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SUMMARY                   

During the 7th Conference of the Parties 
to the Convention on Biological Diversity 
in 2004, a total of 188 members 
(including Montenegro) agreed upon 
the Programme of Work on Protected 
Areas (PoWPA), one of the most 
ambitious environmental strategies in 
history. The main objective of the 
Programme of Work on Protected 
Areas is to render support to 
establishment and maintenance of 
terrestrial sites until 2010 and marine 
sites until 2012 to ensure a 
comprehensive, efficiently managed, 
and adequate representation of all 
ecosystem types in the national and 
regional protected area systems.  

 
Among other things, the signatory 
parties committed to adopt and 
implement a framework for monitoring, 
evaluation, and reporting on efficient 

management of protected areas at site-
level, national, and regional system-
levels as well as transboundary 
protected areas by 2010.  
 
The efficiency of protected area 
management in Montenegro was 
assessed, in March 2009, using the 
RAPPAM Methodology. The Project was 
implemented in cooperation with the 
Ministry of Tourism and Environment of 
Montenegro, Institute for Nature 
Protection, and WWF Mediterranean 
Programme - Serbia Office, with the 
representatives from the Public 
Enterprise for National Parks, two 
National  Parks, Public Enterprise 
„Morsko Dobro (The Coastal Zone) “ and 
representatives of the Municipalities of 
Nikšić, Tivat, and Herceg Novi. The main 
findings of this study are as follows: 

 
Pressures and Threats 
 
The three most persistent pressures on the protected area resources (National Parks) 
currently include fire protection and, to some extent, unsettled disputes on land tenure 
or use rights, and conversion of land use. At the same time, it is estimated that these 
three issues will represent the major threats in the future, too.  
 
PA Objectives, Legal Security, and Site Design and Planning 
 
At overall system level, one may conclude that legal security and clearly defined targets 
regarding biodiversity preservation are the strengths of the management system. The 
participants in this assessment agreed that lack of inspection control, stronger support 
by the local community, and lack of resources for law enforcement could be considered 
as weaknesses. 
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Protected Area Inputs 
 
At overall system level, one may conclude that communication and existing 
infrastructure can generally be regarded as system strengths. Level of staffing, adequate 
training opportunities for the staff, staff employment conditions, and future funding 
have been identified as weaknesses by the workshop participants. Specifically, as far as 
communication and dissemination of information are concerned, the participants 
emphasized that lack of adequate systems for processing and analyzing of data are 
major issues in all the Parks, while lack of staff facilities was pointed out as a major 
infrastructure weakness.   
 
Protected Area Management Processes 
 
At overall system level, the participants differently assessed the management planning, 
management practices, research, and monitoring in protected areas. It is estimated that 
the weakest segment in this category is monitoring and incorporation of research and 
monitoring findings into the planning, in addition to the lack of financial resources for 
research activities. Communication, collaboration with local community representatives, 
and joint decision-making are also the areas that need to be improved in order to 
provide a more effective management of the protected areas and sustainable 
development in general.  Surveys of the key social issues generally do not comply with 
the requirements of the protected areas. All the participants agreed that a systemic 
research would be required at overall protected area system-level. 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT             
 
1.1. Biological Diversity of Montenegro              
 
Montenegro ranks among the leading 
European countries according to 
diversity of flora and fauna species and 
diversity of ecosystems. Monitoring of 
biologic diversity, although in a rather 
limited scope, has been implemented in 
Montenegro since 2000 within the 
National Programme of Environmental 
Monitoring. Due to considerably 
reduced funding of this Programme 
component, the information collected 
so far are still insufficient for a serious 
analysis of trends on indicator species 
populations, changes in the selected 
types of habitats and, consequently, the 
environment in general. Still, the 
findings collected so far and 
summarized in the Biodiversity 
Monitoring Program of Montenegro 
(included in the Statements on 
Environment Status in Montenegro, 
adopted by the Government of 
Montenegro) confirmed threats to 
biological diversity component in many 
species, as had already been reiterated 
and confirmed in numerous professional 
and scientific papers. The degree of 
threat varies in different ecosystems 
and depends on the intensity of 
anthropogenic factors they are exposed 
to. In this respect, forest vegetation is 
exposed to widespread pressures due to 
permanent exploitation. Coastal 
ecosystems are also jeopardized since 
their natural habitats are being 
converted into building construction 
sites. The findings of the survey 
performed within the Biodiversity 
Monitoring Programme of Montenegro 

enabled review of the Old List and 
preparation of the New List of 
Biodiversity of Protected Species 
comprising 415 flora species and 430 
fauna species as well as a complete list 
of bats order (Decision on Protection of 
Individual Flora and Fauna Species – 
Official Gazette of Montenegro No. 
76/06). Montenegro's diverse geological 
strata, landscape, climate, and soil as 
well as its geographic position in the 
Balkan Peninsula and in the Adriatic 
have contributed to the categorizing of 
Montenegro as a biodiversity hotspot 
both at the European level and globally. 
The Balkan Peninsula, of which 
Montenegro is an integral part, offers 
the greatest variety of vascular plant 
species in Europe including 7000-8000 
registered species. Montenegro with 
3250 known plant species is one of 153 
globally recognized flora biodiversity 
centers. The number of endemic species 
is also high – there are 392 Balkan 
(regional) endemic species, which 
makes approximately 7% of overall flora 
in Montenegro.  In addition, even local 
endemic species are of great 
importance – 46 of them inhabit the 
territory of Montenegro. Most of them 
are Tertiary relics. There are 
approximately 2000 species of fungi 
(over 1000 micromycetes and 
approximately 920 macromycetes), 
although it is estimated that the actual 
number may vary between 15000-
21000 species, out of which 4500 belong 
to macromycetes.
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Approximately 60 fish species inhabit the freshwater ecosystems of the Adriatic 
watershed while 30 fish species inhabit the Black Sea watershed. The difference in fish 
distribution in these two watersheds is the result of the geological history of the Adriatic 
watershed, which served as a refuge to many fish species during the past several 
glaciations periods.  The Adriatic watershed and the Southern/Mediterranean part of 
Montenegro have an abundance of endemic species with a high degree of genetic 
diversity, not only in fish but in other types of organisms, too. It is believed that fauna 
biodiversity of sea fish inhabiting the Adriatic Sea includes 117 known families, but few 
endemic taxa. So far, there are 205 registered sea fish species in Montenegro, which 
represents approximately 70% of all known Mediterranean fish species. However, this 
list is probably not yet complete, since some of these species were only registered once 
and their status in the Montenegrin waters is unknown. Montenegro is home to 
biodiversity of terrestrial and marine amphibians and reptiles, including lizards, snakes, 
tortoises, frogs, common toads, salamanders, and marine turtles. There are currently 56 
species (18 amphibian species and 38 reptile species) and 69 sub-species belonging to 
38 genera, and the list is probably not yet complete. Out of 526 European bird species, 
297 bird species (or 57%) are resident bird species in Montenegro and, additionally, 
several migratory species are recorded as occasional visitors, and currently there are 
326 bird species in total in Montenegro. Out of this number, there are 204 nesting 
species in the country. Montenegro has a large variety of birds including numerous birds 
of prey, passerines, and waterfowls, and it is a major refuge for a series of rare and 
threatened bird species, including the Dalmatian Pelican (Pelecanus crispus) and Pygmy 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax pygmeus). Montenegro is also abundant in mammal fauna 
(there are 65 registered species). 
 
