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Executive Summary
The primary purpose of this Serbia Biodiversity Assessment is to address the United
States’ Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) 119 requirements for all the United States Agency
for International Development (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 country of Serbia covers 77,474 sq. km., a little smaller than the U.S. state of South
Carolina. Although this relatively small country makes up only 2.1% of the continent of
Europe, it contains a disproportionate amount of diversity in plant and animal species.
Thirty-nine percent of European vascular plants, 51% of European fish, 49% of European
reptiles and amphibians, 74% of European birds and 67% of European mammals are
found in varied terrain and water bodies of this country.
The biodiversity of Serbia includes many rare, threatened and endangered species listed
by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) (Appendix 2) and others
listed by Serbia’s Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (MESP) as protected or
trade controlled species (Appendix 3). Serbia’s biodiversity is important economically.
Its extensive forests provide commercially valuable timber and provide valuable
ecosystem services, such as climate regulation, soil formation and protection from
erosion. Various mammals, birds, fish, mollusks, plants and mushrooms are also
harvested for sport or commercial trade.
About 6% of Serbia is contained in areas under varying degrees of protection, but many
of them are supported by the receipts from logging operations within their boundaries.
Serbia has nine Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar sites), one United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Biosphere Reserve, and
many internationally Important Bird Areas as well as butterfly and plant sites.
As part of the process towards accession into the European Union, the MESP is actively
engaged in meeting various environmental requirements, a few of which concern
biodiversity. The MESP is responsible for the development of National Program for
Integration (NPI) Chapter 3.27 – Environment. In 2009 the Law on Nature Protection
was adopted, and a number of bylaws concerning management of protected areas,
threatened species and habitats are in effect, being considered by Parliament, or still in
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the drafting stage. Efforts are also underway to comply with mandates of the Convention
on Biological Diversity (CBD), which Serbia is a party to. There are three main
universities in Serbia with strong biology faculties and a number of research institutes are
connected to them along with two government-related Institutes for Nature Protection,
one in Vojvodina and the other in Belgrade. A few international non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) maintain regional offices and have programs in Serbia and a few
national and local NGOs are also active in biodiversity-related matters.
Information on Serbia’s biodiversity were obtained through interviews with key
government officials, NGO representatives, academics and others concerned with
biodiversity and this was supplemented with results from a questionnaire survey and
select field visits by the assessment team (Appendix 9). Based on this analysis, the team
determined a number of direct threats to biodiversity-- the factors happening on the
ground or in the water. These factors, such as encroachment on protected areas,
overfishing and infrastructure development, are driven by institutional, social and
political factors, referred to as “root causes”. Efforts addressing these root causes,
provided in Table 1 below, will help conserve biodiversity in Serbia.
This analysis also considered USAID/Serbia and Montenegro’s Amended Strategy for
2011 to 2015 and current activities in relation to the biodiversity needs in the country.
Although mission programs did not directly address biodiversity conservation matters,
this assessment provides some ideas for ways in which biodiversity considerations could
be implemented within these mission programs and plans. None of the planned activities
pose a significant threat to biodiversity in Serbia, and several could have a positive
impact. In the economic growth area, the need for sustainable development is recognized.
Support for future local and regional development does not include local infrastructure
projects. During the implementation of agribusiness projects, care must be taken to
ensure that biodiversity conservation is considered.
Table 1: Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation In Serbia
Root Causes of
Biodiversity
Threats

Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation to Address Root
Causes

A. Lack of
Finances

1. Develop socio-economic instruments such as Payment for Ecosystem
Services schemes to provide other sources of revenue for species and
habitat conservation efforts.
2. The Ministry of Science should consider biodiversity-related activities
"science" and support these activities.
3. Develop ecotourism programs in protected areas that draw both
national and international tourists, and use admission revenues and other
fees to help support park operations.
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4. Use part of the revenue from “ecology taxes” to support government
biodiversity-related activities. Ecology taxes were introduced in Serbia in
2010, requiring payment of taxes on certain products that generate solid
waste
B. Poverty*

1. Programs that aim to reduce poverty through increased economic
development need to consider the long-term effects of unplanned and
overdevelopment on biological systems,
2. Develop alternate sources of livelihood that help conserve biodiversity
resources while providing income to local residents in poverty- stricken
rural areas.

C. Corruption and
Favoritism

1. Based employment in natural resources related institutions, agencies,
and protected areas on qualifications in the field and not on political
favoritism.
2. Strengthen efforts to detect and eliminate corruption in all aspects of
biodiversity management.

D. Lack of Public
Awareness

1. Continue to develop the capacity of the journalism and media
community to report on biodiversity conservation and environmental
issues.
2. Bolster support for civil society organizations to help them play an
active role in biodiversity monitoring, conservation and public awareness.
3. Develop public awareness campaigns regarding biodiversity and
overall environmental and disseminate this information through all media
outlets.
4. Further promote the pleasures of natural tourism including hiking, bird
watching, kayaking and other outdoor activities to the Serbian public
through media and outdoor festivals. Beyond the benefits of scenery and
recreation, promote the value of ecosystem services, such as clean air and
water, pollination of crops, and habitat for fish.
5. Support nature clubs, hiking, kayaking, bird watching and other
outdoor-related clubs and activities in the schools.

E. Lack of Data

1. Develop and implement a biological inventory and monitoring system
and make it available to managers of biological resources and the public.
2. Further develop Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping,
ground-truth data and satellite imagery to better map and manage
ecological habitats. This data needs to be accessible to resource managers
and the public.
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3. Provide financial support for the collection of data and the preparation
of Red Data Books for Serbian vertebrates, invertebrates and other groups.
Make the results public and assimilate them into conservation activities.
F. Lack of Policy,
Administration
and
Management
Coordination

1. Modify the management of protected areas in accordance with EU and
international standards, removing the role of resource extraction and
public utilities from the management system. An initiative of the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), just in the starting phase, aims
to address the problem of management models but more work is needed.
2. Harmonize policies regarding biodiversity and biological resources
management among the various involved ministries and agencies.
3. Support local Biodiversity Action Plans as tools for involving the
public and local communities in biodiversity conservation and protection.
Harmonize these efforts with central government policies and frameworks.
4. New hydroelectric schemes being proposed by the government need to
have input from the MESP and other experts to insure that the spawning
needs of endangered fish such as sturgeon are accommodated for in the
design process.

G. Lack of
Enforcement
and FollowThrough

1. Dedicate more human and financial resources to dissemination and
enforcement of laws related to hunting, fishing, logging and other
biological resource extraction activities.
2. Although there is a rush to prepare initial documents for the CBD, more
follow-through is still needed to implement existing biodiversity programs
and policies that are already in place.

H. Lack of
Capacity in
Biodiversity
Conservation
Efforts

1. Direct more funding to increase the capacity of the MESP and other
agencies to implement best practices in conservation and natural resources
management.
2. Hire biology and ecology graduates from Serbian universities to work
protected areas, within the MESP and in other areas related to biodiversity
conservation and management.



Note 1: Direct threats to biodiversity are eliminated by addressing the root causes, which
may be institutional, social or political.



Note 2: Poverty was indicated as a root cause of threat to biodiversity by respondents to
a questionnaire survey, but aside from the situation in parts of southern and western
Serbia, many Serbs live in urban and suburban settings, where they purchase their
needed goods and poverty was not seen as a major factor by the biodiversity assessment
team.
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I. Introduction
The primary purpose of this Serbia Biodiversity Assessment 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 Serbia Biodiversity Assessment was conducted during two weeks in April 2010 by a
team headed by biodiversity consultant Pat Foster-Turley, PhD, assisted by
USAID/Serbia and Montenegro staff Bethanne Cellars and Majda Sedej, with support
from USAID/EGAT biodiversity specialist Alicia Grimes. This report serves to update
the current knowledge on biodiversity conservation needs in relation to USAID’s
preparation of an amended Country Strategic Plan for Serbia for the period 2011-2015.
The Country Strategic Plan is being prepared at this time to reflect the changing
economic and political conditions in Serbia. The information in the Serbia Biodiversity
Assessment will help shape the programs that are implemented within the results
framework defined by the strategy. 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
government documents listed in Appendix 9 and from interviews with key government,
NGO and academic persons in Serbia and the United States, listed in Appendix 10.
Several field trips to protected areas and municipalities in western Serbia and in
Vojvodina Province provided opportunities for confirming this information.
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Figure 1. Maps of Serbia
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II. Importance of Biodiversity and Actions Necessary for
Conservation
A. Overview of Serbia’s Biodiversity
The country of Serbia covers 77,474 sq. km. and is a little smaller than the U.S. state of
South Carolina. Although this relatively small country makes up only 2.1% of the
continent of Europe, it contains a disproportionate amount of diversity in plant and
animal species. Thirty-nine percent of European vascular plants, 51% of European fish,
49 % of European reptiles and amphibians, 74% of European birds and 67% of European
mammals are found in the country.
This rich biological diversity is the result of a combination of factors including the
evolutionary history of the region as a biological crossroads that has undergone periods
of glaciation and retraction; the heterogeneous nature of the existing landscape; and the
many climate zones, 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.
Forty percent of Serbia is cultivated land, 21% is used for permanent pastures and about
28% is forested, much of this in monocultures grown for harvest. Despite this heavy
anthropogenic use, the landscape of Serbia includes many habitats ranging from flat
alluvial plans, river terraces and steppes; rivers, lakes and wetlands; and parts of five
different mountain ranges, the Rhodopian, Carpathian, Balkan, Dinaric and ScardoPindic mountains, each with their own different geological character. More details on the
habitat types of Serbia are presented in Appendix 1. This ecosystem diversity supports
the rich biodiversity that lives in Serbia today.

B. Species Diversity and Conservation Status
Serbia is reported to have more than 44,200 species (MESP, Jan 2010) including 110
fish, 44 reptiles and amphibians, 345 birds (many of which are only seasonally present),
more than 3660 vascular plants and, in combination with Montenegro, more than 35,000
insect species. Other groups of organisms are less well studied, but no doubt diverse as
well.
Eighty-nine species of plants and animals in Serbia are internationally listed as rare,
endangered or threatened on the IUCN Red List of Endangered Species (see Appendix 2).
Serbia has published two Red Data Books for species with conservation status within the
country, one for butterflies and one for plants. Although researchers in Serbia were
funded by the government to prepare a Red Data Book for vertebrates, this has not yet
been officially published. This project was mentioned in the 2005 Biodiversity Update
for Serbia, and completed by researchers in 2006 but the MESP has yet to officially take
ownership, publish and utilize this document.
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Although the MESP also maintains lists of “strictly protected species,” it is lengthy with
hundreds of species listed, including many obscure ones with no commercial or local
values, and it is difficult to see the utility and enforcement value of such lists. The list
includes mammals (51), birds (302), reptiles (18), amphibians (18), fishes (30), spiders
(17), branchiopods (4), chilopods (2), opilions (9), pseudoscorpions (47), diplopods (27),
coembois (25), insects(376), malacostraca (35), mollusks (61), oligochaetes(5), fungi
(38), lichens (37), bryophytes (25),ferns (22), flowering plants (541) and algae (25).
Of greater potential conservation utility, because it concentrates on species with
commercial value which would have a greater potential for overharvesting or hunting, is
the MESP list of species under strict control of use and trade in Serbia. This list includes
94 vascular plants, 3 lichens, 15 fungi and 10 animals, all with presumed economic,
medicinal or commercial value (Appendix 3), and is related to species listed in the
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna
(CITES).
Among the notable rare species in Serbia are the endemic Serbian spruce trees (Picea
omorika), reduced to small patches in western Serbia and neighboring areas. These trees
are a notable feature of Tara National Park. Many other endemic plants grow in this park
and other protected areas in Serbia. These are generally confined to small microhabitats
with unique soil and substrate features. Even when the location of these species is
known, there are few efforts to protect them. In Tara National Park, for instance, this
biodiversity assessment team was taken to a microhabitat for 17 endemic plants, which
was littered with human garbage. One butterfly once found in Serbia is now listed in the
Serbian Red Data Book for butterflies as extinct but no corresponding information exists
for other animals. Twenty seven plants have gone extinct according to the Serbian Red
Data Book, of which 23 are extinct taxa from Serbia and 4 are globally extinct taxa.
Agrobiodiversity in Serbia has gained little attention, aside from efforts to preserve native
strains of domestic animals, such as the Balkan donkey, the Mangulica pig and a number
of strains of sheep, goats and cattle.

