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Abstract: 

This paper deals with the analysis of the possible threats and benefits that tourism development poses to the Mediterranean natural coastal areas, particularly to the protected areas, which are growingly occupied by tourists, and tourism related activities. The present state of the art is explained on the case of the Biokovo Mountain, one of eleven nature parks in Croatia, which is due to its position nearby one of the most famous coastal tourist destinations, e.g. Makarska Riviera, seriously endangered by an ever-growing number of tourists and their activities. Hence, by analysing problems this nature park faces regarding tourism development, some recommendation will be given concerning possible policies and measures that ought to be implemented in order to keep both the Park system and tourism development sustainable.
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1. Tourism development challenges in the Mediterranean coastal areas

Coastal areas constitute a unique geographic space from an ecological and human development perspective. Coastal zones, particularly on the Mediterranean are characterised by high concentrations of population and economic activities which lead to conflicts over the use of resources, intensive use of land, urbanisation, artificialization of the coastline and environmental degradation. In addition, there is an increasing spatial imbalance in development between dynamic coastal areas, heavily populated and characterised by intensive levels of land use and consumption and often declining inland (and marginal) areas in terms of population and economic  activity. Urbanisation in the Mediterranean is expanding, characterised by high densities of population and activities concentration in coastal areas (Cocossis, 2002). Among all activities concentrated on the Mediterranean coastal areas, tourism is definitely the most influential one, in terms of both the ever-growing tourism demand, which according to the UNWTO data (2007) for the European part of the Mediterranean only, is estimated at some 160 millions  of tourist arrivals (almost 20% of the world's total), and tourist supply/offer that comes along to it. 
The foreseen growth of tourism demand in the Mediterranean coastal areas, asks for a further diversification of tourism products and destinations, with a special stress on nature-related tourist products, including ecotourism, visitation to national and natural parks, rural-based tourism and the like. The tourists themselves are becoming increasingly sophisticated in their demands; this is not only in terms of luxury at the various establishments they use, but especially in terms of having a meaningful travel experience, including such aspects as cultural authenticity, contacts with local communities, and learning about flora, fauna, special ecosystems and natural life in general. Such trends put tourism in a strategic position to make a positive contribution to, or to negatively affect, the sustainability of natural and particularly protected areas and the development potential of surrounding areas and their communities. 

2. The role of protected areas in tourism development
It is estimated that 50% of the ecologically richest and most sensitive areas in the EU are located in coastal areas (Evans, 2005). Many negative impacts of tourism development are evident in such areas arising from the sheer concentration of tourists, accommodation and/or infrastructure development. These impacts will vary depending on the nature of the visitor, the form of development, the timing of the visit, the kind of activity and the nature of the protected area (Petrić, 2005).
According to the IUCN definition, protected area is "an area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective means" (IUCN, 1994). Within this broad IUCN definition, protected areas are in fact managed for many different purposes. To help improve understanding and promote awareness of protected area purposes, IUCN has developed a six-category system of protected areas identified by their primary management objective. Some kind of recreation and tourism is likely to occur as a management objective in every category of protected areas except for the strict nature reserve. This means that biodiversity protection, though a critically important function of many protected areas is far from the only purpose and is often not the primary purpose of the protected area. Marine protected areas are covered by the IUCN definition and categories system but it was not until recently that they gained  prominence as the need for the protection of marine environments became more widely recognised. 

Tourism in protected area produces benefits and costs. These effects interact often in complex ways. Potential benefits of tourism in protected areas are as follows: increasing jobs for the locals, increasing income, stimulates and diversifies local economy, encourages local manufacture of goods, contributes to protection of natural and cultural heritage, supports research and development of good environmental practices, supports environmental education for visitors and locals etc. Negative effects result from tourist visitation, but many of them can be competently managed and alleviated. The costs of tourism in protected areas are of three kinds, e.g. financial and economic (increased costs in terms of safety, additional personnel and facilities needed by tourists etc.), socio-cultural (different conflicts between tourists, tourism development objectives and resident population), and environmental costs (degradation of environment, loss of biodiversity etc.)
The role of protected areas in tourism development has an ever-growing importance. This is proved by the following numbers presented in the research made by the Zagreb Institute of tourism (2007):
· Demand for nature based tourism makes 7% of the total world’s tourism demand; its annual growth rates range from 10% - 30%; 
· Eco tourism demand makes between 7% and 10% of the total world’s tourist demand with the annual growth rates  between 2% and 4%;

· Adventure tourism demand, that is also nature based, grows annually by 8%. 

