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ABSTRACT

Ten years after the new Agrarian Communities Act: The status of agrarian communities in Upper
Carniola

Slovenia has a centuries-old tradition of managing common land, yet the state of agrarian communities
at the national level remains poorly researched. This article highlights the historical development, current
challenges, and status of agrarian communities in Northern and Central Upper Carniola in 2025. The analy-
sis shows that 52 agrarian communities (48.1%) are active in the area, whereas for 56 communities (51.9%)
it remains unclear whether they still operate. This draws attention to the scarcity of available data on the
status of agrarian communities. Spatial analysis within Triglav National Park reveals that common land
accounts for 23% of the park’s area, 23% of the Natura 2000 sites within the park, 25% of quiet zones, and
32% of the park’s protective forests, and it includes a significant proportion of valuable natural features
and nature reserves. The management of common land plays an important role in preserving biodiversi-
ty and the Alpine cultural landscape. This should be taken into account when developing appropriate financial
mechanisms and compensation schemes to ensure fairer management of the benefits that agrarian com-
munities provide to the wider society through common land.

KEY WORDS
agrarian communities, commons, common land, collective actions, biodiversity, alpine landscape, Upper
Carniola (Gorenjska), Triglav National Park

IZVLECEK

Deset let po novem Zakonu o agrarnih skupnostih - stanje agrarnih skupnosti na Gorenjskem

na nacionalni ravni slabo raziskano. Prispevek osvetljuje zgodovinski razvoj, sodobne izzive in stanje agrar-
nih skupnosti na Zgornji in Osrednji Gorenjski leta 2025. Analiza kazZe, da tam deluje 52 agrarnih skupnosti
(48,1 %), medtem ko za 56 skupnosti (51,9 %) ni znano, ali in Ce Se delujejo v praksi. Ugotovitev opozar-
ja na omejenost razpolozljivih podatkov o dejanskem stanju agrarnih skupnosti. Prostorska analiza
v Triglavskem narodnem parku kaze, da skupna zemljiséa obsegajo 23 % celotnega parkovnega obmoc-
ja, 23 % obmocij Natura 2000 znotraj parka, 25 % mirnih obmocij in 32 % varovalnih gozdov v parku
ter vkljucujejo znaten delez naravnih vrednot in rezervatov. Upravljanje teh zemljis¢ pomembno prispeva
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k ohranjanju biodiverzitete in alpske kulturne pokrajine, kar bo treba upostevati pri oblikovanju ustrez-
nih financnih mehanizmov in nadomestil za pravicnejse upravljanje koristi, ki jih agrarne skupnosti prek
skupnih zemljis¢ prispevajo $irsi druzbi.

KLJUCNE BESEDE

agrarne skupnosti, srenja, skupna zemljis¢a, skupnostne prakse, biodiverziteta, alpska pokrajina, Gorenjska,
Triglavski narodni park
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1 Introduction

Slovenia has a centuries-long tradition of managing common land and natural resources through
agrarian communities, in which ecological and social aspects are increasingly coming to the fore along-
side economic ones. Despite several promising but now somewhat dated studies (Petek and Urbanc
2007; Bogataj 2012; Rodela 2012; Premrl 2013), the status of agrarian communities, the management
of common land, and the contribution of these communities to society remain poorly researched at
the national level. Since 2013, Slovenia has not seen any further national-level analyses of the formal
status of agrarian communities and common land, but several research studies and volumes have been
published, contributing insights into the revitalization of agrarian communities (Gatto and Bogataj 2015;
Premrl et al. 2015), historical conditions (Kozorog and Leban 2023; Peresin Meden 2024), legal arrange-
ments (Hafner 2017; Ravnik Koprivec 2022), theoretical concepts (Smid Hribar, Bole and Urbanc 2015;
Smid Hribar et al. 2018; Smid Hribar, Urbanc and Zorn 2023), the practical operation of individual
agrarian communities (Urbanc and Smid Hribar 2021; Bogataj 2022; Bogataj and Kr¢& 2023; Pipan et
al. 2023), and early insights into the links between (the Primorska region) agrarian communities and
climate change (Bogataj and Ursi¢ Zupan 2023). In 2021, several Slovenian researchers joined a pro-
ject focusing on the comparative analysis of agrarian communities and common land in the Alps; however,
due to a lack of research and data, it was not possible to provide reliable up-to-date information at the
national level-a major shortcoming also noted in some other Alpine countries (Pagot et al. 2025).

Despite these studies on agrarian communities and common land in Slovenia, neither researchers nor
managers and decision-makers have access to basic up-to-date data on the number and distribution of reg-
istered agrarian communities (how many there are and where they are located), nor do they know where
their common land is. Their exact size and spatial distribution remain unknown-a problem that Petek and
Urbanc (2007) already highlighted nearly twenty years ago. The lack of data at national institutions, espe-
cially the relevant ministry, is difficult to understand because such information is essential for the proper
management of agricultural land. However, from the perspective of agrarian communities, this is not sur-
prising: the memory of the 1947 nationalization of their land remains very much alive among their members.

In 2015, the new Agrarian Communities Act (hereinafter the ZAgrS; Zakon o agrarnih ... 2015)
was adopted, aiming to facilitate the management of common land. Despite significant improvements,
the main shortcomings remain: agrarian communities are still not recognized as distinct legal entities
but rather as groups of private individuals and legal entities, which hampers their operation. Under
Article 16 of the ZAgrS (Zakon o agrarnih ... 2015), which defines the Register of Agrarian Communities,
a list of parcels is also to be compiled. However, by March 2025, only 44 of the 638 agrarian commu-
nities recorded in administrative unit registers in 2013 (Premrl 2013) had been entered into this new
register. According to the Association of Representatives of Slovenian Agrarian Communities
(Agrarne ... 2025), 114 agrarian communities are members of this association, but it is assumed that
only about half of all agrarian communities in Slovenia are active (Agrarne ... 2025; Rebec 2025).

This article sheds light on the historical development and challenges related to common land man-
agement in Slovenia, and it empirically assesses the current status of agrarian communities. The following
two objectives were pursued: 1) to provide a historical overview of common land in Slovenia across
an extensive time to better understand the development and challenges of common land governance
and management, and 2) to use a pilot area in Gorenjska region (Upper Carniola) to determine i) how
many agrarian communities registered under the 1994 Act on the Reestablishment of Agrarian
Communities and the Restitution of Their Property and Rights (hereinafter the ZPVAS; Zakon
o ponovni ... 1994) remain active and ii) how many have been registered under the ZAgrS adopted in
2015, and iii) to establish the size and iv) distribution of their common land. Even though the terms
grazing community and, more rarely, village community are sometimes used alongside agrarian com-
munity, all communities reestablished after Slovenia’s independence are uniformly referred to in this
article as agrarian communities, which also aligns with the ZPVAS and ZAgrS.
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2 Historical aspects of common land

In Slovenia, the management of common land and natural resources dates back at least to the Middle
Ages. An early form of such communal land management existed as early as the seventh century, when
the early Slovenian population formed its first sovereign state, known as Carantania. In Carantania,
land, including arable land, was still largely communal and tied to local communities (e.g., villages or
large families), which did not allow outsiders to use it (Blaznik 1970). However, communal manage-
ment of land and resources in the sense it is understood today dates to the ninth century, when, with
the advent of Frankish rule and the introduction of the hide (mansus) system, local communities were
permitted to cultivate less fertile land near the village known as common land (e.g., common pastures).
If this common land was covered with forest or shrubs, they were also allowed to gather brushwood,
carry out small-scale logging, collect leaf litter, and quarry stone or dig gravel (Blaznik 1970; Kaci¢nik
Gabric¢ 2014). A particularly important category of communally owned land was fertile but more remote
mountain pastures, where the holders of grazing rights organized communal grazing, milking, and cheese-
making, and were also responsible for maintaining grazing areas and managing watering sites. Until
the end of the eighteenth century, communal grazing was also practiced on arable land after harvest
(stubble fields) or during fallow. Other categories of common land included less productive forests, used
mainly for firewood, construction timber, and leaf litter for animals. In some areas, forest grazing was
also allowed, along with maintaining watering ponds for livestock and certain springs (Blaznik 1970).

Initially, all villagers were entitled to use common land. During the feudal period, lords also had
certain rights to the village commons, mountain pastures, and communal land. These rights were some-
times mostly formal and could fall into disuse; in some cases, peasants had to pay dues to the feudal
lord, and elsewhere the lord also used the land directly (e.g., he used the forest for logging, whereas
the peasants used it for grazing). In such cases, it became customary that the feudal lord became the
owner and the peasants were granted the right to use the land.

As long as there was sufficient land, common land caused few conflicts. Between the thirteenth and
fifteenth centuries, however, the economic value of areas containing common land, especially forests,
began to increase significantly. By that time, forests had already been established as an energy source,
and wood was also needed by townspeople. Blaznik (1970) described frequent disputes between var-
ious village commons (especially in mountain pastures where water sources were scarce, making a pasture
lacking reliable water sources practically useless, and so boundaries between village commons often
ran along springs or streams) as well as conflicts between peasants and feudal lords, in which the lords
tried to force peasants out of forests. In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, when land for settle-
ment became scarce, feudal lords began converting certain communal pastures into new settlements
(e.g., Koprivnik in Bohinj area). In some places, the feudal lords took mountain pastures away from
subordinate villages and leased them to other village communities from whom they expected higher
profits.

From the fourteenth century onward, landless peasants also began to settle common land with
the permission of the village communities, which led to a shortage of common land for grazing. Over
time, communities became more exclusive and increasingly less open to newcomers. It is believed that
during this period a rule became established that rights to common land depended on the size of the
farm: those with larger holdings were entitled to more rights but also carried greater responsibilities
for maintaining common land. In this respect, landless peasants received significantly fewer rights
(Blaznik 1970).

In the sixteenth century, the economic importance of forests grew further because wood also began
to be intensively used by ironworks, leading to an escalation of disputes over forest use. At the same
time, forests were increasingly exploited and consequently depleted. Grazing areas were particularly
in short supply: they were reduced due to the division of forests among new landholders, the exten-
sion of crop rotation, or even the abandonment of pastures due to agricultural intensification.
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Intensification resulted in less fallow land traditionally used for grazing and the introduction of indoor
livestock farming, which required more meadows and fodder crops. The settlement of landless peas-
ants on common land further contributed to the reduction of grazing areas (Blaznik 1970). In addition,
common land was sometimes conflated with use rights, understood here as use rights to specific nat-
ural resources, which could be held by individuals or communities. However, common land and use
rights should not be equated (Kaci¢nik Gabri¢ 2014).

Because of all these factors, the first initiatives to divide common land had already begun to emerge
in the seventeenth century. In 1745, Maria Theresa’s (temporary) Forest Regulation (Interimswaldordnung)
ordered the division of common forests and common mountain pastures, where peasants had been allowed
to manage forests and graze livestock collectively (Kaci¢nik Gabri¢ 2014). However, the village com-
mon land and nearby common pastures could be retained if needed. The implementation of this legislation
progressed slowly because many peasants resisted it; some could not survive on small individual shares
of land (especially pastures), and so in many places common land remained in collective ownership
until 1848. Alongside efforts to abolish common land, there had already been pressure since the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries to abolish use rights (Ka¢i¢nik Gabri¢ 2014). Because use rights hindered
management, allowing both owners and entitled users to exploit the same land, some feudal estates
attempted to transfer parts of their forests to their serfs in exchange for relinquishing their use rights
in other parts of the forests. However, such agreements rarely succeeded because the estates and peas-
ants struggled to reach consensus. Peasants feared being cheated and losing use rights essential to their
farming and survival.

The 1848 abolition of serfdom played an important role in the fate of common land. The 1853 act
required the abolition of use rights (not only on common land but on land in general), including by
allocating a portion of such land to peasants. In rare cases, forests were divided among individual peas-
ants, whereas mountain pastures remained under collective management. Thus, common land,
particularly forests, which had gradually decreased since the 1745 Forest Regulation, initially increased
after 1848 but then began to decline once more. Land division initiated in the mid-nineteenth centu-
ry also progressed very slowly and, in some areas, it remained unfinished up until 1941 (Blaznik 1970).

