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Foreword 

 

The following report documents the continuing neglect of natural and cultural heritage in the Ohrid 

Region of the Republic of Macedonia, where the World Heritage Convention risks failing to secure 

the transmission of Outstanding Universal Value to future generations of humankind due to legal 

and illegal construction; a de facto mass tourism policy; deficient management planning; wetland 

degeneration; a lack of controls on motor vehicles in protected natural and cultural spaces, including 

National Park Galichica; wastewater and other pollution; various threats to bird and fish fauna as 

well as endemic invertebrate species; the non-resolution of solid waste disposal; a porous and 

widely circumvented legal system; institutional obstruction of conservation; failure to secure 

architectural and archaeological treasures; and climate change among others, all of which is taking 

place in an environment that does not yet allow for the proper functioning of civil society.      

The report supplements evidence of abusive practices that has been compiled by Ohrid SOS in 

previous submissions to the World Heritage Centre (2017, 2019) and overviews the policies and 

activities that have led to underperformance in the practical implementation of the World Heritage 

Convention in the Republic of Macedonia with a focus on the situation since March 2019. In brief, 

habitat loss, irreversible damage to cultural monuments, a suspected pollution gradient, declines in 

species populations, changes in species compositions, and local and perhaps even absolute species 

extinctions (Hauffe, 2010) are unfolding at the property in front of our eyes. 

The evidence presented in the following chapters directly conflicts with both the narrative 

constructed by the Republic of Macedonia that the Ohrid Region does not meet conditions for the 

List of World Heritage in Danger and the conclusions of the World Heritage Committee from its 43rd 

Session in Baku, notably the revised Paragraph 8 from Decision 43 COM 7B.36, whose wording 

differs dramatically from the original draft (World Heritage Centre, 2019). It also comprehensively 

illustrates that recommendations from the 2017 IUCN, ICOMOS and World Heritage Centre Reactive 

Monitoring Mission to the Ohrid Region are not being applied in good faith despite both the 

aforementioned World Heritage Committee decision and its Decision 41 COM 7B.34 from 2017. 

In Baku 2019, a lobbying delegation from the Republic of Macedonia sought to demonstrate that the 

country was taking affirmative action to ameliorate the pollution, neglect and exploitation of the 

Ohrid Region’s world heritage resources. A simple timeline of events (see Table 1) surrounding the 

43rd Session already casts doubt upon the veracity of these claims and demonstrates how World 

Heritage Committee indolence is interpreted by local authorities in the Ohrid Region as a carte 

blanche to continue managerial recklessness.  

The ensuing chapters will deal with these events in detail, alongside numerous other documented 

examples of how chaotic actions and decisions as well as a lack of accountability on a local and 

national level are misleading the World Heritage Committee and resulting in heritage destruction. 

 

Citizen Initiative Ohrid SOS 

March 2020 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2017/12/world-heritage-on-the-edge_version-unesco.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/155806/4845975#conservation-actions
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2019/whc19-43com-7B-en.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2_L3j6vZYV7ILSSvWqwXqA7yObTJzoFKe5o-PYE69AgNVAC221FlWv1mw
http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7036/
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Abbreviations 

 

MoEPP  Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning 

OUV Outstanding Universal Value 

2017 RMM ICOMOS, IUCN and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring Mission from 2017 

2020 RMM ICOMOS, IUCN and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring Mission from 2020 

MRC Macedonian Ramsar Committee 

HBO Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid 

IPCMCMO Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid  

MPNCHOR Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-29 

DPDP Directorate for Personal Data Protection 

UNECE United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 

HIA Heritage Impact Assessment 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment 

NICU National Inspectorate for Construction and Urbanisation 

MOC Macedonian Orthodox Church 

 

Note to Reader 

1. Readers familiar with A) the 2017 IUCN, ICOMOS and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring 

Mission Report for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region; B) the November 2018 

Progress Report submitted by the Republic of Macedonia to the UNESCO World Heritage Centre; C) 

previous UNESCO World Heritage Committee decisions for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region; and D) the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 2020-2029 (MoEPP 2020) will understand this document more fully. Most are available on the 

UNESCO webpage for the Ohrid Region, although a delay in the upload of the Management Plan was 

observed at the time of writing. As implied by the name, World Heritage on the Edge III should also 

be viewed as a continuation of the World Heritage on the Edge series with the first (2017) and second 

editions (2019) open for download here and here.  

2. Ohrid SOS released an express, abridged, advance version of this document named World Heritage 

on the Edge 2.5 at short notice in January 2020. In cases where details conflict, this version, World 

Heritage on the Edge 3, should be considered authoritative.     

3. The territory and State Party typically referred to in recent United Nations documents as the 

Republic of North Macedonia will be titled Republic of Macedonia or Macedonia in the ensuing report.  

 

 

 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2017/12/world-heritage-on-the-edge_version-unesco.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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Timeline of Disrespect 

 

 
 
29/6/2019 

Mayor Konstantin Georgieski of the Municipality of Ohrid inaugurates 
a motor-racing rally through National Park Galichica, a core 
component of the UNESCO Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 
Region and one of Europe’s most biodiverse mountains. 
 

 
 

CHAPTER 
5A 

 

 
 
30/6/2019 
 

Georgieski arrives at the 43rd Session of the World Heritage 
Committee (WHC), part of a Macedonian delegation claiming to be 
taking steps “for a clear long-term governing structure that would 
prevent abuses and repeated degradations” of the Ohrid Region. 
   

 
 

ALL 

 
 
3/7/2019 
 

On the same day as a Macedonian delegation address to the WHC, 
labourers return to an illegal lakeshore hotel development, despite its 
contravention of 12 laws, the rescindment of the hotel’s permission, 
and several failed developer appeals.   
 

 
 

CHAPTER 
3Fi 

 
 
3/7/2019 
 
 

The WHC at its 43rd Session expresses satisfaction with Macedonia’s 
actions on wastewater, redirecting the River Sateska, and adoption of 
the Law on Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 
Ohrid Region.  

 
CHAPTERS 

6, 8A & 
14H 

 
 
12/7/2019 
 
 

Two days after closure of the 43rd Session, Mayor Ramis Merko of the 
Municipality of Struga joins Municipality of Ohrid Councillor Nefi 
Useini to open the latter’s illegal restaurant for which an overdue 
demolition order has long been issued and ignored.   

 
 

CHAPTER 
3Fii 

 
 
23/7/2019 
 
 

Macedonia suspends the Law on Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 
Ohrid Region in the face of numerous objections from parliament. The 
law may never be reattempted according to a recently published 
management plan 

 
 

CHAPTER 
8A 

 
 
27/8/2019 
 
 

An SOS activist videos raw sewage flowing into Lake Ohrid on the 
waterfront in the town of Ohrid. Overflow still occurs regularly and 
the delayed wastewater work that started in January 2020 is focused 
on just 3 kilometres of the sewerage network.  

 
 

CHAPTER 
6A 

 
 
20/9/2019 
 
 

Authorities make a show of beginning demolitions of illegal 
constructions, starting with a house on Marko Nestoroski Road. 
Several months later the same house is not only still standing, but 
closer to completion.  

 
 

CHAPTER 
3D 

 
 
1/10/2019 
 
 

Mayor Georgieski promises that construction will soon return to 
normal in the Ohrid region and that regular communication with 
UNESCO could allow cancelled plans for an express road through 
National Park Galichica to be resurrected.   
 

 
CHAPTER 

3E 

 TABLE 1: A simple chronology of events surrounding the 43rd World Heritage Committee Session 

suggests that the Republic of Macedonia is treating the Word Heritage Convention with contempt.  
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CHAPTER 1:  The Moratorium to End Requests for Moratoriums  

A: Moratorium in Theory 

Recommendation 6 from the World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS, and IUCN Reactive Monitoring 

Mission that was conducted to the Ohrid Region in 2017 (2017 RMM) requested the Republic of 

Macedonia to “put in place a moratorium on any coastal and urban transformation within the World 

Heritage property, at least until all relevant planning documents (Management Plan, OUV-based 

Urban/Coastal Master Plans etc.) have been prepared and adopted, effective protective juridical 

regulations have been approved, and effective control mechanisms are established.”   

Given that the Republic of Macedonia had already been allowed 20 extra years of disorganized and 

often illegal construction since UNESCO, ICOMOS and the IUCN observed an “enormous increase in 

constructions and settlement activities” destabilizing the property in 1998 (World Heritage Centre, 

1998), even the immediate deadline could have been viewed as generous: The World Heritage 

Committee had turned a blind eye to the problem for two decades and a “creeping biodiversity crisis” 

within the world heritage site has been intimated since 2008 (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008). 

Yet the Republic of Macedonia still believed that it could push its luck. As extensively documented in 

World Heritage on the Edge II: Engine of Neglect (Ohrid SOS, 2019), authorities functionally lied to 

the World Heritage Centre in their November 2018 Progress Report to the UNESCO body, claiming to 

have implemented a “controlled moratorium” on construction in the Ohrid Region (Ministry of 

Culture, 2018) while no such measure had ever been announced, and the erection of hotels and 

apartment blocks continued unabated.  

This allowed another two years of habitat destruction until the World Heritage Committee finally 

turned its attention to the Ohrid Region once again in July 2019, noting (without concern) in WHC 

Decision 43 COM 7B.36 that the moratorium had neither been put in place nor a revised timeframe 

proposed1. No reference was made of the Republic of Macedonia’s attempt to subvert the World 

Heritage Convention by misreporting its behaviour, even though its failure to inform the World 

Heritage Centre of projects and planning activities was also noted (again without concern). 

i. Exceptions 

 

Hardwired for manipulation and subversion at all institutional levels, authorities in the Republic of 

Macedonia received the lack of World Heritage Committee sanction in the only way they 

understand—as an invitation to continue misrepresentation.  

Hence, when Macedonia did finally enact a moratorium on Ohrid Region transformation in August 

2019, the decision released by the Municipality of Ohrid in its Official Bulletin (09/08/2019) 

contained several important exceptions for buildings of local public interest such as: 

 sports facilities and activities; 

 educational facilities and activities; 

                                                           
1 This is nonsensically referred to in the context of partial progress in Decision 43 COM 7B.36. 

https://whc.unesco.org/archive/repcom98a4.htm#sc99
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Ancient-Lake-Ohrid%3A-biodiversity-and-evolution-Albrecht-Wilke/a51ae2c8e4006b61c5dc5c5167d6a5c864c800e6
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
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 scientific facilities and activities; 

 cultural facilities and activities; 

 health facilities and activities; 

 facilities and activities for social protection; 

 tracks for trams; 

 powerlines up to 35kV and substations up to 10kV; 

 wastewater infrastructure; 

 sports stadiums with capacity up to 10,000; 

 multi-storey and other car-parking facilities; 

 municipal roads, parks, squares, markets and graveyards; and 

 monuments and memorials. 

 

These very wide categories of construction are all unaffected by moratorium conditions but 

authorities were nevertheless unsatisfied because certain kinds of construction might still be 

impeded. Therefore, other articles of the moratorium decision also created loopholes for 

 

 conversions to allow property use changes, i.e. from residential buildings to hotels; 

 extensions; 

 continuation of existing construction projects; and  

 processing of applications for received building permits to proceed in the normal manner. 

 

Evidently, almost all kinds of coastal and urban transformation were therefore able to continue 

uninhibited in the Ohrid Region, with the only practical change to business as usual being that new 

applications for residential or commercial purposes would temporarily not be accepted. However, 

process was allowed to continue for those applications that had been accepted so building was able 

to move forward in many locations as demonstrated photographically in Chapter 1B below. If 

moratorium conditions had entered effect when the 2017 RMM requested them, as opposed to two 

years later, many of these buildings would not have been able to proceed. 

 

Yet even such a lax environment was not enough. Instead of conditioning the end of the moratorium 

with full completion of all planning documents, the establishment of a credible legislative and 

enforcement system, and other control measures as requested in RMM Recommendation 6, 

authorities scheduled it legally to end on 1st February 2020. Later, an extension was requested by 

the central government from local municipalities (Chapter 1C), yet a window was nonetheless 

opened through which applications for construction could pass, and the request had not been 

processed at the time this report was written (1/3/2019).   

 

With the 1st February end-date, authorities were obviously targeting the Management Plan for the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MoEPP, 2020) to take the role of an 

all-in-one masterplan that incorporates the 2017 RMM’s needs under Recommendation 6. It was 

supposed to pass as the aforementioned relevant planning documents and effective control 

mechanisms and justify discontinuation of any kind of restriction on coastal and urban 



10 

 

transformation, while a proposed Law on the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region was intended to cover the legislational revision that had also been requested. 

 

Such a position is nonsense: The Management Plan’s own action plan pushes back timelines for 

necessary planning documents and improvements to legislation as far as December 2022 when the 

urban plan for beaches is supposed to be finalized (see Table 2). Meanwhile, the Law on the 

Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region was withdrawn from 

parliament just days after it was paraded before the international community at the World Heritage 

Committee’s 43rd Session in Baku and may now never be reattempted (MoEPP, 2020 and see 

Chapter 8A). The alarming propensity for missed deadlines in the field of nature protection in the 

Republic of Macedonia (see Annex 2) suggests that the real date of implementation for these 

requirements could be far later, if it ever occurs at all. 

 

So, after successfully delaying any kind of moratorium for the two years from 2017 to 2019, 

Macedonian authorities secured the appearance of a cessation in construction activities for a mere 

six months, during which most forms of coastal and urban transformation could be pursued anyway. 

At the same time, they jettisoned RMM requirements for completed planning documents and 

revisions of law, subjugating them all to a single management plan, which smoke-screened the 

absence of genuine measures to conduct urbanization in a heritage-friendly manner. Thus, the entire 

purpose of a temporary halt to coastal and urban transformation in the Ohrid Region was 

disregarded. 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ii. Struga Municipality        

  

According to the Official Bulletin for the Municipality of Struga, a decision was brought for a 

moratorium within its jurisdiction on 14th August 2019. However, it was not immediately published 

on the municipality website, leading Ohrid SOS on 16th October 2019 to request details from the 

TEXT BOX 1: Yet another legal trick? 

Beyond all of the exceptions outlined in Chapter 1A, a further sleight of hand may have 

rendered the Ohrid Region construction moratorium dead in the water from a legal 

point of view even from the moment it was issued. At that time, the Constitutional 

Court of the Republic of Macedonia had already overruled a moratorium decision taken 

by the Municipality of Centar in Skopje (March 2019), on the grounds that the local 

authority did not have power under law to bring such a measure. There is no reason to 

believe that the moratoriums in the Ohrid Region have any greater legal force, as, to 

the knowledge of Ohrid SOS, no adjustments to the legal framework had been made 

between March and August 2019 to secure the validity of moratoriums issued at the 

municipality level.  
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central government, which replied that, because it was not the holder of the information, it was 

unable to process the request (see Chapter 8G).  

 

Regardless, the relevant Official Bulletin (16th August 2019) was eventually released on the 

Municipality of Struga’s website, where it revealed its own unique exceptions to the cessation of 

coastal and urban transformation. Although loopholes are more-or-less identical to those in the 

Municipality of Ohrid for “buildings of public interest or local significance” and the same provisions 

permit continuation of accepted construction requests, changes of use, et cetera, an additional 

special allowance is made for urban plans that have received a positive opinion from the UNESCO 

Commission. 

 

The latter exception presumably2 refers to the Commission for the Management of the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, which, amid political pressures (including from the 

Municipality of Struga’s Mayor Ramis Merko) and voting anomalies, had passed nearly 7,000m2 of 

residential developments, a 2,700m2 shopping mall, a poultry farm, and a 16-hectare development 

with 10-storey building3 in the Struga jurisdiction from 2017 to 2019 (Ohrid SOS, 2019). Since then, it 

has adopted other requests to implement urban plans and/or projects.  

      

Tellingly, Article 3 of the Municipality of Struga’s decision for a moratorium prevented construction 

within the 50m green belt. Taken at face value, this appears to be a positive move. However, the 

50m green belt area is supposed to be permanently protected from such intrusions anyway. 

Moratorium measures ought to be irrelevant to this particular zone and the wording of Article 3 

raises questions about the Municipality of Struga’s understanding of general restrictions on use of 

the protected area.  

 

Moreover, the Official Bulletin for August 16th 2019 also documents that, on the same day as the 

moratorium was declared, Struga beforehand allowed three additions to the program for urban 

plans. Two of these were for residential and accommodation uses.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 Wording in the Official Bulletin is imprecise. 
3 This is in Zone III-a according to the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region where 

the maximum allowed building height is set to ground floor plus 3 storeys (according to the zoning map legend) or ground 

floor plus 4 storeys (according to the text description). 

http://www.struga.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/SL.GLASNIK-14-15.08.2019.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0e75Z2qj-dKRuKgL0HmFHhFetCwUWE2-OERS8sP_K9Ys39ef6-6MqXC6M
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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Measure Provisional 

Deadline 

Law on Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 
Region 

Oct 2020 
or Never 

Adoption of the Rulebook to denote the borders of Ohrid Region zoning and 
measures for protection 

Jul 2021 

Adoption of new or revision of the existing urban plans to align with the 
zoning and measures of the MP 

Dec 2020 

Inscribing the zoning into the National Cadastre  Jul 2021 

Finalization of urban plans for beaches Dec 2022 

Strategy on sustainable tourism development Jun 2021 

Preparation and adoption of a strategy for sustainable tourism in a 
transboundary context  

Dec 2022 

Adjustments and supplementation to the Law on Construction in order to 
establish a legal basis for transferring the management responsibility of the 
Ohrid Lake coast from the local to the national level as well as redefining the 
terns “urban equipment” and “temporary construction” and aligning the 
term “reconstruction” with the same term in the Law on Cultural heritage 
protection.  

May 2021 

Special plan for the natural and cultural heritage of the Ohrid Region Feb 2023 

Revisions to the Law on Nature Protection to strengthen the responsibilities 
of relevant inspectors 

Oct 2021 

Revalorisation study 
Law on Proclamation of Lake Ohrid as a Protected Area, and  
Management Plan for Protected Zone Lake Ohrid & designation of 
management body 

Dec 2021 
May 2022 
Mar 2022 

Valorisation study  
Law on Proclamation of Studenchishte Marsh as a Protected area, and 
 Management Plan for Protected Zone Studenchishte & designation of 
management body 

YEAR END 2020 
Jun 2021 
Oct 2021 

Revision of the legal guidelines for fishing in the Ohrid Region that includes 
criteria for biodiversity protection 

Oct 2022 

Amendments and additions to the Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage Oct 2020 

Revision of the Law on Old City Core of Ohrid; alignment of protection 
measures with the Management Plan 2020-2029 after preparation of an 
elaborate for revalorisation of cultural heritage 

Dec 2020 

Revision of the Rulebook for Valorisation, Revalorization and Categorization 
of Cultural Heritage  

Sep 2020 
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Establishment of the Council for Monitoring and Coordination of Cultural and 
Natural Heritage Management in the Ohrid Region 

May 2021 

Preparation of a study on the optimal institutional setting for management of 
the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region with a view to 
establishing a dedicated public institution for nature heritage management. 

Jun 2023 

Completion of a Visitor Plan  Jun 2021 

Completion of an analysis of the impacts and consequences of uncontrolled 
tourism development and calculation of carrying capacity 

Feb 2022 

Assessment of the effects of water transport on Lake Ohrid Dec 2025 

Study of the condition and impact of introduction of non-native species  Feb 2024 

Natural and cultural heritage cross-border monitoring system  Jun 2022 

Initiating mutual monitoring and establishing a fishing quota  Jun 2023 

Revision of the contract for water usage for energy needs with Albania Feb 2024 

TABLE 2 (above): Selected list of planning documents, legislation changes, and control measures 

presented in the Action Plan for the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029. According to RMM Recommendation 6, the completion of many of these 

measures should be a prerequisite for lifting of the moratorium, yet the moratorium was legally 

scheduled to end on February 1st 2020. On February 11th 2020, the central government requested 

Ohrid Region municipalities to extend the moratorium but only until unspecified planning documents 

had been aligned. At the time of writing, municipalities had not performed this duty.   

B. Moratorium in Practice 

 

The photos in this section reveal various examples of construction that have taken place in the Ohrid 

Region since a moratorium was announced in the local municipalities. As can be seen from the dates 

and workers on site, moratorium conditions are not different from any point in the last forty years.  

 

The World Heritage Committee’s weakness and naivety in allowing the Republic of Macedonia to 

functionally ignore the 2017 RMM has resulted in a large number of structures. This selection is not 

comprehensive. It is additional to the examples provided in World Heritage on the Edge II: Engine of 

Neglect (Ohrid SOS, 2019). It also excludes illegal construction, which is dealt with in Chapter 3. (A 

few pictures of building work during the 2017 to 2019 window when the Republic of Macedonia was 

pretending to have actioned a moratorium are displayed in Chapter 1E too.) 

 

Throughout the construction boom evidenced on ensuing pages, no efforts were made to physically 

remediate a wastewater system that was already overflowing 100 times per year in 2012 (JICA, 

2012); calculations of carrying capacity for the Ohrid Region have never been attempted; solid waste 

disposal is still yet to be adequately established (see Chapter 10); and the cumulative impacts of so 

many developments are totally unknown.  

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://openjicareport.jica.go.jp/pdf/12146684.pdf
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In other words, development priorities are entirely back to front. 

 

  
   SEP 2019                                                                            JAN 2020 

 

  
   SEP: 2019                                                                           JAN 2020 

 

  
                                          SEP 2019                                    JAN 2020 
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  SEP 2019 

 
   JAN 2020 

          

C. Extension 

 

At the 7th Session of the Republic of Macedonia’s central government on February 11th 2020, the 

Municipalities of Ohrid, Struga and Debarca were requested to extend moratorium conditions until 

existing planning documents are made to agree with the Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029.  

 

Even if this is facilitated by the municipalities, the period from 1st February 2020 up to re-enactment 

of the moratorium will have enabled new applications for building permits to be accepted and 

processed. Due to the exceptions outlined in Chapter 1A, construction will be able to proceed in 

relation to these applications, so coastal and urban transformation will again be facilitated even if 

the moratorium comes back into force.  

 

Moreover, while the government’s request for an extension refers to currently unknown planning 

documents, it makes no mention of revisions to law, so it again appears that the moratorium will be 

lifted before the preconditions established in 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 6 

have been fulfilled. 

 

D. Conclusions 

 

The Republic of Macedonia has repeatedly defied the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission request for 

a moratorium. Exceptions in the current moratorium decisions issued by the Municipality of Ohrid 

and Municipality of Struga are so wide as to allow the continuation of almost any form of coastal and 

urban transformation and the underlying legal framework is almost certainly not strong enough to 

sustain moratorium conditions if it is challenged in court (see Text Box 1 and Chapter 8B).  

 

Even these lax conditions ceased to have force as early as 1st February 2020, before control 

measures required by Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 6 were put in place. Now, the 

central government has called upon the local municipalities to extend the moratorium until 
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unspecified plans are aligned with the Management Plan of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029, but, even if the extension is actioned, it will still be undermined by the 

same loopholes, and the current window will be allowing applications for construction permits to be 

processed so that urban and coastal transformation can continue even if a ban is formally re-

established. So, at the time of writing, the only practical manifestation of the moratorium has been 

to prevent the acceptance of new applications for limited kinds of construction over a period of six 

months. Building in numerous locations, including along the coast, has proceeded through this 

period (Chapter 1B).  

 

Despite the fact that the danger of uncontrolled development to the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

of the Ohrid Region has been recognized by expert advisory bodies (World Heritage Centre, 1998) 

for over 20 years, the World Heritage Committee has been limp in its response to the problem. 

Extinctions from the endemic fauna that contributes to the Ohrid Region’s Outstanding Universal 

Value are already thought to have occurred (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008) and the ecological 

interactions that support its natural heritage are significantly fraying, such as by the dramatic loss of 

wetlands (Apostolova et al, 2016); the gradual deterioration of the photic zone (Matzinger et al, 

2006); and the disturbance of spawning sites for fish species (Kostoski et al, 2010). These can be 

attributed to the direct habitat destruction necessitated by coastal transformation and the indirect 

habitat destruction emerging by way of disturbance, pollution, and eutrophication. 

 

RMM Recommendation 6 represented an opportunity to halt this decline. If properly enforced, it 

would have provided an incentive for authorities to develop genuine control mechanisms within as 

tight a timeframe as possible. Instead, it is fast becoming a textbook example of how to manipulate 

the World Heritage Convention in order to continue benefitting from UNESCO prestige while 

reneging on conservation responsibilities through a policy of misrepresentation and technical 

manoeuvring at every level, from local municipalities to the World Heritage Committee itself. 

 

 

E. Additional Photos 

 

Photographs here were taken in the summer of 2019. They depict how the failure to implement 

moratorium conditions from 2017 has allowed several large constructions to develop. Again, these 

are examples, not a comprehensive overview of all the structures that have been built. 

 

 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0380133006701745
https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
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CHAPTER 2:  Marina and Studenchishte Marsh 

A: UNESCO Blindspot 

 

For over a century, the Studenchishte Marsh wetland has been recognized as an integral part of Lake 

Ohrid with special significance for birds and fish (Cvijic, 1911), both of which are referenced in the 

Outstanding Universal Value statement for the UNESCO property. During this period, its significance 

has heightened as the overwhelming majority of Ohrid Region wetlands have been either drained or 

converted since the Second World War, leaving Studenchishte as the final intact and fully 

functioning example of such habitat on the coast of Lake Ohrid. Even though it too has suffered 

manifold pressures, a 2012 study by an expert team concluded that the area should be designated as 

a Monument of Nature at the national level (Spirovska et al, 2012).    

 

This “critical importance” was reaffirmed in 2018 by 44 wetland experts from across the globe, who, 

after visiting Studenchishte Marsh during the annual conference of the Society of Wetland Scientists 

Europe Chapter, unanimously signed the Declaration on the Protection of the Lake Ohrid Ecosystem. 

The declaration recognizes Studenchishte Marsh as “the very last fully functioning marsh ecosystem 

along the lake with a unique species composition and set of wetland ecosystem services such as 

water quality improvement, carbon storage, flood retention and some other functions (spawning of 

fish species from the lake) that could be revitalized by reversing some of the recent modifications.”  

 

The majority of these services are of core relevance for conservation of the Ohrid Region world 

heritage site, especially given the relationship between Lake Ohrid’s water quality and its endemic 

flora and fauna. Indeed, the draft Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029 identifies the wetland as one of nine localities with heightened natural 

values (MoEPP, 2020). 

 

Moves to protect Studenchishte Marsh have been projected at municipality level since the 1980s yet 

routinely thwarted, with the latest postponement pushing back the date for its establishment as a 

Monument of Nature to 2021 (MoEPP, 2020). Instead, throughout these three decades, the wetland 

has been degraded and usurped (Apostolova et al, 2016), its extent shrivelling and nationally rare 

flora falling into local extinction over the years (Spirovska et al, 2012).  

 

In 2014, a plan was announced to drain Studenchishte Marsh (Kovachevic, 2014), and, although it 

was nominally recalled in 2017, municipality intentions to develop the area are mentioned as an 

active threat in the current National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan (MoEPP, 2018). Up to the 

present day, repeated calls are being made to locate a marina at Studenchishte Marsh, receiving 

legitimacy from both the Municipality of Ohrid and Ministry of Culture (see Chapter 2B). 

 

Although Lake Ohrid has been a World Heritage Site since 1979, no mention of either the need to 

protect Studenchishte Marsh or its gradual destruction can be found in any World Heritage 

Committee decision. Even when the wetland faced total drainage, the committee made no specific 

comment on the issue, and the only publicly available reference to the area in UNESCO literature 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
http://www.sws.org/images/chapters/europe/Declaration.pdf
https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://www.scribd.com/doc/258516081/DRAFT-REPORT-ON-STRATEGIC-ENVIRONMENTAL-ASSESSMENT-AMENDMENTS-TO-THE-GENERAL-URBAN-PLAN-FOR-OHRID
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nbsap-v2-en.pdf
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seems to be a small paragraph in the 2017 World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS and IUCN Reactive 

Monitoring Mission Report, which failed to elevate the need for Studenchishte’s protection (or 

wetland rehabilitation in general) to the level of a specific recommendation. 

  

 

B. Development Proposals 

 

Since the 2014 attempt by the Municipality of Ohrid to amend its urban plan in order to permit the 

conversion of the wetland into an upscale residential and recreational centre, the future of 

Studenchishte Marsh has been deeply unsteady. 

 

Before withdrawing the conversion proposal amid huge civil society pressure and international 

concern, the municipality raised the idea of protecting a small area of the wetland and urbanizing 

the remainder. In parallel, proposals for a large-scale marina began to emerge. Unlike the general 

vision to transform Studenchishte Marsh into a deluxe accommodation complex, partial 

transformation of the wetland into a boating hub has never truly been eliminated from the 

Municipality of Ohrid’s intentions.  

 

The first public references to a vision for a marina at Studenchishte Marsh appears to date back to 

Municipality of Ohrid Mayor Nikola Bakracheski (Ministry of Finance Public Procurement Bureau, 

2015), whose administration was characterized by ideas for large-scale infrastructure and tourism 

development zones. More concretely, a proposal for a marina with capacity for 400 vessels and 10 

ships was published in March 2018 (see Insert 1) by Tetraktis, an architecture company which met 

with Bakracheski’s successor, the late Mayor Stojanoski, who refused to exclude Studenchishte 

Marsh as a location for construction. The proposal foresaw Studenchishte Canal, which holds 14 

native fish taxa including endemic species (Apostolova et al, 2016), as the main development arena. 

 

The seriousness of the marina plan was then reinforced by the current municipality mayor, 

Konstantin Georgieski, who, as recently as December 2019, claimed in a television interview with 

Sitel, “According to the urban plan for the Studenchishte Canal area, a marina is planned to be built.” 

Until this statement, civil society was completely unaware that urban plans had any such specific 

provision, although the Republic of Macedonia’s National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan 

(2018-2023) had warned, “Presently, some of the swamps face direct risk of conversion, and the 

latest example concern the plans of the Municipality of Ohrid for construction activities in the area 

of Studenchishte Swamp” (MoEPP, 2018). 

 

A Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) released in July 2018 for Gorica, the area adjacent to 

Studenchishte, confuses matters still further. Lacking any maps or plans for a proposed 40-hectare 

tourism development to the south of Studenchishte Marsh, the SEA contains smudged references to 

a port without revealing details about exactly where such a facility would be placed or how many 

vessels it would accommodate (Enviro Resursi, 2018). At a public consultation, when asked about 

this component of the development plan, a representative of Enviro Resursi, the company 

responsible for authoring the SEA, could only provide ambiguous answers.  

https://e-nabavki.gov.mk/PublicAccess/home.aspx#/dossie/37a9fe98-e4ec-4299-90c5-0554bc437b9e/6
https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nbsap-v2-en.pdf
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Therefore, when in November 2019 the architecture company Tetraktis received 1,300 Euros from 

the Republic of Macedonia’s Ministry of Culture to make a presentation for a renewed concept of 

the Lake Ohrid marina (Ministry of Culture, 2019), it should not have been a surprise to find the 

firm’s proposal moved south in the Studenchishte area, next to where the Gorica development is 

expected.  

 

Given its proximity to such a large tourism development, the incorporation of car-parking facilities 

for up to 1,000 vehicles alongside the marina is perhaps unsurprising too. Another non-surprise 

should also be the strange exception to coastal zoning in the Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (see Insert 2), by which the urban area creeps 

around natural zones and breaks through Lake Ohrid’s protected 50m green belt zone exactly where 

Tetraktis imagines its infrastructure hub to be constructed. The Management Plan offers no 

explanation for this incursion and does not provide thorough discussion of the marina issue even 

though it is more than obvious that one is intended by authorities. The Management Plan also delays 

calculation of the impacts of aquatic transport until at least 2025, by which time it may already be 

too late for Studenchishte.    

 

 
INSERT 1: The initial Tetraktis concept for a 400-boat marina in the north of Studenchishte Marsh 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://kultura.gov.mk/соопштение-за-резултатите-од-годишни/
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INSERT 2: The left-hand map shows the natural heritage zoning from the Management Plan for the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029. The white arrow superimposed upon 

the map points to a marina-like addition to the urban zone, which is the orange area that 

incorporates the City of Ohrid (ОХРИД). It does not match the urban area described in the 

Management Plan for cultural heritage, which is shown by the outlines in the right-hand map. 

 

 

 

C. Broken Promises 

 

Fears that the Studenchishte Marsh wetland is targeted for construction are not only the product of 

mayoral statements and concepts from architecture firms but also the terminal delays and 

obstructions to the process for its protection. 

 

The Spatial Urban Plan of 1979, Master Urban Plan of 1987, and the General Urban Plan of 2006 

have all put forward protection categories for Studenchishte, but none has resulted in the actual 

establishment of a well-defined protected area. In the latter two cases, no movement was made 

beyond suggestions. 

 

In two separate editions, the National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan submitted by the 

Republic of Macedonia to the Convention on Biological Diversity has contained a specific measure 

for restoration or protective management of Studenchishte Marsh (MoEPP, 2004; MoEPP, 2014), yet, 

on each occasion, the deadline passed and the promises have not been fulfilled.    

 

Since completion of the 2012 expert study, State of the Remains of Studenchishte Marsh and 

Measures for its Revitalization, the case has been made for the establishment of 63.97-hectare 

Monument of Nature at the location (Spirovska et al, 2012). Over half a decade later, at the 60th 

https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nbsap-01-en.pdf
http://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/Nacrt-NBSAP-20.01.2015-za-MZSPP-so-tabela-2.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
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Session of the Government of the Republic of Macedonia on March 20th 2018, a decision was 

adopted to proceed with the process of establishing protected status for Studenchishte at the 

national level and incorporating it within a Ramsar Wetland of International Importance that would 

also be nominated. In May of the same year, the Municipality of Ohrid’s Mayor Stojanoski at the 

Society of Wetland Scientist’s Europe Chapter Meeting in Ohrid City stated, “In our political program 

we clearly defined the protection of the marsh as our goal by the end of 2018.” Needless to say, as 

2020 begins, no protected area has been declared, and the same pattern of unhonoured pledges has 

marred the process for Ramsar nomination at Lake Ohrid over the past 15 years (Chapter 8E).    

 

All the while, provisions in Macedonia’s Law on Nature Protection that could establish a temporary 

protected area at Studenchishte Marsh until a more formal conservation framework is in place have 

been ignored. Although the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid received a request from Ohrid SOS to 

instigate such a process in March 2019 and voted internally to accept the request, no further 

movements have been made.  