C. Value of Serbia’s Biodiversity
Forestry is a well-established field in Serbia. Much of Serbia’s forest land, including
large proportions of national parks and other protected areas, is regularly logged (see
threats section of this report). Exports of Serbian timber declined during the period of
economic sanctions, and these markets are yet to be recovered. The more recent global
economic crisis has also impacted the timber industry, resulting in less demand and
therefore lower prices. There is less logging now than previously due to these factors,
but as the economy recovers, logging will likely increase. Serbian exporters however
will be faced with a global market that is increasingly demanding legally and sustainably
harvested products in both the United States and Europe. The newly revised US Lacey
Act (2008 as amended) and a new Due Diligence Law being considered in the EU
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specifically aim to eliminate all wood products containing material that has been
harvested or obtained illegally in the country of origin.
Collecting forest fruits, fungi and medicinal and aromatic plants has a long cultural
history in Serbia. More than 700 species of medicinal plants are reported and 280 of these
have commercial value. It has been estimated that the yearly domestic value of these
products, both wild and cultivated, is $150 million and another $50 million a year in
exports (USAID Agribusiness Project, 2008). However, the method used to set quotas for
collection of these species, including those listed in Appendix 3, is problematic. Quotas
are based on harvests recorded from previous years, and not any on-the-ground
assessments of the health of these resources. Additionally, license fees to collect these
organisms are collected based on preset quotas and not on the actual harvests, which
yearly depend on weather, collection effort and other variable and unpredictable factors.
Hunting and fishing provides income, food and sport for many Serbians. Twenty nine
fish species have commercial value and 12 mammal and 7 bird species are also hunted.
From discussion with experts, it appears that Serbia has adequate safeguards and
licensing regulations for the harvest of fish and game, however there were mixed
opinions as to the strength of enforcement, which was reported to be improving.
In addition to direct values gained from the use of wild plants and animals, these
organisms provide important ecosystem services to the environment. Wetlands, for
instance, provide drainage, water regulation, water supplies, disturbance regulation, and
are especially important in waste regulation and control. Serbian forests are important to
climate regulation, soil formation, waste treatment, recreation and cultural values. One
peer-reviewed international study (Costanza, et al, 1997) estimated that the ecosystem
services provided by temperate forest amounted to 302 US$/hectare per year (1994$),
which, with inflation is $433/hectare per year (2008$). For Serbia’s approximately
2,169,000 hectares of forest this amounts to about $940 million US$ per year.
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D. Critical Habitats
About 6.2% of the land area of Serbia is contained in protected areas of a number of
different categories. This includes five national parks, 72 nature reserves, 14 nature
parks, 17 landscapes of outstanding features and 313 natural monuments together
covering about 574, 300 hectares. These areas are owned or managed under myriad
different schemes, with little overlap in mandates, including: state enterprises (public
utility companies) for forest management, namely Serbia Public Enterprise for Forest
Management (Srbijasume) and Vojvodina Public Enterprise for Forest Management
(Vojvodinasume); government; private sector enterprises; church; and NGOs. Although
the MESP acknowledges the IUCN and European protected-area category schemes, these
do not yet apply to the management or classification of the majority of protected areas in
the country (see map in Appendix 4: Maps or Appendix 13: Detailed Map of Protected
Areas in Serbia).
Serbia presently has nine sites designated as Ramsar Wetlands of International
Importance, for a total area of 55,627 hectares. Four of these sites have been added since
the 2005 USAID Biodiversity Assessment Update for Serbia.
Golija-Studenica has been a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve since 2001. Djerdap National
Park in Serbia is included in the Carpathian Convention’s Network of Protected Areas, a
collaboration of seven countries in the region initiated in December, 2006. The
government of Serbia is presently preparing a proposal to nominate this park also as a
World Heritage site.
Tara National Park and adjacent areas of Drina Canyon and Zaovine are being considered
as part of a Man and Biosphere (MAB-UNESCO) Transboundary Peace Park that will be
shared with Serbia and Bosnia Herzegovina.
The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) is also working to establish by 2011 the Mura-DravaDanube UNESCO Biosphere Reserve, which will include about 800,000 hectares
stretching from the Serbian part of the Danube through Croatia, Hungary, Slovenia,
through to Austria. The Serbian stretch will contain the Danube River valley in
Vojvodina Province.
Serbia also has 35 Important Bird Areas, designated by Birdlife International, 13 Prime
Butterfly Areas and 60 International Plant Areas.
The MESP is also actively engaged in proposing 60 sites in Serbia where threatened
plants and animals are known to exist to be part of the European Council’s Emerald
Network sites. The Emerald network is a network of Areas of Special Conservation
Interest (ASCIs) included in the territory of the contracting parties and observer states to
the Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (the Bern
Convention.)
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In addition, Serbia has undertaken several projects in preparation for future establishment
of Natura 2000 sites. Natura 2000 is a coherent ecological network of protected areas
with the EU which contribute to the protection of habitats and species of European
conservation concern. Experts from Serbia and six other EU member states will
cooperate to integrate the most valuable Serbian ecosystems into Natura 2000. The
project includes the creation of management plans in two regions as well as activities to
inform the public about Natura 2000. (Environment Agency Austria, 2010).
Beyond the occurrence of species within protected areas, and proposed protected areas,
there is little information available on the status of individual species throughout Serbia.
No Species Action Plans have yet been developed and approved to address this concern.
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E. Social, Economic and Political Context
There have been a number of changes in the Government of Serbia since the last USAID
Biodiversity Assessment was completed in 2005. Many of these changes have had a
significant effect on the way biodiversity is managed in the country. Serbia and
Montenegro 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
documents and data. The process of ratification of international conventions has also
been complicated by this split, but Serbia continues to be a party to the Convention on
Biological Diversity, 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.
Another major change occurred in 2008 when Kosovo became an independent state.
Serbia, however, does not recognize this independence, resulting in strained cross-border
relations, and other tensions that interfere with licensing, enforcement agreements and
other factors that impact biodiversity conservation in the region.
The election of 2008 created a positive change for biodiversity conservation in Serbia.
The winning Coalition is strongly supportive of Serbia’s admission into the European
Union (EU). 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 must be brought to EU standards, networks of protected areas must
be formalized and harmonized with European policies and various other guiding
principles for nature protection must be followed.
The global economic crisis of 2009 has also most likely had a positive effect on
biodiversity conservation in Serbia. Many factories in Serbia have been closed for a
number of years following the breakup of Yugoslavia, economic sanctions and loss of
international markets. The crisis made it even more unlikely to find new investors who
would re-open these factories, or who could afford to upgrade the facilities to today’s
environmental standards. Some remaining industries, including the timber industry, have
reduced their capacity more recently due to the economic crisis, and lack of domestic
demand for their materials. This has inadvertently resulted in healthier ecosystems,
without overly demanding extraction pressures. Foresters, however, do become
concerned about unlogged stands becoming overly dense and vulnerable to pests, dieback
and fire, so monitoring and maintenance of commercial stands remains important.
Changes in Government Structure since the 2005 Biodiversity Assessment:
Following the installation of the new government in 2008, the MESP in its current form
was set up, encompassing the previous Directorate of Environmental Protection and other
offices related to natural resources and urban planning. Among other things MESP is
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responsible for most issues related to biodiversity, including protected areas, species
conservation and protection, participation in international conferences and treaties and
sustainable development mandates. However, other Ministries, including the Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Water Management (MAFWM), the Ministry of Science and
Technology and other agencies also have some overlapping responsibilities for
biodiversity. In some cases these responsibilities are in direct conflict. For instance,
managing national parks for timber production, which is seen favorably by the MAFWM
strongly conflicts with the EU standard of managing national parks for nature protection
and recreation which comes under the jurisdiction of the MESP. Other conflicting
mandates between different ministries and agencies continue to hamper effective
protection of the environment and biodiversity.
The autonomous province of Vojvodina also now has its own Secretariat for
Environmental Protection and Sustainable Development with similar functions to the
MESP, although on a regional basis. Beginning in late 2009, Vojvodina also has its own
Institute for Nature Protection which parallels the Institute for Nature Protection for all of
Serbia. Both institutes provide technical resources for the study and management of
biodiversity and ecological systems.
Changes in Legal and Policy Framework since the 2005 Biodiversity Assessment: A
number of new environmental laws have been passed since the 2005 Biodiversity
Assessment Update. By all counts, the most important of these for biodiversity
conservation is the Law on Nature Protection (Official Gazette of RS, No. 36/09) which
was passed in 2009. At least fifteen bylaws under this law have been passed, drafted or
are under discussion, mostly aligned with EU standards. When these bylaws are in effect,
the legal framework regarding protected areas, threatened species, and other aspects of
biodiversity conservation in Serbia will have a more solid base than ever before.
The National Strategy for Sustainable Development was also adopted in 2008, after the
previous USAID Biodiversity Assessment Update was compiled. Among other things,
this strategy covers the ratification of international biodiversity agreements, the
enlargement and management of protected areas, bio-monitoring of rare species and other
important aspects of biodiversity conservation.
Recent Activities Related to the Convention on Biological Diversity:
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in conjunction with the IUCN has
declared 2010 the Year of Biodiversity. In accordance, MESP has accelerated its
activities regarding Serbia’s compliance with the CBD. Although Serbia/Montenegro
ratified the CBD in 2002, little effort until now has gone towards CBD requirements.
Now, there is an active node within the MESP preparing required biodiversity
documentation. The first required country report is nearing completion and is expected to
be officially endorsed within the next few months. The National Biodiversity Strategy
and Action Plan (NBSAP), a key part of compliance with CBD requirements, has been in
the working stages for a number of months now, with support from the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP). Unfortunately, in the rush towards completion a key
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step, that of adequate stakeholder participation, seems to have been neglected. A number
of relevant NGOs in Serbia, including international groups such as the IUCN and the
World Wildlife Fund (WWF), and national groups like Young Researchers of Serbia
were involved in early stages of this process and are expected to be invited at final stages,
although some of them expressed disappointment in not being more solidly engaged.
Institutional Framework:
Serbian NGOs: Many NGOs in Serbia are relatively new and small in size but some
biodiversity related organizations stand out for their successes. The IUCN, the WWF,
and the Regional Environmental Center (REC) are strong international groups that
maintain offices in Belgrade, and are engaged in a number of regional activities with
Serbian components. Young Researchers of Serbia (YRS) is a long-standing group and
active to this day in education, training and conservation of nature. Another NGO,
Zasavica, runs a special nature reserve with the same name. Yet another group,
Environmental Ambassadors, has a strong record of local activism and environmental
awareness programs. There are about 250 environmental NGOs registered in Serbia, but
of these, less than 50 are active, and most are much smaller than the groups mentioned
above. The majority of them are working with topics like recycling and other
environmental initiatives and very few have any biodiversity interests.
Universities, Museums and Research Institutes: Three major universities in Serbia,
the University of Belgrade, the University of Novi Sad and the University of Kragujevac
have strong faculties of biology and associated biological institutes and produce a number
of well-educated graduates. Many of these graduates, unfortunately, cannot find jobs
within Serbia, and are forced to move elsewhere to use their training and skills. The
Museum of Natural History and the Botanical Garden in Belgrade also conduct research
and conservation work, but are lacking in financing and capacity. Unfortunately Serbia
does not have a zoo with a conservation and scientific mandate The Belgrade Zoo does
not belong to the European Association of Zoos, in part because its captive breeding
program does not meet collaborative- and conservation-based principles. When one
member of this assessment team visited the zoo, the animals appeared to be in good
health and in suitable enclosures with behavioral enrichment opportunities. However,
people and dangerous animals are allowed to get too close to one another without
adequate protection.
Donors: The main biodiversity related donors in Serbia include the Global Environment
Facility (GEF) under the UNDP implementation, the Netherlands, Spain, and Norway.
The World Bank has some large environmental initiatives that only tangentially involve
biodiversity. Sweden provided funds and support for a nature protection project in 2006
but failed to implement it due to the lack of interest from the then Minister of the
Environment, and has since removed biodiversity from its funding portfolio.
International donors with current biodiversity portfolios are largely focused on protected
area management and conservation of natural resources, often regionally, and not
focusing on root causes within Serbia. In one notable exception the UNEP is working
with MESP to expand compliance with mandates of the Convention on Biological
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Diversity. The UNEP is also implementing a new project to investigate and propose
alternative models for funding protected areas, other than extracting resources. Also the
WWF is working with local NGOs on raising their capacities to implement Natura 2000.
A larger number of donors participate in more general environmental projects and
informally meet to consolidate their efforts, but biodiversity is not targeted in their
efforts. A matrix of donor activities and biodiversity programs is presented in Appendix
6.