In some places, to abolish use rights, peasants were granted undivided ownership (i.e., common
ownership) of portions of estates, especially forests. However, this land was often located in remote or
less fertile mountain areas, and in some cases it even included severely depleted land. Because of such
practices, which favored large landowners, peasants often received land of much lower quality than what
they had previously used-sometimes only half or even less than one-fifth of the former value (Blaznik
1970). On the other hand, Kaci¢nik Gabri¢ (2014) notes that peasants themselves contributed to the
degradation of forests and pastures through excessive felling of trees at inappropriate times and over-
exploiting the pastures.

The entry of common land into the land register also proved difficult, causing additional confu-
sion. In i) many cases, common land was registered as land attributed to old communities (based on
former shares), i) in some cases it was registered entirely under the newly established political munic-
ipalities, and iii) often it was not registered at all because it was not treated as an independent category
of the land register entry (Blaznik 1970; Vilfan 1996). At that time, the type of land register entry deter-
mined the holder of the rights to use the common land.

In communist Yugoslavia, common land fared even worse than privately owned land. Under the
1947 Agrarian Communities Act (Zakon o agrarnih ... 1947) and the 1965 Disposal of the Property
of Former Agrarian Communities Act (Zakon o razpolaganju ... 1965), common land and agrarian com-
munities were abolished and nationalized (Smid Hribar et al. 2018). According to Cerar et al. (2011),
between 1,000 and 1,500 Slovenian agrarian communities were dissolved or dispossessed during com-
munist nationalization. Hafner (2017) reports that, at the time of nationalization, agrarian communities
encompassed approximately 180,000 hectares of land, which included around 60,000 hectares of moun-
tain pastures.
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2.1 Reestablishment of agrarian communities

With Slovenia’s independence in 1991, denationalization provided the opportunity to reestablish
agrarian communities and restitute the nationalized common land. The first opportunity for restitu-
tion was provided by the Denationalization Act (Zakon o denacionalizaciji 1991), under which land
was to be returned to individual heirs. Such a form of restitution was highly unfavorable for agrarian
communities because it encouraged the privatization of the former common property and led to the
fragmentation and alteration of land use-issues already noted in the literature (Petek and Urbanc
2007; Smid Hribar et al. 2015; 2018). To mitigate these difficulties, Slovenia adopted the Act on the
Reestablishment of Agrarian Communities and the Restitution of Their Property and Rights (Zakon
o ponovni... 1994). Under this law, the property of former agrarian communities was returned to their
former members as co-ownership or joint ownership, which simplified and accelerated denationalization
procedures. Article 6 of this law envisaged a register of agrarian communities but did not require a list
of their land to be entered in the register, because this became known only after final decisions on the
restitution of agrarian community property were issued.

By 2007, the register contained 665 agrarian communities, and at that time land had been returned
to 71% of them (Petek and Urbanc 2007). The former common land of agrarian communities that were
not re-registered remained under state or municipal ownership (Kozorog and Leban 2023). A new analy-
sis of the state of agrarian communities was carried out several years later by Premrl (2013), who reported
638 agrarian communities listed in the registers of administrative units, of which 547 were potential-
ly active, and 48 of these were still undergoing restitution proceedings at the time. By 2013, a total of
77,486.47 hectares of land, corresponding to 3.67% of Slovenia’s territory, should have been returned
to agrarian communities.

3 Methods

Due to limited human and financial resources, the initial focus in assessing the status of agrar-
ian communities and the extent and distribution of their common land was placed on Northern and
Central Upper Carniola (slv. Zgornja in Osrednja Gorenjska), which encompasses the administra-
tive units of Jesenice, Kranj, Radovljica, Skofja Loka, and Trzi¢. The situation was examined in three
ways: through analysis of officially accessible formal legal data, a survey, and a review of selected lite-
rature.

Based on the list of agrarian communities identified by Petek (2021) in 2007, a list of all agrarian
communities within these administrative units was compiled. In July 2024, an official letter was sent
to all representatives of agrarian communities, except those in the administrative unit of Skofja Loka,
explaining the purpose of data collection and enclosing a short questionnaire. The aim was to obtain
information on the operational status of agrarian communities (e.g., whether they held general assem-
blies or meetings at least once a year), the legal basis of their registration (whether they are entered in
accordance with the 1994 ZPVAS or the 2015 ZAgrS), and data on parcel numbers of the common land
they managed. Representatives of agrarian communities in the Skofja Loka administrative unit
received the letter in March 2025.

In parallel, an official letter was sent to the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Food (hereinafter
the MKPG), which is responsible for managing the new Register of Agrarian Communities. The let-
ter requested that, in accordance with the Article 15 of the ZAgrS, they provide the names and registered
seats of all agrarian communities in electronic form, and for each of them a list of land parcels with
parcel numbers and cadastral districts. Because data collection progressed very slowly, an official let-
ter with the same request was also sent to the administrative units of Jesenice, Kranj, Radovljica, Skofja
Loka, and Trzi¢ in February 2025.
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The parcel numbers obtained were entered into Slovenia’s digital real estate cadaster, which was used
to create a digital layer of common land. Because by March 2025 it was not possible to collect data for
all agrarian communities on the Gorenjska region list, the study area was narrowed to Triglav National
Park (hereinafter TNP). This decision was supported by the fact that the area is manageable enough
for a manual review of land ownership in the land register. To obtain data for agrarian communities
on the Primorska region side of TNP, which was not directly included in this study, an official request
was sent to the Tolmin Administrative Unit in February 2025, and a response with the relevant data
was received from them in March 2025.

The status of agrarian communities that did not respond to the letter and for which no data were
received from the MKGP or the administrative units was additionally checked through their membership
in the Association of Representatives of Slovenian Agrarian Communities (ZPASS) and through their
potential descriptions in the book Slovenske srenje kot izrocilo in priloznost (Slovenian Agrarian
Communities as Tradition and an Opportunity; Bogataj 2022). This work, published in 2022, features
short presentations by 80 Slovenian agrarian communities. If an agrarian community was not detect-
ed through at least one of the listed criteria—which are not mutually equivalent-the operational status
of the relevant agrarian community or grazing community was marked as »not identified« in Table 1.

In the final step, the digital layer of agrarian community land within TNP was overlaid with land
use (Evidenca ... 2025), Natura 2000 sites (Natura ... 2025), protected areas (Zavarovana ... 2025), valu-
able natural features (Naravne...2025), quiet zones (Mirna...2024), and protective forests
(Varovalni ... 2024) layers. This made it possible to determine land-use categories on common land
and to analyze the extent to which agrarian communities contribute to the conservation of biodiver-
sity, ecosystems, and natural heritage in TNP.

4 Overview of the operational status of agrarian communities in Northern
and Central Upper Carniola

In 2007, the list of agrarian communities for Northern and Central Upper Carniola included 108
agrarian communities from the administrative units of Jesenice, Kranj, Radovljica, Skofja Loka, and
Trzi¢. 23 completed questionnaires were received from representatives of agrarian communities, sub-
mitted by post or by phone. Following discussions with staff at the Jesenice Administrative Unit, it was
established that the Smokuc¢ agrarian community and the Gozd Martuljek-Jesenje grazing communi-
ty no longer exist, and they were therefore removed from the list. The Blejska Dobrava agrarian community
had been entered twice (under the Jesenice and Radovljica administrative units), and so one entry was
deleted. A new grazing community, Jeseniska Rozca, was established as part of the Jesenice, Sava, Plavz,
Prihodi agrarian community in accordance with the ZAgrS, and it was added to the list. In the Skofja
Loka Administrative Unit, two grazing communites were established under the Agriculture Act
(Zakon o kmetijstvu 2008): the Blego$ and Soriska Planina grazing communities. After updating the
list, a total of 108 agrarian communities were recorded across the administrative units of Jesenice, Kranj,
Radovljica, Skofja Loka, and Trzi¢ (Table 1).

In February 2025, data were received from the MKGP, revealing that 44 agrarian communities had been
entered into the new register, including 14 in Gorenjska region. In February 2025, the Jesenice Administrative
Unit also sent us a list of 14 agrarian communities registered under the ZAgrS. The Radovljica Administrative
Unit provided a list of 14 agrarian communities; in TrZi¢, there are 2 such communities according to the
administrative unit’s records, the same number as in Kranj, whereas none were registered in Skofja Loka.

The remaining agrarian communities in Gorenjska region appear to still be registered under the
ZPVAS. For 52 agrarian communities (48.1% of all communities on the list) in Northern and Central
Upper Carniola it can be confirmed that they are active, and for the remaining 56 (51.9%) no infor-
mation regarding their activity could be identified.
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Table 1: Operational status of agrarian communities and grazing communities in Gorenjska region in 2025.

Name of agrarian Admini- Participated Registered Included =~ ZPASS  Described Operational
community (AC), strative  in survey at in MKGP member- in Bogataj status not
grazing community unit admini-  register ship (2022)  identified
(GC), or village strative

community (VC) unit under

from the 2007 list ZAgrS

Dovje-Mojstrana AC Jesenice X X X X

Kranjska Gora-Log AC  Jesenice X X X
Ratece-Planica AC Jesenice X X
Zirovnica-Moste AC Jesenice X

Hrusica AC Jesenice X X

Gozd and Srednji Jesenice X
Vrh AC

Javorniski Rovt- Jesenice X b'e X X

Slovenski Javornik AC

Blejska Dobrava AC Jesenice X

Smokué-Rodine AC Jesenice X X

Zabreznica-Selo AC Jesenice X
Planina Pod Golico AC  Jesenice X X X
Doslovée-Breznica AC  Jesenice X X

Jesenice, Sava, Plavz, Jesenice X
Prihodi AC

Podkoren AC Jesenice X X

Vrba AC Jesenice X
Potoki AC Jesenice X X

Korogka Bela AC Jesenice b'e X

Zgornja Radovna GA  Jesenice X
Srednji Vrh GA Jesenice X
Koc¢na GA Jesenice X
Podkoren GA Jesenice X
Belca GA Jesenice X
Jeseniska Rozca GA Jesenice X

Srednja Vas-Zalog AC Kranj X
Povlje AC Kranj X X

Tupalice AC Kranj X
Jezerca GA Kranj X X X

Kriska Planina GA Kranj X X X

Baselj AC Kranj X X X
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Name of agrarian Admini- Participated Registered Included =~ ZPASS  Described Operational
community (AC), strative  in survey at in MKGP member- in Bogataj status not
grazing community unit admini-  register ship (2022)  identified
(GC), or village strative

community (VC) unit under

from the 2007 list ZAgrS

Babni Vrt AC Kranj X X

Cerklje AC Kranj X
Trboje AC Kranj X
Visoko AC Kranj X
Mozjanca AC Kranj X
Vas Jama AC Kranj X
Spodnje Bitnje AC Kranj X
Luze AC Kranj X
Rupa VC Kranj X
Voklo VC Kranj X

Stara Fuzina-Studor AC Radovljica X X X X X
Gorjuse-Nomenj Radovljica X

(Planina Javornik) AC

Srednja Vas Radovljica X X X X X

v Bohinju AC

Bohinjska Bela AC Radovljica X X X

Bohinjska Cesnjica, Radovljica X
Jereka, Podjelje,

Koprivnik AC

Bohinjska Bistrica AC ~ Radovljica X X X X

Savica AC Radovljica X X

Kranjska Dolina AC Radovljica X X X

Gorjuse AC Radovljica X
Zgosa Planina Radovljica X
Prevala AC

Selo (pri Bledu) AC Radovljica X X X

Zasip AC Radovljica X
Lipniska Planina AC ~ Radovljica X
Ravne (v Bohinju) AC  Radovljica X X X X X

Sveta Lucija AC Radovljica X

Hrase AC Radovljica X
Gorjuse-Nomenj Radovljica X
Gozd Ozebove AC
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Name of agrarian Admini- Participated Registered Included ~ ZPASS  Described Operational
community (AC), strative  in survey at in MKGP member- in Bogataj status not
grazing community unit admini-  register ship (2022)  identified
(GC), or village strative

community (VC) unit under

from the 2007 list ZAgrS

Nomenj, Log, Radovljica X
Lepence, Bitnje AC

Selsko-Kupljeniska Radovljica X
Planina AC

Poljsica AC Radovljica X X X X X

Mosenjska Planina AC  Radovljica X X

Bodesce AC Radovljica X X X

Spodnje Laze AC Radovljica X
Spodnje in Zgornje Radovljica X
Laze AC

Grad-Bled AC Radovljica X X X

Ribno AC Radovljica X X X

Nemski Rovt AC Radovljica X
Draga-Kisovec AC Radovljica X X

Ribenska in Grofova ~ Radovljica X X X X

Planina AC

Podhom AC Radovljica X X

Spodnje Gorje- Radovljica X
Podhom-Zgornje

Laze AC

Retica AC Radovljica X X

Vrbnje AC Radovljica X
Poljce AC Radovljica X
Kupljenik AC Radovljica X
Bistrica pri Trzicu AC Trzi¢ X X

