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STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A
NETWORK OF SETTLEMENTS, AND URBANISATION IN THE
SPATIAL PLANS OF SERBIA FROM 1996 TO THE PRESENT

Abstract: The Spatial Plan of the Republic of Serbia (SPRS) is a comprehensive
planning document that establishes the general trend and concept for the further
spatial development of Serbia. Its purpose is to provide a state platform for the spatial
organisation of various structures and activities that determine how the territory of
the Republic of Serbia is used, in order to ensure socially acceptable, rational/optimal
and sustainable land use. From 1996 until today, three spatial plans have been
prepared, the central theme of which is urbanisation and the development of a network
of settlements, based on the inherited historical context but oriented towards modern
planning principles. The paper presents an extract from the draft of the latest SPRS,
which is in the adoption phase.

Keywords: spatial plan, urbanisation, settlement network, obstacles, priorities.

Introduction

Urbanisation is a process that in the first decade of the 21 century crossed the
threshold of 50% of the world’s population living in cities with a trend of further
growth, which makes the problem of planning and organising urban space an
important topic for development agendas at the global and European levels. Urban
settlements in the Republic of Serbia are affected by depopulation and demographic
aging, regional disparities, and problems related to urban culture and environmental
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protection, including climate change. Problems recognised at the national level are
illegal construction, neglect of technical and social infrastructure, insufficient
incentives for the development of brownfield sites, and the need for digitalisation in
the management and development of the territory.

The complexity of the urban space requires a special approach to directing
development trends and activities in urban areas. The Sustainable Urban
Development Strategy (until 2030),* adopted in 2020 for the first time in the Republic
of Serbia, in accordance with urban spatial planning needs, approaches problems
related to urbanisation and uses the potential that urban settlements carry as
generators of development activities.

Urban development policy is public policy that is a key instrument for achieving
sustainable urban development using an integral approach. Given that urban
development in each individual country is the result of activities and decisions in
different sectors, the main task of urban development policy is to establish
coordination over different sectors and define priorities through harmonising the
needs and interests of different actors. According to contemporary definitions, a
national urban development policy is a coherent set of decisions guided by the
national government through the cooperation of various actors, in order to formulate
a common vision and goals, which direct long-term transformative, productive,
inclusive and resilient urban development.

Planning is a human activity directed towards shaping the future, but as a process
it is certainly influenced by the geographical and historical conditions. Planning forms
a strategic framework for harmonising the influence of market factors, individual
sector policies and the actions of many social actors, in order to achieve the intended
goals in a programmed and directed manner. Bearing in mind that the Spatial Plan of
the Republic of Serbia (SPRS) is a development planning document according to the
Constitution of the Republic of Serbia and the Law on the Planning System of the
Republic of Serbia,? it enables the implementation of its “strategic-developmental
and general regulatory function”, which is defined by the relevant Law on Planning
and Construction.? Planning includes identifying the problems, challenges and goals
of spatial development in order to reduce regional inequalities by better using
territorial capital.

The SPRS is a platform for the organisation, use, protection, arrangement and
management of space, based on national goals, conceptions and measures of spatial

1 Sustainable Urban Development Strategy of the Republic of Serbia until 2030 (“Official
Gazette of the RS”, no. 47/2019).

2 Law on the Planning System of the Republic of Serbia (“Official Gazette of the RS”, no.
30/2018).

3 Law on Planning and Construction (“Official Gazette of the RS”, no. 72/2009, 81/2009 —
amended, 64/2010 — CC (Constitutional Court) decision, 24/2011, 121/2012, 42/2013 — CC
decision, 50/2013 — CC decision, 98/2013 — CC decision, 132/2014, 145/2014, 83/2018,
31/2019, 37/2019 — other laws, 9/2020 and 52/2021).
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development, aligned with the socio-economic, cultural and other development of
Serbia, including the means of its implementation. It contains state goals of spatial
development, integral planning solutions and an implementation framework, which
respect the complexity of the global and internal socio-economic and institutional
context and various challenges. General challenges include: depopulation,
demographic exodus and increased migration; spontaneous (unplanned and
uncontrolled) urbanisation, pronounced territorial concentration, polarisation and
spatial fragmentation; regional inequalities in terms of urban and rural development,
quality of the environment, level of development of traffic and technical infrastructure;
and insufficient or unproductive use of available territorial capital. Also, the SPRS
provides a spatial framework on which to base various sectoral policies, plans and
programmes, as well as the preparation of regional spatial plans, spatial plans for
special purpose areas and spatial plans for local self-government units. At the same
time, the SPRS represents a framework for sectoral programming and financing
(“project budgeting”), as well as for the introduction of integrated territorial
investment tools at all levels.

Context of continuity:
spatial plans of the Republic of Serbia from 1996 to the present

The adoption of the first SPRS* in 1996 was preceded by unusually long and
discontinuous activities related to its preparation, which lasted almost 30 years, with
interruptions. Preparations began in 1967 and lasted until 1976, during which time
three phase documents were prepared (elements I-lll on the valorisation and
assessment of the condition of the space, the economic components of organisation,
and the conception of the spatial organisation and arrangement of the territory of
the Republic until 2000). The preparation of the first SPRS continued in 1987. The
draft SPRS was submitted to the Government of the Republic of Serbia for the first
time in 1990, and then again in 1994. The first SPRS was adopted in 1996 for the
period until 2010.

At the time this SPRS was adopted, it was the only general strategic planning
document related to the integral development of the territory of the Republic of Serbia.
In that period, the preparation of sectoral planning documents for the territory had not
yet begun, with the exception of the Water Management Basis of the Republic of Serbia,
which was developed parallel to the preparation of the SPRS and after its adoption. The
main reason for adopting the SPRS by means of a special law was for it to be an umbrella
strategic planning document for all general and sectoral plans and strategies.

The first SPRS established an integral approach to the organisation and
arrangement of the territory of the Republic, which included all aspects of long-term

4D. Perisi¢, M. Vujosevi¢, K. Petovar, Spatial Plan of the Republic of Serbia, Official Gazette of
the Republic of Serbia, Belgrade, June 1996 ISBN 978-86-7549-056-2.
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territorial development (spatial, economic, and social, as well as the protection of
natural resources and the environment). It also introduced the aspect of regional
development by applying a territorial and functional approach and functional urban
areas. For the first time, a section on the implementation of the planning document
was introduced into the spatial planning system. The need to adopt medium-term
programmes for its implementation was emphasised, which would take effect 15
years later, after the adoption of the second SPRS.

The first SPRS prioritised achieving greater functional integration of the space in
the Republic (more even and coordinated development) and traffic and economic
integration of the Republic with neighbouring and other European countries. It can be
said that the first SPRS was an innovative planning document, ahead of its time and
above the aggravating circumstances in which the Republic of Serbia found itself at
the beginning of the 1990s. This plan set a strategic, conceptual and methodological
framework and provided a way to present planning solutions and propositions,
becoming a model for other spatial and sectoral plans and strategies.

The second SPRS® was adopted in 2010 for the period until 2020. It was still the
basic general strategic planning document related to the integral development of the
territory of the Republic of Serbia. Unlike the previous SPRS, in this period, based on
foreign experience, a large number of sectoral strategies were prepared or adopted.
These rarely included the spatial development dimension of the respective sector in
relation to parts of the territory and the network of centres and settlements in the
Republic of Serbia. That is why only certain strategies had a greater influence on
planning solutions and propositions from the second SPRS. It was also a time of
intense preparation for accession to the European Union (hereinafter: EU),
strengthening of cross-border and transnational cooperation, and the policy of
strengthening the planning and management of regional development in the
Republic, all of which had a positive impact on the content and propositions of the
second SPRS. Basically, the second SPRS rested on the framework set by the first one,
with certain adaptations in terms of the content and manner of presentation of
planning solutions and propositions, influenced by current foreign experiences and
particular national strategies and policies.

The preparation of the third SPRS began in 2019,° and its adoption is expected in
2023. It will cover a period of 15 years (from 2021 to 2035). Unlike the previous two
SPRSs, this is a period of change in the spatial planning system that adapts to the
strengthening of the role of the market in managing development. After a period of
numerous sectoral strategies, the process of consolidation of the public policy system
has begun. It is still not clear to what extent the consolidation process will have an
impact on the spatial and sectoral coordination of public policies. The first efforts

® Official Gazette of the Republic of Serbia 88/2010, basic text in force from 1/12/2010, applied
from 1/12/2010.

& Decision on the Development of the Spatial Plan of the Republic of Serbia from 2021 to 2035
(“Official Gazette of the RS”, no. 48/2019).
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point towards harmonising the content of public policies, but also to the manifest
lack of the concept of long-term development, which can adversely affect the long-
term protection and reservation of space, especially for the purposes of national
interest/significance. Intensive preparation for EU accession and the use of available
European and international funds, as well as stronger cross-border and transnational
cooperation, continue. Basically, the third SPRS is based on the best, verified
determinants of the strategic, conceptual and methodological framework and on the
method of presenting planning solutions set in the previous SPRS.

All three SPRSs were prepared in periods of great changes at the macro-regional
and global level, and the elements of flexibility, uncertainty and risk have become an
integral part of the planning process.

Implementation of the new SPRS will achieve continuity in relation to the previous
ones in terms of directing the competitive, integrated and coherent spatial
development of the Republic, providing the basis for supporting the multifunctional
development of urban and rural areas, strengthening the functions and economic
development of urban systems, and reducing inter-territorial inequality through the
maximum use of territorial and urban capital. However, it can be said that until now
the implementation of the first two SPRS has been neglected. The answers offered to
this problem are five-year SPRS implementation programmes beginning from 2010
and a solution in the form of the Law on the Planning System, the effects of which are
still not possible to see.

Contemporary conditions of urbanisation in Serbia

Urban centres, and urban and rural areas that make up urban systems in Serbia
are a heterogeneous set of settlements of different demographic size, economic
development and functional capacity, which is a consequence of different
developmental predispositions in the geographical and socio-historical context.
Serbia, as well as a large part of Southeast Europe, is not as urbanised as the most
developed part of the continent. Serbia was affected by intensive urbanisation only in
the second half of the 20" century. Until the 1960s, Serbia’s economic structure had
a predominantly agricultural character, and its population structure was predominantly
rural. Although the degree of urbanisation had increased by 2011 to around 60%, the
urban population did not increase uniformly in the intercensal periods.

At the beginning of the 21% century, there was a significant continuous expansion
of areas with an eroded population potential from the east and southeast of central
Serbia, as well as from the north and east of Vojvodina, towards the immediate zones
of influence of the largest regional centres in the country. Decades-long trends in the
polarisation of natural regeneration, as well as the extent and direction of population
migrations, were manifested through changes in the spatial distribution of the
population at lower territorial and functional levels. This caused a strong regional
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differentiation of population potential between macro-regional units, as well as within
them, which resulted in changes in the zonal distribution of the population. The zone
of extremely low population concentration is continuously expanding, covering 1/3 of
the municipalities on almost 50% of the territory of the Republic, where a little over
a million inhabitants live. The zones of extremely high population concentration cover
the Danube — Sava belt and the Morava zone, i.e. 10% of the total territory, with 3.1
million inhabitants, i.e. 43% of the population of the Republic of Serbia.