Considering the above presented trends, it is obvious that special attention has to be paid to protected areas management in terms of enhancing process of planning and control to avoid possible conflicts over nature protection and tourism development. This is particularly important for the protected areas in the Mediterranean coastal zones that already show the signs of tourism over-saturation. 
3. The EU institutional framework of sustainable tourism development 

How to gain sustainability in the process of tourism development in the coastal areas in general and particularly in their protected zones is the problem the EU has faced already at the end of 1980-ties. 

At a regional level, the sustainable development of coastal areas has now become a priority for all states party to the Barcelona Convention, and a priority topic for the Mediterranean Commission on Sustainable development (MSCD). The inclusion of the "marine environment" concept in the Convention on the Law of the Sea in 1982 , the international character granted to the issue of Integrated Coastal Areas Management in Chapter 17 of the Rio Agenda 21 in 1992 and the amendments to the Barcelona Convention and protocols in 1995, have extended the scope of application of the Convention and related protocols to include the coastal areas. In 2001, the Contracting Parties to the Barcelona Convention approved a recommendation to prepare a feasibility study "concerning regional legal instruments on the sustainable management of coastal areas". A report was completed in 2003. 

(http://www.europa.eu/enterprise/services/tourism/tourism-publications/documents/iqm_coastal_en.pdf)

European environmental policy contributes towards sustainable development of tourism with directives, including:

· Managing Natura 2000 Sites. The EU Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and Fauna and Flora establishes a community wide network of Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protected Areas (http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature).
· Water Framework Directive. This directive sets clear objectives that a "good status must be achieved for all European water by 2015 and that water use is sustainable throughout Europe.

(http://www.europa.eu/int/comm/environment/water/waterframework/index​_en).
· Bathing water quality: The 1976 Bathing Water Directive has set binding standards for bathing waters throughout the EU (http://www.europa.euint/water/water-bathing(index_en.html).
· Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). The SEA Directive is to ensure that there is an environmental assessment of the impact of regional and local plans and programmes during their preparation and prior to their adoption (http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/eia/home).
In addition to such European directives and national legislation, the EU member states have signed International Conventions aiming to preserve the rich diversity of nature and limiting their effects on climate change, the Convention on Biological Diversity (http:// www.biodiv.org) and the Kyoto Protocol.  Some of the voluntary tools are particularly relevant to tourism. 