F.
G. 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.
For this report, five years later, these threats were also found to be relevant and other
threats were determined. For the purposes of this update, the biodiversity team prepared
a questionnaire survey (Appendix 6) which was anonymously completed by eleven
academics, NGO representatives and government officials at a meeting arranged by the
MESP to discuss biodiversity for this assessment. An additional expert met in the field at
a later date also completed the form. The following list of threats and root causes for
these threats were those given the highest priority by the respondents, although the order
of priority varied from participant to participant. Additional interviews with
municipalities, NGO representatives, protected area managers and academics and various
documents collected for this assessment shed more light on these issues.

1. Direct Threats
Encroachment on Protected Areas: Serbia’s system of protected areas is expansive
but not clearly mapped or marked and the boundaries and interior of a number of these
areas, including national parks, is still subject to human encroachment. The Law of
Restitution is returning much land that the State owns back to the original owners,
including private individuals, the Church and other entities. Some of this land is within
protected areas, resulting in potential problems of management. In addition the formerly
accepted practice of private individuals being able to construct “objects” (summer
houses, floating dock, etc) in protected areas is now illegal but still occurs Although now
private individuals must get permits from the central government for these objects,
favoritism and political connections make this still a possibility. Also, those with lots or
objects in protected areas subdivide them, contributing to more traffic and disruptions of
natural sites. Some forested land has been returned to the Church and there is no clear
idea of what they plan to do with it, or how they plan to utilize it. Some of this land is in
what are now considered to be protected areas. Most questionnaire participants marked
this threat as most important (See Appendix 8).
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Infrastructure: Infrastructure development was also viewed as a serious threat to
biodiversity by most respondents, and was also clearly evident to the biodiversity team in
short field trips to the countryside. Hydroelectric power plants and dams block most
rivers at a number of places throughout the country. Most of these dams were built years
ago, creating large artificial lakes that have changed the ecological niches available to
aquatic species. None of these dams were created with fish lifts that would enable
species like threatened sturgeon to move upstream to spawn. In the search for “clean
energy credits” more hydro structures are under development including some that are
designed to export energy to other countries. Local municipalities are divided in their
response to such activities. The political ties of those in local municipalities with those in
the national government that are encouraging these projects result in an often favorable
response to new hydro schemes in their midst. Others in municipalities and conservation
NGOs, looking more at the local ecotourism potential lost (white water rafting, riverbank
fishing, etc.) and the disturbance to natural species and ecosystems object to these
projects, but with little effectiveness.
Logging: The survey indicated that respondents identified hunting and poaching, mining
and logging, all extractive activities, to be the third most serious threat to biodiversity in
Serbia. Logging, both illegal and legal, was also mentioned by many people interviewed
during this study. Logging by public utility companies in many so-called protected areas
is often the main source of revenue to run the parks. In parks with public utility timber
concessions, like Tara National Park, foresters make up the vast majority of the staff.
These individuals tend to be experts at timber harvesting and lack training in protected
area management, ecology, biodiversity monitoring, or other state of the art practices that
consider biodiversity objectives. Although there are forestry laws in place to control the
type and extent of logging, corruption exists within the system, and much more happens
unofficially than is registered. Forests are managed by the Directorate of Forestry within
the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water Management. Although many forested
lands in protected areas are said to be well managed by public enterprises like Serbia
Public Enterprise for Forest Management (Srbijasume) and Vojvodina Public Enterprise
for Forest Management (Vojvodinasume), over 53% of forests are privately owned.
Private owners may have little to no forest management or harvesting experience, causing
serious ecological damage to the areas.
Illegal Hunting: Illegal and uncontrolled hunting is also viewed as a threat to
biodiversity. Although there is an established system of hunting licenses and regulations
in place, it is unclear how many hunters actually purchase licenses and how strongly
infractions are enforced. New regulations are under development but enforcement
remains key. On a related issue, the biodiversity team heard reports from western Serbia
that wolves are still often poisoned for their attacks on livestock, a practice that is illegal,
but apparently not enforced. Bird hunting is also problematic. There are many rare
migratory ducks passing through Serbia, which, although illegal to hunt, are traditionally
popular food choices. According to a recent Euronatur report on bird hunting in the
Adriatic flyway (Schneider-Jacoby and Spangenberg, 2009) Serbia is listed as very poor
in regard to illegal hunting, monitoring and regulations, with an overall score of 1.55,
between poor (1) and insufficient (2) for eleven categories that were analyzed.
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Mining: Serbia has had a long involvement in mining for many minerals including,
among others: lignite, lead, zinc, nickel, cobalt, chromate, tin, tungsten, molybdenum,
copper, etc. Although a number of old mines have closed, their tailings are present in
large dumping areas, and invade Serbia’s waters and land. Many of these elements are
highly toxic to wildlife and other biodiversity. Massive clean up efforts are needed and
large toxic deposits still remain in mining areas of the country. Gravel mining in
streambeds is also a threat to biodiversity in Serbia. This disrupts the river ecosystem,
clouds the water with sediment, and otherwise harms native biodiversity, including
aquatic life and even birds. One rare bird in Serbia, the little tern (Sterna albifrons) for
instance, nests on gravel banks of rivers, and gravel mining is destroying this habitat.
Exotic and Invasive Species: Exotic and invasive species are seen as a problem in
Serbia, and most everywhere else in the world as well. In Serbia, invasive plants are
especially threatening to the integrity of wetlands. One particular species, native to North
America, the desert false indigo (Amorpha fruticosa) threatens protected wetlands in
Vojvodina and expensive measures including hand removal, and the introduction of
grazing animals, are needed to control it. On the aquatic side, many exotic species have
invaded waterways creating problems for native species. The American crayfish
(Orconectes limosus) for instance, has not only out-competed native species, but also
introduced a disease that is threatening many other freshwater crustaceans. Like
elsewhere there are, no doubt, many exotic insects and other pest species threatening
natural ecosystems, although information was not available.
Overfishing: Overfishing is seen as a major threat by a number of respondents, even
though, as with hunting, there are licensing regulations, closed seasons and other
regulations in place. Stronger regulations and control mechanisms are being formulated.
While these regulations are considered technically sound, they are not being enforced
adequately in the field. Poverty of rural residents and the availability of protein-rich fish
in many rivers and streams most likely add to overfishing beyond sustainable limits.
Pollution of Rivers and Wetlands: Surprisingly, pollution was seen as a less serious
factor by many respondents than those threats listed above, but still recognized as a threat
to biodiversity. Municipal and agricultural wastes still flow freely into the waterways,
with a dearth of water treatment plants anywhere in the country. Although a number of
industries have closed, toxic industrial and mining wastes still abound in the
environment. An obvious form of waste, highly visible to this biodiversity assessment
team, is the accumulation of plastics and other solid wastes. Hardly a water body, lake or
river was observed without aesthetically-jarring amounts of garbage floating on the
surface, stranded on the banks or caught on the trees with changing water levels. This
can be seen as a threat to biodiversity, and also a threat to ecotourism promotion efforts
which are often suggested as a way to support natural areas.
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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”. During the course of this assessment, through interviews, the questionnaire
survey, and collected documents and materials, a number of root causes jumped to the
forefront regarding Serbia’s biodiversity conservation efforts. Some of the major ones
are listed here. The first four are listed in the priority given them by the experts filling
out the survey, followed by other root causes that have come up in various discussions.
Lack of Finances: Aside from commercial worth, most biodiversity values are not
market-based (that is, aesthetic value, unknown genetic values, ecological function).
While the global and the 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 direct threat (that is, protected areas
requiring revenue from logs). The Ministry of Science handles funding for scientific
endeavors, but biodiversity conservation activities are not considered by them to be
“science” so this funding is rarely available to biologists working on biodiversity
conservation. The Ministry of Culture oversees the Natural History Museum but does
not fund its biological research. MESP has some resources for biodiversity matters,
including some extra funds from the EU, but does not have enough money available to
support all the staff and systems it needs to do this work properly. As a result, for
implementation of various species conservation efforts the MESP looks to Museum and
University staff for assistance on a voluntary basis. All stakeholders consulted agree
there is not enough funding for the programs necessary and envisioned to conserve
biodiversity.
Poverty: Survey respondents gave a high rank to poverty as a root cause threatening
biodiversity, however it is difficult for this biodiversity assessment team to see the actual
correlation with income levels alone. In 2009, Serbia ranked at number 75 in the UNDP
Human Development report regarding the gross domestic product (GDP) per capita
($10,248) well above many countries. Although rural poverty often leads to
unsustainable extraction of resources, to provide food and materials that many people
cannot afford to buy, issues such as property rights, uncertainty, lack of environmental
awareness and lack of access to resources are key factors influencing these more
vulnerable populations. Aside from the situation in parts of southern and western Serbia,
the majority of people in live in urban settings, where they purchase their needed goods.
Corruption and Favoritism: Corruption relates to biodiversity conservation especially
in the extraction of natural resources, permits to build in protected areas and other
sectors where plants, animals and natural settings are involved. A lack of law
enforcement, financial resources, monitoring, political will, and coordination among
agencies has led to corrupt practices in both the extractive and construction/development
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sectors. Likewise, there is a perception that 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. 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. People in top
offices involved in nature conservation, protected areas and other biodiversity related
sectors are most often political appointees that may not be skilled or educated in the
subject matter involved. All of these factors can negatively affect the diversity of life in
the country.
Lack of Public Awareness: Nearly everyone interviewed for this assessment pointed to
the lack of public awareness regarding environmental issues. This is most evident in
matters such as inappropriate solid waste disposal, lack of recycling and other visible
manifestations of lack of environmental consciousness and public ownership of the issue.
However, it is also manifested in a lack of public advocacy, institutional failures, limited
capacity building for environmental educators and journalists, and lack of investment in
sustainable management practices that could have significant market implications for
agriculture, forest products and tourism. As a general rule, most Serbians 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 they do in many
other European countries. 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.
Lack of Data: Serbia has a history of strong academic and research achievement with
data on species and the natural environment accumulated and housed at universities,
museums, the Institute for Nature Protection, and other entities in the country.
Unfortunately this data is not always easily available to those managing the resources,
including other agencies with overlapping jurisdictions and soon to be private land
owners. There is also a particular need for mapping and land use planning data regarding
protected areas and resources in order to effectively delineate boundaries and protect the
resources.
Lack of Policy, Administrative and Management Coordination: Biodiversity
management in Serbia largely falls within the competency of the MESP but aspects like
forestry, water supplies, scientific studies, cultural resources, etc. are part of the portfolio
of other Ministries with sometimes competing goals, laws, and mandates. Most
importantly, driving forces towards economic development often run directly counter to
the strategies and tools needed to maintain biodiversity at healthy levels. Ministries
related to economic development most often are more powerful than those related to
natural resources, and this looks to be true in Serbia as well. 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. By all accounts, however, the MESP is
doing a better job of this than previous administrations.
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Lack of Enforcement and Follow-Through: Although the policy and legal framework
is in place and more laws are continually being added, there is still a need for more
follow-thru and enforcement. Poaching, overfishing, logging, encroachment on protected
areas, etc. still present direct threats to Serbia’s biodiversity. More legal enforcement of
existing and new laws is required to stem these threats. Follow thru is also lacking in
other areas of biodiversity policy administration. In the rush to present documents to the
Convention on Biological Diversity, for instance, key elements like the Red Data Book
for Vertebrates, that have been prepared years ago, have still not been officially adopted
and used to manage species and resources of protected areas in the country.
Lack of Capacity in Biodiversity Conservation Efforts: Although Serbia’s academic
institutions have strong programs in biology and ecology, few jobs exist in Serbia for the
graduates and many are forced to move elsewhere to find related jobs (“brain-drain”).
One strong example is in the management of protected areas. In Tara National Park, for
instance, there are 200 employees but all but a handful of them are foresters, not
biologists. If the situation were reversed, 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.

