controversy ,,0° is associated with the project that was in compliance
with land use plan and did not need the derogation either from species protection or
provision for protecteed areas. Controversy of the level,,3“is associated with a project
the was not in compliance with a land use plan and simultaneously needed derogation
from species protection and derogation from provisions for protected areas. Twenty

percent of the projects proposed were of such nature.

Controversy of the projects proposed in the
study area 2007-2012

Level of
controversy

e0

el
2
L]

| number of projects [%] |

10

Figure 8 Controversy (non-compliance and need of a derogation) of projects proposed
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4.1.2 Land Use Planning

4.1.2.1 Land-Use Plan of Zilina Region and its Changes and Amendments

| St < I G Ao oo

Changes and Amendments no.3 are focused on tourism industry development in Zilina
Region. The Land-use plan of zilina region contains general statements about not
opening up new sport centres, tourist centres and climatic treatment centres in Low
Tatras National Park, about respecting NATURA 2000 sites etc. However, when
assessing the impact of potential tourism activities on particular patches, parcels, the
SEA report states it is not possible to assess it. The reason behind it, as alleged by the
proposer, was that particular parcels do not contain concrete projects yet and the impact
assessment will be examined in lower levels of land use, or project documentation

(Administration of LTNP in its letter from 10th October 2007-Fig 9).

Figure 9 A letter sent to Administration of the LTNP about impossibility to assess the impact of the
Land Use Plan properly

Ignoring the impact of Land Use Plan of Zilina Region Changes and Amendments Draft
resulted in actually not excluding any activities from proposed development sites. The
first part of the text states that respect for protected areas is crucial and in following
section it offers the parts of LTNP for development, Administration of the LTNP states
in its letter from 10th October 2007 (Fig.10). Villages prepare their land-use plans and
there are not many factors that limit them. Changes and Amendments no 3. failed their
regulatory function to some extent, leaving out the complex examination of many
potential threats to the biodiversity while proposing every other village becoming
atourist centre of regional, national or international importance (Table 3). That
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naturally comes with a requirement of further development of tourist amenities and

higher pressure on valuable areas.

Proposed number of the visitors daily (daily visitors for individual villages, as
recognized by Administration of LTNP, is in the Changes and Development no.3, is
much higher than its increase in initial Land Use Plan of Zilina Region (Figure 11,
Table 3). As seen in the table, proposed increase in number of daily visitors or status
given to avillage was in numerous cases followed by proposal of unrestrained

development in individual villages (Deméinovska Valley, Liptovsky Jan, Vazec,

Partizanska Cupc€a, Vys$na Boca- ski development).

Figure 10 Administration of the LTNP comments on Land Use plan proposing area within LTNP

o

Figure 11 Administration of the LTNP comments on increase in visitors daily having regard to
existence of protected areas
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Table 3 Proposals in the land use plans of villages encouraged by proposal of the Land use plan of

Zilina Region

potential of tourism

proposed visitors daily
in Amendments (2008)

new lodging

land use plans proposing

. cooperation e development reaching
proposed in Land T— to Land Use Plan of facilities proposed the borders of LTNP
o 2 P
Use Plan f)f Zilina villages 7R in individual land (SPA), or within LTNP
Region use plans (SPA)
Municipality Before proposal
Hybe national importance no 600 800 data not provided no
Vazec national no 300 400 2092 no
Vychodna national yes 200 400 820 no
Kréalova Lehota national no 300 700 1150 borders of LTNP
LII_IIJ:;)(;’SIIEY national no 2100 3600 data not available no
Nizna Boca international no 1800 5000 data not available data not available
Vysnd Boca international no 3000 3500 data not provided within LTNP
Maluzina regional yes 400 600 150 no
Liptovsky Jan international no 4800 5100 3197 yes/borders of LTNP
gg:ualf:g national no 3000 4300 data not available no
Llp.t Ovs,kvy international no 3000 4500 data not provided borders of LTNP
Mikulds
Pavcina Lehota national no 1000 3000 356 borders of LTNP
Dem. Valley? international no 7000 12000 936;;‘0’221)““‘% within LTNP
Lazisko not mentioned no 250 1500 215 close vicinity of SPA
Part’lzaflska national no 700 4100 . 6000 crossing SPA
Lupca visitors(summer)
Liptovska Lizna international no 400 5000 1156 no
Liptovska . 1000 (project
Osada?! International no 500 2000 Gothal) borders of LTNP, SPA
LlptoYSke not mentioned no data 1800 2900 data not available data not available
Reviice
summary 31150 59400 9136 mentioned