Generally speaking, knowledge about the biodiversity in Montenegro is rather 
superficial, with many gaps, lack of inventories for many groups, as well as lack of data 
on population dynamics, ecology, and the degree of genetic variations for the majority 
of species. This precludes design and implementation of adequate measures of 
protection, primarily for rare and threatened species in Montenegro, and general lack of 
data and information on biodiversity is a limiting factor for monitoring of environmental 
changes.  
 
There are currently no comprehensive and target-oriented programs, plans or projects 
implemented by the Montenegrin institutions in the field of biodiversity aimed at direct 
protection of specific plant and animal species, special habitat or ecosystem groups. The 
nature of the measures for protection of biological diversity undertaken by official institutions 
in Montenegro is such that they are implemented at system-level and in the majority of cases 
within the context of traditional activities aimed at nature protection.  
 

Consequently, and due to the lack of financial resources provided locally, there are a 
number of projects implemented in Montenegro by international organizations, 
predominantly for protection of ecosystems and habitats. These include the following 
projects: 
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 Global Environmental Facility (GEF) Project: “Lake Skadar Integrated Ecosystem 
Management”, implemented in Montenegro and Albania by the World Bank. 

 The Project for “Setting up of the EMERALD Network in Montenegro”, financed 
by and implemented in collaboration with the Council of Europe for the purpose 
of implementing of the Bern Convention and its Resolutions No. 4 and No. 6; 

 “Dinaric Arc Initiative” Project implemented by the Mediterranean Programme 
Office of the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and the sub-project: “Securing 
Biological Diversity in the South-Western Balkans: Nature and Landscape 
Protection in Transboundary Areas of Durmitor – Tara River –Prokletije 
(Montenegro and Albania);  

 Global Environmental Facility (GEF) Project: “Improvement of the Protected Area 
Network and Management in the South-East Dinarides Mountain Ecoregion” is 
being carried out in Montenegro by the UNDP for the purpose of more efficient 
management and representative assessment and adequate selection of habitats 
and ecosystems within the sub-system of protected areas in the region of the 
South-East Dinarides.   

 
 

1.2. System of Nature Protection in Montenegro          
 

The procedure for proclamation of protected natural resources in Montenegro has been 
defined by the Law on Nature Protection.  National Parks are established by a special Act 
promulgated by the Parliament of Montenegro. Strict Nature Reserve, Wilderness Area 
(Special Nature Reserve), Strictly Protected, and Protected Species and Habitats are 
proclaimed by the Government of Montenegro. Regional Parks and Nature Parks, 
Natural Monuments, and Landscapes of Outstanding Qualities located in the local 
government administrative units are proclaimed by the Local Government Assembly 
upon prior approval granted by the Ministry and the Expert Opinion issued by the 
Ministry in charge of agriculture, forestry, and water resources management.   
 
Based on the national legislation, a large number of natural resources have been 
protected in Montenegro, thus securing in situ protection of the most essential 
components of biological diversity. Majority of activities carried out in protected areas 
are aimed at protection of biological diversity in its natural place of origin, i.e. in situ.  
 
Setting up of the National Network of protected areas of nature comprising the existing 
and prospective protected areas is an integral part of Montenegro Government's policy 
the aim of which is to ensure protection of all representative types of habitats, 
ecosystems, and plant and animal species.  For a considerable period of time, the 
projection of the National Network of protected areas has been linked to the system of 
spatial planning and its supreme planning document - the Spatial Plan of Montenegro 
(PP CG).  
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During the past several years, this issue became the focus of interest of other official 
strategies and policies, too.  In addition to projection of the protected areas in the 
coastal zone, as defined in the Spatial Plan for the special use area of the Coastal Zone 
of Montenegro (PPPPN MD CG from 2008), the national system of protected areas of 
nature has also been incorporated into the National Strategy on Sustainable 
Development (from 2006, hereinafter referred to as NSOR), where  the target to 
increase the protected areas to 10% of the state territory and to protect 10% of coastal 
area within the next 3-year planning period was established for the first time.  To this 
aim, the prioritized areas for protection were specified in the NSOR. Similar to the 
procedure adopted in the NSOR, the PPPPN MD CG also incorporates the reviews the 
network of the protected areas of nature along the Montenegrin Littoral and the 
priorities are specified in the National Strategy of Integral Management of the Coastal 
Area of Montenegro, which has been prepared and is now pending adoption by the 
Government of Montenegro.  
 
The national network of protected areas currently covers 109,257 hectares or 7.87 % of 
the territory of Montenegro, the largest share in terms of coverage being taken by the 
four National Parks: Durmitor, Skadarsko jezero (Skadar Lake), Lovćen and Biogradska 
gora (78.3% = 85,695 hectares). The rest includes over 40 protected areas designated as 
the following categories: Natural Monument, Landscape of Outstanding Qualities, and 
(general and special) Nature Reserves (except for Tivatska solila (150 hectares), all the 
Nature Reserves are located within the two National Parks – the Lake of Skadar and 
Durmitor Mt. – thus forming their integral parts).   
 
Although there are several areas designated in the PP CG as potential „Regional Parks“ 
or  „Parks“, respectively, there are no protected areas established in this category, yet.  
 
On the ground of implementation of international agreements (Conventions, Protocols) 
in the field of biodiversity conservation, either ratified by Montenegro or succeed from 
the former Federations/State Union, the following areas have been designated as 
protected areas:  
 

 Skadar Lake National Park (40,000 hectares) has been a protected Ramsar site 
since December 25, 1995, when it was included in the Ramsar List of Wetlands of 
International Importance, as a special habitat of wetland birds (Ramsar List) in 
compliance with the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International 
Importance. The reason for inclusion of the NP Skadar Lake into the Ramsar List 
is its abundance of species and diversity of its ornithofauna. For a long time 
before that, this area had been recognized as an Important Bird Area (IBA). The 
part of Skadar Lake belonging to Albania has also been protected as a Ramsar 
Site since February 2, 2006. 

 Mountain Durmitor National Park and the Tara River Canyon (33,895 hectares) 
have been included in the UNESCO World Natural Heritage List since 1980, in 
compliance with N (ii), (iii) and (iv) criteria of the Convention Concerning the 
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Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO). Two strictly 
protected areas (the Tara River Canyon and Forest Reserve “Crna Poda”) make 
this protected area particularly valuable.  

 The Tara River basin (182,899 hectares) has been included in the World Network 
of Biosphere Reserves (UNESCO Programme on Man and the Biosphere – M&B) 
since January 17, 1977, based on the Convention Concerning the Protection of 
World Cultural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO). 