G. Actions Necessary to Conserve Biodiversity in Serbia
Direct on the ground and in the water threats to biodiversity are driven by the
institutional, social and political factors--the root causes. Efforts addressing these root
causes will impact the direct threats and will help conserve biodiversity in Serbia. A
number of identified needs addressing these root causes are presented in Table 1. These
needs are based on the threats analysis combined with an assessment of which actions are
being taken or are planned by the Government of Serbia, NGOs or other donors. For ease
of interpretation the identified actions related to biodiversity conservation are presented
in Table 1 below.
Table 1: Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation In Serbia
Root Causes of
Biodiversity
Threats

Needs Identified for Biodiversity Conservation to Address Root
Causes

A. Lack of Finances 1. Develop socio-economic instruments such as Payment for Ecosystem
Services schemes to provide other sources of revenue for species and
habitat conservation efforts.
2. The Ministry of Science should consider biodiversity-related activities
"science" and support these activities.
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3. Develop ecotourism programs in protected areas that draw both
national and international tourists, and use admission revenues and other
fees to help support park operations.
4. Use part of the revenue from “ecology taxes” to support government
biodiversity-related activities. Ecology taxes were introduced in Serbia in
2010, requiring payment of taxes on certain products that generate solid
waste
B. Poverty*

1. Programs that aim to reduce poverty through increased economic
development need to consider the long-term effects of unplanned and
overdevelopment on biological systems,
2. Develop alternate sources of livelihood that help conserve biodiversity
resources while providing income to local residents in poverty- stricken
rural areas.

C. Corruption and
Favoritism

1. Based employment in natural resources related institutions, agencies,
and protected areas on qualifications in the field and not on political
favoritism.
2. Strengthen efforts to detect and eliminate corruption in all aspects of
biodiversity management.

D. Lack of Public
Awareness

1. Continue to develop the capacity of the journalism and media
community to report on biodiversity conservation and environmental
issues.
2. Bolster support for civil society organizations to help them play an
active role in biodiversity monitoring, conservation and public awareness.
3. Develop public awareness campaigns regarding biodiversity and
overall environmental and disseminate this information through all media
outlets.
4. Further promote the pleasures of natural tourism including hiking, bird
watching, kayaking and other outdoor activities to the Serbian public
through media and outdoor festivals. Beyond the benefits of scenery and
recreation, promote the value of ecosystem services, such as clean air and
water, pollination of crops, and habitat for fish.
5. Support nature clubs, hiking, kayaking, bird watching and other
outdoor-related clubs and activities in the schools.

E. Lack of Data

1. Develop and implement a biological inventory and monitoring system
and make it available to managers of biological resources and the public.
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2. Further develop Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping,
ground-truth data and satellite imagery to better map and manage
ecological habitats. This data needs to be accessible to resource managers
and the public.
3. Provide financial support for the collection of data and the preparation
of Red Data Books for Serbian vertebrates, invertebrates and other groups
Make the results public and assimilate them into conservation activities.
F. Lack of Policy,
Administration and
Management
Coordination

1. Modify the management of protected areas in accordance with EU and
international standards, removing the role of resource extraction and
public utilities from the management system. An initiative of the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), just in the starting phase, aims
to address the problem of management models but more work is needed.
2. Harmonize policies regarding biodiversity and biological resources
management among the various involved ministries and agencies.
3. Support local Biodiversity Action Plans as tools for involving the
public and local communities in biodiversity conservation and protection.
Harmonize these efforts with central government policies and frameworks.
4. New hydroelectric schemes being proposed by the government need to
have input from the MESP and other experts to insure that the spawning
needs of endangered fish such as sturgeon are accommodated for in the
design process.

G. Lack of
Enforcement and
Follow-Through

1. Dedicate more human and financial resources to dissemination and
enforcement of laws related to hunting, fishing, logging and other
biological resource extraction activities.
2. Although there is a rush to prepare initial documents for the CBD, more
follow-through is still needed to implement existing biodiversity programs
and policies that are already in place.

H. Lack of Capacity 1. Direct more funding to increase the capacity of the MESP and other
in Biodiversity
agencies to implement best practices in conservation and natural resources
Conservation
management.
Efforts
2. Hire biology and ecology graduates from Serbian universities to work
protected areas, within the MESP and in other areas related to biodiversity
conservation and management.
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Note 1: Direct threats to biodiversity are eliminated by addressing the root causes, which
may be institutional, social or political.



Note 2: Poverty was indicated as a root cause of threat to biodiversity by respondents to
a questionnaire survey, but aside from the situation in parts of southern and western
Serbia, many Serbs live in urban and suburban settings, where they purchase their
needed goods and poverty was not seen as a major factor by the biodiversity assessment
team.
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III. Extent to Which the Actions Proposed by USAID Meet the
Needs Identified
A. Introduction
USAID/Serbia-Montenegro is operating under a Strategic Plan for Serbia that is
scheduled to expire in 2010. Due to changing economic and political conditions, the
Country Strategic Plan is currently being extended and a Strategic Amendment for 2011
to 2015 is in preparation. This Biodiversity Assessment for Serbia represents an effort to
examine both direct and indirect contributions of proposed programs and elements under
the new Strategic Amendment to biodiversity conservation in Serbia. This section
addresses FAA 119 d (2) below and is based on the analysis of threats and stakeholder
actions to address these. 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.
The biodiversity assessment team review of mission programs and planned activities did
not reveal any issues of conflict with biodiversity conservation efforts in Serbia. Some
suggestions for ways that biodiversity may be included more fully in planned mission
programs are offered for the mission’s consideration.
USAID’s Strategic Amendment consolidates existing Assistance Objectives (AOs) into
two newly-articulated ones that clarify and streamline the presentation of mission
assistance. Generally speaking, the overall content of mission programming remains the
same, continuing a similar mix of economic growth and democracy activities. The two
new AOs address economic growth (AO1) and democracy and governance (AO2), as
stated below. Within these AOs there is no specific mention of the environment,
biodiversity or related activities, although some activities and planned programs
tangentially may consider these matters, as described below. It is hoped that the mission
will consider cross-sectoral linkages and could add biodiversity as a cross-cutting theme
as it moves forward with the implementation of the Strategy Amendment.
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B. AO 1: A More Competitive Market Economy
The pursuit of economic growth is considered to have direct ties to the environment as
the foundation of industries are ultimately derived from the extraction of natural and
biological resources. Furthermore, an unhealthy environment can reduce the health and
ecological integrity of animal and plant species and undermine growth with costly
externalities that impact everything from agriculture, trade and investment to human
health. In today’s consumer markets, including those of the EU and United States,
buyers of a wide array of goods and services are demanding stronger ecological
management throughout entire global supply chains, making environmental sustainability
a key part of competitiveness. Agricultural productivity is highly dependent on a healthy
natural resource base, and tourism greatly depends on the health and beauty of diverse
flora, fauna and ecosystems.
Description of AO’s relationship to Biodiversity: This economic growth AO presently
oversees activities in eight main program areas that are designed to help Serbia reach
economic stability and meet related requirements of the European Union accession
process. Although eight programs under this AO address various aspects such as banking,
disaster preparedness, legislative reform at national and local levels, etc. these are
generally targeted in areas not related directly to biodiversity. Only four of these existing
programs, the Agribusiness Project, the Competitiveness Project, the Municipal
Economic Growth Activity (MEGA) and the Preparedness, Planning, and Economic
Security (PPES) have some ties to biodiversity. Of these, the Agribusiness Project has
the closest overlap in programming interests, especially in its activities dealing with wild
collection of mushrooms, aromatic and medicinal plants (MAPs). To the extent that the
MEGA, the Competiveness Project and the PPES work with Local Economic
Development offices, municipalities and small and medium enterprises that rely on
natural resources or ecotourism for income, biodiversity considerations will be important.
In the economic growth area, the need for sustainable development is recognized.
Support for local and regional development does not include local infrastructure projects.
Planned support for mushroom and wild herb collection is not anticipated to contribute to
overharvest, and if possible should support efforts to reform the quota system based on
scientific evidence.
Extent to which this AO meets identified biodiversity needs: This AO touches on
some of the needs listed in Part One of this Biodiversity Analysis report. Poverty is
addressed indirectly in various economic growth activities, particularly those that deal
with MAPs in poorer areas of the country. Support to observation towers in Obedska
Bara wetland, for instance, helps establish and promote ecotourism which draws visitors
to the area, and also promotes public awareness. There are other indirect links as well.
The MEGA current and potentially similar future assistance to municipal administration
includes training in preparing investment projects for the Instrument for Pre-Accession
Assistance (IPA) -funded Municipal Infrastructure Support Progamme (MISP), training
which can also help municipalities apply for donor and the EU biodiversity-related
funding such as ecotourism and transboundary conservation activities. Similarly, the
MEGA provides assistance in development of public-private partnerships including
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environmental activities such as solid waste management which directly addresses the
impact of solid waste on ecosystems and might also stimulate public-private partnerships
in biodiversity conservation efforts that aim to address some of the needs identified in
this Biodiversity Analysis report. Also, the Competitiveness Project’s capacity building
efforts in the wood products sector training people to obtain the Forest Stewardship
Council’s Chain of Custody certification help in conservation of timber resources and
forest biodiversity. The Agribusiness project is supporting training in safe pesticide use,
indirectly contributing to the conservation of various species.
Recommendations: In order to further advance biodiversity conservation activities
within Serbia, certain steps can be taken within the programs of this AO.
Continuation of programs to incorporate environmental values into supply chain
management will be important to ensure enterprises remain competitive in the EU and
international markets. This is particularly true for forest and agricultural products, but for
other products as well. Future programs could support databases used for fact-based
decision making regarding environmental impact.
The tourism sector can be enhanced by better integrating planning with the country’s
goals for conservation, with a view to preserving valuable natural assets while generating
income. A national strategy for ecotourism could help identify these opportunities
strategically, however a closer match to this AO could be support through either technical
assistance or small grants for development of regional strategies by consortia (clusters of
municipalities, businesses and non-government organizations and associations). At the
same time, it is important to respond to opportunities to support NGOs who seek to raise
awareness of the potentially negative environmental impacts that can come from tourism
booms (overcrowding, waste), such as those seen on Montenegro’s coast. Ecotourism
activities such as guided nature tours in natural areas could be supported in areas with
high unemployment through programs aimed at enhancing economic security, potentially
including an internship program.
Small and medium enterprises working with MAPs can be strengthened in areas of data
collection and more trained young biologists can be supported in these and other
endeavors.
The Preparedness, Planning and Economic Security (PPES) program supports youth
(including university graduates) employment through its internship program and creation
of Career Guidance Centers. USAID’s support to youth employment could potentially
include development of internship opportunities for biodiversity conservation graduates
in National Parks and institutions that lack experts in the field of biodiversity. Such an
activity would increase chances for young biodiversity experts to find employment and
contribute to biodiversity conservation in Serbia.
Current and future local economic development activities providing assistance to
municipal administrations in the development of local economic development (LED)
strategies and action plans could expand their efforts to include biodiversity conservation
and promotion of biodiversity related activities (such as eco-tourism) in LED planning
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documents. USAID programs could also provide assistance in development of Municipal
Biodiversity Conservation Plans/Strategies for municipalities that are adjacent to national
parks and areas rich in biodiversity. Although two municipalities in Serbia--Bajina Basta
and Cajetina-- are reported to have biodiversity conservation plans, such plans are more
widely needed across Serbia to foster better understanding and management of Serbia’s
ecological habitats and biodiversity.

