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1. Introduction

During the period 1997-2006 mapping projects of semi-natural and natural grassaads w
initiated by the Royal Dutch Society for Nature Conservation (KNNV) inectadlaboration
with colleague-organisations in Central and Eastern Europe. The projecténaesoally
supported by the Dutch government in the framework of the BBI-MATRA Prograamde (
predecessors).

The following projects were executed with mentioning the countries, the paatrbtbe
period of project execution:
- Estonia: Estonian Fund for Nature and Estonian Seminatural Community
Conservation Association: period 1998-2001
- Latvia: Latvian Fund for Nature: period 1999-2003
- Lithuania: Lithuanian Fund for Nature and Institute of Botany: period 2002-2005
- Slovakia: Daphne, Institute of applied ecology: period 1998-2002
- Hungary: Ministry of Environment, National Authority for Nature Conservation,
Institute of Botany: period 1997-2001
- Romania: University of Bucharest, Association of Botanical Gardens, Danliiae De
Institute: period 2000-2004
- Bulgaria: Institute of Botany, Wilderness Fund, Bulgarian Society for ibie&tion of
Birds: period 2001-2004
- Slovenia: Slovenian Natural History Society, Institute of Botany, Uniyeosit
Maribor and of Ljubljana: period 1998-2003.

In Poland a separate project had been organised in the early nineties by Dordaiskitung
in the Netherlands. In the Czech Republic a habitat mapping project was orgartised by
government and institutions. Recently, for Turkey a grassland review progeiotba
executed in close co-operation with WWF-Turkey and this project resulted inrgppiesof
grassland history and an extensive bibliography about steppic vegetations andnneztade
steppes. In Belarus a grassland project is running by the Belarus Bb&mitety. These four
countries are not included in this report.

Grassland inventory projects are highly standardized following the recomtosisdaf the
European Workshop on National Grassland Inventory, which was organised in 1999 in
Bratislava by KNNV in co-operation with Daphne, Institute for appliedaspol

The so called 6-steps approach was agreed by the participants of this workshop:

1. By means of satellite image and/or aerial photo processingpéhmanent grassland
complexes will be identified as well as the boundaries of the complexes;

2. In the screening phase all the potential sites are globatiersed by grassland specialists
on actual agricultural use and other relevant issues like land abaewioiso the field
research areas have to be defined in this phase taking into adeeypasition of the
grasslands in the national bio-geographical zones and variation ifc amotlitions like
climatic factors and soil types.

3. Preparation for the mapping phase, the list of national grasslaethtieg mapping units
in order to reach comparative outputs in the project by the diffeemstarchers. The
vegetation units are described by means of a set of so aadledtor species which can
give an indication of the development of the vegetation at a loeall$ie selection of the
indicator species is based on existing knowledge concerning thréatedeendangered
species, endemic species and species which reflect the envirtahroenditions of the



grasslands, for instance for nutrient input, continuity in managemetér management
and others.

4. In the mapping phase, on the selected areas the semi-natusédmptamits are mapped in
the field by mapping the different vegetation units, listing shecies and drawing the
boundaries of homogeneous vegetations or vegetation mosaics and lisspgdies. For
this purpose, the national project co-ordinators develop a manual Rornfi@pping
activities in which is included the system of identification ofjetation units to be
mapped and of indicator species and other requirements like informeggarding
management of the sites and soil type.

5. On the base of all the outputs of the previous phases, the GIS database build up,
including also information for land management, land use, historyndf Uge, specific
threats like land abandonment. The boundaries of the mapped vegetatidmuaitseen
digitized and stored in GIS database. For reaching compatibhiigh other geographical
information systems on the national level, national digital magdisaimages are used
as a background layer in the database.

6. Based on this information the project output exists of a flexiblebda&a which is
available for policy makers and other specialists. The resuttegfroject are interpreted
and recommendations for protection and management are describecstlihe of the
project will be disseminated by organizing workshops and other activities.

Autumn 2006 was a good moment to evaluate the outcome of these grasslands projects. Six
countries became already a member of EU from May 2004 and Bulgaria and Rbanemnia
entered EU by January 2007. The questionnaire was designed to give a review ongollowin
items:
- to test the catalyzing function of the projects
- how are the project results implemented (especially for Agri-Envirorah8ohemes
and Natura 2000)
- which position had the local lead-organisation in this implementation process
- level of satisfaction about the reached results of this implementation process
- anumber of specific questions like state of conservation knowledge and co-operation
experiences with other partners in the process.