Population migration is an important determinant of the spatial (re)distribution of
the population in the Republic of Serbia. Due to the transition of migration
phenomena, from intensive migrations from rural to urban settlements in the 1960s,
through migrations from smaller to larger urban centres beginning in the 1980s, today
only large regional centres and their gravitational zones are centres of immigration
and population concentration. This means that the immigration areas in central Serbia
and Vojvodina are characterised by a decades-long decrease in spatial coverage, with
a more pronounced concentration of the migrant population. Out of 174 local self-
government units in Serbia (2018), only one quarter registered a positive migration
balance. Of that, only 15 local self-government units, which cover 4% of the territory
of Serbia, registered 30% of the total immigrant population in the country. The spatial
coverage of this zone is related mainly to the municipalities of the city of Belgrade,
Novi Sad and Nis, as well as the municipalities of Stara Pazova and Sremski Karlovci.
Most of Serbia is characterised by a negative migration balance —as many as 128 local
self-government units recorded negative values in 2018. The greatest volume and
intensity of emigration was registered in eastern and southeastern Serbia, the
traditional emigration zones. In contrast to the predominantly rural undeveloped,
peripheral, border, and hilly/mountainous areas of Serbia, which were the earliest
affected by the process of intensive emigration, in recent times emigration processes
have also been found in areas in the immediate zone of influence of regional centres,
main development corridors, and areas suitable for population development.

Small urban centres dominate the spatial, structural and functional organisation
of the network of settlements in Serbia. At first glance, it can be said that a
characteristic of Serbia’s urban network is the favourable distribution of these
centres; however, a more detailed analysis of population concentration and function
in the centres indicates numerous problems. About 27.3% of the urban population of
Serbia (not including the autonomous province of Kosovo and Metohija) lives in
Belgrade. Its dominance is indicated by the urban primacy index, the value of which
is 5 (the ratio of the number of inhabitants of Belgrade to those in Novi Sad). Due to
large differences in demographic size and demographic potential, the territorial reach
and diversification of functions, and the size of the field of influence, urban centres
have very different roles and importance in the territorial integration of Serbia.

The disparity between the population of the leading and other urban centres
indicates that Serbia does not have a properly and evenly developed urban system,
i.e. that the trends of urbanisation have not been directed towards a more timely
and even spatial distribution. The polarising effects of urbanisation, spatially
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manifested by demographic, economic and functional concentration, are also
expressed at the levels of most districts/areas. The disproportion in the demographic
size when comparing Belgrade and other larger urban centres is a consequence of
the incoherence and asymmetry of the urban system of Serbia. Changes in urban
systems take place very slowly, and in the near future we cannot expect a
spontaneous mitigation of these territorial disparities. There is a pronounced lack of
evenly distributed urban centres with 100,000 to 200,000 inhabitants, and an absence
of centres with 300,000 to 500,000 inhabitants with developed macro-regional
functions, which would be the bearers of the internal balanced development of
Serbia. The relevant facts and experience of countries that have a similar urban
system indicate that no major changes will occur in that field in the coming period.

The spatial disproportion of functions is manifested in an increase in their number
in only a few of the most important urban areas of Serbia, and a significant decrease
in the functional capacities of most other urban areas and urban centres, as well as
in their territorial influence, leading to the population being unable to meet its own
needs, and so people move away to other places, i.e. abroad.

However, the causes of the polarisation of the territory of Serbia are not only
internal, but are increasingly under the influence of wider regional and international
economic flows. The majority of foreign investments are attracted by those centres
that are more competitive — with developed functions, excellent infrastructural
connections, and with a younger and more educated workforce, etc.

The spatial arrangement of urban centres is largely determined by physical and
geographical characteristics. There is a clear connection between the spatial distribution
of the population, the average altitude above sea level and the intensity of construction
(percentage of land occupied by anthropogenic surfaces). In terms of distribution
according to altitude, certain regularities can be observed, whereby urban centres at a
lower average altitude usually have more intensive construction. Therefore, the highest
intensity of construction is in the settlements in the area of Belgrade, Vojvodina, and Nis,
as well as the cities along the West Morava. The exception is PriStina, which has a higher
intensity of construction, although its position is about 600 meters above sea level. Urban
centres located in southeastern Serbia, which is predominantly a mountainous area, have
the lowest built-up intensity. There is a pronounced correlation between the spatial
distribution of the population and the intensity of built-up areas. Densely populated parts
of urban areas have a higher intensity of construction, which supports the assessment
that urban settlements, i.e. their central zones and planned units are still relatively
compact. Classes of discontinuously built-up land of very low density (19%) have the
largest share in the structure of anthropogenic surfaces (19%), as well as incomplete urban
areas of medium and low construction density, with an equal share of about 15% (based
on the geospatial database Urbani atlas/Urban Atlas — UA). This is also confirmed by
changes in the land cover (according to CORINA), based on which it is concluded that the
total increase in the area of settlements, from 2012 to 2018, amounted to only about 2%,
mostly in the vicinity of Belgrade and Novi Sad, and partly in Pristina.
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In terms of traffic accessibility, which indicates the shortest time distance between
settlements and the nearest urban centres, it is confirmed that settlements near
centres located on the main development belts have the best accessibility, which
primarily refers to the Danube — Sava development belt. At the level of statistical
regions, there are significant differences between Belgrade and Vojvodina compared
to other regions of Serbia. Thanks to a more developed local road network and a
more favourable geographical and traffic location, most settlements in Vojvodina area
are within a 45-minute isochrone of a more developed urban centre. Settlements in
the area of Sumadija and parts of western and southern Serbia within the scope of the
Morava and West Morava development belt also have favourable accessibility. In
contrast, Banat, and the hilly and mountainous areas of eastern, southern and
southwestern Serbia, have poor traffic accessibility. Due to the insufficient
development of traffic infrastructure and physical-geographic characteristics, these
areas are located far outside the 45-minute isochrone of the leading centres of work
and services.

The functional capacities of urban centres have been significantly reduced, which
is reflected in the reduction of space under their direct influence. There are more
than 2,700 settlements that are not part of any urban area (no data available for
Kosovo and Metohija). It is noticeable that most of the centres of urban areas
integrate the settlements that belong to them administratively, while only the areas
of Belgrade, Novi Sad, Ni$ and Kragujevac integrate a territory wider than the
administrative one. In contrast, some significant urban centres such as Novi Pazar,
Kraljevo, Bor and Pirot fail to integrate even settlements belonging to their
administrative territory. This fact is further supported by an analysis of the structure
of the daily migrations of the economically active population who work in settlements
within urban areas. Only Belgrade, Novi Sad and Ni$ are the destinations of a
significant number of daily migrants from the territories of other local government
units (LGUs), and Kragujevac, Vranje, Pozarevac and Valjevo also have a certain
subregional influence. Certain urban areas overlap, so that some of them have the
characteristics of polycentric and hierarchically structured systems, such as: Belgrade
with Novi Sad, Pancevo, Smederevo and Zrenjanin; Novi Sad with Zrenjanin and
Sremska Mitrovica; Ruma with Sremska Mitrovica; Pancevo with Vrsac; Kragujevac
with Jagodina; Nis with Leskovac; and Leskovac with Vranje.

Changes occurring in the planning period

At the level of urban areas, the greatest functional transformations have taken
place in the central and peri-urban zones of urban centres. Urban centres specialise
in the tertiary sector, while the secondary sector moves to the suburbs in the
isochronous daily migrations. The organisation of local traffic, utility infrastructure
and housing functions are not adapting quickly enough to these changes. Thus,
settlements in peri-urban zones have almost no public facilities.
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The primary zones of agglomeration and intensive spatial and functional
connections are the valleys or corridors of the most important rivers in Serbia — the
central part of the Danube, and the valleys of the Great, West and South Morava
rivers. Based on this predisposition and spatial differentiation, a hierarchy of urban
centres with zones of influence was established. It is important to mention that the
established hierarchical relationships are also the consequence of the importance of
the centres in the territorial-administrative system of Serbia. In general, the geospace
of Serbia recognises the following structures formed by the interaction of urban areas
and the traffic and spatial-functional connections established between them:

1. The urban area of Belgrade is a polycentric urban agglomeration, developed
around the hub of the most important corridors of South European, Balkan and
regional importance: Pannonian — Danube, then Morava — Vardar, southern — Sava
and Sumadija — Ibar. In the spatial and functional sense, this urban area was
developed by the agglomeration of settlements on the line Novi Sad — Indija — Stara
Pazova — Belgrade — Pancevo — Smederevo, and the secondary urban centres of the
city of Belgrade — Obrenovac, Lazarevac and Mladenovac — belong to it. Belgrade’s
influence is evident throughout the whole area of Serbia, and it also has a certain
international influence, especially in the areas of the former Yugoslav republics.

2. The urban area of Novi Sad is also a polycentric urban agglomeration with a
zone of influence that covers the territories of the municipalities of Temerin, Zabalj,
Sremski Karlovci, Titel, Indija, Vrbas, Backa Palanka, Bac¢, Backi Petrovac, Irig and
Srbobran. In addition to this, Novi Sad, in proportion to its importance as the capital
of AP Vojvodina, has an influence that is felt on its entire territory. In a broader sense,
it is part of the polycentric agglomeration of the Danube — Sava development belt, and
therefore shares functional competences with Belgrade, gradually forming the
Belgrade — Novi Sad metropolitan area.

3. The urban area of Nis is the centre of a large zone of influence, of exceptional traffic
importance, which extends to the south and east of Serbia. Nevertheless, the urban area
of Nis is surrounded by predominantly rural areas, and it has pronounced dysfunctionality,
considering that all local self-government units in the immediate vicinity, as well as most
of the settlements in the neighbouring areas, are subject to depopulation.

