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Executive Summary
The primary purpose of this Montenegro Biodiversity Analysis is to address the United
States’ Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) Section 119 which requires USAID missions to
analyze biodiversity needs when preparing new or amended country strategies. The
operational description of the requirements is given below and the full text of this act is
presented in Appendix 12.
Each country development strategy statement or other country plan prepared by
the Agency for International Development shall include an analysis of(1) the actions necessary in that country to conserve biological diversity, and
(2) the extent to which the actions proposed for support by the Agency meet the
needs thus identified.
The country of Montenegro covers 13,812 sq. km. a little smaller than the U.S. state of
Connecticut. Despite its small size, Montenegro includes a diversity of habitats ranging
from coastal areas with a Mediterranean climate up to high peaks with a topping of snow
most months of the year. Within these diverse ecosystems Montenegro harbors 39% of
Europe's vascular plant species, 51% of its fish fauna, 74% of its bird fauna, and 68% of
its mammalian fauna and is one of six European centers of biological diversity. The
biodiversity of Montenegro includes many rare, threatened and endangered species listed
by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) (Appendix 2) and others
that are protected by the Ministry of Spatial Planning and Environment of Montenegro.
Montenegro’s biodiversity is important economically. Its extensive forests provide
commercially valuable timber and provide valuable ecosystem services. Various
mammals, birds, fish, mollusks, plants and mushrooms are also harvested for sport or
commercial trade. Tourism is a strong economic driver in Montenegro, with burgeoning
tourism infrastructures rapidly taking over its coastline. Although Montenegro’s Ministry
of Tourism promotes its “Wild Beauty”, zoning and environmental impact requirements
have not served to protect many coastal natural assets. Also of concern are the
cumulative impacts of hydroelectric, transportation and water infrastructure on Skadar
Lake, a transboundary wetland system of international significance under the Ramsar
Convention.
Nearly 10% of Montenegro is contained in national parks, national monuments and other
areas identified for their natural features and biodiversity importance. Four long standing
national parks—Durmitor, Skadar Lake, Lovcen and Biogradska Gora—have staff and
protective measures in place, but a newly declared National Park—Prokletije—and most
of the rest of the protected areas have no staff or any obvious protective measures in
place. Despite some progress on protected areas, the effectiveness of “protective
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measures” is questionable, as current institutional arrangements limit the capacity of the
public enterprise management units to play a needed scientific and public relations role.
In the process towards European Union accession, the Government of Montenegro is
rapidly harmonizing its nature protection policies and laws to meet Europena Union (EU)
requirements. During 2009 a number of new laws and policies involving nature
protection, fisheries, hunting, logging, etc. have been adopted. Montenegro has also
ratified major international biodiversity agreements such as the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD), Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar), the
Convention on the International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) and other relevant
treaties and conventions. Nationally, Montenegro has adopted a Sustainable
Development Strategy as its overarching framework which is a large step forward in
organizing itself and its vision for sustainable development. The challenge now lies in
implementation, particularly given the limitations on human resources and lack of
experience with new governance models that can leverage financial resources and foster
more cooperation with key stakeholders.
Information on Montenegro’s biodiversity was obtained from published, internet and
Government of Montenegro documents (Appendix 10) and through interviews with key
government officials, non-governmental organization (NGO) representatives, academics
and others concerned with biodiversity (Appendix 9) and through direct observation in
the field. A series of field trips to coastal, mountain and wetland areas including the four
established national parks provided ground truthing opportunities for the ideas contained
in this report.
Based on this analysis, the team determined a number of direct threats to biodiversity and
underlying economic, political and social root causes for these threats in Montenegro.
These root causes were seen as the major hindrance to effective biodiversity conservation
in the country. A number of actions necessary for biodiversity conservation that address
these root causes are provided in Table 1 below.
Table 1: Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation in Montenegro

Root Causes of
Biodiversity
Threats

Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation

1. Environmental decisions need to be based on relevant data, information
A. Corruption and
Lack of Political Will and public consultation.
2. The results of impartial environmental impact assessments need to be
used in development and land use decision making.
3. The mandates of the National Strategy for Sustainable Development need
to be implemented in all biodiversity related decisions.
4. Natural resources related institutions, agencies, and protected areas need
to hire staff based on qualifications for the job and not on political
favoritism.
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5. The National Spatial Plan needs to include zoned areas with biodiversity
importance in addition to national and regional parks and these zones need to
be transparently considered when new development proposals are evaluated.

B. Lack of Public
Awareness and
Nature Appreciation

6. The Integrated Coastal Management Plan needs to include marine reserves
and other high biodiversity areas and this plan needs to be transparently
followed when development issues are considered.
1. The capacity of the media needs to be strengthened to factually report on
biodiversity conservation and environmental issues.
2. Laws, procedures, violations, rulings and statistics related to
environmental crimes such as overharvesting of natural resources or wildlife
trafficking need to be publicized.
3. Develop more public media campaigns, nature festivals and other
awareness strategies that disseminate information regarding biodiversity
conservation, nature based recreation and other environmental activities.
4. Ecotourism programs with environmental education components such as
hiking, bird watching, rafting and kayaking need to be strengthened and
publicized.
5. Nature, gardening, bird-watching, etc. clubs need to be developed and
promoted for school children of all ages.

C. Weak Capacity of
NGOs

1. Civil society organizations need to be encouraged and strengthened to
play an active role in biodiversity monitoring, conservation and public
awareness activities.
2. NGOs working in public advocacy programs need to be free from
excessive governmental auditing and other forms of harassment.

D. Lack of
Available Data

1. Old data and background material on biodiversity that now is scattered
among institutions, countries and with private researchers in the region needs
to be consolidated, translated and made freely available to those that seek it.
2. Results of new biological and scientific studies need to be shared with the
public and become part of environmental education programs.
3. Regular, consistent and impartial monitoring of the standing stock and
health of economically valuable tree and plant species, mammals, birds and
fish, and other harvested biological resources is needed.
4. Protected area authorities and other biodiversity management entities need
to be linked with national and international universities and research
programs.
5. Economic valuation studies are needed for wild plants, ecotourism,
ecosystem services and other contributions of biological resources to help
promote conservation values.
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E. Lack of Policy,
Administration and
Management
Coordination

6. Biological research, statistics and mapping activities of academics, NGOS
and agencies and other implementation work for Natura 2000 needs to be
supported and the results published in Natura 2000 documents that all can
access.
1. Policies and mandates regarding biodiversity and biological resources
management among the various involved ministries and agencies need to be
harmonized.
2. More inter-ministerial and inter-institutional dialogue and cooperation is
needed to resolve any conflicts related to implementing the goals of
Montenegro’s Sustainable Development Strategy.
3. Local Biodiversity Action Plans need to be developed by municipalities
and these need to be coordinated with the central government as a tool for
involving the public and local communities in biodiversity conservation and
protection.
4. Stakeholders, businesses, NGOs and municipal representatives need more
involvement in all plans and proposals regarding the establishment and
management of protected areas.

F. Lack of Law
Enforcement

1. More human and financial resources are needed to communicate and
enforce laws related to hunting, fishing, logging and other biological
resource extraction activities.
2. A functioning judiciary capable of understanding and enforcing
environmental laws needs to be in place.
3. Conflict needs to be resolved between local communities and new laws
related to biodiversity and nature protection, which may involve some legal
amendments.
4. Opportunities need to be identified to employ local residents in
environmental law enforcement when possible.

G. Lack of Capacity
in Biodiversity
Conservation Efforts

1. More university courses, field research and training are needed in
practical aspects of biodiversity conservation.
2. More biology and ecology graduates from Montenegro and abroad are
needed to develop biological, environmental education, public relations and
other necessary capacity in biodiversity related agencies and institutions.
3. Qualified managers and trained staff are needed to oversee other protected
areas in addition to the national parks.
4. Locally-based park management units with knowledge and interest in
natural resources management and strong relationships with local
stakeholders are needed in national parks.

H. Lack of Finances

1. Stronger relationships with non-traditional donors such as Foundations,
regional NGOs, and nature societies are needed.
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2. An effective finance and budgetary model that supports nature protection
in Montenegro needs to be developed and utilized.
3. In the longer term, socio-economic instruments such as Payment for
Ecosystem Services schemes need to be developed to provide sources of
revenue for species and habitat conservation efforts.
4. Protected areas need to develop ecotourism programs that draw both
national and international tourists, and be able to use admission revenues and
other fees to help support park operations.
5. Revenue from ecological taxes need to directly and transparently support
government biodiversity-related activities and not instead be put in the
general fund to cover a myriad of governmental needs.

This analysis also considered USAID/Serbia and Montenegro’s Amended Strategy for
Montenegro for 2011 to 2015 and current and planned activities in relation to the
biodiversity needs in the country. Biodiversity-related recommendations regarding
planned mission programs and activities are presented in section III of this document.
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I. Introduction
The primary purpose of this Montenegro Biodiversity Analysis is to address the United
States’ Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) 119 requirements for all USAID mission country
strategies. The operational description of the requirements is given below and the full
text of this act is presented in Appendix 12.
Each country development strategy statement or other country plan prepared by
the Agency for International Development shall include an analysis of(1) the actions necessary in that country to conserve biological diversity, and
(2) the extent to which the actions proposed for support by the Agency meet the
needs thus identified.
The Montenegro Biodiversity Analysis was conducted during two weeks in May, 2010 by
a team headed by biodiversity consultant Pat Foster-Turley, PhD, and including
USAID/EGAT biodiversity specialist Alicia Grimes and USAID/Serbia and Montenegro
staff member Majda Sedej. This report updates the current knowledge on biodiversity
conservation needs in relation to USAID/Serbia and Montenegro’s preparation of an
amended country assistance strategy for the period 2011-2015. It builds on two earlier
analyses, the Biodiversity Analysis for Serbia and Montenegro (2002) and the
Biodiversity Assessment Update for Serbia and Montenegro (2005).
Primary information for this analysis was obtained from published, internet and
governmental documents listed in Appendix 10 and from interviews with key
government, NGO and academic persons in Montenegro and the United States, listed in
Appendix 9. Three field trips to protected areas and municipalities in northern
Montenegro, to Lake Skadar and the southern coast (Ada Bojana, Velika Plaza, Ulcinj)
and to Budva, Kotor and the Bay of Kotor provided opportunities for ground-truthing this
information.
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Figure 1. Map of Montenegro
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II. Importance of Biodiversity and Actions Necessary for
Conservation
A. Overview of Montenegro’s Biodiversity
The country of Montenegro is small in geographical area, only 13, 812 sq. km, an area
smaller than the U.S. State of Connecticut. This small size, however, holds a remarkable
diversity of landscapes and ecological habitats, ranging from a 294 km of Adriatic
seacoast with a warm Mediterranean climate, all the way up to Bobotov Kuk, a mountain
standing 2,522 meters above sea level in Durmitor National Park. In between are
mountain gorges, rushing rivers, wetlands and lakes, including Skadar Lake, the largest
lake in the Balkans and one of the largest lakes in all of Europe. Despite its tiny size,
according to the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) Montenegro harbors
39% of Europe's vascular plant species, 51% of its fish fauna, 74% of its bird fauna, and
68% of its mammalian fauna and is one of six European centers of biological diversity.
This rich biological diversity is the result of a combination of factors including the
heterogeneous nature of the existing landscape, the ecological isolation of many small
areas of refugia and the many climate zones, water systems, soil types and other
geomorphologic features that shape the country today. These interrelated factors have led
to a wide variety of relict and endemic species that share the land with many other
species more widely distributed throughout much of Europe.
Forests and woodlands cover nearly 54% of Montenegro and the majority of this land is
natural forest. Some of the largest stands of undisturbed mixed temperate hardwoods, and
alpine and alluvial forests remaining in Europe are found in Montenegro. The mostly
mountainous terrain limits agriculture to only about 518,000 hectares. Only about
670,000 people live in Montenegro and they are mostly concentrated in the capital city of
Podgorica and a few other much smaller towns. Nearly half a million foreign visitors—
many from Russia and Central Eastern Europe-- come to Montenegro each year. Their
activities are mostly concentrated on the coast. Most of the rest of Montenegro still
provides largely intact habitats that support the variety and abundance of biodiversity
found here.
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B. Species Diversity and Conservation Status
Montenegro packs a number of very different ecosystems in its small area. Montenegro’s
mountains, forests, karst formations, caves, freshwater systems, grasslands, and the
coastal/littoral zone contain a wide variety of ecosystems. Within the 12 nautical mile
limit of the country’s border, some of the deepest zones of the Adriatic Sea are found.
Each of these ecosystems has its own very different set of species and is described in
detail in Appendix 1. Montenegro is considered to be part of Conservation
International’s declared Mediterranean Hotspot, containing many Mediterranean species
of global and regional concern.
The various ecosystems contained in broader ecological zones including mountains,
grasslands, coastal areas, etc. are themselves are under different levels of threat according
to a recent analyses produced as part of the draft National Biodiversity Strategy with
Action Plan for 2009-2014 (MSPE, 2009). To assess these threats a comprehensive set of
criteria was evaluated by a group of experts and the results are presented in Appendix 2.
Montenegro has 65 species of mammals, including large carnivores like bears (Ursus
arctos), wolves (Canis lupus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), otter (Lutra lutra), red deer
(Cervus elaphus,) and chamois (Rupicapra rupicapra) although there is a lack of data on
their numbers and conservation status. At least 326 species of birds live in Montenegro
or pass through during migrations along the Adriatic flyway. Reptile and amphibian
species are also quite diverse, with 56 species recorded, including rare Balkan endemics
like the crested newt (Tritutus cristatus) and the “human fish” salamander (Proteus
anguinus) found only in underground waters of karst caves in the region.
About 60 species of freshwater fish occur in the rivers draining into the Adriatic Sea, but
only about half this number are found in the less diverse watercourses that drain into the
Black Sea. At least three freshwater species in high mountain waterways, are endemic to
Montenegro include a dace Leuciscus montenigrinus, and two gobies (Knipowitschia
montenegrina) and (Pomatoschistus montenegrensis). The marine fish fauna of
Montenegro is diverse. Including the species found throughout the Adriatic Sea in both
the littoral and deepwater zones and in Kotor Bay, as many as 117 families are found; the
species number is not available.
Of the invertebrates, mollusks are the most well studied in Montenegro, with 323 species
recorded, including 136 species of land snails that are mostly endemics on single karst
formations. Various cave-dwelling invertebrates are also endemic. There is also a great
diversity of insects and other arthropods but numbers are not available for these and other
less studied taxa.
Montenegro has at least 3,250 species of vascular plants, including as many as 392
Balkan endemics, 46 of which are endemic to Montenegro alone. About 1200 species of
freshwater algae and 300 saltwater macroalgae have been indentified in the country. Both
freshwater and saltwater algae species are diverse. Fungi are also notably diverse, with
more than 2000 species recorded in the country.
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Ninety-nine species of plants and animals in Montenegro are internationally listed as rare,
endangered or threatened on the IUCN Red List of Endangered Species (see Appendix 2).
Montenegro has not yet published any Red Data Books for species with conservation
status within the country and basic information is sorely lacking. At present 415 plant
species and 430 animal species are listed as protected in the Official Gazette No. 76/06 of
Montenegro, but there is little available data on the extent and range of these species.
Montenegro is also known to be a center for domestic animal diversity, including a
number of now rare breeds of cows, sheep, goats and donkeys that originated in this
region but are not maintained in adequate numbers to ensure their survival. One
domestic rare breed of pig, the siska, is already thought to be extinct in Montenegro.
Although Montenegro’s terrain limits agriculture, a number of native varieties of cereals,
beans, potatoes, grapes and edible wild plants that are cultivated occur throughout the
country.