C. AO 2: Democratic Structures in Serbia Strengthened
Democracy and Governance (DG) has biodiversity linkages in the sense that sound
environmental and natural resources management relies on good governance. A country’s
biodiversity and natural assets are often considered public goods, as they generate
important non-market benefits. This leads to competition and potential conflict between
stakeholders over their access, use, ownership and existence. Laws developed to manage
and protect these resources need to be publicized and enforced to avoid both potential
conflict and environmental crimes, and they should be developed in an open and
participatory manner to ensure acceptance among the wide variety of stakeholders who
have a vested interest in natural resources. To date, these legislative issues have been
assisted through USAID economic growth activities aimed to improve local economic
development or the business environment. There are however roles for civil society in
this dynamic and opportunities to meet DG goals through this sector.
Description of AO’s relationship to Biodiversity: The democracy and governance AO
is designed to educate citizens about new reforms, to open up transparency in some
government activities, to strengthen various NGOs and other related endeavors. Most
work fits under four main programs: the Civil Society Advocacy Initiative (CSAI); the
Media Assistance Program; Political Processes Project; and the Separation of Powers
Project. As with AO1 little in their program directly deals with biodiversity, although
some of their activities on the CSAI and Media Assistance Program might include
participants or activities tangentially related. For instance, one activity in June 2009
provided training for environmental media professionals—although not necessarily those
in biodiversity related fields. CSAI responds to the interests and demands of civil
society. While Request for Applications (RFAs) issued under this activity can include
environmental topics, effective advocacy programming responds and supports public
demand rather than directs it.
Extent to which this meets identified biodiversity needs: This AO does not directly
relate to biodiversity threats and recommended activities except in the inclusion of related
NGOs and media entities in their efforts. As more of these groups and professionals are
involved and their capacity is built, and as more media attention is given to nature
programming as a result, then the biodiversity recommendation of more public awareness
is addressed.
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Through strengthening the ability of government institutions (especially institutions
related to natural resources) to prevent corruption, this AO positively affects one of the
major root causes of biodiversity threats – corruption.
Recommendations: This AO can expand its contribution to identified biodiversity
actions by responding to requests from NGOs related to biodiversity, not only the
national NGOs, but also those smaller ones in various municipalities around protected
areas and other biological resource rich areas like wetlands.
Also through the Media Assistance Program there are opportunities to train journalists on
biodiversity issues and reporting to further transparency, participation and advocacy. The
Media Program focuses on professionalism of journalism and sustainability of
independent media outlets. If journalists request training in covering environmental
issues or partner stations indicate a desire to increase coverage of biodiversity topics, this
type of assistance could be provided. As with CSAI, these activities are effective and
sustainable when driven by demand.

D. Conclusions
USAID/Serbia is in a good position to enhance biodiversity conservation activities if it
makes the extra effort required to locate the relatively weak NGO and small and medium
enterprise (SME) players working in nature-related fields and to involve them in
programs that include a wider audience. It can also make a difference by helping
illuminate transparency issues in the biodiversity field, along with other areas that are
being managed in Serbia.
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Appendixes

Appendix 1: Habitat Types of Serbia
Adapted from the Draft First National Report to the U.N. Convention on Biological Diversity,
Republic of Serbia, 2010
1. Terrestrial surface water habitats
A. Terrestrial stagnant freshwater habitats
- permanent ologotrophic lakes, bogs and ponds
- permanent mesotrophic lakes, bogs and ponds
- permanent eutrophic lakes, bogs and ponds
- permanent distrophic lakes, bogs and ponds
- permanent terrestrial salt and brackish lakes, bogs and ponds
- temporary lakes, bogs and ponds (wet phases)
B. Terrestrial running freshwater habitats
- sources, fountains and geysers
- permanent, fast and turbulent water with no level fluctuations
- permanent, slow, calm water with no level fluctuations
- river with level fluctuations, upstream of estuary
- temporary running waters (wet phase)
- water film running over rocks laterally of main stream
C. Littoral zone of terrestrial surface water
- species rich helophyte groups
- high helophyte groups at the water basin edges
- water shrub groups at the water basin edges
- species poor groups or amphibian vegetation
- ephemeral vegetation at the periodically inundated water sides
- water sides of unstable sediments with or without sparse vegetation
- water sides with stabile substrates with or without sparse vegetation
- terrestrial habitats depending on water spray or water flow
D. Swamp, mire, bogs and fens
- high or low swamps
- valley, poor and transitional swamps
- mires rich in bases
- boscage and reed, usually without free standing water surface
- terrestrial salty and brackish fens and reeds
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3. Grasslands and high herbaceous habitats
- dry grasslands
- moderately wet grasslands
- seasonally wet and wet grasslands
- alpine and subalpine grasslands
- woodland aperture and clearings and high herbaceous habitats
- inland salty habitats with domination of grasses and herbaceous
4. Heatlands, bushes and tundra
- arctic, alpine and subalpine bushy habitats
- moderate and Mediterranean-montane bushy habitats
- moderate bushy heatlands
- macchia, matoral and thermo-Mediterranean bushy habitats
- spinous Mediterranean heatlands (phrygana, small bushes and related vegetation on
cliff sides)
- river and fen bushy vegetation
- hedgerow
- bush plantations
5. Forests and wooded habitats and other wooded surfaces
- broadleaf deciduous forests
- coniferous forests
- mixed deciduous and coniferous forests
- alleys, small anthropogenic woodlands, recently cut, young forest and wood derived
from cuttings
6. Continental habitats with faintly developed vegetation
- terrestrial underground caves, cave systems, corridors and waters
- rock creeps
- cliffs, rocky plateau and flat surfaces and huge boulders
- other habitats with or without scattered vegetation
7. Cultivated agriculture, horticulture and domestic habitats
- arable lands and gardens of crops
- cultural surfaces of gardens and parks
8. Construction, industrial and other anthropogenic habitats
- urban, suburban and rural construction
- sparse tenements
- industrial zones out of which the extraction process is performed
- transport networks and other areas of surface construction
- waters originated from humans and related structures
- waste deposition sites
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Appendix 2: IUCN Red List of Threatened Species in Serbia
IUCN 2010. IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2010.1. www.iucnredlist.org
Acipenser gueldenstaedtii (Russian Sturgeon)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bcde ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Austropotamobius torrentium (Stone Crayfish)
Status: Vulnerable B2bce+3bcd ver 2.3
(needs updating)

Acipenser naccarii (Adriatic Sturgeon)
Status: Critically Endangered
A2bcde;B2ab(i,ii,iii,iv,v) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Aythya nyroca (Ferruginous Duck)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Acipenser nudiventris (Ship Sturgeon)
Status: Critically Endangered A2cde ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Barbastella barbastellus (Western Barbastelle)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Acipenser ruthenus (Sterlet)
Status: Vulnerable A2cde ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Branta ruficollis (Red-breasted Goose)
Status: Endangered A2bcd+3bcd+4bcd
ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Acipenser stellatus (Stellate Sturgeon)
Status: Critically Endangered A2cde ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Carabus intricatus (Blue Ground Beetle)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)

Acrocephalus paludicola (Aquatic Warbler)
Status: Vulnerable A2c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Ceruchus chrysomelinus
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Alosa immaculata
Status: Vulnerable B2ab(v) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Coenonympha orientalis (Balkan Heath)
Status: Vulnerable A2c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Ampedus quadrisignatus
Status: Endangered B2ab(i,ii,iii,iv,v) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Coracias garrulus (European Roller)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Anguilla anguilla (European Eel)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bd+4bd
ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Cordulegaster bidentata (Sombre Goldenring)
Status: Near Threatened 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)

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

Cyprinus carpio (Wild Common Carp)
Status: Vulnerable A2ce ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown

c

Darevskia praticola (Meadow Lizard)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Hipparchia fagi (Woodland Grayling)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Dinaromys bogdanovi (Martino's Snow Vole)
Status: Vulnerable B2ab(i,ii,iv) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Hirudo medicinalis (Medicinal Leech)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened ver 2.3
(needs updating)
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)
Eoleptestheria spinosa
Status: Vulnerable B1+2bcd+3c ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Falco cherrug (Saker Falcon)
Status: Endangered A2bcd+3cd+4bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Falco columbarius (Merlin)
Status: Least Concern ver 3.1

Hucho hucho (Danube Salmon)
Status: Endangered B2ab(ii,iii) ver 3.1
Pop. trend: unknown
Huso huso (Beluga)
Status: Critically Endangered A2bcd ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Imnadia banatica
Status: Vulnerable D2 ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Imnadia cristata
Status: Vulnerable D2 ver 2.3
(needs updating)
Imnadia panonica
Status: Vulnerable D2 ver 2.3
(needs updating)

