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PREFACE 
 

The fourth instalment in Ohrid SOS’s World Heritage on the Edge series, which has charted the flat-

lining condition of the Republic of Macedonia’s Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 

since 2017, outlines how the World Heritage Site continues to be exploited and abused to the 

detriment of its Outstanding Universal Value to all humankind. It demonstrates unremitting 

evidence that the property is World Heritage in Danger, regardless of whether the World Heritage 

Committee is willing to recognize that or not.   

 

The 2021 report reveals how 

 

• ICOMOS, IUCN and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations 

are not being followed; 

• an ecologically irresponsible plan for a large marina continues to stalk Studenchishte Marsh, 

despite moves to establish the wetland as a protected area; 

• a reinstated moratorium from March to October 2020 imposed for the Municipality of Ohrid 

and from July 2020 in the Municipality of Struga was in fact a much looser and spatially 

restricted version of the already loopholed previous moratorium (August 2019 to February 

2020); 

• illegal constructions continue to occur even in the Old Town Core of Ohrid and National Park 

Galichica with neither the Municipality of Ohrid nor the Municipality of Struga capable of 

securing high value habitats despite the recently adopted Management Plan for the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029; 

• inappropriate legal construction is common and largely out of control; 

• the porous legal framework inadequate to the needs of World Heritage protection has not 

been amended, but the Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions will extend deadlines 

for transgressors of construction and urbanization rules to legitimize outlaw structures;  

• the new draft for the Law on Legalization allows for constructions within 50m of the 

lakeshore to receive legal status; 

• brief, limited and partial removal of some illegal construction was finally seen in the 

Municipality of Ohrid prior to parliamentary elections in 2020, a quickly discontinued action 

in which the Municipality of Struga did not participate; 

• illegal in-lake platforms that were insubstantially removed amid a pantomime of adherence 

to UNESCO Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations in 2019 still have not been 

wholly demolished; 

• boundaries/high-level zoning/protection categories have been minimized for the Ramsar 

Site, proposed Studenchishte Nature Park, and proposed Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature; 

• valorisations for envisaged new protected areas within the World Heritage Site at the 

national level have severe deficiencies in their present form, especially the draft Study of 

Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature; 

• the Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region still lacks power under law, does not review all urban plans, and is not open to full 

accountability from civil society; 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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• the Institute for the Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum – Ohrid and 

Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage are not fit for purpose; 

• funds for renewal of the wastewater system are uncertain with discharge to the lake still 

occurring and extension to various settlements still awaiting; 

• lake waters were allowed to dip below legally permitted minimums once again; 

• illegal fishing haunts endemic species; the fishery’s concession system is in disarray; stocking 

has been discontinued; and monitoring of populations has not progressed; 

• no buffer zone for the World Heritage property has yet been established despite World 

Heritage Committee decisions stretching back to 2008; 

• Lake Prespa, which contributes heavily to Lake Ohrid’s inflow, is in a critical condition due to 

concentrating pollution as water levels drop; 

• civil society participation is cosmetic and overstated with basics such as access to 

information insufficiently facilitated; 

• solid waste and low-grade landfills afflict the site with vicious intensity; 

• coordination with Albania has not resulted in transboundary in-lake zoning or the definition 

of quotas to prevent overexploitation of Lake Ohrid fish; 

• the strictly protected 50m green belt zone is still under assault from construction and 

dumping; and 

• institutions, in particular inspectorates, lack the aptitude to enforce either law or the 

management plan. 

 

As has been demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt on numerous occasions over the past several 

years, the Republic of Macedonia has no consistent intention to fully and honestly implement World 

Heritage Committee decisions. It is instead responding with a patchwork of half measures, each 

covering up for the ineffectiveness of the last.  

 

Citizens’ Initiative Ohrid SOS 

March, 2021 
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Abbreviations  
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CMNCHOR: Commission for Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region  

DUP: Detailed Urban Plan 
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Notes 

 

1. The State Party currently referred to by the United Nations as the Republic of North 

Macedonia will be called the Republic of Macedonia in this document. 

2. The Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region is a transboundary World Heritage 

Site shared with the Republic of Albania. The following report, however, largely focuses on 

the Republic of Macedonia, where Ohrid SOS is based. 

3. Additional information is available upon request. 

 

 

 



9 

 

1. STUDENCHISHTE MARSH 

 
Studenchishte Marsh is the last fully functioning coastal wetland on the shores of UNESCO Lake 

Ohrid, significantly contributing to flora and fauna in one of the most biodiverse locations in all 

Europe (Apostolova et al., 2016; Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2020). Aside from 

providing habitat to the rich birdlife, ichthyofauna and other species referenced in the Outstanding 

Universal Value statement for the World Heritage Site, it sequesters carbon, layers up flood 

protection, and buffers Lake Ohrid from nutrients, supporting the oligotrophic conditions in which a 

globally unique lacustrine ecosystem has developed (Society of Wetland Scientists, 2018). 