C. Value of Montenegro’s Biodiversity
Understandable for a country that is more than 50 % covered with forests, most of them
natural ones, forestry is an important part of Montenegro’s economy. About two thirds of
the forests are owned by the State and the remaining third is in private ownership.
According to statistics provided by the Netherlands Development Organization (SNV)
(Ferlin, F, 2010) 574,000 cubic meters of wood (valued at between 8 and 15 Euros/cubic
meter.) was reported as cut in 2005 accounting for 3-5% of Montenegro’s gross domestic
product and another 6% is estimated to be contributed from the wood processing and
associated industries (MSPE, 2009). Although actual data was unavailable, logging
efforts have been said to be reduced in recent years due to the lack of markets for wood
during the present economic recession, but trucks loaded with logs are still visible on the
country’s roads. With the newly revised U.S. Lacey Act (2008 as amended) and a new
Due Diligence Law being considered in the EU specifically aiming to eliminate all wood
products containing material that has been harvested or obtained illegally in the country
of origin, it will be more difficult for Montenegro to sell its timber outside the country
until necessary certification processes are in place.
Collecting forest fruits, fungi, and medicinal and aromatic plants has a long cultural
history in Montenegro and at least 680 species of plants are reported with medicinal,
culinary or aromatic value. Prior to United Nations economic sanctions following the
collapse of Yugoslavia the export trade of these products was valued at more than $50
million per year from Montenegro. Since then much of this trade has moved to Albania,
but is said to be gradually increasing in Montenegro once again, although no figures are
available. The additional contribution to local livelihoods or for subsistence use has not
been assessed.
Montenegro has both freshwater and marine fisheries but as of now freshwater fish make
up the bulk of the catch, with 786 tons reported in 2006. Most marine fish are caught
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using traditional nets or small boats operating in the littoral zone and the amounts caught
are negligible. The Montenegro Institute of Marine Biology estimates that there is a huge
reserve of deepwater fish outside the littoral shore that can sustainably support much
more fishing effort if larger boats with suitable equipment are financed. Currently, fish
species in high demand can fetch from 25 to 30 Euros per kilo illustrating the amount of
economic value this sector has to offer.
Tourism is a major enterprise in Montenegro, and the country is touted for its “Wild
Beauty” to attract tourists. In 2007, the tourist revenues in Montenegro were about 480
million Euros from about 460,000 foreign tourists. Most visitors come for the sun, sand
and nightlife the developed coastline has to offer and most come during the summer
months of July and August, putting an enormous stress on the ecologically sensitive
coastline. Tourism is a strong sector in Montenegro, but the ecotourism aspect is very
small, and the resource and scenery that attract the masses is rapidly being degraded,
especially along the coast. The Montenegro Tourism Development Strategy to 2020
(Ministry of Tourism, 2008) recognizes this and is promoting a sustainable tourism
strategy, and hoping to also attract tourists to other parts of Montenegro.
In June 2008 Montenegro established an ecotax on all cars coming into the country and
on yearly registration fees for citizens. Although this tax was designed to go towards
environmental projects, protected areas and reforestation, it has instead been directed to
national coffers often for other uses. The situation regarding the use of these taxes is
controversial and still being addressed.
In addition to direct values gained from the use of wild plants and animals, these
organisms provide important ecosystem services to the environment. Wetlands, for
instance, provide drainage, water regulation, wildlife/migratory bird habitat, water
supplies, disturbance regulation, and are especially important in waste regulation and
control. Montenegrin forests are important to climate regulation, soil formation, waste
treatment, recreation and cultural values. One peer-reviewed international study
(Costanza, et al, 1997) estimated that the ecosystem services provided by temperate forest
amounted to 302 US$/hectare per year (1994$), which, with inflation is $433/hectare per
year (2008$). For Montenegro’s approximately 743,000 hectares of forest this amounts
to about $320 million US$ per year in ecosystem services.
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D. Critical Habitats
The stated goal of the National Strategy of Sustainable Development of Montenegro
(2007) is to have 10% of land in protected areas, and to protect 10% of the coast. As of
2008, 7.88% of Montenegro was nationally protected, more than three quarters of which
is within 4 established national parks (Durmitor, Skadar Lake, Lovcen and Biogradska
Gora). Together these four national parks include high mountains, important wetlands
and intact old growth national forests. See appendices 5 and 6 for map and details.
In August 2009 an Amended Law on National Parks declared a fifth national park,
Prokletije, which in theory brings the nationally protected area of Montenegro up to
9.4%. This park is on the border with Albania and Kosovo, and is an area proposed by
IUCN as a Balkan Peace Park. Unfortunately although Prokletije National Park now
exists in Montenegro on paper, there is no park manager, no staff and no actual protection
in the field as of yet. Other potential transboundary protected areas proposed in
Montenegro include the extension of Durmitor National Park with adjacent areas in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and a potential new national park Orjen which could be
connected with protected areas in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia.
The remaining protected areas are small nature reserves and monuments, which have
limited protective measures on the ground. Efforts are underway to declare other large
tracts as regional reserves, which would cover other critical natural features, animal
migratory routes and areas with endemic species but these have not yet been approved or
established.
Montenegro has one declared Wetland of International Importance (Ramsar site), which
is well protected as part of Skadar Lake National Park. The Albanian side of the lake is
also a Ramsar site, but its protective status is unknown. Skadar Lake is the largest lake in
the Balkans and one of the largest in all of Europe, containing important nesting,
wintering and resting grounds for a large diversity of bird species and important fish,
invertebrate and plant diversity as well. Durmitor National Park is a United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage site and the
Tara River basin, which falls partly inside this park, is also a UNESCO Biosphere
Reserve. In addition the Kotor Bay Area is a UNESCO Cultural site that also contains
much biodiversity and scenic natural beauty. Outside of the areas within National Parks,
the UNESCO sites have no on the ground protection measures in place.
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Montenegro presently has no local partner for Birdlife International but past partnership
efforts have identified five Important Birds Areas. Eight potential Important Plant Areas
have also been identified in Montenegro. No Important Butterfly Areas have been
identified.
The marine areas of Montenegro, along the coast and within the Bay of Kotor are fragile,
under threat from overdevelopment of tourism infrastructure and far from adequately
protected. Although the National Strategy of Sustainable Development (2007) specifies
that an integrated coastal management plan will be developed and implemented and
feasibility studies have been completed in May 2008, no further progress has been made.
There is a proposal to declare three small islands and adjacent waters to be marine
protected areas but nothing has happened on this front yet either. One salt marsh along
the coast-- Solia Tivat—has been declared a Strict Protected Area in 2008, and other areas
around Ulcinj and Bojana-Buna Delta are also targeted for protected status but nothing on
the ground exists in either place in the form of real protection. A $750,000 World Bank
project studying and proposing a regional park in the Ulcinj/Fojana-Buna Delta area has also
been discarded, and the project stopped due to lack of interest from municipal and national
government entities. Thirty beaches are also officially listed as Nature Protected Areas but at
this time nothing on the coast of Montenegro has any real protection measures that are
enforced.
The MSPE has identified a number of Emerald sites that contains habitats and species of
conservation importance and is presently working on extending this process to the more
complicated conditions for Natura 2000 sites as part of the EU Accession process.
Current and proposed protected areas, however, do not presently harmonize with EU
selection criteria and requirements for these sites and much work remains to be done
before appropriate sites are selected and approved.
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E. Social, Economic and Political Context
Changes Since 2005
There have been a number of changes in the Government of Montenegro since the last
USAID Biodiversity Assessment Update was completed in 2005. Many of these changes
have had a significant effect on the way biodiversity is managed in the country.
Montenegro and Serbia are now two separate countries with their own unique
organizational structures and mechanisms for managing biodiversity. This also affects
biodiversity conservation in a number of ways, including the fact that much existing
information on the status and extent of biodiversity in these countries is still mixed
together in many biodiversity related documents and data. The process of ratifying
international conventions has also been complicated by this split with Serbia retaining
initial rights to agreements. Since the split, however, Montenegro has reestablished its
own memberships in international agreements and is a party to the Convention on
Biodiversity, Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar Convention),
Convention on European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention), the
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species and a number of other relevant
international treaties (see Appendix 7).
Montenegro is now seeking admission to the EU and in order for this to be accomplished,
a number of environmental conditions must be satisfied, and some of these have strong
biodiversity components. Environmental laws need to be brought to EU standards,
networks of protected areas need to be formalized and harmonized with European
policies and various other guiding principles for nature protection need to be followed.
New biodiversity related laws on topics such as national parks, hunting, coastal areas, etc
are rapidly being formulated along EU standards and adopted by Parliament on a nearly
monthly basis (see Appendix 7 for list of laws). Most of these laws have yet to be
implemented.
The global economic crisis of 2009 has also most likely had an effect on biodiversity
conservation in Montenegro, sometimes a positive one. A large polluting aluminum plant
near Podgorica and the Moraca River, for instance, has slowed production and,
consequently, emissions but continues to possess an open basin full of red mud and piles
of solid anode waste, both of which could foul groundwater and Skadar Lake
downstream. Some remaining industries, including the timber industry, have reduced
their capacity more recently due to the economic crisis and lack of demand for their
materials. This has inadvertently resulted in healthier ecosystems, without overly
demanding extraction pressures.
Current Biodiversity Related Government Structure
Government structures regarding biodiversity conservation have changed since the 2005
USAID Biodiversity Assessment Update beginning with the establishment of
Montenegro as an independent nation in 2006. Since then, though, government structures
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continue to evolve and be reformed causing overlapping mandates and general confusion.
For instance, in 2006 the Ministry of Environment, Protection and Physical Planning
became the Ministry of Tourism and Environmental Protection which existed as such
until 2009 when the Ministry of Tourism became a separate entity and the Ministry of
Spatial Planning and Environment (MSPE) was formed. Presently MSPE is the major
official body managing biodiversity programs in Montenegro, however, some activities,
like ecotourism and biodiversity public awareness, are managed simultaneously with the
Ministry of Tourism.
The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water Management (MAFWM) now controls
all use of trees, fish, and hunted species and agricultural biodiversity in Montenegro.
MAFWM provides permits to forest, hunting and fishing concessions, large scale water
users, and other users of natural resources outside of national parks. More often then not,
MAFWM accepts the evaluations of the health and sustainability of these resources
provided by the concessionaires without adequate cross checking or on the ground
monitoring. Often the decisions and mandates of MAFWM run counter to those of the
MSPE, which is charged with protecting and monitoring rare and endangered species,
ecosystems and biodiversity in general. Added to the mix, a new agency, formed in
2009, the Environmental Protection Agency reports to the MSPE and has mandates over
water quality, but water quality parameters in areas affected by permitted large scale
water users is still in the jurisdiction of MAFWM, leaving wide open another situation of
“the fox guarding the henhouse.”
The national parks of Montenegro are managed by a public utility, the Public Enterprise
for National Parks (PENP), which is largely supported by concessions and admission fees
from the parks themselves, with a small additional budget form MSPE. The PENP has a
central office in Podgorica where experts on their staff are housed; they also have smaller
staffs managing the national parks which have limited authority, and little to no expertise
in natural resources management or biodiversity. Trees are not logged within national
parks but whenever trees are removed from a park for public safety or avalanche damage
the MAFWM steps in, although technically this is not in their jurisdiction. The Institute
for Nature Protection (INP), which reports to MSPE, has jurisdiction over monitoring
species and ecosystems throughout Montenegro and has the sole right to declare new
protected areas other than national parks. But in reality their ability is often limited. For
instance ever since INP biologists observed and reported the cutting of endemic,
protected Montenegrin spruce trees (Picea omorika) in one timber concession, they have
been denied access to many concession areas. Animals and plants within national parks
also come within the dual jurisdiction of PENP and the Institute. The Museum of Natural
History of Montenegro, although lacking a building and facilities, has biological staff
contributing to these efforts. The Museum is funded by another Ministry, the Ministry of
Culture.
Montenegro is undergoing a process of forest restitution whereby land claims by former
owners are being recognized or compensated. Some of these land claims occur within
designated national parks or protected areas. The MAFWM forest directorate is involved
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in this process, but there is a need for all affected entities to negotiate on the outcome,
and eventual management oversight for these parcels.
The coast of Montenegro comes under the jurisdiction of another group the Coastal Zone
Management Agency which, like PENP is a public utility that makes its primary budget
from concessions given permission to use the beaches and coastline, primarily during the
high tourist months of July and August. This agency also reports to MSPE, but overlaps
with MAFWM in areas involving fisheries. The Institute of Marine Biology of the
University of Montenegro also works on biological matters along the coast.
The Spatial Plan for Montenegro through 2020, adopted in 2008, delineates areas for
urban development, agriculture, natural areas, etc. and is referred to as the official
document when any land uses involving biodiversity are considered. Unfortunately in
this revision, only national parks and projected regional parks are mentioned. All areas in
former plans that were natural monuments, including many areas that are now Emerald
sites, have been dropped, opening the way for their development. Development of
coastal touristic areas does not seem to be limited by the Spatial Plan and much
development goes along unhindered. In addition, the plan is based on outdated data
mostly from the 1970s and includes a number of controversial features objected to by
environmentalists such as the construction of a series of four dams on the Moraca River
that feeds Skadar Lake. From this brief description, it is clear that the mandates, policies
and legal framework for biodiversity conservation in Montenegro are complex and often
overlapping with uncertain results that do not take biodiversity conservation into
consideration.
Strategy for Sustainable Development
The overarching strategic framework defining the vision and long term goals of
Montenegro’s future is the 2007 Strategy of Sustainable Development of Montenegro
(NSSD). This is supported by a more detailed five year action plan covering 2007-2012,
which is monitored annually through the delivery of implementation reports. The main
environmental goal of the NSSD is to “Ensure efficient pollution control and reduction,
and sustainable management of natural resources.” Protection of biodiversity and
conservation of natural values is said to be of utmost importance and it also identifies the
concept of sustainable agriculture linked to environmental protection as a new model.
The plan was developed by the then Ministry of Environmental Protection and Physical
Planning through a participatory process and now is managed under MSPE. In 2009 an
Office for Sustainable Development was established to coordinate activities, to monitor
progress and to ensure the inclusion of other stakeholders, including municipalities,
businesses, scientific specialists and NGOs in the process. This organization is still too
young to evaluate its effectiveness.
Montenegrin NGOs: Many NGOs in Montenegro are small in size and of limited
effectiveness except in very local issues and do not take on large public advocacy roles.
A few years ago NGO advocacy brought international attention to proposed dams on the
Tara River, a UNESCO site, and were successful in stopping the plans. This success has
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led to government auditors exercising increased scrutiny of the budgets and financial
sources of NGOs engaged in public advocacy. Green Home, a national NGO, is currently
teaming with World Wildlife Fund (WWF) to bring public attention to a series of
proposed dams on the Moraca River and is now being carefully watched by auditors.
Expeditio is another active national NGO, which focuses on preserving cultural and
natural sites that abound in the Kotor Bay area and elsewhere. Other NGOs exist but are
less visible. International NGOs including IUCN (which MSPE became a member of in
early 2010) and WWF also conduct regional projects that include Montenegro to some
extent. The Regional Environment Center (REC) also maintains an office in Podgorica.
Universities, Museums and Collections: The University of Montenegro in Podgorica
has a biology faculty and accepts about 30 students each year into its programs.
Graduates are said to be well-trained in taxonomy and other classical biology fields, but
are also increasingly getting education in aspects of sustainable development.
Unfortunately, there are few jobs for these graduates within the country, and many go
elsewhere for employment. Montenegro has no zoo, but a few exotic captive animals are
in private hands. Three small botanic gardens exist, in Kolasin, Plav and Grahovo.
MAFWM maintains gene banks and collections of plant genetic material related to
agrobiodiversity. A Museum of Natural History has been in existence since 1995 and has
a knowledgeable set of researchers but still has no building or exhibits.
Donors: The main biodiversity related international donors and implementers in
Montenegro include the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) which works
on government policy and capacity building, the World Bank in ecotourism, and the
Global Environmental Facility (GEF) (under UNDP and World Bank implementation)
with various protected area initiatives. Major bilateral donors include the Netherlands
(SNV) and Luxembourg (LUX) which are active in forestry and Norway, Luxembourg,
and Finland, which support regional NGOs with Montenegro biodiversity components.
The Italian Ministry for Land, Air and Sea is also assisting with development of the
coastal management plan and marine protected area development. Germany (GTZ) has
worked with MSPE and protected area capacity building but now has finished much of
this work and Austria, which worked with local NGOs in the development and marketing
of non-timber forest products, is now also leaving the country with the work remaining in
NGO hands. A matrix of these donor activities is presented in Appendix 8.
An analysis of these donor activities shows a concentration of work in national parks and
at the policy level within MSPE and MAFWM but little if any effort elsewhere where it
is needed. Other protected areas that are not national parks, for instance, could use
assistance to develop ecotourism infrastructure and activities that can help support them
and make them more visible before encroaching unmanaged and unsustainable tourism
overtakes them. This and other actions necessary to conserve biodiversity are given in
section G of this report.
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F. Main Threats to Biodiversity
The initial USAID Biodiversity Assessment for Serbia and Montenegro (2002) itemized
four main threats: habitat degradation, illegal resource extraction, alien invasive species,
and pollution. These threats were confirmed in the follow-up USAID Biodiversity
Assessment Update (2005) with more specific details added. These same threats, among
others, are still in effect today.
The Draft Montenegro Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for 2009-2014 gives a well
considered list of threats and recommendations that the country can embark on to address
these. This biodiversity assessment team also conducted a series of field trips to
protected areas and the coast and interviewed many government, NGO and business
representatives to further investigate these threats.
This assessment team divided threats into those that directly affect biodiversity on the
ground and in the water—direct threats—and those that enable these threats to happen
due to institutional, policy, legal and social considerations—the root causes. Both are
described below.