 The Kotor-Risan Bay (15,000 hectares) has been included in the UNESCO World 
Natural and Cultural Heritage List since October 26, 1979, based on the 
Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage 
(UNESCO). Prior to this international protection, this area had been protected on 
the basis of the local legislation. The relevant Management Plan for this area has 
been prepared and handed over to UNESCO for final approval.  

In addition to the above mentioned areas, there are numerous other areas of nature in 
Montenegro characterized by significant and rich biological diversity, which meet the 
criteria of the aforementioned as well as other international conventions and 
agreements to which Montenegro is one of the contracting parties (Signatory party). 
These include, e.g. the Convention for the Protection of the Mediterranean Sea 
(Barcelona Convention) and its Protocol Concerning Specially Protected Areas and 
Biological Diversity in the Mediterranean allowing for the provision of marine protected 
areas, although none of the protected marine areas have been designated in 
Montenegro so far.  
 
The existing and prospective protected areas include also some transboundary areas. 
The Lake of Skadar, shared between Montenegro and Albania, is for the time being the 
only designated transboundary protected area while its wider environs are recognized 
as a transboundary development zone (PP CG, 2008).  
 
Within the Spatial Plan of Montenegro (PP CG), there is a proposal to designate new 
transboundary protected areas of nature, primarily by expanding the boundaries of the 
National Park Durmitor and linking it to the National Park of Sutjeska in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and the future Regional Park Bioč – Maglić – Volujak in Montenegro. There 
are also proposals to form transboundary protected areas when designating future 
National Parks, i.e.: (i) the NP Orjen in Montenegro could be linked to Orjen and 
Sniježnica regions in Bosnia & Herzegovina and in Croatia; and (ii) the NP Prokletije 
could be linked to the neighboring areas in Albania (Theti, Bjeshkët e Nemuna), and to 
Kosovo, and Serbia.  
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Table 1. Overview of the Existing Protected Areas of National Importance in Montenegro 

 
 

Table 2. Overview of the Existing Protected Areas of International Importance in 

Montenegro 

Name and International Designation of Protected Area Coverage 

    

(hectares) 

% Territory of Montenegro 

(13,812 km2 ) 

Ramsar Site (List of Wetlands of International Importance, 

particularly ornithofauna wetland habitat) 

40,000 
 

                     Skadar Lake 40,000  

World Cultural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO). 48,895  

            Kotor – Risan Bay, the Municipality of Kotor 15,000  

            NP Durmitor including the Tara River Canyon 33,895  

UNESCO Programme on Man and the Biosphere (M&B) 182,889  

The Tara River catchment area 182,889  

TOTAL PROTECTED AREA OF INTERNATIONAL IMPORTANCE 237,899   17.22% 

 

                            TOTAL 
National Designation 

No.           Area (hectares) 

National Park  4 85,695 

Natural Monuments 40 7,739.3 

Landscapes of Outstanding Importance 4 322.5 

Nature Reserves 2 500 

Other areas – municipal decisions 1 15,000 

TOTAL 51 109,257 

  7.87% Territory of Montenegro 



Porej, D. & Stanišić, N., 2009. Results of the initial evaluation of Protected Area 

Management in Montenegro using RAPPAM Methodology. Page 14 

 

 
Figure 1. Protected Area Network  in Montenegro 
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2. METHODOLOGY APPLIED              

2.1. Programme of Work on Protected Areas Concerning the Convention on Biological 
Diversity 

During the 7th Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity in 
2004, a total of 188 members (including Montenegro) agreed upon the Programme of 
Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA), one of the most ambitious environmental protection 
strategies in history. The main objective of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas 
is to render support to establishment and maintenance of terrestrial sites until 2010 
and marine sites until 2012 to ensure a comprehensive, efficiently managed, and 
ecologically representative national and regional protected area systems; collectively, 
such systems (inter alia through a global networking system) should contribute to 
achieving the three objectives of the Convention and the target or 2010, to significantly 
reduce the current rate of biodiversity loss at global, regional, national, and sub-national 
levels, thus contributing to poverty reduction and aiming at sustainable development 
and thereby supporting the goals of the Strategic Plan of the Convention, Plan of 
Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable Development, and the relevant 
Millennium Development Goals.  
 
Goal 4.2 of the PoWPA Convention on Biological Diversity stipulates the following:  
„The parties are encouraged to adopt and implement by 2010 the frameworks for 
monitoring, evaluating, and reporting on protected area management effectiveness at 
sites, national, and regional systems, and within transboundary protected areas“;   
 
With the following specific activities: 
4.2.1  Develop and adopt appropriate assessment standards   
4.2.2  Evaluate the effectiveness of protected area management of at least 30% of 

each Party's protected areas and at national PA system level  
4.2.3  Include information resulting from evaluation of protected areas management 

effectiveness in national reports under the Convention on Biological Diversity 
4.2.4  Implement key recommendations as an integral part of adaptive management 

strategies. 
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2.2. Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) 
Methodology 
 
WWF's RAPPAM Methodology draws on the evaluation framework developed by the 
World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA). The WCPA framework is based on the 
management cycle. It includes six main assessment elements: context, planning, inputs, 
processes, outputs, and outcomes.  
 
Table 3. Assessment Elements in WWF's Rapid Assessment Questionnaire 

 

RAPPAM offers policy makers a tool for achieving the Goal 4.2 of the PoWPA resulting 
from the Convention on Biological Diversity by ensuring a rapid assessment of the 
overall protected area management efficiency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

PA Design and 

Planning  
Inputs Management Processes  Management Outputs 

 

 PA objectives 

 

 Legal security 

 

 Site design and 

planning 

 

 

 Staff 

 Communication 

and information 

 

 Infrastructure 

 Finances 

 

 Management planning 

 

 Management practices 

 

 Research, monitoring, and 

evaluation 

 

 Threat prevention 

 

 Site restoration 

 Wildlife management 

 

 Community outreach 

 

 Visitor and tourist 

management 

 

 Infrastructure development 

 

Management and inventorying 

planning 

    

 Staff monitoring, supervising, 

and evaluation 

 

 Staff training and 

development 

 

 Research and monitoring  

outputs 
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2.3. Implementing the RAPPAM Methodology in Montenegro       
 
The RAPPAM Questionnaire includes 
over 100 questions (Annex I). The most 
thorough and effective approach to the 
implementation of this methodology is 
to hold an interactive workshop in 
which the protected area managers 
would fully participate in the 
assessment of the protected areas, 
analysis of the results, and identification 
of the next steps and priorities. The 
workshop preparations included 
translation of the RAPPAM 
Questionnaire and the questions were 
adapted to the situation in Montenegro. 
The Questionnaire was distributed to 
the managers and the workshop 
participants one month prior to the 
dates scheduled for the workshop. 
 