Javornik AC Trzi¢ X
Lede AC Trzi¢ X X

Planine Sija AC Trzi¢ X
Planina Pungrat AC Trzi¢ X X

Bicevije AC Trzi¢ X X

Brinje AC Trzi¢ X
Lom-Zanjivico AC Trzi¢ X
Zvirce AC Trzi¢ X X
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Name of agrarian Admini- Participated Registered Included =~ ZPASS  Described Operational
community (AC), strative  in survey at in MKGP member- in Bogataj status not
grazing community unit admini-  register ship (2022)  identified
(GC), or village strative

community (VC) unit under

from the 2007 list ZAgrS

Tegosce AC Trzi¢ X X

Polana AC Trzi¢ X X

Brdo AC Trzi¢ X
Brezje-Visoce AC Trzi¢ X

Kofce AC Trzi¢ X
Drazgose in Selca- Skofja Loka X
Drazgose pri

Cerkvi AC

Krnice AC Skofja Loka X
Podlonk AC Skofja Loka X
Prtove AC Skofja Loka X
Zabrdo AC Skofja Loka X
Podgora AC Skofja Loka X

Torka-Ravne AC Skofja Loka x
Spodnja Sorica AC Skofja Loka X
Zgornja Sorica AC Skofja Loka X
Soseska Lajse AC Skofja Loka X
Vaska Skupnost Javorje, Skofja Loka be
Dolencice, Murave VC

Zgornje Danje AC Skofja Loka X
Robidnica, Lajse, Skofja Loka X
Krnice AC

Leskovica, Kopacnica, Skofja Loka X
Studor AC

Soseska Kalise Skofja Loka X

(Srenja S. Kriz) AC

Ratitovec-Klom GA  Skofja Loka X
Selca GA Skofja Loka X

Golica IT GA X

Blego$ GA Skofja Loka X
Soriska Planina 2 GA  Skofja Loka X
Total 108 23 33 14 31 25 56
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4.1 Agrarian communities in Triglav National Park

23 agrarian communities hold common land either entirely or in part within TNP. 19 of them are
registered under the ZAgrS, and 4 registered under the ZPVAS were identified manually. Some agrar-
ian communities jointly own certain parcels of land, such as the Blejska Dobrava and Podhom
communities, and the Grad-Bled and Recica communities (marked * and ** in Table 2). Altogether,
agrarian communities in TNP hold 19,453.4 hectares of common land, or 23% of the park’s area (Table 2,
Figure 1). The actual area of agrarian community land within TNP may be even larger because sever-
al parcels in the park are jointly owned by a substantial number of individuals. However, this cannot
be confirmed because available data do not indicate whether these parcels belong to an agrarian com-
munity or a grazing community.

AUSTRIA

& TNP border

I:l Agrarian community land

Map by: Matej Horvat
Sources: ARSO; GURS; MKGP; Portal e-sodstvo;

Agrarian communities; Administrative units 2025
© 2025, ZRC SAZU Anton Melik Geographical Institute

L

Figure 1: Agrarian communities in Triglav National Park.
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In terms of land use of common land within TNP (Table 3), forested areas stand out as the domi-
nant category, covering 11,433.3 hectares, which accounts for 59% of all common land in TNP (21%
of all forest area in the park; Table 4). This is followed by dry open land with or without vegetation cover,
extending across 6,737.0 hectares, or 35% of all common land in TNP (32% of this land-use category
in TNP). These areas include landslides, barren or inaccessible terrain with rocky substrate, gravel sur-
faces, dry riverbeds, and similar landforms. In TNP, this category primarily corresponds to high-mountain
areas. Another important, although less extensive, type of common land in TNP consists of meadows
and pastures, covering 867.6 hectares, or 4% of all common land in the park (14% of all meadows and

Table 3: Land use on agrarian community land in Triglav National Park in 2025.

Land-use category Area of agrarian community Share of land-use category

land in TNP (ha) on agrarian community land (%)
Forest 11,433.3 59
Dry open land with or without 6,737.0 35
vegetation cover
Meadow/pasture 867.6 4
Other 415.5 2
Total 19,453.4 100

Table 4: Comparison of the areas of Triglav National Park and agrarian community land in Triglav
National Park by nature conservation category and selected land-use category.

Areain TNP  Area of agrarian Share of agrarian Share of agrarian
(ha) community land ~ community community
in TNP (ha)  landin TNP (%) land in specific
land-use category
in TNP (%)
Total area 83,973.28 19,453.4 23
Nature conservation category
Natura 2000 site 82,920.77 19,305.1 23
Nature reserve / strict nature reserve 1,607.12 346.4 22
Valuable natural feature 40,739.31 8,718.8 21
Quiet zone 11,445.67 2,867.0 25
Protective forest 26,810.54 8,697.0 32
Land use
Forest 53,977.45 11,433.3 14 21
Dry open land with or without 21,039.07 6,737.0 8 32
vegetation cover
Meadow/pasture 6,074.69 867.6 1 14
Other 2,882.07 415.5 0.5 14
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pastures in TNP). Other land use categories, such as extensive orchards, overgrown agricultural land,
trees and shrubs, uncultivated farmland, farmland with scattered woodland, built-up areas, and bod-
ies of water, collectively account for 2% of all common land in TNP.

The overlap with nature conservation categories shows that 8,718.8 hectares (45%) of common land
intersect with valuable natural features, corresponding to 21% of all areas covered by such features in
TNP. An additional 346.4 hectares (2%) of common land was identified as nature or strict nature reserves
(22% of the total area of such reserves in TNP). Furthermore, as much as 19,305.1 hectares (99%) of
common land is part of the Natura 2000 network and thus contributes to biodiversity preservation; this
accounts for 23% of all Natura 2000 sites within TNP (Table 4). TNP also includes quiet zones, which
are especially important for the protection of plant and animal species and habitat types. Human pres-
ence and activities in these areas are regulated so that disturbance is kept to a minimum (Mirna ... 2024).
One-quarter (2,867.02 hectares) of these quiet zones lie on common land. Special attention should be
drawn to forests in TNP, which perform an important protective function. Nearly half of all forests in
the park (49.7%) are classified as protective forests (Varovalni ... 2024). A significant share of these are
located on common land, accounting for nearly one-third (32%) of all protective forests in TNP

5 Discussion

This study provides three key insights. First, it offers an in-depth overview of the historical devel-
opment of common land management in Slovenia from the early Middle Ages to the present. This covers
a much longer timeframe than most studies to date, which usually use the 1848 abolition of serfdom
as the main historical starting point. The historical development presented in this article shows that
common land in Slovenia is much older, with its earliest known instances dating back at least to the
ninth century. The difficulties surrounding the management of common land, along with the tendencies
of various authorities and feudal estates with greater decision-making power to abolish it, also go back
several centuries. In lowland areas, this abolition was already achieved by the early twentieth century.
In contrast, in the more remote and less accessible parts of Slovenia, such as the Alps, the Kras Plateau,
or the Dinaric regions, local populations successfully resisted these pressures due to their harsher nat-
ural and living conditions. Paradoxically, the 1848 abolition of serfdom contributed to an expansion
of common land. In the process of »liberating« land from use rights, large landowners transferred part
of such encumbered parcels to peasants in the form of common land, and peasants had to relinquish
their use rights to the remainder of the estate. In such cases, peasants and local communities typical-
ly received less fertile and more remote land, which is also supported by the findings of this research
in TNP, but it may come even more to the fore in a nationwide study. In TNP, as much as 35% of com-
mon land consists of dry open terrain with or without vegetation, comprising 32% of all land in this
category within the park. According to historians, most agrarian communities were disadvantaged dur-
ing the mid-nineteenth-century land division; nevertheless, they did retain, at least to some extent, control
over common land, especially pastures and forests. However, under communist Yugoslavia, national-
ization stripped agrarian communities of their decision-making power over this land (an estimated 1,000
to 1,500 agrarian communities were abolished). With Slovenia’s independence and subsequent dena-
tionalization, they were able to reestablish the management of their former common land. However,
in many remote regions, agriculture had largely declined in the meantime, diminishing interest in reestab-
lishing common land management. In addition, the restoration of agrarian communities has proven
to be an exceptionally complex bureaucratic process that, in many places, remains unresolved.

Alongside this historical overview, we propose that the traditional Slovenian term srenja be rein-
troduced for agrarian communities, grazing communities, and other contemporary communities that
govern and manage common land. The translation of commons as skupno is not particularly fitting,
and the Slovenian term skupna zemljis¢a ‘common land’ only partly conveys the meaning of communal
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management (it refers primarily to the territory while overlooking the community’s practices, values,
and norms).

Second, this study provides an empirical assessment of the status of agrarian communities in Gorenjska
region in 2025. Based on publicly available records and data from the MKGP, the Jesenice, Kranj,
Radovljica, Skofja Loka, and TrZi¢ administrative units, the Association of Representatives of Slovenian
Agrarian Communities, the book Slovenske srenje kot izrocilo in priloZnost (Bogataj 2022), and
responses provided by agrarian community representatives, we updated the 2007 list of agrarian com-
munities established under the ZPVAS of 1994. Based on this, we identified active operations in 52 agrarian
communities, which accounts for 48.1% of all agrarian communities in Northern and Central Upper
Carniola. There is no information on the activity or organizational form of the remaining 56 communities
(51.9%). An expert familiar with conditions in the area studied (Klinar 2025) reported that many graz-
ing communities never filed restitution claims and therefore never registered under the agrarian
community legislation. Nonetheless, they remain active and rent land for grazing that has been returned
to other beneficiaries. In some cases, land was returned to private individuals, who then established
a grazing community. In others, land was returned to an agrarian community, but a smaller group of
active farmers within it established a separate grazing community. These cases suggest organization-
al and ownership differences between agrarian communities and grazing communities. However, it
remains unclear whether grazing communities are legally equivalent to agrarian communities because
no study systematically examining grazing communities could be identified in the literature. To deter-
mine actual activity, each agrarian community or grazing community marked as »operational status
not identified« in Table 1 would need to be verified directly in the field.

Third, a detailed analysis of the land held by agrarian communities within TNP shows that the com-
mon land that was generally considered economically inferior during the land division around 1848
is becoming increasingly important from the ecological and social perspectives. Common land
accounts for as much as 23% of TNP. These areas contain 21% of all registered valuable natural fea-
tures, 22% of nature or strict nature reserves, 23% of Natura 2000 sites, 25% of quiet zones, and 32%
of protective forests. The actual figures could be somewhat higher because there are even more parcels
with multiple owners, for which it is unclear whether they belong to agrarian communities. A considerable
portion of this land does not generate direct economic returns, but it plays a key role in protecting the
parK’s natural heritage and is also important for recreational uses, such as hiking. However, agrarian
communities have little say in planning and managing these activities, revealing a gap between their
spatial significance and their actual management role.