1. Direct Threats
Uncontrolled Development on the Coast: A very obvious problem is the uncontrolled
expansion of large hotels, restaurants and tourism infrastructure along the coast. Foreign
investment for these projects, that seems to bypass existing Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) and zoning restrictions have resulted in much of the fragile coastline
covered in high rises and concrete. Those efforts to claim a few remaining parcels in the
south for sustainable tourism activities, and habitat protection have met with large scale
resistance from both municipalities and higher government officials that hope to gain
from large tourism enterprises, and, of course, the powerful developers with eyes on the
land. Projects to “renourish” beaches, i.e. dumping unnatural sand from other sources on
beaches to extend them, is especially harmful to the rich and productive biodiversity of
the littoral zone and concrete barriers being put in place by the Coastal Zone
Management Agency to protect beaches also may have effects that negatively impact
marine life.
Encroachment on Protected Areas: Montenegro’s protected areas cover more than 9%
of the land but except for the situation of the four long established national parks, much
of this protection is on paper only. Even within the four national parks some land is in
private hands and this might one day include even more if the Law of Restitution puts
parcels back in earlier owner’s hands instead of providing alternative land elsewhere.
There are also many objects (as all private structures are called) built in earlier days
within the margins of national parks. It is difficult to effectively manage national parks
with these land tenure issues hanging over them, but the finalization of spatial plans
delineating areas of national parks will make it easier to confront illegal building.
Furthermore, the team observed that the four established national parks that they visited
did not have any clear signage or boundary demarcation announcing or promoting their
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existence. When the team asked the national park directors about this, they indicated that
the signs had been torn down or vandalized by passersby. Further investigation revealed
to the team that villages adjacent to parks perceived little value from the parks, but rather
imposition on limits to their traditional livelihoods (such as fishing in Skadar Lake).
These conflicts at the local level need to be urgently addressed, and local private sector
stakeholders and municipalities engaged with park entities for effective park management
and long term conservation.
Developing new regional parks, although a favored project of some donors, involves
municipalities that may not see the benefits this could bring them, providing fertile
ground for further conflicts. Except for national parks and proposed regional parks, all
formerly accepted natural monuments and other once acknowledged biodiversity sites
have been deleted from the latest revision of the Spatial Plan for Montenegro (2008).
Until, and if, municipalities mount their own efforts to delineate them in local plans,
uncontrolled development of these fragile areas will be the norm.
Infrastructure: Infrastructure development is also a serious threat to biodiversity and
natural landscapes in Montenegro. New proposed hydroelectric dams on the Moraca
River, which feeds Skadar Lake, are controversial and the quality of the Strategic
Environmental Assessment carried out is being disputed in part because of its use of old
data. If they are built without suitable ecological safeguards and biodiversity protection
measures, the resulting habitat changes will be devastating to many native species,
migratory birds and the integrity of Skadar Lake National Park as well. Other
development is already underway, with the installation of a large pipeline to divert water
from Skadar Lake to the overdeveloped coast. In addition, the planned Belgrade-Bar
Highway linking the Serbian border to the coast will either cross Skadar Lake or its
tributary at the town of Rijeka Crnojevica. The combined impact of this massive
infrastructure development will have a significant and irreversible impact on this
internationally important lake and wetland system—a once pristine protected area and
Ramsar Site. Another large road is also planned along the coastline, where there is little
land to support it between the mountains and the sea. This road will also take a heavy toll
on coastal biodiversity that is already severely threatened by tourism infrastructure.
Inadequate control of the harvesting of medicinal and aromatic plants: The many
habitats of Montenegro harbor an outstanding diversity of medicinal and aromatic plants.
Local people are well versed in the properties of these plants and sustainably collect them
for their own uses. Much more problematic is the collection of many of these plants for
export, where they become the ingredients of many cosmetic and food products.
Although a few projects to survey plants, in particular in high altitude ecosystems, have
been undertaken, data is limited and not readily available, and managers are not trained in
their application for natural resource management policy. There is a lack of financial
support for these efforts, and for more all encompassing efforts to determine sustainable
harvest levels for many commercial species. Enforcement of plant collecting laws is
virtually nonexistent. Park managers working for the local public enterprises also seem
to lack willingness, skills or authority to regulate collection.
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Illegal and Unmonitored Hunting: Illegal and unsustainable hunting is also viewed as
a threat to biodiversity in Montenegro. Although there has been a long standing system
of hunting licenses and regulations in place and a recent new hunting law with more
specifics, enforcement is lacking except within the boundaries of national parks. Hunting
concessions make their own reports on the numbers of deer, boar, bear, etc. in their areas,
and the numbers shot, with no external monitoring. There are also many rare migratory
ducks passing through Montenegro, that winter or rest during migrations on the wetlands
of Skadar Lake and along the coast. A rapid assessment of the Bojana-Buna Delta
recorded many instances of illegal bird hunting with obvious disregard of all hunting
regulations by visitors and locals of all ages (Schneider-Jacoby et al, 2006). According to
a recent Euronatur report on bird hunting in the Adriatic flyway (Schneider-Jacoby and
Spangenberg, 2009), Montenegro is listed as very poor in regard to illegal hunting,
monitoring, regulations, etc. with an overall score of 1.55, between poor (1) and
insufficient (2) for eleven categories that were analyzed.
Illegal and Unmonitored Fishing: There is little reliable data on fish stocks in
Montenegro, and, although marine fishing vessels are required to keep logbooks, there is
no attempt to otherwise monitor their catches. Although data was unavailable, near shore
fish are thought to be overfished, with catches said to be reduced in recent years.
Biologists with the Institute of Marine Biology in Montenegro believe that there are large
untapped sources of deepwater fish that could be sustainably fished further offshore, if
larger vessels with deep water gear were employed, but there is little data available on
these fish resources. Freshwater fisheries provide much of the fish consumed in
Montenegro, but these stocks too, are not adequately known. Even within Skadar
National Park, where fishing by locals is licensed and monitored, a number of occasions
of illegal fishing are reported each year. According to a rapid assessment of the BojanaBun Delta (Schneider-Jacoby et al, 2006), elsewhere illegal practices such as dynamite
and poisoning fish are still observed. In addition unsustainable fishing practices at the
mouth of the Bojana Delta effectively stop fish migrations and have greatly reduced
spawning fish runs into the lake. Finally, there is a lack of management of breeding
grounds, lack of protected marine areas, and lack of regulation related to stocking
freshwater fish (and the potential impact on endemics or threat of invasive species).
Unregulated fishing at the mouths of coastal rivers threatens spawning runs and
infrastructure development in Skadar Lake and surrounding wetlands adds to the toll.
Lack of proper wastewater treatment facilities: Montenegro is blessed with fast
flowing rivers and streams heading from the mountains to the sea. Although the low
human population and lack of industry and farming activities in mountainous areas
preclude large scale water pollution, when the water hits the sea the situation is more
problematic. The proliferation of large hotels along the coast and the lack of waste water
treatment facilities have led to localized pollution of specific near shore areas of
Montenegro. In other areas, although pipes carry wastewater far out to sea where
currents and dilution mitigate the situation, this is not a permanent solution and more
wastewater facilities are needed. Some of these are already under construction, so,
although wastewater is still a threat, it is beginning to be addressed by appropriate actions
in some areas. Wastewater treatment plants in other areas are still needed.
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Exotic and Invasive Species: Exotic and invasive species present a problem in
Montenegro and most everywhere else in the world as well. The coastal substrates in
Montenegro are being overtaking by an invasive algae species (Calulerpa spp.) that
blankets the substrate, smothering other benthic organisms. Some tree species brought in
for horticultural purposes to Podgorica are now spreading into natural areas. Exotic trout
species have been introduced into Montenegro and much of Europe in decades past and
are now naturalized and considered as natives. Like elsewhere there are, no doubt, many
exotic insects, and other pest species threatening natural ecosystems, although
information was not available. Aside from the marine algae, exotic and invasive species
did not seem of particular concern to Montenegrins interviewed in this assessment.

2. Root Causes of Biodiversity Threats
Direct threats to biodiversity--or the factors happening on the ground or in the water-- are
driven by institutional, social and political factors, sometimes referred to as “root causes”.
All of the direct threats listed previously can best be addressed through acknowledgment
and remedies for the major root causes listed here.
Corruption and Lack of Political Will: Corruption relates to biodiversity conservation
especially with respect to construction permitting within and outside protected areas and
large scale infrastructure development, as well as in the extraction of natural resources.
Political favoritism is rampant in the country, leading to decisions that may not be
corrupt, but are not necessarily guided by a concern for the best management,
conservation and fair allocation of biological resources. The government entities
responsible for biodiversity and environment, particularly the MSPE, tend to be on the
weaker side politically, reportedly having little clout over other agencies which oversee
more lucrative industries or sectors. Transparency in decision-making regarding
investments continues to be elusive and there is a lack of adherence to existing
environmental laws or to new goals stated in the National Strategy for Sustainable
Development. Political alignments/favoritism and unscrupulous investors who are willing
to offer large sums of money for real estate development make for a challenging
environment. The market for sensible investors willing to pay the cost for environmental
management is undermined and in the long run, Montenegrins will pay the price. Some
of this activity occurs at the local level, and much work remains to be done to align
municipalities with national values while also engaging them as key stakeholders who
can play an important role in natural resources management and conservation. There also
is a perception that behaviors such as overfishing and poaching can easily be overlooked.
The lack of systems to monitor the status of biological factors and species populations
does not help this problem; nor does the lack of a vibrant civil society that can advocate
for transparency. Furthermore, villagers and other local stakeholders do not feel the need
to protect their resources as they have not been involved in rule setting, but rather victims
of it. If environmental crimes reach the prosecution stage, then a functional judiciary able
to prosecute these types of crimes will be required. All of these factors can negatively
affect the abundance and diversity of species life in the country.
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Lack of Public Awareness and Nature Appreciation: A lack of public and
governmental awareness of the environment and biodiversity of Montenegro can be said
to be the basis of all the issues raised so far. This includes issues related to non
transparent decision making, a lack of advocacy, the lack of political will, and a lack of
effective management of protected areas and species and important habitats on the coast.
Nearly everyone interviewed for this assessment pointed to the lack of public awareness
regarding nature conservation. Some efforts by the Ministry of Tourism to promote
outdoor activities for school children and the public are underway but much more effort
is needed. As a general rule, many Montenegrins seem unaware of the benefits of
biodiversity and natural areas, and do not flock to nature for bird-watching, hiking,
ecotourism and other biodiversity related activities like people of other European
countries. Holiday weekends most usually include visits to crowded venues on the
overdeveloped coast. When they do go to the national parks, it is to have picnics, drink
and fish along lakesides. Few venture off the beaten paths to enjoy the other attributes
nature has to offer. Without this public awareness of the value of biodiversity, there is
less support for conservation activities within the country than is required to adequately
protect these resources and advocate for good governance.
Weak Capacity of NGOs: Montenegro has a shortage of nature-focused NGOs that are
working to build public awareness of conservation issues, and advocating for protection
of natural resources. During this assessment cases were heard of governmental pressure
being applied to those NGOs who dared to speak up. A few national organizations exist
but they lack a public membership base and are almost entirely dependent on donor
funding and/or partnership efforts with international NGOs like WWF and IUCN for
particular issues and projects. Only a small handful of people are nationally active in
these NGOs, and they need more capacity, both human, and material, to sustainably
provide an NGO voice for conservation concerns. NGOs also can play an important role
in monitoring and management of biodiversity and can help raise private funds for
conservation activities, particularly if there are opportunities for public private
partnerships with protected area management units or other entities.
Lack of Available Data: Much old data exist about the plants, animals, and ecosystems
of Montenegro when it was part of Yugoslavia. This data is still a useful baseline to
current conservation activities. Unfortunately the data is widely scattered in various
institutions and academic hands throughout the region and sometimes impossible to
access. A culture of holding on to one’s data, and selling them still exists in Montenegro,
making data accessibility a real problem to those attempting to work on conservation
initiatives. In addition, few research papers have been translated into English, making it
even more difficult to consolidate findings into international journals and publications.
New data collection is also problematic, with jurisdiction over biological resources
spread between the Institute for Nature Protection, the Environmental Protection Agency,
the Public Enterprise for National Parks of Montenegro, the fledgling Museum of Natural
History of Montenegro and various academics associated with the University of
Montenegro.
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Lack of Policy, Administrative and Management Coordination: Biodiversity
management in Montenegro largely falls within the competency of MSPE but economic
uses of biodiversity like forestry, hunting, fishing and water use are part of the portfolio
of MAFWA with policies that often run counter to nature conservation. Other overlaps in
the competencies of various agencies and ministries involved in biodiversity are also
common. Although efforts are being initiated to harmonize the various laws and
mandates involved, there is still much overlap, and many discrepancies in agreement
among agencies and ministries about factors involved in biodiversity conservation.
While these institutional mandates and structures will continue to evolve, one significant
pressing gap is the lack of strong functional relationships between local governments and
related stakeholders and the national government. Until environmental stewardship is
fostered at the local level and villages and municipalities are given constructive roles in
protected area and natural resources management, biodiversity will not be protected. Due
to this lack of involvement important wildland features such as the still-undeveloped
beaches and wetlands south of Ulcinj will be lost forever.
Lack of Law Enforcement: Although the policy and legal framework is in place and
more laws are continually being added, there is a strong need for enforcement of laws,
which are often entirely overlooked by people living in the country and tourists as well.
Poaching, overfishing, illegal logging, encroachment on protected areas, etc. still present
direct threats to Montenegro’s biodiversity. Even when caught in the act, many
transgressors are not prosecuted, and those that are receive small token fines or sentences.
More strict enforcement of laws is required to stem these threats. However, caution must
be exercised in order not to punish key local stakeholders that have been practicing
certain livelihoods for many centuries. They need to feel ownership of the resources and
a part of the management and enforcement regime, otherwise conflict will ensue and
opportunities to gain their cooperation, lost.
Lack of Capacity in Biodiversity Conservation Efforts: Although the University of
Montenegro has strong programs in biology and ecology, few jobs exist for the graduates,
and the university has begun to limit the number of new students they accept with this
problem in mind. One strong example is in the protected areas where few, if any, of the
managers or staff have training in ecology, conservation, public outreach or other
relevant disciplines that are needed for effective management. National park
management plans do not have a biodiversity conservation focus. If this changed and
more trained biologists, conservationists and environmental educators were employed in
protected areas, the goals of biodiversity conservation, ecotourism, and public education
would be more closely reached, and new graduates would be able to find appropriate jobs
to ply their trade.
Lack of Finances: Aside from commercial worth, most biodiversity values are not
market-based (i.e., aesthetic value, unknown genetic values, ecological function). While
the global and EU markets are making some attempts to incorporate these values into
schemes such as “Payment for Ecosystem Services” and voluntary certification standards,
the lack of capital to manage and monitor these resources remains a significant constraint,
and in some cases a root cause that threatens biodiversity conservation. Donor financing
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is still crucial in supporting government protected area and conservation activities at the
national level. National Park admissions and other fees collected from users provide 70%
of the budgets of these parks and the rest comes from the central government. These
funds, however, are only enough to support park operations, and provide no funding for
necessary ecosystem and species monitoring and research efforts. Outside national parks,
the finances for species action plans and other biodiversity conservation efforts is even
bleaker.