4. Urban areas of centres along development belts or their hubs, which form
primary and secondary development belts (Danube — Sava, Morava — Great Morava,
South Morava, West Morava, etc.). The Danube or Danube — Sava development belt
was formed by the interactions between two basic macro regions of Serbia: the
Pannonian — Danube and the Central Balkans. It connects Sombor, Apatin, Backa
Palanka, Novi Sad, Ruma, Sremska Mitrovica, Sabac, the core of the agglomeration of
Belgrade, Pancevo, Smederevo, PoZarevac, Veliko Gradiste, Golubac, Kladovo and
Negotin. Within this belt, of special importance are the centres where traffic roads
and traffic corridors cross, integrating other territories with this axis: from Novi Sad
traffic corridors diverge radially towards Subotica and towards Zrenjanin, in the far
eastern part of Serbia, the belt is joined by the secondary — Timok belt of development
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that connects Kladovo, Negotin, Zajecar and KnjaZevac with NiS. The Belgrade
agglomeration, which is also the most important traffic hub in this part of Europe,
has a dominant position in the Danube — Sava development belt. The Morava
development belt is made up of the urban areas of Smederevo, PoZarevac, Jagodina,
Paracin, Cuprija, Ni§, Leskovac and Vranje. In the Great Morava section of the belt, the
influence of Kragujevac, as the most developed urban centre of Sumadija, is also felt.
This part of the axis is connected to Pirot through the secondary Nisava development
belt via Nis. The development influences of the South Morava part of the belt hardly
reach the local urban centres of Gornja Toplica, a large part of Jablanica, Vlasina,
KrajisSte and Pc¢inja. The West Morava development belt is formed by the urban areas
of UZice, Cadak, Kraljevo and Kru$evac, joining them into a polycentric agglomeration.
The primary, West Morava, and secondary, |Ibarian, development belts of Serbia meet
together in Kraljevo. The infrastructural equipment of the West Morava development
belt does not match its spatial and functional importance, because it does not have
the necessary traffic propulsivity. This deficiency will be alleviated by the construction
of the Preljina — Pojate highway. West Morava urban areas are connected with
Belgrade, i.e. with the Danube — Sava development belt, by the PoZega — Belgrade
and Kraljevo — Kragujevac — Belgrade railways, or the Pojate — Belgrade and Preljina
— Belgrade highways. The urban areas integrated spatially and functionally by this
development belt play a key role in connecting the southwestern parts of Serbia,
which are underdeveloped and, in most cases, demographically depleted. In the
network of primary and secondary level development belts, and around them, there
remain geospatial units where the development-incentive effect does not reach to a
sufficient extent, so they are demographically and economically underdeveloped.
They are most pronounced in the eastern and southeastern border area, as well as the
southwestern and mountainous parts of the Republic. And they have insufficiently
developed centres of local urban concentration.

5. The most important urban areas outside the primary development zones are
Kragujevac, Valjevo, Bor, Novi Pazar and others. However, there are certain
differences between these urban centres. Kragujevac stands out for its demographic
size, functional capacity and large sphere of influence. The other centres are divided
into two groups, namely, those that are developing into territorial units which have
the possibility of spatial and functional networking with the largest agglomerations
(Valjevo), and those that have developed in border areas with poorer traffic
connections (Bor, Novi Pazar). Other urban areas that are insufficiently integrated by
belts are medium-sized urban centres with an increasingly weak functional capacity,
which are located in border areas of Serbia, such as Kikinda, Vrsac, Loznica, Priboj,
Prijepolje, Nova Varos and others.

6. In Kosovo and Metohija, the demographic and functional dominance of Pristina
is noticeable, with the functional development of Kosovska Mitrovica, Prizren, Pec
and other urban centres lagging behind.

7. Local urban centres in rural areas are predominantly monofunctional and do not
have enough capacity to actively stimulate their surroundings. They have developed
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in the border and mountainous parts of Serbia, but also in smaller interior basins in
the central part of Serbia. They are insufficiently accessible by traffic, and examples
of settlements of this type are Babusnica, Lebane, Bosilegrad, Krupanj, Ljubovija,
Tutin, and Brus.

The existing urban landscape and physical structure of most Serbian cities/towns
were formed on the largest scale after the Second World War. Most often, they are
clearly differentiated from the more or less preserved earlier parts of the urban fabric.
The result of the ruling modernist urban planning doctrine from the second half of the
20% century, which in Serbia was built on the urban tradition of caring for the public
good and public urban spaces, as founded by Emilijan Josimovi¢, is on the one hand,
a relatively high quality of public spaces and facilities, the availability of public
services, infrastructural equipment and a large housing fund, so-called collective
multi-family housing. On the other hand, the result are poorly preserved old cores of
towns and cities, degraded traditional urban matrices and a relatively poor fund of
architectural heritage.

In terms of the spatial development and arrangement of individual urban
settlements in Serbia, there are a relatively large number of negative phenomena, in
particular: illegal construction, irrational expansion of construction areas, poor
condition of the infrastructure and traffic sectors, environmental pollution, reduction
of the quality of life in attractive locations and in central zones due to the interests
of capital, social segregation and poverty, etc.

Development challenges and problems

The most significant problems and development challenges regarding the
development and planning of urban settlements are:

1. The decades-long practice of massive illegal (“informal”, “lawless”, “wild”)
construction, which is the consequence of certain economic and social problems, and
at the same time the cause of a number of others, including environmental ones.

2. The trend of expanding construction areas, in contrast to the desired
compactness of urban centres/settlements, is associated with the irrational and
inefficient use of construction land and insufficient possibilities for financing its
arrangement (preparation and equipment).

3. The densification of already built parts of urban settlements — filling space
instead of interpolation. The increase in the construction density is not a reflection of
an increase in the number and needs of residents and space users.

4. The state of the existing communal infrastructure — insufficiently developed
networks, dilapidation, undercapacity. There are particularly significant problems in
the area of water supply, waste water removal and waste management, as well as in
larger urban centres in the area of internal city traffic.

5. The tendency to reduce open spaces and green areas — by usurping existing
areas for construction purposes and not planning new ones sufficiently, as well as
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the low quality of planning and maintenance with regard to existing, undeveloped
(green and open) public space.

6. Insufficiently effective urban planning, which often loses sight of the overall
quality of the urban space as the main goal and ignores standards, so that instead of
having quality planning solutions, the goal of planning becomes the possibility of
procedurally implementing planning documents and issuing appropriate permits.
Such an approach, along with the overall urban design, low architectural culture and
the insufficiently developed, but essential, participation of citizens, reduces the
quality of life and the built environment, and causes the loss of identity of urban
settlements, as well as the degradation of the urban cultural landscape as a whole.

The potential development of urban areas and centres involves having a high level
functional and territorial hierarchy of urban system in Serbia. A hierarchy has been
established made up of those urban centres around which the spheres of their
influence (urban areas) are formed. The benefit of reducing development disparities
between individual parts of the urban system of Serbia can be found in a functionally
and hierarchically organised network of settlements, with centres that are carriers
and initiators of development at different spatial levels (from national to local). The
Belgrade agglomeration is the backbone of the Danube — Sava development belt of
Serbia — part of a pan-European development corridor of exceptional traffic
importance and development opportunities. The position of the four largest
agglomerations in Serbia (Belgrade — Novi Sad, West Morava, Nis and Pristina), their
demographic capacity, and their connection with traffic corridors provide the
fundamental basis for the formation of a solid network of urban areas. A network
formed of urban areas and larger centres, with a better economic and demographic
capacity, in cooperation with the urban centres of rural and border areas, can improve
the functional integration of Serbia’s territorial units (especially Banat and secondary
development axes in the belt of Timok, Drina, Ibar, etc.). The potential is to have the
quality of the infrastructural connectedness and equipment increase when the
construction of traffic corridors and accompanying facilities is completed, as well as
the already-started process of reindustrialisation. There is significant potential for
the spatial development of urban settlements in valuable cultural heritage and
cultural diversity, including the heritage of modern architecture and urbanism from
the 20% century. Planned parts of urban settlements have a high level of transport and
utility infrastructure and good coverage of public service facilities.

Two limitations to the development of urban centres in Serbia are the most
significant: depopulation and reduction of the functional capacities of urban centres.
Depopulation is not only a problem from the aspect of having a smaller number of
inhabitants, it also results in the collapse of the socio-economic structure, reduction
of the quality of the workforce, aging of the population, etc. A new component
strengthening depopulation in Serbia is the increasingly pronounced emigration of
the best quality workforce, which will continue in the future, and this is recognised
as one of the biggest national challenges. In a cause-and-effect relationship with
depopulation is the reduction in the number and spatial range of the functions of
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urban centres, that is, a reduction in the impact of urban centres on their
surroundings. Limits to the development of urban areas and centres are the polarising
effects of urbanisation, spatially manifested by the demographic and economic/
functional concentrations in urban areas and centres. The disproportion in the
demographic size and functional capacity of Belgrade and other larger urban centres
is a consequence of the incoherence and asymmetry of the urban system. There is a
weakened functional capacity in the majority of urban centres. The capacities of urban
areas are insufficient to spatially, economically and functionally integrate their
surroundings to the required extent, so they become polarised into having a more
developed central part, along with other less developed, border areas, which are
difficult to access by traffic, as well as hilly/mountainous areas. Human resources and
financial capacities are insufficient, especially in smaller urban centres in rural areas.
Problems manifested in the spatial development of urban settlements are the
usurpation of public spaces, substandard quality of housing and communal equipment,
deterioration of the environmental quality, and social segregation. Large areas of
peripheral urban and suburban areas are burdened with unplanned or poor-quality
physical structure, the consequence of which is the spread of urban settlements.

Starting points for the development of urban systems in Serbia

The development of an urban system in Serbia is based on the following spatial
and functional categories:

—an urban centre is a polyfunctional settlement that is the centre of a local self-
government unit;

— an urban settlement is also polyfunctional, but has no administrative function,
and the population is mostly engaged in non-agricultural activities;

— a rural settlement is mostly monofunctional, and the population is mainly
engaged in agricultural activities, but also other activities based on the local resources
in the rural area;

—an urban area is a territory of variable coverage and different morphological
and physiognomic characteristics, which, like an urban centre, consists of surrounding
settlements and rural areas, which are connected to the centre by the daily migration
of the workforce and other population movements resulting from functional
dependence on the centre. Urban areas are hierarchically organised depending on
their demographic size, traffic accessibility and functional capacity. Depending on the
number of functionally connected urban centres, urban areas can also be polycentric,
and morphologically recognised as metropolitan areas (a complex and dynamic
system of urban settlements with a multi-layered hierarchy and a high degree of
functional and spatial connectivity), urban agglomerations (morphologically and
functionally connected urban centres of significant functional capacity), urban areas
with different zones of influence, or as the urban centres of rural areas;
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— rural areas are located outside of urban areas, and as a rule they have a low
population density made up of independent rural settlements, or they are networked
with the local urban centre;

— an urban system consists of urban centres, and urban and rural settlements as
integral parts of urban and rural areas;

—functional capacity is a measure of all the functions of an urban centre, the number
of users of those functions (permanent population, daily and seasonal migrants, etc.),
and the traffic connection between the urban centre and its surroundings.

Urban centres with functionally dependent surroundings are the basic structural
unit of the spatial organisation of an urban system. The long-term spatial
development of urban centres and settlements will be based on the use of urban
capital, as well as the integral development and arrangement of urban and peri-urban
areas, rational use of land, improvement of the quality of life of the inhabitants, the
environment, the physical structure and architecture, the identity and image of the
urban settlement and the urban landscape, and on the preservation of cultural
heritage and diversity.

The spatial and functional development of a Serbian urban system should be
based on the model of urban areas with different functional and territorial scopes,
with the role of being an instrument of more even and rational spatial, demographic,
economic and general social development. This would contribute to the formation
of a stable economy and improve the quality of life of the inhabitants.