 

The result of these abortive moves on the part of various institutions is that Lake Ohrid’s only fully 

functioning coastal wetland is vulnerable to the same neglect and abuse that has near-exterminated 

almost all similar shoreline habitats and disfigured its ecological processes over the course of 

decades. The chronic delays and postponements further indicate that protection is not authorities’ 

ultimate intention.   

 

 
Above: One of three beach-bars lakeside along by Studenchiste March shows large concrete surface 

covering the lakeshore. Pictured on a Sunday morning in 2018, the trash visible here has not been 

cleaned up from the night before. 
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D. Marina Greenwashing  

 

The prevalence of references to protection of Studenchishte Marsh (outlined above in Chapter 2C) 

gives the appearance that wetland conservation is progressing, when, in fact, development plans for 

the area are coagulating in the background. In itself, this is an example of greenwashing, although 

attempts to cover destruction of Studenchishte with the mask of ecological action are finding other 

more sophisticated expression too. 

For instance, a Municipality of Ohrid public hearing in June 2019 was entitled Protection of 

Studenchishte Marsh and the Need for Regulation of Aquatic Transport, thereby amalgamating two 

completely different issues. The hearing itself focused heavily on sites for marina construction. Local 

vessel owners and port administration officials lobbied vociferously for Studenchishte to be the final 

location. 

Tetraktis, the architecture company which has been releasing marina designs north and south for 

Studenchishte, has also been presenting its work under the veil of an ecological intervention. Using 

language and description that is almost certainly reconfigured (without reference) from Ohrid SOS’s 

Vision for the Protection, Revitalisation and Tourism Integration of Studenchishte Marsh, the 

company attempts to hide the destructive power of an inappropriately located land-to-water 

infrastructure hub within the wrapping of a wetland boardwalk eco-attraction. 

At the public presentation of its latest vision for a marina plus 1,000-vehicle parking facility on 7th 

November 2019 (see Insert 3), Tetraktis also claimed to have consulted with Ohrid SOS. What it 

failed to disclose was that Ohrid SOS heavily opposes such a land-use at Studenchishte Marsh and 

firmly believes that the marina would lead to yet more deterioration of wetland habitats and species 

populations at a highly sensitive location where restoration should be prioritized. It also failed to 

provide Ohrid SOS with the design for its marina.      

The Municipality of Ohrid evidently views the matter differently. Following the November 7th 

presentation, it took the opportunity to conflate the Tetraktis infrastructure project with wetland 

protection to an even greater degree with the following media statement reported in Sakam da 

Kazham: “The Municipality of Ohrid has not submitted a request for a revitalization project for 

Studenchishte Marsh. This is an idea of the company Tetraktis. However, any proposal to preserve 

this monument of nature has our support.” Given that, as mentioned previously, the Ministry of 

Culture funded the presentation to the tune of 1,300 Euros, it is presumed to hold a similar opinion.  

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2018/04/studenchishte-proposal_ohridsos-lq.pdf
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INSERT 3: An invitation to a presentation of the revised marina proposal, this time at the south of 

Studenchishte Marsh.  

 

E. Management Plan 2020-2029 and Cumulative Impacts 

 

The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 purports 

to resolve conservation issues at Studenchishte Marsh but does no such thing in substance. 

Establishment of a Monument of Nature is once again delayed; no guarantees are made regarding 

size for the area to be protected; and, until the designation process is complete (if that ever truly 

happens), the entire location is placed in Natural Zone 3, i.e. where most forms of construction are 

still permitted. Mention of temporary interim protection is made, but nothing has yet been 

announced. Meanwhile, as demonstrated by Insert 2, zoning in the Studenchishte vicinity is 

ambiguous enough to permit waterfront tourist beaches and has almost certainly been arranged to 

accommodate marina or port construction at the south of the wetland (see Chapter 4B).    

 

Aquatic transport as a whole remains the elephant in the room throughout the Management Plan. 

Even though control of watercraft is a pressing conservation issue (Kostoski et al, 2010) and the 

Strategic Environmental Assessment for the plan overviews transport arrangements, the regulation 

and accommodation of lake communications in a nature-friendly manner is not resolved. 

Simultaneously, marina proposals are essentially absent from discussion in the document.  

 

Considering that opposition to previous development at Studenchishte Marsh became an item of 

global media and scientific concern, possible explanations for the omission are both to delay the 

controversy that will inevitably arise if a wetland marina is formally announced and to avoid UNESCO 

oversight of yet another riotous lakeshore project. 

 

The exclusion is mirrored in the assessment of cumulative impacts (Blinkova et al, 2019) produced in 

response to Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 8 (World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS and 

https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/NACRT-SOZS-ZA-PLANOT-za-up.so-P.-i-K.-nasle..pdf
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IUCN, 2017), which requests evaluation of “any infrastructure, urban and/or coastal development 

projects on the OUV of the property” within the SEA for the Management Plan. In contradiction with 

the recommendation, the SEA neither incorporates the probable effects of marina and/or port 

construction nor advises of locations at which negative outcomes could be minimized4.  

  

F. Marina Impacts 

 

Various documents attest to the dangers that can be foreseen from a marina in the Ohrid Region. 

These underline that any such infrastructure must be selectively located, carefully planned and 

thoroughly assessed, with a view to controlling rather than expanding the activities of water vehicles.  

Under the first criterion alone, Studenchishte ought to be precluded as a potential site. 

 

Indeed, the Strategic Environmental Assessment for the National Strategy for the Transport Sector  

(Pejchinovska-Andonova, 2017) concludes, “Lake Ohrid (as the most important barometer in the 

Republic of Macedonia and a protected area as UNESCO world heritage) may be impacted by water 

transportation, the routine maintenance of sailing equipment, and construction activities (for 

example, marinas).” 

 

Damage emerging in and around marinas can include stress to shorelines and littoral organisms due 

to repeated boat waves (Gabel et al, 20125); coastal habitat deterioration and loss both from 

construction and operation; changes in the composition of ecological communities (Rivero et al, 

2013); pollutants (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2001); disturbance from noise 

and light; the empowerment of non-native or cosmopolitan species over local endemics due to 

declining environmental parameters; the potential for launched vessels to act as vectors for non-

native species (MoEPP, 2020); sediment resuspension impacting both water clarity and 

eutrophication processes (Alexander and Wigart, 2013); as well as localized changes in water 

temperature and pH et cetera (Rivero et al, 2013). Construction of additional facilities for 

maintenance, fuel, access, and recreation is somewhat inevitable. 

 

All of these factors would pose threat to Lake Ohrid no matter where a marina was located, and 

some are related to boating in general, but the Studenchishte Marsh area has heightened 

vulnerability for a variety of reasons: First, its previous capacity for rare floral associations and 

nesting birds as well as spawning and sheltering fish has already been severely compromised 

(Spirovska et al, 2012). Therefore, restoring its habitats is a priority before any new pressures can be 

considered, especially those as complex as a recreational transport hub. Second, extensive digging 

would be required to ensure water depth for such a large facility there, resulting in wide-scale 

habitat loss and disturbance both terrestrial and aquatic. Third, water circulation may be sub-

optimum, especially at Studenchishte Canal. Fourth, the Studenchishte locality is shallower, which 

                                                           
4 Although marina plans appear to be at an early stage of completion, their omission from cumulative impacts remains 

inexplicable: Other proposals (such as the gas pipeline) considered in the assessment are also at a rudimentary level. 
5 One of the authors of this paper, a major European expert on freshwater ecology, Dr. Martin Pusch, was interviewed by 

Ohrid SOS with specific discussion of the potential for a marina at Studenchishte Marsh. The interview can be read here.  

http://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Izvestaj_SOZS_po_Predlogг_NTS_2018-2030.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/fwb.12011
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/245026751_Environmental_and_ecological_changes_associated_with_a_marina
https://www.epa.gov/nps/marinas-and-boating-national-management-measures
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/10402381.2013.840704
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/245026751_Environmental_and_ecological_changes_associated_with_a_marina
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://ohridsos.org/ohrid-studenchishte-marsh-marina/
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risks greater impact from boating (Dokulil, 2016). Fifth, low-quality Ohrid Region SEAs regularly take 

advantage of shifted baselines to excuse construction in locations6 that were high-value habitat in 

the recent past. So, further stress to Studenchishte Marsh will lead to weakened biodiversity values, 

which may later be used to justify yet more construction. This risk is rendered more severe by the 

existing interest in urbanizing the wetland (MoEPP, 2018); the lack of adequately protective zoning 

for the full 63.97-hectare area at the present moment; the delays in valorisation that will further 

postpone any revitalization of the wetland; and the regular reconsideration of natural zoning that 

the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

envisages for the future.        

 

G. Alternatives: Daljan/ Koselska River 

 

Marina construction at some location in the Ohrid Region is perhaps necessary for the harbouring 

and maintenance of watercraft in a manner that limits impact on flora and fauna. The current 

situation whereby boats are moored at Studenchishte Canal is unsuitable. 

 

However, the decision about where to locate such infrastructure must be informed by competent, 

unbiased environmental and heritage impact assessments; and the project should be aimed at 

resolving existing problems, rather than increasing pressures by coupling marina construction with 

facilities aimed at mass tourism. It must also form part of a responsible aquatic transport policy that 

looks to cap and control both boat numbers and effects. 

 

Provisionally, the Koselska River at Daljan may offer a less harmful location. Construction there, 

where lake quality has already been compromised to some degree, could offer the opportunity to 

avoid detrimentally influencing habitats with greater biodiversity/ecosystem service value. The lake 

bathometry offers an additional reason why it would be preferable to the north-east coast as it may 

to some degree be self-cleaning7. Nonetheless, a thorough, best-practice impact assessment is an 

absolute prerequisite for any decision to be taken.      

       

 

H. Conclusions 

 

A century of research has revealed Studenchishte Marsh to be a vital component of Ohrid Region 

ecosystems and, hence, the latter’s Outstanding Universal Value. Supporting the oligotrophic waters 

that conserve over 200 species of plants and animals unique in the world to Lake Ohrid, 

Studenchishte also supplements the biodiversity values of the world heritage site through the 

                                                           
6 World Heritage on the Edge II: Engine of Neglect (Ohrid SOS, 2019) explains this process more thoroughly, but examples 

include the Citrus Partners LLP SEA for Changes to the Management Plan of National Park Galichica; the Enviro Resursi SEA 

for a tourism complex at Gorica; and previous media statements on the part of local authorities, which sought to justify 

drainage of Studenchishte Marsh on the grounds that it is already degraded. 
7 These opinions have been informed by an expert at the Hydrobiological Institute of Ohrid. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/287435409_Environmental_Impacts_of_Tourism_on_Lakes
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nbsap-v2-en.pdf
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habitat it provides to its own particular flora and fauna. Over fifty bird species have been recorded 

there and 14 of Lake Ohrid’s 21 native fish species have been observed in Studenchishte Canal alone, 

including several endemics. 

 

The debate about Studenchishte Marsh’s value in natural heritage terms has therefore reached 

broad consensus. International scientists, local experts, the Ministry of Environment and Physical 

Planning, and even the Municipality of Ohrid all agree that the wetland is of high conservation 

significance within the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region (Spirovska et al, 2012; 

Society of Wetland Scientists, 2018; MoEPP, 2018 & 2020). At the same time, the IUCN has identified 

wetland restoration as a priority (IUCN, 2017). 

 

Yet behind this façade of acknowledgement, other forces are at work: Decades of attempts to 

protect Studenchishte have been thwarted; the current Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 has avoided hardlining the wetland’s status within a 

high-level protected zone, instead leaving it with the lowest level of security against construction; 

provisions in the Law on Nature Protection to provide temporary protected status have never been 

accessed; Ramsar proclamation within a Lake Ohrid Wetland of International Importance is 

obstructed (Chapter 8E); the latest National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan for the Republic of 

Macedonia warns that that Studenchishte is at risk of conversion due to municipality plans (MoEPP, 

2018); and development projects have been aggressively targeting the area for several years. The 

latest is for a destructive marina, seemingly backed by the Ministry of Culture. 

 

UNESCO has been repeatedly informed by Ohrid SOS of both the importance and threat to 

Studenchishte Marsh in letters and reports. Raising questions as to whether it is a competent 

framework for protection of the world’s most valuable natural and cultural sites, it does not yet 

seem cognizant of the connection between healthy wetlands, water quality, and biodiversity at Lake 

Ohrid, perhaps the most species-rich inland water on Earth by surface area (Albrecht and Wilke, 

2008; Albrecht and Wilke, 2015).  

 

Perhaps UNESCO will only understand after Studenchishte Marsh has been destroyed.        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
http://www.sws.org/images/chapters/europe/Declaration.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nbsap-v2-en.pdf
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nbsap-v2-en.pdf
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Ancient-Lake-Ohrid%3A-biodiversity-and-evolution-Albrecht-Wilke/a51ae2c8e4006b61c5dc5c5167d6a5c864c800e6
https://fokus.mk/lake-ohrid-a-paradise-in-peril/
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CHAPTER 3:  Illegal Building 

A: Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 9 

 

Alongside inappropriate and poorly planned development, illegal constructions have been a major 

blight upon both cultural and natural heritage in the Ohrid region. While some have taken the form 

of expansions or adaptations to existing structures, others such as the notorious hotel in the village 

of Lagadin (see Chapter 3Fi) or the recently opened pizzeria that is owned by a Municipality of Ohrid 

councillor (see Chapter 3Fii) are new constructions from the ground up. Still more operate in a 

twilight zone—temporary structures with a permanent presence—between legality and illegality. 

Many are within the boundaries of National Park Galichica or the 50m green belt zone in which 

building is theoretically forbidden by the Law on Waters.  

 

Threats emanating from these constructions stretch beyond direct loss of natural habitat, damage to 

the authenticity of cultural heritage, and disruption of the landscape balance. By their very nature, 

they are often poorly integrated with wastewater, solid waste, and transport infrastructure; or 

perform inappropriate activities in sensitive areas. Although necessary resolutions to longstanding 

planning issues in certain cases, frequent legalization processes conducted amid regular changes to 

legislation send the message that construction completed outside the law will ultimately be 

tolerated, encouraging those who wish to build illegally to behave with impunity (see Chapter 3F). 

Legalizations lack appropriate impact assessments as well.    

 

With the intention of bringing order to this chaos, the World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS and the IUCN 

released Reactive Monitoring Mission (RMM) Recommendation 9 after their 2017 visit to the Ohrid 

Region:  

 

In relation to illegal constructions within the property: 

 

a. undertake a detailed inventory of all existing illegal constructions within the 

property and carry out relevant Heritage and Environmental Impact Assessments 

(HIA and EIA) to assess their impacts on the OUV of the property, 

b. remove all illegal constructions within the property and in particular within the 

Galičica National Park, which, based on the above-mentioned HIAs and EIAs are 

considered to represent a threat to the property, including its authenticity and 

conditions of integrity, and 

c. ensure the strict enforcement of existing laws and regulations to prevent any 

further illegal construction within the property. 

 

In response, the Republic of Macedonia has placed the resolution of illegal constructions at the 

centre of its campaign to convince citizens and UNESCO that it is dutifully fulfilling 2017 RMM 

requests. Nonetheless, two and a half years on from the 2017 mission,  
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 attempts to compile a detailed inventory are delayed, have resulted in contradictory figures, 

and are currently impossible to verify;  

 statements by Mayor Konstantin Georgieski and other powerful figures have raised questions 

about the amount of illegal constructions that will ultimately be removed;  

 Mayor Ramis Merko of the Municipality of Struga has denied the existence of any illegal 

buildings in protected areas within his jurisdiction;  

 little progress has been achieved in terms of heritage impact assessments;  

 legalization of illegal structures has occurred;  

 construction of illegal structures has continued;  

 demolition orders have been ignored;  

 the only significant attempt at removal, related to shoreline platforms, is partial and 

reversible; and 

 not one construction has been entirely and permanently demolished. 

 

According to the proposed Action Plan from the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Report, the 

inventory and impact assessments mentioned in Recommendation 9 should have been completed 

by December 2018. The Municipalities of Ohrid and Debarca claimed to have compiled theirs by 

December 2019, one year behind schedule (see Chapter 3B). Compliance is still unclear for the 

Municipality of Struga, and impact evaluations are still nowhere to be seen for any municipality.  

 

The proposed Action Plan also advocated removal of all negatively impactful illegal constructions 

with particular focus on National Park Galichica by December 2020. In contrast, the Management 

Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 foresees a deadline of 

2022 for constructions which already have outstanding demolition orders and 2025 for those whose 

existence is found to deteriorate heritage quality according to HIAs and EIAs. Until now, authorities 

have only attempted to remove coastal platforms on the north coast and a single house in a non-

descript urban area of Ohrid Municipality that has little relevance to heritage protection. In each 

case, the demolition is not complete and can seemingly be reversed (see Chapter 3D).    

 

B. Inventories 

 

At the 43rd Session of the UNESCO World Heritage Committee in Baku 2019, the Macedonian 

delegation stated that an inventory of illegal constructions would be completed by September 2019. 

The extent to which this has been achieved is difficult to gauge, however, as the information 

available in the public realm is highly contradictory. Certainly the deadline overshot September for 

the region as a whole, not least because the process still appears to be incomplete for the 

Municipality of Struga. 

 

Figures so far provided are plagued by inconsistency and lack credibility. On June 26th 2019, 

immediately prior to the 43rd Session, the Municipality of Ohrid released a public announcement 

that it had compiled an inventory of 1,076 illegal buildings, which, from 2006 to May 2019, had 

fallen foul of inspections and been proven to contravene the Law on Construction (Municipality of 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/по-препорака-на-унеско-општина-охрид-и/?fbclid=IwAR2VMGs4pP1ubmfkUU3dolRe2ntbnQ2BQ3q25mhs4_AY--Z68c4xAErblK0
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Ohrid, 2019b). These included 409 in protected areas such as the 50m green belt zone, National Park 

Galichica, and Ohrid Old Town, consisting of 80 accommodation or residential facilities; 16 

temporary buildings; 82 examples of the murky “urban equipment” category; and 8 for beaches. The 

story featured heavily in national media and the municipality claimed that the list had been devised 

in response to World Heritage Committee Decision 41 COM 7B.34.  

 

By the time the draft Strategic Environmental Assessment for the Management Plan for the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2019-2028 was released in October 2019 (Blinkova et al), 

the number of illegal constructions had shrunk to 90, despite the document claiming to incorporate 

the Municipality of Struga too. The heavily reduced total was cited to the Republic of Macedonia’s 

State Statistical Office for 2017, but important categories such as for accommodation and residential 

facilities were not recorded in its breakdown. It is unclear why these particular figures were chosen 

by the SEA authors when more recent and thorough data was available. 

 

Then, the final version of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 2020-2029 (MPNCHOR 2020-2029) presented shocking new figures in Section 7.4 (MoEPP, 

2020), strongly indicating that the inventory that had been publicized in Macedonia was not 

conclusive. It reports that up to October 2019 there had been some 15,700 requests for legalization 

received by the Municipality of Ohrid for 19,624 constructions, of which 5,645 were approved and 

2,432 rejected, leaving 11,547 structures whose status is still not clarified. Among the 15,700 were 

28 hotels; 420 apartment blocks; and 11,059 residential houses. 2,321 illegal constructions which 

have not yet received a decision are in National Park Galichica. So, the number of structures under 

request for legalization in the Municipality of Ohrid was ten times higher than figures for illegal 

structures in the inventory officially announced by the municipality.  

 

 
ABOVE: The table cut from the ombudsman’s 2015 report shows that 11,094 applications for 

legalization of illegal constructions had been received in the Municipality of Ohrid, 2,629 of 

which had been resolved, leaving 8,465 in purgatory. Since the inventory for the municipality 

released to media in Macedonia (June 2019) lists only 1,076 illegals, either a massive 

legalization procedure has taken place or the full extent has not been counted. Demolitions 

cannot in any way account for the discrepancy. 

 

That the Municipality of Ohrid’s original 1,076 total was far from a full overview is also supported by 

a report by the ombudsman, which reveals that 8,465 requests for legalization of illegal structures 

had unresolved status for the Municipality of Ohrid in 2015 (Ombudsman, 2015).  As shown in 

Chapter 3C and indicated above, vast legalization procedures have proceeded but that still leaves a 

massive gap between the number of requests for structures to receive legal status and the number 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/по-препорака-на-унеско-општина-охрид-и/?fbclid=IwAR2VMGs4pP1ubmfkUU3dolRe2ntbnQ2BQ3q25mhs4_AY--Z68c4xAErblK0
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/NACRT-SOZS-ZA-PLANOT-za-up.so-P.-i-K.-nasle..pdf
http://ombudsman.mk/upload/Istrazuvanja/2016/Istrazuvanje-bespravno%20izgradeni%20objekti.pdf
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of illegal constructions reported in June 2019 by authorities in the Republic of Macedonia. Crucially, 

Ohrid SOS does not know which numbers UNESCO has received from the State Party, the 1,076 that 

is the story for the people of the Republic of Macedonia or another, more realistic figure, such as 

conveyed in MPNCHOR 2020-2029.  

 

The end of 2019 brought more surprises. While accepting that illegal constructions existed in rural 

areas and the interior, Mayor Ramis Merko publicly denied that any building had been conducted 

contrary to law in protected areas of the Municipality of Struga (24 News, 2019). This was later 

proven to be false (Municipality of Struga, 2020) and may reflect a lack of comprehension at the 

municipality level of what should and should not be permitted in protected zones. Then, on 

December 5th 2019, the television station Alsat reported that the Municipality of Struga had 

submitted an inventory of 3,330 illegal constructions of various kinds to the Ministry of Transport. 

According to the report, the ministry had confirmed this information but refused to clarify whether 

any of the illegal structures were in the protected zone (Alsat, 2019). On the other hand, when the 

Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 was 

completed in January 2020, it reverted to stating that the Municipality of Struga had not actually 

provided the inventory, only a list of 3,300 legalization requests (MoEPP, 2020). 

 

Regarding the Municipality of Debarca, another local authority with jurisdiction for the Ohrid Region, 

details of the inventory have not filtered through to the media, although officials are believed to 

have submitted totals to the government. None are recorded in the aforementioned SEA. 

 

Given the sensitivity and uncertainty surrounding illegal construction, independent verification of 

the inventories is imperative to ensure that all such buildings are dutifully recorded as well as to 

factcheck statements by government officials, evaluate remedial policy, and compare with 

documents such as the aforementioned SEA.  

 

A member of Ohrid SOS has attempted to clarify this grey area by submitting a request for 

information related to the inventory to the Municipality of Ohrid yet has so far been unable to 

achieve access. Table 3 presents a brief timeline of communication with authorities on the topic. The 

Municipality of Struga, responding to a similar request (Table 4), was only willing to provide a 

breakdown of the illegal constructions by category solely for the lakeshore zone. Then, it provided a 

list of requests that had been submitted for illegal buildings to be legalized. As mentioned above, it is 

not precisely known how it has compiled these figures. 

 

Noteworthy in Table 3 is the inability of institutions to proceed with the information request 

because the position of director was unoccupied in the Directorate for Public Data Protection. This 

mirrors obstacles encountered by Ohrid SOS when seeking information from the Ministry of 

Transport and Connections in relation to development in the Ohrid Region village of Lagadin (Ohrid 

SOS, 2019). Leaving positions empty effectively blocks the flow of documents to the public realm as 

Macedonian law often requires that specific personnel must be in place for institutions to perform 

certain functions. 

 

 

https://youtu.be/-tvZOIzMe6Q?t=102
https://www.alsat-m.tv/mk/алсат-дознава-во-струга-има-3-330-дивоград/
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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21/7/2019 

An electronic request for Information of a Public Character is submitted to the 

Municipality of Ohrid and State Cadastre for a copy of the inventory of illegal 

constructions in the Municipality of Ohrid.  

 

22/7/2019 

 

The State Cadastre replies that it is not responsible for the inventory but fails to 

clarify which institution is responsible or reroute the information request to the 

appropriate body. 

 

22/7/2019 

 

The Municipality of Ohrid replies that the information request must first receive 

an opinion from the Directorate for Personal Data Protection (DPDP) before the 

inventory can be released. 

 

20/9/2019 

 

An Ohrid SOS member informs the Municipality of Ohrid that no final response 

has yet been provided to the information request. The municipality replies that no 

opinion from the DPDP has been issued. Ohrid SOS contacts the DPDP directly.  

 

21/10/2019 

 

The DPDP finally responds only to explain that, because its position of director has 

been vacant, it has not been able to deliver an opinion on whether/how inventory 

information can be released. Ohrid SOS informs the Municipality of Ohrid. 

 

27/10/2019 

 

The Municipality of Ohrid reconfirms that, in accordance with the Law on 

Personal Data Protection, the request for the inventory will be reviewed after the 

Directorate on Personal Data Protection has agreed.  

 

02/3/2020 

 

 

At the time of writing, the inventory request has still not been answered. 

TABLE 3: A timeline reveals how malfunctioning institutions deter external oversight of the inventory 

of illegal constructions in the Ohrid Region. Not for the first time, a vacant position has been used to 

obstruct an Ohrid SOS request for access to information of a public character. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

30/12/2019 

An electronic request for information of a public character is submitted to the 

Municipality of Struga for the inventory of illegal constructions, with a note that, 

due to personal data protection, names can be omitted.  

 

17/1/2020 

The Municipality of Struga replies with an explanation that construction 

inspectors are still working and the inventory cannot momentarily be released.  

 

20,21/01/2020 

To an Ohrid SOS remark that the media has confirmed the inventory’s readiness, 

the Municipality of Struga replies positively and provides a summary list with the 

total numbers of illegal buildings by category for the lakeshore belt only. 

22/1/2020 

 

21/2/2020 

Ohrid SOS remarks that the list is incomplete as the request was for the entire 

Municipality of Struga. 

After receiving no response a reminder is sent. 

 

21/2/2020 

The Municipality of Struga again fails to provide the requested document, but 

releases instead a list of requests for legalization procedures. 
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24/2/2020 

 

Ohrid SOS further inquires whether the inventory of illegal building has been 

compiled at all, to which an affirmative answer is received, claiming that the list of 

requests for legalization is an extract. Upon asking for clarification as to why the 

inventory has not been not produced in full, Ohrid SOS receives a phone call 

expressing annoyance, which refers the initiative to speak to the mayor directly. 

TABLE 4: Timeline of the Ohrid SOS request to see the inventory of illegal buildings for the 

Municipality of Struga. 

 

C. Legalization Attempts 

 

The scale of damage to the Ohrid Region from illegal construction has long been obscured by 

legalization processes, which normalize structures that may be harmful to heritage authenticity and 

integrity. The first Environmental Performance Review for the Republic of Macedonia was already 

remarking in 2002 that legitimization of non-legal construction frequently ends with the result that 

“problems with the often substandard quality of the buildings and the ad hoc connection to 

technical infrastructure remain unresolved” (UNECE, 2002). By 2015, some 11,000 requests for 

legalization had been submitted in the Municipality of Ohrid alone (Ombudsman, 2015). 8,465 had 

not received a decision at that time. According the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage for the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MPNCHOR 2020-2029), the total of unresolveds then 

swelled to 11,547 by October 2019.  

 

Silence has defined the World Heritage Committee’s response to the legalization issue. No 

committee decision deals with the matter specifically. Outperforming those it advises, however, the 

2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission (RMM) by the World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS and the IUCN did 

at least take note of legitimization processes and proposed an immediate measure in its Action Plan: 

 

“Halt the process of legalisation of all illegal constructions within the property 

until a detailed inventory of all existing constructions is established and relevant 

Heritage and Environmental Impact Assessments (HIA and EIA) have been carried 

out.” (UNESCO, 2017) 

 

The current governing political party took office in the same month that the 2017 RMM report was 

published. However, legalization has not been curtailed. Instead, amendments to the Law on the 

Handling of Illegal Construction extended the deadline8 for submitting legalization requests by one 

year, until 31st December 2018. Legalization then continued until August 2019 when a temporary 

cessation was included within the partial moratorium on coastal and urban transformation. It only 

lasted for 6 months.  

 

Now a new legalization law is on its way. According to a statement by the Minster of Transportation, 

Mr. Sugareski to Akademik on 19th December 2019,  “Under this law, illegal buildings in the Ohrid 

Region that comprises the natural and cultural heritage on the World Heritage List under the UN 

                                                           
8 The extension was published in the Official Gazette for the Republic of Macedonia No. 190 on 25th December 2017. 

http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/the_former_yugoslav_republic_of_macedonia.pdf
http://ombudsman.mk/upload/Istrazuvanja/2016/Istrazuvanje-bespravno%20izgradeni%20objekti.pdf
https://akademik.mk/zakonskite-novini-za-legalizatsija-na-bespravno-izgradenite-objekti/
http://www.slvesnik.com.mk/Issues/d986b42dfdc042d083c4efe3e9513a97.pdf
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Word Heritage Convention cannot be legalized if assessments on impact to natural and cultural 

heritage performed as per Recommendation 9 of the report by the World Heritage Centre Reactive 

Monitoring Mission from April 2017 establish that they impose threat to the OUV. Thus, within the 

Ohrid Region only buildings that, according to the nature and culture assessment, do not threaten 

the OUV of the property and were finished constructions before 1st October 2019 can be legalized.”  

From this statement, it appears that regulations on legalization are becoming stronger, but what 

really seems to be happening is the creation of yet more legislation catered to those who break the 

law by erecting illegal structures, including the government9, whose own outlaw constructions will 

continue to be enfranchised. Sugareski also stated, “The law gives the opportunity for legalization 

applications that were rejected to be submitted under new legalization requests.” So, even 

structures that were disqualified under lax previous rules can roll the dice once again to achieve 

legal status. Moreover, current legalization laws only affect fully-functional constructions built 

before 3rd March 2011. Those put up afterwards are not eligible. However, illegal construction has 

continued since 2011 and demolition orders have not been carried out (see Chapter 3E), leading to 

almost 8.5 more years of illegal building that is irreconcilable under the current legal framework. As 

a result, the legalization threshold in the new legislation is being pushed forward to 1st October 2019, 

which will give legitimacy to these many years of violations, while simultaneously jeopardizing both 

OUV and rule of law.   

The timeline for managing illegal constructions presents further challenges: 

 1 Feb 2020: The moratorium on legalization was lifted 

 Jul 2020: New law on legalization is to be adopted10 

 Jun 2020 to Dec 2021: Heritage impact assessments are to be carried out5 

 

If the new law is only adopted by July, a five month vacuum is left during which, if the moratorium is 

not re-enacted11, buildings that are damaging to the OUV of the property can still be legalized under 

current legislation, including within 50m of the lake. Even after the new law is adopted, there are no 

known guidelines for how to deal with legalization submissions during the period in which the new 

law is in force but heritage impact assessments are not yet complete. According to the State 

Environment Secretary on 27th January 2020, aside from cases in which there is a legal decision for 

removal, “no (illegal) building can be removed without the assessment” (Sloboden Pechat, 2020). 

Yet, it is unclear if they can be legalized meanwhile. 

The delay in the impact assessment for illegal buildings is also suspicious, because it has opened a 

gap between closure of the moratorium on legalization and new legislation entering force. There is 

no obvious reason why assessments could not have been carried out during the compilation of the 

inventory or at least immediately after its completion. 

To nobody’s astonishment, a culture of impunity has emerged. Mayor Ramis Merko has claimed that 

over 5,000 submissions to give formal status to non-legal structures have been received since 2011 

                                                           
9 The government does not dispute that some of the state buildings, including health facilities, are illegal. 
10 Dates provided in line with the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029. 
11 At the time of writing (24th Feb 2020), the moratorium had been lifted and was not in force. 

http://www.slobodenpecat.mk/buldozheri-za-tri-godini-treba-da-gi-ischistat-ohridskite-plazhi/
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in the Municipality of Struga alone, many of which are expected to be legalized. Simultaneously, 

construction of illegal new-builds has occurred in the Municipality of Ohrid with an owner-councillor 

brazenly stating to media that he expects to see his structure legalized despite an outstanding order 

for its demolition (see Chapter 3Fii). Figures compiled by the NGO Front 21/42 suggest that over 300 

such legalizations have proceeded in the Municipality of Ohrid alone since the 2017 RMM visit.  

       

D. Demolition or Smokescreen 

 

Domestically, the Republic of Macedonia has strongly emphasized the removal of illegal buildings as 

a demonstration of its commitment to Ohrid Region heritage. Typically, the substance of the 

demolitions has not matched the theatre of the removal:  

 

 Heritage impact and environmental assessments have not yet been completed, so the 

selection of structures to be dismantled is open to criticism for selectivity and arbitrariness. 

 No SEA has analysed building removal processes to ensure minimum impact on natural 

habitats during the upheaval, despite the fact that some were in-lake. 

 Demolition processes have been partial and core frames have not been removed, which 

suggests that they may be reversed in the near future.   

 Although demolitions were heavily publicized, the handful of removal actions ceased after a 

brief period. Authorities have claimed that demolition funds are exhausted yet most partial 

disassembly activities have been completed by building owners themselves. 

 

The pictures in this section provide evidence for the points raised above. The buildings in the 

photographs have already undergone demolition processes in September/October 2019, but are 

clearly still standing months later as dates demonstrate. As usual, the focus on maintaining the 

UNESCO status as opposed to OUV substance has led to measures that can document surface level 

action to satisfy the World Heritage Committee while the essence of recommendations by the 2017 

Reactive Monitoring Mission is circumvented.     
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ABOVE: Pictured here in December 2019 is an illegal platform with supporting concrete wall at Kaneo, 

an iconic Lake Ohrid location. It allegedly underwent a demolition in Sep/Oct 2019 but is evidently 

still standing, albeit with surface removed. 
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ABOVE/BELOW: More photos of “demolished” platforms with mainframes still in place in Dec 2019. 
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ABOVE: Other photographs from December 2019 confirm that in-lake platforms were not genuinely 

cleared in September/October 2019 despite publicity and government claims. Substantial structures 

are still in place. Their surfaces can easily be replaced.  

 

 

   
SEP 2019 JAN 2020 FEB 2020 

 

ABOVE: The progress of the “removal” of an illegal construction on Nestoroski Road that started Sep 

2019. The left-hand picture shows the demolition. Centre shows the result. The right-hand photo 

reveals what has happened since then…  

 

E. Statements by Authorities  

 

Various public statements by government officials, ministry spokespeople, and municipality leaders 

trace how attitudes to the scale of the illegal construction problem and the ability of the Republic of 

Macedonia to remediate it have changed over recent months. On several occasions, these figures 

profess a commitment to removing illegal structures, often within an ambitious timeframe, which 

invariably ends in anti-climax when no structure is ever fully demolished.  
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By turns, officials evaluate the scale of the crisis as enormous when seeking to justify inaction; but 

then inconsequential when defending management of the Ohrid Region under their tenure. In the 

midst of it all, Mayor Georgieski of the Municipality of Ohrid repeatedly states that resources are 

insufficient and indicates conflict and incoherence between institutions in relation to a clearance of 

illegal structures that never actualizes. He also suggests that express road plans could one day return. 