Falco eleonorae (Eleonora's Falcon)
Status: Least Concern ver 3.1
Falco naumanni (Lesser Kestrel)
Status: Vulnerable A2bce+3bce+4bce ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Limosa limosa (Black-tailed Godwit)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Falco vespertinus (Red-footed Falcon)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1

Lutra lutra (Eurasian Otter)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Formica aquilonia
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

ver 2.3

Lycaena dispar (Large Copper)
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

Formica lugubris
Status: Lower Risk/near threatened
(needs updating)

ver 2.3

Milvus milvus (Red Kite)
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: decreasing

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)
Gallinago media (Great Snipe)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Graphoderus bilineatus
Status: Vulnerable B1+2ac ver 2.3
(needs updating)

ver 2.3

ver 2.3

ver 3.1

Miniopterus schreibersii (Schreiber's Longfingered Bat)
Status: Near Threatened 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
Myotis bechsteinii (BECHSTEIN'S MYOTIS)
Status: Near Threatened 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

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

Niphargus hrabei
Status: Vulnerable B1+2bcde ver 2.3
(needs updating)

Rosalia alpina (Rosalia Longicorn)
Status: Vulnerable A1c ver 2.3
(needs updating)

Niphargus valachicus
Status: Vulnerable B1+2bcde ver 2.3
(needs updating)

Saga pedo (Predator Bush Cricket)
Status: Vulnerable B1+2bd ver 2.3
(needs updating)

Numenius arquata (Eurasian Curlew)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Sorex alpinus (Alpine Shrew)
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

Spermophilus citellus (European Ground
Squirrel)
Status: Vulnerable A2bc ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Orthotrichum scanicum
Status: Vulnerable A1ce ver 2.3
Pop. trend: unknown

Testudo hermanni (Hermann's Tortoise)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing

Osmoderma barnabita
Status: Near Threatened
Pop. trend: decreasing

Tetrax tetrax (Little Bustard)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1

ver 3.1

Otis tarda (Great Bustard)
Status: Vulnerable A2c+3c+4c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
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
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)

Testudo hermanni (Hermann's Tortoise)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Tetrax tetrax (Little Bustard)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Triturus dobrogicus (Danube Crested Newt)
Status: Near Threatened ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
Umbra krameri (European Mudminnow)
Status: Vulnerable A2c ver 3.1
Pop. trend: decreasing
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 3: Species Under Strict Control of Use and Trade in Serbia
List provided by MESP, 2010. This does not include species protected under
CITES.
Plants (Planta)
Fam. Alliaceae
1. Allium ursinum L.
Fam. Araliaceae
2. Hedera helix L.
Fam. Aristolochiaceae
3. Asarum europaeum L.
Fam. Asteraceae
4. Achillea clypeolata Sibth. & Sm.
5. Achillea millefolium L.
6. Arctium lappa L.
7. Carlina acaulis L.
8. Inula helenium L.
9. Petasites hybridus (L.) P. Gaertner, B.
Meyer & Scherb.
10. Solidago virgaurea L.
11. Tussilago farfara L.
Fam. Betulaceae
12. Betula pendula Roth
Fam. Boraginaceae
13. Pulmonaria officinalis L.
14. Symphytum officinale L.
Fam. Caryophyllaceae
15. Gypsophila paniculata L.
16. Herniaria glabra L.
17. Herniaria hirsuta L.
18. Herniaria incana Lam.
Fam. Cornaceae
19. Cornus mas L.
Fam. Corylaceae
20. Corylus avellana L.
Fam. Cupressaceae
21. Juniperus communis L.
22. Juniperus communis L. ssp. nana Syme
Fam. Equisetaceae
23. Equisetum arvense L.
Fam. Ericaceae
24. Arctostaphylos uva- ursi (L.) Sprengel
Fam. Fabaceae

25. Anthyllis vulneraria L.
26. Genista tinctoria L.
27. Glycirrhiza glabra L.
28. Melilotus officinalis (L.) Pallas
29. Ononis spinosa L.
Fam. Fumariaceae
30. Fumaria officinalis L.
Fam. Gentianaceae
31. Centaurium umbelatum Gilib
32. Gentiana asclepiadea L.
33. Gentiana cruciata L.
Fam. Geraniaceae
34. Geranium robertianum L.
Fam. Hypericaceae
35. Hypericum barbatum Jacq.
36. Hypericum maculatum Crantz
37. Hypericum perforatum L.
38. Hypericum rumelicum Boiss.
Fam. Iridaceae
39. Iris germanica L.
40. Iris pseudoacorus L.
Fam. Lamiaceae
41. Glechoma hederacea L.
42. Glechoma hirsuta Waldst. & Kit.
43. Lamium album L.
44. Leonurus cardiaca L.
45. Marrubium vulgare L.
46. Melissa officinalis L.
47. Origanum vulgare L.
48. Satureja kitaibelii Wierzb.
49. Satureja montana L.
50. Teucrium chamaedrys L.
51. Teucrium montanum L.
52. Thymus sp.
Fam. Liliaceae
53. Colchicum autumnale L.
54. Convallaria majalis L.
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55. Ruscus aculeatus L.
56. Ruscus hypoglossum L.
57. Veratrum nigrum L.
Fam. Malvaceae
58. Althaea officinalis L.
59. Malva sylvestris L.
Fam. Oenotheracae
60. Epilobium hirsutum L.
61. Epilobium montanum L.
62. Epilobium parviflorum Schreber
Fam. Polygonaceae
63. Polygonum bistorta L.
Fam. Polypodiaceae
64. Athyrium filix- femina (L.) Roth
65. Dryopteris filix- mas (L.) Schott
Fam. Primulaceae
66. Primula elatior (L.) Hill
67. Primula veris L.
68. Primula vulgaris Hudson
Fam. Ranunculaceae
69. Aconitum vulparia Reichenb.
70. Helleborus odorus Waldst. & Kit.
71. Hepatica nobilis Schreber
Fam. Rhamnaceae
72. Frangula alnus Miller
Fam. Rosaceae
73. Alchemilla sp.
74. Crataegus monogyna Jacq.
75. Crataegus oxycantha L.
76. Crataegus pentagyna Waldst.& Kit. ex
Willd.
77. Fragaria vesca L.
78. Geum urbanum L.
79. Potentilla erecta (L.) Rochel
80. Prunus spinosa L.
81. Rosa canina L.
82. Rubus fruticosus L.
83. Rubus idaeus L.
Fam. Rubiaceae
84. Galium odoratum (L.) Scop.
Fam. Rubiaceae
85. Galium verum L.

86. Rubia tinctorum L.
Fam. Sambucaceae
87. Sambucus nigra L.
Fam. Scrophularyaceae
88. Euphrasia sp.
89. Veronica officinalis L.
Fam. Tiliaceae
90. Tilia cordata Miller
91. Tilia tomentosa Moench
Fam. Vacciniaceae
92. Vaccinium myrtillus L.
Fam. Violaceae
93. Viola odorata L.
94. Viola tricolor L.
Lichens (Lihenes)
Fam. Usneaceae
1. Usnea barbata (L.)Web.In Wigg
Fam. Parmeliaceae
2. Evernia prunastri (L.) Ach
3. Cetraria islandica (L.) Ach
Fungi (Fungi)
Fam. Boletaceae
1. Boletus aerreus Bull. Fr.
2. Boletus aestivalis (Paulet) Fr.
3. Boletus edulis Bull. Fr.
4. Boletus pinophilus Pilat &Dermerk
Fam. Cantharellaceae
5. Cantharellus cibarius L. Fr.
6. Craterelluss cornucopioides Pers.
Fam. Rusulaceae
7. Lactarius deliciosus (L.) S.F.Gray.
8. Lactarius deterrimus Groger
9. Lactarius salmonicolor Heim & Lecl.
10. Lactarius sanguiifluus (Paul.) Fr.
11. Lactarius semisanguifuus Heim &Lecl.
Fam. Marasmiaceae
12. Marasmius oreades (Bolt. Fr.) Fr.
Fam. Tuberaceae
13. Tuber magnatum
14. Tuber aestivum
15. Tuber brumale
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Animals
Fam. Acipenseridae
1. Huso huso
Fam. Testudinidae
2. Testudo hermanni
Fam. Viperidae
3. Vipera ammodytes
Fam. Ranidae
4. Rana kl. Esculenta
5. Rana lessonae
6. Rana ridibunda
Fam. Helicidae
7. Helix aspersa
8. Helix leucorum
9. Helix pomatia
Fam. Hirudinidae
10. Hirudo medicinalis
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Appendix 4: Maps
Map 1: Protected Areas in Serbia and Montenegro

For a detailed map of protected areas in Serbia please refer to Appendix 13 which is a
separate document due to its size.
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Map2: Municipalities of Serbia.
Source: http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/6/62/Serbia_2008.PNG
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Appendix 5: Ramsar Wetlands of International Importance in Serbia
Source:
http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-pubs-annolist-annotated-ramsar-16189/main/ramsar/1-30168%5E16189_4000_0__

Gornje Podunavlje. 20/11/2007; Vojvodina; 22,480 ha; 45°45'N 018°57' E. Special
Nature Reserve; Important Plant Area; IBA (Important Bird Area). A marsh complex
along 36km of the Danube River, forming a natural unity with the Gemenc and Kopacki
Rit Ramsar sites in Hungary and Croatia respectively. The site is a unique mosaic of
aquatic, wetland, and terrestrial ecosystems and an important centre of ecosystem,
species, and genetic diversity. A large number of rare and nationally or internationally
threatened plant species and their communities are supported, as well as vulnerable
habitats. This area is the habitat of rare plant species such as winter aconite Eranthis
hyemalis, water violet Hottonia palustris, and mare's tail Hippuris vulgaris, an important
spawning place and a migratory route of fishes, a nesting place of the white-tailed eagle
Haliaeetus albicilla and the black stork Ciconia nigra, as well as the habitat of the largest
population of the red deer Cervus elaphus in Serbia. Especially rich ethnic and folkloric
traditions converge in the area, which is a centre for traditional festivals. Hunting and
commercial and sport fishing are well developed, and controlled forestry is practiced
within the site. The effects of previous drainage and irrigation works present a threat, as
do eutrophication and invasive alien species. Ramsar site no. 1737. Most recent RIS
information: 2008.
Labudovo okno. 01/05/06; Vojvodina; 3,733 ha; 44°48'N 021°18'E. IBA, Special Nature
Reserve. Marking the southern margin of the Pannonian Plain, the site encompasses an
important stretch of the Danube and adjacent areas as well as the Nera River to the border
with Romania. Following the construction of the Iron Gate reservoir, the Danube water
level rose and the river flow slowed down, causing the flooding of many river islets,
lower coastal parts, and lagoons along the southern areas in the Deliblatska pešcara Sands
and created new aquatic and wetlands habitats. Permanent rivers and freshwater marshes
are the main wetlands types, comprising diverse aquatic and wetland communities as well
as wet meadows and steppe pastures along the riverbanks. Shallow waters of the Danube
provide an ideal spawning area for many of the 50 supported fish species, such as Silurus
glanis, Stizostedion lucioperca and Acipenser ruthenus. The site is an important
waterbird habitat, especially as a nesting and wintering site for a range of species such as
pygmy cormorants Phalacrocorax pygmeus, little egret Egretta garzetta, white-fronted
goose Anser albifrons, and common goldeneye Bucephala clangula. Besides the strict
protection zone and small-scale forestry mainly on river islets, the site is mainly used for
agricultural activities based on cattle and sheep grazing. Ramsar site no. 1655. Most
recent RIS information: 2006.
Ludaško Lake. 28/03/77; Vojvodina; 593 ha; 46º04’N 019º48’E. Regional Park; Nature
Reserve. One of the few remaining natural lakes of the Panonian Plain. The shallow lake
is fringed by extensive reedbeds and surrounded by marshland. The area is important for
numerous species of breeding waterbirds, and an ornithological research station is located
g