The RAPPAM Workshop was held at the 
City Hotel in Podgorica on March 10 and 
11, 2009. The workshop was attended 
by representatives of the Public 
Enterprise for National Parks, the 
directors of the NP „Durmitor“  and  
„Lovćen“, the representatives of the 
Public Enterprise „Morsko Dobro (The 
Coastal Zone)“, and of the Municipalities 
of  Nikšić, Tivat, and Herceg Novi. The 
Workshop was moderated by Deni 
Porej, the Head of WWF Mediterranean 
Programme Office in Serbia in 
collaboration with Nataša Stanišić from 
the Institute for Nature Protection, and 
Novak Čađenović from the Ministry of 
Tourism and Environmental Protection. 
After the introductory part and 

agreement on terminology and 
methodology issues, the participants 
answered to the group of questions 3-
13 through discussion and clarification 
of some dilemmas. This approach 
offered an active participation to all the 
participants, a possibility of comparison, 
respectively agreement on assessment 
criteria. The assessment was finished 
during the first day of the workshop, the 
data were processed by the organizing 
team and the findings were presented 
and discussed during the second day of 
the workshop when the final version of 
the assessment findings was agreed 
upon. The Workshop Agenda is attached 
to this document as Annex II. In view of 
the fact that the directors of the NP 
"Skadarsko jezero“ and „Biogradska 
gora“ did not attend the workshop, the 
participants did not answer the group of 
questions belonging to the Category: 
Pressures and Threats. Since these are 
very specific questions, the 
representatives of the Public Enterprise 
for National Parks were unable to 
respond to these questions as they did 
for the group of questions from 3-13. 
During the workshop it was agreed to 
send these questions subsequently to 
the managers of all the National Parks 
and to process and eventually include 
their answers in the report. This 
procedure was actually followed after 
completion of the workshop.  
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3. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS               

 
Following the RAPPAM Methodology, the results and analyses are divided into five categories:  
 
A. Pressures and Threats on Protected Areas 
B. PA Site Design and Planning  
C. PA Inputs 
D. Management Processes 
E. Outputs 
F. Other Protected Areas  
 
 

3.1. Pressures and threats on protected areas (Question 2)        
 
For the purpose of this analysis, „pressures“ were defined as activities that had already 
had a detrimental impact on a NP, and „threats“ as activities in which a detrimental 
impact is likely to occur or continue to have the detrimental impact on a NP in the 
future. Pressures and Threats were linked to the goals and objectives of the protected 
areas and were scored based on their extent, impact, and permanence (please see 
Annex 1 – RAPPAM Questionnaire).  
 
The List of the Most Relevant Pressures and Threats for the Protected Areas in 
Montenegro was prepared by the staff of the Institute for Nature Protection and WWF. 
The List was submitted to all the participants prior to and during the workshop. 
 
Since the directors of the NPs Skadarsko jezero“ and „Biogradska gora“ did not attend 
the workshop, the participants did not respond to the group of questions belonging to 
the Category: Pressures and Threats. Consequently, there was no discussion on these 
very important issues, and as a result, only some brief comments were made. These 
questions were subsequently submitted to the managers of the National Parks and their 
responses, after their processing by the organizing team, were eventually included into 
the report.  
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3.1.1. Forest Authorities and Management of Forest Resources 
 
This issue here includes legal and illegal logging, including other problems related to 
forest administration and management authorities.  
 

 
Figure 2. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to forest 
authorities and management of forest resources 

 
Forest administration and management of forest resources has been an issue identified 
only at the NP “Skadarsko jezero” and the situation there has remained constant during 
the last five years. The extent and impact of the issue do not jeopardize the major goals 
and objectives of this PA, but the severity of this pressure/threat is likely to leave 
permanent consequences. There is a minor forest administration and management issue 
at the NP “Durmitor” but this is not likely to pose a threat in the next 5 years, since 
forestation is a regular annual activity there. Sanitation felling is performed within the 
boundaries of this National Park. The remaining two National Parks have no issues 
related to forest administration and management.  
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3.1.2. Alien Invasive Species 
 

 
Figure 3. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to alien 
invasive species 
 
There are no alien invasive species in any of the National Parks, as illustrated in the 
above graph. 
 
 

3.1.3. Hunting and Fishing 
 

 
Figure 4. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to hunting 
and fishing 
 
Hunting and fishing do not represent a significant threat in the NPs “Biogradska gora”, 
“Lovćen”, and “Durmitor”. Namely, there are regular recreational fishing activities in the 
NP “Durmitor” and there are no irregularities there. There is the problem of illegal 
hunting and fishing in the NP “Skadarsko jezero”, and it is estimated that the severity of 
the impact of this pressure will leave permanent consequences.  
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3.1.4. Unsettled Property-rights Relations 
 

 
Figure 5. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to unsettled 
property – right relations 

 
This issue does not create serious problems for the NPs “Lovćen” and “Biogradska gora”. 
However, there are some unsettled property-rights relations in the NP “Durmitor”, 
which are likely to pose a significant threat in the future. Namely, according to the new 
Law on National Parks (due to be passed shortly), private land owners (of approximately 
20% of the overall territory of the NP) will be entitled to financial compensation for land 
tenure or use rights. There are also unsettled property-rights relations in the NP 
“Skadarsko jezero”, but on a smaller scale.   
 
 
3.1.5. Change of Land Use 
 

 
Figure 6. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to change 
of land use 
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Change of land use in the NP „Durmitor“ is currently a less evident pressure but it is 
likely to pose a significant threat to the boundaries of the NP during the next 5 years. 
This type of pressure/threat is somewhat less evident in the territory of the NP 
„Skadarsko jezero“, and does not exist in the remaining two NPs. 
 
 
3.1.6. Water Resources Management 
 

 
Figure 7. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to water 
resources management 
 
This is not a significant pressure/threat to the National Parks. There are plans to 
construct water intake structures within the boundaries of the NP “Lovćen”, for water 
supply purposes. 
 
 
3.1.7. Waste Waters 
 

 
Figure 8. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to waste 
waters 
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The NP “Skadarsko jezero” has minor problems with waste waters, which are unlikely to 
have a trend of significant impact on goals and objectives of the protecion.  
 
 
3.1.8. Tourism and Recreation 
 

 
Figure 9. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to tourism 
and recreation 
 
In view of the fact that the NP “Skadarsko jezero” is close to Podgorica and it is open to 
visitors throughout the year, there is a persistent problem within the boundaries of this 
Park, and this impact in form of a threat is likely to increase during the next 5 years, in 
view of probable increase in the number of tourists visiting our country. 
 
 
3.1.9. Vegetation Successions 
 

 
Figure 10. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to 
vegatation succesion 
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If present at all (“Durmitor”), this is generally not a threat to the National Parks, except 
in the NP “Skadarsko jezero” where there is a slight probability that this threat may 
occur and, if it does occur, its impact during the next 5 years would be permanent. 
 
 
3.1.10. Fire Protection Issue  
 

 
Figure 11. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to fire 
protection issue 
 

Fire protection is a serious issue for the managers of the National Parks, primarily due to 
the negligence of visitors/tourists who start fire at places that are not designated for this 
purpose or where it is not allowed. Climate conditions also contribute to fires in these 
areas (extremely hot summer months and low precipitation). There is a need for 
appropriate infrastructure facilities within the boundaries of the National Parks so that 
the fire brigades could do the job in a more efficient manner. 
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3.1.11. Construction of Dams 
 

 
Figure 12. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to 
construction of dams 
 

This is not a significant pressure/threat in the National Parks, except for the NP 
“Skadarsko jezero” where there is a slight probability that construction of dams in the 
next 5 years may represent a threat the impact of which will be permanent. 
 