 

Here is a chronological selection of quotes starting just before the World Heritage Committee’s 43rd 

Session in Baku:  

 

27th June 2019: A high level delegation is about to depart for the World Heritage Committee 43rd 

Session. A draft decision prepared by the World Heritage Centre will place the Ohrid Region on 

the List of World Heritage in Danger if accepted by the World Heritage Committee (WHC). 

Uncontrolled urbanization is a key reason why the world heritage site is in such a perilous 

situation. 

 

“Those illegal constructions that have already received a decision for 

removal should be dealt with and they should be subject to a decision 

based on the standpoint we [the Municipality of Ohrid] decide to take. 

Demolishing is the easiest thing to do. I am not a supporter of repression, 

but we will have to find a solution. We’ve been lobbying for the whole 

month. I expect a positive outcome in Baku.” 

 

— Mayor Georgieski explains to Televizija 24 why he is 

lobbying not to demolish illegal constructions. 

 

14th July 2019: The Republic of Macedonia has successfully lobbied the WHC not to place the 

Ohrid Region on the List of World Heritage in Danger. Despite illegal construction taking place on 

the lakeshore during the committee session (see Chapter 3Fi) and unanimous advice to the 

contrary from the World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS, the IUCN and NGO spokespeople at the 43rd 

Session, the WHC contentiously decided to give Macedonia more time to resolve the numerous 

threats. Two days afterwards, on 12th July 2019, Mayor Ramis Merko of the Municipality of 

Struga opened an illegal restaurant owned by Municipality of Ohrid councillor Nefi Useini in 

Ohrid City’s Old Town Nucleus (see Chapter 3Fii). Yet authorities are feeling confident. 

 

“The number of illegally constructed houses and hotels in the protected 

area can be counted on the fingers of two hands.”  

 

— Minister without Portfolio and President of the UNESCO 

National Commission, Edmond Ademi looks to downplay the 

scale of the illegal construction problem when discussing the 

Mayor of Ohrid’s inventory of outlaw structures to Radio Free 

Europe days after the WHC 43rd Session.  

 

https://youtu.be/dkeO-DLEQHQ?t=43
https://www.slobodnaevropa.mk/a/30051299.html
https://www.slobodnaevropa.mk/a/30051299.html
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“Depending on the capacity of Municipality of Ohrid, I hope that by 1st 

February 2020, if not all, then a big portion of illegal building is to be 

cleared.” 

 

— Overlooking the two years in which his government has 

failed to engage with the issue, Minister without Portfolio 

and President of the UNESCO National Commission Edmond 

Ademi attempts to ride the Baku wave and convince Radio 

Free Europe’s audience that illegal construction will be largely 

managed within 6 months. Presumably, the World Heritage 

Committee had already bought into the story.  

 

17th July 2019  

 

“You think the municipality is capable to deal with this problem, with only 

one construction inspector and 1.5 million denars to deal with illegal 

buildings? Ohrid does not belong to Ohrid people only. It is a world cultural 

and natural heritage and the country must take care to put things in order 

as they have derailed long ago. I expect help and I will get it.” 

 

— Mayor Georgieski presents a more pessimistic take on the 

situation to local television station TVM, giving the first 

indication that resources have not been put in place to carry 

out a 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission request that has 

been rubber-stamped by WHC Decisions 41 COM 7B.34 and 43 

COM 7B.36. 

 

28th August 2019: No illegal constructions have yet been removed. 

 

“The mayor [of Ohrid Municipality] already has a clear plan about how it 

should all start, not just the removal, but also other activities in accordance 

with the dynamics to be completed by Feb 2020. We are prepared 

logistically and additional funding will be provided if needed. The mayor has 

informed me that a company to execute the removal has been selected […] 

UNESCO will be informed of all the steps taken with one aim that all of us 

were speaking of in the previous period, and what citizens say has been 

ongoing for years. We will show that the state will deal with it.” 

 

“They’ll do as much as they can until February to remove the biggest 

portion of the illegal buildings. No action has been taken in decades. Now 

we have a plan. We have a moratorium to stop construction activities, to 

stop new urban plans and so on that was not done for years. From 

September, removal of most of the objects will be commenced.” 

 

https://www.slobodnaevropa.mk/a/30051299.html
https://www.slobodnaevropa.mk/a/30051299.html
https://tvm.mk/vesti/ohrid/28457-unesko-bara-od-lokalnata-samouprava-evaluacija-na-vlijanieto-vrz-zhivotnata-sredina-na-bespravno-izgradenite-objekti-vo-zashtiteniot-pojas
http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7036/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
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— In an interview broadcast on TVM, Minister of Transport 

Goran Sugareski reasserts the February checkpoint, which 

coincides with reporting to UNESCO, and assures that the 

necessary funds and other needs for demolitions will be put in 

place. Mayor Georgieski of Ohrid Municipality had previously 

indicated practical and financial shortfalls. 

 

6th September 2019 

 

“We are counting the days to the beginning of the action. I call once more 

to those who have received a decision for removal, be it platforms, terraces 

or concrete bases, and any other kind of illegal construction themselves to 

start removing them as soon as possible. There will be demolition in Ohrid 

very soon. […] The time for negotiations, talks and begging is coming to an 

end. […] The solution to the problem will follow after returning the shore 

into its original state.” 

 

— Mayor Georgieski turns up the heat in preparation for 

clearance of illegal constructions. What actually happens is a 

superficial and reversible demolition of a small number of 

objects as visible in the pictures from Chapter 3D (24 News, 

2019b). 

   

1st October 2019:  

 

“We must manage this situation with UNESCO and I think in the future they 

will let us build an express road and all the other projects that are currently 

questioned. Only as long as we have regular communication with them.” 

 

-- Mayor Georgieski attends the TVM broadcast Prashalnik, 

enlightening the public both that mega-project proposals 

have still not been abandoned from the thinking of Ohrid 

Municipality and that authorities feel that UNESCO can be 

talked around regarding destructive plans for the Ohrid 

Region. 

 

20th October 2019: Highly publicized demolitions of structures on the lakeshore and Marko 

Nestoroski Road have taken place, but closer scrutiny reveals that their main structures are still 

firmly standing (see Chapter 3D).  

 

“I have a list from Public Institution National Park Galichica of 29 

constructions in the protected 50-meter lakeshore zone that cannot be 

legalized in any way.” 

 

https://youtu.be/jNXVw_FWick?list=PLy-FLcQ6YTqUaTuwcnpuvxevyinMmz2gW&t=472
https://www.24.mk/details/georgievski-vremeto-na-ubeduvanje-i-molenje-zavrshi-se-brojat-denovite-koga-vo-okhrid-kje-se-rushat-site-divogradbi
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IKL8WsYC6cA&t=4562&feature=youtu.be&fbclid=IwAR1c5xLiKw9lRSDHOtOnqSSNWBnAgqPYW6VmYah_fhW52drx51XLErC7obQ&app=desktop
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— Mayor Georgieski informs Sitel Televizija of categorical 

cases of illegal construction.   

 

“We’ll make an inspection list to check if they did it. We are led by our legal 

obligations and will act accordingly. We have to finish the job completely.” 

 

— Mayor Georgieski seemingly acknowledges in the same 

interview that demolitions may not have been thoroughly 

completed (see Chapter 3D).  

 

 28th November 2019: September’s demolitions still have not resulted in full removal of even one 

structure. 

 

“Most of the platforms were removed by the owners, but we have a lot of 

fight ahead of us with the illegal construction and that process will 

definitely not be fast, simple or easy. Help is necessary from all the 

institutions, most notably from State Inspectorate for Urbanization 

responsible for the Ohrid territory. Unfortunately, such an inspectorate in 

this country does not exist! I met with the director; I asked for help; but 

with no result. We have no resources, nor finances to deal with this 

complex process on our own. We made a budget revision—allocated an 

additional 2 million denars—but, for a serious and healthy fight with the 

urban chaos, we need cooperative efforts from all parties.” 

 

“The country wants serious fight with the illegal construction, and they 

prepare a new legalization law. They push me to demolish while others 

legalize.”  

 

— In two quotes reported by medium Sakam da Kazham 

(2019c), Mayor Georgieski offers the strongest indication yet 

that demolition targets are not going to be met by February, 

while simultaneously revealing the institutional obstruction, 

discord, and dysfunction his office faces behind the scenes. 

 

30th January 2020: All illegal constructions in the Ohrid Region remain in place. It is now two and a 

half years since the World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS and IUCN Reactive Monitoring Mission 

recommended their removal.  

 “Illegal buildings are one, the most sensitive segment, but that is because 

there are laws, courts, administrative procedures that are ongoing and if 

you want to be a country with a rule of law you have to follow the 

procedures.”  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=3&v=GYwSxdqVBd4&feature=emb_title
https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=3&v=GYwSxdqVBd4&feature=emb_title
https://sdk.mk/index.php/sakam-zeleno/drzhavata-go-ostavi-ohrid-sam-da-se-bori-so-divogradbite-a-site-se-falat-so-unesko/?fbclid=IwAR2qq7ZRNU1ZHV3Eoi9qIMt9pJ28-Drs_lf16oWxy54gLXTQYFxcraC7zK8#.Xd-B0SDfcrM.facebook
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— Minister without Portfolio and current President of the 

UNESCO National Commission, Edmond Ademi ironically 

invokes rule of law to defend non-clearance of illegal 

structures even though many have demolition orders 

outstanding (360 Stepeni). 

2nd February 2020    

“Coordination needs to improve. The public prosecutor needs to up the 

game to prevent new illegal building. I know that the public has the 

impression that the actions undertaken are weak as only a few platforms 

were removed, but in the circumstances where no nail has been removed in 

15 years and everybody was placing bars or houses as they pleased, it is 

very hard to solve the problem at once.” 

 

— Mayor Georgieski misleadingly claims to Sitel that 

platforms were removed as their mainframes are still on the 

lakeshore, but nonetheless gives insight into the lack of 

coordination at the institutional level, which is frustrating any 

true action to break the relationship between illegality and 

construction in the UNESCO Ohrid Region. 

 

2nd March 2020: At the time of writing, no single illegal structure has been totally cleared from the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region. One building on Marko Nestoroski Road that 

underwent the clearance process is now closer to completion than it was before demolition! Illegal 

construction is continuing in the world heritage site and the heritage impact assessments that are 

required to do background evaluations on outlaw structures have not been even started.  

 

F. 3 Emblems of Illegality  

 

Among the thousands of examples of illegal construction, three in particular demonstrate the 

disconnection between the crafted image of a new government striving to implement Reactive 

Monitoring Mission recommendations and the brazenness with which World Heritage Committee 

decisions are discarded in the real world.  

 

All three reveal how local business figures can override legislation at will, with the active consent of 

local and national politicians, including the prime minister, and each continued seamlessly as the 

Republic of Macedonia was convincing the World Heritage Committee not to place the Ohrid Region 

on the List of World Heritage in Danger during its 43rd Session in Baku. 

 

If the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations had been followed in line with the 

proposed timetable, all construction would be undergoing a cessation while appropriate control 

https://360stepeni.mk/pretstavnitsi-na-unesko-vo-obikolka-na-ohridsko-strushkoto-krajbrezhje/
https://sitel.com.mk/ohrid-teshko-se-spravuva-so-preporakata-od-unesko-za-urivanje-na-divogradbite
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mechanisms were established, and buildings such as the ones below would either no longer exist or 

be facing imminent destruction. Endorsed by authorities, they are instead proceeding happily. 

i. Lagadin Hotel 

 

On 3rd July 2019, as the Macedonian delegation was assuring the WHC 43rd Session in Baku that the 

government remained “fully committed to the maintaining [of] the world heritage status for the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region” and the WHC was amenably eliminating 

references to specific threats from the World Heritage Centre’s draft Decision WHC  43 COM 7B.36, 

illegal construction was physically taking place with labourers on site at a sizable hotel in the village 

of Lagadin on Lake Ohrid’s east coast12.  

 

Although the Macedonian delegation was at pains to emphasize that it represented a new 

government which had come to power after the April 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission and had 

thus inherited numerous problems that it was taking “significant steps” to resolve, it had in fact 

already had two years during which to ensure removal or at least to halt further construction of the 

offending building. Its failure to do so was not the product of a lack of time, but the dearth of any 

genuine intention to prevent the project from proceeding. 

 

Official confirmation of the hotel’s illegality had already arrived in March 2017 from the National 

Inspectorate for Construction and Urbanisation (NICU), which requested the Municipality of Ohrid to 

annul permission due to “an array of irregularities in the procedure for determining conditions for 

the manner of construction in Lagadin village […] as well as in the procedure for issuing the approval 

for the construction”, not to mention an absence of an environmental assessment (Ohrid SOS, 2017; 

Ohrid SOS, 2019).  

 

The new government assumed power in June 2017, and, during the 24 months between its election 

and the 43rd Session, the hotel investor had submitted at least six appeals to overturn the NICU 

decision, all of which had failed. Ignoring this inconvenient fact, authorities had allowed work on the 

site to continue incrementally and Prime Minister Zoran Zaev had even informed the public at a rally 

titled Strong Economy, Opportunity For All that the building would receive legal status, seemingly in 

contradiction to these court findings (Ohrid SOS, 2019).       

 

In early 2020, as the government’s tenure stretches past the 30-month mark, the hotel continues to 

edge towards completion even though it is still believed to contravene at least 12 laws. No serious 

moves have been made on the part of authorities to remove the construction despite claims to be 

taking world heritage issues seriously. Indeed, the hotel appears to be part of a de facto tourism 

development zone that is widely expected for Lagadin village.  

 

                                                           
12 Ohrid SOS emailed through this information to figures at the World Heritage Committee session, including advisory 

bodies to no avail. 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2017/12/world-heritage-on-the-edge_version-unesco.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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ABOVE: Labourer on site at an illegal hotel in Lagadin village on UNESCO Lake Ohrid’s east coast. The 

photograph was taken during the 43rd Session of the World Heritage Committee in July 2019. 

 

   

 
JUN 2017 

 
      JUN 2018 

 
      JAN 2020 

 

Photos above show the progression of the Lagadin hotel since its permission was quashed in March 2017. 

 

 

ii. Nefi’s Pizzeria 

 

Nefi Useini is a major Ohrid Region constructor and a councillor for the Municipality of Ohrid. He is 

also the owner of a new-build restaurant that opened at Star Chinar in Ohrid City’s Old Town 

Nucleus in July 2019 just 2 days after the closure of the World Heritage Committee’s 43rd Session in 

https://sdk.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/hotel-lagadin-ostaven-696x418.jpg
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Baku despite issuance of an order for its demolition three months beforehand. The ceremonial 

ribbon for the restaurant was cut by Mayor Ramis Merko of the Municipality of Struga (see ensuing 

pictures). 

 

The building in question was reported to the World Heritage Centre at an early stage of construction 

in April 2019 (Ohrid SOS, 2019). At the time, Useni had stated to the media A1, “I don’t have a 

permission to build, but I haven’t received an order to demolish either. I expect the municipality to 

issue a permit; that is, to legalize the structure for me.”  

 

Since Useini’s position as councillor enables him to vote on legalisation issues, he had every reason 

to believe that a permit would indeed be granted. However, he was wrong about one important 

detail: A demolition order had been issued by the Municipality of Ohrid for the building on March 

25th 2019. The deadline for removal according to the order was within ten days. 

 

Nonetheless, the building has not been removed and remains a potent and visible sign of the 

dangers that face the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region from the very decision-

makers who are nominally responsible for protecting it. According to the Municipality of Ohrid’s 

Mayor Georgieski, one problem related to the issue is the way procedures are not aligned for 

temporary and permanent constructions (see Chapter 8B). 

 

 

 
MAR 2019: Construction of councillor Nefi Useini’s illegal restaurant (above) was at a rudimentary 

stage when an order for its demolition within 10 days was released.  

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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JUL 2019: Mayor Ramis Merko of the Municipality of Struga (centre right) joins Municipality of 

Ohrid councillor Nefi Useini (centre left) opening the latter’s illegal restaurant just days after 

closure of the UNESCO World Heritage Committee’s 43rd Session in Baku.  

 
SEP 2019: Nefi Useini’s illegal pizzeria in the Old Town Nucleus of Ohrid City as it looks today. 
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iii. Concrete production facility 

In the spring of 2019, another construction in the lake vicinity near the entrance to the town of 

Ohrid, just off the main road from Skopje attracted the public attention—a concrete production 

facility.  

 

Ohrid SOS sent an enquiry about the building to authorities at the Municipality of Ohrid. From the 

documentation received it was established that criminal charges had been raised (Annex 5) in 

relation to the case.  

 

On 22nd March 2019, the Ministry of Interior requested the construction inspectorate to perform a 

control visit to the site. It later stated that inspection control was performed twice, on 29th March 

and 3rd April 2019, which established that three concrete foundations had been built without a 

construction permit.  

 

Both controls confirmed the illegality of the construction, with the second resulting in a request for 

its removal. However, the inspector’s evaluation could not establish who was responsible for the 

illegal activities so the charges were placed against an unknown person, a term in Macedonian law 

that describes a situation in which a crime has certainly occurred but no specific suspect has been 

charged13.  

 

The facility was not demolished nor further activities stopped. The structure was finished and is 

operational to date. The land is property of the Islamic Community of Macedonia.  

 

  

ABOVE: The location and appearance of the illegal concrete production facility 

Ohrid Municipality councillor Nefi Useini, who at about the same time, was working on another 

illegal construction, the pizzeria at The Old Plane Tree (Star Chinar, see Chapter 3Fii), personally 

confirmed that the facility belonged to him, but apparently the criminal charges were still laid 

against an unknown person.  

                                                           
13 This occurs regularly in the Ohrid Region, including with the case of the purple River Grashnica reported last 

year (Ohrid SOS, 2019).   
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The topic was discussed with Ohrid Municipality Mayor Georgieski in October 2019 when in an 

interview for A1on he said that the structure needs to be removed (or rather relocated). Previously, 

Useini had claimed that the mayor himself would help him find another location and make the 

facility legal. That was never done.  

According to the latest information from 24th January 2020, the Municipality of Ohrid has run out of 

money for removal of large illegal buildings. Thus, Useini’s concrete facility cannot be demolished. 

Until the remaining allocated budget is spent, the municipality cannot apply for more either.  

This simply looks like one more bureaucratic block to protect illegal constructions: An administrative 

technicality is presented as an impossible obstacle and used as an excuse for not delivering results. It 

is not just that this commercial facility is illegal, but further concern is the impact that such an 

industrial entity could have on the environment, especially since it is unplanned.  

 

 

G. Conclusions 

 

The repeated legalization of illegal structures post-2017; the partial and reversible removal of a small, 

token number of objects; continued on-site work at a hotel contravening 12 laws in the village of 

Lagadin; delayed and unfinished Heritage and Environmental Impact Assessments; and the opening 

of an outlaw councillor-owned restaurant by the mayor of the Municipality of Struga immediately 

after the 43rd Session of the World Heritage Committee prove beyond reasonable doubt that 

authorities in the Republic of Macedonia still lack serious commitment to resolving the threat to the 

Ohrid Region from illegal constructions. They have little incentive to do so, because they are strongly 

connected with those that are building illegally, and, as shown in Chapter 3F, may even be personally 

invested in illegal structures themselves. Statements by the Mayor of Ohrid reveal that cooperation 

between institutions to smother the threat from outlaw construction is weak.      

 

As a result, efforts to adhere to 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 9 are not only 

lagging behind schedule and largely superficial, but they are also encouraging future illegality as the 

personal risks of ignoring the law are by no means equal to the personal gains that can be made by 

doing so. Punitive measures in the now-delayed Law on Management of the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region offer no mechanism to reverse this imbalance (World Heritage Centre, 

2019) and the updated Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions (see Chapter 8Cii) may merely 

have created new legal weaknesses to exploit.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://a1on.mk/macedonia/video-georgievski-useini-mi-kazha-da-mu-baram-lokacija-za-betonskata-baza-jas-mu-kazhav-deka-ne-sum-agencija-za-nedvizhnini/
https://a1on.mk/macedonia/gradonachalnikot-na-ohrid-mu-bara-nova-lokacija-na-sovetnikot-useini-za-divoizgradenata-betonskata-baza/
https://a1on.mk/macedonia/ohrid-nema-pari-za-da-ja-urne-divoizgradenata-baza-na-useini/
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CHAPTER 4:  Management Plan 2020-2029 (MPNCHOR 2020-

2029) 

 

At the World Heritage Committee 43rd Session in Baku, the Republic of Macedonia claimed that the 

Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MPNCHOR 

2020-2029) would be adopted no later than December 2019. At that stage, the Ohrid Region was 

already 21 years on from the 1998 UNESCO State of Conservation Report that had advised 

management strengthening; and 13 years beyond the 2006 Periodic Reporting Cycle 1 summary 

(World Heritage Centre), which had described creation of a management plan as an “urgent need.” 

 

Even though the State Party had scheduled work to begin in mid-2006 (World Heritage Centre, 2006) 

and the most recent government of the Republic of Macedonia had already had two years to 

complete the management plan, the hastily prepared and highly deficient first incarnation only 

appeared as a draft in October 2019. After a public consultation on November 12th 2019, this was 

upgraded with sizeable input from Ohrid SOS in just a few weeks, but a second public consultation 

for the next draft of the document was cancelled after representatives of the Republic of Albania 

signalled that they would not attend (Chapter 8I). 

 

In consequence, the final version of the document that was adopted by the Macedonian 

government in January 2020 contains various contradictions; delays resolution of obvious 

conservation weak-points; has released zoning over a year before the official rulebook for that 

zoning will be complete; and fails to deliver reliable protection of either coastal or mountain areas of 

the world heritage property. Neither is it informed by a complete or robust cumulative impact 

assessment. Until laws and planning documents are updated, its legal force is doubtful too. 

 

The fact that the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 was raced through despite these deficiencies indicates that 

the document was not truly purposed towards sustainable management practice, but rather aimed 

at 1) securing widespread coastal manipulations and development space, including for mass tourism; 

2) providing superficial justification for the lifting of the moratorium on coastal/urban 

transformation on February 1st 2020 (see Chapter 1); 3) giving the impression of fulfilling Reactive 

Monitoring Mission recommendations without genuine intent to do so; and 4) once again delaying 

urgently needed actions such as revisions of law, urban planning, environmental impact studies, and 

carrying capacity calculations.  One may ask whether the document has truly been completed at all.     

 

A. Coastal Zoning 

 

Coastal zoning allows transformation of some kind at almost every point of the shoreline. No zone, 

including 1A, supposedly the strictest protected area, fully excludes construction: So-called urban 

equipment is still permissible, even though it is an extremely wide category incorporating a huge 

range of facilities (see Text Box 2) that currently includes in-lake platforms and bars14. The 

                                                           
14 Urban equipment in one plan for Lagadin included over 1,000m2 in-lake platform. 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/


55 

 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 itself recognizes the need for its legal definition to be tightened yet delays 

doing so until 2021. True, a proviso only allows urban equipment if it does not negatively influence 

natural processes in the lake or harm the landscape, but this judgment would presumably depend on 

impact assessments, which are frequently one-sided, poorly referenced documents whose 

conclusions are subject to conflict of interest and professional deficiencies. The allowance of 

scientific, cultural, educational and recreational activities that do not harm “ecological processes, 

biological and landscape diversity” in Zone 1 faces similar challenges and detail about what would 

constitute a harmful activity, including objective parameters, should have been incorporated.   

 

Zones 1B and 1V15 are altogether more deceitful. Maps provided to Ohrid SOS do not differentiate 

between the two: They are merged together as one functional unit. This becomes problematic 

because, although Zone 1V does not allow temporary buildings, Zone 1B permits them. Zone 1V also 

bans watersports, which is not the case in Zone 1B. On the other hand, 1B prevents artificial beaches, 

which 1V does not. (Beaches can extend into the lake.) Therefore, the idea is clearly to offset banned 

activities in one sub-zone by allowing them in the other, giving the illusion of controls over coastal 

exploitation, whereas, in fact, watersports, non-natural beaches and temporary buildings (i.e. bars) 

will all interlock in the same geographic areas (over 30% of the coast in the Municipality of Struga).    

 

Incredibly, any kind of zoning is absent along the coast of Struga and some urban areas of Ohrid, 

which are merely designated as “lakeshore”. The map for natural heritage does not place them in 

any of the three zones, and the map for cultural heritage does not define their status any more 

clearly. Since no specific measures apply to “lakeshore”, how protection will be secured for this 

important area is currently unknown. However, Daljan, one of the areas placed in the lakeshore 

category, has been targeted with hotel construction in the past, and another bordering 

Studenchishte Canal has reservations in the Detailed Urban Plan for a development complex. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
15 Perhaps listed as 1C in the English translation.  

Text Box 2: Legal Definitions of Urban Equipment and Temporary Buildings 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 allows urban equipment & temporary buildings in Zone 1 with no revision 

of their definitions in the Law on Construction until May 2021. Here are their wide terms: 

URBAN EQUIPMENT (Article 4): is equipment for sales of public transport tickets, newspapers, 

souvenirs, flowers, food, ice-cream; phone booths; bus stops; specific objects for the purpose of 

security facilitating diplomatic and consular representatives, state organs and residences; 

equipment facilitating tourism, cultural and sports events; equipment facilitating sport and 

recreation activities; public toilets; covered or uncovered terraces; platforms for public 

performances on land and water; covered or uncovered bars; swimming buildings; carparks 

facilitation of state or municipality buildings; commercial and information boards; kids 

playgrounds; covers at public areas; fountains, public water-taps, benches; and trash cans. 

TEMPORARY BUILDINGS (Article 3): A structure that can be assembled and disassembled on 

land designated for construction facilitating temporary space usage until the urban plan for the 

land where the structure is placed is realized. The urban object can be placed for the purpose of 

the following activities: traffic (temporary parking & pathways); sale of food; tourist, cultural, 

sports & recreational and recreational events (platforms for sports, culture, tourism and 

recreational activities, supporting other buildings for sports events and summer discotheques); 

and facilitation of border crossings. 
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B. Zoning: Other Issues 

 

Urban agglomerations and Nature Zone 3, in which building controls are far more lax, are other 

troublesome aspects of MPNCHOR 2020-2029. While some construction is acceptable to balance 

conservation with citizen needs, large-scale development is still possible over wide areas of the 

world heritage property even though the systems for reducing its impact (solid waste, visitor plan, 

wastewater) are not in place.  

 

The Urban Agglomeration of Ohrid is a striking example. In the maps for natural zones, it has been 

arbitrarily extended to the lakeshore at the south of Studenchishte Marsh, seemingly to 

accommodate a marina (see Chapter 2B & Insert 2), a project which has not been included in 

cumulative impact assessments. In this manner, it both circumvents conditional16 provisions in all 

coastal zones to prevent port and marina construction and misaligns with the urban agglomeration 

proposed in maps for cultural zoning. Compared with the latter, the Urban Agglomeration of Ohrid 

according to natural zoning stretches not only around Studenchishte but also further to the east on 

the slopes of Mount Galichica. Evidently, permissions for construction will be easier to obtain in 

these parts.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adjacent to the south of the Urban Agglomeration of Ohrid’s marina-like extension, a sizeable Zone 

3 section has been established at a location known as Gorica. Presumably, this is intended to 
                                                           
16 Port renovation at existing locations is permitted. In itself that is not unreasonable, but the scope for interventions is 

unknown. Buildings of state importance defined in the Law on Construction may meanwhile allow port construction in 

protected areas. 

Text Box 3: Buildings of State Importance  

An urban plan for areas and constructions of state importance in the Law for Urban Planning is a 

plan developed in accord with the Special Plan for the Republic of North Macedonia and serves 

for its realization and implementation and is brought for areas and constructions of state 

importance that are not part of and cannot be regulated with urban plans of local importance. 

They are brought in particular for zones in protected areas; special zones for the defence needs 

of the Republic of Macedonia; systems for the excavation of mines of state importance; 

infrastructure corridors; pylons; and constructions of international, state, regional or multi-

municipality character; and dams, accumulation lakes, and hydropower systems. 

Crucially, what “state importance” actually means is left vague and open in the Law on Urban 

Planning. It is simply defined as areas, buildings, suprastructure or infrastructure of 

international, national, regional or inter-municipality strategic significance. The Law on 

Construction meanwhile explicitly details that these can include tourism development zones 

and buildings within those zones; hydropower facilities; stadiums or halls; ports for lakes; and 

buildings that harm the environment. 
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accommodate mass tourism facilities for which insubstantial SEA processes are already underway 

(Ohrid SOS, 2019). Gorica borders and shares many features with areas inside National Park 

Galichica, for which there is no buffer zone.  

 

Studenchishte Marsh itself is in a similar situation: Although the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 promises 

long-term protection for the area from 2021 and temporary protection at some undefined stage in 

the near future, it currently languishes in Nature Zone 3  and is thus at risk of exploitation. 

 

Reserved for hilly and mountainous terrain, nature Zone 2B contains worrying loopholes too: 

projects of state importance. These can supersede the zone’s ban on urbanization and activities that 

may negatively impact the Ohrid Region. The phraseology used to refer to them in MPNCHOR 2020-

2929 echoes notorious insertions into the Law on Urban Planning (see Text Box 3) that have a 

growing history of controversy, and, in the environmental community, are widely believed to have 

been designed with a particular intention to allow exceptions for developments in protected areas. 

 

A boundary redesign between the draft MPNCHOR and the final MPNCHOR 2020-2029 hints that 

development interests may have underlain other zoning aspects as well. An area next to 

Studenchishte Canal was initially placed in Zone 2, where only buildings of Ground + 2 floors are 

permissible. However, inscribed on the Municipality of Ohrid’s urban plan for the same location is a 

hotel complex containing four buildings with Ground + 4 floors and Ground + 2 floors. As seen in 

Chapter 4A, the zoning for the area was amended in the final MPNCHOR 2020-2029 to the 

questionable “lakeshore” category.  

 

Zoning in general is afflicted by the defining of activities that are not allowed rather than those that 

are17. Often, these are activities that should be excluded by law anyway such as dumping solid waste 

or releasing untreated wastewater. At other times curiosities emerge: For example, Zone 1B forbids 

“degradation and destruction of habitats, specifically where animals and birds migrate, breed or rest; 

tree cutting; breaking, damaging, destruction, cutting down, uprooting of vegetation, most 

specifically the lakeshore vegetation, reed burning etc.” However, Zone 1V, which is not physically 

differentiated from Zone 1B on available maps, places no such ban on the same activities, leaving 

the reader to wonder whether destruction of the habitats of nesting birds et cetera is acceptable 

here.  

 

At the level of the MPNCHOR 2020-2029, which is not thought to have legal force at the present 

moment, such wording is almost humorous; but if the same category definitions creep forward to 

the Official Rulebook or other parts of the legislative framework, they will be exploited to the certain 

detriment of world heritage. Defining activities that are allowed would have narrowed the potential 

for abuse more effectively.  

  

                                                           
17 This contrasts with the approach laid down by National Park Galichica, which zones according to what actions can be 

undertaken in specific localities. 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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C. Delaying Mechanism 

 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 gives the impression that action is being taken in the Ohrid Region, whereas in 

fact, it serves to postpone work that should have already been completed. Deadlines proscribed in 

its action plan are notably behind those advised by the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission (World 

Heritage Centre, ICOMOS and IUCN 2017), especially with regard to revisions of law, planning 

documents, and the removal of illegal constructions. It therefore once again delays adherence to 

World Heritage Committee Decision 43 COM 7B.36, which in Point 9D, requests alignment of 

planning instruments alongside management plan completion. It further secures a gap during which 

abuse of the world heritage property can continue. 

 

Essential assessments, control measures, and planning are unnecessarily prolonged. Even the official 

rulebook that will define boundaries and protection measures for the various cultural and natural 

heritage zones will not be ready until July 2021. The Commission for the Management of the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, the theoretical control mechanism on development, is 

supposed to base decisions both on the rulebook and on the legal framework that is not yet finalized. 

 

Another intended oversight mechanism, the Cross-Border Natural and Cultural Heritage Monitoring 

System, will apparently be ready in 2022, approximately 4 years behind the schedule proposed by 

the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission report for its establishment under Recommendation 12. By 

then, a study to research the optimal institutional setting for management of the Ohrid Region will 

just be getting underway with a “possibility to establish a dedicated public institution for nature 

heritage management.” It expects to be finished by June 2023, until which time the world heritage 

property will have to make do with the same broken system as it has endured for decades.  

 

The establishment of a protected area at Studenchishte Marsh, valorization of Lake Ohrid, and 

finalization of Ramsar Status were each delayed by at least one year between MPNCHOR 2020-2029 

draft and final versions, even though preparations are essentially complete for the first and third of 

these items (see Chapter 8E) and the valorization has been pending since the adoption of 

information to allocate 3,000,000 Denars for the matter by the Macedonian government in 2009.  

 

Other measures with unreasonably extended deadlines include the calculation of carrying capacity 

(2022); impact assessment for aquatic transport (2025); restoration of biodiversity hotspots (to 

begin 2025 following a study from 2023); urban plans for beaches, which is desperately needed to 

guard against concreting of the coast (2022); and the sustainable tourism strategy (2022). Many of 

these activities should have been carried out prior to or in parallel with the creation of MPNCHOR 

2020-2029, especially given the length of time it has taken to produce.   

 

Similar lethargy affects revisions of law, which extend until October 2021 even though pressing legal 

pitfalls are admitted in MPNCHOR 2020-2029. The Law on Nature Protection in particular will not be 

revised until the butt-end of the timeline. This is not necessary: Much legislation, including, at the 

present moment, the Law on the Handling of Illegal Construction, races through parliament in 

shortened procedures, while new revisions to the Law on Urban Planning have already hollowed 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
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public consultation and Strategic Environmental Assessment requirements at speed (see Chapter 

8Ci).   

 

It remains to be seen whether promised deadlines aimed at heritage conservation will be kept due 

to the extensive list of previous cases when they have not been (see Annex 2). Therefore, the 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 must not be used as evidence of progress when it is more accurately a record 

of all the efforts that should have been made already yet have been repeatedly postponed, avoided, 

or obstructed with no guarantee that the future will be any different.  