It is necessary to transform urban systems from being a hierarchical model of
urban centres to being a model of urban areas with a “general urban context”.
According to this model, the urban areas and the centres that build it are qualitatively
equal in providing the necessary conditions for a good standard of living for the
population, and are complementary in terms of job offers and services, both for the
residential population and for daily and other migrants. This means that elements
that make up the quality of urban life (basic set of services and quality infrastructure)
and safety are felt in almost every settlement of the urban system, regardless of its
distance from the centre or its demographic size. The prerequisites are the
development of efficient interurban traffic and the decentralisation of functions,
public social infrastructure and institutions, which would encourage the daily and
general mobility of the population. This especially applies to the urban areas of
Belgrade, Novi Sad, Nis, Kragujevac, Pristina, and the West Morava agglomeration.

The development of an urban system for Serbia is based on the transformation of
essentially different spaces:

— larger and more advanced urban centres, metropolitan areas and
agglomerations and their immediate surroundings;

— medium and smaller urban centres in underdeveloped rural areas, hilly/
mountainous or border areas with unactivated potential.

The focus of developing an urban system for Serbia is also on reducing and
balancing the differences (especially in the domain of public and social infrastructure),
so as to continue the development of urban areas with distinct advantages regarding
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the “engine” of the total national urban system, with a widening impact on other
hierarchically lower urban and rural areas in the surrounding area and the activation
of smaller urban centres, whose development will be based on specific and
underutilised resources.

The spatial integration and functional connection of urban centres and regional
units, necessary for the territorial cohesion, economic stimulation and
competitiveness of all parts of the Republic of Serbia, should be intensified and
achieved through development belts and traffic corridors, which have already been
formed or are expected in the future.

The backbone of the urban system of Serbia consists of larger urban centres and
urban areas with a clearly established hierarchy of centres, which are connected by
development belts, namely from Belgrade to Novi Sad, via Zrenjanin, PoZarevac,
Jagodina, Ni$, Krusevac, Kraljevo, Cacak, UZice, Valjevo, Sabac, Sremska Mitrovica and
others. The main cohesive factors are: the highly urbanised part of the Danube — Sava
development belt dominated by the influential spheres of Belgrade and Novi Sad, as
well as the urban areas of Nis, Kragujevac and Pristina with their spheres of influence.
In the southwest, the urban areas of UZice, Caéak, Kraljevo and Krugevac play a
dominant role in the West Morava development belt. The dominant role in the north
is played by the urban area of Subotica with the surrounding smaller centres in the
overlapping zone of the spheres of influence of Novi Sad and Subotica, and in the
southeast, it is the urban area of Leskovac, both of which are in the development
zone along Corridor 10. In the south, in addition to PriStina, other urban centres such
as Kosovska Mitrovica, Prizren and Pec¢ stand out. Within the urban system of Serbia,
the most intensive connections will be made between urban centres and areas in
development zones, especially where this is made possible by spatial and traffic
proximity, crossing corridors, natural geographic features, traffic infrastructure and
similar. In the immediate surroundings of these urban areas, there are smaller centres
of underdeveloped rural areas, the potential of which is oriented towards: highly
productive intensive agriculture, development of the processing industry, increased
employment through the development of non-agricultural activities in the
countryside (tourism, small businesses in the field of processing, services, etc.) and the
diversification of agricultural production.

An important part of the urban system will be medium-sized and smaller centres
in underdeveloped rural areas and parts of border, hilly-mountainous and poorly
accessible areas, which have development potential, sufficient population size,
relatively developed human capital and public social infrastructure, as well as urban
development continuity, cultural identity and the like. These would be based on
secondary development belts and traffic corridors through which they are spatially
and functionally integrated, creating connections with other territories and
agglomerations in the regional environment. These are primarily Sombor, Kikinda and
Vrsac, Vranje, Pirot, Zajecar and Bor, Loznica, Prijepolje, Priboj, Novi Pazar and
Prokuplje. By networking with small urban centres in rural areas (parts of the Danube

234



STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A NETWORK OF SETTLEMENTS,
AND URBANISATION IN THE SPATIAL PLANS OF SERBIA FROM 1996 TO THE PRESENT

and hilly and mountainous areas of southern, eastern, southeastern and
southwestern Serbia), all these centres should encourage the development of the
economy, the complementarity of agriculture and tourism, provide access to basic
services for the elderly population, attract investments, the seasonal use of facilities
for the needs of tourism, etc. At the same time, these centres have significant
potential for cross-border connections and joint action/interest integration with areas
inside and outside Serbia. European programmes and development funds enable and
motivate such forms of cooperation. The following areas, which are insufficiently
integrated, are especially promising: Sombor — Apatin — Osijek (Republic of Croatia);
Kikinda — Szeged (Hungary) — Timisoara (Republic of Romania); Vranje — Kumanovo —
Skopje (Republic of North Macedonia); Ljubovija — Loznica — Zvornik — Bijeljina (Bosnia
and Herzegovina) and others. Other urban centres in the primary and secondary
development belts would be important, namely: from Sabac to Loznica, Ljubovija and
Zvornik (in the Drina development zone); from NiS to KnjaZevac, Zajecar, Negotin and
Kladovo (in the Timok development belt); from Nis to Pirot (in the Ni$ development
zone); urban centres in the South Morava, |bar, Pester and other development belts.

In parts of the network of primary and secondary level development belts, with
geospatial units around them, and with border areas and areas with fewer traffic
connections, insufficiently activated centres will develop with local urban concentrations.

The urban system of the Republic of Serbia consists of:

1. The metropolitan area formed by the urban areas of Belgrade and Novi Sad,
with numerous sub-centres of different ranks. This polycentric area is the most
promising developmentally, based on the highest functional capacity and
demographic potential, excellent traffic connections and solid infrastructure.
Conditionally, it includes centres from Backa Palanka to Smederevo, and from
Pancevo to Lazarevac. The concentration of functions, population, space users and
the economy would continue in this area. This metropolitan area would also become
the dominant tourist destination in Serbia. The effects of suburbanisation will also be
present as a consequence of the deterioration of the quality of life (quality of the
environment) in the central, most densely populated parts of the metropolitan area.
It is a development opportunity for smaller local centres, especially in the Srem and
Banat parts of the metropolitan area.

2. Urban centres in the West Morava valley (UZice, Cacak, Kraljevo and Krugevac)
and Kragujevac are in the form of agglomerations — morphologically and
spatially/functionally connected urban centres with significant functional capacity,
and good traffic connections, but with endangered demographic capacity due to the
influence of the metropolitan area. Directly influential areas of agglomerations have
more than 500,000 inhabitants. They need better infrastructural equipment, as well
as the expansion of the range of services, and the emphasis must be on the economy,
which needs a highly educated and high-quality workforce, along with the
development of scientific research and technical-technological capacities.

3. Urban areas that have a zone of influence that has more than 100,000
inhabitants are formed around Subotica, Zrenjanin and Leskovac. They must continue
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economic growth and development, especially in the domain of high-tech industries,
and then with the development of services and institutions of a regional character, in
order to stop emigration to the metropolitan area and abroad.

4. Urban areas with a zone of influence that has more than 40,000 inhabitants
are: Sombor, Vriac, Kikinda, Valjevo, Sabac, Loznica, Novi Pazar, Jagodina, Bor,
Zajecar, Vranje, Pirot, Prizren, Urosevac, Pe¢, Dakovica, Gnjilane and Kosovska
Mitrovica. As a priority, they must improve their functional capacity, especially in the
domain of the economy, public services and institutions. They also have a good
chance as networking centres for the small centres in the rural areas that surround
them. Some of the centres have significant prospects in cross-border cooperation
(Sombor, Vrsac, Kikinda, Loznica, Pirot, etc.).

5. Urban centres in rural areas — most of which are small urban centres in rural
areas. They must adapt to seasonal fluctuations in the number of users of the space,
and orientate themselves towards the products and services offered by the resource-
rich rural environment, tourist potential and predominantly high-quality living
environment. The available EU funds mean that these areas should be considered as
leading priorities for the country’s spatial development.

It is realistic to expect that by 2035 there will be strengthening of functions,
economic development and new integrative roles of certain smaller urban centres,
especially those in a metropolitan area or in agglomerations.

The following development zones will be developed on the territory of the
Republic of Serbia:

1. Primary development belts — are provided through areas with the greatest
population concentration economic activities, as well as along international and
national infrastructure corridors. The network of these belts represents an important
factor in the territorial cohesion of Serbia. The primary belts of development are:

1.1. The Danube — Sava belt (along parts of corridors 10 and 7) has key
development importance for Serbia and for integration with EU countries. It includes
urban and industrial centres within the following development zones, connecting
cities and municipalities in the surrounding area:

— along the Danube (from Apatin, Sombor, Backa Palanka and Novi Sad, towards
Belgrade and further towards Veliko Gradiste, etc.);

— along the Sava (from Sid, Sremska Mitrovica to Belgrade), that is, connecting
international ports on the Sava and Danube (Belgrade, Novi Sad, Sremska Mitrovica,
Smederevo, Pancevo and others);

1.2. Along parts of Corridor 10:

— Northern belt — from Novi Sad to Subotica and Hungary (Budapest);

— Great Morava belt — from Belgrade to Nis, which from north to south passes
from the plains to the more scattered hilly and mountainous areas, easing the
pressure on the Belgrade metropolitan area;

— South Morava belt — from Nis to Leskovac, Vranje, North Macedonia and Greece
(towards Skopje and Thessaloniki);
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— Nisava belt — along a branch of Corridor 10, in the direction from Nis to Pirot,
Dimitrovgrad and Bulgaria (Sofia);

1.3. West Morava belt — in the direction along the West Morava, from UZice to
Cacak, Kraljevo, Krusevac and Corridor 10, which provides the possibility of spatial
integration in the direction of Bosnia and Herzegovina in the west and continuing
across the Timok belt in the direction of Bulgaria and Corridor 4 in the east;

1.4. Kolubara belt—in the direction from Belgrade to Obrenovac, Valjevo, Gornji
Milanovac and Caéak, which provides the possibility of spatial integration in the
direction of the West Morava belt and further across the Golija — Pester belt to
Montenegro in the south;

1.5. Toplica — Kosovo — Metohija belt — in the direction from Ni$ towards
Prokuplje, KurSumlija, PriStina, Prizren and Albania (Durrés);

1.6. Kragujevac belt — in the direction from Batocina/Lapovo to Kragujevac and
Cacak/Kraljevo, as an epsilon branch of Corridor 10, from the Great Morava belt to
the West Morava belt, which provides a better positioning of Kragujevac, as well as the
possibility of spatial integration of primary and secondary development belts (Zlatibor,
Ibar and Golija — Pester to the south, and Sumadija and Kolubara to the north);

2. Secondary development belts — extend through underdeveloped areas with
significant natural and created potential. Planning the direction of development will
improve their traffic position and accessibility, infra- and suprastructural equipment,
demographic and economic development. Secondary zones of development are:

2.1. Backa belt —in the direction from Corridor 10 to Vrbas and Sombor, with two
branches towards Hungary (via Apatin and Backi Breg) in the north and towards
Croatia in the west;