 
3.1.12. Waste Disposal 
 

 
Figure 13. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to waste 
disposal 
 
Waste disposal is an issue at the territory of the NP „Skadarsko jezero”. The number of 
visitors/tourist touring this Park throughout the year is probably one of the major 
contributing factors. 
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3.1.13. Trends 
 
Which pressures might be decreased and which are likely to remain the problems for 
the future? A certain insight into this area can be obtained by comparing the degree of 
pressures (current status) and overall (future) threats.  
 

 
Figure 14. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to trends 
 
Based on the answers presented in the graph, the managers of the National Parks agree 
that the importance of the issues of forest administration and management of forest 
resources, hunting and fishing, water resources management, waste waters, tourism 
and recreation, vegetation succession, construction of dams, and waste disposal in 
these protected areas will be decreased to a certain extent in the future. However, as 
far as the threats are concerned, unsettled property-rights relations, change of land use, 
and fire protection issues are showing a highly growing trend in the future and 
consequently, great attention should be paid to these issues. 
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4. PA DESIGN AND PLANNING (Questions 3-5)         
 
In this section we are presenting the participants' answers to the group of questions 
related to identification of the PA objectives, legal security, and sites.  
 

 
Figure 15. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to overall 
planning 
 
At overall system-level, we may conclude that the legal protection and clearly defined 
goals and objectives related to biodiversity preservation are the system strengths (the 
respondents answered „Yes“ or „Mostly yes“ to these questions). Detailed analysis of 
related questions is given in the following chapters. 
 
 
4.1. PA Objectives (Question 3)               
 

 
Figure 16. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to 
planning – the protected area objectives 
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The goals and objectives of the protected areas (National Parks) fully or mostly envisage 
the protection and conservation of biological diversity in all the National Parks. Specific 
objectives related to biological diversity are fully or mostly clearly specified in all the 
management plans, which have been adopted or are currently being elaborated. 
Management policies and plans are fully or mostly harmonized with the goals and 
objectives of protected areas in all the National Parks. Staff and managers of the 
National Parks generally fully or mostly understand the goals and objectives and 
protected area policies. There are not enough supervisors at the NP „Durmitor“ and that 
is why a lot of staff has only elementary education (there is a need for staff training and 
education). As regards the local community support to the management objectives, 
minor problems do exist at the NP „Durmitor“. Namely, there is a conflict with the local 
community of the Municipality of Mojkovac (the NP covers the territory of 5 
municipalities) over use of parts of the Reserve Area for their rafting routes along the 
Tara River. At the NP „Skadarsko jezero“, the local community does not as yet fully 
support the management goals and objectives. However, the relations between the NP's 
management structure and the local community have improved significantly. 
 
 
4.2. Legal Security (Question 4)               
 

 
Figure 17. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to 
planning - legal security 
 
All the National Parks are provided with long-term, legally binding protection. 
Generally speaking, there are very few or no unsettled disputes at all in relation to the 
land tenure or the use of land in the National Parks. The boundary demarcation is 
completely adequate or mostly adequate to enable meeting of the protected area 
objectives. Conflicts with the local communities are fully or mostly resolved fairly and 
effectively. Majority of the participants emphasized the lack of control in the National 
Parks and a need for the presence of environmental inspection, water resources 
management, and building inspections.  
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4.3. Site design and planning (Question 5)            
 

 
Figure 18. The overall degree of pressures and threats in protected areas due to 
planning site and design 
 
Designation of a protected area site is fully or mainly in compliance with the objectives 
of the protected area. Location and configuration of a PA mainly optimize protection of 
biodiversity. System of zoning of a protected area is fully or generally adequate to attain 
the objectives of the protected area. The National Park (NP) „Skadarsko jezero“ has a 
different zoning system with respect to the other parks. Namely, zoning in this park is 
tentative (it is not specifically zoned). However, within the acceptance of the new 
Management Plan for this park, a new map with zones was made so that the corrected 
zoning will ensure a higher level of protection. Based on the answers provided, land use 
in the surrounding areas generally does not enable efficient management of the 
protected areas. A stronger support by the local communities is required as well as 
major resources for enforcement of the law. The protected areas (NPs) are not or are 
not generally connected with other preserved or protected areas (except for the NP 
„Lovćen“). General conclusion of all the participants was that the protected areas that 
are outside the level of the national parks should be promulgated as new ones and their 
managers should be appointed and also that the existing protected areas should be 
revised. 
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5. INPUTS IN THE PROTECTED AREAS (QUESTIONS 6-9)       
 
In this part of the Report, we are presenting the answers of the participants to the group 
of questions that are related to employment, communication, infrastructure, and 
finances of the protected areas. 
 

 
Figure 19. The overall degree ofinputs in protected areas 
 
At the level of the entire system, we may conclude that communications and the 
existing infrastructure are generally the strengths of the system. The number of staff, 
training, employment conditions, and future funding are the areas in which the 
workshop participants indicated that there are certain problems. A more detailed 
review of those issues is presented in the sections below.  
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5.1. Staffing (Question 6)                
 

 
Figure 20. The overall degree of staff inputs in protected areas 
 
In most of the parks, the employment level is generally not sufficient for efficient 
management of the areas. The main problem is lack of key staff – spatial planners, 
ichthyologists, and guides. General conclusion is that there are no interested 
professionals as well as that the technical conditions are at a low level. When the NP 
“Skadarsko jezero“ is in question, the situation is different. Namely, formerly Skadar 
Lake had been the sorest spot. However, the staff has been trained and the level of 
protection has been raised to a higher level. The staff members in the parks generally 
have the required skills to conduct critical management activities. The training and 
possibilities for further development are generally suitable to the needs of the staff. 
Representatives of the parks stressed the need for education of the staff – to learn 
foreign languages, for contacts with the local communities (PRs) as well as to train the 
staff to draw up projects. The biggest need for the training of staff is in the NP 
„Durmitor“. Performance of the staff and the progress in attaining goals and objectives 
are periodically supervised in all the parks. Employment conditions are generally 
inadequate to retain high-quality staff. The problem is generally inability to stimulate 
and motivate them as well as insufficient financial resources. 
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5.2. Communication and information (Question 7)          
 

 
Figure 21. The overall degree of communication inputs in protected areas 
 
According to the opinion of the participants, within the parks, there are or generally are 
adequate means of communication between staff members in offices and in the field. 
The biggest problem in all the parks is data processing and their systematization. 
Namely, when management plans are adopted, there should be a database, which is 
based on research, which is not the case in our parks (in protected areas in general). 
There are no IT systems with us, at some places there are no data and at others they 
exist but they need to be systematized. In the parks, there is generally efficient 
communication with the local community. The exception is the NP „Biogradska gora“ 
where it is on a low level. 
 