 

D. Conflict of Interest 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 4B, an area known as Gorica has been placed in Zone 3 with minimum 

controls on development. Large parts of Gorica, however, have been denationalized, some 

belonging to Antonio Gavriloski, а high level official in the Municipality of Ohrid who was involved in 

the drafting process for MPNCHOR 2020-2029, and his extended family. This reveals unsafe 

procedures risking conflict of interest. Incidentally, Gavriloski appeared posing as an ordinary citizen 

at the NGO meeting during the 2020 Reactive Monitoring Mission by the IUCN, ICOMOS and the 

World Heritage Centre.   

 

E. Methodology & Shifting Baselines 

 

No rollback measures are incorporated into MPNCHOR 2020-2029 in order to remove permanent 

and temporary constructions that occupy the lakeshore in Zone 1B, supposedly one of the most 

stringently protected areas, despite the fact that interventions of same kind will no longer be 

permitted in the future. At present, examples of such constructions include patios right down to the 

lakeshore, concrete walls, and even land that has been effectively reclaimed from the lake. 

 

Naturally, resolving such issues is complex. However, authorities must take responsibility after 

allowing the situation to get out of control. The Lakeshore Functionality Index for Lake Ohrid reveals 

only a minority of coast with good or excellent conditions in what is supposed to be a location of 

such extreme importance that it is designated as world heritage. Efforts to reverse the damage 

should have been taken as an imperative. Instead, the status quo has been solidified.  

  

A further danger is that the existing constructions will cause flora and fauna baselines to deteriorate 

further. Then, when future assessments are carried out to inform rezoning or potential development 

projects, they may evaluate that the biodiversity values are unspectacular and therefore do not 

constitute enough reason to prevent construction. Such a pattern is already evident in SEAs (Citrus 

Partners, 2015; Enviro Resursi, 2018). 

 

The choice of methodology in allowing the current Lakeshore Functionality Index to form the sole 

basis for zoning decisions is also questionable. It causes locations such as parts of the coast at 

Studenchishte Marsh to be placed in Zones 1B or 1V due to the contemporary presence of non-
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natural elements such as bars, and thus risks more similar structures appearing in the future. 

However, since MPNCHOR 2020-2029 speaks of designating Studenchishte Marsh as a Monument of 

Nature, which would also entail future restoration of its habitats, it would appear more sensible to 

have accorded the location with Zone 1A status now. The same would apply to other areas such as 

reed belts, which have suffered degradation, but which should receive the highest level of 

protection as part of a credible reversal and rehabilitation plan.    

 

Historical habitat importance and restoration capacity should have been incorporated to a more 

comprehensive degree, which would have led to a larger Zone 1A and greater opportunities for 

wildlife populations to rebound. Employing such a perspective would have also guarded against 

development-oriented rezoning in the future. 

 

For natural heritage, a more thorough approach would have been to estimate the situation such as 

by species populations or habitat quality either without anthropogenic impact (as per the European 

Union’s Eel Regulation) or at the time of UNESCO designation. Then, measures could have been 

taken to restore back to a limit of acceptable change established in relation to those parameters. For 

cultural heritage, a similar approach would take account of the condition of various artefacts, sites, 

architectural phenomena, and monuments at the time of designation. 

  

F. Limbo 

 

Insert 2 and Chapter 4B have already illustrated how urban areas do not correlate in zoning maps 

between cultural and natural heritage. Neither does the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 text always match 

the legend for maps: In the Municipality of Struga, culture Zone 3A is designated in the map for 

buildings of maximum height Ground + 3 Floors, but the textual description states Ground + 4 Floors. 

Which definition will have precedence is yet to be seen. 

 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 does not clarify what will happen for inscriptions in urban plans or issued 

construction permits for buildings that have not yet commenced when they contravene new zoning 

regulations either. It is unknown how many of these may exist, but a 10-storey structure in the 

Municipality of Struga is likely to be one of them. The case study of Bejbunar in Chapter 14B 

presents another, and a third is the hotel complex to the north of Studenchishte Canal mentioned 

previously in this chapter. 

 

Revisions of the legal network and the instigation of zoning may well tangle into familiar knots. 

Amendments to the Criminal Code to allow stricter penalties for heritage destruction are not 

envisaged, so amended legislation may well be contravened in just the same way as the Law on 

Waters, Law on Environment, and Law on Nature Protection are broken today. Legalization 

processes will cover for illegal constructions, and the lack of any MPNCHOR 2020-2029 measure to 

upgrade Strategic Environmental Assessments will render controls on activities and structures in 

Zone 1 meaningless.   
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Perhaps the most serious unresolved issue in the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 is the disjunction between 

sustainable and mass tourism. “Controlled lakeshore transformation for the goals of mass-tourism” 

is a sub-objective in Table 518, which outlines the main aims of the plan. At the same time, Zone 2 

explicitly precludes mass tourism, indicating that Zone 3 and Zone 1 do not. From this, more 

exploitation of coast and hinterland is to be expected while lip-service is paid to sustainability. 

 

G. Strategic Environmental Assessment 

 

Flaws in Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) are the norm in the Republic of Macedonia 

(UNECE, 2019) and that conducted for the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 in accordance with 

Recommendations 8 and 9 of the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission to the Ohrid Region was no 

exception. 

 

Weaknesses proliferated throughout the draft MPNCHOR 2020-2029 from zoning to indicators, from 

budgetary opacity to the absence of species-specific measures to target population improvements. 

Several of these cascade from the highest strategic level, precisely the point at which a robust SEA 

should intervene, yet the SEA was almost routinely blind to these gaps. 

 

An observer with even minimal experience of the Republic of Macedonia would immediately 

recognize risks from politicization; chronic delays to nomination processes for protected areas; wilful 

legislative manoeuvres to disempower nature protection laws; and deep-seated institutional 

dysfunction that extends far beyond a lack of training (such as in the Macedonian Ramsar 

Committee). Resulting from its failure to embark on any kind of meaningful discussion of these 

threats, the SEA proposed no solutions such as temporary protected zones or reformation of 

ineffective bodies. Indeed, the SEA team did not even contain a legal expert to unveil the specific 

areas of legislation that need to be targeted for change. 

    

Background information in the SEA such as demographic and climate data were so far out of date as 

to render any conclusions meaningless; and figures for illegal construction were contradictory and 

misinformed. Maps and other visuals frequently offered little meaningful input, and much of the 

information provided such as for boating operations or climate change was not integrated with 

either the wider SEA document or the final MPNCHOR and thus led to no active conclusions.  

 

The nadir of the document was perhaps reached in its analysis of cumulative impacts (see Chapter 9 

for full details). Numerous large-scale projects with a high probability of actualization were omitted 

from consideration, and no quantification of aspects such as estimated car and people volumes was 

calculated for projects like the road and railway, which were only assessed from the point of view of 

landscape influences, not biodiversity, even though the latter is of greater heritage and ethical 

concern. 

 

                                                           
18 This statement by MPNCHOR 2020-2029 seems too brazen to not be an error, yet it must be taken seriously in view of the 

many and continuing attempts to exploit the Ohrid Region for mass tourism. 

https://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.pdf
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The only bright spot from the SEA was its thoughtful suggestions for monitoring, which should have 

been fully incorporated into the final MPNCHOR 2020-2029 version. 

 

H. Beaches 

 

The lack of geographical differentiation between Zones 1B and 1V has already been identified in 

Chapter 4A as MPNCHOR 2020-2029’s downfall. Beaches, however, deserve closer scrutiny. In 

section 10.4 of the document, it states, “There will be urban-planning documentation for the 

beaches to ensure that no concrete will be placed on the lakeshore; no platforms entering the lake; 

no solid-construction; and no discharge of wastewaters.”  

 

Yet Zone 1V is defined in MPNCHOR 2020-2029 as “beaches within the Cadastre Area (CA) 1/1 Lake 

Ohrid as well as beaches bordering CA 1/1 Lake Ohrid with land that is property of the Republic of 

North Macedonia.” Since Cadastre area 1/1 is the water itself, urban equipment and related 

activities will clearly be allowed in the lake. Currently, in-lake platforms are considered illegal, so the 

Management Plan’s stance seems to normalize them and may therefore weaken protection. A point 

of large concern is also that the plan does not mention any size or volume limitations of in-lake 

interventions. 

 

For beaches specifically, MPNCHOR 2020-2029 further allows “concrete and stone walls (wave 

defenders) at the location they are currently found and designated.” Although this sounds sensible, 

it is strange that wave defenders are only accepted for beaches but no other location. Rather more 

plausible is that this insertion has been made to defend the walls themselves (see ensuing pictures). 

The reason they require such defence is not due to waves, but because they were erected contrary 

to the Law on Waters, which should have prevented construction within 50m of Lake Ohrid’s highest 

water level. They now offer such functions as keeping sunbeds level as seen in the following pictures.  

  

  
ST. STEFAN: Construction within 50m of the 
shoreline and concrete shore fencing to serve as a 
beach-bed base 

POTPESH: Concrete extensions into Lake 
Ohrid as a beach equipment base 
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ST. NAUM: A beach bar right on the edge of the Black Drim springs 

 

I. Buffer Zone 

 

Confirmation of the buffer zone was again delayed in the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 Action Plan even 

though the idea for one was first raised in 1998; requested in World Heritage Committee Decision 32 

COM 8B.49 from 2008; and reiterated by 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 10, 

which envisaged a detailed assessment on the topic by 2018.  

 

The token assessment that has taken place on the topic, part of the defective SEA discussed in 

Chapter 4G, was obviously weighted towards designating the smallest possible area on spurious 

grounds such as the smaller buffer zone size in the Republic of Albania, a senseless argument in view 

of the fact that the water catchment area for Lake Ohrid is predominantly in Macedonia, most 

notably the vast majority of Lake Prespa.   

Macedonia is now promising a deadline of 2021. In the unlikely event that it finally does get around 

to designating a buffer zone at this time, it will quite possibly include the remainder of National Park 

Galichica. However, if World Heritage Committee Decision 32 COM 8B.49 had ever been followed, 

this area would already have been a full part of the world heritage site for a decade now. A buffer 

zone was expected to be additional.    

 

J. No In-Lake Protected Areas 

 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 chose not to establish in-lake protected areas from conception. This is almost 

unforgivable given the many years that the document took to produce; the growing evidence that 

such measures can be successful if implemented thoughtfully (Hermoso et al, 2016; Zolderdo et al, 

2019); the overfishing and recreational water usage that still impacts Lake Ohrid’s endemic fauna 

(see Chapter 7); and the already established research and expert conclusions that have advised their 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1510
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1510
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1510
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/aqc.2681
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/aqc.3155
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/aqc.3155
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delineation at the local level, most recently for a Zone of Strict Protection at Veli Dab, where the 

endemic and critically endangered Gocea ohridana could be used as an umbrella species to fend off 

the anthropogenic impacts that may be leading to negative ecological trends (Kostoski et al, 2010; 

Trajanovski et al, 2019).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332268748_Conservation_of_Velidab_the_Biodiversity_Hotspot_in_Lake
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CHAPTER 5:  Vehicles & Transport 

 
Pressures from transport of various kinds, including in protected areas, are pressurizing both cultural 

and natural heritage in the Ohrid Region. Off-road and all-terrain vehicles in National Park Galichica 

are not appropriately controlled; the number of cars in the world heritage site is growing; a 

cumulative impact assessment into west coast road and railway proposals is far from comprehensive 

(see Chapter 9); and measures to reduce the effects of traffic on the Old Town Core of Ohrid have 

had minor influence.   

Decision-making has not been integrated to lessen threats either: A study for the impact of water 

transport is destined for completion in 2025 (MoEPP, 2020), yet concerted pressure for a marina in 

the vicinity of Lake Ohrid’s final fully functioning coastal wetland is ramping up already (see Chapter 

2) and temporary in-lake zoning has not been attempted. Mayor Georgieski of the Municipality of 

Ohrid not only allowed an international motor racing rally through the world heritage property and 

its national park, but even opened the event; and conservation efforts such as the creation of a 

repro centre for deer and national park authorities’ decision to stop financing themselves through 

logging cannot be helped by increasing vehicle access to Mount Galichica’s off-road habitats. On the 

cultural side, the installation of barriers to control traffic flow to the Old Town has been undermined 

by the volume of vehicles permitted inside. 

Therefore, implementation of 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendations 5, 8, and 18, 

which advise moves to ecotourism, full cumulative impact assessments, and reduced motorized 

traffic in the cultural epicentre of the property, are patchy.  

A. Motor Racing    

 

On 29th and 30th June 2019, an international motor-racing event called Rally Ohrid—Two Lakes 2019 

was hosted in the world heritage site. It was inaugurated by Mayor Georgieski of the Municipality of 

Ohrid merely days before he flew to Baku as part of a Macedonian delegation that reassured the 

World Heritage Committee of the country’s commitment to the Ohrid Region’s UNESCO status. The 

race involved 30 teams and ran at high speeds for over 50 kilometers through National Park 

Galichica, albeit on asphalt roads. It is unknown whether prior impact assessments were conducted. 

 

Given that the IUCN regards Galichica as habitat for the critically endangered Balkan lynx (Melovski 

et al, 2015); other apex predators such as bears also occur in the national park; and authorities are 

currently trying to boost deer populations, the event appears to be incompatible with conservation 

aims, creating needless disturbance to natural and semi-natural habitats, and risking collision with 

rare and important species. Mayor Georgieski’s stated aim (quote below) to leverage the rally to 

attract attention to the Ohrid-Prespa region from motor-sports enthusiasts also conflicts with the 

ecotourism concept. 

 

“Events like these have special meaning for enriching the tourism offer of 

the Ohrid-Prespa Region. I hope that this event will continue to be 

organized in the future with even more participants and that it will grow 

https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/68986842/87999432
https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/68986842/87999432
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into something that will attract the attention of automotive fans on a 

European and global level.”    

-- Mayor Konstantin Georgieski, quoted on Ohrid Municipality’s website 

 
  ABOVE: Mayor Georgieski opens the Ohrid-Two Lakes motor-racing rally in June 2019 

 

B. Off-Road and ATV 

 

Off Road Terrain Vehicle (OTV) use is an outdoor recreational activity in National Park Galichica and 

the UNESCO Ohrid-Prespa Transboundary Biosphere Reserve. 4x4 off-road, jeep excursions, and All-

Terrain Vehicle (ATV) adventure trips have become a lucrative business in the Ohrid Region in recent 

years. At least six companies are active, but, because their vehicles are not registered separately, it is 

difficult to know exactly how many OTVs they operate.  

 

While it is important for residents to innovate the tourism industry away from a mass model and 

towards high-value activities and tours, the seeming lack of rules and regulations for National Park 

Galichica in particular mean that motor sports are becoming an increasing threat to the Ohrid Region, 

especially considering the competitive pressure to reach evermore wild and virgin locations.    

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/меѓународно-авто-рели-охрид-две-езер/
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OTV portend various negative influences on the natural environment: noise disturbance; compacted 

soil and associated runoff; damage to forests and grasslands; water quality declines; and possible 

animal strikes. In National Park Galichica, several endemic plant species grow (Citrus, 2015) and taxa 

new to science are still being discovered (Muller, 2016). Water resources are also scarce with much 

rainfall seeping into the mountain through its karst pathways, which eventually flow into Lake Ohrid. 

Strict regulations and number limitations must therefore be applied to reduce dangers.   

 

To Ohrid SOS’s knowledge, environmental and heritage impact assessments do not appear to have 

been conducted for off-road activities in the national park, and comprehensive research and 

monitoring of their effects on the habitats and species of the world heritage site almost certainly 

have not been undertaken. A further concern is citizen awareness: Unconfirmed videos and photos 

shared by enthusiasts in the Ohrid Region seem to show 4x4s driven into the lake waters19.   

 

 

 

 
  ABOVE: ATVs and 4x4s in National Park Galichica. SOURCE: ATV Adventure Ohrid promo video 

                                                           
19 This is not linked to the companies providing off-road tourism excursions, but rather individual drivers. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/303016003_Hoplitis_Hoplitis_galichicae_spec_nov_a_new_osmiine_bee_species_from_Macedonia_with_key_to_the_European_representatives_of_the_Hoplitis_adunca_species_group_Megachilidae_Osmiini
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mvtN70TJrAw
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   ABOVE: ATVs and 4x4s in National Park Galichica. SOURCE: ATV Adventure Ohrid promo video 

C. Cars and Traffic 

 

As revealed in the tables below, the number of motor-vehicles of almost all kinds has risen by up to 

70% in the municipalities of the Ohrid Region since 2012. In Struga, it has run alongside a sharp drop 

in the number of buses, the only category to display falling figures over the 2012 to 2018 period. 

Dangers to world heritage from cars and traffic have already been identified by the 2017 IUCN, 

ICOMOS and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring Mission as well as in scientific literature 

sourcing back to at least 2010, which presumes impact to OUV water quality as a result of runoff, 

especially when traffic is congested (Kostoski et al, 2010). Impact assessments for a proposed A2 

road have not estimated the traffic growth that is likely to result from its construction. 

  

 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Ohrid Total 10 496 5 173 15 123 15 188 15 938 16 634 17 462 

Motorcycles 573 188 482 502 552 640 658 

Passenger cars 8 910 4 485 13 065 13 229 13 865 14 372 15 077 

Buses 93 44 131 124 152 143 158 

Freight cars 694 342 1 019 929 990 1 052 1 127 

Towing vehicles 86 33 118 108 121 137 140 

Tractors 6 19 79 66 30 29 41 

Working vehicles 18 6 21 15 15 29 24 

Trailers 116 56 208 215 213 232 237 

TABLE 5: Vehicles in the Municipality of Ohrid by category 2012 to 2018 SOURCE: Macedonian 

Statistical Office (MAKStat) 

https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
http://makstat.stat.gov.mk/PXWeb/pxweb/mk/MakStat/MakStat__Transport__RegistriraniVozila/150_Trans_reg_voz_po_vidovi_opst_mk.px/?rxid=c246af43-f8ae-409e-b55e-8c33409905cc
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  2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Struga Total 10 361 11 054 12 017 12 995 13 085 13 661 12 875 

Motorcycles 168 70 99 145 166 380 222 

Passenger cars 9 212 9 961 10 763 11 580 11 694 12 026 11 455 

Buses 141 141 148 161 129 122 96 

Freight cars 696 723 773 850 908 913 883 

Towing vehicles 37 45 46 57 47 52 52 

Tractors 16 17 51 67 21 35 42 

Working vehicles 15 13 16 14 17 28 24 

Trailers 76 84 121 121 103 105 101 

TABLE 6: Vehicles in the Municipality of Struga by category 2012 to 2018  SOURCE: Macedonian 

Statistical Office (MAKStat) 

  2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Debarca Total 710 351 1 130 1 144 1 210 1 257 1 344 

Motorcycles 18 5 18 14 24 27 21 

Passenger cars 649 310 1 000 1 040 1 100 1 135 1 208 

Buses 1 1 - 2 1 3 3 

Freight cars 36 16 54 46 52 52 63 

Towing vehicles 1 4 4 5 7 8 8 

TABLE 7: Vehicles in the Municipality of Debarca by category 2012 to 2018 SOURCE: Macedonian 

Statistical Office  (MAKStat) 

 

Alongside the general threats from motor transport, specific adherence to 2017 Reactive Monitoring 

Mission Recommendation 18 for traffic controls in the Old Town Core of Ohrid have not achieved 

the desired results. Although the Reactive Monitoring Mission suggested authorities to “reduce 

motorised traffic in Ohrid Old Town, with time slots for access and restrictions to parking, referring 

to examples of good practices from other historic city centres around Europe and globally”, the only 

real measure that was taken in 2018 was the installation of entry/exit barriers at two locations: the 

Upper Gate (Gorna Porta) and Main Square. Since access could still be achieved from another 

location, a third barrier was inserted at the Clock Tower-Mesocastro entrance in 2019. However, 

aside from local residents, taxi drivers and tourists with entry cards are all permitted access, so day-

to-day traffic conditions are not dissimilar to the pre-2017 situation. Parking is permitted on any 

available space, irrespective of appropriateness, and the visual impact of traffic control facilities on 

cultural heritage does not seem to have been considered, especially at the Upper Gate. 

 

Impacts to cultural heritage and the visitor experience are unavoidable: access and view of 

protected monuments is obstructed; monuments are damaged, scratched and devalued by vehicles 

in their immediate vicinity; pedestrian movements are blocked and endangered; and the old town 

http://makstat.stat.gov.mk/PXWeb/pxweb/mk/MakStat/MakStat__Transport__RegistriraniVozila/150_Trans_reg_voz_po_vidovi_opst_mk.px/?rxid=c246af43-f8ae-409e-b55e-8c33409905cc
http://makstat.stat.gov.mk/PXWeb/pxweb/mk/MakStat/MakStat__Transport__RegistriraniVozila/150_Trans_reg_voz_po_vidovi_opst_mk.px/?rxid=c246af43-f8ae-409e-b55e-8c33409905cc
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atmosphere, which should allow observers to experience the OUV architectural, archaeological and 

artistic treasures of many hundreds of years, are blighted by noise and pollution.     

 

  
23 JAN 2020: Parking of vehicles on 

Samoilova street, old town of 

Ohrid. 

23 JAN 2020: Newly installed entry/exit ramps to the Old Town 

of Ohrid (as of 2018). 

 

 
Map of the southern part of Ohrid’s Old Town (Source: Google Earth, accessed 23rd Jan 2020), 

showing parking hot-spots on all available public spaces, small urban plazas, unbuilt land slots, and 

along the narrow streets. 
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D. 2020 Reactive Monitoring Mission Visit 

 

Typically, for the visit of the 2020 ICOMOS, IUCN and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring 

Mission, a more stringent approach to traffic regulation was applied. As the pictures below 

demonstrate, this was discontinued afterwards. 

 

   
FEB 2020: With the Reactive Monitoring Mission gone, traffic has the freedom of the old town again. 

   

E. Boats 

 

Threats from recreational boats have been known for years, yet a complete study into how they 

affect the ecosystems and species of the Ohrid Region has never been conducted. Despite this, it is 

thought that artificial waves may be deteriorating littoral habitats; disturbing spawning processes; 

and creating other disruption such as through noise (Kostoski et al, 2010). Pollution from engine oil 

is meanwhile certain. 

 

The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 has not 

satisfactorily engaged with the issue. Research into watercraft impact has been delayed until 2025 in 

its action plan and there are no interim measures to restrict the movements and limit the numbers 

of recreational water craft; introduce stricter rules for launch to prevent the introduction of non-

native species; impose near-shore speed restrictions; reduce wake; or encourage the use of less 

polluting engines20.  

 

As summarized in Chapter 2, clamour is growing for the construction of a sizeable marina at 

Studenchishte Marsh, a distinct biodiversity component of the Ohrid Region, which contributes to 

                                                           
20 Several of these measures are in action at Lake Tahoe in California/Nevada. 

https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
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landscape and biodiversity values through its own distinct habitats, flora, and fauna alongside the 

ecosystem services it provides by supporting OUV water quality.  

 

Additionally, in December 2019, another aging boat sank at Studenchishte Canal, home to 14 native 

fish species. It follows a similar incident in 2018 (Ohrid SOS, 2019). These episodes emphasize the 

need for improved controls to prevent pollution and environmental degradation from decrepit 

aquatic craft, including better end-of-life guidelines. They must not, however, be used to justify an 

inappropriately located marina.  

 

 
ABOVE: Sunken boat reported 4 December 2019. SOURCE: Sakam Da Kazham (MK medium) 

 

F. Recommendations 

 

 A thorough assessment of all off-road motor activities to be conducted with the aim of 

establishing upper limits of vehicle numbers and restricting access to high-impact areas. 

 

 Improved regulations and restrictions on the number and movements of off-road and all-

terrain vehicles in National Park Galichica, including immediate temporary measures. 

 

 An awareness campaign to educate drivers of off-road vehicles how to minimize impact on 

habitats, flora, and fauna such as by avoiding driving directly into waters where possible. 

 

 The Ohrid-Two Lakes Rally not to be repeated and Municipality of Ohrid tourism policy to 

target consumer groups who are likely to have a lesser impact on natural heritage values 

than motor sports enthusiasts. 

 

 In-lake zoning to be designed for recreational boats and limits placed on their numbers and 

types.  

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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 Consideration of tools such as engine requirements, stricter pre-launch checks (including for 

items such as canoes), speed limits and wake reduction measures for watercraft where 

appropriate. 
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CHAPTER 6:  Water Quality  

 

Polluted inflows to Lake Ohrid are well-documented in peer-reviewed literature (Kostoski et a, 2010; 

Trajanovska, 2014; Lokoska, 2019a). Many inhabited areas are not connected to the sewerage 

infrastructure and the gradual collapse of the wastewater system for those places that are 

connected, culminating in untreated overflows during heavy rain, has also been evidenced 

numerous times, including by the financier for its most recent rehabilitation (KfW, 2011). Further 

destructive influence from pharmaceuticals, microplastics and personal care products are also to be 

expected, even if they are not yet fully understood or monitored (Hampton et al, 2018).  Records 

from the Department of Health have revealed hypereutrophic waters throughout 2018 and 2019 at 

filter stations (see Annex 1). Ongoing eutrophication is impacting diatom communities in the north 

of the lake (Cvetkoska et al, 2018). Above and beyond, scientists have warned about the interplay 

between nutrients entering Lake Ohrid and climate change (Matzinger et al, 2007), which threaten 

the oligotrophic conditions that underpin the Outstanding Universal Value statement for the world 

heritage property, not only in terms of endemic species, but also birdlife and fishlife (IUCN, 2017).   

Authorities in the Republic of Macedonia have not responded to the situation with due urgency.  

Both individuals in positions of conservation significance and reports sometimes refer to selective 

measures that reveal high water quality without drawing equal attention to data from other 

locations or parameters that reveal a downward trend. In doing so, they lead people to believe that 

pollution and wastewater can be absorbed by the ecosystem indefinitely without negative effects, 

and shift focus from the desperate need for ameliorative action. In truth, the situation regarding 

water quality may even be worse than the current state of knowledge suggests as the delay between 

sample collection, analysis, and publication of much peer-reviewed literature has not been 

accompanied with sufficient alleviation actions in the interim. Moreover, the long residence time of 

Lake Ohrid waters indicates that it may be a slow-reacting system (Matzinger et al, 2007).   

A. Wastewater  

 

In answer to Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 13 from 2017 to improve the central 

wastewater treatment system for all settlements in the Ohrid Region, the Republic of Macedonia 

asserts that it is embarking upon extensive improvements. The Management Plan for the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MPNCHOR 2020-2029) has unveiled ambitious 

plans to engage in remedial maintenance and reach out the network to new settlements, while, in 

2019, the World Heritage Committee also saw fit in Decision 43 COM 7B.36 to note with satisfaction 

the state party’s action on the waste water system specifically. 

 

This is a dangerous misconception, bordering on delusion. Very little has been done to improve the 

wastewater or prevent leakages at several locations around Lake Ohrid since 2017 (see Annex 1). 

They are still occurring during heavy rainfall, i.e. up to 100 times per year (JICA, 2012). An Ohrid SOS 

activist videoed and photographed filthy, stinking water pouring into the lake from the centre of 

Ohrid City on 27th August 2019 just one month after the World Heritage Committee 43rd Session, a 

microcosm of the consequences of negligence that has been permitted to continue far too long. It 

occurred after approximately one hour of rain. While the pictures are believed to depict sewage in 

https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://www.degruyter.com/downloadpdf/j/biolog.2014.69.issue-6/s11756-014-0365-9/s11756-014-0365-9.pdf
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-19-24.pdf
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/migration/Entwicklungsbank-Startseite/Development-Finance/Evaluation/Results-and-Publications/PDF-Dokumente-L-P/Mazedonien_Umweltschutz_2011.pdf
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/lno.10938
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-018-3637-5
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.540.3560&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.540.3560&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://openjicareport.jica.go.jp/pdf/12146684.pdf
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this case, personal care items, pharmaceutical remnants, and microplastics must also be washing 

into Lake Ohrid via the same route. 

 

 

  

  
27th August 2019: Wastewater flows directly into Lake Ohrid from the waterfront in Ohrid City. 

 

A new company Kolektorski Sistem was established to oversee the sewerage network in December 

2018 yet it has been largely stagnant since conception. Maintenance workers finally appeared on-

site in January 2020 after a year of inactivity, timing seemingly choreographed to coincide with the 

arrival of the 2020 Reactive Monitoring Mission at the end of the same month, not targeted action 

as part of wider measures.  

 

Despite allocation of clearly insufficient funds, the Prime Minister Zoran Zaev of the Republic of 

Macedonia made grand statements about what can now be expected at an inauguration event for 

the project in December 2019 (Government of the Republic of Macedonia, 2019): 

 

“Today after less than a year of preparations and looking for best 

solutions and finances we start the activities in the Ohrid-Struga Region 

for the cleaning and reconstruction of the sewerage system, [cleaning] 

from the sediments of the tree roots and the pipes of the system. 

Additionally, all redactors on all 18 pump stations will be fixed or replaced; 

the entire sewerage [purification] treatment system will be repaired; and 

complete cleaning of the atmospheric and sewerage system of about 300 

km in Ohrid, Struga and Debarca will be performed. For this purpose 4.2 

million euros have been allocated from the budget.” 

President of the National UNESCO Commission Edmond Ademi was similarly bullish in an interview 

with Sloboden Pechat on 6th January 2020:  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w2lxB-XyoCo&feature=youtu.be&t=177
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“According to the plan, by May, we will have a clean and refurbished 

sewerage system that will not pollute the lake.” 

The truth is somewhat more prosaic. At the time Zaev made his statement, Kolektorski Sistem had 

only just appointed a director one year into its existence and still did not officially have any 

employees. Even though this obstacle was overcome on December 24th 2019, a few days later, the 

company even now does not have staff capable of completing financial statements, which may put 

off international investors, and lacks senior engineers21. No qualified younger staff for training are on 

the horizon. This was revealed in a television interview with Kolektorski Sistem director, Vladimir 

Aleksijoski, which was broadcast on TVM and uploaded to YouTube on 6th February 2020.  

 

In the interview, Aleksijoski repeated the soundbite that, by May 2020, wastewater overflows will be 

a thing of the past, but closer inspection of his words reveals that he is referring to a mere 3km of 

sewerage pipes (TVM, 2020), far from the complete renewal indicated by Ademi and Zaev. May, of 

course, is a convenient signpost date for the 44th World Heritage Committee Session and useful for 

the lobbying that will no doubt occur beforehand. Actionable plans do not exist beyond this date, 

because, as stated by Aleksijoski in the interview, funds have not been secured. 

 

Should finances eventually be realised, Aleksijoski threw up the idea that water could be treated to 

the category that permits use in agriculture and then applied to irrigation or pumped directly into 

the lake. The latter solution would presumably still lead to deteriorating water quality and nutrient 

inflow during the climate change period in which their effects will be exacerbated (Matzinger, 2007; 

see Chapter 12A), while the former would not necessarily eliminate environmental contaminants 

(Rahman et al, 2016). The treated water would also still be below the standard for human health.  

 

Aleksijoski made it clear too that, while negotiations are ongoing, funds have also not been secured 

to build the wastewater system for key locations such as Ljubanishta and Trpejca, which are located 

near comparatively pristine areas of Lake Ohrid. The plan does not appear to intend to connect 

these wastewater systems to that of Ohrid City, which presumably may mean that substandard 

quality water will still be pumped into the lake in these villages even if it has undergone some 

treatment. A 2015 Citrus Partners SEA discussing tourism development zones in these locations 

stated that a zero discharge policy should be considered. 

 

Seen in the context of long-term state party assurances reported by UNESCO in 2004, 

implementation of a functional wastewater network is both catastrophically behind schedule and 

unravelling before it has even been finished: The Report about the Lake Ohrid Watershed Region 

(UNESCO ROSTE, 2004) available via the UNESCO website, records a general development plan for 

the regional sewerage system from 2001, which scheduled completion of 44 kilometres of 

wastewater infrastructure to cover most of the Macedonian coast by 2025 with German funds. 

These proposals are echoed in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MoEPP, 2020). 

                                                           
21 Those that the company does have are close to retirement age. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GN9GE7_JVpI&feature=emb_title&fbclid=IwAR1Yo-TqdLARB-w02k1h3y4XfLfaUUoYlgH5tjE5QsNrIVyDWDrvqHcJ-R0
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.540.3560&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-28112-4_17
http://portal.unesco.org/fr/files/24220/11032790451ohrid_prespa_report_august_2004.pdf/ohrid+prespa+report+august+2004.pdf
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Actually, improvements financed by the KfW (Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau) development bank in 

the mid-noughties were already sliding towards obsolescence by the end of the decade: Partial 

dysfunctionality of the wastewater treatment plant at Vranishta had been observed by 2010 

(Kostoski et al), while the KfW’s own evaluation had written off its project to create an “ecologically 

sound wastewater system” as unsustainable with deteriorating maintenance and regular waste 

water discharges by 2011 (KfW, 2011). The Japan International Cooperation Agency estimated 100 

sewerage overflows per year by 2012 and found that modern pumps installed with German support 

in 2005 were non-functional seven years later because of theft and hotel bankruptcy (JICA, 2012).  

 

Therefore, when the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 repeats the 2-decades-old claim that the wastewater 

system will be ready by 2025, far more than a PDF is required to take the statement seriously: a) 

Funds are yet to be secured for the full scope of the project22 and those that were available from 

German sources in 2001 are unlikely to be so forthcoming now; b) the 2001 general development 

plan is supposed to be entering its final stage yet is currently in pieces; and c) as profusely 

documented in both this document and the 2019 edition (Ohrid SOS, 2019), the Republic of 

Macedonia consistently misreports its actions and intentions to UNESCO.  

 

B. Capacity 

 

The wastewater treatment facility at Vranishta had an intended capacity for a population of 120,000 

in the Ohrid-Struga region. However, unidentified inflows of underground water, storm water, and 

lake water have reduced its ability to serve so many citizens (JICA, 2012). It has additionally suffered 

from substandard maintenance, pushing it to the point of collapse (Ohrid SOS, 2019). In parallel, 20-

25% of the Ohrid-Struga region is still not connected to wastewater infrastructure at all (World 

Heritage Centre, ICOMOS, and IUCN 2017). 

 

Against this backdrop, the number of tourists visiting the Municipalities of Struga and Ohrid has 

increased by 93% in the last 10 years to 428,979 (State Statistical Office, 2020). The number of 

overseas visitors has tripled. These arrivals are not evenly spaced—there is a huge influx in late July 

and early August, and numbers are likely to grow both in line with global trends and the de facto 

mass tourism policy in South West Macedonia, evidenced by recent hotel construction, plans, and 

completed SEAs. There is accompanying growth in the construction of residential facilities.  