G. Actions Necessary to Conserve Biodiversity in Montenegro
One of the main purposes of this FAA 119 report is to delineate actions necessary to
conserve biodiversity in Montenegro based on the information presented in previous
chapters. For this analysis, it was determined that direct on the ground and in the water
threats to biodiversity are driven by the institutional, social and political factors--the root
causes described in section F. These root causes are more appropriately addressed by
donor and stakeholder actions in order to yield long term results. Addressing these root
causes will impact the direct threats and will help conserve biodiversity in Montenegro.
A number of actions necessary to address these root causes are presented in Table 1.
These needs are based on the observations and findings of this assessment taking in mind
the actions that are already being made by the Government of Montenegro, NGOs or
donors. The necessary actions identified are findings related to Montenegro and do not
necessarily represent recommendations for USAID in particular.
Table 1: Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation in Montenegro

Root Causes of
Biodiversity
Threats

Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation

1. Environmental decisions need to be based on relevant data, information
A. Corruption and
Lack of Political Will and public consultation.
2. The results of impartial environmental impact assessments need to be
used in development and land use decision making.
3. The mandates of the National Strategy for Sustainable Development need
to be implemented in all biodiversity related decisions.
4. Natural resources related institutions, agencies, and protected areas need
to hire staff based on qualifications for the job and not on political
favoritism.
5. The National Spatial Plan needs to include zoned areas with biodiversity
importance in addition to national and regional parks and these zones need to
be transparently considered when new development proposals are evaluated.
6. The Integrated Coastal Management Plan needs to include marine reserves
and other high biodiversity areas and this plan needs to be transparently
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followed when development issues are considered.
B. Lack of Public
Awareness and
Nature Appreciation

1. The capacity of the media needs to be strengthened to factually report on
biodiversity conservation and environmental issues.
2. Laws, procedures, violations, rulings and statistics related to
environmental crimes such as overharvesting of natural resources or wildlife
trafficking need to be publicized.
3. Develop more public media campaigns, nature festivals and other
awareness strategies that disseminate information regarding biodiversity
conservation, nature based recreation and other environmental activities.
4. Ecotourism programs with environmental education components such as
hiking, bird watching, rafting and kayaking need to be strengthened and
publicized.
5. Nature, gardening, bird-watching, etc. clubs need to be developed and
promoted for school children of all ages.

C. Weak Capacity of
NGOs

1. Civil society organizations need to be encouraged and strengthened to
play an active role in biodiversity monitoring, conservation and public
awareness activities.
2. NGOs working in public advocacy programs need to be free from
excessive governmental auditing and other forms of harassment.

D. Lack of
Available Data

1. Old data and background material on biodiversity that now is scattered
among institutions, countries and with private researchers in the region needs
to be consolidated, translated and made freely available to those that seek it.
2. Results of new biological and scientific studies need to be shared with the
public and become part of environmental education programs.
3. Regular, consistent and impartial monitoring of the standing stock and
health of economically valuable tree and plant species, mammals, birds and
fish, and other harvested biological resources is needed.
4. Protected area authorities and other biodiversity management entities need
to be linked with national and international universities and research
programs.
5. Economic valuation studies are needed for wild plants, ecotourism,
ecosystem services and other contributions of biological resources to help
promote conservation values.
6. Biological research, statistics and mapping activities of academics, NGOS
and agencies and other implementation work for Natura 2000 needs to be
supported and the results published in Natura 2000 documents that all can
access.
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E. Lack of Policy,
Administration and
Management
Coordination

1. Policies and mandates regarding biodiversity and biological resources
management among the various involved ministries and agencies need to be
harmonized.
2. More inter-ministerial and inter-institutional dialogue and cooperation is
needed to resolve any conflicts related to implementing the goals of
Montenegro’s Sustainable Development Strategy.
3. Local Biodiversity Action Plans need to be developed by municipalities
and these need to be coordinated with the central government as a tool for
involving the public and local communities in biodiversity conservation and
protection.
4. Stakeholders, businesses, NGOs and municipal representatives need more
involvement in all plans and proposals regarding the establishment and
management of protected areas.

F. Lack of Law
Enforcement

1. More human and financial resources are needed to communicate and
enforce laws related to hunting, fishing, logging and other biological
resource extraction activities.
2. A functioning judiciary capable of understanding and enforcing
environmental laws needs to be in place.
3. Conflict needs to be resolved between local communities and new laws
related to biodiversity and nature protection, which may involve some legal
amendments.
4. Opportunities need to be identified to employ local residents in
environmental law enforcement when possible.

G. Lack of Capacity
in Biodiversity
Conservation Efforts

1. More university courses, field research and training are needed in
practical aspects of biodiversity conservation.
2. More biology and ecology graduates from Montenegro and abroad are
needed to develop biological, environmental education, public relations and
other necessary capacity in biodiversity related agencies and institutions.
3. Qualified managers and trained staff are needed to oversee other protected
areas in addition to the national parks.
4. Locally-based park management units with knowledge and interest in
natural resources management and strong relationships with local
stakeholders are needed in national parks.

H. Lack of Finances

1. Stronger relationships with non-traditional donors such as Foundations,
regional NGOs, and nature societies are needed.
2. An effective finance and budgetary model that supports nature protection
in Montenegro needs to be developed and utilized.
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3. In the longer term, socio-economic instruments such as Payment for
Ecosystem Services schemes need to be developed to provide sources of
revenue for species and habitat conservation efforts.
4. Protected areas need to develop ecotourism programs that draw both
national and international tourists, and be able to use admission revenues and
other fees to help support park operations.
5. Revenue from ecological taxes need to directly and transparently support
government biodiversity-related activities and not instead be put in the
general fund to cover a myriad of governmental needs.
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III. Extent to Which the Actions Proposed by USAID Meet the
Needs Identified
A. Introduction
This Biodiversity Assessment represents an effort to examine both direct and indirect
contributions of proposed programs and elements under the new Country Strategic Plan
FY 2006-2015. This section addresses FAA 119 d (2) below and is based on the analysis
of USAID’s proposed strategic plan and how it is responding to the actions necessary to
conserve biodiversity in Montenegro which were identified in Section II.. Appendix 12
provides the complete text of FAA 119 for reference.
Country Analysis Requirements.--Each country development strategy statement or
other country plan prepared by the Agency for International Development shall
include an analysis of(1) the actions necessary in that country to conserve biological diversity,
and
(2) the extent to which the actions proposed for support by the Agency
meet the needs thus identified.
Recommendations are not required by FAA 119 Section d, however these are typically
provided to give Missions ideas for enhancing their strategic contributions to conserving
biodiversity and protecting the environment. Recommendations provided for each AO are
based on a review of conservation needs, USAID’s newly amended strategic plan for
MNE and considers factors such as USAID’s comparative advantage and manageable
interest.
USAID/Serbia and Montenegro’s overriding strategic goal for Montenegro is to
accelerate the country’s path toward market-based prosperity, democracy and full
integration into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European Union as a
means of achieving peace and security in the Balkans. New USAID development
assistance emphasizes structural governance reforms with complementary support to
Montenegrin civil society.
USAID is organizing its amended Strategic Plan (FY 2006-2015) around two Assistance
Objectives (AO’s): 1. Increased Accountability & Transparency in Selected Government
Functions, and 2. Economic Growth of Key Sectors through Sustainable Use of
Resources.
While it does not have a separate environmental Assistance Objective, USAID recognizes
the importance of biodiversity and other natural assets in Montenegro and is committed to
place a greater emphasis on environment in its newly amended strategy, under Program
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Area 4.8 (Environment) which falls under the Economic Growth Objective. The Mission
is fully aware of the need of the Government of MNE to increase both its commitment
and effectiveness to protect the environment to maintain its attractiveness as a green
destination, but also to protect the country’s unique biodiversity assets for their
ecosystem services and for future generations. This presents a new and appropriate
opportunity under the Mission’s amended strategic plan.

B. Assistance Objective 1 (AO1): Democracy and Governance
AO1, Increased Accountability & Transparency in Selected Government Functions,
will be addressed by USAID Montenegro through implementation of a five-year Good
Governance Project. The project has 4 purposes: To improve transparency and
accountability of central and local government; accelerate administrative reform through
automation, streamline public services to improve business enabling environment;
enhance civil society’s ability to monitor progress.
Reforms include such things as streamlining of licensing and permitting, and improving
transparency and oversight of public procurements. USAID plans to provide support to
increase accountability in public sector administration and to strengthen communication
and public outreach, including supporting investigative journalism.
Extent to Which Actions Proposed Under AO1 Meet Biodiversity Conservation
Needs Identified
USAID’s objective to increase transparency and create more effective, open government
institutions directly supports conservation in Montenegro by generally addressing one of
the top root causes of natural resource management failure: corruption hidden by a lack
of transparency and a lack of political will to comply with existing laws. USAID could
contribute more directly to the conservation needs in Montenegro by targeting the
environmental sector specifically. The failure of government institutions to enforce
environmental laws and for development interests to comply with them is a threat to
USAID’s objectives for Montenegro’s prosperity and sustainable development.
Furthermore, elusive decision-making on large scale infrastructure projects such as the
Moraca Dam have further eroded trust and activism by citizens.
USAID has addressed the issue of transparency in part by supporting investigative
journalism with a special focus on corruption; USAID’s proposed Sub Intermediate
results under the Democracy & Governance AO include support to NGO advocacy and
investigative journalism, which are both necessary to conserve biodiversity in
Montenegro. The extent to which journalism and advocacy will meet conservation needs
will depend on the degree of focus placed on building media and communication capacity
specifically related to environmental issues and conservation needs.
Public outreach, communication and participation were identified as key needs in the
environment sector. USAID is in the best position among donors to specifically facilitate
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and promote public dialogue between local and national governments, facilitate
communications through new channels as recommended below.
Public procurement offerings, transactions and disputes often have a direct link with
biodiversity, including in Montenegro. USAID proposed actions on streamlining
licensing, and permitting will allow for an improved and hopefully transparent business
environment to support economic growth. On the other hand, the enforcement of
environmental impact regulations, rules and procedures are necessary for environmental
protection. Given that infrastructure is considered the current principal threat to
biodiversity, the extent to which specific actions will meet the needs for conservation will
depend on the degree that USAID includes ways to strengthen the environmental aspects
of permitting. Transparency and monitoring of compliance would be necessary as would
making it easier for business to comply in a practical manner and recognize their own
benefits in doing so.
Recommendations to Strengthen USAID Contributions to Biodiversity
Conservation under AO1:
As revealed by this biodiversity analysis, many of the underlying “root causes” of threats
to Montenegro’s biodiversity are related to democracy and governance: corruption/lack
of transparency; lack of public participation, trust, advocacy, awareness and will;
confusion regarding laws, regulations, and a lack of law enforcement. USAID
Montenegro’s new strategic framework and plan address goals that affect the
environment, but could be enhanced as follows:
1. USAID should take into account and incorporate applicable environmental laws,
regulations and procedures under its efforts to accelerate administrative reform
and public services. This would include ensuring that “Environmental impact
Assessment (EIA) procedures are appropriately streamlined, communicated and
included in licensing and permitting requirements for all development and
infrastructure projects. USAID could support public communications tools on
these rules (brochures, websites friendly to a pubic audience) while at the same
time raising awareness. USAID could also build capacity within appropriate
government units on the biological diversity impacts, protected areas and laws
that should be incorporated into a more modernized EIA system.
2. USAID should consider a significant LOE investment in training journalists and
NGOs on investigative reporting on environmental issues impacting biodiversity.
Consistent with USAID objectives, most environmental threats are rooted in
corruption issues and a lack of transparency, but this would direct the focus to
resolving critical issues in an important sector with real and newsworthy
examples. Large infrastructure projects like the proposed series of dams on the
Moraca River, the construction of the 4B Road linking the Serbian border to the
coast that will cut right across Skadar Lake, and the uncontrolled proliferation of
tourism development on areas of the coast once considered to be “natural
monuments” demand further media attention
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Environmental news stories and the critical need for communication and public
dialogue extends to communities and local governments where serious differences
may exist with the national entities over land use decisions and laws, providing an
opportunity to relieve tensions through public dialogue and greater transparency.
These are complex issues with multiple story lines, including positive reporting
on and “marketing” of the country’s biodiversity assets.
To be effective, journalists need knowledge and understanding of the underlying
biological factors and more training in how to effectively communicate
environmental issues to the public. . There is plenty of new environmental
legislation to be discussed in public hearings as well, and USAID could support
this process.
3. USAID should support existing and emerging Civil Society organizations: NGO‘s
interested in environmental issues and communication also have an important role to
play in advocacy and public awareness, and in this day and age of news reporting
participate in investigative journalism. However, some of the issues impacting
outspoken NGOs (increased auditing by gov) would also have to be addressed.
4. Public awareness and environmental training for government decision makers such as
the judiciary. Public awareness is urgently needed on many fronts in Montenegro in
order to conserve biodiversity. This includes the general public as mentioned above,
but also government decision makers at the highest levels as well as the judiciary.
Environmental crimes and corruption related cases will require a skilled judiciary
which will not only need to know all the new laws in Montenegro, but which will also
require training on biodiversity linkages, values and the environment more generally.
USAID could include training related to environmental laws to both the judiciary and
legal community as well as to NGOs and potential advocacy organizations.
5. USAID should promote transparent governance of any financial mechanisms that it
might consider or promote. Stakeholder or NGO participation on a governing or
oversight boards would increase transparency, if such a structure is allowed by
existing laws. USAID should definitely examine the potential for civil society to
participate in such governing bodies and join with other donors to push for new
models to achieve transparency and trust. If possible, the fund should be structured in
a way that would allocate some funds for conservation of biodiversity or protected
areas as appropriate, as there are insufficient resources available to protect this most
valuable asset.
In summary, addressing democracy and governance issues in the environmental sector
will be a necessary and important factor in addressing conservation needs in Montenegro
and achieving Mission goals for sustainable development and economic prosperity.