All the countries which were involved in grassland projects responded on the questionnai
This means that the outcome of the questionnaire results is highly repiesdotall
implementation processes in these New EU Member state Countries.

In this report we follow the structure of the questionnaire. After every quekéadnit
answers are given.

As a final conclusion of this evaluation can be drawn that grassland projesttes are
used for identification of Natura 2000 Network sites and for preparation of Agri-
Environmental Schemes (AES) in the New EU Memberstate Counttiglsas become a
flexible tool which meet the requirements of these countries ia giocess of meeting the
standards of the EU.



2. The questionnaire and the answers

2.1. On the database of grasslands

2.1.1. Can you give a description of the database (included the GIS maps) which was
build up in the framework of the grassland inventory project with Royal Duch Society
for Nature Conservation

Estonia GIS (Maplinfo) and FoxPro (species lists etc.) database containsndasionian
wooded, floodplain, coastal and alvar meadows: appr. 7,000 entries which covers 15,000 ha

Latvia: 6,902 entries with full description of grasslands (data for 2006 not computerised);
GIS maps for 61,543 ha of grasslands (including data for 2006)

Lithuania The database comprises two parts: i) the boundaries of the mapped vegetation unit
have been digitized and stored in GIS database. The graphic layers were ciegteths
photographs and Arc View. Each contour contains the basic descriptive information — code
and area of that contour; ii) descriptive information of mapped contours (Microszésé

format), including mapping units, floristic composition of the grassland vegetatson, al
information on land management, land use, history of land use, and specific threats. 5,975
grassland polygons were mapped, totally covered 54,918 ha. 19 grassland types were
identified.

Slovakia 7,438 polygons with total area 118,444 ha, 403,730 species records,

Hungary Estimated grassland habitat map of Hungary, scale 1: 500 000, ready (based on land
cover and soil map). General grassland habitat map of Hungary based on CIGIRRINE
Cover and additional botanical interpretations (60% ready)

Romania 3,660 polygons were mapped and included in database. This include 130.680
species records. Total mapped area 390.012 ha. 29 grassland habitat types weeel identifi

Bulgaria: The Data base includes information about 2,244 grassland polygons. This
information includes: locality, exposition, inclination, basic rock, soil moisturetygms|

erosion, species composition, classification unit, ownership, threats, and management

The map is positioned according to the System 1970 and has scale 1:25000. It consists of 28
mapping units.

Slovenia Totally mapped 286,581 ha. 17 habitat types were identified.

2.1.2. Were there other inventory activities before and / or after this projeatvhich
resulted in additional databases

Estonia After this project ESCCA has been organize several additional inventories in a
smaller scale and the grassland database has been updated accordingly



Latvia: Before: Pilot projects in Jekabpils Regional Municipality, The Gauja NatiRar,
The Abava Valley Nature Park (included in national inventory data base)

After: Additional Grassland inventory for Rural Development Plan (2005, 2006)
Lithuania No

Slovakia Grassland inventory and development of database has continued from national and
GEF resources

Hungary yes, a very detailed habitat mapping program
Romania Not using the Grasslands Project methodology.
Bulgaria: No

Slovenia For smaller area of Kraski rob the habitat mapping (PHYSIS typ.) was donegj owne
by the University of Primorska, Koper, but accessible.

2.1.3. Give a short description of these additional databases

Estonia Database contains in the end of 2006 appr. 15,000 entries which covers appr. 70,000
ha

Latvia: They are included into general database
Slovakia 8,682 polygons with total area 194,492 ha, 2,518 taxa, 514,989 species records

Hungary seehttp://www.novenyzetiterkep.hu/meta/en/index.shtml

2.1.4. Do you think that the present databases give a good information on (semi-)natural
grasslands in your country or are you missing information

Estonia We have few data on distribution and state of woodless boreo-nemoral, boreal and
boreal heath meadows, paludified meadows and fens; data absent from some places of
Central, East- and South-Estonia

Latvia: Good information on distribution

Lithuania The present data covers about 70 % of the territory. Missing information is mostly
on northern and central parts of Lithuania.