' In the Land Use Plan of Zilina Region there were 2 columns estimating proposal of daily visitors: a)
,.visitors daily in the main season* and b) ,,visitors daily“. We worked with ,,b*
19 Zavazna Poruba and Deminovsk4 Dolina are in the Land Use Plan further referred to as land backups for
Olympic Games. The limit on number of visitors to D. Valley determined in the original Land-use plan of
Zilina Region (1998) is 8400.
% According to Administration of LTNP, since the body did not receive an answer regarding the validity of
the land use plan from Regional Building Bureau (since 2010), the land use plan is not valid. The procedures
go on and projects are being implemented, despite the fact that no relevant body knows, whether the land use
plan is valid or not. When and use plan of zones were being introduced., the project Linkage of Chopok
North and Chopok South was undergoing the EIA process. Land Use Plan of some zones looked very much

alike

! The Development Proposal for L. Osada was designed by Ing. F. Vesely, partner of Yvex Ltd., who was an
investor of the project Liptovskd Osada- D1hé -Gothal. Liptovskd Osada-Dlhé was based on this development
proposal. Municipal council agreed that the plan would be adopted as official development program of
Liptovska Osada and official backround document for Land Use Plan of Zilina Region.

65




This document introduces Vys$nad Boca, NiZznd Boca, Deminovska dolina, Liptovsky Jan
as centres of international importance that need to be developed in a qualitative way
with high-standard amenities. That can mean sporting facilities. Those are being built in
the national park in three of four mentioned villages. Proposed number of visitors in

future in NiZnd Boca is suggested at 4400, from today’s 1800.

Villages spread their built-up areas closer to the LTNP, closer to NATURA 2000 sites,
proposing mainly ,,dynamic recreational activities” (Fig.12). That is e.g. the case of

Lazisko (Fig.13), Liptovsky Jan (Fig.14), Pav¢ina Lehota (Fig. 15).

Proposed developments in land use

plans and their drafts
5,56%

11,11% l ‘

W borders of LTNP

Ewithin LTNP

. mclose vicinity of SPA
HWnone
11,11% M data not available
mcrossing SPA

5,56%

Figure 12 Location of activities and development proposed in land-use plans
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Figure 13 Land Use Plan of Lazisko proposing to enlarge the built-up area to the borders of SPA
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Newly proposed
development
(Amendments
no.3)

Borders of the

Figure 14 Changes and Amendments to Land Use Plan of

Liptovsky Jan

spreads the settlement borders to the close vicinity of the LTNP

Fig 15 Location of proposed ski centre Ziarce on the borders of the LTNP
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Land Use Plan of Zilina Region introduced (as of today valid) Changes and
Amendments no 4. Partizdnska Cupca proposed ski slope crossing the SPA in its land

use plan (Fig.16). Ski slope in the cadastral area Partizanska Cupca crossing the Special

Protection Area Nizke Tatry is displayed in the graphic part of the mentioned Changes
(Fig.17).

im vplyvoy
s PR aUEV 0152

Figure 16 Administration of the LTNP alleging the proposed ski lift of the ski resort

Lupdianska Magura proposed in the Land Use Plan of P. Cupéa crosses the SPA Nizke Tatry
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Figure 17 Graphic part of Land Use Plan of Zilina Region, Changes no.4 displays a ski lift crossing
the SPA

Land Use Plan of Zilina Region did not propose any guidance for the villages and did
not suggest any possible cooperation for Low Tatras region to become a healthy
sustainable ecological tourism product. The only villages that mention in their land use
plans (development plan) the possibility to promote, to use products of other villages

and not duplicate the activities in vain are MaluZina and Liptovsk4 Portibka.

Villages do not work as partners. They compete between each other and will offer the
same tourism product, going behind the treshhold of what the ecosystem services can

give and without taking into account the natural heritage. New ski lifts (ski resorts) are

proposed to be built in Demédnovskd Dolina, Pav€ina Lehota, Liptovskd LiZna,
Liptovskd Osada, Patizdnska LCupca, NiZznd Boca, Vys$nd Boca. Land Use Plan of Zilina
Region proposed five golf courses to be designated in the Liptov Region (3 outside the
study area): Partizdnska Lupca, Deminova-Bodice, Jamnik, Sielnica, Liptovska
Kokava. Besides these, VazZec has a site classified for designing a golf course in its land
use plan as well. In addition, there is a project approved in Liptovskd Osada (Gothal)

consisting of a golf course.
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The only brief idea of cooperation between the villages is to physically connect them. In
this way, as mentioned in the strategic documents, centre in Liptovsky Jan would be
connected to Zavaznd Poruba, creating upper-regional recreational zone. ZavaZni
Poruba is supposed to create closer relation with the new sporting facility in I'anovo.
Deminova , the main part where Liptovsky Mikulds plans further development, will be
close to built up area of Plostin and Il'anovo. Bodice is planning to make a direct
connection with recreational centre of cottages (to be) in Andice and Benice. Pavc¢ina
Lehota plans a connection leading south to Bodice. Proposal of building the road
between Pavfina Lehota and Lazisko to allow further tourism development and
cooperation of these two villages is in the draft of Land use plan of Lazisko. Villages
lying in picturesque valley of their own suggest creating a big tourist centre connecting

many of the valleys (Fig.18).It will make it less smooth for animals to migrate through