Page 34

C. Assistance Objective 2 (AO2): Economic Growth
AO2, Economic Growth of Key Sectors through Sustainable Use of Resources,
addresses economic growth through new actions focused on stimulating economic
growth in key sectors in Northern Montenegro. USAID will emphasize a practical and
pragmatic assistance to entrepreneurs. Activities during the next five years will aim to
increase economic activity, efficiency and competitiveness in the North and will be
achieved by a focus on three key sectors: tourism, agriculture and municipal services.
Unlike past efforts however, USAID will incorporate increased emphasis on
environmental and natural resource policy and management issues, proposing new
actions under Economic Growth Program Area 4.8 “Environment.” USAID Montenegro
is proposing the following goals under this area: 1) to assist the Montenegrin Government
and NGO community in building the tools and capacities necessary to addressing critical
environmental challenges; 2) to raise the level of public awareness of the vital
importance, urgency and practical grassroots relevance of environmental issues and 3)
stimulate economic growth by illustrating innovative environmentally-friendly business
practices and opportunities for large companies as well as small and medium enterprises.
To assist Montenegro in its efforts to address environmental challenges USAID is
considering assistance through two primary focal areas: a) increased financing available
for environmental management through the establishment of an appropriate financial
mechanism or fund and b) a second activity area that aims to incorporate environmental
values, laws and practices into plans for economic activities to ensure sustainability.
USAID also hopes to both build capacity of natural resources management institutions as
well as provide practical support to the business community in the responsible use of
natural resources, and on emerging issues such as climate change adaptation
Extent to Which Actions Proposed Under AO2 Meet Biodiversity Conservation
Needs Identified
The Mission’s Economic Growth (EG) program directly positions USAID to address
conservation needs in Montenegro and goes a long way toward meeting actions necessary
to conserve biological diversity as identified in Section II. This is particularly true, given
that the USAID Mission is well aware of the value of Montenegro’s natural resources as a
critical basis for its economic prosperity and competitiveness, particularly as related to
tourism. USAID’s proposal to include a separate program area objective focused on
environment will allow for an adequate amount of effort to have a lasting impact if
designed correctly.
USAID’s general vision for supporting environment is consistent with the findings of this
analysis. The lack of public financing for environmental management, including
monitoring, law enforcement, planning and other activities has been identified as a root
cause for the lack of effective biodiversity protection that needs to be addressed in
Montenegro. USAID will face the challenge of establishing a governance structure that
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ensures transparency and efficient use of resources for achieving this sub objective.
USAID can enhance its contribution by coordinating with other donors to leverage
government buy-in to the most appropriate but desired model to govern public financing.
There is a lot of experience in the region with various types of funds (including
public/revolving based on fees and fines; trusts, and endowments that leverage private
sector contributions).
USAID’s plans to promote the environmental aspects of sustainable development in
Montenegro directly address many of the goals in Montenegro’s Strategy for Sustainable
Development, including those identified for biological diversity. This element of the
proposed strategy also directly addresses needed conservation actions identified in this
report. As mentioned earlier, Northern Montenegro is gifted with a variety of intact
ecosystems with high biodiversity, ranging from caves in dramatic karst topography to
temperate old growth forests to alpine lakes with abundant wildlife. Two national parks
in the vicinity of municipalities offer an unmet opportunity to stimulate productive
relationships linking entrepreneurs, civil society, the municipality and park management
which are currently lacking.
USAID envisions focusing economic activities in the North but does not rule out
addressing persistent issues along the coast, which is an important investment area for
tourism and real estate. USAID past efforts addressed wastewater treatment and solid
waste disposal which persist as threats on the coast and there is a desire to see this
resolved. However, to address the urgent threat to biodiversity areas and wetlands, it will
be imperative to address the serious gap of a lack of a recognized integrated coastal
management plan and strategy. USAID must push for this among government institutions
and, if within its manageable interest, facilitate participation of key stakeholders such as
municipalities and businesses. This would enhance the extent to which USAID is
addressing coastal issues.
The USAID vision soundly identifies key action areas consistent with the findings of this
analysis, addressing needs to a large extent. However, for Mission programs to be
effective and achieve lasting results, it will be important for USAID to design programs
and actions that provide some focus and synergy between components and between
targeted beneficiaries. For example, this could be achieved by developing more targeted
assistance to impact areas such as a cluster of municipalities and related businesses
surrounding a particular protected area that has high potential for ecotourism (Durmitor
or Biograska Gora parks). This would allow resources to be focused on enhancing
communication and working relationships between the national parks (public enterprise),
the MESP, the Ministry of Tourism, with municipalities, local NGOs and businesses.
USAID could support working groups to discuss laws, innovative ideas for tourism
product development and strategies for marketing and public awareness. If successful,
this could them become a pilot model for sustainable development.
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Recommendations to Strengthen USAID Contributions to Biodiversity
Conservation under AO2:
USAID’s AO2 addresses the actions necessary to conserve biodiversity to a large extent
and programs could do so further by concentrating USAID resources to maximize results
in priority areas. This will be important given the challenge of fostering improved
stakeholder and government interactions that combine resources to meet common goals
of conservation. The following are other specific recommendations to achieve this:
1. USAID should take every opportunity to support and promote Montenegro’s
Strategy for Sustainable Development as a sound overarching framework to guide
investments, donor activity and most importantly coordination within the executive
branches of the government on planning. USAID should also take every opportunity
to promote the Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan as a key document to which
the Government of Montenegro should commit, and should elevate the importance of
an integrated coastal management plan. USAID should take full advantage of three
things at the Ministry of Tourism: 1) its good relationship with the Ministry of
Environment; 2) its emerging leadership to coordinate donor and other investments in
the tourism sector and 3) its interest in environmental education including in schools,
which opens another avenue for public awareness.
2. There are several opportunities for USAID to link entrepreneurs to biodiversity
conservation in the North. The most obvious is in municipalities surrounding the
national parks. As mentioned, the team found that there was little or insufficient
support for the national parks on the ground at the village level. Either communities
were being negatively impacted by new regulations affecting livelihoods (Skadar lake
fishermen), or adventure tourism businesses expected much more from the park in
terms of offerings (entrepreneurs in Zabljak). In this last example, community
members felt they were potentially doing more for the parks than vice versa. USAID
could work directly with the public enterprises who are managing the parks to 1)
build their understanding of basic approaches to nature protection and the
environment 2) build their skills on public relations, public outreach and
environmental education. The idea would be to generate more activities, events and
access in parks that would benefit tour operators and businesses (while preventing
negative consequences), including niche markets in the off season (summer for
Alpine area).As a longer term objective, USAID could go so far as to reform these
public enterprises into functioning units under the MESP that actually are capable of
managing these parks for biodiversity (monitoring, carrying out management plan)
and interacting with the public. Right now they are acting like concessionaires and
the notion of a public enterprise is antiquated. However, it would be important if
these reforms take place, that the units be at least partly staffed or headed by
residence form the local area, or at least try and preserve the jobs held by training on
new skills development.
Other economic areas in Northern Montenegro include agriculture and forestry.
Agriculture is one of the top priorities of economic development of Montenegro
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contributing 15% of the GDP, 3.1% of which is from fisheries. The low use of
fertilizer and inputs makes for a good basis for organic agriculture. Agricultural lands
in Montenegro often blend with wildlands in the landscape and there is a relatively
high amount of biodiversity in these mixed areas. In Northern Montenegro,
landscapes shift from wetlands and forests to mountain meadows and then drier
valleys within the karst landscape. The area is gifted with an abundance of medicinal
and aromatic plants, as well as endemic species of sheep, goats and other livestock.
The market opportunities for these breeds is not clearly known, but USAID
agricultural programs will need to be aware of endemic breeds and take precautions
that these genetic resources is conserved. Emerging certification schemes to label
herbs and non timber forest products might be helpful in targeting EU markets and
would require a concerted effort to help stakeholders establish criteria and meet
standards. Farm income also could be supplemented through niche tourism products
and services (rural lodging, honey, herbs, cheese, etc) and “agro-tourism”
opportunities could be coordinated with adventure tourism packages that also support
the national parks (bike tours, rafting, etc).
In the forest sector in Northern Montenegro, the two principal donors that have been
active are SNV (private forestry) and Lux Programme (public policy and capacity
building). The forests sector is complex and so it will be important for USAID to
coordinate/work jointly with these donors and identify where it can best contribute. .
For instance, SNV works with private forest landowners seeking forest certification.
USAID could come in on the market side with buyers and processors/shippers that
could buy from these suppliers and get chain of custody certification to target other
EU markets. There is a lot going on with wood processing in the region under other
USAID EG programs and regional “market intelligence” about forests certification
and other programs should be applied in Montenegro.
3. For the sake of biological diversity, key priority Government institutions that should
be the focus of USAID capacity building and reform efforts should include: MESP,
Institute for Nature Protection, The public enterprise for National Parks (particularly
looking at local park management units and how they can be made more effective on
management for biological diversity and public awareness); the public enterprise for
coastal management (Mosko Dobro) and the Institute for Marine biology. In addition
to sustained technical assistance to these entities, there are ample opportunities for
short term training, and study tours to countries such as Turkey, Bulgaria, Romania,
Poland, the EU or the United States. Although some technical skills/biodiversity
knowledge could be enhanced (especially among the public utilities), an equal
emphasis should be placed on how government agencies can best work with the
public, including involving civil society in helping to monitor natural resources, or
working with the private sector and local communities to jointly generate ideas to
support tourism “products” that also are consistent with park management plans and
biodiversity conservation.
4. USAID should support a concerted public awareness strategy, campaign or
appropriate set of activities to support sustainable tourism and economic
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growth. Civil society, entrepreneurs and local residents could be organized to form a
“Friends of the Park” type NGO, which could plan appropriate events aimed at
Montenegrins that mix environmental education with recreational opportunities while
also raising funds for nature conservation. Public awareness about biodiversity could
be built through campaigns and events within the park (star gazing, owl watching,
frog/pond talk, bon fires/singing, etc.) and appropriate marketing/market linkages
could be met under this program. There is also an untapped market of university
students, school children and families in Montenegro that might enjoy family events
or holidays in the national parks.
Local municipalities and citizens can also raise public awareness of biodiversity
through local museums, chambers of commerce and schools. Municipalities such as
Zabljak and Kolasin that are the gateways to the parks should ideally be flagging
these natural resources as a source of pride and prosperity and feel some degree of
voice in their management. USAID will be in a good position to promote dialogue at
the local level to strengthen municipal and business relationships with the park, to
include the involvement of schools or civil society organizations to monitor
biodiversity, to target green tourism markets, and other interdisciplinary activities
aimed at local involvement in biodiversity conservation.
In summary, USAID’s newly amended strategic plan offers ample opportunity to directly
meet key conservation needs in Montenegro through both its economic growth and
democracy programs. This is a good opportunity to help preserve one of the most
valuable assets of the country, the plants, animals and ecosystems that make up its
biodiversity.
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Appendixes
Appendix 1: Ecosystems of Montenegro
(From Draft National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for the Period 2009-2014,
MSPE, 2009.)
Alpine ecosystems
This incorporates the peaks of the high mountain regions in the continental part of the
country, such as Durmitor (2523m), Komovi (2461m), Prokletije (2536m) and Bjelasica
(2037m) mountain ranges, and the high coastal mountains of Orijen (1893m), Lovcen
(1749m) and Rumija (1586m). Climate conditions are characterized by cool short
summers and severe winters with abundant snow. In terms of vertical distribution, this is
the region above the tree line and includes the following major habitat types: alpine
pastures, cliffs, screes and rocky areas with sparse vegetation, including “sipari”
(distinctive piles of sand and rocky material). Characteristic flora of this are includes: the
Alpine flower Edelweiss (Leontopodium alpinum), and the endemic Montenegrin bluebell (Edraianthus montenegrinus, E. glisichi, E. Pulevici), Wulfenia blecicii, Durmitor
mullein (Verbascum durmitoreum), Potentilla montenegrina, and Draba betriscea, and
includes many relict glacial species. Characteristic fauna include chamois and bird fauna
includes: golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), griffon vulture (Gyps fulvus), chough and
wall creeper (Tichodroma muraria) and the like. There are a number of glacial relicts
among the bird fauna, including snow finch (Montifringilla nivalis), horned lark
(Eremophila alpestris) and alpine accentor (Prunella collaris).
Forest ecosystems
Mountain forests are the most extensive ecosystem in Montenegro in terms of area, and
the forest estate occupies 54% of the territory (this includes natural forests which cover
approximately 45% of the land), making Montenegro one of the most forested countries
in Europe. Coniferous species, largely fir Abies, spruce Picea and pine, e.g. Pinus mugo,
dominate the higher altitude forests. Abies-Picea forests occupy a wide area of the
mountains in northern Montenegro around Kovač, Ljubišnja, Durmitor, Sinjajevina,
Krstača, Smiljevica and Hajla mountains, and they appear in enclave forms in Prokletije,
Bjelasica, Maglić and other mountains, and there are important Picetum abieti
montenegrinum spruce communities in Mount Ljubisnja. Forests with the regionally
endemic pine Pinus peuce occur in Štitovo, parts of Komovi, in Prokletije and in some
other Montenegrin mountains, and the Balkan endemic whitebark pine Pinus heldreichii
also occurs, largely in the central parts of Montenegro. Another Balkan endemic species
which occurs in the high-mountain forests is the mountain maple tree Acer heldreichii,
which can be found in several locations in the upper forest zone at Durmitor. Deciduous
forests in the higher areas consist mostly of beech Fagetum forests, which are widespread
at altitudes of 700-1.800m. Chestnut forests Castanea sativa represent a special type of
habitats in the sub-Mediterranean part of Montenegro and their distribution is
discontinuous (in several places the Bay of Kotor, northern slopes of the Mt. Rumija-
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Ostros, Livari). Characteristic fauna of forests in Montenegro includes the wolf, Canis
lupus, brown bear Ursus arctos, and wild boar Sus scrofa, along with many species of
birds such as owls (Strigiformes), woodpeckers (Picidae) and species of warbler
(Sylviidae), with most of the forest avifauna of the Western Palaearctic represented.
Despite widespread logging in Montenegro, some forest areas, such as Durmitor,
Bjelasica and Prokletije, still retain relatively pristine forests and are within protected
areas.
Karst ecosystems
Montenegro's karst region lies generally at elevations of 1000 meters above sea level,
although some areas rise to 1.900m such as Mount Orjen (1.894m) the highest massif
among the coastal limestone ranges. The vegetation, characterized by thicket/shrubs of
white hornbeam (Carpinus betulus), black hornbeam (Ostrya carpinifolia), Macedonian
oak tree (Quercus trojana), downy oak (Quercus pubescens), and herbaceous vegetation
with large areas dominated sage Salvia, is generally poor but has numerous endemic
forms. Typical avifauna include rock partridge (Alectoris graeca), rock thrush
(Monticola saxatilis), blue rock thrush (Monticola solitarius), rock nuthatch (Sitta
neumayer), Mediterranean wheatear (Oenanthe hispanica), whitethroat (Sylvia
communis) and Sylvia hortensis. However, the most characteristic animals of the
Mediterranean karst region are the reptiles, which show extensive endemism, especially
among lizards and snakes.
Caves
Due to its geology, Montenegro has numerous caves and sinkholes, some of which are
particularly beautiful (e.g. Lipska cave, Djalovica cave), while others are among the
deepest in the Balkans (e.g. sink holes at Vjetrena brda in Durmitor, Duboki do in
Lovcen). In many cases, they have an exceptionally complex and rich fauna, with many
endemic and relict (particularly Tertiary) forms, especially in the south of the country and
especially among invertebrate groups.
Canyons
Canyons also occur throughout Montenegro, and can have a Mediterranean (canyons of
Morača and Cijevna rivers) or continental (Tara river canyon, remains of Piva and
Komarnica canyons, gorges like Ibarska, Tifranska and Đalovića) climate, and have very
different, verz often endemic, species assemblages to their neighbouring mountain areas.
The Tara River canyon – maximum depth of 1.300m is the deepest in Europe and second
deepest in the world (after the Colarado River Grand Canyon in the USA).
Dry grasslands
Dry grasslands are found on alluvial land but are now very rare. However, small remnant
areas still exist at Ćemovsko polje, including Karabuško, Tuško and Dinoško polje and
the lower part of the canyon of the River Cijevna.
Freshwater ecosystems
These comprise lakes, rivers, streams, marshes, and man-made reservoirs, flooded
meadows and riverine forests. The most extensive wetlands occur in the lowlands and
along the coast, of which Skadar Lake, which is shared with Albania, is the largest, with
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the surface that varies between 354 and 505 km2, depending on the water level. It is also
the biggest lake in the Balkans, and the most biologically diverse in Montenegro.
According to the new research, Skadar Lake acted as a refuge for many species during
previous glaciations. As a consequence, the area is rich in relict and endemic animals and
plants. It is a relatively shallow lake (6m average depth) with extensive reedbeds of
Phragmites communis, water lilies Nymphea alba and Nuphar luteum, water calltrop
Trapa natans, but also includes flooded meadows, and flooded forests. On some parts of
the northern shore of the Lake, there are still present forest fragments of Skadar oak
Quercus robur scutariensis. The southern coast and islets are steep, rocky, with sparse
sub Mediterranean pseudo-macquis (Carpinus orientals, pomegranate Punica granatum,
Paliurus spina-christi, fig Ficus carica, Phillyrea sp.). The Lake hosts some rather
unusual flora such as algae from the families of Chara and Nitelopsis, the carnivorous
bladderwort Utricularia spp. and various species of orchids. The Lake supports over 40
species of fish (the economically the most valuable ones are carp Cyprinus carpio and
bleak Alburnus alburnus). Over 270 species of birds have been recorded from the site,
which supports large populations of breeding and wintering waterbirds, including the
largest population of pygmy cormorant Phalacrocorax pygmeus in Montenegro as well as
the globally threatened Dalmatian pelican Pelecanus crispus. It is also an important ‘stopover’ for migrating birds traveling along the Adriatic Flyway from breeding areas in
central Europe to wintering quarters further south and east in the Mediterranean and
Africa. The biodiversity of Lake Skadar is among the most investigated in Montenegro.
Other important lowland wetlands include Šasko Lake, which is another relatively small
shallow lake with a well-developed macrophyte vegetation situated above the Ulcinj plain.
There are also a number of important cold, high mountain, glacial lakes, particularly in
Durmitor and Biogradska gora national parks and the Prokletije mountains, which are
poor in nutrients (particularly nitrogen and phosphorus) and often surrounded by peat
bogs, which have their own specialized flora and fauna, including a neotenic form of the
crested newt Triturus alpestris.
Marine ecosystems
Montenegro’s maritime zone extends out to 12 nautical miles from the shore, covers
2.500 km2, and reaches maxima depths of 1.233m. The width of the continental shelf (up
to 200m depth) varies along the coast of Montenegro, extending to 9.5 nautical miles at
the entrance of the Bay of Kotor, and 34 nautical miles at the River Bojana estuary. Most
of the Adriatic Sea is covered with a muddy bottom (typically clay sediments). Algae –
both planktonic and seaweeds are the characteristic vegetation and the Montenegrin
coast, which supports extensive seagrass Posidonia oceanica and Cymodocea nodosa
beds in places. These serve as nursery areas for many larvae and juvenile forms of marine
fauna. The fauna of the Adriatic Sea has not been fully investigated yet, but according to
recent data there are over 300 species of algae, 40 species of sponges, 150 species of
crustaceans, 340 species of molluscs, and almost 400 species of fish, with 3 species of
marine turtles and 4 species of dolphins in the Adriatic. Several species of whales are also
occasional visitors. Most of the known species are distributed along the littoral zone (up
to 200 meters depth), but some of them are found in transition zone to the bathyal zone
(200-300 meters depth) such as the economically important Norway lobster Nephrops
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norvegicus and petrified sponge (Thnea muricata). Major areas for biodiversity include
the area around Boka Kotorska Bay, which is an important spawning site and probably
the best-studied area biologically, and has a number of rare species such as the molluscs
Tijsira orahoviciana and Mitra zonata.
Coastal/littoral ecosystems
The Montenegrin coast is 313km in length and characterized by rocky cliffs with 117
natural sandy and rocky beaches situated in between, and has 8 small islands. The longest
beach is at Ulcinj, which is over 12 km long, and in places fringed with sand and gravel
dunes with halophyte vegetation. The hinterland is covered with the typical
Mediterranean maquis, garrigue and degraded evergreen woodland that extends up the
southern slopes of some coastal mountains, but also has salinas and salt pans and
agricultural areas of largely olive groves and citrus fruit orchards. Characteristic
vegetation includes typical Mediterranean species holm oak Quercus ilex, kermes oak
Quercus coccifera, viburnum Viburnum tinus, holly Phillyrea media, coastal juniper tree
(bush) Juniperus oxycedrus, big heath Erica arborea, Evergreen pistache Pistacia
lentiscus, strawberry tree Arbutus unedo, rockrose Cistus villosus and Cistus
salviaefolius, Spanish broom Spartium junceum, myrtle Myrtus communis, olive Olea
europea, smilace Smilax aspera, blackberry Rubus ulmifolius, flowering ash Fraxinus
ornus, fig Ficus spp, and hornbeam Carpinus spp., and range of medicinal plants such as
sage Salvia officinalis and laurel Laurus nobilis. Rare and endemic species with limited
range of distribution are also present here, including Skadar Oak Quercus robur spp.
scutariensis, as well as some unusual associations Andropogoni – Nerietum above the
well Sopor with Risan. The commercial salt works at Ulcinj together with the
neighbouring salinas and lagoons comprise an important over-wintering area for
waterbirds.
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Appendix 2: Threats to ecological zones
(From Draft National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for the Period 2009-2014,
MSPE, 2009.)
Species Rare and
diversity endanger
Endemis
Ecosystem (total
ed
m
number of species
species) present