Slovakia It covers 95% of total area of semi-natural and natural grasslands.
Hungary 90% ready
Romania The present database gives good information on the types of Grasslands of

Romania, but they are not covering all the country. Using this database it igldific
extrapolate the information to the whole country. Additional inventory activiteeaeeded.



Bulgaria: Within the framework of the studied area the information is very good and useful.
The collected information concerns all administrative regions in the codadjtional
investigations are needed.

Slovenia Yes, for the Karst (Littoral karst) it was completed totally.

2.1.5. Which organisation is responsible for the management of the grassland databas
Estonia Estonian Seminatural Community Conservation Association

Latvia: Latvian Fund for Nature

Lithuania Lithuanian Fund for Nature in co-operation with Institute of Botany

Slovakia DAPHNE — Institute of Applied Ecology and State Nature Conservancy
Hungary Institute of Ecology and Botany, Hung. Academy of Sciences

Romania:The Danube Delta Institute in collaboration with the Ministry of Environment and
Water management.

Bulgaria: Institute of Botany
Slovenia Institute of Botany, Universities

2.1.6. Are there other locations in your country where the grassland database wasaals
stored like in the Ministry of Environment and others

Estonia Copy of our database also in Ministry of Environment and Estonian Agricultural
Registers and Information Board (http://eng.pria.ee/)

Latviac Rural Support Service (under Ministry of Agriculture), Nature Consemva#gency
(under Ministry of Environment), Agency of Environment, Geology and Hydrometeorology
(under Ministry of Environment)

Lithuania Ministry of Environment

Slovakia State Nature Conservancy

Hungary Ministry for the Environment

Romania Danube Delta Institute (under Ministry of Environment)

Bulgaria: Ministry of Environment and Waters, Ministry of Agriculture and Forests



SloveniaYes, the Goricko Landscape park (460 km2), habitat mapping (PHYSIS) was
performed by. Owned by the Ministry of Environment

2.1.7. Do you think that these external partners do have the expertise to use theatstse
Estonia may be

Latvia: Yes

Lithuania Yes

Slovakia:Yes.

Hungary yes, but sometimes not using information

Romania some doubts

Bulgaria: They have skills to use the data, but on an expert level (botanical knowledge) they
need additional consultations.

Slovenia Partly.

Latvia, Laudona region, Wet grasslands with Trolliu S europaeus



2.2. On the implementation in Agri-Environmental Pr  ogrammes

2.2.1. Is the grassland database used for identification and description of agri-
environmental measures in the ruling Rural Development Plan

Estonia partly

Latvia: Yes

Lithuania: Yes

Slovakia:lt has been used for the certification of grassland quality for agri-enviroaiment
projects. In the years 2004-2006, more than 120,000 hectares of semi-natural grassiands
certified for more than 650 agricultural enterprises and private farmers.

Romania not clear

Bulgaria: The data are directly used for preparation of the National Agri-Environmental
Program. At present the Institute is in a process of consultations with theriatiis
Agriculture and Forests according to additional collaboration needed in the ruliag R

Development Plan. In fact the Ministry has not enough expert capacity in botany.

Slovenia Partly; within the Goricko Landscape park.

2.2.2. Was your organisation directly involved in the identification and the desigtion of
these agri-environmental measures

Estonia yes

Latvia Yes

Lithuania No
Slovakia:Yes
Hungary:yes
RomaniaNo
Bulgaria: Yes

Slovenia No



2.2.3. Was the database useful for this purpose (a good scale of data, enough
representative data, enough covering the whole country, enough recent data)

Estonia At moment this is the best database which contains present distribution of semi-
natural meadows in Estonia. However, the database could also be a useful tool in
implementing the RDP measures, but at present the full potential of the databzideeing
used.

Latvia: Only information available, Recent data

Lithuania Yes, in major part.

Slovakia Only borders of polygons were corrected according to LPIS to the scale 1:5,000.
Hungary partly

Romania no comments

Bulgaria: The database is useful for this purpose.

Slovenia The database for Goricko is useful

2.2.4. Do you think that the existing agri-environmental measures are supportn

grassland conservation (please motivate if not and can you give recommendatioos f
improvement of measures)

Estonia Generally yes. But there have been a number of problems in Estonia with the
definition of “agricultural land in good conditions”. Many Estonian wooded meadows and
calcareous alvars with certain coveragduwiiperus communido not qualify to the present
definition and many farmers have therefore been asked to pay the supports backs&ich ca
have created rather negative impressions for farmers in terms of baditgfadithe further
management of semi-natural grasslands.