Though not presently incorporated within the boundaries of any proposed protected area at the 

national level, Studenchishte Canal (previously the River Studenchishka) is situated at the north of 

Studenchishte Marsh within the Ohrid Region World Heritage Site. It flows from the Biljanini Springs 

complex, which contains endemic invertebrates in its own right (Spirovska et al., 2012, 2020; 

Budzakoska-Gjoreska et al., 2014). The canal is habitat for 14 of Lake Ohrid’s 21 native fish species 

and world-unique diatom taxa (Apostolova et al., 2016; Spirovska et al., 2020). Simultaneously, it 

ought to be providing multiple pathways to Studenchishte Marsh’s wider wetland shelters and 

spawning grounds for fish. Instead, it is currently a “graveyard” for ailing boats, a disorganized 

parking station for those that can still reliably float, and a target for construction of a marina 

(Spirovska et al., 2020). 

Although there are moves to accord Studenchishte Marsh with Nature Park status (IUCN Category 

IV), these  

• walk back on earlier recommendations for a Monument of Nature (IUCN Category III);  

• leave scope for major developments both by omitting Studenchishte Canal from boundaries 

and circumventing the need for a buffer zone;  

• fail to incorporate the lakefront allowing threats there to continue; 

• allow pressures from tourism and agriculture to persist; and  

• minimize the spatial extent of the protected area, especially for primary management 

objectives. 

   

A. Protection Plan 
 

Progress is slow towards establishment of a protected area at Studenchishte Marsh, which should be 

undertaken as per a 20th March 2018 decision at the 60th Session of the Government of the Republic 

of Macedonia. Still no protection has been proclaimed despite three years having elapsed since.  

With no temporary protection awarded in lieu of full designation either, despite anticipation of such 

a measure in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-

2029, a valorisation study was completed in 2020 to set the ground for Studenchishte Marsh’s 

foreseen nomination as a Nature Park, including boundaries and zoning. The valorisation was 

accepted by the government at its 21st Session on 17th November 2020, albeit with comments from 

the Ministry of Transport and Communications (which insists that the protected area should not 

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/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://medwet.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/The-Declaration-on-the-Protection-of-the-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem_ENG.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/271862689_Comparative_biocenological_analysis_of_Gastropoda_on_the_Macedonian_part_of_Lake_Ohrid_and_its_watershed
https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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enlarge from current proposed boundaries), the Republic of Macedonia’s army (which wants its land 

excluded from the Nature Park), the Spatial Planning Agency (which advises a buffer zone), and 

others. Comments are under consideration by the Ministry of Environment. 

Conducted by an expert team led by Menka Spirovska, who also completed the 2012 study State of 

the Remains of Studenchishte Marsh and Measures for its Revitalization, the 2020 valorisation 

nonetheless offers a weak protective framework. The following is a breakdown of why:   

 

i) Protection Category and Extent 

 

The 2020 valorisation largely copies species information from the lead expert’s 2012 study 

(Spirovska et al., 2012), but, between the two reports, it supplements bird records from 51 to 79 

taxa, doubles the amphibian count, and even discovers diatom species thought to be new to science 

at Studenchishte Marsh. However, the proposed protection category for the wetland has been 

lowered from the Monument of Nature suggested in 2012 to a Nature Park. The total size of the 

foreseen protected area has also decreased from 63.97 hectares to 60.23 hectares.  

Downgrading to Nature Park precludes the need for a buffer zone that would be assured for a 

Monument of Nature under Macedonian law and orients protection around particular species. The 

first detail is significant given the construction plans immediately adjacent to the wetland both north 

and south, which the valorisation itself identifies as a threat; the second may reduce hope of 

wetland rehab if concentrated on the degraded baseline of one or two existing species populations. 

 

ii) Omissions 

 

Part of the 3.5 hectares that have been lost from the proposed Studenchishte Marsh protected area 

since 2012 has been cut from the shore facing Lake Ohrid, notably the recreational pathway that was 

recently constructed there, seemingly without prior notification to UNESCO. On the one hand, this 

allows known threats such as cafes, nightspots and vehicles to continue. On the other, the 

exemption likely diminishes prospects for revitalization of connections between Lake Ohrid and its 

final fully functional coastal wetland, a recognized need which ought to be a core element of the 

protected area design. Unquestionably, advice from the Society of Wetland Scientists (2018) to 

reverse the hard boundary that has cut the wetland from the lake to re-establish water flows and 

ecological exchange will be pushed further into the horizon now. 