Level
Naturalit
Sensitivity
Social,
of
y/ level
/
Resist Economi recreational scientif
of
vulnerabili ance c value and cultural ic
disturba
ty
value
knowle
nce
dge

Threats
caused ∑
by
develop
ment

Mountains

3

2

2

3

3

1

2

3

1

1

21

Forests

3

2

1

2

3

3

3

2

2

3

24

Karst

3

2

3

2

1

2

2

1

2

2

20

Freshwater 3

3

2

2

2

2

3

2

2

3

24

Dry
grassland

1

1

1

2

2

2

1

1

1

3

Coastal/litto
2
ral

1

1

1

2

2

2

3

2

3

2

1

1

3

1

3

2

2

1

2

Caves and
1
canyons

2

3

3

2

1

1

1

1

1

Marine

---------------------------Significance of marks: 1 = low value; 2 = medium value; 3 = high value
i.

Biological criteria

Diversity of species or habitats of an ecosystem (total number of species or habitats which are
supported by the ecosystem);

Number of species in ecosystem and their connection with other ecosystem(s);

Presence of rare or endangered species and their number (presence on the List of Protected
Biodiversity Species in the annexes of the EU Directive on Habitats, or on the IUCN Red List);

The number of endemic species and their population (local and regional endemic species);

Naturaity/authencity (the period during which an ecosystem has not been physically changed under
the anthropogenic influences);

Ecosystem sensitivity and vulnerability (how much the species, habitats and ecosystem are
sensitive to changes and disturbances);

Ecosystem vitality and resistance (how easily the species, habitats and ecosystems restore to the
previous state after some disruption period; what is the threshold up to which an ecosystem can endure
disturbances or disruption without consequences);

ii.

Social-economic criteria

Economic ecosystem value (direct and indirect, where it is known);

Social, recreational, and/or cultural ecosystem values;

General ecosystemic value of ecosystem (production of economically valuable resources, provision
of services for the needs of development);

The level of scientific knowledge about an ecosystem (more thoroughly investigated ecosystems
are more valuable);

How much ecosystem is threatened by anthropogenic activities (pressure of urban development,
tourism, etc.);

The possibility of conducting activities aimed at protection of ecosystem (complex evaluation based
on numerous factors).
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15
19
18
16

Appendix 3: Analysis of Centers of Biodiversity in Montenegro
(From Draft National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for the Period 2009-2014,
MSPE, 2009.)

Overlapping of the centers of diversity of vascular plants (VF), amphibians and reptiles (VG),
birds (P) and mammals (S) in Montenegro. Red circles have centers of diversity for three
groups, brown circle for two groups.
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Appendix 4: IUCN Red List of Threatened Species in Montenegro
IUCN 2010. IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2010.1. www.iucnredlist.org
Acipenser naccarii (Adriatic Sturgeon)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bcde;B2ab(i,ii,iii,iv,v) ver 3.1
Acrocephalus paludicola (Aquatic Warbler)
Status: Vulnerable A2c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Alopias vulpinus (Common Thresher Shark)
Status: Vulnerable A2bd+3bd+4bd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Alosa sp. nov. 'Skadar' (Skadar Shad)
Status: Vulnerable D2 ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Ampedus quadrisignatus
Status: Endangered B2ab(i,ii,iii,iv,v) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Anguilla anguilla (European Eel)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bd+4bd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Anser erythropus (Lesser White-fronted Goose)
Status: Vulnerable A2bcd+3bcd+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Aquila clanga (Greater Spotted Eagle)
Status: Vulnerable C2a(ii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Aquila heliaca (Eastern Imperial Eagle)
Status: Vulnerable C2a(ii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Astacus astacus (Noble Crayfish)
Status: Vulnerable B2bce+3bcd ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Aythya nyroca (Ferruginous Duck)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Barbastella barbastellus (Western Barbastelle)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Branta ruficollis (Red-breasted Goose)
Status: Endangered A2bcd+3bcd+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Carabus intricatus (Blue Ground Beetle)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
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Carcharhinus brachyurus (New Zealand Whaler)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Carcharhinus brevipinna (Spinner Shark)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Carcharias taurus (Sand Tiger)
Status: Vulnerable A2ab+3d ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Carcharodon carcharias (Great White Shark)
Status: Vulnerable A2cd+3cd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Ceruchus chrysomelinus
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: decreasing

ver 3.1

Cetorhinus maximus (Basking Shark)
Status: Vulnerable A2ad+3d ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Chondrostoma scodrense
Status: Extinct ver 3.1
Coenonympha orientalis (Balkan Heath)
Status: Vulnerable A2c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Coracias garrulus (European Roller)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Cordulegaster bidentata (Sombre Goldenring)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Cordulegaster heros (Balkan Goldenring)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Crex crex (Corncrake)
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: decreasing

ver 3.1

Cucujus cinnaberinus
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: increasing

ver 3.1

Dinarolacerta mosorensis (Mosor Rock Lizard)
Status: Vulnerable B2ab(iii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Dinaromys bogdanovi (Martino's Snow Vole)
Status: Vulnerable B2ab(i,ii,iv) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Dipturus batis (Flapper Skate)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bcd+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
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Dipturus oxyrinchus (Long-nosed Skate)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Elaphe quatuorlineata (Four-lined Snake)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Emys orbicularis (European Pond Turtle)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Epinephelus aeneus (White Grouper)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Epinephelus marginatus (Dusky Grouper)
Status: Endangered A2d ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Falco cherrug (Saker Falcon)
Status: Endangered A2bcd+3cd+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Falco naumanni (Lesser Kestrel)
Status: Vulnerable A2bce+3bce+4bce ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Falco vespertinus (Red-footed Falcon)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Formica lugubris
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

ver 2.3

Formica polyctena (European Red Wood Ant)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Formica pratensis (European Red Wood Ant)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Formica rufa (Red Wood Ant)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

ver 2.3

Galeorhinus galeus (Liver-oil Shark)
Status: Vulnerable A2bd+3d+4bd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Gallinago media (Great Snipe)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Gobio skadarensis (Skadar Gudgeon)
Status: Endangered B1ab(ii,iii)+2ab(ii,iii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Graphoderus bilineatus
Status: Vulnerable B1+2ac ver 2.3
(needs updating)
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Hipparchia fagi (Woodland Grayling)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Hirudo medicinalis (Medicinal Leech)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Pop. trend: unknown
iHucho hucho (Danube Salmon)
Status: Endangered B2ab(ii,iii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Isurus oxyrinchus (Shortfin Mako)
Status: Vulnerable A2abd+3bd+4abd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Leucoraja circularis
Status: Vulnerable A2bcd+3bcd+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Limosa limosa (Black-tailed Godwit)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Lutra lutra (Eurasian Otter)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Lycaena dispar (Large Copper)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

ver 2.3

Lycaena ottomana (Grecian Copper)
Status: Vulnerable A1ac ver 2.3
Pop. trend: decreasing
Milvus milvus (Red Kite)
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: decreasing

ver 3.1

Miniopterus schreibersii (Schreiber's Long-fingered Bat)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Monachus monachus (Mediterranean Monk Seal)
Status: Critically Endangered A2abc; C2a(i); E ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Morimus funereus
Status: Vulnerable A1c ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Mustela lutreola (European Mink)
Status: Endangered A2ce ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Mustelus mustelus (Common Smoothhound)
Status: Vulnerable A2bd+3bd+4bd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
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Myotis capaccinii (Long-fingered Bat)
Status: Vulnerable A4bce ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Myotis dasycneme (POND MYOTIS)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Neophron percnopterus (Egyptian Vulture)
Status: Endangered A2bcde+3bcde+4bcde ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Niphargus valachicus
Status: Vulnerable B1+2bcde ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Numenius arquata (Eurasian Curlew)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Numenius tenuirostris (Slender-billed Curlew)
Status: Critically Endangered C2a(ii); D ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Osmoderma barnabita
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: decreasing

ver 3.1

Otis tarda (Great Bustard)
Status: Vulnerable A2c+3c+4c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Pagrus pagrus (Common Seabream)
Status: Endangered A1bd+2d ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Parnassius apollo (Apollo Butterfly)
Status: Vulnerable A1cde ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Pelecanus crispus (Dalmatian Pelican)
Status: Vulnerable A2ce+3ce+4ce ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Pelophylax shqipericus (Albanian Water Frog)
Status: Endangered B1ab(iii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Phengaris arion (Large Blue)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

ver 2.3

Phengaris nausithous (Dusky Large Blue)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Phengaris teleius (Scarce Large Blue)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Pinus peuce
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

ver 2.3
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Potamon fluviatile
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: decreasing

ver 3.1

Prionace glauca (Blue Shark)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Rhinobatos cemiculus (Blackchin Guitarfish)
Status: Endangered A4bd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Rhinobatos rhinobatos (Common Guitarfish)
Status: Endangered A4cd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Rhinolophus euryale (Mediterranean Horseshoe Bat)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Rhinolophus mehelyi (Mehely's Horseshoe Bat)
Status: Vulnerable A4c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Ropalopus insubricus
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: unknown

ver 3.1

Ropalopus ungaricus
Status: Endangered B2ab(i,ii,iii,iv) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Rosalia alpina (Rosalia Longicorn)
Status: Vulnerable A1c ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Rostroraja alba (Bottlenose Skate)
Status: Endangered A2cd+4cd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Saga pedo (Predatory Bush Cricket)
Status: Vulnerable B1+2bd ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Salmo obtusirostris (Adriatic Salmon)
Status: Endangered B2ab(v) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Scyliorhinus stellaris (Nursehound)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Sorex alpinus (Alpine Shrew)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Sphyrna zygaena (Smooth Hammerhead)
Status: Vulnerable A2bd+3bd+4bd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Squalus acanthias (Piked Dogfish)
Status: Vulnerable A2bd+3bd+4bd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
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Squatina oculata (Smoothback Angel Shark)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bcd+3cd+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Squatina squatina (Angel Shark)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bcd+3d+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Testudo hermanni (Hermann's Tortoise)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Tetrax tetrax (Little Bustard)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Vipera ursinii (Orsini's Viper)
Status: Vulnerable B2ab(iii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Vormela peregusna (European Marbled Polecat)
Status: Vulnerable A2c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
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Appendix 5: Map of Protected Areas
(From Institute of Nature Protection, Montenegro)
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Appendix 6: Protected Areas of Montenegro
(From Draft National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for the Period 2009-2014,
MSPE, 2009.)
Name and national category of the protected areas of nature