Latvia: Yes

Lithuania Partly yes. Farmers very passively use agri-environmental nesasiuRural
Development Plan. Psychological reasons are also important here — farmesscai@ get
income only from the production of agricultural goods.

Slovakia Yes

Hungary: The agri-environmental schemes are not focussed enough on biodiversity

Romaniano comments

Bulgaria: The measures in the National Agri-Environmental Program support the grassland
conservation. But the Program is still in draft and is not yet approved by the Gemtrnm
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Slovenia Yes, but not enough. The small polygons are not adequately considered like larger
polygons of grasslands.

Estonia: grazing with local breeds on alvar grasslan ds Samaraa island

Slovenia: wet grasslands in limestone depression wi th traditional hay making
in Sneznik region

11



2.3. On the implementation of Natura 2000

2.3.1. Is the grassland database used for selection and identification of Natura 2008ss
Estonia:yes
Latvia Yes

Lithuania: grassland project was finished rather late (2006). That is results weily ossd
for correction of sites.

Slovakia It was used as crucial information sources for non-forest habitat types.
Hungary it is not clear

Romania Yes

Bulgaria: Yes

SloveniaYes, but only in some cases, not in general

2.3.2. Was your organisation involved in this process of identification and descriph of
the Natura 2000 sites (for instance were the grassland data also used for beting the
Natura 2000 standard form)

Estonia:Yes

Latvia: Yes

Lithuania Yes

Slovakia DAPHNE has prepared methodology for pSCls identification which resulted in
preparation of scientific proposal.

Hungary. yes
Romania Yes in collaboration with Association of the Romanian Botanic Gardens
Bulgaria: Yes

SloveniaYes, as a partner.

12



Romania: Transect of mapped grasslands surroundings

of Brasov
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2.3.3. Was the database useful for this purpose (in a good scale of data, enough
representative, recent, covering the whole country, to be connected tvithe habitat
typology in the EU Habitats Directive)

Estonia yes, but distribution data about some meadow types are incomplete

Latvia Yes; to be connected with the habitat typology in the EU Habitats Directiestrec
data

Lithuania Yes, enough representative

Slovakia See above.

Hungary: we think not (reason not given)

Romania:Was useful, but problems because not covering the whole country.

Bulgaria: Yes

Slovenia The grassland database of Slovenian Natural History Society was aséiulas

the data were enough detailed, habitat mapping was done only for the part of Slovenia, but

IS In progress now.

2.3.4. Do you think that the most important grassland complexes have been ind&d in
the (draft) selection of Natura 2000 sites

Estonia yes
Latvia: Yes
Lithuania Yes

Slovakia Not yet because scientific proposal was cut, but result of biogeographicahdsem
has improved it.

Hungary:yes

Romania Only the types nominated in the Habitat Directive. Still, we have in Romania some
types very characteristic for this part of Europe which were not included.

Bulgaria: We have not detailed information, but we believe that the most important grassland
complexes have been included in the selection. The Project is not finished yet.

Slovenia:Yes.
2.3.5. Do you think that the Natura 2000 status of grassland complexes is supporting

grassland conservation (please motivate if not and can you give recommendatioas f
improvement)

14



Estonia yes

Latvia: Yes

Lithuania Yes

Slovakia:Until now not, more important is agri-environmental program.
Hungary:yes, but political decisions cause deliberately a delay
RomaniaYes

Bulgaria: with moderate optimism — yes. The problems with the bureaucracy and the need for
changes in the mentality of the local people are related to many unpredoiahtities.

Slovenia Yes, but not in all cases.

Romania: dry grasslands along Black Sea coast with Centaurea jankae

15



2.4. On the various uses of grassland databases

2.4.1. Is the database used for other purposes in your country

Estonia distribution data of vascular plants used in “Atlas of the Estonian flora” (2005)

Latvia: For compilation of management plans for NATURA 2000 sites; for development
plans of rural municipalities; for EIA

Lithuania For preparation of Management Plans of Protected Areas, for preparatiardof La
Use Plans for Afforestation

Slovakia:Grassland information system was used as baseline information for monitoring and
for assessment of conservation status.

Hungary. no

RomaniaNo

Bulgaria: Yes — for scientific articles.