at the site. Principal human activities include fishing, hunting, reed cutting, and
recreation. Ramsar site no. 137.
.
Obedska Bara. 28/03/77; Vojvodina; 17,501 ha; 44º44’N 020º00’E. Nature Reserve. A
seasonally inundated area of the Sava River floodplain, with marshes, ponds, wet
meadows, and an oxbow lake. Vegetation includes reedbeds and Salix-Populus and
Quercus woodland. The area is important for various species of breeding waterbirds.
River regulation has adversely affected fish stocks at the site. The lake is subject to rapid
siltation and nutrient-enrichment, resulting in the expansion of reedbeds and Salix scrub,
to the exclusion of open water areas. Ramsar site no. 136.
Peštersko polje. 01/05/06; Stari Vlah and Raška; 3,455 ha; 43°05'N 020°07'E. Situated
at about 1150m altitude on the Sjenica-Pešter Plateau in southwestern Serbia.The site,
which is part of the country's largest karst area, supports an extremely rare example of a
specific wet peatbog habitat for this biogeographic region, including non-forested
peatlands, permanent rivers, and seasonal freshwater marshes on inorganic soils. The
Boroštica River and Lake are the most important hydrographic units and form the shape
of pastures and natural ecosystems. Due to these conditions the site supports a number of
endangered species, such as the plants Fumana bonapartei, Halacsya sendtneri and
Orchis tridentata, and also provides habitat and refuge to a number of birds during
unfavourable periods, such as during breeding season for the Montagu's harrier Circus
pygargus, of which the only nesting place in Serbia is found in this area. The land use of
the site is entirely based on traditional cattle breeding, with related pasturing meadow
management. The ongoing draining and exploitation of peatbogs poses an important
conservation issue for future management. Because of its isolated situation and the
economy based on cattle breeding, a culture of Muslims and Christians has developed in
the villages over centuries, and many of the traditional local dishes, particularly a wide
variety of pies, are much appreciated. Ramsar site no. 1656. Most recent RIS
information: 2006.
Slano Kopovo. 22/07/04; Vojvodina; 976 ha; 45º38'N 020º13'E. Special Nature Reserve;
IBA. The site, left over from the draining of an ancient meander of the Tisza River, is a
rare and representative example of salt habitats but presents also, on its eastern side, a
smaller freshwater depression. It is one of Serbia's most important bird habitats and
regularly supports more than 20,000 waterbirds, breeding and migrating. It is especially
suitable for cranes, ducks, geese and shorebirds and supports a significant number of
vulnerable, threatened and critically endangered species such as Numenius tenuirostris,
Anser erythropus, Branta ruficollis, Oxyura leucocephala, Aquila heliaca, Falco
naumanni, Otis tarda, the rodent Spermophilus citellus, and plant communities such as
the rare Thero-Salicornietea specific to salty grounds. The area is threatened by a
decrease in water level, as the drying up of the depressions during summer and autumn is
becoming more frequent, caused chiefly by the development of a channel web and dam
construction on the Tisza which has lowered the level of the underground waters. Other
negative factors are plowing of pastures, use of chemicals and artificial fertilizers for
agriculture. Human activities include regulated hunting, livestock husbandry, agriculture,
and the use of mud for curing ailments. There is a high potential of scientific research and
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conservation education. Church remnants from the 9th-11th centuries exist on site.
Conservation priorities concern the sanitation and improvement of the water regime.
Ramsar Site no. 1392. Most recent RIS information: 2003.
Stari Begej/Carska Bara Special Nature Reserve. 25/03/96; Serbia; 1,767 ha; 45º15’N
020º23’E. Special Nature Reserve. The site, a remnant of the once flooded area in the
lower Begej River, is a mosaic of fishponds, swamp, marsh, forest, meadow, and steppe
intersected by rivers, canals, and embankments. Vegetation consists of salt-tolerant
communities, a rich aquatic flowering plant community, and steppe vegetation. Of the
250 recorded bird species, 140 species nest at the site and 100 pass through on migration.
Notably, all eight European heron species and Anser anser nest at the site. The diversity
of biotopes gives rise to high species diversity at the site and includes various rare,
endangered, or vulnerable fish, birds, plants, amphibians, reptiles and mammals. Human
activities include recreation, birdwatching, sport fishing, and some traditional
agricultural. There is an important commercial fishery nearby. Ramsar site no. 819. Most
recent RIS information: 1994.
Vlasina. 20/11/2007; Serbia; 3,209 ha; 42°42'N 022°21'E. Landscape of Outstanding
Features; IBA. Comprises the Vlasinsko reservoir (created in 1949) and surrounding
gently rolling hills, jagged shore, wet meadows, peat bogs, and the valley of the River
Vlasina, along with two islands and several narrow and elongated peninsulas with many
meadows and birch thickets, giving the site a characteristic and unique appearance. The
peat island and peat bogs represent one of the most important refuges of the boreal flora
in southern Europe in general. The site harbors many rare and threatened vegetal and
animal species. More than 125 bird species are recorded, amongst them the endangered
corncrake (Crex crex) which nests every year within the site and on sloping meadows of
the surrounding mountains, as well as a colony of sand martins (Riparia riparia) with
around 300 active nests, unique in this biogeographical region. Prior to creation of the
reservoir, the Vlasinsko Blato, or peat bog, was considered the largest peat bog in the
Balkans and one of the largest in Europe. There are 1,400 farming households in the area,
but the human population is declining as in other mountainous areas of Serbia. Sport
fishing and other recreation, as well as tourism, supplement small-scale farming. Ramsar
site no. 1738. Most recent RIS information: 2008.
Zasavica. 13/03/08; Vojvodina; 1,913 ha; 44°56’N 019°32’E. Special Nature Reserve,
IBA (Important Bird Area). Located in northern Mačva, the riverine ecosystem
dominates the area south of the river Sava, with the rivulet Zasavica and its tributary the
Batar, for the total length of 33 km. Aquatic and swampy ecosystems line up along with
fragments of floodable meadows and forests representing one of the last preserved
pristine swamp areas in Serbia. The natural conditions are favorable for many rare plant
and animal species, such as greater spearwort (Ranunculus lingua), water violet
(Hottonia palustris), marsh nettle (Urtica kioviensis), freshwater sponge (Spongilla
lacustris), a rare species of oligochaete (Rynchelmnis limnosela), Danube crested newt
(Triturus dobrogicus), ferruginous duck (Aythya nyroca) as well as otter (Lutra lutra) and
beaver (Castor fiber). It is also the only habitat of the mudminnow, Umbra krameri, in
Serbia. Traditional grazing and cattle breeding, particularly of autochthonous races, along
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with the several centuries’ long usage of the area, supports the maintenance of grassland
habitats within the Reserve. Zasavica has inspired many legends and myths, and it is
woven into the cultural being of the people. Ramsar site no. 1783. Most recent RIS
information: 2008.
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Appendix 6: Main Biodiversity Related Donor Programs in Serbia
Donor

Project Title

Implementer Duration

Amount

GEF/World Bank

Danube River Basin
Pollution Enterprise
Reduction Program

MAFWM

$9.1 million

GEF/UNDP
UNDP

World Bank
Ministry of
Foreign Affairs
Finland
Netherlands BBI
Matra

Ensuring Financial
Sustainability of Protected
Area System in Serbia
Supporting Biodiversity
Strategy and Action Plan

MESP
MESP,
UNDP

Irrigation and Drainage
Rehabilitation Project
Environment for People in
the Dinaric Arc
Support for
Agri‐environment Policies

2005-2010

2010-2014
2006-ongoing

GEF
contribution
$1 million

Notes
Tangentially involves
biodiversity, as manure and
other agricultural wastes
prevented from polluting the
Danube
With co-financing from
Provincial Secretariat for
Environmental Protection and
Sustainable Development,
Vojvodina Waters, and in-kind
contributions from WWF,
Total project is $4,581,000

$290,000

2005-2011

$74 million

WWF.
IUCN, SNV

2009-2012

€ 1.8 million

Avalon,
IUCN

2009-2010

€ 220,000

Very little involved in
biodiversity, except to the
extent that environmental
protection measures in place
when wetlands are involved in
activity sites

k

and Programming in
Serbia
Saving river Bosut
Lake Celije

Netherlands
Embassy

Turtles
Travelling butterfly
exhibition

EPC
KEC
Protego
HabiProt

Twinning project,
"Strengthening Admin.
Capabilities for the
Protected Areas in
Serbia”, Natura 2000

MESP

2009-2010
2009-2010
2009 to
2010
2009 to
2010

€ 14,714
€ 15,000
€ 9,820
€ 6,000

2010-2011

€ 3 million
(IPA funds)

Sweden

Regional Support for
SEEDnet

Nordic Gene
Bank,
Swedish
Biodiversity
Centre

2008-2010

€ 3 million
(but only
small amount
for Serbia's
inclusion)

European
Commission

Instrument for
PreAccession Assistance

MESP

2007-2013

No data
available

Austria

Project launched April, 2010.
Aims to support the protection
of Serbian valuable natural
resources according to the EU
nature conservation directives
and to integrate these areas into
the European Natura 2000network. The project is a cooperation among the MESP,
the Environment Agency
Austria and the European
Public Law Organization from
Greece.
Regional activities and
meetings regarding sustainable
use and conservation of plant
genetic resources in the region
Some funding has been
provided to the MESP for
biodiversity related matters, but
no data is available
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Appendix 7: Map of hazardous sites, water pollution and mining
hotspots in the Balkans
UNEP, 2007. Source: http://maps.grida.no/go/graphic/balkans-hazardous-industrialsites-water-pollution-and-mining-hot-spots
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Appendix 8: Threats Questionnaire
Possible Threats to Biodiversity
Moguće pretnje biodiverzitetu
Root Causes: How would you rank (from 1 to 5) these causes and their impact on biodiversity in Serbia ( 1 – not relevant, 5 –
most relevant)? Osnovni uzroci: Kako biste rangirali (od 1 do 5) navedene uzroke i njihov uticaj na biodiverzitet u Srbiji (1 –
irelevantan, 5 – izuzetno značajan)?
Lack of public awareness about biodiversity and conservation (Nedostatak svesti građana o
biodiverzitetu i očuvanju biodiverziteta)

1 2 3 4

5

Lack of finances to conserve biodiversity (Nedostatak finansijskih sredstava za očuvanje
biodiverziteta)
Lack of coordination among agencies and harmonization of laws related to biodiversity conservation
(Nedostatak kooordinacije između agencija i harmonizacije zakona o očuvanju biodiverziteta)

1 2

3 4

5

1 2

3 4

5

Lack of data to effectively manage biodiversity (Nedostatak podataka potrebnih za efikasno
upravljanje biodiverzitetom)

1 2 3 4

5

Poverty, leading to excessive resource extraction (Siromaštvo koje vodi prekomernoj eksploataciji
resursa)
Corruption (Korupcija)

1 2

3 4

5

1 2

3 4

5

Lack of trained specialists managing biodiversity (human capacity) (Nedostatak obrazovanih i
specijalizovanih kadrova za upravljanje biodiverzitetom)

1 2

3 4

5

Other root causes? Please explain. (Drugi razlozi? Molimo vas za objašnjenje.)