Liptovska Basin between Low Tatras, High Tatras, Vel'ka Fatra.

Figure 18 Development proposed separately by individual villages would connect the valleys,
placing a burden on the buffer zone of the park

IUCN see the buffer zone of the Category II —National Park as follows:“The
surrounding landscapes can have varying degrees of consumptive or non-consumptive
uses but should ideally serve as buffers to the protected area.* In Slovakia, buffer zone

is, as is the case of LTNP, seen as something which main function is to be built- up.

71



4.1.3 Law Implementation

4.1.3.1 Derogations

In 2007-2011 101 derogations from nature protection provisions under the Act no
543/2002 Coll. on nature and landscape protection were provided to activities in the

LTNP and its buffer zone in Zilina Region.

Table no.4 indicates the derogations given in 3rd- 5th degree of protection. Besides
these, some derogations in 2nd degree of protection were obtianed, of commercial
character- (amongst them parking, or entering by car to the area outside the settlement
boundaries). Namely they were in: 2007: Pav¢ina Lehota, 2009: Kralova Lehota,
Svarin, 2010: Krdl'ova Lehota, Hybe, 2011: Kral'ova Lehota, Hybe.

Most of the activities labelled in the Table as ,,commercial (com)®, represent ,,parking,
or entering by car to the area outside the settlement boundaries®. 3 derogations out of
,com were given to hiking and ski mountaineering activities in the fifth degree of
protection in Deminovskd Valley (2) and Dumbier. 32 derogations were given to sport
activities and activities producing light and noise pollution (2007-2010 (6), 2011 (8) ) in
the third degree of protection. In 2010 the activity of building a parking lot in National

Nature Reserve Deménovska Valley obtained a derogation.

17 derogations were given for the activites in the context of calamity (not defined

closer) that occured earlier in the area- all in the fifth degree of protection.
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Table 4 Derogations from the Art. 13-16 Act 543/2002 on Nature and Landscape protection in 2007-
2011

arca degree of year
protection 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
LLAINE e 5 2 (research) 1(research) / / 1(research)
complex
. 9(com.)
3 8 (commercial) | 7 (com.), 6(com.) T(com.) I (research)
Demiinovskd 4 / / 2(com.) / 1(com.)
Valley 2 (forestry) 3(forestry) 2(forestry)
1(geol. works) | 1(research) Y
5 3(com.) 3(com.) 1(com.)
1(banner) 1(geol. (research)
2(commercial) works)
/ / / / 1(research)
Liptovsky Jén 5 2(forestry) 2(forestry) 2(forestry) | 1(research) | 1(research)
I(commercial) Y1 2(com) | lcom) | I(com)
. . 1 (forestry)
Lipt. Portibka 5 2(forestry) I(info table) / / /
2 / / / 1(com.) 1(com.)
Llpt Mikulas 4 / 1(research) / / /
1(cut down)
Ruzomberok 3 1 (commercial) / / / /
Partizanska
e 5 / 1 (forestry) / / /
1(water
Liptovska Osada 4 / / / / treatment
facility)
Vychodna 3 / / 1 (com.) / 1(com.)
Vazec 3 / / 1(com.) / /

That a developer asks for a derogation in the area of interest, that can be expected. The
law that stands for factual and unbiased nature protection should regulate the wishes of
investors and developers. It should not happen that a parking lot obtains a derogation

from the nature protection in the highest degree of protection the country provides.

4.1.3.2 Implementation of the Forest Act

Act no 326/2005 Coll. on forests was introduced in the previous part of the thesis.
Article 23(5) states that in case that a possible threat is identified represented by pest
occurence, forest managers have a duty to proceed with the accidential harvest for the
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sake of the forest stands in order to stop pest infestation. Accidential harvest is any

timber-harvesting activity that is part of measures taken to battle the pest infestation.

East part of study area, around Bockd Valley was among those recognized as such area

(Fig 19, 20).