2.2. Tisa belt — in the direction from Corridor 10 to Becej, Mol, Ada, Senta and
Kanjiza and continuing to Hungary in the north;

2.3. Banat belt — with three directions, from Pancevo to Zrenjanin and Novi Sad,
from Zrenjanin to Kikinda and Romania, and from Pancevo to VrSac and Romania;

2.4. Fruska Gora — Macva belt — in the direction from Novi Sad to Corridor 10,
Ruma and Sabac and continuing towards the Drina area and Bosnia and Herzegovina
(Republic of Srpska) in the south;

2.5. Drina — Sumadija — Homolj belt — in the direction from Loznica to Valjevo,
from Valjevo to Topola and Markovac (Corridor 10), and from Markovac to Bor;

2.6. Sumadija belt — in the direction from Kragujevac to Topola, Arandelovac, i.e.
Corridor 10;

2.7. Drina belt — in the direction from Sabac to Loznica, Ljubovija, Bajina Basta,
i.e. to Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republic of Srpska — Visegrad and Trebinje) and
Montenegro;

2.8. Branicevo — Danube belt — in the direction from Corridor 10 to PoZarevac,
Veliko Gradiste, Golubac, Donji Milanovac and Kladovo (Romania);

2.9. Zlatibor belt — with two directions, direction A from UZice towards Bosnia and
Herzegovina (Republic of Srpska — Visegrad) and direction B from UZice to Cajetina,
Nova Varos and Prijepolje, i.e., towards Montenegro;
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2.10. Golija — Pester belt — in the direction from PoZega to Arilje, lvanjica and
Sjenica, i.e. to Montenegro (Bar) and continuing to Italy (Bar);

2.11. Timok belt — with two directions, direction A from Corridor 10, Paracin to
Zajecar and Bulgaria, and direction B from Corridor 10, NiS to KnjaZevac, Zajecar,
Negotin (Bulgaria), Prahovo and Kladovo (connection with the Branicevo — Danube belt);

2.12. the Ibar belt —in the direction from Kraljevo to Raska, Novi Pazar and Pristina;

2.13. Pester — Lim belt — on the route from Novi Pazar to Sjenica, Nova Varos and
Priboj (Bosnia and Herzegovina), with a branch from Sjenica to Prijepolje (connection
with the B direction of the Zlatibor belt and Montenegro);

2.14. The Kosovo — South Morava belt — in the direction from PriStina and
UroSevac towards Gnjilane and Bujanovac to Corridor 10;

2.15. Metohija belt — in the direction from Pristina towards Klina, Pe¢ and
Montenegro, with a branch from Klina to Dakovica and Albania;

3. Tertiary development belts that are more closely determined by regional spatial plans.

Concluding guidelines for planning urban settlements

The planning of urban settlements should enable:

- efficient use, financing and management of construction land as the largest
urban resource;

- improvement in the quality of organisation and identity of central urban zones,
public spaces, buildings and units of cultural, architectural and urban heritage;

- improvement in the quality, accessibility, capacity and level of services of the
transport infrastructure, taking into account rationalisation, but also aspects of the
environmental impact, giving preference to alternative, ecological and more efficient
modes of transport;

- improvement in the quality of the environment, the health and safety of
residents in urban settlements, and achieving a high degree of adaptability of urban
areas to climate change through the protection of existing and planning of new green
and water areas close to nature.

The strategic decision for the development and arrangement of urban settlements
is that the remediation of the unplanned parts of urban and peri-urban areas and the
renovation and improvement of the arrangement of planned parts of urban
settlements are of equal importance. Rehabilitation is carried out through the
development of urban plans with the aim of establishing urban order, adding the
missing technical and social infrastructure, etc.

The SPLGU (Spatial Plan for Local Government Units) should clearly state the scope
and limit the expansion of the construction areas of urban settlements, rural
settlements and complexes, primarily along the most frequent traffic routes. It will
also determine the planning basis for strengthening and improving rural-urban links,
increasing the accessibility of rural areas by working out the environmental services
of rural areas for the development of urban settlements and LGUs, and by providing
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traffic services, communal and public social infrastructure and other services and
services in rural areas.

In general, in case of urban plans and general regulation plans for urban
settlements for which a general urban plan is not prepared, special attention should
be paid to reviewing and reducing the scope of the construction area, in order to stop
any further irrational expansion and spreading of urban centres and urban
settlements.

According to the Sustainable Urban Development Strategy of the Republic of
Serbia until 2030, the priority areas of intervention in urban settlements could be:
industrial/economic and commercial zones and brownfield locations, illegally built
and unorganised marginal urban zones (urban sprawl) and degraded rural areas;
endangered urban structures, urban matrices and central urban zones; parts of urban
settlements with a concentration of social problems related to inclusion and poverty;
settlements or parts of settlements with problems related to environmental
protection and climate change; and spatial entities with cultural and architectural
heritage and important features of cultural and historical development. In accordance
with this strategy, LGUs will adopt local strategies of integral urban development for
urban centres and urban settlements and urban development projects. For priority
areas of intervention defined by local strategies of integral urban development, LGUs
will adopt or coordinate valid urban plans.

In the development of urban plans for urban settlements and urban areas, the
following topics should be prioritised:

— urban renewal, recycling brownfield sites and construction within the already
existing urban matrix, transformation of sites into other city functions, preferably for
cultural, educational purposes, as start-up incubators or for commercial purposes,
and where possible as residential zones (including loft living), but by preserving
elements of the industrial heritage and history of the place; it is also possible to
transform such spaces into public green park areas, especially in parts of the urban
settlement where they are lacking, while preserving high-quality existing greenery;

— protecting and preserving existing and planning new public spaces and
connections in a unique and continuous network, with gradation from the micro to
macro level (from urban pockets to main city squares), designing and emphasising
the identity of public spaces, with the use and arrangement of neglected spaces, and
the promotion of safe and accessible locations;

— protecting and preserving existing and planning new green areas, connecting
fragmented areas into a single and continuous space, with the use and arrangement
of abandoned spaces (coastal zones, abandoned railway lines, etc.), the promotion of
the urban garden movement, and the preservation of unique locations such as city
forests;

— adhering to urban-morphological and landscape principles and preserving
characteristic urban silhouettes and views, with priority for zones and entities with
cultural and architectural heritage and important features of cultural and historical
development;
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— harmonising the capacities of the traffic and utility infrastructure with the
planned densities, intensity of activities and scope of construction;

—upgrading and consistently applying urban planning standards;

— promotion and operationalisation of the institute of urban land consolidation.
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Hartawa faxHnnosuu Xpuctuu, Heboiiwa CrepaHosuu

CTPATETMYECKAA PAMKA PA3BUTUA CETU HACE/IEHHbIX MYHKTOB
N YPBAHU3AUUU B NPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIX MIAHAX CEPBUM C 1996 TOAA
MO HACTOALLEE BPEMA

Pestome

YpbaHusauma — 3TO MPOLLECC, B KOTOPOM MOCTOAHHO YBE/NMYMBAETCA A0/A
HaceneHus, NPOXMBAIOLLEro B ropoaax, a ropoaa pacliMpAOTCA U PacTyT, YTo AenaeT
npo6siembl OpraHnsaLmm 1 yCTPoCTBa rOpOLCKOro MPOCTPAHCTBA BaXKHON TeMoW
aKTyaNbHOM NOBECTKM AHA Pa3BUTUA. fopoackme noceneHuns B Pecnybavke Cepbum
CTpaZatloT OT Aenonynsaumnm n  aemorpapuyeckoro CTapeHus, pPervoHasbHbIX
AncnapuTeTos, Npob1emMoB ropoAcKon KyabTypbl M 3aLMTbl OKPY»KAtOLWEN cpesbl,
BKAOYAA KAMMaTUYecKMe u3meHeHuA. Ha HauMoHanbHOM ypOBHE MPU3HaHbI
npobsieMbl HE3aKOHHOTO CTPOUTENLCTBA, 3aMyCTEHUA TEXHUYECKON U COoLMaNbHON
MHOPACTPYKTYPbl, HEAOCTAaTOYHOIO CTMMY/MPOBaAHMA pPassBuTua 6payHouna-
TEPPUTOPUIA, @ TAKXKE HEOHXOAMMOCTb OLMOPOBKM B YyNPABAEHUN TEPPUTOPUAIBHBIM
pa3suTMem. CNOXKHOCTb FOPOACKOrO MPOCTpaHCTBa TpebyeT ocoboro noaxoaa K
HanpaBNEHWIO Pa3BMBAIOLLMXCA TEHAEHLMI N AeATeNbHOCTU B TOPOACKUX 061acTsaX.
MpocTpaHcTBEeHHbIM nnaH Pecnybaukn Cepbuum (MMNPC) — sto nnatdopma ans
OopraHuM3aLmm, UCNOIb30BaHMA, 3aLUTbI, YCTPOWCTBA M yNpaB/ieHMUA NPOCTPAHCTBOM,
OCHOBaAHHAA HA HALMOHANbHbIX LEenfax, KOHLenumMax 1 mepax NpoCTPaHCTBEHHOrO
pa3BUTUA, COrNIACOBAHHbIX C COLMO-IKOHOMUYECKUM, KYNbTYPHBIM U APYTMM Pa3BUTUEM
Cepbun, a Takke cpeacTBammn peanmnsaunmn. OH BKAKOYAET roCyAapCTBEHHbIE Lenu
NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOrO Pa3BUTUA, KOMMNAEKCHbIE M/IAHOBbIE pPeLleHnA U UMNAEeMeHTa-
LMOHHbIN KapKac, y4nUTbIBaOLLME CIOXKHOCTb r106abHOTO U BHYTPEHHErO COLMO-
3KOHOMMYECKOTO U MHCTUTYLMOHANbHOTO KOHTEKCTA U pas/inyHble Bbi30Bbl. Obwme
BbI3OBbl BK/IOYAOT: Aenonynauuio, Aemorpaduyeckuin 3K3o4yc M ycuneHue
MWUIPaLMK; CTUXMIHYIO (HEeNJIAHOBYID W HEKOHTposupyemyto) ypbaHusaumio,
BbIPaXKEHHYIO TEPPUTOPUA/IbHYHO KOHLEHTPALLMIO, NONAPU3ALMIO M MPOCTPAHCTBEHHYHO
dparmeHTaLMIO; pErMOHaNbHble HEPAaBEHCTBA B PA3BUTUM FOPOLCKOrO U CEbCKOTO
XO03AMCTBA, KauyecTBe OKpYKalowein cpeapbl, YPOBHE Pa3BUTUA TPAHCMNOPTHOM U
TEXHUYECKON MHOPACTPYKTYPbI; HEAOCTAaTOYHOE UM HeIPPEKTUBHOE UCMONb30BAHNE
AOCTYMHOro TeppuTopuanbHoro Kanutana. Kpome Ttoro, MMPC npepoctasndaer
NPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO OCHOBY [AAA Pas3/INYHbIX CEKTOPHbIX MNOJIUTUK, MIAHOB U
Nporpamm, a Tak»Ke paspaboTKM ApyrMx naaHoB 6onee HU3KOro YPOBHA B MepapXuu,
Ho bonee aeTtanbHbIX. CTpaTerns yctoiMumeoro ropoackoro passutma (go 2030 roaa),
npuHAatas Bnepsble B Pecnybnnke Cepbum B 2020 rogy, B COOTBETCTBUU C
NoTpebHOCTAMM YCTPOMCTBA FOPOACKOrO MPOCTPAHCTBA, NOAXOAUT K pPeLleHMto
npobsem ypbaHM3aLMM M WMCNONL30BAHMIO MOTEHLMANA, KOTOPbIA ropopckue
noceneHna NPeaCcTaBAAOT KaK reHepaTopbl Pa3BUTUA.
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MNepen npuHatnem nepsoro MMPC B 1996 rogy npou3owan Heobbl4HO
AAnTeNbHble U AUCKOHTUHYa/IbHble aKTUMBHOCTM MO ero noAroToBKe, KOTOpble C
nepepbiBamun anmanco nodtn 30 net. NoarotoBKa K paspaboTKe naaHa Havanacb B
1967 roay v npoaonxKanack Ao 1976 roga. Mocne nepepbiBa, paboTa No NOAroToBKe
Bo3o6HoBMNacb B 1987 roay, a npoekt MMPC 6bin nepeaaH lNpaBuTenbCTBy
Pecnybnunkn Cepbun snepsbie B8 1990 roay, a 3atem B 1994 roay. Mepsbiii MMNPC 6b1n
npuHAT B 1996 roay Ha nepuon Ao 2010 roga Kak eAMHCTBEHHbIA 06WMiA
CTpaTernyeckMn MAAHOBbLIA [AOKYMEHT, KaCaloLMIACA MHTErpasbHOro passBuTuA
Tepputopumn Pecnybnmkn Cepbuu.