 

Given that wastewater production is estimated at 180 litres per capita per day for tourists (European 

Environment Agency, 2000) and more residents are presumably intended to fill new residential 

constructions, careful calibration of urban planning, tourism and wastewater infrastructure will be 

required even in the unlikely event that Macedonia rehabilitates and expands the current system to 

a reasonable degree of competency. Otherwise, capacity problems may arise again in the near 

future. 

                                                           
22 45,000,000 is the estimated cost for wastewater rehabilitation in the MPNCHOR 2020-2029. 

https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/migration/Entwicklungsbank-Startseite/Development-Finance/Evaluation/Results-and-Publications/PDF-Dokumente-L-P/Mazedonien_Umweltschutz_2011.pdf
https://openjicareport.jica.go.jp/pdf/12146684.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://openjicareport.jica.go.jp/pdf/12146684.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
http://www.stat.gov.mk/Default_en.aspx
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/environmental_assessment_report_2003_10/kiev_chapt_02_7.pdf/view
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/environmental_assessment_report_2003_10/kiev_chapt_02_7.pdf/view
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TABLE 8: The number of tourists to the Ohrid Region is growing at pace. 

 

Tourism industry impact on wastewater could be de-escalated by establishing the carrying capacity 

for the Ohrid Region; spreading visitation over a wider time period; raising consciousness of water 

usage among residents and guests alike; and creating a comprehensive visitor plan. The current 

management plan will only establish carrying capacity and a visitor plan by 2022 at the earliest, and 

there is no substitute for thorough rework of the wastewater system.    

 

C. Lake Prespa 

 

Concerns have been raised in the past about the potential for nutrient-high waters from Lake Prespa 

to enter Lake Ohrid via the underground karst inflows that supply approximately 50% of the latter’s 

waters. If this theory is correct, low lake levels at Prespa such as in recent months23 could exacerbate 

the problem due to the amplified eutrophication when water volumes are lesser (Matzinger, 2006b). 

However, analysis from the Springs of Sveti Naum currently suggests that there is not a large 

variation in the parameters of waters reaching Lake Ohrid. 

 

D. Rivers  

 

Tributaries are delivering communal and industrial waste to Lake Ohrid (Loshkoska, 2019a). The 

Saprobic Index has recorded mesoaprobic conditions in each of the Rivers Velgoshka, Rachanska, 

                                                           
23 Lake Prespa was recorded at approximately 3m below normal levels in January 2020, according to Ajman Al Malla, Head 

of the Environmental Sector in Resen Municipality.   

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-19-24.pdf
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and Cherava (Loshkoska, 2019b). Mesoaprobic conditions are characterized by “sewage fungus” 

(UNESCO/WHO/UNEP, 1996).  

 

The River Velgoshka (also known as the Grashnica) flows with “relatively high organic and faecal 

pollution” (Loshkoska, 2019a). According to the Trophic Diatom Index, it is eutrophic all along its 

length, which reflects sewage, uncontrolled disposal of various wastes, fertilizers and pesticides. 

Similar head-to-toe eutrophication is reported for the River Cherava. The River Sateska displays 

“great variation in local living conditions”, delivers tonnes of sediment to Lake Ohrid, and transforms 

from mesotrophic in the upper flow to meso-eutrophic at inflow (Loshkoska, 2019b). The Koselska 

records similar conditions in reverse with meso-eutrophic conditions at the upper flow, results 

“explained by the landfill.”    

 

While even water quality results peer-reviewed and published in 2019 refer to samples taken in 

201324, the lack of comprehensive measures to reduce pollution means that the situation has barely 

changed. In point, water quality measures from the Centre of Public Health record polluted waters 

for 2018 and 2019 according to physiochemical and microbiological parameters (see Annex 1). The 

River Velgoshka (Grashnica) was running purple in December 2018 (Ohrid SOS, 2019), while the 

Bukovo landfill has not been relocated and thus must still be polluting the Velgoshka and Koselska 

Rivers.  

 

E. Other Pollution Issues 

 

Sources of pollution to Lake Ohrid include mines, industry, agriculture, roads, and solid waste dumps 

that are not sealed to prevent contamination of water (Kostoski et al, 2010; Loshkoska, 2019b). 

Heavy metals have thus been recorded in the lake (Lorenschat et al, 2014) and have now worked 

their way through the food web to the iconic Ohrid trout, which may no longer be completely safe to 

eat (Marchetti et al, 2019). Since 2017, two boats have sunk releasing fuel into Studenchishte Canal, 

where 14 of Lake Ohrid’s 18 Outstanding Universal Value native fish species can be found. Plastics 

and micro-plastics are a certain problem, although research on their scale and effect is not 

forthcoming. Sediments from erosion continue to homogenize the lake bed.      

 

 

E. Non-Native Species  

 

Despite the presence of several non-native species, Lake Ohrid remains relatively unscathed in terms 

of impact. None is currently thought to be invasive, which perhaps results from very specific local 

water parameters that empower native and endemic species over aliens. On the other hand, the 

non-native fish taxa stone moroko and bitterling did account for 15-20% of the catch in recent 

monitoring (GiZ, 2017).    

                                                           
24 The delay and timing of the publication of such results deserves greater attention. It may reflect systematic flaws. 

http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-39-44.pdf
https://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/resourcesquality/wqachapter5.pdf?ua=1
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-19-24.pdf
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-39-44.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-39-44.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10933-014-9783-5?shared-article-renderer
https://www.publish.csiro.au/MF/MF18419?fbclid=IwAR1dt1CDIp3HMlK7BP8VaQ1V7N-j0PHaxDMQ5aLQpTARwAE5bf-Odi-D5OU
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321462412_Fish_and_Fisheries_Lake_Ohrid_-_Implementing_the_EU_Water_Framework_Directive_in_South-Eastern_Europe_Deutsche_Gesellschaft_fur_Internationale_Zusammenarbeit_GIZ_Bonn_Eschborn_Pegi_Shpk_Tirana
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The flip side is that falling water quality may reverse the power balance, and warning signs are 

already visible (Trajanovski et al, 2015). Changes in favour of more common native species over local 

endemics have already been documented (Trajanovski, 2019b). Experts are also warning that 

degraded conditions may soon decrease Lake Ohrid’s capacity to resist the introduction and spread 

of non-native species (Albrecht et al, 2014; Trajanovski, 2019b).  

 

Under Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 17, all necessary measures should be taken to 

control invasive species in the Ohrid Region. One of the most important aspects of compliance with 

this request ought to be strict actions to maintain water quality and prevent pollution. This is not 

being carried out. 

 

F. Impacts 

 

Previously reported conclusions have indicated that Ohrid trout, Salmo letnica, may be suffering liver 

damage due to pollution (Jordanova, 2016). More recently published findings have now discovered 

that Salmo letnica also displays levels of cadmium unsafe to human health (Marchetti et al, 2019). A 

paper published in 2019 warns that there may already be a “general decrease in the stability and 

functionality of the lake ecosystem” (Trajanovski, 2019b). 

The composition of flora and fauna has shifted in many locations, due in part to pollution and 

eutrophication; the prevalence of diatom species varies between areas with higher and lower levels 

of recorded phosphorous; and growing evidence reinforces fears that a pollution gradient is gaining 

ground (Talevski et al, 2010; Lorenschat et al, 2014; GiZ, 2015; Jordanova et al, 2016; Cvetkoska et al, 

2018; Trajanovski, 2019b). There are concerns that pressures may reduce the ability for endemic 

salmonids to spawn due to the specific water conditions required in the locations where their eggs 

hatch and changes to macrophyte associations (Talevski et al, 2010). Beach closures have occurred in 

2019 as the water was dangerous to health. The Sateska loses half its species from upper to mid flow 

(Trajanovski, 2015).    

Undeniably, the ecology of Lake Ohrid and the condition of its living species are already changing 

with pollution as a key factor. The Outstanding Universal Value is therefore imperilled. 

 

G. Measures & Denials  

 

Temporal variations in rainfall, land use and tourism affect the results of water quality monitoring, 

which may be particularly true for rivers as they vary greatly in depth and speed at different times of 

the year. At the same time, upper flows can present a rosier portrait of water conditions than 

inflows and a similar pattern is observed between deeper and shallower in-lake locations 

(Trajanovska et al, 2014), especially with regard to eutrophication. Temperature differences 

between rivers and the lake, as well as partial and intermittent full mixing patterns create additional 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/288670778_PROMENA_NA_HABITATITE_-_DVIZECKA_SILA_ZA_HABITAT_CHANGE-DRIVING_FORCE_FOR_ENDEMICCOSMOPOLITAN_RATIO_PERTURBATION_IN_THE_BENTHIC_FAUNA_OF_ANCIENT_LAKE_OHRID_AND_ITS_WATERSHED_-_PERTUBACII_NA_ENDEMICNIK
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-91-98.pdf
https://pubag.nal.usda.gov/catalog/817746
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-91-98.pdf
http://www.trjfas.org/uploads/pdf_867.pdf
https://www.publish.csiro.au/MF/MF18419?fbclid=IwAR1dt1CDIp3HMlK7BP8VaQ1V7N-j0PHaxDMQ5aLQpTARwAE5bf-Odi-D5OU
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-91-98.pdf
http://balwois.com/wp-content/uploads/old_proc/ffp-1673.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10933-014-9783-5?shared-article-renderer
http://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/ICR-3-Lakes-Main-Report.pdf
http://www.trjfas.org/uploads/pdf_867.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-018-3637-5
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-018-3637-5
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-91-98.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273694524_Anthropogenic_Influence_on_Ichthyofauna_and_Macrophyte_Diversity_in_the_Crn_Drim_Ecosystem
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/288670778_PROMENA_NA_HABITATITE_-_DVIZECKA_SILA_ZA_HABITAT_CHANGE-DRIVING_FORCE_FOR_ENDEMICCOSMOPOLITAN_RATIO_PERTURBATION_IN_THE_BENTHIC_FAUNA_OF_ANCIENT_LAKE_OHRID_AND_ITS_WATERSHED_-_PERTUBACII_NA_ENDEMICNIK
https://www.degruyter.com/downloadpdf/j/biolog.2014.69.issue-6/s11756-014-0365-9/s11756-014-0365-9.pdf
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complications. Not all of these are fully understood, including for heavy metals (Malaj et al, 2012). 

Conditions thereby exist in which data can be selected from different times and locations to 

illustrate widely different pictures of Lake Ohrid’s water quality; or even to imply progress when 

little is being made.  

 

For example, total phosphorous measures for Lake Ohrid often have low values, which is usually 

taken to prove that its OUV oligotrophic conditions are stable (GiZ, 2015). However, biotic metrics 

from diatoms, macrophytes, and macroinvertebrates reveal that eutrophication of the littoral is 

occurring. The different conclusions are not contradictory; rather, they map ecosystem processes 

(Schneider, 2014; Loshkoska, 2019b). Similarly, the high variability of the River Sateska, including for 

the chemical composition of water, means that some data points will obscure its impact (Loshkoska, 

2019b). This perhaps explains why the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 describes the River Sateska as having good status even though there are 

obvious and serious changes in the composition of wildlife at its inflow to Lake Ohrid. Similarly, the 

mere assertion that dissolved oxygen levels are generally high in the lake does not guarantee ample 

conditions of life for salmonid fish if nutrient inflow impacts ecological conditions locally at their 

spawning grounds. 

 

Disturbingly, figures of authority and even official reports seize upon favourable water quality results 

as evidence that Lake Ohrid is not under threat or improving. Such viewpoints may also be used to 

discredit the non-government sector, which has highlighted the deteriorating ecological conditions. 

The danger of such misrepresentations is that the general public will fail to realise the full extent of 

human impact upon the Outstanding Universal Value of Lake Ohrid until it is too late. Changing 

behaviours and attitudes to conservation is also much harder if people are repeatedly told that 

water quality is high, and, by implication, that their accumulated actions over the past several 

decades have not resulted in any meaningful environmental change.  

 

Desperately needed are reliable and thorough monitoring and systems that are insulated as far as 

possible against political interference.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/51097565_Near-shore_distribution_of_heavy_metals_in_the_Albanian_part_of_Lake_Ohrid
http://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/ICR-3-Lakes-Main-Report.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0075951113000790
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-39-44.pdf
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-39-44.pdf
http://www.acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-39-44.pdf
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CHAPTER 7:  Fish 

 

The Ohrid Region’s world heritage status is partially predicated on endemic species, among which its 

fish fauna are specifically mentioned (albeit with an error) in the Outstanding Universal Value 

statement for the property. However, the UNESCO umbrella has not provided sufficient protective 

shelter: Lake Ohrid’s 21 native fish taxa (8 endemic) are imperilled by overfishing; heavy metals; 

disturbance from boats; habitat fragmentation/loss and eutrophication; parasites; as well as other 

pollution such as from plastics (Crivelli, 2006; Kostoski et al, 2010; Stojanovski, 2010; Talevski et al, 

2010). They display liver damage emerging from the lowering quality of their environment 

(Jordanova et al, 2016), and, in the case of Ohrid trout (Salmo letnica), contain mean levels of 

cadmium in muscle tissue above critical limits set by the European Union and the Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (Marchetti et al, 2018).  

 

Evidence of changes to the composition of fish species in Lake Ohrid is beginning to emerge too. 

Monitoring by GiZ published in November 2017 failed to discover more than a handful of Salmo 

letnica and Salmo ohridanus, two of the most economically significant Lake Ohrid species. Instead, 

tentative signs of a shift from salmonid to cyprinid taxa are suggesting that profound ecological 

changes may be taking place. If accurate, other ecosystemic shifts are likely to follow. 

 

In truth, the results of the GiZ monitoring may be misleading because of limitations in the 

methodology. This reflects a deeper malaise in the Macedonian approach to conservation of its 

world heritage fish species: Populations have not been consistently or comprehensively followed, 

even though experts have long warned that endemic salmonids in particular may be heading for 

extinction (Talevski et al, 2010b). As a result, Salmo letnica, Salmo balcanicus, Salmo lumi and Salmo 

aphelios are all categorized as DD (Data Deficient) on the IUCN Red List. Even without such data, four 

native taxa are threatened according to IUCN criteria (3 vulnerable and 1 critically endangered), 

including belvica (Salmo ohridanus).  

 

As shall be seen in the proceeding chapter, the existing framework for protection of ichthyofauna is 

piecemeal, and the rules for the time allowed for fishing, gear and quota of catch do not go far 

enough. Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendations 12 and 17 to improve fisheries 

management, monitoring, and implement legal mechanisms for the protection of endemic and 

endangered species have therefore not been duly acted upon. Regulations on catch have been 

flouted; concessionaire processes are corrupt and failing; annual repopulations have been skipped 

and may be defective anyway; available protection measures have been blocked; quotas will not be 

agreed between Macedonia and Albania until 2023 (MoEPP, 2020); and the opportunity to establish 

comprehensive in-lake zoning in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029 has been foregone.   

 

 

 

https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/19858/9039230#conservation-actions
https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/226623555_Fauna_of_MONOGENEAN_TREMATODS_-_PARASITES_of_EEL_ANGUILLA_ANGUILLA_LINNAEUS_1758_from_Lake_Ohrid_Macedonia
http://balwois.com/wp-content/uploads/old_proc/ffp-1673.pdf
http://www.trjfas.org/uploads/pdf_867.pdf
https://www.publish.csiro.au/MF/MF18419?fbclid=IwAR1dt1CDIp3HMlK7BP8VaQ1V7N-j0PHaxDMQ5aLQpTARwAE5bf-Odi-D5OU
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321462412_Fish_and_Fisheries_Lake_Ohrid_-_Implementing_the_EU_Water_Framework_Directive_in_South-Eastern_Europe_Deutsche_Gesellschaft_fur_Internationale_Zusammenarbeit_GIZ_Bonn_Eschborn_Pegi_Shpk_Tirana
http://balwois.com/wp-content/uploads/old_proc/ffp-1587.pdf


83 

 

A. Concession 

 

Concessions for the Lake Ohrid fishery are intended to balance sustainable catch and healthy 

populations of harvested species. Two core responsibilities for the concessionaire are employing 

sufficient staff to guard against illegal fishing and restocking taxa that otherwise might become 

extinct. However, the Republic of Macedonia’s Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water Economy 

is awarding concessions to companies that exploit and abuse Lake Ohrid’s natural resources even 

when conservation criteria are not fulfilled at the time of bid submission. In recent years, fishing 

rights have been removed from one company due to malpractice only to be handed back to the 

same group of people too. Laws are flouted, and repopulation processes have been skipped.      

 

All of these shortcomings manifested with the most recent concessionaire, Letnica-Belvica, whose 

access to the fishery was revoked on 23rd January 2020 in another move that appeared strategically 

timed for the impending visit of a Reactive Monitoring Mission, not the long-term viability of world 

heritage fish populations. The company’s short reign from June 2019 followed a year-long period 

during which the lack of any kind of concession was accompanied by illegal fishing and failure to 

restock certain fish species in order to maintain their populations.  

 

Revocation of the concession was explained by Letnica-Belvica’s inability to protect fish, anomalies 

in staffing procedures, and inaccurate records of the catch (Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and 

Water Economy, 2020). Its employees had also been caught allegedly engaging in illegal harvest 

(a1on, 2019d). While the decision to tear up the company’s concession was correct, it obfuscates the 

fact that it should never have been awarded fishery rights at all. Its owner, Milorad Chavkoski, was 

linked to Riste Tanaskoski, holder of the previous concession via the company Pastrmka 2012, which 

had also suffered revocation for breach of contract, because fish had not been regularly restocked 

and the state had not been fully paid. Chavkoski is in fact a director for Pastrkma 2012’s branch 

company, Pastrmka 2013. 

 

Both Tanaskoski and Chavkoski are also partners in another firm known as Ezerska Riba, whose 

ownership is shared with a third person, Pepi Vinca. Vinca further owns a separate company related 

to the fishing industry, 33 Ohridska riba Struga. Interestingly, from 7 companies that registered for 

the 2019 concession auction, only two submitted bids: Letnica-Belvica and 33 Ohridska riba Struga. 

So, access to the fishery was destined to remain in the hands of the same inter-connected group of 

business people, regardless of who was chosen.  

 

According to the findings of investigative journalists (a1on, 2019e), this was not the only anomaly: As 

part of the tender, financial records were required for three years, yet the two “competing firms” 

only provided evidence for two. Another criterion for the concession was for the successful company 

to employ 12 staff to secure the fishery against illegal poaching, yet Letnica-Belvica seems to have 

only listed five, including the owner Chavkoski and his son. (All five were registered just a few days 

before the offer for the concession was opened in December 2018.) Deadlines enshrined in law were 

also missed. These omissions ought to have disqualified Letnica-Belvica’s bid, especially since it 

lacked personnel to guard the fishery, yet in June 2019 it received the concession with the inevitable 

result that the fishery was raided and neglected.  

http://www.mzsv.gov.mk/Events.aspx?IdRoot=1&IdLanguage=1&News=912
http://www.mzsv.gov.mk/Events.aspx?IdRoot=1&IdLanguage=1&News=912
https://a1on.mk/macedonia/vrabotenite-shto-treba-da-go-shtitat-ohridskiot-krap-fateni-kako-go-kradat-so-mrezha/
https://a1on.mk/macedonia/ohridski-dubari-so-razlichni-firmi-isti-gazdi-nezakonski-dobija-koncesija-za-ohridsko-ezero/
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Allegations surrounding Chavkoski are alarming in other ways: Two former Pastrmka employees 

have claimed that, under his orders, if documents stated that 2 tonnes of belvica (Salmo ohridanus) 

had been caught, they were actually pulling 6-7 tonnes from the fishery. They further allege that 

they were obliged to fish during the spawning season; that employees responsible for preventing 

poaching were actually stealing from the fishery themselves; and that illegally harvested fish were 

sold at Chavkoski’s restaurant (a1on.mk, 2019f). These claims gained credibility in December 2019 

when two of Chavkoski’s employees at Letnica-Belvica were arrested in a zone prohibited for 

commercial fishing. Chavkoski denies personal wrongdoing.   

 

Aside from Chavkoski’s guilt or innocence in these matters, it is evident that the tender system has 

not been satisfactorily designed to prevent coordinated monopoly, whereby the concession finds its 

way back to the same or connected holders even when tender requirements have not been met by 

the bidder. Adherence to regulations is weak, including, it seems, by the Ministry of Agriculture. The 

result is an over-exploited fishery, whose guardians neither meet management criteria critical for 

conservation needs nor follow the terms of their contracts once they have been awarded, while the 

only meaningful deterrent to such behaviour—revocation of the concession—is rendered useless as 

it rebounds to the same fishery abusers anyway. Simultaneously, restocking efforts are skipped, 

undermining already suffering fish populations.  

 

Given that the harvest of species such as Salmo letnica and Salmo ohridanus should be halted 

altogether at least until the full extent of their decline has been established, such negligence of 

world heritage natural values cannot be allowed to persist.   

   

B. Illegal fishing 

 

Illegal catch continues to haunt Lake Ohrid fish. For the 12 months up to June 2019, when there was 

no concessionaire to guard the fishery, national media reports poaching on a massive scale and 

captures of nets and fish listed in Table 9 reveal that it certainly occurs. Even after the concession 

was awarded, police from the border patrol seized nets on several occasions and theft was 

continuing, including by staff of the concessionaire who were caught with carp nets in an area where 

commercial fishing was banned.  

 

Figures released to Ohrid SOS by the Ministry of Interior under a freedom of information request 

reveal that 30 cases of poaching related to fish and 31 perpetrators were brought to court for the 

Ohrid Sector between 1st June 2017 and 31st January 2019.  Details provided to Ohrid SOS by the 

Public Prosecutor reveal that most cases ended in fines, although conditional jail sentences were 

handed down on two occasions. The size of the fines is unknown and no details are yet available 

about the two police discoveries of Ohrid trout that have been publicized in the media during 2020.  

 

 

 

 

https://a1on.mk/istrazjuvanja/video-svedoshtva-na-ribari-lovevme-shest-toni-riba-se-zaveduvaa-samo-dva-ostatokot-zavrshuvashe-kaj-koncesionerot/
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2 Dec 2018 Police catch an individual at Lagadin with 2 nets and 95 belvica 

16 Mar 2019 Police discover 8 nets of 50m length from 600m-1000m from the Struga coast 

2 Jul 2019 Border patrol police seize nets and Ohrid trout  

16 Sep 2019 Border patrol police capture illegal nets for belvica 300m from the shore at Kalishta 

26 Nov 2019 2 concessionaire staff are caught with carp nets in a zone prohibited for commercial fishing 

15 Dec 2019 Two Pestani residents are arrested in possession of belvica and fishing equipment 

27 Jan 2020 Two individuals run from police hurling a bag with nets and poached trout 

4 Feb 2019 Police find 50 kilograms of Ohrid trout in two bags along with 11 nets 

TABLE 9: Instances of illegal fishing in the Ohrid Region reported by media 2018-2020    

 

 

Police seizures and court procedures suggest that some action is being taken to counteract illegal 

fishing, but poaching is not being effectively deterred, and purchase of illegally harvested fish is still 

easily possible in the Ohrid Region. At present, the lack of a concessionaire means that, once again, 

there are no guards to proactively prevent poaching.  

 

 

 
ABOVE: Fishing gear seized by the border patrol on 2 July 2019 along with illegally harvested Ohrid trout. 

SOURCE: TVM Televizija  

 

C. Repopulation  

 

Stocking of species such as Ohrid trout (Salmo letnica) and the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) has 

not secured populations (Jordanova et al, 2016). Underlying threats due to overfishing, illegal fishing, 

boats, pollution, habitat loss, habitat change, and habitat fragmentation have not been addressed, 

and populations do not have the opportunity to become sustainable as a result.  

 

In the case of the European eel, parasites have likely been introduced to Lake Ohrid by way of 

stocking (Stojanovski, 2010); and there are fears that, in the absence of natural selection within a 

https://sitel.com.mk/krivichna-za-ribokradec-na-belvica-od-ohridskoto-ezero
https://lider.com.mk/hronika/ribokradci-postavile-shest-mrezi-vo-ohridskoto-ezero/
https://tvm.mk/vesti/ohrid/28432-se-lovat-ribokradcite-vo-ohridsko
https://emagazin.mk/polici-ata-zapleni-zabraneti-mrezhi-od-ribokradci-vo-ohridskoto-ezero/
https://a1on.mk/macedonia/vrabotenite-shto-treba-da-go-shtitat-ohridskiot-krap-fateni-kako-go-kradat-so-mrezha/
https://ohridpress.com.mk/?p=101277
https://kanal5.com.mk/articles/406806/ushte-eden-krivolov-na-riba-od-ohridskoto-ezero
https://sdk.mk/index.php/dopisna-mrezha/odzemeni-dve-vreki-so-pastrmka-vo-ohrid-samo-politsijata-go-chuva-ezeroto-oti-nema-kontsesioner/
http://www.trjfas.org/uploads/pdf_867.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/226623555_Fauna_of_MONOGENEAN_TREMATODS_-_PARASITES_of_EEL_ANGUILLA_ANGUILLA_LINNAEUS_1758_from_Lake_Ohrid_Macedonia


86 

 

natural habitat, young fish raised under human supervision may not be as well-adapted as those 

born in-lake. Problems regarding behaviour such as predator avoidance might also be a possibility 

(Ferguson, 2007). Overreliance on repopulation will not therefore guarantee the future of taxa like 

Salmo letnica unless it is appropriately implemented alongside accompanying measures to reduce 

threats.   

 

What is more, concessionaires have a key role in stocking despite obvious concerns about their 

conservation credentials (see Chapter 7A). Gaps between concessions, such as the year leading up to 

June 2019, are accompanied by gaps in repopulation efforts too. While, in theory, the lack of new 

fish being released into the lake should match with a reduction in pressure from harvesting, illegal 

fishing undermines this effect and the other anthropogenic stresses are almost certainly whittling 

down fish numbers as well.    

  

D. Institutional Failure 

 

The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

(MPNCHOR 2020-2029) forewent the chance to establish thorough mechanisms to support Lake 

Ohrid fish. Its action plan put back completion of the revision of the basis for fishing to 2022. 

However, the revision seems less a conservation measure than a routine renewal that would have 

happened anyway, because the current basis expires in 2022 (Official Gazette, 2018).  

 

Although habitat variation and well-defined locations of significance for species such as trout and 

carp suggest that area-specific measures could have speedy positive impacts (GiZ, 2017), the 

management plan chose not to formalize in-lake zoning and protected areas. While the authors of 

the MPNCHOR 2020-2029 possibly consider regulations on the fishing season and localized bans on 

commercial fishing to be sufficient, this ignores pressures from actions such as recreational boating, 

the impact from which will not be calculated until at least 2025 (MoEPP, 2020).  

 

In addition, as seen in Chapter 2, efforts to formally protect Studenchishte Marsh have again been 

delayed from 2020 to 2021 even between the MPNCHOR 2020-2029’s draft and final versions. 

Studenchishte urgently requires rehabilitation to restore its functions for spawning and sheltering 

fish (Apostolova et al, 2016; Society of Wetland Scientists, 2018), yet the area is currently 

languishing in the lowest level of natural zoning and plans for large infrastructure in its vicinity 

continue to hover. At the same time, zoning for the 50m coastal green belt still permits many kinds 

of destructive activities (see Chapter 4A), even though large stretches have significance for one kind 

of native fish species or another at different times in their life-cycles.  

 

Understanding that Lake Ohrid triggers criteria for designation as a Ramsar Site based on its fish 

species and populations alone, the repeated obstructions, misrepresentations and delays to the 

nomination process by the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning and Macedonian Ramsar 

Committee are scandalous (see Chapter 8E). Ramsar status would not serve as a magic wand for 

Ohrid Region fish taxa, but it would provide an extra layer of oversight that the Republic of 

Macedonia is anxiously attempting to avoid. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/291703/scho0707bmzi-e-e.pdf
http://www.mrf1952.mk/images/documents/ribolovni-osnovi-2017-2022/OE-dopolna.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321462412_Fish_and_Fisheries_Lake_Ohrid_-_Implementing_the_EU_Water_Framework_Directive_in_South-Eastern_Europe_Deutsche_Gesellschaft_fur_Internationale_Zusammenarbeit_GIZ_Bonn_Eschborn_Pegi_Shpk_Tirana
https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
http://www.sws.org/images/chapters/europe/Declaration.pdf
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Institutional blocks to the protection of the Ohrid Region’s Outstanding Universal Value in terms of 

ichthyofauna appear in other places too: On 5th March 2019, the Hydrobiological Institute of Ohrid 

(HBO) received a proposal from Ohrid SOS to kick-start a process to place selected threatened 

species under special protection according to Macedonian law, through which HBO can access 

protective mechanisms unavailable to other stakeholders. This would have aided Salmo ohridanus 

and Salmo letnica in particular. Although HBO’s board accepted the proposal, the institute has failed 

to submit it to the government and HBO Director Veljanoska-Serafiloska is unresponsive to 

communication on the topic.            

 

Under the circumstances, it is little surprise to see the 2019 European Commission report for the 

Republic of Macedonia concluding that “management, inspection and control of the fisheries policy 

needs further strengthening” and that during the reporting period, “no developments on fisheries 

management, inspection, control, surveillance, monitoring, structural actions and international 

fisheries agreements” had been made (European Commission, 2019).   

 

E. Recommendations 

 

 In-lake zoning to be establishing, including Zones of Strict Protection and rules to govern 

boat movements; 

 

 Stocking processes to be evaluated with a view to analysing effectiveness shortfalls and 

decoupling them from the concessionaire; 

 

 Fishing bans to be established for Salmo ohridanus and Salmo letnica with stricter 

punishments for poaching; 

 

 Commercial fishing to discontinue whenever monitoring of any fish species is discontinued; 

 

 Pollution to be reduced via concerted public campaigns; relocation of landfill sites outside 

the watershed; and the construction/maintenance of a functional wastewater system; 

 

 Education and training to provide alternative pathways to fishing professionals, including by 

leveraging their local knowledge in sustainable tourism; 

 

 Businesses, tourists and residents to be educated on the dangers of plastics and 

phosphorous; and 

 

 Pressures to the coastal zone to be reduced by shrinking the scope of permitted activities 

along the shoreline.  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/20190529-north-macedonia-report.pdf
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CHAPTER 8:  Law & Governance 

 

Aside from the regular disregard for laws, legislation is overly complicated and seeded with 

exceptions (Chapter 8B). Under-resourced and unhelpful institutions render the law meaningless at 

times, and administrative procedures are unnecessarily elongated to block conservation. 

Communication with civil society does not always follow existing regulations; requests for 

information end unpredictably; and public consultation procedures are still subject to abrupt 

changes.  

 

Because the motivation for revising laws is often to present evidence to the European Union or 

UNESCO, decision-makers are not truly attempting to make improvements to societal functioning 

when designing new legislation, which is often unable to fulfil its nominal purpose. Even so, despite 

Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 6 for a moratorium to persist until “effective 

protective juridical regulations have been improved”, several important revisions of law have not 

been performed since 2017. Promised for the future like so much in the Republic of Macedonia, 

their deadlines in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 

2020-2029 may or may not be honoured (see Annex 2). Those revisions that have taken place may 

well be contrary to the maintenance of Outstanding Universal Value (Chapter 8C).   

 

In parallel, the environment in which civil society is expected to function is far from optimal. Many 

institutions, committees, inspectorates, and others retain an uncooperative, obstructive and even 

antagonistic attitude to the non-government sector. The quality of information that filters through 

to the public realm is often substandard, and citizens are left in the dark regarding Ohrid Region 

development proposals.  

 

Too often, the government’s interpretation of compliance with 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission 

Recommendation 11 for genuine community and non-government participation involves either total 

indolence or utterly substandard work, which is then rectified by a civil society that is terrified of 

what would happen to the Ohrid Region if it did not complete the state’s work on its behalf. All of 

this takes place in an atmosphere of mistrust and deceit.      

 

A. Law on the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 

 

At the 43rd Session of the World Heritage Committee in Baku 2019, the Republic of Macedonia 

convinced other states parties that it had turned a corner in terms of protecting Outstanding 

Universal Value with the adoption of the new Law on the Management of the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region. As usual, this was misleading: The law was withdrawn from parliament 

during the government’s 146th Session on July 23rd 2019, and, the Management Plan for the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 suggests in a footnote that it may now be 

abandoned altogether (MoEPP, 2020). Hence, valuable time and resources which could have been 
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diverted to major deficiencies in the existing legal framework for the Ohrid Region (see Chapter 8B 

and 8C) have been lost. 

 

The law had attracted criticism for a variety of reasons, including from the NGO community: On the 

one hand, neither the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning nor the Ministry of Culture had 

approached the Ministry of Internal Affairs to amend the Criminal Code to allow for more stringent 

punishments for transgressions; on the other, widespread controversy was caused by attempts to 

include provision for a Badinter Majority in the new law for the Ohrid Region Council, a body with 

responsibility to judge whether development proposals should be allowed for the Ohrid Region.  

 

Established under the Ohrid Framework Agreement in 2001, the Badinter Majority is designed to 

maintain peace and stability in the Republic of Macedonia, and functions by relying upon double-

majorities in parliament. So, within an overall parliamentary majority on certain issues, there must 

also be a majority from MPs “claiming to belong to the communities not in the majority in the 

population of Macedonia”.  

 

While well-intentioned, Badinter provisions in practice have led to politicized decision-making. On 

the scale of the Ohrid Region Council, which should be making evidence-led judgements only, the 

Badinter Majority is not likely to improve democratic functioning, genuine inclusivity, or care for 

Outstanding Universal Value. Within such a small body (14 members), the sub-majority would only 

consist of a tiny number of individuals who could easily be positioned or manipulated by external 

figures to push judgements for political rather than heritage reasons. Given that the council 

members would be chosen by the government, this politicization risk would be heightened, and it is 

strongly suspected that a Badinter clause was inserted into the law for the Ohrid Region not to 

ensure a meaningful contribution from minorities in the decision-making process—a valid and 

necessary aim—but to add another layer of political control. This suspicion is increased as the main 

agent pushing for the Badinter Majority to be included was the Municipality of Struga’s Mayor Ramis 

Merko, whose past actions imply attempts to distort the current commission for Ohrid Region 

oversight, which the council will replace (Ohrid SOS, 2019).        