· Environmental and Audit Management Scheme (EMAS); it is a voluntary management system for businesses and organisations that wish to improve their operational environmental protection measures on a continual basis beyond the practices called for by law. It goes beyond the ISO 14001, the international standard for environmental management in businesses (http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environemnt/emas/indey_en.html)
· European Eco-label for tourist accommodation service (EU Flower) (http://www.eco-label.com/default.htm)
· Basic Orientation for the sustainability of European Tourism; this paper, published in November 2003, emphasises the need to ensure the consistency of various Community policies and measures affecting the sustainability of tourism and the competitiveness of the industry
      (http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/enteprise/services/tourism/index_en.html)
· The European Charter for Sustainable Tourism in Protected Areas has been drawn up by EUROPARC, the federation of National and Nature Parks of Europe. The Charter is about recognising the special circumstances of parks and achieving balance between the need of the environment, the visitor and host community. (http://www.europarc.org/european-charter.org/Documents/charter_full_text.pdf)
At a national/local level, most countries have planning, environmental and property rights legislation that is relevant to sustainable tourism development. Some have Coastal Zone Management legislation but most aspirations for sustainable tourism are included in (often no-statutory) policies, strategies, plans and voluntary agreements. Mainstreaming of the "greening" process is often through LA21 (http://www.gdrc.org/uem/la21/la21.html).
More specifically, there are various regulations related to general environmental practices and building codes (which apply equally to tourism as other sectors) but there is no specific legislation related to the "greening" of tourism specifically. The approach appears to be more "persuasive" with subsidised training/advice on the subject, financial assistance with conditions related to environmental practices and/or special marketing support for those with eco-accreditation (Evans, 2005)
4. Croatian (coastal) protected areas and tourism development
The preservation of biological and landscape diversity in the Republic of Croatia is currently assured through the Nature Protection Act (1994, 2005). It specifies eight categories of protected areas and clarifies roles and responsibilities of key actors. Within the framework of this Act, and led by Ministry of Environmental Protection and Physical Planning, Croatia has taken steps to protect its ecosystems. State level protection is offered to eight national parks and eleven nature parks while other, smaller or less important biodiversity sites are given county level protection and managed by county public institutions. A public institution is established for the management of each of the national and nature parks. It is important to mention that 7 out of 8 national parks and 6 out of 11 parks of nature are located in the Adriatic coastal area. Moreover, three national parks and two parks of nature belong to marine ecosystems. Putting this into a context of the fact that more than 90% of the Croatian tourist demand is concentrated on its coastal zone (88.95% in  terms of arrivals and 95.76% in terms of overnights), gives us a clear picture of the danger posed to these fragile areas by too heavy tourism industry. Croatian protected areas have evidenced growth of the number of their visitors by the annual rate of 13 % compared to the annual growth rate of 7 % related to the number of visitors in Croatia in general (Institute for tourism, 2007). Following table briefly outlines the ever-growing trend of the number of visitors to two main categories of the protected areas in Croatia, e.g. national parks and parks of nature.
Table 1
Although demand for protected areas continuously grows, tourist consumption is still relatively poor due to the lack of appropriate supply. Consequently, they are in a constant lack of financial means, which obstructs possibilities to implement system of integral management. For the illustration, an average daily consumption in one of the most visited national parks, e.g. Plitvice lakes is only 17 Euros per person, in Krka National Park it is 26 Euros and in Brijuni 24 Euros per person. As for the parks of nature, visitor consumption is even poorer. Hence in Kopački Rit Park of Nature tourists spend 8 Euros per person daily while in Biokovo Park of Nature it is only 6 Euros per person (Institute for tourism, 2007). 
In order to give a deeper insight into problems faced by protected areas that are situated in oversaturated tourist destinations, the case of Biokovo Mountain Park of Nature is to be presented. 

5. Threats and opportunities posed by tourism development to the  

    "Biokovo Mountain Park of Nature" 
5.1. Common facts

Mountain environments offer an unusual opportunity for organizing nature-based tourism. One of the queer paradoxes is that mountains are considered metaphors of strength and stability although they are inherently weak systems in their heights. Mountain ecosystems have meagre tolerance for activities that are resource consuming (Singh, 1992). Thus, it is easy to comment that mountains are not designed for too many humans, as they are delicate in their ecological make-up. Studies have revealed that even the ostensibly passive occupation of enjoying mountain scenery can have self-defeating consequences when it results in unsightly damage to vegetation and soils in scenic areas (Edington and Edington, 1986). Active physical recreational pursuits have considerable potential for damaging biological systems, which necessitates environmental planning and management using policy goals compatible with outdoor recreation and the protection of the region's natural resources. 