In addition, some agrarian communities rent extra private land for grazing. Through the management
of forests and pastures, they make a significant contribution to maintaining biodiversity, habitat types,
and the Alpine cultural landscape. The management of protective forests further safeguards land against
erosion, landslides, wind, water, snow accumulation, and other natural hazards, especially on steep slopes
and riverbanks, and in flash flood-prone areas. This means that common land in TNP is no longer
important primarily because of its economic benefits. Instead, further spatial analyses and qualitative
approaches should clarify their significance in nature protection, biodiversity preservation, natural haz-
ard prevention, and the provision of various types of ecosystem services. These include recreation, climate
mitigation via carbon storage and reduction, drinking water supply, air-quality regulation, and the preser-
vation of natural and cultural heritage, to name just a few. It would be appropriate for landowners to
receive adequate financial compensation or incentives for some ecosystem services, especially those
providing benefits to society at large (Smid Hribar et al. 2025), or at least to be exempt from paying
taxes on such land. The European Union introduced the Emissions Trading System (EU ETS;
Direktiva ... 2003) as early as 2005, but forest owners in Slovenia currently cannot sell carbon credits
because forests are not included in the EU ETS. Nonetheless, forest owners are entitled to various finan-
cial incentives and subsidies provided by the state to cofinance forest investments, such as silvicultural
and conservation projects and forest-road maintenance (Strateski ... 2022).
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Figure 2: Cattle being let onto the common pasture in PoljSica pri Gorjah, May 2025 (upper figure); the
renovated Golden Water (Sln. Zlata voda) pond above the Konjs¢ica mountain pasture on the Pokljuka
Plateau, August 2024 (lower figure).
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Finally, the land use analysis showed that today most common land consists of forests rather than
pastures, contrary to what might be inferred from the land categories listed in claims filed by agrari-
an communities after Slovenia’s independence. This was already highlighted by Petek and Urbanc (2007),
who noted that the land-use data in these claims did not reflect the actual conditions on the ground.
It would be useful to prepare a land-use change analysis comparing the situation around the Second
World War with that of today (2025) to determine the extent of pasture overgrowth over the past eighty
years. However, based on field observations and interviews with members of agrarian communities,
it can be concluded that agrarian communities remain the guardians and caretakers of mountain pas-
tures, which are important elements of the traditional Slovenian Alpine cultural landscape. Without
their active management, mountain pastures would practically no longer exist in Gorenjska region
(Figure 2).

At the time of this research (i.e., 2025), thirty-one years have passed since the adoption of the ZPVAS
(1994) and ten years since the adoption of the ZAgrS (2015). The ZAgrS was expected to accelerate
the resolution of long-standing inheritance procedures and simplify the operation of agrarian communities
so that they could finally focus on their primary objective: managing common agricultural and forest land.
A prerequisite for this was re-registration and entry into the new Register of Agrarian Communities, which
imposed a new administrative and financial burden on them. According to the analysis in this study, 33
agrarian communities and grazing communities in Northern and Central Upper Carniola have completed
this process. Under the Act Amending the Agrarian Communities Act (Zakon o spremembah ... 2022;
ZAgrS-A), all remaining agrarian communities and grazing communities that have not yet been regis-
tered under the 2015 act (ZAgrS) but were established under the 1994 act must register and be entered
in the new MKGP register by 2030. Many of these communities will need support in the form of legal
advice and best practice examples from the communities that have already registered.

Another challenge is emerging in connection with the management of common land. Research on
the role of communal management in maintaining cultural landscapes in Slovenia (Smid Hribar et al.
2023) shows that especially in recent decades new forms of community-based management and much
smaller pieces of common land have been developing (e.g., the Skocjan Lagoon and the Krater collec-
tive in Ljubljana). These communities face different challenges, and so the ZAgrS (2015), which was
designed for traditional agrarian communities, is irrelevant for them. For these more contemporary
collective actions, new legal frameworks similar to those governing associations will need to be explored,
and perhaps designed, in the future, allowing them to manage natural resources. These newer forms
of collective actions use a more modern approach to natural resource management, both in cases where
these communities own the land or resources and in cases where they do not and instead rent the land
(which is even more common in practice). Typically, members of traditional agrarian communities and
members of new collective actions related to natural resource management do not know one another
or one another’s methods. However, by creating a network connecting traditional agrarian communi-
ties and newer community initiatives, they could help one another by exchanging experience and advice,
and by actively participating in community-based actions. These gaps would be worth exploring in future
research.

6 Conclusion

This study shows that common land in Slovenia has a long history, going back at least to the ninth
century, which is earlier than the chronological boundaries typically cited in studies to date. Over the
centuries, its management has been shaped by repeated attempts by state authorities to abolish it, espe-
cially in more accessible areas, whereas in remote regions it persisted longer. The spatial analysis of
common land in TNP confirms that these areas were often less fertile and less suitable for agriculture,
but today they are important for nature protection and recreation - fields in which agrarian commu-
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nities do not (yet) play a decisive role. Historical changes, such as the abolition of serfdom, national-
ization, and denationalization, have fundamentally influenced ownership patterns and management
possibilities, which to this day remain complex and in some places still unresolved.

The analysis of agrarian communities in Northern and Central Upper Carniola in 2025 highlights
the need for a systematic field survey of communities whose operational status remains unclear. Due
to gaps in official records, it would make sense to establish an up-to-date register that would make it
possible to conduct new landscape analyses. These, in turn, would facilitate more comprehensive nat-
ural-resource management. Such a register would also benefit agrarian communities themselves and
strengthen their rights to use local natural resources because recent historical examples have shown
the importance of proper registration of common land in the land cadaster. Active cooperation between
national authorities and agrarian communities and grazing communities will be essential for this.

The analysis of common land within TNP confirms its growing ecological and social importance:
it is vital for maintaining mountain pastures, supporting biodiversity, managing forests, enhancing the
quality of life of society at large, and passing on tradition and Alpine cultural landscapes to present and
future generations. Agrarian communities hold local knowledge about natural resources, forests, and
pastures and, as such, they function as guardians of nature, biodiversity, and cultural landscapes. This
knowledge has significant educational value, although it remains insufficiently recognized. For these
reasons, it would be advisable to assess their value more precisely through spatial analyses and quali-
tative approaches (e.g., by assessing individual ecosystem services) and to develop appropriate
mechanisms for financial compensation and incentives for landowners, including agrarian commu-
nities. This would help strengthen the recognition of their role as positive examples of common land
management, whose benefits extend beyond individual interests and contribute significantly to the well-
being of the wider community.
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DESET LET PO NOVEM ZAKONU O AGRARNIH
SKUPNOSTIH - STANJE AGRARNIH SKUPNOSTI
NA GORENJSKEM

1 Uvod

V Sloveniji imamo vecstoletno tradicijo upravljanja s skupnimi zemljis¢i in naravnimi viri prek agrar-
nih skupnosti, pri katerih poleg ekonomskih v ospredje vse bolj stopajo ekoloski in socialni vidiki. Kljub
obetajocim, a Ze nekoliko starejsim raziskavam (Petek in Urbanc 2007; Bogataj 2012; Rodela 2012; Premrl
2013), je stanje agrarnih skupnosti, upravljanja s skupnimi zemljis¢i in njihov prispevek v druzbi na
nacionalni ravni slabo raziskano. Po letu 2013 v Sloveniji ne belezimo ve¢ analize formalnega stanja
agrarnih skupnosti in skupnih zemlji$¢ na nacionalni ravni, izsle pa so znanstvene in strokovne $tu-
dije ter monografije, ki so prispevale: uvide v revitalizacijo agrarnih skupnosti (Gatto in Bogataj 2015;
Premrl s sodelavci 2015), vpoglede v zgodovinske razmere (Kozorog in Leban 2023; Peresin Meden
2024), pravne ureditve (Hafner 2017; Ravnik Koprivec 2022), teoretske koncepte (Smid Hribar, Bole
in Urbanc 2015; Smid Hribar s sodelavci 2018; Smid Hribar, Urbanc in Zorn 2023), prakti¢no delo-
vanje posameznih agrarnih skupnosti (Urbanc in Smid Hribar 2021; Bogataj 2022; Bogataj in Kr¢ 2023;
Pipan, Smid Hribar in Urbanc 2023) in prve uvide v povezavo (primorskih) agrarnih skupnosti in pod-
nebnih sprememb (Bogataj in Ursi¢ Zupan 2023). Nekatere slovenske raziskovalke smo se leta 2021
vkljucile v primerjalno analizo agrarnih skupnosti in skupnih zemljis¢ v Alpah, znotraj katere pa zara-
di pomanjkanja raziskav in podatkov nismo mogle podati zanesljivih aktualnih podatkov na nacionalni
ravni, kar je sicer velika pomanjkljivost tudi v nekaterih drugih alpskih drzavah (Pagot s sodelavci 2025).

Kljub navedenim $tudijam s podro¢ja agrarnih skupnosti in skupnih zemlji$¢ v Sloveniji ugotavljamo,
da v Sloveniji niti raziskovalci niti upravljavci in odlocevalci ne razpolagamo z osnovnimi aktualnimi
podatki o stevilu in porazdelitvi registriranih agrarnih skupnostih (koliko jih je in kje so), niti ne vemo,
kje so njihova skupna zemljis¢a. Se vedno ne poznamo njihovega natan¢nega obsega in prostorske raz-
poreditve, na kar sta pred slabimi dvajsetimi leti opozarjala Ze Petek in Urbanc (2007). Pomanjkanje
podatkov na ravni nacionalnih ustanov, predvsem pristojnega ministrstva, je tezko razumljivo, saj so
skupnosti to ni presenetljivo, spomin na nacionalizacijo njihovih zemljis¢ leta 1947 je med njihovimi
¢lani $e zelo Zziv.

Leta 2015 je bil sprejet nov Zakon o agrarnih skupnostih (2015; v nadaljevanju: ZAgrS), katerega
cilj je bil olajsati upravljanje skupnih zemljis¢. Kljub ob¢utnim izbolj$avam so glavne pomanjkljivosti
ostale; agrarne skupnosti $e vedno niso upostevane kot posebni pravni subjekti, temve¢ kot skupine
tizi¢nih in pravnih oseb, kar ovira njihovo delovanje. Skladno s 16. ¢lenom ZAgrS (2015), ki oprede-
ljuje Register agrarnih skupnosti, je predvideno tudi zbiranje seznama zemljigkih parcel, vendar je bilo
do marca 2025 v ta novi register vpisanih le 44 od 638 agrarnih skupnosti, ki so bile zavedene v regi-
strih upravnih enot leta 2013 (Premrl 2013). Po podatkih ZdruZenja predstavnikov agrarnih skupnosti
Slovenije (Agrarne ... 2025) je v omenjeno zdruzenje vklju¢enih 114 agrarnih skupnosti, domneva pa
se, da je aktivnih le polovica vseh agrarnih skupnosti v Sloveniji (Agrarne ... 2025; Rebec 2025).
ter empiri¢no preveriti aktualno stanje agrarnih skupnosti. Zasledovali smo dva cilja: 1) osvetliti zgo-
dovinski pregled skupnih zemlji$¢ v Sloveniji v dalj$em ¢asovnem obdobju, iz katerega bo mogoce bolje
ugotoviti, i) koliko agrarnih skupnosti, ki so se registrirale po Zakonu o ponovni vzpostavitvi agrar-
nih skupnosti ter vrnitvi njihovega premozenja in pravic (1994; v nadaljevanju: ZPVAS) je $e aktivnih,
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ii) koliko se jih je uspelo registrirati po ZAgrS iz 2015, iii) kaksen je obseg ter iv) prostorska razpore-
ditev njihovih skupnih zemljis¢. Kljub temu, da se poleg termina ‘agrarne skupnosti’ uporablja tudi termin
‘pasne skupnosti, redkeje tudi ‘vaske skupnosti, skladno z zakonoma ZPVAS in ZAgrS vse skupnosti,
ki so se po osamosvojitvi ponovno vzpostavile, v ¢lanku enotno naslavljamo s terminom ‘agrarne
skupnosti’

2 Zgodovinski vidiki skupnih zemljis¢

V Sloveniji upravljanje s skupnimi zemljis¢i in naravnimi viri sega najmanj v srednji vek. Arhai¢na
oblika tovrstnega skupnostnega upravljanja z zemljis¢i je bila sicer poznana ze v 7. stoletju, ko so imeli
predniki Slovencev svojo prvo drzavno tvorbo Karantanijo. V Karantaniji so bila zemljisca, tudi orna,
$e ve¢inoma skupna in vezana na skupnosti (na primer vasi, velike druzine), ki drugim niso dovolile
njem pomenu besede datira v 9. stoletje, ko so z nastopom frankovske oblasti in uvedbo hubne ureditve
lokalne skupnosti smele obdelovati neobdelana manj rodovitna zemlji¢a v blizini vasi, imenovana srenj-
ska zemljisca (na primer srenjski pasnik, lahko tudi soseskin pasnik). Cesobilata srenjska (torej skupna)
zemlji$ca porasla z gozdom ali grmicevjem, so lahko nabirali tudi dradje, izvajali manjse se¢nje, pri-
dobivali steljo, lahko so lomili kamenje in kopali pesek (Blaznik 1970; Kaci¢nik Gabri¢ 2014). Pomembna
kategorija skupnih zemljis¢ so bili bolj rodovitni, a od vasi oddaljeni pasniki, na katerih so upravicenci
do planine organizirali skupno paso, molZo in sirarjenje, zadolZeni pa so bili tudi za vzdrzevanje pas-
nih zemlji$¢ in urejanje kalov. Do konca 18. stoletja so skupno paso izvajali tudi na njivah pod strnis¢em
ali v prahi. Med kategorije skupnih zemljis¢ so spadali $e manj donosni gozdovi, v katerih so pridobi-
vali predvsem drva, les za gradnjo, listje, v¢asih pa so na delu gozda lahko izvajali tudi gozdno paso,
in urejali kali za napajanje zivine ter nekatere studence (Blaznik 1970).