 

In short, a weak law was drafted in order to show evidence of action to the World Heritage 

Committee; Macedonia claimed to the World Heritage Committee to have adopted it, but the law 

was actually withdrawn a few weeks later; the law collapsed under the weight of attempts to add 

yet another political dimension to heritage protection under the guise of the Ohrid Agreement, 

which should be used to guarantee minority rights not subvert heritage conservation decisions to 

the interests of municipality mayors; the whole idea may now be totally abandoned (MoEPP, 2020); 

and the legal framework for the protection of the Ohrid Region is just as porous as it was when the 

2017 IUCN, ICOMOS and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 6 

advised improvements to be undertaken.    

 

 

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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B. Loopholes, Gaps & Exceptions 

 

As noted in Chapter 4, vague definitions such as for urban equipment (Text Box 2) and temporary 

buildings (Text Box 2) have not yet been resolved in Macedonian law. These can be used to permit 

various structures and interventions, up to and including in-lake platforms and bars, in protected 

areas such as the 50m green belt that supposedly circles the highest point of the Lake Ohrid’s waters. 

The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

(MPNCHOR 2020-2029) does point out these deficiencies, but tightening definitions has ultimately 

been delayed. 

 

Buildings of State Importance (Text Box 3) are another terrifying weak-point from an environmental 

point of view. Such buildings can be constructed in protected areas, yet what constitutes them is 

again irresponsibly all-encompassing. According to the Law on Construction, they include tourism 

development zones and the buildings within them, stadiums, halls, and ports for lakes. It is written 

into the text of the law that buildings which harm the environment are permissible. Thus, the 

appearance of state importance references in MPNCHOR 2020-2029 and their insertion into the Law 

on Urban Planning portends destructive practices, especially in mountain areas of the Ohrid Region 

(Chapter 4B). 

 

Heritage degradation can also be conjured from the legislational gap between temporary and 

permanent constructions. As explained by Mayor Georgieski of the Municipality of Ohrid in 

reference to the illegal restaurant owned by Ohrid Municipality councillor Nefi Useini at Star Chinar 

in the Old Town Core of Ohrid (Chapter 3Fii), the inspectoral jurisdiction for temporary and 

permanent buildings is not the same. Therefore, if an order to demolish a temporary building is 

issued, it no longer has validity if that structure becomes permanent in the interim. If Georgieski is 

accurate, a perverse incentive exists in Macedonian law to avoid demolition by making a 

construction more solid! 

 

The phantom moratorium in the Ohrid Region reveals yet more about how laws are emasculated. 

The raft of exceptions documented in Chapter 1A neatly depict how Macedonian legislation can be 

drafted to facilitate the opposite of what it claims, while a March 2019 decision by the Constitutional 

Court regarding the Municipality of Centar in Skopje had already indicated that the moratorium 

would fall apart under legal challenge. The decision stated: 

 

“[…] it was known that the legality of the already enacted detailed urban plan 

could only be challenged by the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Macedonia, 

and until the Constitutional Court's decision, municipalities were obliged to act 

upon the citizens' requests for the issuance of appropriate civil engineering 

documentation. Legislative regulations cannot be derogated by municipal council 

decisions. In the Law on Local Self-Government, the Law on Spatial and Urban 

Planning and the Law on Construction, there was no legal capacity or competence, 

the council of the municipality to stop implementing the detailed urban plans, as 

well as to stop the procedures for issuing approvals for preparatory works and 

approvals for building.” 
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Authorities in the Republic of Macedonia must have been aware of this flaw at the time the Ohrid 

Region moratorium was announced. The main motivation thus appears to be the manufacture of 

evidence of compliance with 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations, not a legally 

robust measure to prevent deterioration of world heritage while the legislative framework was 

upgraded.           

 

Beyond these safeguards for wrongdoers, a safety net for anybody who wishes to degrade heritage 

values can be found in the paucity of punitive measures. The Law on Penalties has not been revised 

to allow more stringent deterrents for environmental destruction in particular, and legalisation 

procedures for illegal constructions offer a carte blanche to those who disregard world heritage site 

rules. Because national law does not allow for third parties to bring lawsuits for the public as a whole 

(actio popularis) except in cases of discrimination, pathways to force legal accountability for 

environmental negligence or abuse that are available in other countries are closed in the Republic of 

Macedonia.  

 

C. Legalization & Other laws 

i. Law on Urban Planning 

 

The new Law on Urban Planning was adopted on February 4th 2020. Although in Article 49, it 

provides for expert hearings and public presentations for General Urban Plans and urban plans for 

areas/constructions of state importance (see Chapter 8B and Text Box 3), there is no explicit 

obligation for public comments to shape the final versions of these documents.  

 

Figures lucky enough to be classified as experts will be able to see planning documents 15 days 

before the related hearings, a privilege that will not be available to non-expert members of the 

public before consultations, who will have a mere 8. While the law explicitly specifies that NGO 

members will be tolerated at the hearings if they are expert, seemingly any employee of a local 

municipality or ministry can attend, provided that she or he is designated as a representative.  

 

The law only has provisions for comments from experts too. Facilities for non-expert members of the 

public to contribute opinions have not been foreseen; they have no legally guaranteed mechanism 

to participate in the highest level of urban planning. This inevitably restricts their influence over 

planning documents nested within General Urban Plans as well. 

 

Comments from experts meanwhile go forward to a commission of five members, none of whom are 

specialists in ecology or environmental care: 2 experts from the field of urban planning and 

architecture from a municipality; 2 licensed drafters of urban plans appointed by whoever has 

brought forward the urban plan in question; and 1 other expert on urban planning or architecture. 

The commission—which has obvious potential for conflict of interest and bias given that it will often 

be majority-composed of figures either designing plans or directly linked to them—will then compile 

a report incorporating the views of the experts and send its conclusions to the bringers of the plan. 
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Weaknesses are visible elsewhere in the law: Penalties are not prohibitive; Heritage Impact 

Assessments are not required; and, according to Article 42, the Ministry of Transport and 

Communications is in charge of establishing the conditions for spatial planning, which contain 

recommendations on the necessity of conducting SEAs. Previously, SEAs were not optional for 

General Urban Plans.  

 

All in all, the amendments constitute a dangerous weakening of the law, not only because they may 

make risks to biodiversity and other heritage harder to forecast in certain cases, but also because 

they circumvent the public consultations through which organizations like Ohrid SOS have had major 

successes in averting OUV-adverse decisions. The shell of civil society inclusion remains, but public 

influence over planning has been hollowed. Tellingly, since submitting comments, SOS has had no 

insight into the consultation process; has not been contacted by any institution/body in relation to 

the new law; and has not received any official report on accepted/rejected comments or the 

grounds for these actions.  

 

ii. Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions 

 

The Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions (see also Chapter 3C) is pending adoption in 

shortened procedure by the national assembly. When the government (2019b) assigned the Ministry 

of Transportation to draft the new legislation at its 166th Session on 19th November 2019, an 

announcement stated that that law would exclude the Ohrid Region, for which other legislation 

would be drafted.  

Yet, when the government passed the law at its 171st Session on 17th December 2019, it apparently 

contained provisions for the Ohrid Region. The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 also speaks only of a new legalization law that is in progress 

and expected to be effective by July 2020. So, it seems that there will not now be separate 

legislation for the world heritage site. In reaction, Mayor Georgieski of Municipality Ohrid has said by 

turns that the new legalization law undermines the fight against illegal construction (see Chapter 3E), 

but also that excluding Ohrid from the legislation would be unconstitutional. 

From what is known of the new Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions, it will extend eligibility 

for applications for legalization to constructions built up to 2019 from the previous cut-off, which 

was 2011 (Akademik, 2019). However, as the government has not made the draft law publicly 

accessible; has held no public consultation for it; and has sent it to the parliament where it is to be 

adopted in fast procedure, no substantial comment can be made beyond the above and what can be 

gathered from public announcements.  

On 9th December 2019, Ohrid SOS sent a request for the text and asked the Ministry of 

Transportation to make it immediately accessible through the electronic National Registry of 

Regulations, www.ener.gov.mk. However, the only related document that can be found on the 

website is from 25th October 2019—one page of articles that does not contain anything from 

https://vlada.mk/node/19539
https://akademik.mk/zakonskite-novini-za-legalizatsija-na-bespravno-izgradenite-objekti/
https://ener.gov.mk/Default.aspx?item=search
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government announcements. SOS also requested clarification on the handling of the legalization 

matter in the Ohrid Region, but no response was received nor law published.  

The whole procedure is therefore utterly intransparent, and the decision to bring an extremely 

important law with no public consultation under a shortened procedure for adoption deprives the 

public from democratic participation in decision-making. The acceleration itself appears to be a 

violation of the Rules of Procedure of the Assembly of the Republic of Macedonia. The one certainty 

is that further attempts will be made to add to the thousands of previously illegal structures that 

have been given legal status in the Ohrid Region over the previous decades.     

 

 
ABOVE: A screenshot of the National Registry website reveals that the latest entry for the Law on the 

Handling of Illegal Constructions is in October 2019, before the Ministry of Transport was tasked with 

drafting a new version. The new version is currently awaiting adoption by parliament via a shortened 

procedure having already been adopted by the government. It has never been made available to the 

public.  

 

iii. Miscellaneous 

 

Necessary revisions to other laws have not been conducted since the 2017 Reactive Monitoring 

Mission (see Table 2 in Chapter 1A). Current deadlines suggested for such amendments in the action 

plan for The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

(MPNCHOR 2020-2029) can only be taken as provisional and rewrites may disregard important 

changes or even contain new loopholes. Six newly introduced waste management laws provide an 

example: fines are entirely in favour of large companies; no effective mechanisms exist for 

controlling the implementation of the legislation and meeting its objectives; education is not 
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strategically incorporated; a Green Fund is not set up; no measures are foreseen for waste reduction 

or for centralized composting; there is no clear strategy for disposal of bags and introduction of 

totes as the only environment-friendly option; nor are there measures to eliminate disposable 

utensils in high biodiversity areas. 

 

Replying to public consultation comments on the draft MPNCHOR 2020-2029, the Ministry of 

Environment and Physical Planning stated that there are provisions in the Law on Urban Planning 

that can halt harmful proposals. However, to activate these provisions requires unrealistic criteria to 

be fulfilled. Their practical use is doubtful.    

 

 

D. Inspectorates 

 

Although there have been exceptions such as in the case of the illegal hotel at Lagadin, inspectorates 

are frequently inaccessible and ambivalent to incidents of environmental abuse. Some inspectors in 

the Municipality of Struga do not list contact details, thereby delaying reporting processes in which a 

speedy reaction may make the difference between investigation failure and success, and others are 

unresponsive even when they have publicly disclosed a line of communication. Despite understaffing, 

the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029  does not 

envisage boosting the number of inspectors. 

 

Various deficiencies emerge in this under-resourced and under-motivated milieu: 

 

1. Stretching from 11th February 2019 until 29th March 2019, Ohrid SOS submitted to inspectors and 

authorities 5 calls to action related to 10 separate human-induced reed belt fires. From this total, 

just a single response to the first reported case was received; requests to investigate were refused; 

and there is no evidence of charges for any of the incidents. So, serious destruction (Ohrid SOS, 2019) 

at reed-belt locations, which support the natural values that underlie the Ohrid Region’s UNESCO 

status by buffering against eutrophication of Lake Ohrid’s OUV waters as well as providing habitat to 

OUV fish and birdlife, was able to take place apparently without sanction.  

 

Environmental inspectors are not always well-versed with the law either. Article 131 of the Law on 

Waters explicitly covers destruction of vegetation and dumping on the lakeshore. However, related 

to the reed burning, State Inspector Igor Trajkoski25 discounted the need to take action as the 

incident had not occurred in-lake. This excuse recurred again from Ohrid Municipal Inspector 

Batkoska in relation to a dumping incident at Eleshec on the 20th June 2019, when more damage to 

coastal vegetation was overlooked on the same grounds.  

 

                                                           
25 Trajkoski is a former mayor of the Municipality of Debarca, whose tenure was blighted by the emergence of a concrete 

beach along the miniscule stretch of shore under his jurisdiction. The beach was one of numerous coastal transformations 

planned by the government of the time to facilitate mass tourism. 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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2. The 20th June incident displayed other procedural shortfalls: Ohrid SOS received photographic 

evidence of waste disposal and reed destruction involving a bulldozer at Eleshec and submitted it to 

Inspectors Batkoska (municipal) and Trajkoski (state) on 24th June 2019. A site visit had already been 

conducted by Batkoska on the 21st June and a follow-up also took place on June 25th. Yet the results 

seemed unsatisfactory: A written statement by the witness was ignored; the photos were 

discounted; and the inspectors concluded that removal of vegetation was being undertaken 

alongside preparation for laying sand by the former beach concessionaire Atlantik Lepi 2001 Elšani 

Ohrid dooel-Eleshec 7 with no environmental cost.   

 

On 21st July 2019, Ohrid SOS raised several concerns to the municipality and state inspectorates 

about this inspection process such as how the removal of vegetation could be condoned despite 

Article 131 of the Law on Waters; whether Atlantik Lepi 2001 Elšani Ohrid dooel-Eleshec 7 had a 

permit to intervene with the coast in such a manner, especially considering that all beach 

concessions had expired; and to what end the ground was being prepared for sand. No response was 

received from the inspectorate, including to a follow-up email on 16th October 2019, which informed 

inspectors that they were violating citizens’ rights to justice. 

 

3. Complaints related to tree-felling are not adequately managed by inspectors either, even when 

illegality or malpractice is suspected. For example, on 13th October 2019, Ohrid SOS reported the 

felling of 10 to 14 decades-old trees at Hotel Inex Olgica on the east coast of Lake Ohrid. A permit 

had only been issued for the removal of 7 trees above a pathway that divides the hotel from a hill to 

the beach (cadastre plot Ohrid 4, 5984/1), yet felling had also occurred on state property below the 

pathway (cadastre plot Ohrid 4, 5976/1) where at least 7 more trees were cut down. The 

Municipality of Ohrid has confirmed in writing that no permit for felling was granted for the latter 

(Annex 4). Despite calls from Ohrid SOS and other citizens, environment inspectors undertook no 

action in relation to the case, while a forestry police investigation only referred to plot Ohrid 4, 

5984/1, which was safely under permit. It did not deal with the cutting that took place below the 

pathway.   

  

GORICA: Tree-felling, left - plot 5976/1 for which no permission was issued; right - plot 5984/1 

 



96 

 

The incident not only highlights how authorities turn a blind eye to illegal tree-felling, a persistent 

practice in recent years; it also reveals the procedure through which evaluations of tree removal 

requests are performed. After numerous inquiries at the Municipality of Ohrid, Ohrid SOS learned 

that the commission in charge of assessing requests for tree removal comprises of 10 members, five 

who are back-up. Only two of have appropriate education: one with a degree in forestry and one 

with a degree in agriculture. All other staff qualifications are from irrelevant fields such as 

architecture. In addition, before approval is granted for trees to be cut down, evaluations are only 

completed by eye, which means no testing is performed to establish whether they have dried out; or, 

if suffering disease, what sickness they have and whether it can be treated. Death warrants are 

therefore passed easily.  

 

 

 

 

Article 36 from the Law on Urban Greenery is also neglected in terms of compensation measures. It 

states that fellings should be replaced with an appropriate number of trees, whose combined 

diameter is equal to that of the trees that have been removed. The replacements should also be 

more than six years old. A recent Ohrid SOS visit to Hotel Inex Olgica unveiled attempts to make the 

tree logs invisible. Although a few decorative plants had been put into the soil, these were far from 

the legal requirement.  

 

The whole incident enlightens upon the attitudes towards environmental awareness from the 

business sector of the Ohrid Region, which is willing to ignore laws to pursue self-interested goals. It 

also depicts negligence on the part of the authorities and inspectorates.  
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E. Ramsar  

 

Obstruction and delays to the nomination of Lake Ohrid and Studenchishte Marsh as a Wetland of 

International Importance under the Ramsar Convention have already been extensively documented 

(Ohrid SOS, 2019). Deadlined commitments to the Convention on Biological Diversity have been 

made and broken for 15 years, and the lake has been on the Ramsar Shadow List for over two 

decades.  

 

2019 saw the institutional blockade reach new levels. Tired with inaction from the Ministry of 

Environment (MoEPP) and Macedonian Ramsar Committee (MRC), Ohrid SOS undertook to 

complete the nomination documentation (RIS) itself (with valued input from researchers in relevant 

fields) and sent it to the Ramsar Secretariat for verification on 6th June 2019, receiving a reply from 

Assistant Advisor for Europe, Robert Godoy-Recasens, on 13th July 2019 that the information 

provided was both “recent and relevant enough” to proclaim Lake Ohrid as a Ramsar Site “in 

accordance with all of the 9 Criteria” if submitted with minor amendments alongside a designation 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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letter from the Head of the Administrative Authority, i.e. the MoEPP. The national focal point for the 

Macedonian Ramsar Committee was copied into the Ramsar Secretariat’s reply, which included 

information about how to incorporate new data into cyclical reporting. 

 

Yet still the MRC and MoEPP impeded the process: The latter promised to create a map in the 

required format, but progress was so slow that again Ohrid SOS was forced to complete the task on 

the ministry’s behalf. The Macedonian Ramsar Committee meanwhile pointed to unspecified 

problems with the RIS and repeated its claim that data was not recent and reliable enough, even 

though Ramsar criteria were justified with internationally peer-reviewed research published up to 

2017 and International Waterbird Census data up to 2019. No known information supersedes their 

conclusions, and more tenuous records of bird sightings were left in the nomination documentation 

as per the Ramsar Secretariat’s comments. When Ohrid SOS reminded the MoEPP and MRC of this, 

their focus of criticism then shifted to the map, for which they asserted that a background study 

would need to be undertaken despite the fact that similar research like the Lake Functionality Index 

was already informing the draft Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 2019-2028 (MoEPP, 2020). 

 

In that draft management plan, a measure to nominate Lake Ohrid as a Ramsar Site was included, 

the Republic of Macedonian using the same tired titbit for UNESCO as it has been repeating in the 

National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan for the Convention of Biological Diversity since 2004. 

Incredibly, 16,000 Euros were reserved for the process when the Ramsar nomination was essentially 

ready for submission already, a matter which Ohrid SOS queried with the Ramsar Secretariat, 

receiving the response on 15th October 2019, “From our side, no costs are involved.” Even more 

incredibly, between the draft and final versions of the management plan, completion of the Ramsar 

designation was delayed from 2020 to December 2021 with the added complication that, even after 

the application has been submitted, an unexplained 18-month approval period will be needed 

(MoePP, 2020). No finances are now listed in the action plan, however.      

 

The Ramsar saga firmly demonstrates that the Republic of Macedonia is not truly committed to 

preserving the Outstanding Universal Value of the Ohrid Region. Instead of ensuring proclamation of 

Lake Ohrid as a Wetland of International Importance, a status which it unquestionably justifies, and 

thereby buffering the world heritage property with the protective oversight of an international 

convention specialized for its particular habitat-types, authorities are spuriously holding back the 

nomination process at every single opportunity.  

 

Mistruths, inaction, non-submission, and aggressive non-cooperation26  have characterized the 

Ramsar designation process (Ohrid SOS, 2019), which Ohrid SOS has motivated single-handedly. Yet, 

shockingly, the government has reported the Ramsar application to the World Heritage Centre 

                                                           
26 On 9th December 2019, Ohrid SOS submitted an open letter to the Minster of Environment, Mr. Nuredini, asking him to 

undertake an investigation due to the grounded suspicion of power abuse by people in charge in the MoEPP, Mr. V. Trpeski 

(Head of Nature department), Mr. A. Nastov (Head of Biodiversity dep. and member of Macedonian Ramsar Committee) 

and the President of the Macedonian Ramsar Committee, Mr. B. Micevski. The initiative alleges that these individuals have 

misrepresented information and actively obstructed the Ramsar nomination. The minster, without consulting evidence for 

the SOS allegations, gave the blunt response that MoEPP staff perform their tasks professionally in accord with law 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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(Ministry of Culture, 2018) as evidence of reaching out to civil society and once again is able to 

present it in a neat little corner of a PDF action plan27 to satisfy its pretence to the international 

community that conservation of the Ohrid Region is progressing. This is a travesty of truth and a 

betrayal of world heritage values.        

 

F. Institutes of Learning 

 

Neither the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid (HBO) nor the Institute for Protection of Monuments of 

Culture and Museum—Ohrid (IPMCM – Ohrid) are fully conducive to the protection of natural and 

cultural heritage. As a public scientific research centre with over 1000 articles and papers published, 

the former should be underpinning a cutting edge approach to conservation of Lake Ohrid’s habitats 

and species. Under Article 11 of the 1977 Law on Protection of Lakes Ohrid, Prespa and Dojran, it 

should also have the powers to initiate special and/or temporary protection measures for the 

benefit of assigned species, and, under Article 97 of the Law on Nature Protection, to motivate 

similar mechanisms for specified areas.  

 

Rather than activate these processes for at least some of the 40+ threatened Ohrid Region taxa on 

the IUCN Red List or those thought to be threatened in the absence of data, HBO is holding back 

protection without explanation. As documented in Chapters 2C and 7D, on 5th March 2019, Ohrid 

SOS submitted a request to HBO to proceed with special protection for both Studenchishte Marsh 

and species to be named at the institute’s discretion, a proposal which was accepted by its board. 

Since then, the necessary data does not seem to have been collected and HBO Director Elizabeta 

Veljanoska Sarafiloska does not reply to enquiries on the topic. 

 

The Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museums—Ohrid (IPCMCMO), which, 

according to the UNESCO website, has authority for the protection of cultural heritage in the 

Municipality of Ohrid, is also failing. Ohrid SOS has initiated an investigation into corruption related 

to its acting director, Ms. Eleonora Novakovska, due to allegations of conflict of interest and biased 

staffing procedures contrary to law. IPCMCMO also seems to have been turning a blind eye to 

contraventions of the Law on Cultural Heritage and is undertaking questionable conservation 

interventions of its own (see Chapter 11B).      

 

G. Information Requests 

 

Non-provision or substantive non-provision of information of a public character is still far too 

prevalent in the Republic of Macedonia. Institutions do not always adhere to their legal 

responsibilities, including to redirect requests to other administrative units. 

 

In 2019 alone, Ohrid SOS met with inadequate responses to information requests  

                                                           
27 The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/
file:///C:/Ohrid%20SOS/УНЕСКО/Report_UNESCO_OhridSOS/2020/Consolidated/Restoration%23_B._Architecture_


100 

 

 

1. to Public Institution National Park Galichica (10th October) for the release of the contract for 

its lease to the company BDB Ostrovo DOOEL for the Ostrovo restaurant at the Springs of 

Saint Naum;  

2. to the government (16th October) for the action plan with moratorium decision for the 

Municipality of Struga, the composition of the national UNESCO committee (which had not 

been publicly announced), the presentation given by a delegation from the Republic of 

Macedonia to the World Heritage Centre in Autumn 2019, minutes to that meeting, and the 

decision for the selection of members for the Macedonian delegation in Paris;  

3. to the Ministry of Transport and Communications (19th December) for the public release of 

the Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions; and  

4. to the Municipalities of Struga (30th December) and Ohrid (21st July) for the inventories of 

illegal constructions. 

 

In the first case, the national park did not respond even when threatened with legal action.  

 

In the second, full information was only provided by the government to one of five items. In 

contravention of the Law on Free Access to Public Information, the incompleteness of the response 

with regard to the other items was not explained, while, in reference to the action plan and 

moratorium for Struga, the government also denied that it was the holder of the information despite 

having initiated its production. A complaint by Ohrid SOS was met with silence.  

 

The third case received no response from the Ministry of Transport.  

 

In the fourth, the Municipality of Ohrid claimed to be unable to comply with the request without 

prior consent from the Directorate for Personal Data Protection, which was non-functional (see 

Table 3), and the Municipality of Struga provided an insubstantial breakdown of the illegal 

constructions by category on 21st January 2020 after earlier denying that the inventory was available. 

Since the information eventually provided was not what had been requested, Ohrid SOS replied to 

Struga Municipality that it was breaking the law. When the latter responded on 21st February 2020, 

it was again documentation other than that requested: a list of legalization requests (Table 4).  

 

On 30th December 2019, Ohrid SOS filed formal complaints to the Commission for Public Access to 

Information related to the first two cases above. It alleged violation of the right to access to public 

information. A call from the commission stated that complaints must be submitted by a person, not 

by an initiative, in answer to which an Ohrid SOS member resent the document supported by an 

electronic signature. After SOS had not heard from the Commission for 40 days, an email enquiry 

into progress of the case was submitted. To SOS astonishment, the commission claimed in response 

to have no record of such complaints. Attempts to contact the person in charge via emails, SMS, and 

phone calls yielded no communication, until, finally, on the 28th February 2020, the commission 

admitted in a telephone conversation that complaints had not been recorded due to a technical 

problem with emails at the time. The commission requested resubmission and stated that a 

response could be expected within the standard 15-day deadline.  
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The instances recounted in this section are additional both to others mentioned elsewhere in this 

document and those previously flagged in earlier reports (Ohrid SOS, 2019; Ohrid SOS, 2017). 

Besides, there remains total opaqueness on the status of several development plans for the Ohrid 

Region such as beach remodelling, the Studenchishte marina, as well as plans for the localities of 

Gorica and Lagadin among others.    

 

H. Tactical Non-Staffing? 

 

Table 3 describes how access to information was disrupted by the dysfunctional Directorate for 

Personal Data Protection. This occurred because the position of director had not been filled, which 

meant that it was legally unable to deliver opinions about whether the release of documents would 

constitute a data protection breach. This echoes the situation with the Commission for Public Access 

to Information from May 2018 to January 2019 (Ohrid SOS, 2019), indicating that institutions key to 

civil society functioning are being irresponsibly neglected or that there is tactical intent to disrupt 

and disempower them.    

 

I. Public Consultation  

 

Public consultation procedures are not reliable. Information is not always provided in a timely 

manner beforehand, such as during the draft stage for the Law on the Management of the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of Ohrid Region.  

 

For the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

(MPNCHOR 2020-2029), a second public consultation was promised for mid-January yet then 

cancelled with no reschedule after Albanian representatives signalled that they would not attend. 

Since the Strategic Environmental Assessment for the draft management plan and the first draft 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 were released at the same time, it was extremely challenging for civil society 

to monitor the quality and submit comments to both. Later, several versions of the document were 

released within just a matter of weeks, including two in 3 days (January 11th 2020 and January 14th 

2020), making changes difficult to track, analyze and report upon. A meeting between MoEPP and 

Ohrid SOS in lieu of the cancelled public consultation was then hastily arranged for January 17th 2020, 

once again leaving the initiative with very little time to read the relevant material.  

 

Maps provided before the first consultation for MPNCHOR 2020-2029 were also entirely deficient 

with resolution so disengaged that a site earmarked for marina or port construction was almost 

completely obscured. Although improved resolution maps were eventually provided to Ohrid SOS on 

November 22nd and 27th 2019 (the latter just one week before the deadline for consultation 

comments), the General Secretary of Environment for MoEPP initially claimed that it had no legal 

obligation to make them public. When SOS used a mechanism assured in law to submit additional 

comments one week after the deadline due to the late provision of important documents, these 

comments were ignored.  

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2017/12/world-heritage-on-the-edge_version-unesco.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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ABOVE: Copy of the map of natural heritage zoning submitted to the public in the 

draft Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 

2019-2028 in 100% size, copied from a PDF reader. The resolution and defective key 

bedevil any attempt at analysis. Better maps were eventually emailed to Ohrid SOS, 

but only after MoEPP had stated that it had no legal obligation to make them public.  
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J. Inclusion 

 

Even though it is the most active civil society player in the Ohrid Region with a five-year 

history of contribution to strategies, law revisions, plans and public consultations, Ohrid SOS 

is regularly omitted from calls for participation or mailing lists for information distributed to 

the non-government sector by the MoEPP and other institutions relevant to the environment 

or world heritage.  

 

The process for the critical Law on Urban Planning overviewed in Section 8C is a striking 

example of attempts to shut civil society out from decision-making. Another is the 

development of planning documents for the Ohrid Region in June 2018, about which only 

two NGOs were called upon. Despite its participation in official supervisory hearings, 

continuous local involvement and broad knowledge of Ohrid Region issues, Ohrid SOS was 

not approached for contribution.  

 

SOS has recently been forced to make a specific call to institutions, requesting inclusion in 

information cascades as it is obviously not receiving documents that are distributed to other 

civil society stakeholders. It remains to be seen whether this call will be heeded. 

 

Other NGO members of the Green Front, a coalition of environmentally active organizations 

from the non-government sector in the Republic of Macedonia, have similarly complained 

that their outspokenness in meetings with the MoEPP has resulted in non-invitations to 

future ministry-NGO discussions. Although Ohrid SOS has received an invitation to one such 

meeting related to air quality, it has not been invited to subsequent events.   

 

K. Document Access 

 

Many documents related to the UNESCO Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region are not 

easily accessible either because they have not been uploaded to the internet or because official 

websites have not been systematically ordered. No specific national website for the world heritage 

site exists and documents are stored in obscure locations, often in draft rather than final versions. If 

they cannot be found, requests for information of a public character must be submitted, which, as 

overviewed in Section 8G, is a slow and unreliable process. Even the government registry containing 

laws is neither complete nor updated regularly, while the websites of individual ministries frequently 

do not contain the latest versions of legislation. 

 

In the very recent past, action plans and moratorium decisions for Ohrid Region municipalities have 

displayed such shortcomings. Those for the Municipality of Debarca cannot be found online at all; 

while those for the Municipality of Struga only appeared in November after being passed on August 

14th. By that time, half of the moratorium period was already finished!  
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The Progress Report adopted by the Macedonian government on January 28th 2020 and submitted 

to the UNESCO World Heritage Centre is not available to the public, although it has been published 

without annexes in some media sources.  

 

L. Legal Actions 

  

Several legal actions have been launched in the Ohrid Region in an attempt to force greater 

accountability and responsibility from authorities in relation to UNESCO status specifically and the 

environmental conditions that impact the Outstanding Universal Value of the Republic of 

Macedonia’s only world heritage site more generally: 

 

1. EDEN vs Municipality of Ohrid 

 

EDEN, a national NGO in the Republic of Macedonia that works closely with Ohrid SOS, has brought 

action against the Municipality of Ohrid, alleging that the latter has violated the constitutional right 

to protection and improvement of the environment, and endangered UNESCO status due to its 

adoption of a decision for the Lagadin General Act. The first claim was rejected by the court, but the 

Appellate Court accepted an appeal. The first hearing in the Primary Court is now scheduled for 13th 

March 2020.  

 

2. Vladimir Trajanovski vs Government of the Republic of Macedonia, the Ministry of Culture and 

the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning 

 

SOS activist and Municipality of Ohrid citizen Vladimir Trajanovski alleges that his constitutional right 

to protection and improvement of the environment has been violated. The Primary Court adopted a 

decision that the institutions cited in the claim cannot be a part of such procedure and that the 

plaintiff is to amend the claim accordingly. A response was submitted to the court stating that the 

institutions cited can be part of the procedure. No response from the court has been received yet. 

 

3. Vladimir Trajanovski vs. Municipality of Ohrid 

 

SOS activist Vladimir Trajanovski has also taken the Municipality of Ohrid to court on the grounds of 

violation of the constitutional right to protection and improvement of the environment. The court 

has not responded.  

 

4. EDEN vs. Government of the RM, Ministry of Culture, and Ministry of Environment and Physical 

Planning 

 

In parallel to the action by Vladimir Trajanovski, EDEN is also bringing action against the government 

and ministries with regard to the constitutional right to protection and improvement of the 

environment. The Primary Court rejected the claim – a decision which was appealed before the 

Appellate Court. The Appellate Court accepted an appeal, and now the Primary Court is expected to 

schedule another hearing.  
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CHAPTER 9:  Cumulative Impacts 

 

The 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission (2017 RMM) request for a full cumulative impact assessment 

of all infrastructure and tourism plans for the Ohrid Region (Recommendation 8) has not been 

respectfully upheld. The document in question, produced by Gradezhen Institut Makedonija 

(Blinkova et al, 2019) is not substantive: Numerous known plans are omitted, and, while the 

influence on landscape is overviewed, effects on biodiversity have not been evaluated even though 

various flora and fauna are central elements of Outstanding Universal Value. The methodology is as 

vague as the conclusions; there is a lack of critical analysis; and the assessment contributes very little 

to either the capacity to foresee threats to the Ohrid Region or avoid/mitigate them.  

 

In other words, the cumulative impact assessment has not been completed to assess cumulative 

impacts; it has been performed to feign adherence to the recommendations from the 2017 Reactive 

Monitoring Mission recommendations. Whether this subterfuge is acceptable to the World Heritage 

Committee, or whether it is the kind of superficial excuse the committee is tacitly seeking, only time 

will tell.  

 

A. Omissions 

 

The four projects selected for inclusion in the Cumulative Impact Assessment are arbitrary. While 

the A2 road, railway, cable and gas pipeline are necessary inclusions, it is not clear why these have 

been chosen when so many other Ohrid Region plans have been omitted. Chapter 2 of this report 

asserts beyond doubt that a future marina is firmly in the thinking of decision-makers: Concept 

designs have been put forward, and there even seems to be a location reserved for construction in 

the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

(MPNCHOR 2020-2029). Yet there is no mention of a marina in the cumulative impact assessment. 

Similarly, MPNCHOR 2020-2029 contains references to mass tourism; and sets aside large areas in 

which residential and commercial developments can be pursued. These include Gorica, where an 

SEA for a 40-hectare tourism complex is already complete, and a call for at least one other SEA 

released. Again, these items are not incorporated in the cumulative assessment, even though the 

2017 RMM makes explicit mention of tourism facilities in its recommendations and large-scale 

transformations are unavoidable if mass tourism is pursued. 

Countless other known proposals that do not feature in the cumulative impact assessment are listed 

below. Some of these, such as the landfill and beach developments, are hinted at in the draft or final 

versions MPNCHOR 2020-2029. Others are perhaps at a rudimentary level of planning, but this also 

applies to the gas pipeline, which has been overviewed in the evaluation despite the paucity of 

surrounding information. 