Figure 19 Bocka Valley as of July 17th, 2012, author: Cubomir Klocok

Harvesting for wood, often claimed that it is happens mainly in context of Norway
Spruce bark beetle investation, threatens ecosystems in other parts, e.g. Deménovska
Valley (Fig. 21).
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Figure 20-Walking trail Rovna hoPa- NiZna Boca as of July 2012, author: Dubomir Klocok

Fig 21 Deminovska Valley seen from the walking trail Deminovska Valley-Chopok, date: 4th July
2012 author: Jin Baro§
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4.1.3.3 Harvest in Primeval Forests

There are 10 primeval forests / fragments classified (2011) in the study area (Table 5).

Three of them lie partly in the 5th degree of protection, 7 are in the third degree of

protection. All are situated within NATURA 2000 sites. Majority of them has been or is

threatened by timber harvesting. They are home to owl species, Tetrao urogallus, large

carnivors, etc.

Despite the fact that FSC Slovakia informed wood manufacturers about localization of

primeval forest, in 2012 more clear-cutting was executed in Vel'ky Bok primeval forest.

According to experts this forest is of the similar quality to two iconic Slovak primeval

forests, Badinsky prales and Dobro¢sky prales (Vrazda, 2012).

Table 5 Harvest of wood in primeval forests

harvested after

threatened by classification as
Primeval Forest |cadastral area | protection harvest of wood | primeval forest
Kralova
Chmelienec Lehota LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0310) | yes no
Kréalova
Vel'kd Vapenica [ Lehota LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0310) | yes no
Kréalova
Hronovisko Lehota LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0310) | yes no
FiSiarka Niznd Boca LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0310) | yes no
Krélova
Nemecka Lehota LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0310) | yes no
Kralova
Kolesova Lehota LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0310) | yes no
Velky Bok Maluzind LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0310) | yes yes- 2012
through
Ohniste Lipt. Poribka |LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0302) | derogation no
-given in
National Nature Reserve 2007,2008
through
Dumbier Liptovsky Jan |LTNP, SPA (SKUEV 0302) [ derogation no
-given in 2007,
National Nature Reserve 2009
through
Huciaky Lipt. Stiavnica | buffer zone, National derogation no

Nature Reserve Salatin,
SPA (SKUEV 0917)
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Slovakia is failing to provide the protection for the sites of community importance
althought it bound itself to provide it- protection to be provided for Habitats of
community interest in Krdlovoholské Nizke Tatry and Dumbierske Nizke Tatry

includes: Protection of primeval forests fragments.

In France the government is working closely with local landowners and users to put in
place an agreed management plan for each site. These plans are developed through a
local steering committee- which is made up of local authorities, landowners and users,
representatives from rural agencies, sectoral organisations, nature NGOs and ecology
experts and anyone else who has an interest in the Natura 2000 site. Once a consensus
has been reached, the management plan is officially approved by the State (EC DG
Environment, 2012).

In Slovakia, no consensus, no agreement is being tried to be concluded. Proposers
suggest projects in LTNP, in NATURA 2000 sites or of nature that affect protected
areas. In the regulating processes these are being approved in context of development in

the prospective sites of Slovak rural, mountaineous areas.

4.2 Information Failure

4.2.1 Public Awareness

Rising the voice in the EIA process within public hearing is the way how to express the
consent or disapproval. It is also the way how to get more information, how to ask

directly

the proposer of the project, the planner, what is the purpose of the project, what are the
benefits, by-passes, negatives, what implementation would mean for a village. This
section of the thesis assess the attendance of members of the public at public hearing in

EIA process.

Public hearings for four projects proposed in Deminovska Valley were not followed by

any members of the public (Table 6).

Members of the public present at the hearings ( the case of 13 hearings) did not
comment at all at 8 of the hearings. One of those was the project Linkage of Chopok
North and Chopok South and modernisation of Chopok North and Chopok South, the
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most extensive project ever considered in LTNP. Project is not in compliance with the
Land Use Plan of Zilina Region, claims to be in compliance with Land Use Plan of
Demainovska Valley, which is not valid. Furthermore, it needed derogation from species
protection as well as from provisions for protection areas.

Table 6 Attendance at the public hearings as a stage of EIA process (projects in Deménovska
Valley)

Ar Attendance at | From that- comment from

ca the public members of the [ the members of
Deménovska Valley Localization hearings public the public
Recreational Site RESORT buffer zone 4 0

Reconstruction, extension of cable
car and ski slope Grand-Brhliska

LTNP 8 0
Reconstruction and extention of
cable car and ski slope Biela put’ . . . .

LTNP info not given | info not given
Transition of a ski lift to a cable car
Zahradky -Priehyba . .