Public institution "Biokovo Park of Nature" was founded already in 1981. It covers surface of 19,550 ha containing the whole mountain range with the total length of 25 km. Its highest peak, st. Jure is about 1,767 m high. The mountain stretches only 2-3 km from the coast. The top of the mountain is an undulating plateau with great number of sinkholes. The whole mountain is build of carbonate rocks, mostly limestone. The relief is formed by vertical water drainage, which produced many caves, pits, sinkholes and other typical carst relief forms, rich in endemic fauna. Beech and Dalmatian pine forests are most extended. The narrow zone between the mountain and the sea consists mostly of cultivated land (olives, vineyards, Aleppo pinewoods). Beside the Velebit Mt., Biokovo is the most important centre of endemism in Croatia and is floristically extremely rich (over 1,600 taxa). Biokovo contains a complete range of Mediterranean species, from mountain to coastal, over a very short distance. It is also important to mention significant paleontological and archaeological sites in the park. 
5.2. The management of the Public institution "Biokovo Park of Nature"
Currently, there are only eight persons employed in the Public institution Biokovo Park of Nature. Besides the manager, there are three persons employed at supervising jobs, one person who does the administrative jobs and only three persons engaged with scientific and professional issues. The institution is obviously understaffed and under-financed. Its performance is financed mostly by the national budget with only 20% of the financial means coming from the visitor entrance fees. Its average annual revenue in the period between 2001 and 2005 was estimated at 250,000 Euro. As far as its expenditures are concerned, almost 40% goes to the staff salaries, some 48% to goes to the operational costs and less than 13% to the capital investments into infrastructure and facilities (Public institution internal data). There is insufficient scientific information to guide management, which can therefore be easily influenced by different lobbying groups. Unfortunatley this seems to be the common problem of all the protected areas in Croatia.
5.3. Tourism related activities within the Park
The mountain connects the coast to the inland carst ecosystems. The land has  traditionally being used for agriculture and hunting while today it is mostly tourism that brings benefits and increasingly poses threats to both the mountain and the whole gravitating area. Namely, Biokovo Mountain is located between one of the most famous Croatian tourist resorts, i.e. Makarska Riviera on the south and poor villages of the Dalmatian hinterland on the north. Tourism on Makarska Riviera started to develop already after the Second World War following the pattern of mass tourism development consequently leading to the high level of saturation. Namely, on the coastal strip, being some 50 km long and at most up to 3 km wide, 56.586 tourist beds have been registered in 2006 with at least one third of that number of unregistered ones. In the same time, 525,729 tourist arrivals and 3,549,282 tourist overnights have been realized mostly during the period between May and September (Split-Dalmatian Tourist Board, 2006)

To these numbers a huge number (unfortunately not known precisely) of daily excursionist (mostly from the hinterland and the neighbouring country Bosnia and Herzegovina) must be added whom, together with the unregistered tourists make an additional pressure on the area. Such a huge concentration of tourist and tourist facilities has posed many threats to the whole Riviera including the Park of Nature Biokovo. According to the official data, there is in average 45,000 tourists visiting Park mostly during the peak season. It is to believe that the real number of the Park visitors’ outcomes the number of the registered ones due to the poor control, which is one of the causes of accidents and injuries that occasionally occur. According to the Park's rules of behaviour, the maximum number of daily visitors is estimated at 1,000 (with at most 70 cars) (http://www.biokovo.com/hr/posjecivanje.htm).
The following recreational activities can be performed within the Park: trekking (there are 40 marked mountain paths), photo safari, cycling (the route is 23 km long), climbing, speleology, parachuting and paragliding (which could be performed only with special permits by the Park's authorities). The Park also offers accommodation at six modestly equipped mountain huts having in average not more than six beds, which could be used only if the reservation was done previously.
As for hunting, south part of the mountain had been given (as concession) to a Croatian entrepreneur as hunting ground as it is famous for big wild animals (mouflon, wild boar) as well as rabbits and partridge. During the ten years period, due to the unefficient use, he only managed to decrease the number of animals, not doing any effort to improve the ground. Presently, the local hunters association manages the hunting ground.

For the purpose of the future tourism development on Makarska Riviera, some new projects have been proposed. Namely, the construction of a road tunnel, 4,100 m long, connecting southern and northern side, has recently started. Still, regardless of its economic and other effects on the locals, how would it affect biodiversity? There is no doubt that it would cause significant turbulences, taking into account: construction works, daily traffic through the tunnel, increased pressure on the natural sources on the south, not to mention potential changes on the microclimate and consequently on biodiversity. 
Besides, the prefeasibility study of the skiing centre on the northern side of the mountain has been made, including hotels, wire cabins, and different other sport facilities. The idea, coming from the authorities of the municipalities situated on the coast, is to expand relatively short summer tourist season throughout winter period (Fredotović, 2003). It should be noted that the public opinion on both projects, e.g. the skiing centre and the tunnel through the mountain diverges. On one side there is a lobby of the local profit seeking entrepreneurs supported by the local authorities while on the other side there are local and County NGOs who even submitted the appeal for the establishment of a national park as to stronger protect the area. However, due to the hunting that already exists as commercial activity, as well as some residential objects, the appeal was not accepted. 