 A marina (concept for Studenchishte Marsh already presented publicly); 

 40-hectare tourism development at Gorica (SEA completed by Enviro Resursi); 

 Tourism development at North Gorica (call for SEA released); 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/NACRT-SOZS-ZA-PLANOT-za-up.so-P.-i-K.-nasle..pdf
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 Tourism development Gradishte (status unknown); 

 Tourism development Ljubanishta (status unknown); 

 Ohrid Quay redevelopment (impact assessment complete); 

 Hotel development in Lagadin (status unknown); 

 Sveti Stefan development (calls for SEAs released); 

 Over-lake pedestrian walkway (status unknown28); 

 Small hydropower in Struga vicinity (status unknown); 

 Various port redevelopments and/or creation (status/location unknown); 

 127,602 square meter tourism development at Kalishta (status unknown); 

 Landfill project and operation in the watershed (contained in Management Plan); 

 Various beach developments (Ministry of Transport, status unknown); 

 Hotel complex north of Studenchishte Canal (area fenced, legal dispute over land transfer); 

 Ongoing construction of numerous residential buildings 

Ultimately, not all of these projects are likely to see implementation, but it testaments to the 

opaqueness of the decision-making process that nobody can be precisely sure which projects have 

been withdrawn and which have not. That other constructions may lurk in municipality and ministry 

planning also cannot be discounted. 

  

B. Fuzziness 

 

Methodology in the cumulative impact assessment lacks precision. Conclusions are subjective and 

there does not seem to be a reliable approach from which to draw confident conclusions. Data is out 

of date; erroneous; and insufficient with little attempt made at filling in knowledge gaps. For 

instance, the expected traffic and train volumes are not estimated, which precludes discussion about 

the level of pollution from aerosediments; run-off to the lake; and extra people volumes. This 

contrasts with the Citrus Partners’ Draft Amendments to the Management Plan for National Park 

Galichica 2011-2020, Strategic Environmental Assessment (Citrus, 2015), which, though deficient 

itself, did at least give predicted car volumes and considered how the increased traffic may lead to 

secondary issues such as pressure for more coastal and urban transformation.  

 

Threats are generalized and abstract in the document, which could have been broadly written for 

any location, not the Ohrid Region in particular. Because the assessment only deals with landscape 

values, it does not look at how individual species that contribute to Outstanding Universal Value may 

suffer as a result of the combined influence of multiple infrastructure and other developments. It 

therefore fails to deliver avoidance or mitigation measures for them. 

   

                                                           
28 This plan appears in the draft Management Plan for the Ohrid Region 2019-2028 but has been dropped from the final 

version. Replies to public consultation comments submitted by Ohrid SOS to the draft reveal that this is a plan of the 

Municipality of Ohrid that is considered incompatible with new zoning.    
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C. Shifting Baselines 

 

How baselines have shifted from biodiversity, landscape, and species population norms when the 

Ohrid Region was designated as world heritage is not adequately analysed by the cumulative impact 

assessment, which consequently fails to fully comprehend the downward trajectory in the condition 

of the property or how decisions taken now may affect future opportunities to arrest the decline. No 

target for acceptable change compared to this original condition has ever been established, which 

complicates efforts to assess whether additional projects are viable in terms of heritage 

conservation. For instance, if limits of acceptable change have already been surpassed, then even 

comparatively minor additional pressure is a step away from where management should be aiming.   

 

The general conclusion appears to be that anthropogenic manipulations already affect many areas in 

which the selected projects will proceed, which lessens the scope of such projects to further degrade 

OUV in themselves. What this does not understand is that the process of degradation may be on-

going; that ecosystems may be gradually disintegrating; and that impacts from the A2 road, railway, 

gas pipeline and electric wire will aggregate not just with one another but existing pressures. They 

also have the potential to solidify falling heritage quality. 

 

This can be illustrated by the situation regarding avifauna. Birds are referenced in the Outstanding 

Universal Value statement for Lake Ohrid, but populations are dropping due to wetland loss and 

eutrophication (IUCN, 2017). We do not know whether the fall has bottomed out yet. Certain routes 

for the road will mean that future restoration of wetlands such as Struga Marsh is impossible. If 

chosen, they could lock in reducing bird numbers because a mechanism of reversing the trend has 

been removed. They will also prevent offset for deaths caused by the electric wire. The same may be 

true of eutrophication, which will affect landscape values eventually. 

 

Thus, selecting the present moment as the ultimate baseline does not constitute a firm foundation 

from which to discuss the cumulative impact of planned projects. It gives the impression that 

lowered heritage conditions should be accepted, and it cannot reveal trends, which are important 

for understanding whether Outstanding Universal Value can be realistically maintained under the 

status quo. If it cannot, equivalent actions such as a road and railway in an already degraded habitat 

are  not neutral, non-impactful activities but the extension or substitution of an existing threat. They 

are also wasting time and resources that could be put towards site rehabilitation.    

 

D. Missing Dangers 

 

Cumulative impacts have not analysed what the railroad may carry in terms of freight and whether 

that includes hazardous materials. If hazardous materials will come by rail, the risk must also be 

foreseen of such material entering groundwaters. The chances of such an accident may be low, but 

the standards of acceptable risk at a world heritage property are necessarily more demanding than 

in other locations, and the history of the wastewater system in the Ohrid Region already attests that 

https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
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vital infrastructure is not always kept in an appropriate condition. Maintenance and accidents should 

also have featured in discussion of the gas pipeline. 

 

Another issue is the potential for erosive run-off to Lake Ohrid during the construction phase as well 

as pollutative run-off during operations. The aforementioned SEA for the now-cancelled A3 express 

road in National Park Galichica (Citrus, 2015) advised very stringent measures to avert these risks, 

including storage of equipment and a hydrological study. The cumulative impact assessment 

produced by Gradezhen Institut Makedonija does not seem to deal with this habitat-homogenizing 

and eutrophication-inducing threat with anything like the same consciousness of risk. 

 

Equally, accrued negative influence from noise and light pollution have not been quantified, 

especially in the operational phase, even though recent research suggests strong ecosystem impact 

from the latter in particular, which may be significant on a micro-local scale (Shannon et al, 2015; 

Owens et al, 2019). Such oversights not only undermine the ability of the cumulative impact 

assessment to form a robust evaluation, but also to suggest mitigation with a credible level of detail.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/brv.12207
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320719307797?via%3Dihub
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CHAPTER 10:  Solid Waste 

 

Solid waste disposal is a visible affliction upon the Ohrid Region. It is a direct risk to the birds and fish 

described in the Outstanding Universal Value statement for the property and an indirect threat to 

water quality due to infiltration of groundwaters, including heavy metals (Kostoski et al, 2010).   

 

The 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission (2017 RMM) Recommendation 16 to decontaminate and 

close the Bukovo landfill has not seen any physical progress and it will be a surprise if the measure is 

achieved by the December 2020 deadline advised by the 2017 RMM report. Solutions of where to 

relocate the landfill are yet to be resolved and the two proposals so far suggested—in the 

Municipality of Debarca29 and in the Municipality of Struga near the border with Albania—have a 

high possibility to culminate in similar risks to Outstanding Universal Value as experienced in the 

present day. 

 

Some attempts have been made to clear illegal dumping sites, yet fly-tipping has not ceased, and 

Ohrid SOS still regularly receives photographs of large volumes of trash at various locations within 

the world heritage property. Moreover, authorities have misrepresented to UNESCO the situation 

concerning the Maucker landfill, which is still in operation, and revision of national waste laws has 

been disappointing.  

 

 

A. Maucker Misreported 

 

In November 2018, the Republic of Macedonia reported to the World Heritage Centre that the 

Municipality of Ohrid together with the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning had “finalized 

the activities for clearing and repair of the illegal landfill at the locality Maucker, in the vicinity of 

Ohrid.” It also reassured UNESCO that Maucker’s retransformation into a waste dump would be 

prevented (Ministry of Culture, 2018). 

 

Official figures from Ohrid Komunalec (the operator responsible for waste disposal) tell a different 

story: They reveal that 5,878.6m3 of construction waste was deposited at Maucker from January to 

September 2019 alone. Photographs from an Ohrid SOS member during January and February 2020 

confirm that the landfill is still in action, including deposits from communal waste trucks in February 

2020. Although snowfall occurred at around this time, roads to the more formal landfill site were still 

open at the time the photos were taken. 

                                                           
29 Location of the landfill at Debarca is currently cancelled following protests supported by Ohrid SOS. 

https://www.biogeosciences.net/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
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  ABOVE: Waste is visible at the notorious Maucker dumpsite on 23rd January 2020 

  
ABOVE: Photos from early February 2020 show communal waste trucks at Maucker 
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B. Thwarted Plans  

 

Equipment to crush waste in the Municipality of Struga for delivery to other landfills in the Republic 

of Macedonia have been lying idle because a final location for the trash could not be found. The only 

landfill meeting European Union standards in the country, Drisla, has categorically stated that it 

neither receives waste from Struga Municipality nor holds any agreement to do so. Therefore, waste 

continues to pose a hazard to the Ohrid Region even though a fully equipped and financed transfer 

site with machines reportedly costing hundreds of thousands of Euros is standing inactive.      

C. Dumping 

 

Charges for waste disposal at landfills combined with poor enforcement lead to frequent dumping. 

Only 4 municipality inspectors serve an estimated 100,000 citizens, so reactions to environmental 

crime are slow and investigations often lack rigorousness. Intransparency afflicts the process too, 

making follow-up problematic for members of the public who report incidents. In consequence, 

charges or prosecutions for dumping rarely ensue.     

 

 

TEXT BOX 4: Inspector Intransigence  

 

On 24th June 2019, Ohrid SOS received a report with photographs of a bulldozer dumping trash into 

reeds on the Lake Ohrid coast at Atlantik in Eleshec. This evidence was submitted to state and local 

inspectors. The local concluded that no wrong-doing had occurred, stating that the bulldozer was in 

fact moving a boat; the state did not respond. When Ohrid SOS requested clarification of the case, 

the inspectors ceased communication. (See Chapter 8D.)  

 

 

Construction waste is still dumped into coastal habitats30. On 10th February 2020, for example, even 

as the central government was holding a meeting in the city of Ohrid, symbolizing its focus on the 

region, trucks were emptying excavated soil onto the shore between the city of Struga and the 

campsite Livadishta (pictures available on ensuing pages). Aside from further damaging what 

remains of coastal habitats, wash-off adds to eutrophication pressures and gives stress to the 

embattled littoral zone.     

 

 

 

 

                                                           
30 In World Heritage on the Edge 2: Engine of Neglect (2019), Ohrid SOS published photos of large volumes of construction 

waste at Gorica. Clearance of this material has been undertaken. However, since the location is the target for mass tourism 

developments also reported in World Heritage on the Edge 2, long-term benefit to the natural values of the Ohrid Region 

will not necessarily ensue. 

http://drisla.mk/news_detail_en.asp?ID=73&lID=7&fbclid=IwAR3kKtDrC6hKQs7A17RgLXnsiTSf_DnA5NGs2wknhGEwZlfq4ER2z8qKqt4


112 

 

   
 ABOVE: Construction waste is deposited on the coast between Struga and Livadishta in Feb 2020.  

 

 

C. Laws and Planning 

 

The Law on Waste Management has been revised in recent months. Under its auspices, single-use 

plastics such as for utensils could have been eliminated from the Ohrid Region, yet they were not. In 

addition, the law did not link tourism with waste generation and therefore may have bypassed 

industry specific mechanisms to lessen pressures from unnecessary trash.  

 

The Management Plan for the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 should have devised a robust strategy for 

reducing plastic on a site-specific scale, bridging gaps in legislation. Instead, the next summer season 

will no doubt still see plastic cutlery and other disposable items in lakeside restaurants, some of 

which will inevitably end in the water. 

 

D. Awareness 

 

Even when environmental crimes are pursued by inspectors, they are not appropriately publicized, 

lessening their effect as a deterrent and awareness medium. Education was not built into the 

aforementioned revision of waste management laws, and authorities are not sufficiently raising 

consciousness of waste issues with either the local population; visitors to the region; or businesses in 

trash-hotspot industries such as tourism. Hence, citizens still throw garbage into natural 

environments, and most people do not realize that they will pollute the most wildlife-rich lake on 

the whole planet by number of species to surface area (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008) if their trash 

accidentally blows into the water.  

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Ancient-Lake-Ohrid%3A-biodiversity-and-evolution-Albrecht-Wilke/a51ae2c8e4006b61c5dc5c5167d6a5c864c800e6
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 ABOVE: Photos of dumping in the Ohrid Region world heritage site received by Ohrid SOS in 2019. 
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CHAPTER 11:  Cultural Heritage 

 

World cultural heritage in the Ohrid Region is afflicted by malpractice across all of its core values: 

Vernacular architecture is not maintained and restored appropriately, and there have been serious 

and permanent losses from its previous extent. Visitor numbers are not sufficiently managed, 

causing potential damage to OUV artwork; and hotspots where previous research strongly indicates 

the presence of further archaeological treasures are not rightfully respected. 

 

A. Archaeological Remains 

 

Recommendation 19 of the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission to the Ohrid Region asks authorities 

to “implement appropriate measures in order to prevent any loss of archaeological remains”. Some 

of the archeological sites within the protected area of Ohrid’s old town have been preserved. 

However, there are many others identified in the past by archeological probes, or implied by random 

findings, especially along Ilindenska and Samoilova Street.31 No measures have been implemented to 

prevent loss of archeological remains or degradation of existing unearthed remains in the old town 

of Ohrid or at other locations within the property. The low quality of current and proposed 

legislation on the matter (Law on Ohrid, Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage, et cetera) makes it 

legal to erect buildings and infrastructure on top of archeological remains as long as archeological 

research has been undertaken beforehand, without any consideration for the architectural remains 

per se, which are then covered or demolished. Absurdly, then authorities from the Institute for 

Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museums – Ohrid (IPMCMO) supervise new constructions 

as if they were protected monuments, while the same care applies neither to the older buildings 

demolished to make space for the new ones, nor to the discovered archeological remains.  

One notorious example, as recent as 2018, is the case of the archeological remains of a large Roman 

civil basilica (two apses, naos and additional rooms), discovered while clearing a plot for a new 

residential building on Ilindenska Street (KP15898), in the centre of the old urban core of Ohrid.32 

Following the discovery, construction stopped, making way for “preventive archeological research”, 

which provided drawings and photo documentation of the site and moved all the findings to the 

Museum of Ohrid’s storage depot. However, contrary to UNESCO recommendations, no institutional 

effort was made to expropriate the property in order to allow its preservation and presentation as 

part of Ohrid’s rich history, or at least to initiate adaptation of new building plans for the 

archeological site (for example, constructing on pillars as to not damage the remains, starting from 

the first floor up, and leaving the ground floor free for tourist and professional visits). IPMCMO 

director Novakovska herself stated, “This was not a spectacular archeological discovery which should 

accordingly be made public. The findings are preserved and presented in the building according to a 

                                                           
31 So far, at least seven basilicas have been identified in the old town of Ohrid, dating from the IV, V and VI century, especially common in 

the Radnichka and Sveti Vrachi urban complex, which have not been sufficiently archeologically investigated. A vaulted burial chamber, 

Macedonian-Hellenistic and Roman necropolises, remnants of early medieval churches etc. have been identified in the old bazaar, on the 

Main Square and near the old plane tree.  
32 For reference, throughout the past century, several very important archeological discoveries have been made along or under this street: 

the ancient theatre, an early Christian mosaic clad church, remains of the Roman street cardo, several basilicas, etc. 
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prepared elaborate”. Shockingly, as a genuine conflict of interest, this elaborate (by which the 

remains are completely covered with the exception of one apse, which allegedly serves as a wine 

cellar in the new apartment building) was prepared by the very owners of the property and then 

approved by the IPMCMO. By allowing this set of remains to not only be covered up, but completely 

demolished, serving as a foundation for the new building, the authorities have prevented irreversibly 

any future scientific research or amplification of the archeological site on neighboring plots, where 

similar remains are highly likely to be discovered, and its touristic presentation and revitalization. 

A similar case was the restoration of the Ali Pasha mosque in the old bazaar, where archeological 

probes in 2000 discovered mosaic-clad remains of a basilica. The controversial restoration practices 

in this case led not only to irreversible alteration of the mosque’s authentic architecture, but also 

significant damage to the above-mentioned archeological remains which are not publicly accessible. 
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The Ilindenska Street case. Plot 
clearance with heavy machinery.  

2018: “Professional treatment” of archeological 
remains of Roman civil basilica prior to their 
coverage and partial demolition, allowing for 
pouring of a reinforced concrete foundation. 

 

 

 

 
The construction process on Ilindenska street. No 
trace of the archeological site beneath is to be found. 

The “Elaborate for the Incorporation of the 
Remains” serving as a shield for their de facto 
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complete destruction at the Roman villa. 

 

B. Architecture “Restoration” 

  

The authenticity of Ohrid’s Old Town has been undoubtedly compromised by continuous threats in 

the last decades: illegally constructed additions, terraces, and mansard roofs; usurpation of public 

space from the already degraded urban core; unresolved infrastructure; no analysis of the 

residential urban maximum (Chipan, 2005); interpolation of new building plots on top of 

archeological findings; no suitable traffic concept; new atypical façades and shop windows in the old 

bazaar, and their enlargement in height; replacement of the authentic street stone pavement, etc. 

Therefore, Recommendation 19 of the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission to the Ohrid Region sought 

measures to prevent deterioration of architectural and urban planning coherence via site-sensitive 

improvements to public space and landscaping.  Nevertheless, bad practices thrive. 

 

While religious monuments are in a somewhat satisfactory state of conservation, most affected is 

the rapidly disappearing historic residential architecture. The privately owned residential buildings 

(protected as monuments or with architectural and ambient value) are generally in very poor 

condition. Their owners are either financially unable to care for them as needed, leading to their 

total decay, or they regularly undertake “restoration measures” completely opposite to the Law on 

Protection of Cultural Heritage, which also lead to the loss of these monuments. It is unclear why the 

Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum – Ohrid (IPMCMO) continues to allow 

and authorize this, despite being the relevant institution for the protection of Ohrid’s cultural 

heritage. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that, during the last revalorization of Ohrid’s built 

heritage (2010), 52 of the 78 residential buildings that had been inscribed as cultural heritage lost 

their inscription, due to abandonment, total ruin, in some cases inappropriate, mostly illegal 

interventions, which resulted in the loss of their original characteristics, et cetera. With these free, 

unsanctioned interventions by the owners of the monumental residential buildings, the Old Town of 

Ohrid has lost most of its original character and appearance, not only regarding architecture, but 

also concerning views toward and from the lake, insulation, aeration and other urban qualities. 

 

At the same time, IPMCMO has been “continually working on the conservation, restoration and 

revitalization of privately owned residential buildings with the financial support of the Ministry of 

Culture”, as stated in the Study for Integral Protection of the Old Urban Core (2016). This very same 

document identifies the house of Ajri Doko in the Old Town of Ohrid as an “example of a successfully 

restored and revitalized building”, whereas the houses of Kole Kotushe and Uranija are “rare 

examples of originally preserved buildings with all characteristic features of the XIXth century 

residential architecture”. Shocking as it may be, it was precisely IPMCMO that undertook 

government-funded “restoration” projects for these very same monuments33, named “statical 

reinforcement” (Kole Kotushe house), or “façade renovation” (Ajri Doko house). These “restoration” 

projects have nothing to do with conservation best practice and consisted of complete demolition of 

                                                           
33 As well as other highly controversial interventions of the past, for example the “Insurrection of St. Clement’s University” 

at the archeological site Plaoshnik, which was addressed by previous UNESCO draft decisions. 
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the old house and construction of similar-looking but completely new structures, using 

contemporary materials (reinforced concrete, concrete blocks, cement mortar, etc), thereby leading 

to the complete loss of already rare original residential architecture along with its authentic 

moldings, frames, materials, construction methods, crafts and techniques—all significant factors in 

their monumental heritage value—for the creation of worthless substitutes of ambient quality only. 
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ABOVE: The house of Ajri Doko, Samoilova Street, protected monument of culture: a) original state prior to the so-called 

restoration; b) the demolition and reconstruction of the house by the IPMCM–Ohrid in 2013, using new, inappropriate 

materials (reinforced concrete, cement mortar, concrete blocks, etc.; c) current state – a brand new house. 

 

 

 

 

ABOVE: The house of Kole Kotushe, Samoilova Street, a protected monument of culture: a) original state prior to the so-

called restoration; b) the demolition and reconstruction of the house by the IPMCM–Ohrid in 2016, using new, 

inappropriate materials (reinforced concrete, cement mortar, etc.; c) current state – a brand new house. 

  
ABOVE: Another example of so called “restoration” of a 

house in Mesocastro, where the house has been completely 

rebuilt using contemporary materials and has lost all 

previous monumental value. 

ABOVE: A rebuilt house in the Ohrid old town after the 

IPMCM approved demolition of the existing one. No 

attempt of conservation has been made, nor have authentic 

building materials and techniques been applied. 
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C. St. Sophia: State of Conservation 

 
The cathedral church of St. Sophia, dating from the XI century, is undoubtedly one of the most 

important Byzantine monuments not only in Ohrid, but in the world, as stated in Criterion iii for the 

inscription of the Ohrid Region on UNESCO’s World Heritage List in 1980. As such, after centuries of 

neglect and improper use, it was subject to a thorough scientific conservation-restoration process in 

the 1950s, including local and world-renowned experts on the matter, resulting in the very first 

UNESCO expert mission in the region (comprising Ferdinando Forlati - Soprintendente delle Belle Arti 

di Veneto, Cesare Brandi – director of the Instituto Centrale del Restauro di Roma and Yves-Marie 

Froidevaux - Architecte en chef des monuments historiques nationaux de Paris) as early as 

December 1951. In the following decades the cathedral was subject to interventions sporadically, 

primarily on the heavy roof which represents, as a result of the lateral thrusts it causes, an ongoing 

threat to the building’s already sensitive and diverse historic structure, with various past alterations, 

demolitions and additions. Other threats include dampness from the lake’s proximity and soil 

accumulation, especially to the north of the church; shallow foundations on low quality soil rich in 

sand and clay; low quality material, especially façade mortar, which is easily eaten away by 

atmospheric water, producing dangerous cavities in the walls’ base; risk of earthquakes and other 

natural disasters; improper use as a concert auditorium for the Ohrid Summer Festival; general lack 

of maintenance and monitoring, et cetera. 

 

The situation took a turn for the worse in the 1990s. Regarding Ohrid’s cathedral, and all other 

religious buildings, the Mission Report of the Joint World Heritage Centre/ICOMOS/IUCN Reactive 

Monitoring Mission to the World Heritage property Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region (April 2017) states that “concerning the religious buildings, important conservation and 

restoration works have been carried out since the 1990s. Conservation works on the monuments in 

the region have been thoroughly researched and documented, but some have impacted the 

property’s authenticity”. In the case of St. Sophia, ever since its “return” as an active church under 

management of the Macedonian Orthodox Church (MOC) in 1991, several highly unprofessional and 

scientifically doubtful interventions have taken place. In 1997 the Turkish mimbar, constructed from 

spoliae from the cathedral’s original 11th century stone relief iconostasis and ambo was dismounted 

and its segments were stored in the provisional depot in the exonarthex’s north tower. There they 

remain to this day, without any intention of proper care, scientific research or display as part of a 

museum exhibition, which the cathedral, despite all its importance and former glory, still lacks. In 

2001, a new marble iconostasis was installed in the altar, not even in the original iconostasis 

position, which was further to the west, below the transept’s triumphal arch. This new intrusion has 

no artistic value and does not represent an effort for a reconstruction of the original one at least in 

height and proportions, as well as without the intention to incorporate the original pieces 

dismounted from the mimbar, even though that was the exact pretext used by the MOC authorities 

for its previous deconstruction. That same year, a new marble floor with an under floor heating 

system (!) was installed throughout the cathedral’s naos, irreversibly changing the interior of the 

cathedral and rendering impossible all future archeological research of the preserved segments of 

the original 11th century opus sectile mosaic floor and further down to the roman and early Christian 

phases of the cathedral’s history. In 2007/2008 all window transennas were reconstructed, based on 

a small preserved piece of an original window screen in the southern aisle, forever changing the 
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inner climate of the monument and its ability to aerate. Lastly, in 2014 a fence of doubtful 

architectural quality was built surrounding the cathedral in an effort to prevent parking of vehicles in 

its vicinity. 

 

Today, this millennial church continues to exist on sheer luck, as no true monitoring and 

maintenance system is in place—for example, no new tension meters have been installed in the 

existing cracks since 1974, no hydro and hygrometers are in place—nor are there action plans on 

disaster risk management. The narthex and exonarthex remain closed off and shamefully serve as 

storage for the inventory of the Ohrid Summer Festival, which continues to (ab)use the cathedral. 

Entry tickets are sold at an improvised booth at its northern entrance. No effort has been made 

towards a proper revitalization of the cathedral and its surroundings, including the important 

archeological remains discovered in its immediate vicinity, which remain covered and inaccessible 

for research or touristic interpretation. No conservation efforts have been undertaken regarding the 

stone relief fragments of the original cathedral inventory, the original flooring and other important 

improperly stored objects, as well as the original model of the church and the posters for the 1950’s 

exhibition. No impact assessment has been prepared, nor has the carrying capacity of the 

monument been calculated. No intent has been shown towards the necessary erection of a tourist 

interpretation centre and museum, with a proper entry/exit and control system. The monument, 

therefore, continues to be endangered and if no immediate actions are taken by the authorities, it 

will undoubtedly suffer further damage and decay, thus losing its authenticity and its architectural 

and artistic value.  

 

 

 

 

  
ABOVE LEFT: The altar of St. Sophia prior to 1997 with the 
Turkish mimbar, comprised of original stone relief fragments 
from the cathedral iconostasis and ambo, still in place.  

ABOVE RIGHT: The altar after the demolition of the 
mimbar and the installation of a new iconostasis and 
new mrble floor with a floor heating system in 2001. 
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The southern aisle window with preserved fragments of 
the original window transenna. 

 
An example of the reconstructed transennas in the altar apse 
in 2007/08. 

 

  
ABOVE LEFT: The improvised entry ticket booth at the 
northern entrance to the cathedral. The main western 
entrance remains closed off. 

ABOVE RIGHT: Filth, uncontrolled vegetation, dampness 
and cavities in the southern façade wall’s base. 

   

 

 

ABOVE LEFT AND RIGHT: Inappropriate use of the narthex and exo-narthex as storage space for the Ohrid Summer 
Festival’s inventory. Dirt, filth and dust prevail. No regular maintenance and monitoring system has been put in place. 
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CHAPTER 12:  Other 

 

A. Climate Change 

 

Lake Ohrid has been assessed as one of the most climate-vulnerable freshwaters in Europe when 

modelled alongside 18,783 other catchments (Markovic et al, 2017). Ten years prior to that study, a 

2007 journal paper by Matzinger et al (2007) warned that accelerating eutrophication would occur in 

the Ohrid Region over coming decades as warmer temperatures increase the effect of phosphorous 

entering the lake. Given that the endemic in-lake flora and fauna are conserved within oligotrophic 

waters, according to the OUV statement for the property, this is an alarming threat, and there has 

long been evidence of decreased vertical mixing due to less frequent cold conditions (Matzinger et al, 

2007). Phosphorous inputs need to be reduced by 50% on 2007 levels to mitigate some of the 

eutrophication impact, yet this has never been attempted in a strategic, quantified manner, and 

initial progress from improvements to the wastewater system were allowed to backslide (Chapter 6) 

while natural mitigation such as from coastal wetlands is being eroded.    

Not enough recognition or planning is invested in the Ohrid Region’s potential as a climate refuge 

either. Although the uninterrupted presence of trees over hundreds of thousands of years (Sadori et 

al, 2016) and post-glacial wetland at Studenchishte Marsh (Spirovska et al, 2012) attest to Lake 

Ohrid’s ability to buffer regional air temperatures and maintain humidity, the opportunity to 

maximize this ark-like function is not being taken. Habitat conservation and connectivity ought to be 

prioritized, yet various infrastructure and tourism plans will unavoidably degrade them further, and, 

on a day-to-day basis, simple actions such as the removal of mature trees will make it harder for 

species to adapt if living conditions become unfavourable in the wider area. 

 

B. Ultra-marathon 

 

Extreme running events may offer a genuine alternative to mass tourism in the Ohrid Region. 

However, an inaugural 2019 ultramarathon through National Park Galichica was routed through the 

Zone of Strict Protection, where only hiking and scientific research are supposedly permitted. After 

contact from the organizers, Ohrid SOS recommended an alternative route but was ignored, 

apparently also by national park authorities. Although a strict no-garbage policy was enforced by 

organizers, Ohrid SOS further suggested that specific advice should be issued to participants both to 

educate them on the natural values of the national park and to avoid trampling of plants. This has 

been incorporated to some degree in race materials for the 2020 edition, which reminds 

competitors to avoid leaving marked trails. 

 

 

 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/gcb.13657
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.540.3560&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.540.3560&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://www.biogeosciences.net/13/1423/2016/bg-13-1423-2016.pdf
https://www.biogeosciences.net/13/1423/2016/bg-13-1423-2016.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
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CHAPTER 13:  Progress Report 

 

In February 2020, the Republic of Macedonia submitted a progress report (PR Feb 2020) to the 

UNESCO World Heritage Centre, detailing how it had performed with regard to World Heritage 

Committee Decision 43 COM 7B.36 with particular reference to the recommendations from the 2017 

Reactive Monitoring Mission to the Ohrid Region (Ministry of Culture, 2020). It displays the 

hallmarks of a report by the government of the Republic of Macedonia Various: misleading 

statements, omissions, exaggerations, and the rehashing of previous actions as if they were 

something new.  

 

A. Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)  

 

The Progress Report summary states that a Strategic Environmental Assessment was conducted for 

the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 

(MPNCHOR 2020-2029), which is nominally but not functionally true. As explained in Chapter 4G and 

Chapter 9, the SEA was littered with oversights and drew from poorly sourced data, which was either 

out of date or even incorrect. The cumulative impact component, though apparently present, was in 

actuality not performed as many proposed developments were not incorporated.  

 

Because the SEA evaluated the draft Management Plan in the same way that it would approach 

construction project, it concluded that the document itself would not pose a risk to the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, instead of analysing the plan’s numerous weaknesses such as 

where it could be exploited. It failed to pick up on provisions in the document for mass tourism or 

deconstruct the envisaged zoning to evaluate how the Ohrid Region would evolve under the 

Management Plan’s auspices. 

 

After intervention and copious comments from Ohrid SOS, the final version of the MPNCHOR 2020-

2029, though a long way from perfect (see Chapter 4), was a significant upgrade on the draft. 

However, to Ohrid SOS’s knowledge, no such improvement was ever made to the SEA, which can 

presumably still be drawn upon as evidence that persistent low quality elements of MPNCHOR 2020-

2029 are not harmful to the world heritage site.      

 

B. Cessation in Issuance of Construction Permits 

 

Professing adherence to Point 9a of World Heritage Committee Decision 43 COM 7B.36 to 

implement a moratorium, the Republic of Macedonia claimed that construction permits in the Ohrid 

Region municipalities of Struga, Debarca and Ohrid were stopped for a temporary period. In fact, 

while new applications for construction could not be placed for the six months while this 

moratorium had effect, applications that had already been received could be processed as normal. 

So, the issuance of construction permits had not been halted as claimed.  

Meanwhile, the various loopholes that rendered the moratorium useless are evidenced in Chapter 1. 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
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C. Demolition Scope 

 

The range of illegal constructions eligible for removal appears to have been narrowed in the 

February 2020 Progress Report. The intention of Point 7b of the World Heritage Committee Decision 

43 COM 7B.36 is for illegal constructions that negatively impact natural or cultural heritage to be 

removed. No exceptions are made according to the location of the structures outside the law. 

 

However, PR Feb 2020 suggests that removals are targeted at constructions usurping state property 

that have no hope of legalization. Not only does this hint at the problematic legal processes that 

legalize structures including on state property (see Chapter 3C), for which even construction since 

2011 will soon qualify, but it also conveniently excludes the vast number of illegal objects of various 

kinds that are on private lands. 

 

PR Feb 2020 also mentions that demolitions are on-going and makes reference to photographs in 

Annex III, which purports evidence that demolitions have begun. Ohrid SOS cannot see these 

pictures as PR Feb 2020 is only available via the media minus annexes. However, Chapter 3D of this 

report demonstrates that full clearance was not undertaken of any single illegal construction. 

Foundations and main structures were all kept in place. Moreover, since the much publicized yet 

incomplete demolitions that occurred in September/October 2019, no further removals have been 

achieved, so action is not on-going at present. 

 

D. Illegality/Legality 

 

The Republic of Macedonia assures the World Heritage Centre that illegal constructions found to be 

impacting Outstanding Universal Value will not be given legal status under the secretive new Law on 

the Handling of Illegal Construction that is currently racing through parliament under a shortened 

procedure (see Chapters 3C and 8C). What it fails to mention is that the new law will open 

legalization processes to structures erected after 2011, thereby formalizing a cumulative pressure on 

the property that is unlikely to be uncovered in case-by-case heritage impact assessments.  

 

Bizarrely, the fact that special exemption will be made for Ohrid Region constructions under a law 

that has not yet been passed is given as evidence that the Republic of Macedonia is adhering to 

World Heritage Committee Decision to Point 9c of 43 COM 7B.36, which is to “ensure strict 

enforcement of laws and regulations to prevent any further illegal construction”. In taking this line, 

the state party may be wilfully misinterpreting Point 9c, which is doubtlessly aimed at stopping 

further damage to the world heritage property, not guaranteeing that legalization laws are 

implemented.  

 

More pertinently, Chapter 3F and the case studies in Chapter 14 of this document show that current 

laws on illegal construction are not being followed, while present-day legalization laws (see Chapter 

3B) are giving lawful status to constructions established illegally in the Ohrid Region with no impact 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
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assessments to inform decisions34. In 2019, Ohrid SOS twice had to intervene to prevent legalization 

attempts, one of which was in National Park Galichica. From cases for which Ohrid SOS has 

information, illegal constructions in 2019 have included a concrete production facility (see Chapter 

Fiii), a pizzeria in the Old Town Nucleus of Ohrid (see Chapter 3Fii), the notorious Lagadin hotel (see 

Chapter 3Fi), a roof again in the Old Town Nucleus of Ohrid, a house on Marko Nestoroski Road (see 

Chapter 3D), and interventions along the coast at Radozhda (see Chapter 14A).   

 

Obviously, the Republic of Macedonia has chosen not to report this. 

 

E. MPNCHOR 2020-2029 

 

In focusing on the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-

2029 (MPNCHOR 2020-2029) when justifying adherence to Point 9d of World Heritage Committee 

Decision 43 COM 7B.36, the Republic of Macedonia draws attention away from its non-compliance 

of the request to "align all relevant planning instruments with the overall aim of protecting and 

sustaining the OUV of the property", which is contained in the same point. The action plan for 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 itself delays the alignment of these instruments, in some cases as late as 2023. 