LTNP 7 | info not given
Restaurant Priehyba LTNP 6 1
Transition of hotel Chopok to
welness hotel

LTNP 4 0

Funitel- Transition to modern cable
car technology LTNP 10 3

Ski Slope Turisticka- widening of

existing ski slope withput ' withput public with'out public
LTNP public hearing | hearing hearing
Higher Category Hotel LTNP 12 1
Linkage of Chopok North & South | LTNP 17 | info not given
Linkage Biela Pit- Priechyba LTNP 7 0
without without without
Chopok West LTNP p.hearing | p.hearing p-hearing

The highest number of members of the public commenting at one hearing was 6

(Bacova Roveil)-mainly calling for project approval (Table 7).

The highest number of people against the project expressing their opinion at public
hearing, out of all proposed projects (Demidnovskd Valley, other sites) was 5- for project
Ziarce. The second highest was 2 ( STIV Certovica- the third person against was the

Chief of The Administration of LTNP).

In the world the human behaviour of ,,NOPE* (Not On Planet Earth) and ,,NIMB* (Not

In My Backyard) scheme is recognized within EIA process. In the study area none of
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these patterns exist, nor others giving strongly consenting opinion. From the
information obtained (Table 6 and 7) we can conclude that people are not interested in
what is happening and what will happen.

Table 7 Attendance at the public hearings as a stage of EIA process (projects outside Deménovska
Valley)

Area Attendance at | From that- comment from
the public members of the |the members of

Liptovsky Jén location hearing public the public
Alexandra wellness buffer without p.
hotel zone hearing / /

buffer
Sunvalley I zone 8 | info not given 0
Pavcina Lehota

buffer
Ziarce zone info not given |at least 5 at least 5
Vys$nd Boca

"fruitful
STIV Certovica LTNP info not given [info not given |discussion”
Bacdova Roven LTNP info not given |info not given |at least 6
Niznéd Boca
without p. without p. without p.

Chopec LTNP hearing hearing hearing
Partizanska Cupca
ATLADIA Wellness | buffer "fruitful
Centre zone 18 13 | discussion”
Liptovska Osada, Liptovska LiZna

buffer
Gothal zone 5 [ info not given 0
4.3 Market failures

4.3.1 Not seeing protected areas as a limit

Despite the knowledge of project taking up the area in LTNP, developers propose the
projects and do not back out even though the nature concervancy bodies opose the idea
strongly. That is the case of all the projects suggested to be built in Deménovska
Valley, NiZzn4 Boca and Vys$nd Boca (Fig.22) mentioned in the first part of the thesis.
Extensive project Gothal is currently being under construction in Liptovskd Osada and

Liptovskd Lizna (Fig. 23).
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Figure 23 Project Gothal comprises also a deer park located on the borders of SPA Nizke Tatry

As seen in the Table no. 8 and Table no. 9, investors, developers and entrepreneurs do

not see neither LTNP nor NATURA 2000 sites as a limit.

In 2010 adeveloper requested aderogation from provisions for protected areas
(Deminovska Valley). Administration of the LTNP in its letter from 21st June 2010
answered that does not recommend that this project obtains a derogation. The project
was about designation of children’s ski lift and ski slope in the small-scale protected
area Deménovska Valley in 5t degree of protection, in SPA Nizke Tatry and SAC
Dumbierske Tatry (Fig. 24).

80



1é byt umiestnena v Demanovske| doline
. Atrakcia pozostava

‘| Lokalita, na ktorej by mala byt
vna atrakcia pre deti predskolského
1 vtacom Gzemi SK CHVU 018 Nizke
02 Dumbierske Tatry av Narodnej
zakona NR SR o ochrane prirod

nran

z hladiska ochrany prirody radi

ielen slovenskej ale aj europskej
‘nedoporucuje tito Sportova

Figure 24 Administration of the LTNP reacts on requests for derogation from nature protection in
the site of the 5th degree of protection

What is more, cumulative impacts are not taken into account in none of the cases,
although duplication of the activities, as one of the main features of unsustainable
tourism development are plentiful. The proposed projects do not reflect the market for
the services they would provide. The current lodging capacities are not exhausted. None
of the projects analysed mentions the existence of the same kind of amenity as a limit to
its own activity. All of the projects represent contribution to hard forms of tourism in the
area.

The proposed projects do not reflect the climate situation of the region (=> hard/ non-
sustainable form of tourism). Despite the fact that scientific publications set out the non-
sustainable nature of ski lifts — those built under 1500 m may become uneconomic by
2030 (Holko, Kostka, 2004), Nearly all ski lifts suggested to be built are of such nature.
They are as follows: Partizdnska LCupca, Pav€ina Lehota, Liptovskd LiZna, VySna Boca,
Niznd Boca. Exceptions are some in Deminovska Valley, which will take precious areas
above the tree line.