 
5.3. Infrastructure (Question 8)               
 

 
Figure 22. The overall degree of infrastucure inputs in protected areas 
 
Transportation infrastructure and field equipment are either fully or generally suitable 
to conduct critical management activities. 
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Adequate maintenance and looking after equipment either fully or generally guarantee 
its long-term use. Visitor facilities are fully or generally suitable for use. Representatives 
of the parks pointed out that there is a lack of space for the staff. 
 
 
5.4. Finances (Question 9)                
 

 
Figure 23. The overall degree of financial inputs in protected areas 
 
In all the parks, funding was generally adequate to conduct critical management 
activities in the past 5 years. The NP „Skadarsko jezero“ has a high level of funding 
because it is open for visitors throughout the year as opposed to the NP „Biogradska 
gora“, which is open for a few months and thereby it has a lower inflow of financial 
resources. However, the Austrian-Montenegrin partnership has financially assisted 
construction of infrastructure in the territory of this park and contributed to rising of the 
tourist product to a higher level. Each national park has a financial plan and a five-year 
management plan. The Public Enterprise for National Parks as the legal and economic 
subject, which manages the national parks, does not have sufficient financial resources 
(lacking 30 – 40%). Big companies do not express any major interest in investing in the 
national parks, or, in ecology/environment in general, so that it can be concluded that, 
at the level of all parks, there is a lack of partnership between the private and public 
institutions. 
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6. MANAGEMENT PROCESSES (QUESTIONS 10-12)          
 
In this part, we present the answers of the participants to the group of questions that 
are related to the management planning, management decision making, and to 
research, evaluation, and monitoring. 
 

 
Figure 24. The overall degree of processes in protected areas 
 
 
6.1. Management Planning (Question 10)            
 

 
Figure 25. The overall degree of processes – management planning in protected areas 
 
The parks have or generally have comprehensive management plans (Programs of 
protection and development – on annual level). According to the opinion of the 
participants, the parks generally have inventories of natural and cultural resources. The 
weakest segment in this aspect of management is, according to assessments, the system 
of monitoring and incorporation of thus obtained feedback data in the management 
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plans. Namely, aspects that are monitored are included in planning but a few things are 
monitored and many things should be monitored. The participants pointed out that 
there are insufficient financial resources for the monitoring projects. Generally, 
Montenegro needs systemic scientific research that would be included in the plans for 
the development of national parks. 
 
6.2. Management Decision Making (Question 11)          
 

 
Figure 26. The overall degree of processes – management decision making in protected 
areas 
 
The parks have clear internal organizations. Decision making is fully or generally 
transparent. The staff fully or generally regularly cooperates with partners, local 
community, and other organizations. Local communities generally do not take part in 
the decisions that affect them. They generally participate in adoption of spatial plans 
since they are adopted by the Parliament but not when the management plans (five-
year) are in question, which are adopted by the Government because it is not stipulated 
in the law. When the management plan for the NP “Skadarsko jezero” was adopted, the 
local community was surveyed. According to the new Law on National Parks (which has 
not as yet been adopted), a new body will be formed – Council of National Parks 
(nominated by the Government), with the representatives from local bodies, which will 
participate in drawing up and adopting of programs and one-year plans and the 
recommendations of which will not be binding but will be very important.  
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6.3. Research, Evaluation, and Monitoring (Question 12)        
 

 
Figure 27. The overall degree of processes – research and monitoring in protected areas 
 
Impact of legal and illegal use of the PAs is fully or generally closely monitored and 
recorded. In the NPs “Durmitor” and “Skadarsko jezero”, research on key ecological 
issues is generally consistent with the needs of the PAs, while the representatives of the 
NPs “Biogradska gora” and “Lovćen” answered to this question with “generally not”. All 
the participants pointed out that systemic research is required. Research on key social 
issues is generally not consistent with the needs of the PA. Only in the NP “Skadarsko 
jezero” there is a positive trend, i.e. attention is increasingly devoted to the socio-
economic context. 
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7. OUTPUTS (QUESTION 13)              
 
To the request to assess whether the outputs were consistent with the threats and 
pressures, the PA objectives, and annual workplans in the past two years, the 
participants generally gave positive answers. 
 

 
Figure 28. The overall degree of outputs distribution in protected areas 
 

 
Figure 29. The overall degree of outputs in protected areas  
 
In the past 2 years, the following outputs were generally consistent with the threats and 
pressures, the PA objectives, and the annual work plans: 

 Threat prevention and detection, and law enforcement in all the parks.  
 Site restoration and mitigation efforts in all the parks. 
 Wildlife and habitat management in all the parks except in the NP „Skadarsko 

jezero“ in which it is generally not the case. 
 Community outreach and education in all the parks. 
 Full visitor and tourist management in the NPs „Durmitor“ and „Lovćen, 

generally also in the NPs „Skadarsko jezero“ and „Biogradska gora“. 



Porej, D. & Stanišić, N., 2009. Results of the initial evaluation of Protected Area 

Management in Montenegro using RAPPAM Methodology. Page 38 

 

 Full infrastructure development in the NP „Skadarsko jezero“ and generally also 
in other parks. 

 Management planning and inventorying in all the parks.  
 Full staff monitoring, supervision, and evaluation in the NP “Biogradska gora“ 

and generally also in other parks. 
 Staff training and development in all the parks. 
 Research and monitoring outputs in the NPs „Durmitor“ and „Lovćen“ generally 

yes, in the NP „Biogradska gora“ generally no. The NP „Skadarsko jezero“ did not 
give an answer to this question. 

 
 

8. OTHER PROTECTED AREAS IN MONTENEGRO         
 
The representatives of the protected areas of the municipalities of Nikšić, Tivat, and 
Herceg Novi and the representatives of the Coastal Zone Public Enterprise were present 
at the workshop. For the protected areas, which are situated in their respective 
territories, there are only resolutions on protection but their managers have not been 
appointed. Some protected areas are new (Solila) and do not have managers as yet. In 
view of the fact that the RAPPAM methodology is related to direct managers of the 
protected areas, they could not fill in the questionnaire but with their constructive 
questions and suggestions they gave a significant contribution to this workshop. Their 
conclusion is that it is necessary to revise the protected areas in Montenegro and to put 
them under protection once again. This should be regulated by enforcement of the new 
Law on Nature Protection, which would assign competences and define financial 
resources. The Service for Environmental Protection of the municipality of Nikšić in 
communication with the Ministry of Tourism and Environmental Protection got the 
information that, pursuant to Article 126, paragraph 1, of the Law on Nature Protection, 
the problem area of elaboration of the management structures will be defined by 
special bylaws, which will be passed within a year as of coming into force of the above 
Law. 
 