Prvotno so bili upravi¢enci rabe skupnih zemlji$¢ vsi vas¢ani. V fevdalni dobi so na gmajnah, pla-
bolj formalne in so lahko presle v pozabo, v nekaterih primerih so morali kmetje fevdalcu placevati
dajatve, ponekod pa je zemljis¢e uporabljal tudi fevdalec (na primer fevdalec je gozd uporabljal za se¢-
njo, kmetje pa paso). V takih primerih je obveljalo, da je postal fevdalec lastnik, kmetje pa so dobili
sluznostne pravice.

Dokler ni primanjkovalo zemljis¢, skupna zemljis¢a niso povzrocala vecjih trenj. Med 13. in 15. sto-
letjem se je zacel krepiti gospodarski pomen zemljis¢, na katerih so bila skupna zemljisca, zlasti gozdov.
Ti so se v tem casu ze uveljavili kot energetski vir, potrebo po lesu pa so imeli tudi mescani. Blaznik
(1970) pise o pogostih sporih med razli¢nimi srenjami, to je vaskimi skupnostmi ($e posebej na pla-
ninskih pasnikih, kjer so bili vodni viri redki, planina brez vode pa prakti¢no neuporabna, zato so bile
meje med srenjami pogosto ob vodnih virih) ter med podlozniki in fevdalci, ki so skusali kmete izri-
niti iz gozdov. V 14. in 15. stoletju, ko je zacelo primanjkovati zemlji$¢ za kolonizacijo, so zaceli fevdalci
nekatere srenjske pasnike spreminjati v nova naselja (na primer Koprivnik v Bohinju). Ponekod so fev-
dalci podloznim vasem odvzeli planine in jih dali v najem drugim srenjam, od katerih so si obetali vedji
dobicek.

Od 14. stoletja so na srenjska zemlji$¢a z dovoljenjem srenj posegali tudi kajZarji, ki so se naselje-
vali na skupna zemljiSca, zato je zacelo primanjkovati predvsem srenjske zemlje za paso. S¢asoma so
da so pravice do skupnih zemljis¢ odvisne od obsega kmetije — kdor ima vecjo posest, mu pripada ve¢
pravic, a tudi ve¢ dolznosti pri vzdrzevanju skupnih zemlji$¢. V tem oziru so kajZarji dobili precej manj
pravic (Blaznik 1970).

V 16. stoletju se je gospodarski pomen gozda dodatno okrepil, saj so v tem obdobju gozd zaceli upo-
rabljati tudi fuZzinarji, zato so se spori okrog rabe gozdov $e povecali. Obenem so gozd tudi vse bolj
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izkoris¢ali in posledi¢no siromasili. Primanjkovalo je zlasti pasnikov, ki so se kr¢ili na rac¢un delitve
gozdov med nove deleznike, podalj$evanje kolobarja ali celo njegovo opuscanje zaradi intenzifikacije
kmetijstva. Ta je povzrocila zmanj$anje zemlji$¢ v prahi, ki so jih uporabljali za paso, uvedbo hlevske
zivinoreje, zaradi katere so potrebovali ve¢ travnikov in krmnih rastlin. K zmanjsanju pasnih zemljis¢

.....

.....

posamezniki lahko pa tudi skupnosti, ceprav skupnih zemlji$¢ in sluznosti ne smemo enaciti (Kaci¢nik
Gabri¢ 2014).

Zaradi navedenega je ze v 17. stoletju prihajalo do prvih pobud za razdelitev skupnih zemljis¢. Marija
Terezija je z (zacasnim) gozdnim redom (Interimswaldordnung) iz leta 1745 ukazala razdelitev skup-
nih gozdov in skupnih planin, na katerih so smeli kmetje v okviru skupnosti gospodariti z gozdovi in
pasti (Kaci¢nik Gabric¢ 2014). Dopuscena pa je bila moznost ohranitve skupnih gmajn in pagnikov okrog
vasi. A izvajanje zakonodaje je le pocasi napredovalo, saj so ji mnogi kmetje nasprotovali; nekateri od
njih niso mogli preziveti z majhnimi individualnimi delezi (zlasti pasnikov), zato so skupna zemljis-
¢a marsikje do leta 1848 ve¢inoma ostajala v skupni lasti. Poleg teznje po odpravi skupnih zemljis¢ je
bila Ze od 16. in 17. stoletja prisotna tudi teznja po odpravi sluznosti (Kaci¢nik Gabri¢ 2014). Ker so
sluznosti ovirale gospodarjenje, saj so isto zemljisce poleg lastnika smeli uporabljati tudi sluznostni upra-
vicenci, so nekatera zemljiska gospostva skusala del gozdov odstopiti podloznikom v zameno, da le-ti,
torej sluznostni upravicenci ne uporabljajo drugih delov gozdov. Vendar so bili taksni dogovori le malo-
krat uspesni, saj so se gospostva in podlozniki tezko sporazumeli. Kmetje so se bali, da jih bodo ogoljufali
in da jim bodo pobrali servitute, torej sluznostne pravice, brez katerih pa bi le tezko uspesno kmeto-
vali in preziveli.
je dolocil, da je treba zemljisca (na splosno, ne le skupna zemljis¢a) osvoboditi sluznosti tudi z odsto-
pom dolo¢enega dela takih zemljis¢ kmetom. V redkih primerih so bili gozdovi razdeljeni posameznim
kmetom, medtem ko so pasniki ostali v skupnem upravljanju. Tako so se skupna zemljisca, zlasti goz-
dovi, ki so zaradi gozdnega reda iz leta 1745 postopoma upadala, po letu 1848 sprva povecala, nato pa
ponovno zacela usihati. Tudi delitev zemljis¢, zaceta sredi 19. stoletja, je potekala zelo pocasi in je pone-
kod ostala nedokoncana vse do leta 1941 (Blaznik 1970).

S tem ko so Zeleli odpraviti sluznosti, so ponekod podloznikom dodelili del posesti, predvsem goz-
dove, v nedeljeno posest - torej kot skupna zemljis¢a. Vendar so za ta namen pogosto izbrali oddaljene
ali manj rodovitna gorska zemlji$ca, v nekaterih primerih celo moc¢no izérpana zemljisca. Zaradi taks-
nega preracunavanja, ki je bilo naklonjeno veleposestnikom, so podlozniki pogosto prejeli zemljis¢a
bistveno slabse kakovosti, kot so jih uzivali prej — v¢asih le polovico ali celo manj kot petino njihove
prej$nje vrednosti (Blaznik 1970). Po drugi strani pa Kaci¢nik Gabri¢ (2014) ugotavlja, da so k slabe-
mu stanju gozdnih in pasnih zemlji$¢ s prekomernim sekanjem in podiranjem dreves v neustreznem
casu ter izkori§¢anjem pasnikov prispevali tudi kmetje sami.

Zatikalo se je tudi pri vpisovanju skupnih zemlji$¢ v zemljisko knjigo, kar je povzrocilo dodatno
zmedo. Skupna zemljis¢a so 1) v mnogih primerih vpisali kot skupna zemljisc¢a, pripisana starim skup-
nostim (na podlagi prej$njih delezev), 2) v nekaterih primerih so bila skupna zemlji$¢a v celoti vpisana
na novoustanovljene politi¢ne ob¢ine, 3) pogosto pa sploh niso bila vpisana, saj niso bila obravnava-
na kot samostojen predmet zemljiskega vpisa (Blaznik 1970; Vilfan 1996). Vrsta zemljiskoknjiznega
vpisa v tistem Casu je vplivala na to, kdo je imel pravico do uporabe skupnih zemljis¢.
nikov. Na podlagi Zakona o agrarnih skupnostih iz leta 1947 in Zakona o razpolaganju s premozZenjem
bivsih agrarnih skupnosti iz leta 1965 so bila skupna zemlji$¢a in agrarne skupnosti ukinjene ter nacio-
nalizirane (Smid Hribar s sodelavci 2018). Po podatkih Cerarja, Klinerjeve in Papeza (2011) je bilo
v Sloveniji v ¢asu socializma v postopku nacionalizacije ukinjenih ali razla§¢enih med 1000 in 1500
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agrarnih skupnosti. Hafner (2017) navaja, da naj bi agrarne skupnosti ob podrzavljenju obsegale pri-
blizno 180.000 hektarov zemljis¢, od tega je bilo okrog 60.000 hektarov planin.

2.1 Ponovna vzpostavitev agrarnih skupnosti

Z osamosvojitvijo Slovenije leta 1991 se je v sklopu denacionalizacije ponudila priloznost za pono-
vno vzpostavitev agrarnih skupnosti in vracilo nacionaliziranih skupnih zemljis¢. Prvo priloznost za
vracilo je omogocal Ze Zakon o denacionalizaciji (1991), po katerem naj bi bila zemlji§¢a vrnjena posa-
meznim dedi¢em. Vradilo v taksni obliki je bilo za agrarne skupnosti zelo neugodno, saj je spodbujalo
privatizacijo nekdaj skupne lastnine ter povzrocilo drobljenje in spremembo rabe teh zemljis¢, o cemer
smo Ze pisali (Petek in Urbanc 2007; Smid Hribar, Bole in Urbanc 2015; Smid Hribar s sodelavci 2018).
Da bi omilili tezave, je drzava leta 1994 sprejela Zakon o ponovni vzpostavitvi agrarnih skupnosti ter
vrnitvi njihovega premozenja in pravic (1994; ZPVAS), s katerim je bilo premozenje agrarnih skup-
nosti vrnjeno nekdanjim ¢lanom agrarnih skupnosti kot njihova solastnina ali skupna lastnina, kar je
poenostavilo in pospesilo denacionalizacijske postopke. Ta zakon je v 6. ¢lenu predvideval register agrar-
nih skupnosti, za vpis v register pa ni zahteval seznama njihovih zemlji$¢, saj so bila le-ta znana $ele po
pravnomocnih odloc¢bah o vracanju premozenja agrarnim skupnostim.

Leta 2007 je bilo v register vpisanih 665 agrarnih skupnosti in v tistem c¢asu so bila zemljis¢a
vrnjena 71 % agrarnih skupnosti (Petek in Urbanc 2007). Nekdanja skupna zemljis¢a agrarnih skup-
nosti, ki se niso ponovno registrirala, so ostala v drzavni ali ob¢inski lasti (Kozorog in Leban 2023).
Analize stanja agrarnih skupnosti se je ez nekaj let ponovno lotil Premrl (2013), ki je navajal, da
je v registrih upravnih enot zavedenih 638 agrarnih skupnosti, od tega 547 potencialno aktivnih,
od katerih jih v tistem casu 48 $e ni imelo zaklju¢enih postopkov vracila premozenja. Agrarnim skup-
nostim naj bi bilo do vklju¢no 2013 vrnjenih 77.486,47 hektarjev zemljis¢, kar je 3,67 % ozemlja
Slovenije.

3 Metode

Pri preverbi stanja agrarnih skupnosti in obsega ter prostorske razporeditve skupnih zemljis¢ smo
se zaradi pomanjkanja ¢loveskih in finanénih virov sprva osredoto¢ili na Zgornjo in Osrednjo
Gorenjsko, ki vklju¢ujeta upravne enote Jesenice, Kranj, Radovljica, Skofja Loka in Trzi¢. To smo pre-
verjali na tri nacine: z analizo uradno dostopnih pravnoformalnih podatkov, z anketnim vprasalnikom
ter s pregledom izbrane literature.