Except for one project, none of those (Table no. 8 and Table no. 9) that take up the land
in the third degree of protection, sometimes part of NATURA 2000 network, deals with
the value of the ecosystem lost after the proposed activity is implemented. In the case of
that particular one- Funitel- social value of habitats affected was estimated at 108 222
EUR.
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Table 8 Projects proposed in Demiinovska Valley in 2007-2012 from the proposer point of view

Area .. form of | cumulative effects | valuable areas respected by the .
= = o5 localization : : : social value
Demiinovskd Valley tourism | taken into account project
Recreational Site Resort buffer zone hard no no/biocorridor not provided
Reconstruction and extension of cable .
car and ski slope Grand-Brhiliska LTNP hard no no/LTNP not provided
Reconstruction and extention of cable :
car and ski slope Biela Pt LTNP hard no no/LTNP not provided
Transition of a ski lift to a cable car :
Zihradky- Prichyba LTNP hard no no/LTNP not provided
Restaurant Priehyba LTNP hard no no/LTNP, 1000m from SPA not provided
Transition of hotlci)t(glopok to welness LTNP hard o no/LTNP i o
Funitel- Transition to modern cable car LTNP hard o no/LTNP 108 222 EUR
technology (habitats
Ski Slope Turistickd- widening of no/LTNP, close vicinity to .
existing ski slope LTNP b no SAC,SPA IS e
. . no/100m- Vrbické Glacial Lake, .
Higher Category Hotel in Dem. Valley LTNP hard no 120m from SPA not provided
: = 73
Linkage of Chopsofult\lllorth and Chopok LTNP hard o n0/LTNP, SPA, SAC =229 163 570 EUR
Linkage Biela Pit’- Prichyba LTNP hard no no/LTNP,1200 m from SAC not provided
SiBEEEE o B LTNP hard no no/LTNP data not available

Centre

2 As mentioned in one of the EIA reports by an affected entity, cut down performed since 2004-2010 (project Linkage of Chopok South and Chopok North not
included) in the Norway spruce forests (Acidophilus spruce forests ) of Chopok accounts for 502 244 m’.

 Info given only about value of the habitats of the whole area of parcels affected- 229 163 570 EUR

82




Table 9 Projects proposed in the study area outside Deménovska Vally in 2007-2012 from the
proposer point of view

Alexandra data not
wellness hotel buffer zone | hard no threat not present available
106117

Sunvalley II | buffer zone | hard no threat not present EUR (trees)

Gothal

buffer zone

hard

STIV Certovica LTNP hard no nO/L?;i’zf AC, not provided
Bacova Roven LTNP hard no no/ LTSI;I& SAC, not provided
no/LTNP,SPA, data not
Chopec LTNP hard no SAC available
ATLADIA
Wellness buffer zone | hard no threat not present | not provided
Centre

no/SPA in close
proximity

not provided

Ski centres in Deménovskd dolina and Vys$nd Boca are recognized as problematic

development according to WWF (2008), being without long-term perspective of relative

costs and benefits including economic, social and environmental factors.

4.3.2 Misusage of EU funds

A project of fire road in the study area was co-financed from EU funds located in the

cadastral area of Liptovsky Jan, in Janska Valley.This road leads to the StaniSovska

Cave and goes further to the National Park. After the fire road was built in 2010,

National Nature Monument StaniSovskd Cave opened to the public. What followed, was

* The proposer of the project STIV Certovica was asked in initial stage of EIA process by a relevant
body to propose an alternative outside the LTNP. He ignored it and proposed only 3 alternatives in the
LTNP. Area is recognized as important biocorridor used by large carnivors.



the lenghtening the bus route by about a kilometer from its former last stop using this

fire road. The final bus stop nowadays reaches borders of LTNP.

The road is further used in an unregulated way by tourists visiting the cave (situated
approximately 2,5 km from settlement borders) coming by car within the borders of the
national park, which was not allowed before. As a consequence, a little illegal parking
lot exists near the cave, its shortest distance to the table "National Nature Reserve

Janska Valley" is 2 metres (Fig.25). Janska Valley is classified as one of the most

threatened small scale protected areas by tourism industry in Slovakia (Gajdos, 2008).

Figure 25 Project of fire road is misues for commercial activities and threatens the small- scale
protected area Janska Valley, of the 5th degree of protection

All the stakeholders who could, make the use of The EU funded fire road, as the usage
is not regulated in any way — a municipality by lenghtening the bus route to the borders

of LTNP, the tourists by entering by car to the LTNP and parking there.