Surface
(ha)

Share in the state
territory
in
percentage
(13.812 km2)
6,20%

85.695
National park
Skadarsko jezero
40.000
Lovćen
6.400
Durmitor
33.895
Biogradska gora
5.400
610
Reserves of nature
0.044%
- in the NP Skadarsko jezero: the Monastery land, Pančeva 420
oka, Crni žar, Grmožur and Omerova gorica
- in the NP Durmitor: Crna Poda
80
Salt Pans in Tivat
150
7.739,3
Monuments of nature
0.56%
Đalovića klisura
1.600
Lipska pećina
/
Cave Magara
/
Cave Globočica
/
Cave Spila at Trnov / Virpazar
/
Cave Babatuša
/
Novakovića cave at Tomaševo
/
Pit Duboki do at Njeguši
/
Canyon of the river Piva
1.700
Canyon of the river Komarnica
2.300
Communities of Pinetum mughi montenegrinum at Ljubišnja 1.000
(1.000ha), Durmitor (5.200ha) and Bjelasica (400ha)
+ (5.600)
Communities of Pinus heldraichii in Orjen (300ha), Lovćen 400
+ (300)
(300ha) and Rumija (100ha)
Individual
dendrological
facilities:
Quercus
robur /
scuteriensis at Ćurioc near Danilovgrad, Quercus
pubescens in Orahovcu near Kotor, olive trees at Mirovica,
the Old Bar and Ivanovići, Budva etc
Beaches of the Skadar Lake
(<2)
Velika plaža in Ulcinj
600
Mala plaža in Ulcinj
1,5
Beach Valdanos
3
Beach Velji pijesak
0,5
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Beach Topolica, Bar
2
Beach Sutomore
4
Beach Lučica, Petrovac
0,9
Beach Čanj
3,5
Beach Pećin
1,5
Buljarica
4
Beach Petrovac
1,5
Beach Drobni pijesak
1
Beach Sveti Stefan
4
Beach Miločer
1
Bečićka Plaža
5
Slovenska plaža, Budva
4
Beach Mogren
2
Jaz
4
Beach Pržno
2
Savinska Dubrava in Herceg Novi
35,46
Botanical reserve of laurel and oleander, above the well 40
Sopot near Risan
Botanical garden of mountain flora in Kolašin
0,64
Botanical garden of the general Kovačević in Grahovo
0,93
Park “13 jul” and “Njegošev park” in Cetinje
7,83
Park of the hotel Boka in Herceg Novi
1,2
City park in Tivat
5,897
Park of the Castle at Topolica
2
322,5
Special natural features areas
Hill Spas, above Budva
131
Semi-island Ratac with Žukotrljica
30
Island the Old Ulcinj
2,5
Hill Trebjesa, Nikšić
159
15.000
Areas protected by municipal decisions
Kotorsko – Risanski Bay, municipality of Kotor
15.000
TOTAL UNDER NATIONAL PROTECTION
108.866

0,02%

1.08%
7.88%

Overview of the present internationally protected aeas of nature in Montenegro
Title and international category of the protected areas of Surface Participation in the
(ha)
state
territory
in
nature
percentages
(13.812
km2)
Ramsar Area (List of Wetlands of international importance 40.000
particularly as a habitat of waterbirsd)
Skadar Lake
40.000
48.895
UNESCO World Natural and Cultural Heritage
Kotorsko – Risanski Bay, municipality of Kotor
15.000
NP Durmitor with the canyon of the river Tara
33.895
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M&B UNESCO Rezerves of Biosfera
Basin of the river Tare
TOTAL UNDER INTERNATIONAL PROTECTION

182.889
182.889
237.899

17.22%

Appendix 7: Key International Biodiversity Agreements and Recent
National Laws Adopted by Montenegro
Key International Biodiversity Agreements
UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)
UN CBD Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety
Convention on conservation of wetlands of international
importance especially as waterfowl habitat (Ramsar
Convention)
UN Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Flora and Fauna (CITES– Washington
Convention)
UNESCO Convention on Protection of the World Natural
and Cultural Heritage (World Heritage Convention)
Revised Convention on the protection of the Mediterranean
Sea against pollution (Barcelona Convention)
Recently Adopted Biodiversity Laws

Date
ratified or
adopted
3 June
2006
23 October
2006
3. Jun
2006
26 March
2007
3 June
2006
2007
11/8/2008

Law on environment

22/8/2008

Law on savages and hunting
Law on genetically modified organisms

22/8/2008
25/1/2008

Law on sea resources

14/8/2009

Law on sea fishing and aquaculture

25/1/2008

Law on sea

14/8/2009

Law on national parks
Law on mountain slopes
Law on nature protection
National Forest Policy

22/8/2008
2/12/2008
2008
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Appendix 8: Main Biodiversity Related Donor Programs in Montenegro
Donor

Project Title

Implementer

Duration/Amount

Conservation Need Addressed

National Biodiver Strategy and
Action Plan (2010-2015

UNDP/MSPE

2010--2011/$116, 948

Strategic Framework and
Operational and investment
Priorities for Biodiversity

GEF/UNDP

Projcet for Strengthening the
Protected Area System PAS

UNDP/MSPE,
Public Enerprise
NP, local govt.

2009-2012/ $ 1
million

Protected Areas Management and
Conservation

GEF/UNDP

Stregthening the Financial
Sustainability of ProtectedAreas
in Montenegro (PAF)

UNDP/MSPE,
Public Enerprise
NP, local govt.

Protected Areas Management and
2020-2013/ $1 million Conservation

GEF

Dinaric Ecoregion--regional
project

Nature
Protectionoffice

2008-2011/ 78,032
CHF

General TA and training on areas of
biological significance

Montenegro and Natura 2000

Nature Protec.Off,
WWF, NGO
Greenhome

2009-2010/ 17,838
Euros

Identification and mapping of areas
of high biodiversity value

Impl of Coastal Area Mgt Prog in
Montenegro-CAMP Montenegro

UNEP/MAPPAP,local govts,
Min Tourism and
EP, Min Econ
Devel, Coastal Area 2010-2013/ 471,000
Mgt Off
Euros

GEF/UNDP

Min of For
Affairs

UNEP/MAP

Protection and Management of
Coastal Areas

GEF/UNEP

Strategic Partnership for the Large UNEP/MAPMarine Eco-system of the Medit. MEDU;

Biodiver and Ecosys Services for
Local Sustain Devel in Western
GEF/World Bank Balkans

Integral Mgt of Skadar Lake
GEF/World Bank Ecosystem

World Bank

World Bank

Min Tourism and
EP

Min Tourism and
EP

Montenegro Sustainable Tourism
Develop

Land Admin Project

With funding from
Italy, Spain, Rrance,
other med; 50 Million
total for
Mediterranean region.

2005-2012/ 1,316,356
Euros

Policy dialogue and support for
marine ecosystem protection
Working with municipalities,
helping them develop Local
Biodiversity Action Plans, cross
border activities around protected
areas

2005-2012/ $ 5
million

Water supply to the coast; appraisal
conducted on proposed protected
areas and related regimes in the
Boraca-Ulcinj watershed from
Skadar all the way to ADA island,
however, project cancelled due to
conflicting objectives/process.

2007-2011/ $10
million

water pipes most of it, sustain
tourism part, new regional PA
closed, no success

MSPE, cadastral
proj with
municipalities in
north

Could be significant with respect to
restitution of private lands in
protected areas

World Bank

Agri Project, with agrobiod
component

small grants and
matching, MAPS

Amount involving
agrobiodiversity
unknown

GEF/UNDP

Sust. Use of Crossborder Karst
Aquifers of the Dinaric System

MESP

2010-2013/
$5,896,000
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Small and medium enterprises
related to MAPS
Studying cross border water
resources

GEF Regional
with Albania

Skadar Lake

Italian Min for
Envior, Land,
Sea

Est. of Pilot Marine Protected
Areas in Montenegro

Government of
Regional project REA - Regional
the
Environmental Advocacy: Action
Netherlands/SNV and Cohesion in Western Balkans

Norway via
WWF/Norway

Serbia, Montenegro and Natura
2000: Strengthening capacities of
Government and civil sector to
adapt to EU Nature Protection
Agreements

Forestry project Montenegro Technical support to development
Netherlands SNV of the forestry sector reform
Public Enterprise for National
Netherlands SNV Parks of Mtn
Mammal, Bird monitoring
Netherlands SNV program Durmitor
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Natil park, etc.

2008-2011/ $ 2.5
million

Protection of lake, sustainable
fisheries, mgt plan,WB meeting, NP
dir Skadar Lake

DFS Italy with
Support Inst for
Mar Bio

2009-2013/ 600,000
Euro

Protection and Management of
Coastal Areas

Per year/ 75,000 euros

Supporting NGOs and civil society
engaged in advocacy projects

24 396,00 EUR

Supporting civil society and
governmental biodiversity efforts
including collecting data and
making management plans for
Natura 2000 sites

Jan to Dec,
2010/55,000 Euros

Supports capacity building of
private forest owners in Sustainable
Forest Management, including
association development, ensuring
consistency with new forest laws.

Mar to Dec 2010

Capacity building in national parks

Mar to Dec 2010

Biodiversity data collection

Green Home

Green Home
MAFWM, Forest
Administration,
National
Association of
Private Forest
Owners

Regional Experts

Management and valorization of
sensitive eco systems in rural
Netherlands SNV areas

National Parks
March 2010 to Dec
Enterprise/Durmitor 2010 27,000 Euros

PEfNPoM protection and
development, Visitor Centre and NP
Durmitor

GTZ

Cross border cooperation in the
Skadar Lake Region

MSPE, Min
Tourism

ended 2009

Transboundary activities

GTZ

Support to Tourist Destinations in
the Hinterland of Montenegro

Min Tourism

1/2006 to 12/2010/
2,500,000Euros

Sustainable Tourism in Northern
Montenegro

Austrian
Development
Agency

Protected areas, MAPs tea sample

Regional Agency
for Devel of north

ended 2009

Among other things supported
visitor infrastructure in National
Parks

Ministry for
Foreign Affairs
of Finland

“Sustaining Rural Communities
and their Traditional Landscapes
Through Strengthened
Environmental Governance in
Transboundary Protected Areas of
the Dinaric Arc”

IUCN, WWF, SNV

3 yrs (2009-2012)

Transboundary capacity building
and work to integrate local
communities in National Park
activities

UNESCO

Training in N.P. Management

MSPE

2010

Capacity building

European
Commission

Capacity building and networking
of environmental NGOs

16 400,00 EUR

Supporting civil society in
advocacy and networking
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Appendix 9: Persons Interviewed
Name
Vladan Raznatovic
Ana Lekovic
Ramsey Day
Ana Drakic
Vesna Brajovic
Jelena Marojevic
Natasa Kovacevic
Dr. Jeorg Lohmann
David Brown

Title
Snr. Operations
Mgt. Specialist
Devel Assist
Specialist
Officer-in-Charge
Sr. Democracy and
Gov Advisor
Snr Prog and Info
Spec
Director of
Programme
Educ and Capac
Bldg Programme
Coordinator
Advisor
Environment

Patrick Papania

Program Manager
Snr
Communication
Specialist

Sanela Ljuca
Kristin Shepard

Operations Analyst
Balkans Region

Vasiliji Buskovic

Associated expert

Dr. Jelena Rakocevic

Professor of
Biology

Gordana Jovovic

Counselor

Srna Sudar Vilotic
Goranka Lazovic
Anka Kujovic

Director
Senior Advisor
Advisor
Deputy Minister for
Environment
Director

Jelena Knezevic
Zoran Mrdak

Ana Katnic

Country
Representative
Snr.Forestry
Advisor
Jr. Tourism
Advisor

Snezana Vuksanovic
Andrej Vizi

Botanist
Ornithologist

Predrag Jankovic
Franc Ferlin

Organization

Email

USAID

raznatovicv@state.gov

USAID
USAID

lekovica@state.gov
dayrc@state.gov

USAID

drakica@state.gov

USAID

brajovicv@state.gov

Green Home

jelena.green@t-com.me

Green Home

natasa.green@t-co.me

MSPE
Solimar
International

Joerg.Lohmann@cimonline.de

AED/D.C.
World Bank
Monten
World Bank D.C.
Institue for
Protection of
Nature
Fac of Sciences,
Univ of
Montenegro
Off for Sust
Devel
REC
Montenegro
Min of Tourism
Min of Tourism

ppapania@aed.org

d.brown@solimarinternational.com

sljuca@worldbank.org
kshepherd@worldbank.org
vasob@t-com.me
jelena@t-com.me
gordana.jovovic@kor.gov.me
svilotic@recmontenegro.org
goranka.lazovic@gov.me
anka.kujovic@gov.me

MESP
Lake Skadar NP
Netherlands
Development
Organiz (SNV)

jelena.knezevic@gov.me
np-skadarlake@t-com.me

SNV

ferlin.franc@gmail.com

SNV
Nat Hist Mus of
Montenegro
Nat Hist Mus of

akatnic@snvworld.org

pjankovic@snvworld.org

vukss@t-com.me
avizi@t-com.me

Srdan Cetkovic
Milena Kapa
Darko Brajuskovic
Tomo Pajovic
Jon Kohl

Advisor
Advisor
Environment

Veselin Luburic

Director
Director
Consultant
Extreme Tourism
Owner
Head, Dept
Protection,
Development and
Marketing

Dragana Raicevic

Fauna Specialist

Zbrda Zdola

Forest Protection
Specialist

Jelena Dragovic
Vladan Bozovic,
Ph.D.

Deputy Director

Ceda Ivanovic
Ondrej Vizi

Mammalogist
Director

Alexkandra Ivanovic

Head, Sustainable
Development
Department

Prof. Sreten Mandia

Senior Advisor

Ana Pesica
Tatjana Rajic

Ph.D student
Architect

Montenegro
Arghus Cener
MSPE
Biogradska Gora
NP
Durmitor N.P.
UNESCO
Drum Putokazi
Public Enterprise
for National
Parks of
Montenegro
Public Enterprise
for National
Parks of
Montenegro
Public Enterprise
for National
Parks of
Montenegro
EPA
Mus. Nat History
and Lynx NGO
Mus Nat Hist
Montenegro
Coastal Zone
Management
Agency
Institute of
Marine Biology
Institute of
Marine Biology
Expeditio
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srdjan.cetkovic@osce.org
mileus.kapa@gov.me
np.biogradskagora@t-com.me
npdurmitor@t-com.me
jk-pup@jonkohl.com
zordazdola@cg.yu

jpnpcg@t-com.me

tropardr@t-com.me

jelenad71@gmail.com
vladan.bozovic@yahoo.com
lynx@t-com.me
vizi@cg.yu
aleksandra.ivanovic@morsko
dobro.com
smandic@ibmk.org
pesica@ac.me
expeditio@t-com.me
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Appendix 11: Statement of Work
Statement of Work: FAA 119 Biodiversity Analysis
Montenegro, 2010
I.