 

9. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS          
 
As the actual participants concluded at the end of the workshop, it represented a 
successfully managed process of joint assessment, mutual comparison, and 
harmonization of opinions. All the participants had a very positive attitude towards the 
actual methodology offered by RAPPAM as well as to its implementation in the course 
of the workshop. 
This was actually the first systematical and managed process of assessment of the 
success in the management of the protected areas in Montenegro and the possibility to 
present their own impressions, to individually and in groups assess the state, and to 
loudly propose some possible solutions was of a special importance to the participants. 
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Same as majority of interactive workshops, this one was as well an opportunity to 
exchange experiences and to learn from each others. The participants were 
predominantly the managers of the protected areas. 
In the final discussion, they also expressed their regret that a number of invited 
managers were not in a position to participate and thereby make the assessment even 
more comprehensive.  
The following conclusions and recommendations are based on the outputs of this first 
assessment of the success in the management of the protected areas as well as on the 
constructive discussion and contribution of all the participants: 
 

1. It is necessary to revise the protected areas in Montenegro and to put them 
under protection once again. This should be regulated by enforcement of the 
new Law on Nature Protection, which would assign competencies and define 
financial resources; 

2. The protected areas outside the level of the national parks should be 
promulgated as new ones and their managers should be appointed; 

3. It is necessary to strengthen inspection protection (environmental inspection, 
water resources management inspection, and building inspection); 

4. When planning and designing a site, a stronger support by the local community 
is required as well as major resources for law enforcement; 

5. Assessment of the staffing level and the PA staff development potentials points 
to the need for training of the staff (foreign language courses, for contacts with 
local communities, to draw up projects). Employment conditions are generally 
inadequate to retain a high-quality staff. The problem is inability to stimulate and 
motivate them as well as insufficient financial resources; 

6. The biggest problem in all the parks is data processing and their systematization. 
Namely, when adopting management plans, there should exist a database, which 
is based on research;  

7. Partnership between the private and public institutions with regard to financing; 
8. Building of capacities of the managers of the protected areas concerning 

absorption of budgetary and donor funds;  
9. Involvement of the local communities in the management of the PAs; 
10. Montenegro requires systemic scientific research, which would be included in 

the plans for development of the national parks. Monitoring projects require 
major financial resources; 

11. Fostering of research projects the outputs of which would contribute to the 
collection of data on the socio-economic status and possibilities for development 
of the community, which would be accessible by the managers and incorporated 
in their respective management plans. 
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ANNEXES                    
 

ANNEX 1.                    
 

RAPPAM QUESTIONNAIRE 
WWF 

RAPID ASSESSMENT AND PRIORITIZATION  
OF PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT  

 (RAPPAM) METHODOLOGY 
 
 

RAPID ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
 

1.   BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

a) Name of protected area: ……………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

b) Date established: …………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

c) Size of protected area: ............................................................................................................................................... 

d) Name of respondent: ……..…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

e) Date survey completed: ………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

f) Annual budget: ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

g) Specific management objectives: 
 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

h) Critical protected area (PA) activities: 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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                                                             PRESSURES AND THREATS 

2.   PRESSURES AND THREATS  
 

Pressure: 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

○  Has                         ○ Has not been a pressure in the last 5 years 

In the past 5 years this activity has : The overall severity of this pressure over the past 5 years has been: 
 

○ Increased sharply 
○ Increased slightly 
○ Remained constant 
○ Decreased slightly 
○ Decreased sharply 
 

Extent 
○ Throughout (>50%) 
○ Widespread (15–50%) 
○ Scattered (5–15%) 
○ Localized (<5%) 
 

Impact 
○ Severe 
○ High 
○ Moderate 
○ Mild 
 

Permanence 
○  Permanent (>100 years) 
○  Long term (20–100 years) 
○  Medium term (5–20 years) 
○ Short term (<5 years) 
 

Threat: 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

○ Will ○ Will not be a threat in the next 5 years 
 

The probability of the threat 
occurring is: 

The overall severity of this threat over the next 5 years is likely to be: 

○  Very high 
○  High 
○  Medium 
○  Low 
○  Very low 
 

Extent 
○ Throughout (>50%) 
○ Widespread (15–50%) 
○ Scattered (5–15%) 
○ Localized (<5%) 
 

Impact 

○ Severe 
○ High 
○ Moderate 
○ Mild 
 

Permanence 

○ Permanent (>100 years) 
○  Long term (20–100 years) 
○  Medium term (5–20 years) 
○  Short term (<5 years) 
 

 

 
Pressures and Threats:  
1. Forest management 
2. Alien invasive species 
3. Hunting and fishing 
4. Unsettled property-rights relations 
5. Change of land use 
6. Water resources management 
7. Waste waters 
8. Tourism and recreation 
9. Vegetation successions  
10. Problem area of fire protection 
11. Construction of dams 
12. Waste disposal 
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PLANNING 

3. OBJECTIVES  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) PA objectives provide for the protection and 
maintenance of biodiversity. 

 

                    b) Specific biodiversity-related objectives are 
clearly stated in the management plan. 

 

                    c) Management policies and plans are consistent 
with the PA objectives. 

 

                    d) PA employees and administrators understand 
the PA objectives and policies. 

 

                    e) Local communities support the overall 
objectives of the PA. 

 

 

4. LEGAL SECURITY  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) The PA has long-term legally binding 
protection. 

 

                    b) There are no unsettled disputes regarding land 
tenure or use rights. 

 

                    c) Boundary demarcation is adequate to meet the 
PA objectives. 

 

                    d) Staff and financial resources are adequate to 
conduct critical law enforcement activities. 

 

                    e) Conflicts with the local community are resolved 
fairly and effectively. 

 

 

5. SITE DESIGN AND PLANNING  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) The siting of the PA is consistent with the PA 
objectives. 

 

                    b) The layout and configuration of the PA 
optimizes the conservation of biodiversity. 

 

                    c) The PA zoning system is adequate to achieve 

the PA objectives. 

 

                    d) The land use in the surrounding area enables 
effective PA management. 

 

                    e) The PA is linked to another area of conserved or 

protected land. 
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INPUTS 

6. STAFFING  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) The level of staffing is sufficient to effectively 
manage the area. 

 

                    b) Staff members have adequate skills to conduct 

critical management activities. 

 

                    c) Training and development opportunities are 

appropriate to the needs of the staff. 

 

                    d) Staff performance and progress on targets are 
periodically reviewed. 

 

                    e) Staff employment conditions are sufficient to 
retain high-quality staff. 

 

 

7. COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) There are adequate means of communication 
between field and office staff. 

 

                    b) Existing ecological and socio-economic data are 
adequate for management planning. 

 

                    c) There are adequate means of collecting new 
data. 

 

                    d) There are adequate systems for processing and 
analyzing data. 

 

                    e) There is effective communication with local 
communities. 

 

 

8. INFRASTRUCTURE  

Y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) Transportation infrastructure is adequate to 
perform critical management activities. 

 

                    b) Field equipment is adequate to perform critical 
management activities. 

 

                    c) Staff facilities are adequate to perform critical 
management activities. 

 

                    d) Maintenance and care of equipment is 
adequate to ensure long-term use. 

 

                    e) Visitor facilities are appropriate to the level of 
visitor use. 
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9. FINANCES  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    
a) Funding in the past 5 years has been adequate 
to conduct critical management activities. 

 

                    
b) Funding for the next 5 years is adequate to 
conduct critical management activities. 

 

                    
c) Financial management practices enable 
efficient and effective PA management. 