Another project cofunded by EU is Complex Tourist Centre Chopok West (disccussed in
the Chapter Government Failures). Under the code 25130120002 financially supported
under Operational Programme Competitiveness and Economic Growth 2007-2013, with
overall expenditure of 12 mil EUR, financial support from the EU funds: 6 mil EUR
(Fig.26).
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The programme was structured according to four priorities. Priority 3 aimed to support

the use of the natural, cultural, and existing potential of the Slovak Republic for the

development of sustainable tourism. The focus of this priority is the promotion of Slovak

tourism, both locally and internationally (European Commission, 2012)

EJROPLEA JNIA

Complex
Zoznam zmluvne viazanych projektoy v ramei vvzvy KaHR-318P-0801 - scptember 2012 TOU.TiSt Centre
Vyika Mieswrealizace  Chopok West,
A Nizov prijimarela Nirov projelon Farmluvnensho projektu H -
MFP (v EUR) (MU Iy lelna Reglon
. | Elevaton sro. Hekondtrukaia hotels shezsky Dom 5202 307,81 Predovshy kray
3. |EVT, sro. Prestavba Hotela Mineril Dudinse 4 630 749,32 | Banskobystricky kraj
Zviriarie konkurencizschopmosti hoielz
3. |CZCX sro. AMOASSADOR jeho modemizacion a 53257474 Kogicky kra;
e y i -
?'—_ ey wybodovanie komplexnébo streciska | o :
4. | WEEIS, s.ro. costovného muehy Chopok Zipad [ EV R ELTRIR Aalinsky kray

This project did not reduce the existing disparities in the economic performance of

individual regions cause Deméinovska Valley is already one of the most competitive

tourism centre in Slovakia. Neither, while profiled as a ski centre, was it built in

a sustainable manner.
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5 Conclusion

In Demiénovsk4 Valley out of 12 project two projects (16,7%) needed a derogation from
species protection and 8 (67%) needed a derogation from provisions for protected areas
(Art 14 (1) d) Act 543/2002 Coll Four projects (42%)were not in line with Land Use
Plan of Zilina Region.

Out of 8 projects proposed in parts of study area other than Deménovskd dolina, three
were situated in the LTNP. Three approved projects did not comply with the Land use
plan of Zilina Region. Three (42,9%) projects that obtained a consenting decision in
EIA process needed derogation from species protection and 2 (28,6%) from provisions

for protected areas.

Controversy of the level,,3%, associated with a project the was not in compliance with
aland use plan and simultaneously needed derogation from species protection and
derogation from provisions for protected areas, represented the nature of 20% of all the

projects proposed in the study area.

Changes and Amendments no 3 (and subsequently 4 follow in its footsteps) to the Land
Use Plan of Zilina Region. failed its regulatory function to some extent, leaving out the
complex examination of many potential threats to the biodiversity. Proposed increase in
number of daily visitors or status given to a village was in numerous cases followed by
proposal of unrestrained development in individual villages (Deméinovska Valley,

Liptovsky Jan, VaZec, Partizanska Lupca, Vysna Boca- ski development).

Changes and Amendments introduces Vy$nd Boca, Niznd Boca, Deménovska Valley
and Liptovsky Jan as centres of international importance which need to be developed in
a qualitative way with high-standard amenities. Village welcome the proposal and sport
facilities are being built in the national park in three of four mentioned villages, namely

being Vys$na Boca, Niznd Boca, Deminovska Valley.
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27,78 % out of villages that have their land use plan elaborated, propose spreading the
development sites to the borders of the LTNP. 5,56% deem appropriate introducing

activities within Special Protection Area Nizke Tatry.

Out of 101 derogations from nature protection throughout years 2007-2011 32
derogations were given to sport activities and activities producing light and noise
pollution in the third degree of protection. In 2010 the activity of building a parking lot
in the fifth degree of protection obtained a derogation. 17 derogations were given for the

activites in the context of calamity in the fifth degree of protection.

Ten out of 10 primeval forest fragments are situated in the NATURA 2000 sites. . All of
them except for those lying in the fifth degree of protection have been or are threatened
by timber harvesting. In 2012 more clear-cutting was executed in Velky Bok primeval

forest.

Out of 20 projects, public hearing was held in the process of evaluating the impact on
16 of the. Out of those public hearing, 4 were not followed by members of the public at
all (7 reports did not mention attendance of the public). On 10 of the public hearings

members of the public did not pose and question and did not comment on the project.