Na podlagi seznama agrarnih skupnosti, ki jih je leta 2007 identificiral Petek (2021), smo pripra-
vili seznam vseh agrarnih skupnosti iz omenjenih upravnih enot. Julija 2024 smo vsem predstavnikom
agrarnih skupnosti, razen tistim z upravne enote Skofja Loka, poslali uradni dopis s pojasnilom o name-
nu zbiranja podatkov ter prilozenim kratkim anketnim vprasalnikom. Z njim smo Zelela pridobiti
informacije o stanju delovanja agrarnih skupnosti (na primer, ali organizirajo ob¢ne zbore oziroma sestan-
ke vsaj enkrat letno), pravni podlagi njihove registracije (ali so vpisane v skladu z ZPVAS iz leta 1994
ali ZAgrsS iz leta 2015) ter podatke o parcelnih Stevilkah skupnih zemlji$¢, s katerimi gospodarijo.
Predstavnikom agrarnih skupnosti z upravne enote Skofja Loka smo dopis poslali marca 2025.

Vzporedno smo uradni dopis poslali tudi na Ministrstvo za kmetijstvo, gozdarstvo in prehrano
(v nadaljevanju: MKGP), ki je pristojno za vodenje novega Registra agrarnih skupnosti. Prosili smo
jih, da nam skladno s 15. ¢lenom ZAgrS iz registra v elektronski obliki posredujejo ime in sedez vseh
agrarnih skupnosti ter za vsako izmed agrarnih skupnosti $e seznam zemljiskih parcel z navedbo $te-
vilke parcele in katastrske ob¢ine. Ker je zbiranje podatkov potekalo zelo pocasi, smo februarja 2025
uradni dopis z enakim zaprosilom kot za MKGP poslali $e na upravne enote Jesenice, Kranj, Radovljica,
Skofja Loka in Trzi¢.
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Dobljeni podatki o parcelnih $tevilkah so bili vneseni v digitalni Kataster nepremic¢nin v Sloveniji,
s katerim je bil ustvarjen digitalni sloj skupnih zemlji$¢. Ker nam do marca 2025 ni uspelo zbrati poda-
tkov o vseh agrarnih skupnostih s seznama za Gorenjsko, smo obmo¢je raziskave zoZili na obmocje
Triglavskega narodnega parka (v nadaljevanju: TNP). K tej odlocitvi je botrovalo dejstvo, da je to obmoc-
je dovolj obvladljivo za ro¢ni pregled lastnistva zemljis¢ v zemljiski knjigi. Za pridobitev podatkov agrarnih
skupnosti na primorski strani TNP, ki ni bila neposredno vklju¢ena v to raziskavo, smo uradni dopis
z zaprosilom za posredovanje podatkov februarja 2025 poslali Se na Upravno enoto Tolmin in odgo-
vor s podatki prejeli marca 2025.

Stanje agrarnih skupnosti, ki niso odgovorile in za katere nismo prejeli podatkov iz MKGP ali uprav-
nih enot, smo dodatno preverili prek clanstva v Zdruzenju predstavnikov agrarnih skupnosti v Sloveniji
in prek morebitnega opisa v monografiji Slovenske srenje kot izroc¢ilo in priloznost (Bogataj 2022). V tej
monografiji, ki je iz$la leta 2022, se je s kratkimi prispevki predstavilo 80 agrarnih skupnosti v Sloveniji.
Ce agrarna skupnost ni bila zaznana po vsaj enem od nastetih kriterijev, ki sicer med seboj niso ena-
kovredni, smo v preglednici 1 ozna¢ili, da stanje delovanja identificirane agrarne oziroma pasne skupnosti
ni zaznano.

V zadnjem koraku je bil digitalni sloj zemljis¢ agrarnih skupnosti v TNP prekrit s sloji Rabe tal
(Evidenca... 2025), Nature 2000 (2025), Zavarovanih obmo¢ij (2025), Naravnih vrednot (2025),
Mirnih obmo¢ij (2024) in Varovalnih gozdov (2024), s ¢imer so bile ugotovljene kategorije rab zem-

.....

biodiverzitete, ekosistemov in naravne dedis¢ine v TNP.

4 Pregled stanja delovanja agrarnih skupnosti na Zgornji in Osrednji
Gorenjski

Na seznam agrarnih skupnosti za Zgornjo in Osrednjo Gorenjsko je bilo leta 2007 uvr§cenih 108
agrarnih skupnosti z upravnih enot Jesenice, Kranj, Radovljica, Skofja Loka in Trzi¢. Od predstavnikov
agrarnih skupnosti smo po posti ali telefonu prejeli 23 anketnih odgovorov. Po pogovorih z zaposleni-
mi na upravni enoti Jesenice smo ugotovili, da agrarna skupnost Smoku¢ in pasna skupnost
Gozd-Martuljek-Jesenje ne obstajata ve¢, zato smo ju odstranili s seznama. Agrarna skupnost Blejska
Dobrava je bila vpisana na dveh seznamih (Upravna enota Jesenice in Upravna enota Radovljica), zato
smo en zapis odstranili. Na novo se je po ZAgrS v okviru agrarne skupnosti Jesenice, Sava, Plavz, Prihodi
ustanovila pagna skupnost Jeseniska RoZca, ki smo jo dodali na seznam. V Upravni enoti Skofja Loka
sta bili po Zakonu o kmetijstvu (2008) ustanovljeni 2 pa$ni skupnosti: pasna skupnost Blego$ in pasna
skupnost Soriska planina. Po posodobitvi seznama smo skupno v upravnih enotah Jesenice, Kranj,
Radovljica, Skofja Loka in Trzi¢ zabelezili 108 agrarnih skupnosti (preglednica 1).

Februarja 2025 smo iz MKGP prejeli podatke, iz katerih je razvidno, da je v novi register vpisanih
44 agrarnih skupnosti, od tega 14 na obmocju Gorenjske. Prav tako februarja 2025 smo z Upravne enote
Jesenice prejeli seznam 14 agrarnih skupnosti, vpisanih po ZAgrS. Z Upravne enote Radovljica smo
prejeli seznam 14 agrarnih skupnosti; v Trzic¢u sta po podatkih iz upravne enote dve taki agrarni skup-
nosti, enako v Kranju, v Skofji Loki ni nobene.

Ostale agrarne skupnosti na Gorenjskem so, kot kaze, $e vedno registrirane po ZPVAS. Za 52 agrar-
nih skupnosti (skupaj 48,1 % od vseh agrarnih skupnosti na seznamu) na Zgornji in Osrednji Gorenjski
lahko z gotovostjo trdimo, da so dejavne, za preostalih 56 (51,9 %) podatek o njihovi aktivnosti ni bil
zaznan.
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Preglednica 1: Stanje delovanja agrarnih in pasnih skupnosti na Gorenjskem leta 2025.

ime agrarne skupnosti ~ upravna sodelovali registrirana v registru stanje
(AS), pasne skupnosti enota po ZAgrS delovanja
(PS) ali vaske skupnosti 2015 ni zaznano
(VS) v seznamu 2007 na upravni

enoti
AS Dovje - Mojstrana  Jesenice X
AS Kranjska Gora - Log  Jesenice X
AS Ratece - Planica Jesenice X
AS Zirovnica - Moste Jesenice X
AS HrusSica Jesenice X
AS Gozd in Srednji Vrh  Jesenice X
AS Javorniski Rovt - Jesenice X
Slovenski Javornik
AS Blejska Dobrava Jesenice X
AS Smokuc¢ - Rodine Jesenice X
AS Zabreznica - Selo Jesenice X
AS Planina Pod Golico ~ Jesenice X
AS Doslovce - Breznica  Jesenice X
AS Jesenice, Sava, Jesenice X
Plavz, Prihodi
AS Podkoren Jesenice X
AS Vrba Jesenice X
AS Potoki Jesenice X
AS Koroska Bela Jesenice X
PS Zgornja Radovna Jesenice X
PS Srednji Vrh Jesenice X
PS Ko¢na Jesenice X
PS Podkoren Jesenice X
PS Belca Jesenice X
PS Jeseniska RoZca Jesenice X
AS Srednja vas - Zalog ~ Kranj X
AS Povlje Kranj
AS Tupalice Kranj X
PS Jezerca Kranj
PS Kriska Planina Kranj
AS Basel; Kranj X
AS Babni Vrt Kranj X
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ime agrarne skupnosti ~ upravna sodelovali registrirana vregistru  clanstvo opis stanje
(AS), pasne skupnosti enota vanketi poZAgrS MKGP  vZPASS vBogataj delovanja
(PS) ali vaske skupnosti 2015 (2022)  ni zaznano
(VS) v seznamu 2007 na upravni

enoti
AS Cerklje Kranj X
AS Trboje Kranj X
AS Visoko Kranj X
AS Mozjanca Kranj X
AS vas Jama Kranj X
AS Spodnje Bitnje Kranj X
AS Luze Kranj X
VS Rupa Kranj X
VS Voklo Kranj X
AS Stara FuZina - Radovljica X X X X X
Studor
AS Gorjuse - Nomenj  Radovljica X
(Planina Javornik)
AS Srednja vas Radovljica X X X X X
v Bohinju
AS Bohinjska Bela Radovljica X X X
AS Bohinjska Ce$njica, Radovljica X
Jereka, Podjelje,
Koprivnik
AS Bohinjska Bistrica  Radovljica X X X X
AS Savica Radovljica X X
AS Kranjska Dolina Radovljica X X X
AS Gorjuse Radovljica X
AS Zgosa Planina Radovljica X
Prevala
AS Selo (pri Bledu) Radovljica X X X
AS Zasip Radovljica X
AS Lipniska Planina Radovljica X
AS Ravne (v Bohinju) ~ Radovljica X X X X b'e
AS Sveta Lucija Radovljica X
AS Hrase Radovljica X
AS Gorjuse - Nomenj  Radovljica X
Gozd Ozebove
AS Nomenj, Log, Radovljica X

Lepence, Bitnje
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ime agrarne skupnosti ~ upravna  sodelovali registrirana vregistru  c¢lanstvo opis stanje
(AS), pasne skupnosti enota vanketi poZAgrS MKGP  vZPASS vBogataj delovanja
(PS) ali vaske skupnosti 2015 (2022)  nizaznano
(VS) v seznamu 2007 na upravni

enoti
AS Selsko-Kupljeniska  Radovljica X
Planina
AS Poljsica Radovljica X X X X X
AS Mosenjska Planina  Radovljica X X
AS Bodesce Radovljica X X X
AS Spodnje Laze Radovljica X
AS Spodnje in Radovljica X
Zgornje Laze
AS Grad - Bled Radovljica X X X
AS Ribno Radovljica X X X
AS Nemski Rovt Radovljica X
AS Draga-Kisovec Radovljica X X
AS Ribenska in Radovljica X X X X
Grofova Planina
AS Podhom Radovljica X X
AS Spodnje Gorje- Radovljica X
Podhom-Zgornje Laze
AS Recica Radovljica X X
AS Vrbnje Radovljica X
AS Poljce Radovljica X
AS Kupljenik Radovljica X
AS Bistrica pri Trzicu Trzi¢ X X
AS Javornik Trzic X
AS Lese Trzic X X
AS Planine Sija Trzié X
AS Planina Pungrat Trzi¢ X X
AS Bicevje Trzi¢ X X
AS Brinje Trzi¢ X
AS Lom - Zanjivico Trzi¢ X
AS Zvirce Trzi¢ X X
AS Tegosce Trzi¢ X X
AS Polana Trzi¢ X X
AS Brdo Trzi¢ X
AS Brezje - Visoce Trzic X
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ime agrarne skupnosti ~ upravna sodelovali registrirana v registru  clanstvo opis stanje
(AS), pasne skupnosti enota vanketi poZAgrS MKGP  vZPASS vBogataj delovanja
(PS) ali vaske skupnosti 2015 (2022)  nizaznano
(VS) v seznamu 2007 na upravni

enoti
AS Kofce Trzi¢ X
AS Drazgose in Selca - Skofja Loka X
Drazgo$e pri cerkvi
AS Krnice Skofja Loka X
AS Podlonk Skofja Loka X
AS Prtov¢ Skofja Loka X
AS Zabrdo Skofja Loka X
AS Podgora SkofjaLoka  x
AS Torka-Ravne Skofja Loka X
AS Spodnja Sorica Skofja Loka X
AS Zgornja Sorica Skofja Loka X
AS Soseska Lajse Skofja Loka X
VS Vagka skupnost Skofja Loka X
Javorje, Dolencice,
Murave
AS Zgornje Danje Skofja Loka X
AS Robidnica, Skofja Loka X
Lajse, Krnice
AS Leskovica, Skofja Loka X

Kopacnica, Studor

AS Soseska Kalise Skofja Loka X

(Srenja S. Kriz)

Pagna skupnost Skofja Loka be
Ratitovec - Klom

Pasna skupnost SkofjaLoka  x
Selca

Pasna skupnost X
Golica II

Pasna skupnost Skofja Loka X
Blego$

Pagna skupnost Skofja Loka X
Soriska planina 2

skupaj 108 23 33 14 31 25 56
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4.1 Agrarne skupnosti na obmoc¢ju Triglavskega narodnega parka

.....

jih je 19 registriranih po ZAgrsS, $tiri, registrirane po ZPVAS pa so bile najdene ro¢no. Nekatere agrar-
ne skupnosti, kot na primer Blejska Dobrava in Podhom ter Grad - Bled in Recica, si del zemlji§¢ lastijo
skupaj (v preglednici 2 oznacene z * in **). Celokupno agrarne skupnosti v TNP obsegajo 19.453,4 hek-
tarov skupnih zemljis¢, kar je 23% povrsine TNP (preglednica 2, slika 1). Dopus¢amo moznost, da je
zemlji$¢ agrarnih skupnosti v TNP $e ve¢, ker je nekaj zemljis¢ v lasti ve¢jega $tevila lastnikov. Vendar

.....

no ali pasno skupnost.