Mepebit MMNPC npugaBan 6o0sbluoe 3HauyeHWE AOCTUNKEHUIO Bonbluei
YHKLMOHANbHOM MHTErpaunm npocTpaHcTea Pecnybanku (6onee paBHOMepHOro u
COr1aCOBaHHOrO Pa3BUTMA YacTel ee TEPPUTOPUM) U TPAHCTIOPTHOMN U SIKOHOMMYECKOM
WHTerpawuumn Pecnybamnkmn c coceAHUMM 1 APYTMMIU €BPONENCKMMM CTPpaHaMn. MOXKHO
OoLeHUTb, 4yTo nepsbli MMPC 6bln MHHOBALMOHHLIM MNAAHOBLIM LOKYMEHTOM,
onepexKatoLLMM CBOe BPEMSA U NPEBOCXOAALLNM TAXKE/ble 06CTOATENLCTBA, B KOTOPbIX
Haxogunack Pecnybnnka Cepbua ¢ Hayana 1990-x rogoB. DTOT NaaH YCTaHOBWA
CTpaTernyecknii, KOHUENTYasibHbIA M METOLOJIOTMYECKUA KapKac M crnocob
BbIPAYKEHWUSA NIAHOBLIX PELIEeHUI U NPeasioXKeHUI, CTaBLWLNIM 06pas3LLOM ANs APpYTruX
NPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIX U CEKTOPAbHbIX MAHOB 1 CTPaTErni.

BTtopott MNMPC 6bin npuHaT B 2010 rogy Ha nepuoa go 2020 roga. OH Take
0CTaBa/ICA OCHOBHbIM OBLLMM CTPATErMYECKMM MNAaHOBLIM LOKYMEHTOM, KacatoLLMMCA
WMHTErpanbHOro passuTua Tepputopum Pecnybamkm Cepbuun. B oTamume ot
npegbiaywero MMPC, B 3TOoT nepuoa, noapakas 3apybexkHomy onbiTy, 6bia
NnoAroToB/AEH AWM NPUHAT B6ONbLWON 06BbEM CEKTOPA/IbHbLIX CTPATErMIA, B KOTOPbIX
pefiKo coaepyKanca NPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIM aCNeKT Pa3BUTMA COOTBETCTBYIOLLENO CEKTOPA
Mo OTHOLUEHUIO K YAaCTAM TEPPUTOPUN U CETU LLEHTPOB U HACENEHHbIX NMYHKTOB B
Pecnybnunke Cepbuun. MoaTomy TONbKO HEKOTOpPbIE CTPATErMM OKasanucb bonee
B/MATENIbHbIMM HA NIAHOBbIE pPeLleHus n npegnoxkeHunsa sToporo MMPC. 31o 66110
TaKXe BpemMa WHTEHCMBHOW MOArOTOBKW K BCTyn/ieHWto B EBponelickuii cotos,
YKpenneHma norpaHMYHOro u TpPaHCHaLLMOHAAbHOrIO COTPYAHUYECTBA U NONNTUKM
YKpenaeHusa N1aHMpPoBaHWA 1 yNpaBAeHUs perMoHanbHbIM pa3suTrem B Pecnybnvke,
YTO BCE OKa3a/10 NO3UTUBHOE BO3AENCTBME Ha COAEPKAHUE U NPE/IOKEHUA BTOPOTO
MMPC. OcHoBoi BToporo MMPC cTtann pamku, yctaHoBneHHble nepsbim MMPC, ¢
HEKOTOPbIMM aJanTauMaMM B COAEPKaHMM M cnocobe BblpPaXKEHWUs MAAHOBbIX
peweHnn U NpegnoKeHun, Nog BANAHMEM aKTyaslibHOro 3apybexHoro onbita u
OTAE/IbHbIX HALLMOHANbHbIX CTPATErMiA U NOJIUTUK.

Mopgrotoska TpeTtbero MMPC Havanace B 2019 roay, a ero NpUHATUE OXKUOAETCA B
2023 roay. OH paspabatbiBaetcs Ha nepuog, 15 net (c 2021 no 2035 roa). B otanuue
oT npeabiaywmnx asyx MMPC, 3To BpemA xapakTepusyeTca U3SMEHEHUAMMU B CUCTEME
NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOrO MJIAHMPOBAHUA, KOTOPble afanTUPYOTCA K YCUAEHUIO PO
pblHKQ B yNpaBAeHMM pa3BUTMEM, MpPU 3STOM OTMeYaeTcA OTCyTCTBUE
rocy,apCTBEHHOW KOHLEMNUMU A0/ITOCPOYHOrO Pa3BUTUA, YTO MOMKET HeraTtMBHO
CKa3aTbCA Ha OXpaHe W pPe3epBMPOBAHUWM TEPPUTOPUM, OCOBEHHO ANA uenein
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HauMOHa/bHOro MHTepeca/3HadveHus. B ocHose TpeTtbero MMPC nexaT nydiume
NPOBEPEHHbIE 3/IEMEHTbI CTPATENMUYECKOTO, KOHLLENTYa/IbHOTo M METOL010MMYECKOro
dpelimBOpPKOB, a Tak¥e GOPMYSNPOBKM MAAHOBbLIX PELIEeHMN, NOCTABNEHHbIX B
npeablaywmx MMAPC. Bece Tpu MMPC paspabaTbiBannch B nepunom, KpynHbIX U3MeHeHui
Ha MaKpOpPermoHasibHOM M rnobasbHOM YPOBHAX, MO3TOMY 3/IeMEHTbI TMBKOCTH,
HeonpeaeneHHOCTU U PUCKA CTaIM HEOTbEM/IEMO YaCcTbHo NpoLEecca NIAaHNUPOBaHUA.

lopoacKMe LeHTpbl, FOPOACKUE U CeNbCKME PaliOHbI, COCTAaBAAIOLLNE FTOPOACKUNE
cuctembl B Cepbumn, NnpeacTaBnatoT coboli reTeporeHHblt Habop HAaceNeHHbIX NYHKTOB
pa3/IM4HOro Aemorpaduyeckoro pasmepa, 3KOHOMMUYECKOTO Pa3BUTUA U GYHKLIMOHAIbHBIX
BO3MOKHOCTEW, YTO ABNAETCA C/IeACTBMEM PA3/IMYHBIX PA3BMBAOLLMXCA MPEANOChIIOK B
reorpanyeckom u CoLManbHO-UCTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTe. Tepputopus Cepbum, Kak u
60/1bLUas YacTb Oro-BOCTOYHOM EBponbl, He ypbaHM3MpoBaHa Kak Hambonee passuTan
YacTb KOHTUHEHTa. Cepbus NoaBeprIacb MHTEHCUBHOM YpHaHM3aLIMKM TOILKO BO BTOPOW
nonosmMHe XX Beka. [lo 60-x rogoeB XX BeKa 3sKOHOMMYecKas CTpykTypa Cepbuu
NPenMyLLECTBEHHO UMENA CE/IbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHDIN XapaKTep, a No CTPYKType HaceneHus
OHa 6bl11a NPEMMYLLECTBEHHO CE/IbCKOM cpesoit. XoTs ypoBeHb ypbaHM3aLLmmn yBenndmcs
K 2011 roay no okono 60%, ropoacKkoe HaceneHne B MexKnepenucHbIX nepmogax He
paBHOMEPHO  POCNO, W  Ba)KHbIM  AETEPMUHAHTOM  NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTrO
(npep)pacnpeseneHus HaceneHua ABAAIOTCA MUrPaLMK HaceneHua. HeraTuBHbIN
MWUIPaLMOHHbIA Ccanbho XapakTepusyeT 6onbwyto 4YacTb Cepbuu, npuyem
HanboNbWNIN 06bEM U MHTEHCMBHOCTb OTTOKA 3aPErMCTPUPOBAH B BOCTOUYHOW U tOro-
BOCTOYHOM 4acTax Cepbuun. Wctopuyeckme u ¢usmKo-reorpadumyeckme ycnosus
CO3aU CU/IbHYHO PErMOHaNbHYO ANPPepPEeHLMALLMI0 HACEIEHHbIX MOTEHLMANO0B, TaK
YTO 30HA BbICOKOM KOHLLEHTpaUUM HaceneHua oxeaTbiBaeT [lyHaBcKko-CaBCKUI U
MopaBcKuiA permoHbl, coctaenas 10% ot obwen Tepputopum ¢ 3,1 MUANUOHOM
uTenen, yto coctasnnet 43% HaceneHus Pecnybamnku Cepbumn. OueBnaHa cBs3b
MeXAY NPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIM pacnpesesieHMem HaceeHus, cpeHen BbICOTOM Haf,
YPOBHEM MOPA W WHTEHCMBHOCTbIO 3aCTPOMKM (MPOLLEHT 3emMau, 3aHATOM
AQHTPOMOreHHbIMM NOLWAAAMM).