1 2

3 4

5

Results from survey completed by 13 biodiversity professionals working in Serbia: Total number of points allotted to each root
cause: Finances (42), Poverty (41), Corruption (38), Awareness (37), Lack of Data (33), Coordination (31), Specialists (31)
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Direct Threats: How would you rank (from 1 to 5) these threats and their impact on biodiversity in Serbia (1 – not relevant, 5
– most relevant)? Direktne pretnje: Kako biste rangirali (od 1 do 5) navedene pretnje i njihov uticaj na biodiverzitet u Srbiji
(1 – irelevantan, 5 – izuzetno značajan)?
Pollution of rivers and wetlands (Zagađivanje reka i močvara)
Overharvesting of timber, legal and illegal (Prekomerna seča šuma, legalna i nelegalna)
Over-fishing (Prekomerni ribolov)
Hunting and poaching (Lov i lovokrađa)
Encroachment on protected areas (Nelegalna gradnja u zaštićenim područjima)
Introduction of exotic invasive species ( Pojava egzotičnih invazivnih vrsta)
Overgrazing (Prekomerna ispaša)
Infrastructure development (Razvoj infrastrukture)
Changing agricultural practices (Promena procedura u poljoprivredi)
Mining, gravel extraction, etc. (Eksploatacija ruda, šljunka, itd)
Other direct threats? Please explain. (Druge direktne pretnje? Molimo vas za objašnjenje.)

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Results from survey completed by 13 biodiversity professionals working in Serbia: Total number of points allotted to each threat:
Encroachment (47), Infrastructure (44), Timber (40), Hunting (40), Mining (40), Exotic Invasive Species (39), Overfishing (39),
Pollution (38), Agricultural Practices (36), Overgrazing (23)
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Appendix 10: Persons Interviewed
WASH D.C.
Mohammad
Latif
Alicia Grimes
Jeffrey Ploetz
Lori Rakoczy
Kristin
Shepardson
SERBIA

Bureau
Environmental
Officer (BEO)
BEO Biodiversity
E&E/EG
EE/EA Desk
Officer

USAID
USAID
USAID

mlatif@usaid.gov
agrimes@usaid.gov
jploetz@usaid.gov

USAID

lrakoczy@usaid.gov

Environment

World Bank

Kshepardson@worldbank.org

USAID
USAID

See mission directory
mharvey@usaid.gov

USAID

mschmidt@usaid.gov

USAID
USAID

jstein@usaid.gov
msedej@usaid.gov

USAID

bcellars@usaid.gov

USAID

ddasic@usaid.gov

USAID

dboljanovic@usaid.gov

USAID

sgolubovic@usaid.gov

dkolakovic@usaid.gov
wdoetsch@usaid.gov

Chief of Party
Dep Chief of
Party

USAID
USAID
USAID
Agribusiness
Project
USAID
Agribusiness

Env. Specialist
Zoo Director

USAID
Agribusiness
Belgrade Zoo

Jelena_vujadinoviccolic@agrobiznis.net
beozoovtr@eunet.rs

Reps of all
Mission staff
offices
Michael Harvey Mission Director
Marilynn
Schmidt
Dep. Mission Dir.
Director Econ
Growth, Mission
Environmental
James Stein
Office (MEO)
Majda Sedej
Econ. Growth
Bethanne
Cellars
Econ. Growth
Nis Field Office
Danijel Dasic
Mgr
Djordje
Boljanovic
Econ Growth
Sibina
Golubovic
Demo and Gov
Dragana
StevanovicKolakovic
Demo and Gov
Walter Doetsch Demo and Gov

Louis Faoro
Jim Herne
Jelena
VujadinovicColic
Vuk Bojovic

Louis_Faoro@agrobiznis.net
jim_herne@agrobiznis.net

r

Aleksandar
Maksimovic
Duska Dimovic
Boban Tomic,
PhD

Project Officer
Progrm Manager

REC
WWF
National Park
Tara
Centre
Sustainable
Development
Munic. Prijepolje
Munic. Prijepolje
Munic. Prijepolje

amaksimovic@rec.rs
ddimovic@wwfdcp.org

Bajina Basta
IUCN SEE
Young
Researchers of
Serbia

sandrakovacki@gmail.com
boris.erg@iucn.org

milena.kozomara@undp.org

Asst. Dir.

UNDP
Natural History
Museum
Zoology, U.
Belgrade
Institute Nature
Conserv.

State Secty.

Serbia MESP

ivica.radovic@ekoplan.gov.rs

Asst. Minister

Serbia MESP

radislav.momirov@ekoplan.gov.rs

Director

Inst Nat. Conserv.
Fac. Biology, U of
Novi Sad
Fac. Biology, U of
Novi Sad
Fac. Biology, U.of
Belgrade
Vojvodina Sect.
Envir.Prot.

stavretovic@zzps.rs

Gen Mgr

Nada Pesic
Saponjic Miloje
Mersid Mekic
Duska Bajic
Aleksandra
Raonic
Boris Erg

Director
Municipality Rep
Municipality Rep
Tourism Rep

Tanja Petrovic
Milena
Kozomara

Gen. Secty

Milan Paunovic
Predrag
Simonovic
Aleksandar
Mijovic
Prof. Ivica
Radovic
Radislav
Momirov
Nenad
Stavretovic

Municipality Rep
Director

GEF Proj Coord.
Head,
Conservation
Asst. Prof

Dragana Vukon

Biologist

Goran Anackov
Dr. Mark
Saborlievic
Slobodan
Puzovic

Biologist

Slobodan Peter
Vladimir
Sofrenic
Djordje
Pejakovic

Biologist
Prov. Secty
Coordinator for
Special Reserve
"Obedska bara
Manager

Forest Unit
"Kupinovo"
Forest Unit
"Kupinovo"

Coordinator for
Environmental

Vojvodina Sume,
Sremska

boban.tomic@nptara.rs

madapesic@gmail.com
mikeli@panline.net
oprijep@gmail.com

tanja@mis.org.rs

milan.-paunovic@nhmbeo.rs

pedja@bio.bg.ac.rs
aleksandar-mijovic@zzps.rs

dragana.vukov@dbe.uns.dc.rs
goran.anackov@dbe.uns.dc.rs
marko@bio.bg.ac.rs
ekolog@vojvodina.gov.rs

s

Protection

Mitrovica region

Sladjan Papic

Deputy Manager

zasavica@zasavica.org.yu

Mirjana Bartula

Project Manager
Development
Program Section

Zasavica - Special
Reserve of Nature
(NGO)
Faculty of applied
ecology, Futura
SIDA

nela.jovic@foreign.ministry.se

Nela Jovic

Bjorn Mossberg Counsellor
Slavko Spasic

General Manager

Momir
Paunovic

Aquatic Biologist

mirjana.bartula@gmail.com

SIDA
bjorn.mossberg@foreign.ministry.se
Natural History
Museum
slavko.spasic@nhmbeo.rs
Institute for
Biological
Research,Belgrade mpaunovic@ibiss.bg.ac.rs
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Appendix 11: Statement of Work
FAA 119 Biodiversity Analysis for Serbia, 2010
I.

Objective
The purpose of this contract is to conduct a country biodiversity analysis for Serbia 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 Serbia and assess to what extent actions
proposed by USAID meet the needs identified (see FAA Section 119 (d)).

II.

Background
USAID/Serbia and Montenegro (USAID/S-M) is amending its current strategy for Serbia
which will run through FY 2015. The overall strategic goal – supporting Serbia in its
vision to be democratic, prosperous and moving toward Euro-Atlantic Integration –
remains the same. Assistance Objectives (AOs) will continue to address key economic
and democratic reforms, but have been refocused to reflect current problem and reform
gap analyses. As part of larger U.S. foreign policy goals in Serbia, USAID/S-M focuses
on building prosperity and increasing democratic practices, which are fundamental to
Serbia’s Euro-Atlantic integration. Toward that end, the amended strategy will use two
AOs that will contribute importantly to the overall USG goal: (1) A More Competitive
Market Economy and (2) Democratic Structures in Serbia Strengthened. Other themes -broad development factors that are critical to Serbia’s advancement – are integrated
widely within the USAID portfolio. They include issues related to anti-corruption,
gender, youth/human capital development, regional imbalances and inclusion of national
minorities, job creation, access to information, public-private partnerships and
regional/cross-border cooperation. Activities will consist mainly of technical assistance
and training; specific areas of technical assistance and training could include
improvements to agricultural technology, harvesting of wild crops such as mushrooms,
and strategies for municipal waste management.
Serbia’s political landscape changed decisively in May 2008 with the election of the proEuropean Union (EU) coalition now controlling the government, parliament and most of
the local governments. This event crystallized Serbia’s aspiration to be a part of Europe
even in the face of strong ties with non-EU countries. Since then, in January 2009,
Serbia’s parliament ratified the April 2008 Stabilization and Association Agreement
(SAA) with the EU that is the framework of mutual commitments constituting the path to
Serbia’s EU accession. Serbia’s continued movement towards EU integration requires
passage of a variety of laws, some of which are related to the environment, to conform to
European standards.
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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 Mission 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 March 25, 2010 and end no later than May 5, 2010.
A draft report from the Contractor is required before departing Serbia. Upon receiving
the draft report, USAID/S-M will have 14 calendar days to review it and make changes.
The final report is due to the USAID/S-M Environmental Officer within three (3)
business days after receipt of USAID/S-M’s written comments on the draft report.
Tasks:
1. Review of Background Documents, Planning and Pre-Travel Meetings in Washington,
DC
The Contractor shall gather and review existing background information for Serbia,
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
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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 Environment and Spatial Planning; (2) non- governmental organizations
including the Regional Environmental Center; (3) bilateral and multilateral donor
agencies including the EU Delegation to Serbia; and (4) project implementers as relevant
and necessary to complete this assignment.
IV.

Analysis
Part I:

Actions Necessary to Conserve Biodiversity in Serbia:

The Contractor shall determine the principal threats to biodiversity in Serbia. 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 Serbian 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 Serbia, whether by
government, donor community, or others.
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 Serbia may be outdated if
based on a larger territory encompassing 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 Serbia
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
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to the conservation needs. Because 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 Serbia. These opportunities could range from influencing policies
and programs of the Government of Serbia 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 out-briefing to
USAID/S-M prior to the Contractor’s departure from Belgrade.
2. Written draft report delivered to USAID/S-M prior to departure, not to exceed 15
pages excluding annexes.
o The report shall include a brief overview of the current status of biodiversity and
key issues such as economic importance and 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 this Statement of Work; a table of donor/government/NGO
actions (projects, policies) taken in Serbia 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 written 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:





1.5 working-days in Washington, DC
o 1/2 work day on March 25 and one work day March 26 for Washington DC
consultations
o Travel Washington DC to Serbia on March 27-28
15 work-days in Serbia
o March 29 – April 14
o April 15 travel day from Belgrade
3 work-days at home base for finalization and/or revisions to report.
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While in Serbia 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.
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 Serbia
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 Serbia
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 March 25,
2010 to on/about May 5, 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;
(2) look to the World Conservation Strategy as an overall guide for actions to conserve
biological diversity;
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(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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