X mejaTNP

I:I zemlji$¢a agrarnih skupnosti

Avtor zemljevida: Matej Horvat
Vir podatkov: ARSO; GURS; MKGP; Portal e-sodstvo;

Podatki agrarnih skupnostih; UE; ZGS 2025
© 2025, ZRC SAZU Geografski institut Antona Melika

Slika 1: Agrarne skupnosti na obmocju Triglavskega narodnega parka.
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Z vidika rabe skupnih zemljis¢ v TNP (preglednica 3) kaze, da med prevladujoc¢imi kategorijami
izstopajo gozdna obmocja, ki obsegajo 11.433,3 hektarjev, kar je 59 % vseh skupnih zemljis¢ v TNP (21 %
gozdov v TNP (preglednica 4)). Sledijo suha odprta zemlji¢a z ali brez rastlinskega pokrova, ki obse-
gajo 6737,0 hektarov oziroma 35 % skupnih zemljis¢ v TNP (32 % tovrstne rabe v TNP). To so obmo¢ja
zemeljskih plazov, nerodovitna in nedostopna zemljis¢a s kamnito podlago, prodnate povrsine, suhe
re¢ne struge in podobno. V TNP se ta kategorija v veliki meri nanasa na visokogorska obmodja.
Pomembna, ¢eprav ne zelo obsezna skupna zemljis¢a v TNP so travniske in pasne povrsine z 867,6 hek-
tarji, 4 % vseh skupnih zemljis¢ v TNP (14 % vseh travnikov oziroma pasnikov v TNP). Druge kategorije

Preglednica 3: Raba zemljis¢ agrarnih skupnosti v Triglavskem narodnem parku leta 2025.

kategorija rabe zemljis¢a povrsina zemlji$¢ agrarnih delez posamezne kategorije rabe

skupnosti v TNP (ha) od zemljis¢ agrarnih skupnosti (%)
gozd 11.433,3 59
suho odprto zemljisce z ali 6737,0 35
brez rastlinskega pokrova
travnik/pasnik 867,6 4
drugo 415,5 2
skupaj 19.453,4 100

Preglednica 4: Primerjava povrsin Triglavskega narodnega parka in skupnih zemljis¢ agrarnih skupnosti
v parku glede na naravovarstvene kategorije in izbrane kategorije rabe zemljisc.

povrsina v TNP povrsina delez zemljis¢  delez zemljis¢
(ha) zemljiS¢ agrarnih agrarnih agrarnih
skupnosti (ha) skupnosti skupnosti
v TNP v'TNP (%) v posamezni
kategoriji rabe
v TNP (%)
celotna povrsina 83.973,28 19.453,4 23
naravovarstvena kategorija
Natura 2000 82.920,77 19.305,1 23
naravni rezervat/strogi naravni rezervat 1607,12 346,4 22
naravne vrednote 40.739,31 8718,8 21
mirna obmocja 11.445,67 2867,02 25
varovalni gozd 26.810,54 8697,04 32
raba zemljis¢a
gozd 53.977,45 11.433,3 14 21
suho odprto zemljisce z ali 21.039,07 6737,0 8 32
brez rastlinskega pokrova
travnik/pasnik 6074,69 867,6 1 14
drugo 2882,07 4155 0,5 14
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rabe tal kot so ekstenzivni sadovnjak, kmetijska zemlji$¢a v zarag¢anju, drevesa in grmicevje, neobde-
lana kmetijska zemljis¢a, kmetijska zemlji$¢a z gozdnim drevjem, pozidano in vode skupaj predstavljajo
2% skupnih zemljis¢ v TNP.

Prekrivanje z naravovarstvenimi kategorijami pokaze, da se 8718,8 hektarov (45 %) skupnih zem-
ljis¢ prekriva z naravnimi vrednotami, kar predstavlja 21 % vseh povrs$in naravnih vrednot v TNP.
Dodatnih 346,4 hektarov (2 %) skupnih zemlji$¢ je prepoznanih kot naravni ali strogi naravni rezervat
(22 % povrsin vseh naravnih ali strogih naravnih rezervatov v TNP) in kar 19.305,1 (99 %) hektarov skup-
nih zemlji$¢ prispeva k varstvu Nature 2000, torej k varstvu biodiverzitete, kar je 23 % vseh povrsin pod
Naturo 2000 v TNP (preglednica 4). V TNP posebej belezijo tudi tako imenovana ‘Mirna obmocja, ki
so Se posebej pomembna za varstvo Zivalskih in rastlinskih vrst ter habitatnih tipov. Na teh obmocjih
so obiskovanje in druge dejavnosti prilagojeni tako, da so motnje ¢im manjse (Mirna obmod¢ja 2024).
gozdove v TNP, ki opravljajo pomembno varovalno funkcijo. Skoraj polovica vseh gozdov v parku (49,7 %)
je uvrs¢ena med varovalne gozdove (Varovalni gozdovi 2024). Pomemben deleZ teh gozdov je na skup-

.....

5 Razprava

Pri¢ujoca raziskava prinasa tri spoznanja. Prvi¢, poglobljen prikaz zgodovinskega razvoja upravljanja
daljsi ¢asovni razpon, kot ga obravnava vecina dosedanjih studij, ki za mejnik obi¢ajno postavljajo zem-
ljisko odvezo leta 1848. Z zgodovinskim razvojem v tem prispevku smo osvetlili, da so skupna
zemlji$ca v Sloveniji veliko starej$a in s prvimi pojavi segajo najmanj v 9. stoletje. Prav tako so ve¢ sto-
letij stari izzivi z upravljanjem skupnih zemljis¢ in teZnjami razli¢nih oblasti ter gospostev oziroma
lastnikov z ve¢jo mocjo odlo¢anja po njihovi ukinitvi. V ravninskem svetu je ta ukinitev v veliki meri
uspela ze do zacetka 20. stoletja. V tezje dostopnih predelih Slovenije, kot so Alpe, Kras, dinarski svet, pa
so se prebivalci zaradi tezjih naravnih pogojev in zivljenjskih razmer temu uspesno upirali. Paradoksalno
je k porastu skupnih zemljis¢ dodatno pripomogla zemljiska odveza leta 1848, ko so v procesu ‘osvo-
bajanja’ zemljis¢ sluznosti vedji lastniki del tako obremenjenih zemljis¢ odstopili kmetom v obliki skupnih
zemlji$¢, pri Cemer so se morali kmetje odreci sluznostni pravici na preostalem delu zemlji$¢a. Kmetje
oziroma lokalne skupnosti (srenje) so v takih primerih praviloma dobili slabsa in odro¢nejsa zemljis-
¢a, kar potrjuje tudi nasa raziskava na obmocju TNP, to pa bi utegnilo priti $e bolj do izraza pri nacionalni
raziskavi. Na primeru TNP ugotavljamo, da kar 35 % skupnih zemlji$¢ obsega suha odprta zemljisca
z ali brez rastlinskega pokrova, pri cemer ta delez predstavlja 32 % vseh zemljis¢ v tej kategoriji v TNP.
Z delitvijo v letih okrog 1848 so bile po mnenju zgodovinarjev agrarne skupnosti ve¢inoma sicer osko-
dovane, vendar so, vsaj v dolo¢eni meri, na primer pri pasnikih in gozdovih, ohranile upravljanje skupnih
zemlji$¢ v svojih rokah. V ¢asu socialisti¢ne Jugoslavije so z nacionalizacijo skupnih zemlji$¢ agrarne

.....

.....

¢nejsih predelih marsikje zamrlo, s tem pa tudi zanimanje za ponovno vzpostavitev skupnih zemljis¢.
Dodatno se je postopek obnove agrarnih skupnosti izkazal za izjemno zapleten birokratski postopek,
ki marsikje $e ni resen.

Ob bok zgodovinskemu pregledu predlagamo, da se za agrarne, pasne in podobne, tudi novodob-
Menimo, da prevod angleskega izraza commons kot ‘skupno’ ni najbolj posrecen, izraz skupna zem-
ljis¢a pa le delno zajema pomen skupnostnega upravljanja (navezuje se predvsem na obmodje,
zanemarja pa delovanje, vrednote in norme skupnosti).
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Drugi¢, raziskava prispeva empiri¢no preveritev stanja delovanja agrarnih skupnosti leta 2025
na Gorenjskem. Na podlagi javno dostopnih evidenc in podatkov iz MKGP, upravnih enot Jesenice,
Kranj, Radovljica, Skofja Loka in Trzi¢, podatkov iz ZdruZenje predstavnikov agrarnih skupnosti
Slovenije, monografije Slovenske srenje kot izro¢ilo in priloznost (Bogataj 2022) in odgovorov pred-
stavnikov agrarnih skupnosti, smo prek posodobitve seznama agrarnih skupnosti iz leta 2007, ki
so se vzpostavile po ZPVAS (1994), aktivnost zaznali pri 52 agrarnih skupnostih, kar predstavlja
48,1 % agrarnih skupnosti na Zgornji in Osrednji Gorenjski. Ni pa znano, kako dejavne so, oziro-
ma v kaksni obliki obstaja preostalih 56 (51,9 %) gorenjskih agrarnih skupnosti. V pogovoru s stro-
kovnjakom, ki pozna razmere na prouc¢evanem obmocju (Klinar 2025) se je izkazalo, da marsikatera
pasna skupnost ni vlozila zahtevka za vrnitev premozZenja in se zato sploh ni registrirala po zako-
nih o agrarnih skupnostih. Kljub temu je aktivna in za pa$o najema zemlji$¢a, ki so bila vrnjena
drugim upravi¢encem. V nekaterih primerih so bila zemlji§¢a vrnjena fizi¢nim osebam, ki so nato
ustanovile pasno skupnost. Spet v drugih primerih je lahko dolo¢ena agrarna skupnost dobila vrnje-
na zemlji$ca, znotraj nje pa je ozja skupina ljudi, ki $e kmetujejo, ustanovila pasno skupnost. Skladno
s tem lahko sklepamo, da med agrarnimi in pagnimi skupnostmi vsaj z organizacijskega in lastni-
$kega vidika obstajajo razlike. Vendar pa ostaja raziskovalna vrzel glede vprasanja, ali so pa$ne skup-
nosti s pravnega vidika identi¢ne agrarnim skupnostim. V obstojeci literaturi nismo zasledili raziskav,
ki bi sistemati¢no obravnavale pasne skupnosti. Pri ugotavljanju aktivnosti bi bilo treba vsako agrar-
no oziroma pas$no skupnost, pri kateri je v preglednici 1 oznaéeno, da aktivnost ni znana, preveri-
ti neposredno na terenu.