Apart from the threats posed by the mentioned recreational activities, one of the strongest threats comes from the illegal construction on privately owned land, especially along south side of the mountain and of illegal dump of communal waste "Donja gora". Fortunately, the most recent activities of the County authorities seem to make an end to this problem due to the start -up of the County's integral project on the waste management. 
At the end, the main objective and subjective causes of the ineffective management of the Park could be listed: 
· lack of finance and staff; 
· lack of management plans; 
· lack of the incentives to conserve biodiversity provided by the regulatory and planning framework; 
· municipal authorities that are often not keen to enforce national laws, if it means that local interests or short-term economic improvements are jeopardized; 
· local communities tolerate illegal activities;
· fines are too small;  
· generally speaking protected areas are not widely accepted by the local community as they include private land, and 
· no measures have been developed to address the resulting conflicts.

The last topic seems to be the most important one for understanding and implementation of the effective Park management. Namely, effective public participation in decision-making is key to sustainable development. Presently, in Croatia, participation is mainly formal and inefficient. Specifically about biodiversity conservation, local inhabitants do not recognize how they may gain from biodiversity protection. Protected areas are designed and managed to respond to national and international needs, not local concerns. The value of biodiversity, to present and future generations, is not understood. There is little faith that the benefits of conservation will flow to locals. In general, the public sector does not participate in the preparation of policies and plans. 
5.4. Some recommendation regarding implementation of sustainable 
        tourism development model in the Biokovo Park of Nature
The Biokovo Park of Nature needs a plan that describes how tourism and associated development will be managed. Such a plan should detail the specific goals and objectives for tourism development, and specify the management actions, budgeting, financing and park zoning needed to achieve these goals. In a sense, the Park plan for managing tourism attempts to maximize the benefits of tourism while minimising its costs. It is important in designing a planning process to adopt a procedure that is understandable, defensible, where decisions can be traced. Most of all, it is essential that all stakeholders are appropriately involved in the process. It must involve not only protected area managers but also affected citizens, including the local public, visitors, private operators and scientists. To ensure that each group can contribute its different type of knowledge to decision making, it is essential to establish a public involvement programme, which may be comprehensive or modest, depending upon the needs. In this way, possible conflicts that may occur between different groups of stakeholders should be resolved. 
Developing a park tourism plan requires that it be integrated with other plans for the protected area, such as wildlife management plan, fire management plan. Whether a separated tourism plan is required and the breadth and level of detail in it will depend upon the complexity of issues to be considered. This plan may detail specific tourism management practices to be deployed, facility location, policies to guide tourism operations, levels of fees charged to tourism operatives etc. The topic may be further developed through still more specialised plans or strategies intended to guide tourism and recreation within the protected area. Examples are a Visitor Use Plan, the Visitor Activity Management Process (VAMP), the Tourism Organisation Management Model (TOMM), the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) or a Visitor Impact Management Plan (VIM) (Eagles, McCool, Haynes, 2002). Once a plan or a policy has been agreed upon, it must be implemented and monitored. Implementation involves the carrying out of the plan, and involves the deployment of financial and human resources. A first step in the process of plan implementation relates to the protection and use of the existing built heritage (existing structures and artefacts, particularly old abandoned villages along the mountain slopes that could be restored as accommodation facilities). Cultural heritage only really comes alive for the visitor through well-designed interpretation, that Biokovo Park of Nature currently lacks of. The Park should pay special attention to the transportation infrastructure, which is very inadequate for all the purposes it currently serves for. An important component of the Park's tourism management plan is dealing with risks. Any mountain-placed recreational activity includes quite a lot of potential risks. Although risk always has some elements of chance to it, a quality "risk management" involves foresight and control. Unfortunately, Biokovo is quite well known as the area where lots of accidents and injuries happen, especially during the summer season, partially due to the lack of proper tourist information and partially because there is no well-organised system of rescue services at the County level. In case of an accident, help comes from the Croatian mountain rescue service from Makarska. Problem is that they are not well equipped and in case of a more risky action, they rely on military forces to get additional equipment. 