 

                    
d) The allocation of expenditures is appropriate to 
PA priorities and objectives. 

 

                    
e) The long-term financial outlook for the PA is 
stable. 

 

 

PROCESSES 

10. MANAGEMENT PLANNING  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) There is a comprehensive, relatively recent 
written management plan. 

 

                    b) There is a comprehensive inventory of natural 
and cultural resources. 

 

                    c) There is an analysis of, and strategy for 
addressing, PA threats and pressures. 

 

                    d) A detailed work plan identifies specific targets 
for achieving management objectives. 

 

                    e) The results of research and monitoring are 
routinely incorporated into planning. 

 

 

 

 

11. MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKING  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) There is clear internal organization.  

                    b) Management decision making is transparent.  

                    c) PA staff regularly collaborate with partners, 
local communities, and other organizations. 

 

                    d) Local communities participate in decisions that 
affect them. 

 

                    e) There is effective communication between all 
levels of PA staff and administration. 

 



Porej, D. & Stanišić, N., 2009. Results of the initial evaluation of Protected Area 

Management in Montenegro using RAPPAM Methodology. Page 45 

 

 

12. RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND MONITORING  

y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    
a) The impact of legal and illegal uses of the PA 
are accurately monitored and recorded. 

 

                    
b) Research on key ecological issues is 
consistent with the needs of the PA. 

 

                    
c) Research on key social issues is consistent with 
the needs of the PA. 

 

                    
d) PA staff members have regular access to 
recent scientific research and advice. 

 

                    
e) Critical research and monitoring needs are 
identified and prioritized. 

 

 

     

 

 

OUTPUTS 

13. OUTPUTS  

In the last 2 years, the following outputs have been consistent with the threats and pressures, PA objectives, and annual 
work plan: 
y     m/y    m/n    n 
 

 Notes 

                    a) Threat prevention, detection and law 
enforcement. 

 

                    b) Site restoration and mitigation efforts.  

                    c) Wildlife or habitat management.  

                    d) Community outreach and education efforts.  

                    e) Visitor and tourist management.  

                    f) Infrastructure development.  

                    g) Management planning and inventorying.  

                    h) Staff monitoring, supervision, and evaluation.  

                    i) Staff training and development.  

                    j) Research and monitoring outputs.  
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ANNEX 2.                    
 

AGENDA OF THE RAPPAM WORKSHOP 
Hotel City, Podgorica, March 10 – 11, 2009 

 
 Arrival of participants and accommodation in the Hotel “City”,  
 Dinner (subject to the time of arrival) 

 
 
DAY 1 (10/03/2009) 
 
9:00 OPENING OF THE WORKSHOP 

 - A representative of the Ministry of Tourism and Environmental Protection- 
9:10 INTRODUCTION: The objective of the RAPPAM workshop and expected results  

- A representative of the Ministry of Tourism and Environmental Protection- 
9:20 RAPPAM introductory presentation with questions  

-WWF- 
10:00 Coffee break 
10:30 Introduction in the area of Pressures and Threats with questions  

–WWF- 
11:00 Answers to the questions related to the pressures/threats in a protected area  
  

(Question No. 2) 
13:00 Luncheon 
14:00 Familiarization with the manner of answering to the questions 3-13 (WWF) 
14:20 WORK IN GROUPS: Questions 3-13  
18:00 Dinner 
 
DAY 2 (11/03/2009) 
 
8:30 RESULTS OF THE WORK ON THE FIRST DAY OF THE WORKSHOP - presentation and 
discussion  
10:00 Coffee break 
10:30 Discussion on the steps to follow 
13:00 Evaluation and closing of the workshop  

-WWF, National coordinator- 
13:30 Luncheon 
Departure of participants 
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ANNEX 3.                    

 

LIST AND CONTACT DATA OF THE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS  

It. 

No. 
Institution 

Name and 

family name 
Telephone Mobile E-mail 

1. 
Public Enterprise for 

National Parks 
Veselin Luburić 020/ 658071 

069/ 

358094 
jpnpcg@cg.yu 

2. 
Public Enterprise for 

National Parks 

Dragan 

Dragićević 
020/ 658071 020/658071 jpnpcg@cg.yu 

3. 
Public Enterprise for 

National Parks 

Danilo 

Medenica 
/ 069/894448 dzony@cg.yu 

4. NP “Lovćen” Vaso Uskoković / 
069/ 

025661 
/ 

5. NP “Lovćen” 
Mirjana 

Uskoković 
/ 

069/ 

328858 
uskokovicm@yahoo.com 

6. NP “Durmitor” Tomo Pajović 052/ 360228 
069/ 

048806 
npdurmitor@cg.yu 

7. 

Service for 

Environmental 

Protection of the 

municipality of Nikšić 

Vera Mirković 040/ 245710 
069/ 

386083 
mirkovicvera@yahoo.com 

8. 

Secretariat for Town 

Planning and 

Environmental 

Protection of the 

municipality of Tivat 

Zorica Gverović 032/ 674659 067/225950 urban-tivat@cg.yu 

9. 

Environmental 

Division of the 

municipality of 

Herceg Novi 

Sofija Jokić / 069/367208 sofija.jokic@gmail.com 

10. Public Enterprise 

“Morsko Dobro (The 

Nemanja 

Malovrazić 
033/452709 / gonetalo@t-com.me 



Porej, D. & Stanišić, N., 2009. Results of the initial evaluation of Protected Area 

Management in Montenegro using RAPPAM Methodology. Page 48 

 

It. 

No. 
Institution 

Name and 

family name 
Telephone Mobile E-mail 

Coastal Zone)” 

11. 

Public Enterprise 

“Morsko Dobro (The 

Coastal Zone)” 

Aleksandra 

Ivanović 
033/452709 / 

aleksandra.ivanovic@mors

kodobro.com 

12. 

Ministry of Tourism 

and Environmental 

Protection 

Zorana 

Gregović 
/ 069/553054 zoranag@cg.yu 

13. 

Ministry of Tourism 

and Environmental 

Protection  

Novak 

Čađenović 
020/228511 067/232301 novak.cadjenovic@gov.me 

14. 

Ministry of Tourism 

and Environmental 

Protection 

Jelena Knežević 020/228516 067/225604 jelena.knezevic@gov.me 

15. 
Institute for Nature 

Protection 
Zlatko Bulić 020/622992 067 255628 zlatkobulic@cg.yu 

16. 
Institute for Nature 

Protection 
Nataša Stanišić 020/622992 067/523000 stanisicn@yahoo.com 

17. NGO Green home Jovana Ostojić / 067/874493 jovana.green@cg.yu 

18. NGO Green home 
Nataša 

Kovačević 
020/609376 067/605060 greenhome@t-com.me 

19. / Katarina Vukšić / 067 807800 vkatarina@hotmail.com 

20. WWF Deni Porej 
+381/112275

548 

+381/63 

1052050 
dporej@wwfmedpo.org 

21. WWF Stella Šatalić 
+385/1 2361 

653 

+385 99 

2101679 
ssatalic@wwfmedpo.org 

 