Tretji¢, podrobnejsa analiza zemljis¢ agrarnih skupnosti na obmocju TNP je pokazala, da so skup-
na zemlji$c¢a, ki so v ¢asu delitve zemljis¢ v letih okrog 1848 z ekonomskega vidika po predvidevanjih
veljala za slabsa zemljiSca, vse pomembnejsa z ekoloskega in druzbenega vidika. V' TNP skupna zem-
vrednot, 22 % naravnih ali strogih naravnih rezervatov, 23 % Nature 2000, 25 % mirnih obmocij in 32 %
varovalnih gozdov. Stevilke bi lahko bile $e visje, saj je zemljis¢ z ve¢jim $tevilom lastnikov Se veé, ven-
dar ni jasno, ali ta zemlji$¢a pripadajo agrarnim skupnostim. Znaten del zgoraj omenjenih zemlji$¢ ne
prinasa neposrednih ekonomskih koristi, a imajo klju¢no vlogo pri varovanju naravne dedis¢ine parka,
dodatno pa so pomembna za rekreacijsko rabo, kot je pohodnistvo. Vendar pa agrarne skupnosti pri
nacrtovanju in upravljanju teh dejavnosti nimajo odlocilnega vpliva, kar kaze na vrzel med njihovim
prostorskim pomenom in dejansko upravljavsko vlogo.

Poleg tega nekatere agrarne skupnosti za paso najemajo tudi dodatna zasebna zemljis¢a. Z upra-
vljanjem gozdov in pasnikov pomembno prispevajo pri vzdrzevanju biodiverzitete in habitatnih tipov
ter alpske kulturne pokrajine. Upravljanje varovalnih gozdov pa dodatno omogoca zas¢ito zemljis¢ pred
erozijo, plazovi, vetrom, vodo, zameti in drugimi naravnimi nevarnostmi, zlasti na strmih pobo¢jih,
bregovih ter hudourniskih obmog¢jih. To pomeni, da skupna zemljis¢a v TNP niso ve¢ klju¢na z eko-
nomskega vidika, temve¢ bi bilo treba z nadaljnjimi prostorskimi analizami in kvalitativnimi pristopi
ugotoviti njihov pomen pri (za)varovanju narave, ohranjanju biodiverzitete, preprecevanju naravnih
nesre¢ in prispevek k razli¢nim tipom ekosistemskih storitev, kamor spadajo rekreacija, blazenje pod-
nebnih sprememb prek skladi$¢enja in zmanjsevanja ogljika, preskrba s pitno vodo, zagotavljanje kakovosti
zraka, ohranjanje naravne in kulturne dedi$¢ine, ¢e nastejemo le nekatere. Prav bi bilo, da bi lastniki
zemljis¢ za nekatere ekosistemske storitve, posebno za tiste, ki prinasajo koristi $iréi druzbi (Smid Hribar,
Ribeiro in Villoslada 2025), prejemali ustrezna finan¢na nadomestila in spodbude, ali bi bili vsaj opros-
¢eni placila davkov na tovrstna zemlji$¢a. Evropska unija je Ze leta 2005 uvedla Sistem trgovanja z emisijami
(vnadaljevanju: EU ETS; Direktiva ... 2003), vendar v Sloveniji lastniki gozdov trenutno nimajo moz-
nosti prodaje emisijskih kuponov za ogljik, saj gozdovi niso vklju¢eni v EU ETS. Kljub temu so lastniki
gozdov upraviceni do razli¢nih finan¢nih spodbud in subvencij, ki jih zagotavlja drzava in so name-
njeni sofinanciranju vlaganj v gozdove, kot so gojitvena in varstvena dela ter vzdrzevanje gozdnih cest
(Strateski ... 2022).

67



Mateja Smid Hribar Deset let po novem Zakonu o agrarnih skupnostih - stanje agrarnih skupnosti ...

In ne nazadnje, analiza rabe zemlji$¢ je pokazala, da glavnino skupnih zemljis¢ v sodobnem ¢asu
predstavljajo gozdovi in ne pasniki, kot bi lahko sklepali iz navedb zemljiskih kategorij na oddanih zah-
tevkih po osamosvojitvi. Na to sta opozorila Ze Petek in Urbanc (2007), saj raba na zahtevkih ni odsevala
dejanskega stanja v naravi. Zanimivo bi bilo pripraviti analizo spremembe rabe zemlji$¢, v kateri bi pri-
merjali stanje okrog druge svetovne vojne z danasnjim (2025) stanjem, da bi dobili podatek o stopnji
zara§¢anja planinskih pasnikov v zadnjih osemdesetih letih. Na podlagi terenskih opazovanj in pogo-
vorov s ¢lani agrarnih skupnosti pa lahko trdimo, da so agrarne skupnosti varuhi in vzdrzevalci planinskih
pasnikov, ki so pomemben element tradicionalne slovenske alpske kulturne pokrajine in identitete. Brez
njihovega aktivnega upravljanja na Gorenjskem prakti¢no ne bi bilo ve¢ planinskih pasnikov (slika 2).

Slika 2: Spust Zivine na skupni pasnik na Poljsici maja 2025 (zgoraj) in obnovljena kal Zlata voda’ nad
planino Konjscica na Pokljuki avgusta 2024 (spodaj).
Glej angleski del prispevka.

V casu te raziskave (2025) mineva 31 let od sprejetja Zakona o ponovni vzpostavitvi agrarnih skup-
nosti ter vrnitvi njihovega premozenja in pravic (1994; ZPVAS) in 10 let od Zakona o agrarnih skupnostih
(2015; ZAgrS). Od slednjega se je pricakovalo, da bo pospesil razresitev dolgotrajnih dedis¢inskih postop-
kov in poenostavil delovanje agrarnih skupnosti, da se bodo le-te kon¢no lahko posvetile svojemu
glavnemu cilju, to je upravljanju in gospodarjenju s skupnimi kmetijskimi in gozdnimi zemljis¢i. Pogoj
za to je bila ponovna registracija in vpis v novi Register agrarnih skupnosti, kar pa je bilo za agrarne
skupnosti novo administrativno in finan¢no breme. Skladno z analizo v tej raziskavi je na obmocju Zgornje
in Osrednje Gorenjske to doslej uspelo 33 agrarnim in pa$nim skupnostim. Skladno z Zakonom o spre-
membah in dopolnitvah Zakona o agrarnih skupnostih (2022; ZAgrS-A) se morajo ostale agrarne in
pasne skupnosti, ki $e niso registrirane po ZAgrS (2015), a so se vzpostavile na podlagi ZPVAS (1994),
do leta 2030 registrirati in vpisati v Ze omenjeni novi register, ki ga vodi MKGP. Pri tem bo marsika-
tera agrarna in pa$na skupnost potrebovala pomoc¢ v obliki pravnih nasvetov in dobrih praks tistih agrarnih
in pasnih skupnosti, ki so se Ze registrirale.

Na podroc¢ju upravljanja skupnih zemlji$¢ se odpira $e en izziv. Raziskava o vlogi skupnostnega upra-
vljanja pri vzdrzevanju kulturnih pokrajin v Sloveniji (Smid Hribar, Urbanc in Zorn 2023) je pokazala,
da predvsem v zadnjih desetletjih nastajajo tudi nove oblike skupnostnega upravljanja in znatno manj-
$a skupna zemljis¢a (na primer Skocjanski zatok, Krater v Ljubljani), ki se soo¢ajo z druga¢nimi izzivi
in za katere ZAgrS (2015) ni aktualen (ta je bil pripravljen za tradicionalne agrarne skupnosti). Za novej-
$e oblike skupnostnih praks bo treba v prihodnje preuciti in morda oblikovati novo pravno ureditev -
podobno kot velja za drustva —, ki pa bi jim omogocala upravljanje z naravnimi viri. Pri novejsih obli-
kah skupnostnih praks gre namre¢ za sodobnejsi pristop k upravljanju z naravnimi viri, tako v primerih,
ko so taksne skupnosti lastniki virov oziroma zemlji$¢, kot tudi takrat, ko niso lastniki in zemlji$¢a naje-
majo, kar je v praksi e pogosteje. Praviloma se ¢lani tradicionalnih agrarnih skupnosti in ¢lani novih
skupnostnih praks s podro¢ja upravljanja naravnih virov med sabo ne poznajo niti ne poznajo praks
drug drugega. Z vzpostavitvijo mreze tradicionalnih in novih tovrstnih skupnosti bi si lahko poma-
gali z deljenjem izkuSenj in nasvetov ter z aktivno udelezbo na skupnostnih akcijah. Omenjene vrzeli
bi bilo smiselno preuciti v prihodnjih raziskavah.

6 Sklep

Raziskava je pokazala, da imajo skupna zemlji¢a v Sloveniji dolgo zgodovino, ki sega najmanj v 9.
stoletje, kar presega casovne mejnike, ki jih navajajo obstojece $tudije. Njihovo upravljanje je bilo skozi
stoletja prepleteno s teznjami oblasti po ukinitvi, zlasti na bolj dostopnih obmo¢jih, medtem ko so se
v odro¢nejsih predelih ohranila dlje. Prostorska analiza skupnih zemlji$¢ na primeru TNP potrjuje, da
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so bila le-ta pogosto manj rodovitna in primerna za kmetijsko rabo, a so po drugi strani v sodobnem
¢asu pomembna za naravovarstvene in rekreacijske dejavnosti, pri katerih pa agrarne skupnosti (Se)
nimajo odlo¢ilne vloge. Zgodovinske spremembe, kot so zemljiska odveza, nacionalizacija in dena-
cionalizacija, so bistveno vplivale na lastni$§tvo in moznosti upravljanja, ki vse do danes ostaja zapleten
in ponekod $e vedno neresen proces.

Analiza stanja agrarnih skupnosti na Zgornji in Osrednji Gorenjski leta 2025 kaze na potrebo po
sistemati¢nem terenskem pregledu skupnosti z nezaznanim statusom delovanja. Zaradi pomanjkanja
podatkov v uradnih evidencah bi bilo smiselno vzpostaviti azurno evidenco, ki bo omogoc¢ila nove pokra-
jinske analize, le-te pa celovitejSe upravljanje z naravnimi viri. Obenem bo taks$na aZzurna evidenca koristila
tudi samim agrarnim skupnostim in njihovi pravici do rabe lokalnih naravnih virov, saj smo iz ne tako
starih zgodovinskih primerov videli, kako pomembno je, da so skupna zemlji¢a ustrezno vpisana v zem-
ljisko knjigo. Pri tem bi morali aktivno sodelovati tako drzavni organi kot agrarne in pasne skupnosti.

Analiza skupnih zemljis¢ znotraj TNP potrjuje njihov vse pomembnejsi ekoloski in druzbeni pomen:
skupna zemlji$¢a so pomembna za ohranjanje planinskih pasnikov, vzdrzevanje biodiverzitete, gospo-
darjenje z gozdovi, prispevajo k boljsi kakovosti Zivljenja $ir§e druzbe ter za prenos tradicije in alpske
kulturne pokrajine na sedanje in bodoce generacije. Agrarne skupnosti predstavljajo nosilce lokalne-
ga znanja o naravnih virih, gozdovih in pasnikih in so kot take varuhi narave, biodiverzitete in kulturne
pokrajine. To znanje ima veliko izobraZevalno vrednost, ki pa je premalo prepoznana. Zaradi nastete-
ga bi bilo smiselno njihovo vrednost s pomoc¢jo prostorskih analiz in kvalitativnih pristopov natan¢neje
oceniti (na primer prek ocenjevanja posameznih ekosistemskih storitev) ter oblikovati ustrezne
mehanizme finan¢nih nadomestil ter spodbud za lastnike, torej tudi za agrarne skupnosti. To bo pri-
pomoglo k vedji prepoznavnosti vloge agrarnih skupnosti kot pozitivnih zgledov upravljanja skupnih
zemlji$¢, katerih koristi segajo onkraj interesov posameznikov, ter pomembno prispevajo k blaginji Sirse
skupnosti.

Zahvala: Zahvaljujem se za predloge za izboljSave, ki sta jih prispevala dva anonimna recenzenta ter
Mateju Horvatu za pomoc pri pripravi kartiranja v GIS. Raziskavo sta financno podprla Javna agencija
za znanstvenoraziskovalno in inovacijsko dejavnost Republike Slovenije v okviru raziskovalnega progra-
ma »Geografija Slovenije« (P6-0101) in stipendija ZRC SAZU iz marca 2024. Clanek je nastal tudi s podporo
projekta SELINA, financiranega iz programa Obzorje Evropa Evropske unije za raziskave in inovacije na
podlagi sporazuma o dodelitvi sredstev Stevilka 101060415.

Dostopnost raziskovalnih podatkov: Raziskovalni podatki, na katerih temelji clanek, so na voljo v pri-
spevku samem.

7 Viri in literatura

Glej angleski del prispevka.
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