B npocCTpaHCTBEHHO-CTPYKTYPHON U (YHKLMOHANBbHOW OpraHusaummn cetu
noceneHunin 8 Cepbun JOMMHUPYIOT Masible ropoacKue LeHTpbl. Ha nepBbii B3raag,
MOKHO CKasaTb, 4TO ropoackyto ceTb Cepbum xapaKtepusyeT ux yaobHoe
pacnpegeneHue, ogHako 6onee NoApPo6HbIN aHaIN3 KOHLEHTPALMKN HAaceNeHuA U
dYHKUMI MoceneHnit yKasblBaeT Ha MHoOroudncieHHble npobnembl. B benrpage
NpounBaeT okoso 27,3% ropoackoro HaceneHus Cepbun (6e3 Al Kocoso). Ha ero
[LOMWHUPOBAHMWE YKa3blBAeT MHAEKC rOPOACKOM NePBUYHOCTU, Ybe 3HAYEHNE PABHO
5 (oTHoweHwue Yncna HaceneHus benrpaga v Hosoro Caga). M3-3a 60/1bLUMX pa3invymii
B Aemorpaduryeckom pasmepe 1 gemorpadmyeckom noTeHumnane, TeppuTopmasbHOM
oxBaTe u ansepcudurKaumm GyHKUUI, a TaKkKe pasmepax nona BAUAHUA, FOPOACKMeE
LEHTPbl MMEIT OYEeHb Pa3Hble POAN U 3HAYEHUE B TEPPUTOPUANIBHON UHTErpaLmm
Cepbun. 3meHeHUs B rOpOACKMX CUCTEMAX NPOUCXOAAT OYEHb Me/IEHHO, NO3TOMY B
6avKalilem byayLwem He CTOUT OXKUAATb CNIOHTAHHOTO CMAMYEHNA TEPPUTOPUASBHbBIX
avcnapatumn.
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HecornacoBaHHOCTb MeXAy HaceseHWeM BeAyLLero U OCTajsibHbIX FTOPOACKUX
LEHTPOB CBUAETENLCTBYET O TOM, YTO Cepbua He MMeeT NPaBMUIbHO U PaBHOMEPHO
pa3BUTON TOPOACKOWM CUCTEMbI, T. €. 4YTO MNOTOKU ypbaHu3auum He 6blan
CBOEBPEMEHHO HanpasneHbl Ha 6onee paBHOMEpPHOE MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE
pacnpeaenenune. MonapusaymoHHble addeKTbl ypbaHU3aLMM, NPOCTPAHCTBEHHO
nposBaeHHble Aemorpadpuyeckomn N SKOHOMUKO-PYHKLUMOHANbHOM KOHLLEHTpaLUMeN,
BbIPa*KeHbl TaKXKe Ha YPOBHAX 6ONbLIMHCTBA paioHOB — obaacTent. [ucnponopums B
aemorpaduyeckom pasmepe benrpafsa M Apyrux KPYynHbIX FOPOACKMX LEHTPOB
ABNAETCA CNeACTBUEM HECOTIAaCOBAHHOCTM M ACUMMETPUYHOCTM FOPOACKON CUCTEMDI
Cepbuu. MpocTpaHCTBEHHas Ancnponopumns GyHKLMI NPoABAAETCA yBEANYEHUEM UX
Yncia BO BCErO HECKOJ/IbKMX Hanbonee 3Ha4YMMbIX ropoackux obnactax Cepbumn m
3HAUYUTENbHbIM yMeHblleHNnEM (YHKLMOHANbHbIX BO3MOMHOCTEN GO/bLUMHCTBA
APYrMX ropoacKUX 061acTei U ropoACKUX LLEHTPOB, a TaKXKe UX TePPUTOPUANBHOTO
BJMAHUSA, YTO NPUBOAMUT K TOMY, YTO HacesieHNe He B COCTOAHUW YA4,0BNETBOPUTL CBOM
noTpebHOCTU, N OHO NepeesyKaeT B ApyrMe MecTa, T. €. 3a rpaHuLy. Tem He MeHee,
NPUYMHBI Noaapu3aLmm Tepputopmm Cepbum He TONbKO BHYTPEHHUE, HO BCe Honblue
noaBepKeHbl BO34ENCTBUIO LUMPOKUX PErMOHaNbHbIX U MEXKAYHAPOLHbIX
3KOHOMMYECKMX MNOTOKOB. BONbLIMHCTBO MHOCTPAHHbIX MHBECTULMIA NPUBAEKAIOTCA
MMEHHO Te LEHTpbl, KOTOpble SBAAIOTCA 6osee KOHKYPEeHTOCNOCOBHbIMU — C
pasBUTbIMU QYHKLUAMMU, OTIMYHO CBA3AHHBIMU C MHPACTPYKTYPOI, C MONOABIM U
06pa3oBaHHbIM TPYA0BbIM HAace/IEHUEM U T.A4.

Hartawa [JaHunosuh Xpucruh, He6ojwa CredpaHosuh

CTPATELLKWU OKBUP PA3BOJA MPEXE HACE/bA U YPBAHU3ALUJE
Y NPOCTOPHUM NJIAHOBUMA CPBUIJE O, 1996. 0 AAHAC

Pesnme

YpbaHusaumja je nporec y Kome ce HenpectaHo nosehasa yAeo CTaHOBHULITBA
KOje KMBM y rpafoBMMa a rpafoBu Ce LWMpe M pacTy, WTO YMHM Aa npobiemu
ypehera 1 opraHu3aumje rpaZcKor NpocTopa NpeacTaB/bajy BarKHY TeEMY pa3BOjHUX
areHgu. YpbaHa Haces/ba y Penybauum Cpbuju norahajy aenonynaumja wu
aemorpadcKo cTapere, perMoHanHu gucnaputetn, npobnemu ypbaHe Kyntype u
3aLUTUTE KUBOTHE cpeaurHe, YKbydyjyhu 1 Knnmatcke npomeHe. Ha HauMoHanHOM
HMBOY Npeno3HaTa je NnpobaemaTmKa becrnpaBHe U3rpastbe, 3anyLUTEeHOCT TeXHUYKe
1 coumjanHe MHPPaACTPYKType, He0BO/baH NoACTMLAj pa3Bojy 6payHduna nokaumja,
Kao M notpeba 3a AUrUTaANM3aLMjOM Yy YMpas/bakby pasBojem TepuTopuje.
KomniieKCHOCT rpagckor MpocTopa 3axTeBa nocebaH NpUCTYN ycMepaBakby PasBojHUX
TPEHA,0Ba M aKTUBHOCTM Y FPALACKUM NOAPYYjUMA.
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MpocTtopHu nnaH Penybauke Cpbuje (MMPC) je nnatdopma 3a opraHusauujy,
Kopuwhetbe, 3aWTUTY, ypehere 1 ynpaB/batbe NPOCTOPOM, 3aCHOBaHA Ha HauMo-
Ha/HUM LM/bEBUMA, KOHLLEMNLUMjaMa U Mepama NPOCTOPHOr pasBoja ycknaheHmum ca
COLMO-EKOHOMCKMM, KYATYPHUM U Apyrum passojem Cpbuje, Kao M MMNIeMeHTa-
LMOHUM cpeacTBMMa. CafpKun ApKaBHE Lu/beBe NPOCTOPHOr pa3Boja, MHTerpaaHa
NAaHCKa pelerha U MMIEMEHTALMOHU OKBUP, KOjU YyBaXKaBajy KOMMJIEKCHOCT
rnobanHor n yHyTpawHer coLMo-eKOHOMCKOT U MHCTUTYLIMOHANIHOT KOHTEKCTa U
pasnnuunte nsasose. ONLWTM M3a30BU YK/bYYY]Y: Aenonynauujy, aemorpadckum ersoayc
W jayarbe MUrpaumja; CTUXMjCKy (HennaHCKy M HEKOHTponuMcaHy) ypbaHusauwjy,
n3paxkeHy TepuTopujasHy KOHLEHTpaLnjy, NnofapusaLmjy u npocTopHy pparmeHTU-
CaHOCT; perMoHasHe HejegHaAKOCTW y norneay ypbaHor v pypanaHor passoja, KBaMTeTa
YKMBOTHE CpeamHe, HUBOA Pa3BMjeHOCTM caobpahajHe 1 TexHUUYKe MHOPACTPYKTYpE;
HEe0BO/bHO MAM HENPOAYKTUBHO Kopulherse pacrnosioXMBor TepuTopujanHor
KanuTtana. Takohe, MNMPC ob6e36elhyje npocTopHM OKBUP Ha Kojem he ce 3acHMBaTH
pasnYnUTe CEeKTOpCKe NOJIUTMKE, NNAHOBU M NPOrpamu, Kao 1M npunpema Apyrux
NAAHOBA HUMXKET PaHra y XMjepapxmjn anu getasbHuje paspage. Ctpaternja ogpKnsor
ypbaHor passoja (go 2030. roamHe), yceojeHa 2020. roamnHe npsu Nyt y Penybanum
Cpbuju, y cknagy ca notpebama ypeherba rpaficKor NpocTopa NpucTyna pellasakby
npobnema ypbaHusaumje n Kopuwhery noTeHumjana Koje ypbaHa Hacesba Hoce Kao
reHepaTopu Pa3BOjHUX aKTUBHOCTU.

OdoHowery npsor MMNPC 1996. roanHe npetxogune cy HeyobuyajeHo ayre u
OVUCKOHTUHYaNIHE aKTMBHOCTU Ha HeroBoj NpMnpemm Koje cy ca Nnpeknamma tpajane
ckopo 30 roguHa. Mpunpema 3a nspagy naaHa 3anodena je 1967. rogmHe v Tpajana
0o 1976. rogmHe. MNocne nayse HacTaB/ba ce pag Ha npunpemu 1987. rogmHe, oa 6u
Haupt MMPC 61o aoctas/beH Bnagn Penybavke Cpbuje npsu nyTt 1990. roaunHe, a
HaKoH Tora 1994. roguHe. Mpseu MNMPC goHet je 1996. roanHe 3a nepuog ao 2010.
roavHe, Kao jeAMHU OMNWITK CTPaTeLlKM NAAHCKU OOKYMEHT KOoju ce 0AHOCMO Ha
MHTerpasiHu pa3Boj Teputopuje Penybnuke Cpbuje.

Mpeum MMPC y npBM NaH ce cTaB/ba NocTM3are Behe PyHKUMOHANHE UHTerpu-
caHocTu npocTopa Peny6vKe (paBHOMeEpPHWMjer 1 ycknaheHujer pas3soja Ae0Ba HheHe
TepuTopuje) n caobpahajHe 1 eKOHOMCKe MHTerpauuje Penybauvke ca cycegHUM m
0CTa/IMM eBPONCKUM 3eM/bama. Moxe ce oueHUTH aa je npsu MMPC 6uo nHoBatneaH
NAAHCKM SOKYMEHT UCMpes, CBOr BpEMEHa U U3HAA, oTeXKasajyhnux oKoNHOCTM y Kojuma
ce Penybnuka Cpbuja Hanasuna og nodvetka 1990-tux. OBaj nnaH je nNocrtaBuo
CTpPaTeLWKn, KOHUENTyaslHu U METOAONOLWKN OKBUP U HAUYMH WMCKa3a MIAHCKUX
pellera 1 Npono3nLmja, Te je NocTao y30p 3a Apyre NPOCTOPHE U CEKTOPCKe na1aHoBe
M cTpaTermje.