II.

Objective
The purpose of this contract is to conduct a country biodiversity analysis for
Montenegro as required by Section 119(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(as amended) (FAA 119) and ADS 201.3.9.2 regarding biodiversity analyses for
countries’ strategic plans. The analyses are intended to inform the strategic
planning process by identifying the actions necessary to conserve biodiversity in
Montenegro and assess to what extent actions proposed by USAID meet the needs
identified (see FAA Section 119 (d)).
Background
USAID/Serbia and Montenegro (USAID/S-M) is amending its current strategy for
Montenegro which will run through FY 2015. The amended strategy is to support
Montenegro in consolidating its democratic institutions, expanding its economic
base, and integrating as rapidly as possible into the Euro-Atlantic community.
The strategy includes an Assistance Objective related to economic growth through
sustainable use of resources.
A referendum held May 21, 2006 made the Republic of Montenegro one of the
world’s newest countries and the 192nd member state of the United Nations. It is
also one of the smallest, with a population of 620,145 occupying 13,812 square
kilometers. Montenegro’s strategic importance to the U.S., however, is
significantly disproportionate to its small size: The country's solidly proAmerican leadership views the U.S. as a “strategic partner” and generally
supports U.S. goals in the Balkans – sometimes at significant political risk. The
decision to recognize Kosovo in 2008, with U.S. backing, had little public
support, but demonstrated the government's commitment to furthering the goals of
the Euro-Atlantic community. The USG’s investment to date in Montenegro has
been substantial: Total SEED/AEECA funding from 2001 – 2009 is $266.23
million. From a high of $72 million in 2001, funding levels dropped to half of
that in 2004, and have remained at $8 million or below since 2007. Given this
investment, and the strategic importance of the country, it is critical that
Montenegro succeed and set a positive example for the region.
As a prospective member of the European Union (EU) as well as the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Montenegro is largely on the right track.
Its May 2006 independence referendum and subsequent national elections met
international standards. It adopted a new Constitution in October 2007 and has
joined the UN, OSCE, and Council of Europe. It signed a Stabilization and
Association Agreement (SAA) with the EU in October 2007 and formally applied
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for EU membership in December 2008. It joined NATO’s Partnership for Peace
(PfP) program in November 2006, initiated an Intensified Political Dialogue with
NATO in April 2008, and was invited into NATO’s Membership Action Plan
(MAP) in December 2009. Montenegro also became a member of the Adriatic
Charter in November 2008. Montenegro’s economy, fueled by tourism and
foreign investment, has expanded rapidly since the country gained independence
in 2006. The government has tamed inflation, created jobs, raised wages, reached
the threshold of WTO membership, privatized almost 90% of the economy, and
created a business-friendly environment which has produced the highest per
capita rate of FDI in the region.
Corruption – both perceived and real -- saps citizens’ confidence in government
and could impede Euro-Atlantic integration efforts. Moreover, Montenegro's
fledgling institutions and relatively inexperienced civil servants face difficulties in
carrying out the government’s ambitious political and economic reforms, while
simultaneously managing complex accessions into the EU and NATO. Last but
not least, corruption, lax enforcement, and low levels of capacity threaten the
engine of growth upon which Montenegro’s economy depends – tourism.
Montenegro’s slogan of “Wild Beauty” will not continue to entice tourists to the
country if its natural environment is degraded by over-building and illegal
construction, pollution, and waste management problems, all of which are already
considerable.
USAID Policies Governing Environmental Procedures
Section 119 of the U.S. Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (as amended) requires
USAID to assess national needs for biodiversity and potential USAID
contributions to these needs in all country strategy documents. Specifically, FAA
Section 119(d), Country Analysis Requirements requires that “Each country
development strategy statement or other country plan prepared by the Agency for
International Development shall include an analysis of: (1) the actions necessary
in that country to conserve biological diversity, and (2) the extent to which the
actions proposed for support by the Agency meet the needs thus identified, FAA
Sec. 119(d).” This requirement is also articulated in USAID's Automated
Directives System (ADS), Section 201.3.9.2 on mandatory environmental analysis
relating to biodiversity and tropical forests for strategic plans.
III.

Scope of Work
The Contractor shall work under the direction of USAID/S-M’s Montenegro
Officer in Charge, Ramsey Day, with input from the Mission’s Environmental
Officer in conducting this assessment. Furthermore, Alicia Grimes of USAID /
Washington’s EGAT bureau will back-stop assistance in technical orientation.
This assignment will begin no later than April 19, 2010 and end no later than May
21, 2010, with the final report due within three (3) calendar days after receipt of
USAID/S-M’s written comments on the draft report.
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Tasks:
1. Review of Background Documents, Planning and Pre-Travel Meetings in
Washington, DC
The Contractor shall gather and review existing background information for
Montenegro, including the FAA 119 Biodiversity Assessment for Serbia and
Montenegro conducted in 2005; documents found on multilateral organization
websites and other relevant background information provided by USAID and
others. The Contractor may spend one day in Washington meeting with USAID,
the World Bank, and other organizations if applicable for the assignment. To the
best of its ability, USAID will assist in identifying government and
nongovernment stakeholders and contacts for the Contractor to meet and
interview during the country visit, and facilitate logistics in setting up and
convening these meetings as appropriate.
2. In-country information gathering:
Upon arriving in country, USAID will provide an in-briefing for the Contractor to
introduce him/her to staff, discuss scheduling, logistics, country protocols, issues
and other relevant matters. This will include introductions to staff who may
accompany him/her to key meetings and necessary institutional background and
context.
The Contractor shall conduct interviews with key stakeholders that will include:
(1) key government agencies responsible for biodiversity and natural resources,
including the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Physical Planning; (2)
non- governmental organizations including the Regional Environmental Center;
(3) bilateral and multilateral donor agencies including the EU Delegation to
Montenegro; and (4) project implementers as relevant and necessary to complete
this assignment.
IV.

Analysis
Part I:

Actions Necessary to Conserve Biodiversity in Montenegro:

The Contractor shall determine the principal threats to biodiversity in
Montenegro. Using the 2005 119 Biodiversity Analysis as a basis, the Contractor
shall determine whether the threats identified in that report are still a factor and
re-prioritize or modify the list of priority threats based on findings. The
Contractor shall also determine what actions have been taken by the Montenegrin
Government, donors and NGOs since 2005 that might be addressing these threats.
Finally the Contractor shall determine, based on this information, the actions
needed to conserve biodiversity in Montenegro, whether by government, donor
community, or others.
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The Contractor shall take into account the institutional and political environment
in the country and how this may be affecting progress toward these needs. For
example, existing scientific data on natural resources and biodiversity in
Montenegro may be outdated if based upon the larger territory encompassing
Serbia and Montenegro (independent since 2006), Kosovo, (independent since
2008), or other former republics of the former state of Yugoslavia. Furthermore,
for example, environmental damage from the conflicts of the 1990’s, nuclear
waste disposal and the impact of the financial crisis on municipal and state
budgets may have impeded financing and capacity in the sector. It will also be
important for the Contractor to become familiar with regional EU frameworks and
policies which are applicable to biodiversity, water resources, and forests that
might impact Montenegro presently or in the future.
Part II.

Extent to Which Actions proposed by USAID meet the
Conservation Needs Identified.

The Contractor shall work with USAID to become familiar with proposed
program actions and emphasis areas under the newly amended country strategy.
USAID will facilitate meetings with USAID/S-M support and technical offices
and, if appropriate, their current Contractors and/or grantees. This will allow the
Contractor to determine any direct or indirect contributions that USAID’s strategy
and/or programs might be making to the conservation needs. Since USAID is not
proposing or implementing programs under a strictly environmental objective, the
Contractor most likely will be seeking to identify cross-sectoral linkages. For
example, there may be local governance or economic growth work with
municipalities that may be contributing to conservation needs, or economic policy
reform work that may have implications for biodiversity.
While not required by FAA Section 119(d), the Contractor may highlight and
identify potential opportunities that could enhance USAID contributions within
the context of the amended strategy for Montenegro. These opportunities could
range from influencing policies and programs of the Government of Montenegro
or donors, or making an additional linkage to conservation that the Mission may
not have been aware of. Additionally, the Contractor may highlight potential
issues to USAID/S-M if any arise that are of concern.

V.

Deliverables
1. Written Executive Summary (not to exceed 4 pages) and oral outbriefing to
USAID/S-M prior to the Contractor’s departure from Podgorica.
2. Written draft report delivered to USAID/S-M prior to departure, not to exceed
15 pages excluding annexes.
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o The report shall include a brief overview of the current status of
biodiversity and key issues such as economic importance, cultural
significance, referencing other documents for details if necessary to keep
the description brief. Other required sections are listed in Part IV of this
document.
o The report shall include a summary table of a priority list of threats or
conservation actions.
o Annexes will include the SOW; a table of donor/government/NGO actions
(projects, policies) taken in Montenegro since 2005; and a list of
references and contacts and interviews held.
o Upon receiving the draft report, USAID/S-M will have 14 calendar days to
review it and make changes.
3. Final report due to USAID/S-M Environmental Officer within three (3)
business days after receipt of USAID/S-M’s written comments on the draft
report.
VI.

Level of Effort:
The level of effort is established at 19 work-days plus 3 travel days as follows:




1 working-day in Washington, DC
o April 16, 2010.
o Depart WDC for Montenegro on April 17.
16 work-days in Montenegro
o April 19th – May 1st.
o May 2nd travel day from Montenegro.
3 work-days at home base for finalization and/or revisions to report

While in Montenegro the Contractor is authorized six day work weeks.
VII.

Preparation and Submittal of Final Reports
The Contractor will develop a draft of all three deliverables, incorporate all
USAID comments on draft deliverables, and produce a set of final deliverables.
The EGAT Office of the Environment will provide support and do a final editing
and put the draft reports in appropriate USAID format (meeting branding
requirements). The report shall include a summary table of a priority list of
threats or conservation actions.
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The biodiversity analysis report will include sections covering the following
topics:


Title Page, including the date of completion of the analysis report.



Table of Contents-Chapters



Introduction, describing the purpose of the analysis and methods used in
conducting it, including the timing of the analysis in relation to the timing of
the USG Country Assistance Strategy.



Part I. Actions Necessary to Conserve Biodiversity in Montenegro
o Importance of Biodiversity and Actions Necessary for Conservation.
Specifically state the status of biodiversity conservation efforts,
summarize the major threats to biodiversity and required conservation
actions, and discuss potential international donor programming
opportunities.
o Threats to Biodiversity. An overview of the status of biodiversity in the
country, including ecosystem diversity, species diversity, threatened &
endangered species, agricultural biodiversity (specifically, agriculture and
natural product use of native species), ecological processes and ecosystem
services, and values and economics of biodiversity and forests. This
section will also address changes to the status of biodiversity conservation
in the country since the original report and update.
o Conservation Actions undertaken by Host Country, Civil Society, Donors
o Conclusion: Actions Necessary to Conserve Biodiversity



Part II. Extent to which USAID Actions contribute to the needs indentified in
Montenegro
o Current/On Going Programs
o Future Programming
o Recommendations
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VIII.

Period of Performance
These services will be provided over a period of 19 work days, from on/about
April 16, 2010 to on/about May 21, 2010 with the final report being due to
USAID/S-M Environmental Officer within three (3) business days after receipt of
USAID/S-M’s written comments on the draft report. .
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Appendix 12: Section 119 of the Foreign Assistance Act
Sec. 119 Endangered Species
(a) The Congress finds the survival of many animal and plant species is endangered by overhunting,
by the presence of toxic chemicals in water, air and soil, and by the destruction of habitats. The
Congress further finds that the extinction of animal and plant species is an irreparable loss with
potentially serious environmental and economic consequences for developing and developed
countries alike. Accordingly, the preservation of animal and plant species through the regulation of
the hunting and trade in endangered species, through limitations on the pollution of natural
ecosystems, and through the protection of wildlife habitats should be an important objective of the
United States development assistance.
(b) \75\ In order to preserve biological diversity, the President is authorized to furnish assistance
under this part, notwithstanding section 660,\76\ to assist countries in protecting and maintaining
wildlife habitats and in developing sound wildlife management and plant conservation programs.
Special efforts should be made to establish and maintain wildlife sanctuaries, reserves, and parks; to
enact and enforce anti-poaching measures; and to identify, study, and catalog animal and plant
species, especially in tropical environments.
(c) \77\ Funding Level.--For fiscal year 1987, not less than $2,500,000 of the funds available to carry
out this part (excluding funds made available to carry out section 104(c)(2), relating to the Child
Survival Fund) shall be allocated for assistance pursuant to subsection (b) for activities which were
not funded prior to fiscal year 1987. In addition, the Agency for International Development shall, to
the fullest extent possible, continue and increase assistance pursuant to subsection (b) for activities
for which assistance was provided in fiscal years prior to fiscal year 1987.
\77\ Pars. (c) through (h) were added by sec. 302 of Public Law 99- 529 (100 Stat. 3017).
(d) \77\ Country Analysis Requirements.--Each country development strategy statement or other
country plan prepared by the Agency for International Development shall include an analysis of(1) the actions necessary in that country to conserve biological diversity, and
(2) the extent to which the actions proposed for support by the Agency meet the
needs thus identified.
(e) \77\ Local Involvement.--To the fullest extent possible, projects supported under this section
shall include close consultation with and involvement of local people at all stages of design and
implementation.
(f) \77\ PVOs and Other Nongovernmental Organizations.-- Whenever feasible, the objectives of
this section shall be accomplished through projects managed by appropriate private and voluntary
organizations, or international, regional, or national nongovernmental organizations, which are active
in the region or country where the project is located.
(g) \77\ Actions by AID.--The Administrator of the Agency for International
Development shall-(1) cooperate with appropriate international organizations, both
governmental and nongovernmental;
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(2) look to the World Conservation Strategy as an overall guide for actions to
conserve biological diversity;
(3) engage in dialogues and exchanges of information with recipient countries which
stress the importance of conserving biological diversity for the long-term economic
benefit of those countries and which identify and focus on policies of those
countries which directly or indirectly contribute to loss of biological diversity;
(4) support training and education efforts which improve the capacity of recipient
countries to prevent loss of biological diversity;
(5) whenever possible, enter into long-term agreements in which the recipient
country agrees to protect ecosystems or other wildlife habitats recommended for
protection by relevant governmental or nongovernmental organizations or as a
result of activities undertaken pursuant to paragraph
(6), and the United States agrees to provide, subject to obtaining the necessary
appropriations, additional assistance necessary for the establishment and
maintenance of such protected areas;
(6) support, as necessary and in cooperation with the appropriate governmental and
nongovernmental organizations, efforts to identify and survey ecosystems in
recipient countries worthy of protection;
(7) cooperate with and support the relevant efforts of other agencies of the United
States Government, including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the
National Park Service, the Forest Service, and the Peace Corps;
(8) review the Agency's environmental regulations and revise them as necessary to
ensure that ongoing and proposed actions by the Agency do not inadvertently
endanger wildlife species or their critical habitats, harm protected areas, or have
other adverse impacts on biological diversity (and shall report to the Congress
within a year after the date of enactment of this paragraph on the actions taken
pursuant to this paragraph);
(9) ensure that environmental profiles sponsored by the Agency include information
needed for conservation of biological diversity; and
(10) deny any direct or indirect assistance under this chapter for actions which
significantly degrade national parks or similar protected areas or introduce exotic
plants or animals into such areas.
(h) \77\ Annual Reports.--Each annual report required by section 634(a) of this Act shall include, in
a separate volume, a report on the implementation of this section.
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