So, as usual, Macedonia has completed the easy and ineffectual part of a World Heritage Committee 

request, i.e. a PDF document, as a smokescreen for underperformance in real terms. The result is 

that misaligned planning instruments remain in place.  

 

The State Party overrates the process for and significance of MPNCHOR 2020-2029 anyway. The 

February 2020 Progress Report neglects to mention that the final public consultation for the plan 

was cancelled and replaced with a last minute private meeting, before which Ohrid SOS was 

presented with two different draft versions of the document and insufficient time to read either (see 

Chapter 8I). Perhaps with the benefit of a final consultation and documentation provided in a 

reasonable timeframe, Ohrid SOS could have helped to eliminate some of the many problems that 

still beset the plan (see Chapter 4). This would also have been possible if the government had 

approached production of the document with a genuine intention to safeguard world heritage 

rather than a rushed and childish effort to both tick off 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission 

recommendations and justify the lifting of the moratorium on coastal and urban transformation 

while simultaneously guaranteeing space for mass tourism developments.  

 

 

 

                                                           
34 The mini moratorium did enforce a cessation of legalization procedures, but only between August 2019 and February 1st 

2020. The central government has requested Ohrid Region municipalities to re-enact moratorium conditions, but, to date 

(March 8th 2020), local authorities had not acquiesced to the demand.   

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
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F. Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region 

 

The Republic of Macedonia argues in reference to Point 9d of World Heritage Committee Decision 

43 COM 7B.36 (linked to Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 11) that the Management 

Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MPNCHOR 2020-2029) 

will make the Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region more effective. It does not expand upon why such an outcome is foreseen. 

 

Ohrid SOS has already provided extensive information to the World Heritage Centre indicating that 

the commission is prone to procedural, including voting, anomalies and political pressure (Ohrid SOS, 

2019). Seeing that it is entirely selected by the government35, which very often is the initiator of 

detrimental proposals for the Ohrid Region, conflict of interest is almost inevitable. Given that the 

laws and rulebook upon which it is supposed to base its conclusions will not be ready until July 2021 

(MoEPP, 2020), how it is currently making decisions is a matter for conjecture. A genuine 

moratorium until these framework documents are ready would be far more desirable.  

 

Even external oversight is laborious: Ohrid SOS requested an invitation to commission meetings in 

early 2019, but received no reply from relevant authorities. Since then, two further commission 

meetings have been held and three developments passed.  

 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 does not appear to offer any way to debug this system. 

 

G. River Sateska36 

 

Documentation for the project Integrated Climate-Resilience Transboundary Flood Risk Management 

did not entirely clarify whether the River Sateska would eventually be re-routed to its original path 

or otherwise. Mention was made that the existing diversion structure would be reinforced and that 

costs may be prohibitive to divert the damaging inflow from Lake Ohrid and return it to its original 

path (Adaptation Fund, 2019). Despite this, at its 2019 session in Baku, the World Heritage 

Committee noted with satisfaction the Republic of Macedonia’s efforts to find a solution for the river. 

 

Macedonia now claims in the PR Feb 2020 to be moving forward with a project to send the River 

Sateska home, which is in line with 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 15 to 

explore options for re-diversion. Greater attention to detail, however, reveals that it intends a 

“partial” return for the inflow.  What this means is unclear. Will the river be split in two, or will the 

partial return occur during floods when the old river bed will be used as overflow? The latter 

                                                           
35 The government selection also covers the NGO representatives. 
36 The River Sateska was artificially routed into Lake Ohrid in the 1960s. Since then, it has been delivering a large amount of 

sediment, phosphorous and other pollution to the lake, distorting the ecology, disempowering endemic species, and driving 

eutrophication.  

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/6215_AF_Regional_Project-Proposal_resubmission_06-Feb-2019-clean-version.pdf
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interpretation would not reduce the day-to-day pressure upon Lake Ohrid from the River Sateska’s 

sediment, nutrients, or pollution.  

 

The wording may reflect an honest intention to re-route the lower half of the river, which is the part 

that has been diverted. Properly implemented, that would mark genuine progress for the Ohrid 

Region. Considering the amount of misrepresentations that have emerged from the Republic of 

Macedonia, however, clarity greater than that available to Ohrid SOS in PR Feb 2020 is required.      

 

H. Water Levels 

 

To comply with Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 15 to stabilise the water level of Lake 

Ohrid, monitor it and control discharge, the Republic of Macedonia overviews the same 

measurement methodology as it has applied for years, i.e. dual gauges of water height taken one by 

ELEM, the company responsible for hydroelectric dam operations on Lake Ohrid’s only outflow; and 

one by the Hydrometeorological Institute. It also mentions that an automated measuring station will 

be put in place, omitting the detail that such a system already exists yet fell into dysfunction in 2018. 

It also omits that the ELEM and Hydrometeorogical Institute measures have disagreed in the past, 

notably during a mass fish kill that took place during 2018 (Ohrid SOS, 2019). 

 

The Republic of Macedonia again states the legal parameters within which the level of Lake Ohrid 

water will be held: 693.1 metres above sea level at lowest and 693.75 metres at highest. However, it 

does not offer any control mechanism by which they will be secured in these boundaries or explain 

what will happen to those responsible if waters are allowed to exceed them, except optimistically in 

the revision of the contract regulating water usage for energy with the Republic of Albania, which is 

pencilled in for 2024 even though both Macedonia and Albania now have World Heritage 

Convention responsibilities to protect natural heritage at Lake Ohrid.   

 

It further fails to suggest any method or equipment to alleviate the danger that conditions for life 

can change at localized points in Lake Ohrid even when water levels are allowed to approach the 

legal limits. Forewarned by experts, this is precisely what happened at Studenchishte Canal during 

the aforementioned fish kill (Ohrid SOS, 2018).   

 

I. Omissions 

 

The Republic of Macedonia has not reported on any actions in regard to 2017 Reactive Monitoring 

Mission Recommendation 17, which concerns taking all necessary measures to control non-native 

species, monitoring biodiversity, and enforcing legal provisions to protect threatened and endemic 

species. This is perhaps because monitoring is not being carried out to any satisfactory degree; and 

arguably the most important defence both against alien taxa and in favour of endemics is not being 

implemented, i.e. maintenance of the very specific Lake Ohrid water conditions in which natives and 

endemics are more competitive. Laws for special protection of species have not been invoked and 

measures for habitat protection have been delayed repeatedly. 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/ohrid-fish-kill-2018/
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With the exception of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 2020-2029, the February 2020 Progress Report is also notably silent on the topic of 2017 

Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 7, which also calls for OUV-based urban and coastal 

master plans as well as an OUV-based tourism strategy to be devised. These have not been 

completed.   

 

J. Traffic Control 

 

Chapter 5C and 5D have already illustrated how the picture presented to UNESCO may differ with 

the situation on the ground in the city of Ohrid. It is worth adding, however, that existing traffic 

controls are not always functional, particularly in the winter.   
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CHAPTER 14:  Case Studies 

 

Presented below are two case studies from residents of the Ohrid Region in order to give a citizen’s 

eye view on the activities that are taking place there. The first is written by an activist for Ohrid SOS, 

who describes from a personal perspective the illegal transformation and gross exploitation of the 

coast near the village of Radozhda in the Municipality of Struga.   

 

The second writer is external to Ohrid SOS and provides an account of the impunity with which 

urban plans can be changed, land ownership transferred, construction permits granted, construction 

norms ignored, and official decisions side-lined in the Municipality of Ohrid. It concerns plans to 

build large apartment blocks in an area in which they should be forbidden according to the new 

Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029, but which 

have a high chance to proceed despite obvious procedural anomalies because construction permits 

had already been issued before the plan came into effect. Although the case may seem like a private 

residential issue, it is emblematic of the level of manipulation in the urbanization sector, which is a 

well-documented threat to the Ohrid Region’s heritage.   

A. Radozhda 

  

Radozhda is a rather isolated village in the outskirts of the Struga Municipality, close to the state 

border with Albania, where, since the 2017 visit of the UNESCO Reactive Mission to the Ohrid 

Region, an intensive urbanization has been taking place. The asphalt road from Struga to Radozhda is 

very narrow and follows the coastline. The vicinity of the lake is no more than 10 meters, after 

Livadishta Camping Site towards the village, and, in this location, satellite shots will reveal that, 

although the lake shore is not private land and should be protected within 50m of the lake-water, it 

has been divided into squares. Some of the usurped grounds contain small houses or huts; some are 

just surrounded by concrete walls; others, used for commercial aims, have concrete platforms. There 

is no parking; the view is blocked; and the road was choked by trucks and machinery regularly this 

past summer (2019). It is unsuitable for urban development. Yet the cadastre has awarded citizens 

ownership of the land belt behind the reeds. All of this is away from the public eye, since Ohrid, 

Struga and the east coast attract more scrutiny.  

 

Mayor Ramis Merko of the Municipality of Struga is known to object UNESCO and in these two years 

has done little to cooperate with state representatives in order to fulfill the requirements of the 

2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission. Without a management plan, without a true moratorium on 

urban and coastal transformation, individuals have started to destroy the reed belt and shoreline 

habitat to create private ground, without caring about the process between the state party and 

UNESCO. The Ohrid SOS initiative, along with the local inhabitants of Radozhda, and other parties via 

social networks, the media, and news broadcasters, continuously warn of the invasive building craze 

that is going on. All is evidenced with videos, photographs, and correspondence with institutions.  

 

External to Ohrid SOS, formal complaints have been issued to the State Construction Inspectorate in 

Skopje, to the State Environmental Inspectorate in Ohrid and to the Cultural Heritage Protection 
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Office, all of whom have agreed that construction work such as erected walls and platforms is 

indeed occurring on several cadastre assets. In some cases, building permits have been issued by 

Struga Municipality; and in one, a demolition order was announced; but to this day no physical 

measures have been taken to resolve the issue.. 

 

In mid-August 2019, the Struga councilors adopted both an action plan to preserve the status of 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region and (in the absence of Mayor Merko) a 

moratorium on construction, adoption and implementation of urban plans as well as legalization of 

illegally constructed buildings. The action plan states that, by the end of 2020, a landfill will be 

relocated, and, by the end of 2021, illegal buildings will be demolished. Many, including councilors 

themselves, are skeptical that this was merely pro forma for government reports, as no will to deal 

with illegal buildings on the coastline or in the urban area has ever been demonstrated. Indeed, the 

Ohrid SOS initiative received new photos from a villager just recently, proving that the usurpation 

has not stopped at all within the borders of Radozhda.         

 

 

 

  

  
23 MAY 2019: Example of how land is cleared and lakeshore  

plots are exploited in Radozhda.  
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B. Bejbunar 

 

Everybody knows that UNESCO World Heritage status is the most prestigious title that any area or 

locality can achieve. It is also well-known that the pathway to attaining UNESCO status is not simple 

with regard to the documentation to prove its outstanding importance to all humankind both today 

and in the future. In order to protect our only UNESCO region and preserve it for future generations, 

Macedonia has committed by signing the World Heritage Convention. 

 

Unfortunately, to our great disappointment, the World 

Heritage Centre advised for the Ohrid Region to be inscribed 

on the List of World Heritage in Danger in May 2019. One of 

the criticisms was uncontrolled, unplanned and inappropriate 

urbanization that alters the authentic look of the city [Ohrid] 

and disrupts the outstanding value of the region.  

 

The forementioned is a problem that owners of 300 

residential units have directly faced and thousands more 

indirectly in a complex of buildings constructed in the 1970s 

and 1980s along the main transport artery of the town, 

Turistichka Boulevard, at the Bejbunar neighborhood in the 

vicinity of Lake Ohrid. As seen in picture 1, this complex is a 

planned development according to the urbanization norms of 

the time with green areas for recreation and relaxation, 

parking lots, accessible roads, and pathways for pedestrians. 

Today it’s one of the rare places in the city with enough 

greenery and parking. 

Picture 1 

For the construction of this complex of buildings with more than a thousand residential units on 

Turistichka Bloulevard between 1976 and 1986, the Municipality of Ohrid expropriated the land of 

private owners, who were compensated either financially or with construction plots/apartments in 

the new buildings. However the administrative procedure was never completed, as was the case for 

other plots in the same block, and, for some reason, the land was never inscribed to Republic of 

Macedonia in the State Cadastre. Nonetheless, as the land was already expropriated, the former 

landowners became land users, a separate legal category37.  

Then something strange occurred. Contrary to the Law on Land Construction, under a 2003 decision 

by the Ministry of Transport Regional Unit Ohrid, a 2,723m2 plot38 upon which buildings were 

already standing with people living inside was re-privatized (Decision 16-1-1664/2)! The land 

beneath the buildings and the adjacent land that serves them were privatized too, including parts of 

the parking space, sidewalks and park area (Picture 2). So, property that belonged to the Republic of 

                                                           
37 The former cannot apply for construction permits; the latter can. 
38 Cadastre plots 16844/3 and 16845 
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Macedonia now had its previous private masters back again, not as land-users, but as land owners. 

Not even the residents who lived on the land were aware that this had happened, because they 

were not informed. 

Afterwards, with Decision 07-1764/14 by the Municipality of Ohrid Council from 26th May 2011, the 

Detailed Urban Plan was amended for the area. According to it, a new development was designated 

for the green area between the buildings including high rise buildings: 2 seven-storey buildings, 1 

eight-storey building, one five-storey building, a five-storey carpark, an extra floor to the local mall, 

and modifications to the existing buildings.      

 Picture 2    Picture 3 

 

For the execution of this urban plan, the Municipality of Ohrid designated the green area, with trees 

aged 40 years, for construction, which meant diminishing the space for normal communication 

around the existing buildings. Newly planned buildings are too close to the existing ones, and based 

on the planned height, they would lead to reduced air circulation and insolation, lessening the 

parking space that is barely enough for the thousand-plus apartments as it is. This decreases the 

quality of life, reduces the property value, and is against the essence of reactive monitoring mission 

recommendations. 

Cadastre Plots 16844/3 and 16845, part of the aforementioned decision from 2003, are split in three 

with the new DUP: 5551/4, 5556, and 5551/3. Two of the many new buildings (Picture 3) for the 

block are planned for plots 5551/4 and 5551/3 whereas 5556 is land beneath an existing building. 

According to the record from the Official Land Cadastre, it can be seen that these three plots, the 

land around the building, and the land under the building are all in private hands, which means the 

owners of the apartments do not own the land under their homes or access to their own buildings. 

For the building planned on Cadastre Plot 5551/4, a permit for construction has already been issued 

by the relevant authority within the Municipality of Ohrid. The area has been fenced (September 
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2018) and preparation activities including the felling of the 40-year-old trees have been completed 

(January 2020). The new building for which the fencing has been prepared is set to be adjacent to 

the existing one with only a 25 cm gap. Consultation with residents has not taken place and their 

consent has not been given. 

In 2015, when the residents of the complex of buildings discovered that the land had been privatized, 

they initiated a procedure to annul the 2003 decision by the Municipality of Ohrid. As the 

municipality rejected the call for annulment, the residents appealed at the Ministry of Transport and 

Communications, which is a higher level authority. The ministry accepted the appeal and ordered 

the Municipality of Ohrid to invalidate the decision. This process repeated five times, most recently 

in 2019, each with the same result that the latter refused to invalidate the 2003 decision despite the 

ministry’s findings, because it claimed either that there was no legal basis to annul or the matter was 

not in its jurisdiction. At the present moment, the residents are awaiting the result of their latest 

appeal to the Ministry of Transport.    

During the procedure, documentary evidence used by the residents included the original 

municipality decision for expropriation, its decision to grant the land to construction companies to 

erect the existing buildings, the permits to build that it had issued, its records for the evaluation of 

compensation, and its decisions to grant compensation for the expropriated land. These essentially 

prove that ownership of the real estate had been given over to the Republic of Macedonia and 

therefore should not have been returned to its previous owners. Other evidence included decisions 

from the Bitola Court of Appeals from 2015 and Supreme Court from 201639.   

It is absurd that all these decisions, permits and records were issued by the Municipality of Ohrid, 

which also paid the compensation, yet presently the same municipality, despite all this evidence, 

does not want to annul the decision for acquisition of the land, which was against the law. 

What is more, according to the Bitola Court of Appeals decision from 2015, the previous land owners 

as well as the current ones [their ancestors] were granted additional compensation of approximately 

60,000 Euros. During its procedure, the court took into consideration all the documents that were 

presented by the former landowners, who had opened a case with the aim of securing additional 

compensation. The Supreme Court confirmed the decision from the Appeals Court.   

It is unknown why, despite the decision of the Appeals Court that the owners are now fully 

compensated for the expropriated property, the Municipality of Ohrid still refuses to make a 

decision in accordance with the law for the 1,000 directly affected residents and the more than four 

thousands who suffer indirectly.  

The matter is very simple: The land has been expropriated; the land-owners compensated; the land 

passed on for construction; buildings built; apartments sold; and additional compensation granted. 

Yet still the land somehow belongs to the previous owners! It is even more absurd that they have 

been granted a legal permit for construction of more buildings...  

                                                           
39 All of these documents have been provided to Ohrid SOS for verification. 
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Annex 1: Water Quality Results 

Selected water quality assessments presented in the table below reveal sub-optimum status 

according to chemical or biological parameters for various locations in the Ohrid Region. The results 

were provided by the Center of Public Health and the listed conclusions are translations of the 

institution’s own words from the assessment report. Listed dates display the time of sampling. Water 

is categorized from Class 1 to Class 5, according to chemical and microbiological parameters (when 

the latter was provided). Class 5 represents the lowest possible level of water quality; Class 1 the 

highest. LO = Lake Ohrid 

Location Date Result/Conclusions 

Sveti Naum Complex 
wastewater (filter station) 

18/7/18 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 4; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Sveti Naum Complex 
wastewater (filter station) 

14/8/18 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 5; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Sveti Naum Complex 
wastewater filter station 

10/7/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 3; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Sveti Naum Complex 
wastewater (filter station) 

7/8/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 5; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Sveti Naum Complex 
wastewater (filter station) 

14/8/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 5; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Camp Ljubanishta 
wastewater (filter station) 

14/8/18 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 3; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Camp Ljubanishta 
wastewater (filter station) 

10/7/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 3; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Camp Ljubanishta 
wastewater (filter station) 

7/8/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 5; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Camp Gradishte (filter 
station) 

10/7/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 5; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

Camp Gradishte 
wastewater (filter station) 

7/8/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 5; Highly polluted 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 
Lakeshore, 1m in the lake 

11/7/18 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; Mildly eutrophic 
water; direct LO pollutant 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 
lakeshore 

16/8/18 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; polluted water 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 
5m before the Lake 

14/12/18 Surface water classification: Unsatisfactory/Poor; Microbiological 
Parameters: Unsatisfactory/Poor; direct LO pollutant 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 
Under the bridge  
(Tourist Bul.) 

14/12/18 Surface water classification: Unsatisfactory/Poor (Class 5); 
Microbiological Parameters: Unsatisfactory/Poor (Class 5); direct 
LO pollutant 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 
Under the bridge 
(Tourist Bul.) 

18/12/18 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 
5m before the Lake 

18/12/18 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 

20/6/19 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 4; unsuitable for 
swimming 
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River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 
 

09/7/19 Physiochem: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 4; very polluted; 
hypertrophic water; direct LO pollutant;  
Advised to ban faecal matter discharged into the river 

River Velgoska 
(Grashnica) 

31/7/19 Chemical: Class 5; Microbiological: Class 3; Hypertrophic; cannot 
be used for any purpose  

River Koselska  
Lakeshore, 1m in the lake 

19/7/18 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; polluted water; 
direct LO pollutant 

River Koselska  
Lakeshore, 1m in the lake 

16/8/18 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; polluted water 

River Koselska  
Lakeshore, 1m in the lake 

31/7/19 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; polluted, eutrophic 
water; direct LO pollutant 

River Sateska  
Lakeshore, 1m in the lake 

16/8/18 Physiochem: Class 3; Microbiological: Class 3; polluted water 

Partizan beach/recreation 
area 

20/6/19 Physiochem: Class 2; Water classification: Unsatisfactory; 
Suspected sewerage outflow due to heavy rain 

Partizan beach/recreation 
area 

26/06/19 Physiochem: Class 3; Water classification: Unsatisfactory; very 
eutrophic water; unsuitable for swimming 

Partizan beach/recreation 
area 

4/7/19 Chemical: Class 3; unsuitable for swimming 

Partizan beach/recreation 
area 

9/7/19 Chemical: Class 3; unsuitable for swimming 

Labino beach/recreation 
area 

9/7/19 Chemical: Class 2; Water classification: Unsatisfactory; unsuitable 
for swimming; fresh faecal pollution 

Grasnica beach 
 

09/7/19 Physiochem: Class 3; Water classification: Unsatisfactory; direct LO 
pollutant 

Grasnica beach 15/7/19 Chemical: Class 3; Water classification: Unsatisfactory; direct 
pollutant to Lake Ohrid 

Daljan beach 4/7/19 Chemical: Class 3; unsuitable for swimming 

Black Drim after filtering 
station 

6/8/19 Chemical: Class 3; polluted, eutrophic water 

Studenchishte Canal 20/11/18 Surface water classification: Unsatisfactory 
Microbiological Parameters: Moderate/Unsatisfactory  
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Annex 2: Delayed Measures 

 

Tabled below are conservation-related activities that have been suggested by UNESCO or promised 

by the Republic of Macedonia and then terminally delayed (sometimes for decades) or abandoned. 

In the interest of brevity, the list focuses on the Ohrid Region. The examples suggest that the 

timeline presented in the Action Plan for the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 cannot be taken at face value. The document is insufficient evidence 

that the Ohrid Region should not be placed on the List of World Heritage in Danger.   

 

Date/Year Measure & Source Deadline Status 

 
1998 

Buffer zone is suggested by the World Heritage Centre 
for the Ohrid Region World Heritage Site. The request 
was repeated by WHC in 2008 and RMM in 2017. 

 
None 

Incomplete. Delayed 
to October 2021. 

 
2004 

 

According to the MPNCHOR 2020-2029, a 2004 
agreement between Macedonia & Albania envisaged a 
management committee for Lake Ohrid. 

None 
known 

 
Established Jan 2020 

 
2004 

National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan 
announces intention to designate Mount Jablanica as a 
national park. 

Process to 
start in 
2006 

Incomplete. Valorised 
in 2006 but no 

designation 

 
2004 

Ramsar nomination is promised for Lake Ohrid in the 
National Biodiversity Strategy for the Convention on 
Biological Diversity. 

 
2008 

 
Incomplete 

 
2004 

 

National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan reveals 
plan to compile national Red Lists for the Republic of 
Macedonia 

Data 
collection 
2004-06 

First Red Lists for 32 
reptiles/amphibs & 14 
plants released 201943 

 
2004 

 

Restoration of Lake Ohrid including Struga and 
Studenchishte Marsh promised in National Biodiversity 
Strategy with Action Plan 

 
Start 2004 

Considered world 
heritage in danger by 

IUCN in 2019 

 
2006 

 

The Republic of Macedonia schedules work to begin on a 
management plan for the Ohrid region. 

None 
given 

Management Plan 
finally adopted in Jan 

2020 

 
2009 

 

A decision is adopted by the government of the Republic 
of Macedonia to allocate 3,000,000 Denars for a 
revolorisation of Lake Ohrid 

None 
given 

Incomplete/Postponed 
to 2021 in MPNCHOR 

2020-2029 

 
2014 

 

Fifth National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan 
repeats claim that Lake Ohrid will be designated as a 
Ramsar Site 

 
2017 

 
Incomplete 

 
2014 

 

Fifth National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan sets 
out intention to create an action plan for conservation of 
Studenchishte Marsh 

 
2018 

Incomplete. 
Management Plan 

postponed until 2021 

 
2018 

 

Updated Fifth National Biodiversity Strategy with Action 
Plan again stated nomination of Lake Ohrid as a Wetland 
of International Importance under Ramsar Convention. 

 
2018 

Incomplete. Delayed 
to Dec 2021 in 

MPNCHOR 2020-2029 

 
2018 

 

Mayor Jovan Stojanoski of the Municipality of Ohrid 
reassures at Society of Wetland Scientists’ conference 
that Studenchishte Marsh  to be protected by end of year 

 
2018 

Incomplete. Protection 
now delayed until 

2021 

                                                           
43 The National Biodiversity Strategy with Action Plan from 2004 (MoEPP) stated that data was already sufficient to create 

Red Data Lists for plants. Subsequent data was collected for butterflies, grasshoppers, and fungi. Yet it was only in 

December 2019 that the first official Red Lists were released in Macedonia. 

https://www.iucn.org/news/eastern-europe-and-central-asia/201912/first-red-list-threatened-species-published-north-macedonia
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nbsap-01-en.pdf
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Annex 3: Outstanding Universal Value Statement 

 

Brief synthesis 

The Lake Ohrid region, a mixed World Heritage property covering c. 94,729 ha, was first inscribed for 

its nature conservation values in 1979 and for its cultural heritage values a year later. These 

inscriptions related to the part of the lake located in North Macedonia. The property was extended to 

include the rest of Lake Ohrid, located in Albania, in 2019.  

Lake Ohrid is a superlative natural phenomenon, providing refuge for numerous endemic and relict 

freshwater species of flora and fauna dating from the tertiary period. As a deep and ancient lake of 

tectonic origin, Lake Ohrid has existed continuously for approximately two to three million years. Its 

oligotrophic waters conserve over 200 species of plants and animals unique to the lake, including 

algae, turbellarian flatworms, snails, crustaceans and 17 endemic species of fish including two 

species of trout, as well as a rich birdlife. 

Situated on the shores of Lake Ohrid, the town of Ohrid is one of the oldest human settlements in 

Europe. Built mostly between the 7th and 19th centuries, Ohrid is home to the oldest Slav monastery 

(dedicated to St. Pantelejmon) and more than 800 Byzantine-style icons of worldwide fame dating 

from the 11th century to the end of the 14th century. Ohrid’s architecture represents the best 

preserved and most complete ensemble of ancient urban architecture of this part of Europe. Slav 

culture spread from Ohrid to other parts of Europe. Seven basilicas have thus far been discovered in 

archaeological excavations in the old part of Ohrid. These basilicas were built during the 4th, 5th and 

beginning of the 6th centuries and contain architectural and decorative characteristics that 

indisputably point to a strong ascent and glory of Lychnidos, the former name of the town. The 

structure of the city nucleus is also enriched by a large number of archaeological sites, with an 

emphasis on early Christian basilicas, which are also known for their mosaic floors. Special emphasis 

regarding Ohrid’s old urban architecture must be given to the town’s masonry heritage. In particular, 

Ohrid’s traditional local influence can be seen among its well-preserved late-Ottoman urban 

residential architecture dating from the 18th and 19th centuries. The limited space for construction 

activities has led to the formation of a very narrow network of streets. 

On the Lin Peninsula, in the west of the Lake, the Early Christian Lin church, founded in the mid-6th 

century, is related to the basilicas of Ohrid town in terms of its architectural form and decorative 

floor mosaics, and possibly also through liturgical links. 

Although the town of Struga is located along the northern shores of Lake Ohrid, town life is 

concentrated along the banks of the Crn Drim River, which flows out of the lake. The existence of 

Struga is connected with several fishermen settlements on wooden piles situated along the lake 

shore. A great number of archaeological sites testify to origins from the Neolithic period, the Bronze 

Age, the Macedonian Hellenistic period, the Roman and the early Middle Age period. Similar pre-

historic pile dwelling sites have also been identified in the western margins of the Lake. 

The convergence of well-conserved natural values with the quality and diversity of its cultural, 

material and spiritual heritage makes this region truly unique. 
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Criterion (i): The town of Ohrid is one of the oldest human settlements in Europe. As one of the best 

preserved complete ensembles encompassing archaeological remains from the Bronze Age up to the 

Middle Ages, Ohrid boasts exemplary religious architecture dating from the 7th to 19th centuries as 

well as an urban structure showcasing vernacular architecture from the 18th and 19th centuries. All 

of them possess real historic, architectural, cultural and artistic values. The concentration of the 

archaeological remains and urban structures within the old urban centre of Ohrid, in the Lin 

Peninsula, and along the coast of Lake Ohrid as well as the surrounding areas creates an exceptional 

harmonious ensemble, which is one of the key features that make this region truly unique. 

Criterion (iii): The property is a testimony of Byzantine arts, displayed by more than 2,500 square 

metres of frescoes and more than 800 icons of worldwide fame. The churches of St. Sophia (11th 

century), Holy Mother of God Perivleptos and St. John Kaneo notably display a high level of artistic 

achievements in their frescoes and theological representations, executed by local as well as foreign 

artists. Ancient architects erected immense basilicas, which were to serve as models for other 

basilicas for centuries. The development of ecclesiastical life along the shores of the lake, along with 

its own religious architecture, frescoes and icons, testifies to the significance of this region as a 

religious and cultural centre over the centuries. The similarities between the mosaics of Lin church in 

the west of the Lake with those of the early basilicas of Ohrid to the east, reflect a single cultural 

tradition. 

Criterion (iv): The Lake Ohrid region boasts the most ancient Slavonic monastery and the first 

Slavonic University in the Balkans – the Ohrid literary school that spread writing, education and 

culture throughout the old Slavonic world. The old town centre of Ohrid is a uniquely preserved, 

authentic ancient urban entity, adjusted to its coastal lake position and terrain, which is 

characterised by exceptional sacred and profane architecture. The architectural remains comprising a 

forum, public buildings, housing and sacred buildings with their infrastructure date back to the 

ancient town of Lychnidos (the former name of the town). The presence of early Christian 

architecture from 4th to 6th centuries is attested by the lofty basilicas of Ohrid and the small church 

of Lin. The Byzantine architecture of Ohrid with a great number of preserved sacred buildings of 

different types from 9th to 14th centuries, is of paramount importance and contributes to the unity 

of its urban architecture. 

Criterion (vii): The distinctive nature conservation values of Lake Ohrid, with a history dating from 

pre-glacial times, represent a superlative natural phenomenon. As a result of its geographic isolation 

and uninterrupted biological activity, Lake Ohrid provides a unique refuge for numerous endemic and 

relict freshwater species of flora and fauna. Its oligotrophic waters contain over 200 endemic species 

with high levels of endemism for benthic species in particular, including algae, diatoms, turbellarian 

flatworms, snails, crustaceans and 17 endemic species of fish. The natural birdlife of the Lake also 

contributes significantly to its conservation value. 

SOURCE: UNESCO 
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Annex 4: Confirmation from the legal department at the Municipality 
of Ohrid that no tree felling decision was issued for Cadastre plot 
5976/1 at Gorica  
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Annex 5: Pressed criminal charges against “unknown person” for the 
construction of a concrete production facility without construction 
permit 

  


	Table of Contents
	Foreword
	Abbreviations
	Timeline of Disrespect

	CHAPTER 1:  The Moratorium to End Requests for Moratoriums
	A: Moratorium in Theory
	i. Exceptions
	ii. Struga Municipality

	B. Moratorium in Practice
	C. Extension
	D. Conclusions
	E. Additional Photos

	CHAPTER 2:  Marina and Studenchishte Marsh
	A: UNESCO Blindspot
	B. Development Proposals
	C. Broken Promises
	D. Marina Greenwashing
	E. Management Plan 2020-2029 and Cumulative Impacts
	F. Marina Impacts
	G. Alternatives: Daljan/ Koselska River
	H. Conclusions

	CHAPTER 3:  Illegal Building
	A: Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendation 9
	B. Inventories
	C. Legalization Attempts
	D. Demolition or Smokescreen
	E. Statements by Authorities
	F. 3 Emblems of Illegality
	i. Lagadin Hotel
	ii. Nefi’s Pizzeria
	iii. Concrete production facility

	G. Conclusions

	CHAPTER 4:  Management Plan 2020-2029 (MPNCHOR 2020-2029)
	A. Coastal Zoning
	B. Zoning: Other Issues
	C. Delaying Mechanism
	D. Conflict of Interest
	E. Methodology & Shifting Baselines
	F. Limbo
	G. Strategic Environmental Assessment
	H. Beaches
	I. Buffer Zone
	J. No In-Lake Protected Areas

	CHAPTER 5:  Vehicles & Transport
	A. Motor Racing
	B. Off-Road and ATV
	C. Cars and Traffic
	D. 2020 Reactive Monitoring Mission Visit
	E. Boats
	F. Recommendations

	CHAPTER 6:  Water Quality
	A. Wastewater
	B. Capacity
	C. Lake Prespa
	D. Rivers
	E. Other Pollution Issues
	E. Non-Native Species
	F. Impacts
	G. Measures & Denials

	CHAPTER 7:  Fish
	A. Concession
	B. Illegal fishing
	C. Repopulation
	D. Institutional Failure
	E. Recommendations

	CHAPTER 8:  Law & Governance
	A. Law on the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region
	B. Loopholes, Gaps & Exceptions
	C. Legalization & Other laws
	i. Law on Urban Planning
	ii. Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions
	iii. Miscellaneous

	D. Inspectorates
	E. Ramsar
	F. Institutes of Learning
	G. Information Requests
	H. Tactical Non-Staffing?
	I. Public Consultation
	J. Inclusion
	K. Document Access
	L. Legal Actions

	CHAPTER 9:  Cumulative Impacts
	A. Omissions
	B. Fuzziness
	C. Shifting Baselines
	D. Missing Dangers

	CHAPTER 10:  Solid Waste
	A. Maucker Misreported
	B. Thwarted Plans
	C. Dumping
	C. Laws and Planning
	D. Awareness

	CHAPTER 11:  Cultural Heritage
	A. Archaeological Remains
	B. Architecture “Restoration”
	C. St. Sophia: State of Conservation

	CHAPTER 12:  Other
	A. Climate Change
	B. Ultra-marathon

	CHAPTER 13:  Progress Report
	A. Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
	B. Cessation in Issuance of Construction Permits
	C. Demolition Scope
	D. Illegality/Legality
	E. MPNCHOR 2020-2029
	F. Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region
	G. River Sateska
	H. Water Levels
	I. Omissions
	J. Traffic Control

	CHAPTER 14:  Case Studies
	A. Radozhda
	B. Bejbunar

	Bibliography & Consulted Sources
	News Media Sources

	Annex 1: Water Quality Results
	Annex 2: Delayed Measures
	Annex 3: Outstanding Universal Value Statement
	Annex 4: Confirmation from the legal department at the Municipality of Ohrid that no tree felling decision was issued for Cadastre plot 5976/1 at Gorica
	Annex 5: Pressed criminal charges against “unknown person” for the construction of a concrete production facility without construction permit