Slovenia:No.

2.4.2. Is the database also known by the European Commission (for instance for Natu

2000 selection)

Estonia Partly - the database has been introduced in the meetings of mapping European high
nature value farmland in the Joint Research Centre of EC in Ispra and in European
Environmental Agency. Database was also used for in Natura 2000 selection process

Latvia: Probably not

Lithuania No information is available

Slovakia Yes, EC was informed before during BG seminars.

Hungary:no

Romanial do not think. This database was used only at the national level.

Bulgaria: No information.

Slovenial don’t know.

16



Bulgaria: Western Rhodopes Mountains with Geum cocc ifera grasslands

Bulgaria: river plain grasslands near Rila mountain s with Gratiola officinalis

17



2.4.3. One of the major problems in grassland conservation is landabandonmenérc
you indicate what was the impact of this after closing of the inventory projé(s). Is the
database enough up to date at the moment

Estonia Certainly land abandonment has influenced the situation of grasslands and these
changes might not be sufficiently reflected in the database. Howevereniffeventory
projects are still going on and the database is being updated.

Latviac No

Lithuania Due to very short period after the project closing the impact evaluation is not
possible. There is a need for filling the gaps in the database (finish mapping adghmgm
regions)

Slovakia:see above

Hungary further abandonment can be expected. Is a problem for actuality of data.

Romanial think that the decision making staff from the ministries did not pay too much
attention to this process.

Bulgaria: In fact, the most part of the long term abandoned pastures covered by bushes as
well as recently abandoned arable lands were not studied within this inventory.

Slovenia The database is enough up to date.

2.4.4. Do you expect changes in grassland conservation due to new agricultural policy
during the coming years (new Rural Development Plan in preparation for pead 2007-
2013)

Estonia:Partly yes, as in the frames of RDP it is planned to pay management sopports
semi-natural grasslands on Natura 2000 sites. However, there are also seahignasslands
outside Natura sites that might not be eligible for any supports (e.g. woodddwsedue to
not qualifying as “agricultural land in good condition”).

Latvia: Yes

Lithuania Yes

Slovakia No.

Hungary. yes, worsening

RomaniaYes

18



Bulgaria: Yes, we hope very much.

Slovenia:l can’t say.

2.5. Various questions

2.5.1. Do we have in your opinion scientific knowledge to manage (semi-)natural
grasslands in a sustainable way

Estonia Yes, we have the basic knowledge. However, applied studies are still ngtessar
specify different restoration and management aspects.

Latvia: No

Lithuania In some cases, yes
Slovakia Yes.

Hungary increasing, but not enough
RomaniaNo

Bulgaria: Yes, for sure, but still we have not comprehensive information about the
productivity of the grasslands

Slovenia:We are trying to build it.

2.5.2. Traditional agricultural practices will come or are already under pressue: what
kind of solutions do we have for conservation of (semi-)natural grasslands

Estonia: Traditional practices have largely ceased already (e.g. mowihgrid) if
management methods are considered. Semi-natural grasslands are not av@mslucti
conventional grasslands and often the hay from these grasslands is notrpétcéssas of
agricultural production. Therefore, the maintenance of semi-natural comeswsthould be
also related to alternative areas, such as eco-tourism and organic and sedtimétnd
systems. One of the possible alternatives for using the hay could also be higergerg
producing biogas from the hay).

Latvia: Support for small scale farming via Agri-environmental schemes

Lithuania For the meantime, the most efficient could be the conservation of natural
grasslands, as habitats of EU importance.

Slovakia Using appropriate technology (light moving equipment) can replace traditional
practices.

19



Hungary: problem is the power of intensification
Romania:Will come under pressure. | don’t know if this experience exists at this moment
Bulgariae We expect that the NAEP and Natura 2000 will help for relevant solutions.

Slovenia:Selection of best areas and give the financial support to owners/managers

Slovenia: North Adriatic Karst landscape with Schor zonerion grasslands

20



Hungary: dry grassland on Danube riverdunes with Se

Hungary: xerothermic Stipa grasslands in Bakoni Mo

dum hillebrandtii

untains
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2.5.3. What do you think about new management options for grassland management like
large scale pasturing or including grasslands in the organic farming systemdtation
system)

Estonia We think that in Estonia we should still try to put the main effort on uniting
grassland management with common agricultural activities (e.g. gleeaigattle and
sheep). Maybe only in the most peripheral areas that are difficult to alceessaduld be
animals that do not need supervision by humans

Latvia: It would help to maintain more areas of valuable grasslands

Lithuania No comment

Slovakia Feasible.