Opyru NMNPC goHeT je 2010. roaunHe 3a nepunog ao 2020. roauHe. U gasbe je 61o
OCHOBHMW OMLTK CTPATELLUKU NAAHCKN AOKYMEHT KOju Ce 0AHOCU Ha MHTErpasiHu pas3Boj
Teputopuje Penybnumke Cpbuje. 3a pasnuky og npetxoaHor MNMPC, y oBom nepuoay
ce, MO y30py Ha MHOCTPaHa MCKYCTBa, MPUMNpPema WU je AOHEeT BeNuku 6poj
CEKTOPCKMX CTpaTermja y Kojuma je peTko cagprkaHa NpocTopHa AMMEH3Kja pa3Boja
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ozrosapajyher cektopa y o4HOCY Ha ie/10Be TEPUTOPUje U MPEXKY LLeHTapa 1 Hacesba
y Peny6aunum Cpbuju. 3aTo cy camo nojeaunHe ctpaternje umane seher ytmuaja Ha
NAaHCKa pewerba n nponosunumje gpyror MMPC. To je n Bpeme MHTEH3UBHE NpUnpeme
3a npucTtynarbe EBponckoj yHuju (y aasbem TekcTy: EY), jauarba npeKkorpaHuyHe u
TPaHCHAUMOHANHEe capagke, W MNOJUTUKE javyakba NAaHUpara M ynpaB/barba
pervMoHanHUM pas3sojem y Penybauum, WTO je cB€ MMANo NO3UTUBHOr 04pa3a Ha
cagpKaj n nponosunumnje gpyror NMPC. Y ocHoswn, apyrm MIMPC ce Hacnhawa Ha OKBUpeE
noctassbeHe npsum MNMNPC, ca n3BecHMM aganTaumjama y nornesy cagpkaja U HaumHa
MCKa3a NJaHCKMX pellera M Nponosunumja Koje cy bune nog ytmuajem akTyenHmx
WHOCTPAHUX MCKYCTaBa U NojeaUHUX HALMOHANHUX CTpATernja 1 NOANTHKa.

Mpunpema Tpeher MNMPC 3anoyena je 2019. roanHe , a ycBajere ce oyeKyje 2023.
roguHe. [loHocu ce 3a nepunog oz 15 roamHa (og 2021. ao 2035. roauHe). 3a pasnuky
oz, npetxonHa aga MNMPC, oBo je nepunoa NpomeHa y cucteMy NPOCTOPHOT MAaHMpPakba
Koju ce npunarohasa jayakby yaore TPXKULITA Yy yNpaB/bakby Pa3Bojem, Npu Yyemy je
MCNO/beH HEAOCTaTaK [p’KaBHE KOHLUEeNnuuje AyropovyHor pa3Boja LWTO Ce MOXKe
HENoOBOJ/bHO OAPA3NTM HA 3aLITUTY U pe3epBUCabe NPOCTOPA, NocebHO 33 HameHe
04, HaLMOHaNHOT MHTepeca/3Havaja. Y ocHosu, Tpehu MNMPC ce Hacnarba Ha Hajbosbe,
npoBepeHe oapeaHULLEe CTPATELLKON, KOHLENTYa/IHOT U METOA,010LWKOr OKBMPA U HA
HAYMH MCKa3a NJIaHCKMX peLlerba Koja cy nocTaB/beHa y npetxoaHum MNMPC. Cea Tpu
MMNPC cy npunpemaHa y nepuvoay BEAUKUX MPOMEHA Ha MAKpPO-PErmoHasiHOM U
rnobanHOM HUBOY, Te Cy enNemMeHTU GAEeKCUMBUAHOCTU, HEU3BECHOCTM M pU3MKa
NnocTanu caCcTaBHM Z,e0 NpoLeca NaaHupama.

Yp6aHu ueHTpu, ypbaHa 1 pypasnHa nogpydja Koja ymHe ypbaHe cucteme y Cpbuiju
Cy XeTeporeH CKyn Hace/ba pasnvuute gemorpadcke BeUYUHE, NpuBpesHe
pa3BMjeHOCTM U QYHKLMjCKOT KanaunuTeTa, WTO je nocieamia pasaninuTnx pa3BojHmX
npegucnosnumnja y reorpapckom n ApyLUTBEHO-UCTOPUjCKOM KOHTEKCTY. MpocTop
Cpbuje, Kao M BenuKor Aena jyromctodHe EBpone, Huje ypbaHM30BaH Kao
Hajpa3BujeHNju 0e0 KOHTUHeHTa. Cpbuja je 3axBaheHa MHTEH3UBHOM ypbHaHU3aLMjom
TeK y Apyroj NoN0BUHKN ABajeceTor BeKa. CBe A0 wesaecetmx roanHa Cpbuja je no
NPUBPEAHOj CTPYKTYpU MMana AOMUHAHTHO MO/bONPUBPEAHU KapaKTep, a Mo
CTPYKTYpM HacesbeHocTn 6una je npeosnahyjyhe pypanHa cpegmHa. Mako ce cteneH
ypbaHusaunje nosehao go 2011. rogmHe Ha oko 60%, rpafiCKoO CTAHOBHULUTBO Y
mehynonvcHUm nepuoanma Huje ce paBHoMepHo yBehaBano, a BaXKHy AeTepmMmu-
HaHTy MpPOCTOpPHOr (Mpe)pasmellTaja CTaHOBHWULITBA MNpPeACTaB/bajy MUrpauuje
CTaHOBHMLITBA. HeratMeaH mMuUrpaumoHun canao Kapaktepuiie Hajsehu geo Cpbuje,
OOK je Hajsehn 0B6MM U MHTEH3UTET Mces/baBakba PErucTpoBaH je Y UCTOYHOj U
jyrouctouHoj Cpbuju. Mictopujckun n dprsmnuKo-reorpadCcKkm yCaoBU CTBOPUN CY CHaMKHY
pervoHanHy aAndepeHLmjaumnjy nonynaLmMoHnx NoTeHLmjana, Tako Aa 30Ha U3pasunTo
BMCOKE KOHLEHTpaLuje CTAaHOBHULLTBA 3axBaTa AyHABCKO-CaBCKM U MOPABCKM MNojac,
oaHocHo 10% yKynHe TepuTopuje, ca 3,1 MUAMOH CTAaHOBHWKA, OAHOCHO 43%
cTaHOBHMWTBA Penybnmke Cpbuje. JacHa je nosesaHocT uamehy npocTtopHor
pacrnopefa CTaHOBHMLWITBA, MPOCEYHE HAAMOPCKE BWUCUHE W MHTEH3UTeTa
nsrpaheHoct (NpoLeHaT 3ay3eToCTM 3eM/bULLTA AHTPOMOreHUM MOBPLUMHAMA).
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Y NPOCTOPHO-CTPYKTYPHO]j N GYHKLMJCKOj OpraHM3aumnju mpeke Hacesba y Cpbuju
OOMUHUPAjy Manun ypbaHu ueHTpuU. Ha npsu nornes ce moxe pehn ga ypbaHy mpexy
Cpbuje KapaKkTepulLe HNUXOB NOBO/baH pa3mellTaj, mehyTnum, noapobHuja aHanmsa o
KOHLEHTpaLMju CTaHOBHULITBA U QYHKLUM]a Y HMa yKa3yje Ha BpojHe npobneme. Y
Beorpagy *u1Bu oKko 27,3% ypbaHor ctaHoBHUWTBA Cpbuje (6e3 Al KuM). Ha rerosy
OOMMHAHTHOCT yKasyje MHAeKc ypbaHe npumapHOCTM Yumja je BpegHOCT 5 (ogHoc
6poja cTaHOBHUKa beorpaaa n Hosor Caga). Ycnen BeIMKUX pasnuka y gemorpadckoj
BE/IMUYNHU N AemorpadCcKoOm MOTeHUMjany, TEpUTOPUjaHOM LOMETY U AUBEPCU-
dMKOBAHOCTU DYHKUMjA, KA M BENMYMHM NOJba YTULAja, YPOaHW LeHTPU MMajy Beoma
pasnuMuuTe yaore u 3Havaj y TeputopujanHoj uHterpaumju Cpbuje. NMpomeHe y
ypbaHum cucTemmma ce ofiBujajy BEOMa Cnopo, Te Ce Y CKopoj byayhHOCTU He MoXKe
OYEKMBATU CMOHTAHO ybaXkaBakbe TEPUTOPUjANHUX AUCNapUTETa.

Hecknag nsmehy ctaHoBHUWTBA Bogeher 1 ocTanmx ypbaHuWx LLeHTapa rosopum Aa
Cpbuja Hema NpaBUIHO U PaBHOMEPHO pPa3BujeH ypbaHU cUCTeM, Tj. Aa TOKOBMU
ypbaHu3aLmje HUCY NPaBOBPEMEHO YCMeEpPaBaHW Ka PaBHOMEPHWjOj MPOCTOPHO]
anctpmbyumjn. Nonapmsaumjckn edekTn ypbaHusaumje, NpocTopHO MaHUbECTOBAHM
nemorpadckom U eKOHOMCKO-QYHKLIMjCKOM KOHLLEHTPALMjOM M3PaXKEHU CYy M Ha
HMBOMMA BehuHe okpyra — obnactu. Aucnponopumja y gemorpadckoj BENUUYNHN
beorpaga v octannx Behux ypbaHux LieHTapa je nocaeamnua HEKOXePEHTHOCTU U
acMmeTpuyHocTM ypbaHor cuctema Cpbuje. MpocTtopHa ancnponopumja dyHKUMja
ncnosbasa ce noseharem HUXOBOr 6poja y cBEra HEKOIMKO Haj3HAYajHUjUX ypbaHuMx
nogpyyja Cpbuje 1 3Ha4YajHUM CMarbereM GYHKLIMjCKUX KanauuTeTa BehuHe apyrmux
ypbaHux noapyyja n ypbaHUxX LLeHTapa, Kao U kbUXOBOT TEPUTOPMjANHOT YTULLAja LITO
[0BOAM A0 TOra @ CTAHOBHULWTBO HMje y MoryhHOCTU Aa 3a40B0/bM cBOje noTpebe,
na ce opces/baBa Yy Apyra MecTa, OAHOCHO Yy WHOCTPAHCTBO. Mnak, y3pouu
nonapusaunje teputopuje Cpbuje HUCYy camo WHTepHK, Beh cy cBe BulEe MNoA
yTULajeM WKMPUX PEerMoHanHUX U MmehyHapoAHUX eKOHOMCKUX TOKoBa. BehuHy
CTPaAHUX MHBECTULMja NpMBAAYe YNPaBO OHU LLEHTPU KOjy CY U KOHKYPEHTHMjK — ca
pa3sujeHUMm oyHKLMjama, MHPPACTPYKTYPHO OA/IMYHO NoBe3aHu, ca maahom u
06pa3oBaHOM pafHOM CHarom u ap.
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