Investors, developers and entrepreneurs do not see neither LTNP nor NATURA 2000
sites as a limit. None of the projects analysed mentions the existence of the same kind of
amenity as a limit to its own activity. All of the 20 projects represent contribution to
hard forms of tourism in the area. None of the proposed projects for which it is

a relevant issue reflects the climate situation of the region and addresses climate change.

Except for one project, none of those (Table no. 8 and Table no. 9) that take up the land
in the third degree of protection, sometimes part of NATURA 2000 network, deals with

the value of the ecosystem lost after the proposed activity is implemented

Project of winter sporting amenities located in the LTNP- Complex Tourist Centre
Chopok West was financially supported under Operational Programme Competitiveness

and Economic Growth 2007-2013.
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7 Annexes

Annex 1

Table 7.1. The hard-soft tourism continuum in the accommodation sector.
SOFT TOURISM & = = = = = = = = = = = = = HARD TOURISM

Attributes
Socio-cultural  Strong Significant Limited Weak
affinities
Local business  Strong Significant Limited Weak
linkages
Ownership and  Local Mainly local  Mainly external  External
labour
Negative Limited Variable but ~ Variable Significant

= environmental limited
effects
Scale Small Small/medium Medium/large  Large
Product Locally-specific Standardized
Example Farm Small hotel/  National hotel  National/

accommodation guesthouse chain with International
regionally hotel chain
specific product
Annex 2

7- ? T aw—&o??
z8

o KRAJSKY URAD ZIVOTNEHO PROSTREDIA V ZILINE
ODBOR STAROSTLIVOSTI O ZIVOTNE PROSTREME \
Namestie I . Stira . 3, 010 10 Zilina ]

L] .

. ,,/ H Obec Deménovska Dolina
poprenT) FHIT - Obecny tirad
o 7795 Vi 032 51
f_U) C/{/( . .
Vs list &islo/zo diia Nase ¢&islo Vybavuje/linka Zilina
2007/01262/ Ja Ing. Jantova /14 24.09. 2007
Vee

Nivrh UPN obce Demiinovski Dolina - stanovisko

Krajsky trad Zivotného prostredia v Ziline (dalej KUZP), ako prisluiny organ $tdtnej sprivy ochrany
prirody a krajiny v zmysle § 4 zikona & 525/2003 Z.z. o itdtnej sprave starostlivosti o Zivotné prostredie

a0 zmene a doplneni niektorych zéikonov, na ziklade Ziadosti: Obecny drad Demiinovskia Dolina , 032 54
Demiinovskd Dolina diva nasledovné

stanovisko:

podia § 9 ods. 2 zikona €, 543/ 2002 Z.z. o ochran ji "alej '

a & 3 2002 Z.z. o ochrane prirody a krajiny ( ,,d’alej len zikona®) k hu UPN

obee Demiinovsks Dolina, B

Nﬁvrh UPN zahffia kat

ktoré tvoria jeden funkény celc
narko Nisba 7o - -

astralne fzemie obce Deminovska Dolina a bezprostredne susediace plochy,
k. Predmetné tizemie lezi mendou &astou v ochrannom pasme Narodného
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Annex 3

Annex 4
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aredl z Bielej Pite
£ pre polyfunkénd bytovi
nu dizemiu je UP VUC
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Deminovska Dolina bola
008, s G¢innostou  dia
Y736/2010 zo diia
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Annex 5

Annex 6

STATNA OCHRANA PRIRODY SLOVENSKEJ REPUBLIKY
onélne centrum ochrany prirody v Banskej Bystrici

SPRAVA NARODNEHO PARKU NIZKE TATRY

Lazovna 10, 974 01 Banska Bystrica

Vyjadrenie & NAPANT/976/2010 zo dia 10.09.2010  Vybavuje : Ing. Mezei.

8.4.

nesuhlasime s vymedzenim hranice zastavaného Gzemia v oblasti medzi Bodicami
a PR Jeliie, ktoré zahffia aj plochy uréené pre rekredciu v prirodnom prostredi”, primarme sa
uvaZuje o golfovom ihrisku, doporuéujeme nekonkrelizoval' uvedenym spésobom vyuZitie
tejto plochy bez predchadzajuceho zhodnotenia uzemia a vplyvu navrhovanej éinnosti na
Zivotné prosiredie

akceptované v ndvrhu UPN O Liptovsky Mikulds textovd cast str.62 a 164, pred

vydanim dzemného rozhodnutia bude zamer posiudeny podla zakona 24/2006 Z.z.
v stivislosti s vpyvom navrhovanej éinnosti na Zivotné prostredie
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Annex 8
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