Most of the problems the Biokovo Park of Nature faces come out of the fact that there is no proper visitor management plan. Many variables other than level of use may affect the use/impact relationship in the Park (e.g. behaviour of visitors, travel method, group size, season, and biophysical conditions). There are many issues involved in employing limits to use, such as choosing appropriate allocation or rationing techniques. As already stated, a number of sophisticated techniques had been developed to provide a structure for the management of protected area visitation and tourism. Of course, due to the lack of knowledge, Biokovo park managers should consult the relevant documents and contact planners with experience in their application. Managers of the park have at their disposal a wide array of strategies and tactics to manage the impacts of park tourism, presented in the table 2. 

Table 2 

Instead of conclusion: 
Protected areas are complex to manage. In recent years a dilemma exists for many countries in that the absolute costs of protecting the environment is too high for a poor country and the opportunity costs of not developing it for economic use is too high  to ignore. Tourism growth can be a solution. The ideal is not in exploitative, unsustainable development, uncontrolled or unplanned tourism but in carefully managed and limited tourism development. The ideal is quality "soft" tourism that does not destroy the environment. The tourist industry, conservation groups and protected area management must cooperate to ensure that the policy and marketing of tourism incorporates the conservation ethic. 
The intention of this paper has not been to criticise one particular public institution and its work, as the case presented here is, more or less alike to all the other protected areas in Croatia. They all share the same problems, many of which arise from the institutional premises, but also from the lack of knowledge and empowerment among all the stakeholders in the surrounding communities. With an increase in political, social, economic and psychological empowerment among all the stakeholders, tourism will have the potential to help meet local needs for development, bringing to fruition many of the goals of sustainability, including balance, cultural and social integrity and equity, and ecological conservation, in both protected areas and surrounding communities. 
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Table 1. 
Tourist demand for Croatian national parks and parks of nature 

in 2006

	Year
	National parks 


	Parks of nature 
	TOTAL visitors in protected areas

(in 000)

	
	Daily visitors

(in 000)
	Daily visitors

(in 000)


	

	1997
	659
	-
	659

	1998
	742
	-
	742

	1999
	638
	-
	638

	2000
	1,139
	22
	1,161

	2001
	1,370
	58
	1,428

	2002
	1,536
	140
	1,676

	2003
	1,570
	157
	1,727

	2004
	1,776
	365
	2,141

	2005
	1,987
	324
	2,311

	2006
	2,022
	338
	2,360


Source: adapted from:  Institute for tourism Zagreb, TOMAS 2006, Attitudes and Consumption of Tourists in Protected Areas. Zagreb 2007

Table 2.  Visitor management strategies and tactics 

	Strategy
	Management tactics and techniques

	 Reduce use of the  entire protected area
	· Limit number of visitors in the entire protected area (seasonal  or temporal limits on use level, trip scheduling, group size limits, differential pricing)

· Encourage use of other areas (pre-assignment of recreation site, area closures)

· Require certain skills or equipment

· Make access more difficult in all wilderness; barriers and site hardening

	Reduce use of 

problem areas
	· Inform about problem areas and alternative areas

· Discourage or prohibit  use of problem areas (by the means of zoning the area)

· Limit number of visitors or encourage a stay limit in problem areas

· Eliminate facilities in such areas, improve facilities in alternative areas

· Encourage off-trail travel

· Establish different skill/equipment requirements

· Charge differential visitor fees

	Modify the location of use within the problem area
	· Discourage /prohibit camping or some other activities.

· Locate facilities on durable sites

· Concentrate use through facility design or info

· Discourage/prohibit off-trail travel

· Segregate different types of visitors

	 Modify the timing

 of use
	· Encourage use outside of peak use periods

· Discourage/ban use where impact potential high

· Fees in period of high use/high impact potential

	Modify type of use 

and  visitor behaviour
	· Discourage/ban damaging practices/equipment

· Encourage/require behaviour, skills, equipment

· Teach wilderness ethic

· Discourage/prohibit pets and overnight use

	Modify visitor 

expectations
	· Inform visitors about appropriate wilderness PA use

· Inform about potential conditions in wilderness/ PA

	Increase the  resistance of the      resources
	· Shield the site from impact

· Strengthen the site

	Maintain/rehabilitate  resource
	· Remove problems

· Maintain/rehabilitate impacted locations


Source: Cole, D. N., Petersen, M. E., and Lucas, R. C. (1987). Managing wilderness recreation use: common problems and potential solutions. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-230. USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station, Ogden, UT, USA.
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