Hungary: only for several % of the needed area

Romania no comments

Bulgaria no comments

Slovenia No experiences.

2.5.4. Should the most important grassland complexes in Europe being protecteg b
buying from the farmers by nature organisations and/or state

Estonia If the farmers have managed these grasslands properly, we don’t seeondoeas
buying. The management of grasslands should stay as natural as possibltheBstaifus of a
very valuable community cannot be maintained by a farmer, buying and furtheremaamig
by state could be considered.

Latvia Yes

Lithuania Yes

Slovakia It is not ideal way, it should be used only in exceptional cases.

Hungary. no

Romania By all, in different proportion, according to the owner of the areas and the value of
the grassland.

Bulgaria: The grasslands conservation must be responsibility for all levels in the communit

Slovenia This is a good solution in Slovenia. | suggested already for the Goricko to do so.
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2.5.5. What can we expect from the EU policies like including in Less Favouredréas, in
Agri-environmental schemes for grassland management and in Natura 2000 sites ithe
payment attractive for farmers)

Estonia Yes, in general these payments are attractive to farmers. Howevehave been a
number of problems in Estonia with the definition of “agricultural land in good conditions”.
Many Estonian wooded meadows and calcareous alvars with certain covelaggefus
communisdo not qualify to the present definition and many farmers have therefore been
asked to pay the supports back. Such cases have created rather negative impyessions f
farmers in terms of beneficiality of the further management of semiahgiasslands.

Latvia: EU policy is still enough conservation oriented. EU initiatives support grassl
management. Generally payments are attractive. National policy snakdd limit available
resources for Agri-environmental schemes till miserable amount per ha.

Lithuania In my opinion countries do not fully use the possibilities provided by the EU
policies. At the level of local authorities the opinion prevails that protection of agr
biodiversity is not relevant to us. Maybe the most effective way would be giviriflthe
initiatives a directive character.

Slovakia In Slovakia it is attractive.

Hungary:it would be nice, but see above

Romania no comments

Bulgaria: We expect too much, but still we have not experience according to the payment
attractiveness for the farmers.

SloveniaThis is a good way.

2.5.6. Should there be more co-operation with farmers organisations to motivateese
organisations for grassland conservation

Estonia Yes

Latvia: Yes

Lithuania Yes

Slovakia:Definitely, yes.

Hungary yes

Romania In Romania we do not have at this moment farmers organization. This
infrastructural element need to be created.
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Bulgaria: Yes, we think it is obligation
Slovenia This is not an easy task in Slovenia: farmers are still oriented in higher
production/intensification.

2.5.7. Do you have other suggestions for the future

Lithuania There are instances in the country when semi-natural grassland is turned into
arable fields in order to get direct payments. | hope that decreasingpdiyaecents for
agricultural production will strengthen the issues of grassland conservation.

Slovakia Complement similar grassland inventories in all member states.

Hungary more orientation on sustainable food production

Romania We think that a complete inventory of the grasslands types, covering all the
Romanian territory is necessary. This scientific information can be dfferthe farmers in
order to evaluate the value of their land and to the decision making staff in orgphtthe
best management practices.

Bulgaria: More intensive contacts and exchange of experience among the experts will be
useful. The good practices and the lessons learned should be discussed in detail.

It is important to find clear quantitative measures related todpgmuni level of grazing in
accordance with biodiversity protection

Romania: traditional hay making in Bucovina region
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ANNEX 1

List of respondents:

Estonia: Toomas Kukk and Tsipe Aavik, Estonian Seminatural Community Conservation
Association

Latvia: lvars Kabucis, Latvian Fund for Nature

Lithuania: Valerijus Rasomavicius, Institute of Botany

Slovakia: Jan Seffer, Daphne, Institute for Applied Ecology

Hungary: Zolt Molnar, Institute of Ecology and Botany

Romania: Anca Sarbu, University of Bucharest

Bulgaria: Tenyo Meshinev, Institute of Botany, Bulgarian Academy oinSese

Slovenia: Mitja Kaligaric, University of Maribor, Biology Department
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