While it could be argued that the strip between Studenchishte Marsh and the lake is covered within 

Nature Zone 1 of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 

2020-2029 and Lake Ohrid’s 50m green belt zone, whose sanctity is hypothetically assured by the 

Law on Waters, the former’s protective capacity is inconclusive and the latter is regularly ignored 

(Ohrid SOS, 2017, 2019, 2020). Further construction may well take place along the waterfront under 

these conditions, and formal inclusion of the lakeshore within a Studenchishte protected area would 

provide extra insulation against incursions and offer more consistent management. 

Studenchishte Canal, the former river discussed in the introduction to this chapter, is left out from 

the Nature Park boundaries too. While there are possible ecosystemic reasons to prefer its fusion 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://growthzonesitesprod.azureedge.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/1889/2020/12/Declaration-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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within the Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature re-proclamation that is undergoing an almost 

simultaneous valorisation process (Chapter 11), it has historically been a key component of 

Studenchishte Marsh and has served as a conduit for several fish (and presumably other) species to 

access the wetland (Spirovska et al., 2012, 2020; Apostolova et al., 2016). Moreover, the canal does 

not feature in the Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature plan as it stands. 

One way or another, the canal’s hydrological and ecological significance is falling between the cracks 

of two designation processes, a matter that is doubly problematic when it is understood that 

construction plans envisaged in Studenchishte Marsh’s vicinity will place extra reliance on restoring 

connections with its former river, one of the only remaining options for wetland revitalization within 

its boxed perimeters. That Studenchishte Canal is a proposed location for a marina project (Chapter 

1B) is of course another troubling reason that could explain its exile from planned protected areas. 

 
FIGURE 1: The coloured areas identified as North Gorica, TC Gorica and UB Studenchishte 17.4 

display where hotels or other developments are currently planned. The yellow area represents 

Studenchishte Marsh. Manifestly, the wetland will come under significant pressure without any kind 

of buffer zone. The much-needed upgrade of connections between the marsh and both the lake 

proper and Studenchishte Canal take on even greater significance under these conditions.  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
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iii) Zoning Reductions 

 

The Zone of Strict Protection and Zone of Active Management have been severely reduced in the 

2020 valorisation compared with the 2012 protection proposal. The envisaged extent of the former 

has shrunk from 15.65 hectares (15.6% of the site) to 5.33 hectares (8.85%), while the latter has 

been constricted to just 15.08 hectares (25.04%) from a previously anticipated 20.74 (32.42%). The 

downsize has been put forward even though the valorisation authors seem to find no significant 

difference in the size of valuable habitats like alkaline marshes, fens, and wet meadows since 2012.  

Overall, between the 2012 Monument of Nature plan and the 2020 Nature Park, the ratio between 

Zones of Strict Protection/Active Management and the Zone of Sustainable Use has reversed from 

57:43 to 34:66. Zones of Sustainable Use in Macedonia allow a wide-range of interventions including 

large-scale construction, and, by the valorisation’s own admission (Spirovskat et al., 2020), the mere 

34% dedicated to the primary management objective is well below IUCN thresholds. At the same 

time, the Zone of Strict Protection has been split into three parts in the 2020 Nature Park. It was 

envisaged as one continuous whole in the 2012 Monument of Nature proposal.  

  
Acc. to 2012 

Study 
(in ha) 

Acc. to 2012 
Study 
(in %) 

Acc. to 2020 
Study 
(in ha) 

Acc. to 2020 
Study 
(in %) 

Zone of Strict 
Protection 

15.65 24.47 5.33 8.85 

Zone of Active 
Management 

20.74 32.42 15.08 25.04 

Zone of 
Sustainable Use 

27.58 43.11 39.82 66.11 

Total 63.97 100 60.23 100 

TABLE 1: A comparison of the size of protected zones in proposals for the 2012 Studenchishte Marsh 
Monument of Nature and the 2020 Studenchishte Marsh Nature Park  

 

iv) Status Quo 

 

Current practices from agriculture to recreational facilities are again recognized by the 2020 

valorisation as major threats to Studenchishte Marsh, yet the zoning plan, boundaries and lack of 

buffer for the Nature Park will allow them to continue, including several bar and beach platforms 

that operate day and night throughout the summer. Instead of ameliorating the condition of the 

wetland, the Nature Park may therefore solidify the very dangers that are causing its rare plants, 

birdlife, and ichthyofauna to disappear.   

 

v) Ownership Smokescreen 

 

Justification based on private land ownership for the diminished Zones of Strict Protection and 

Active Management is not satisfactorily supported by the data in the 2020 valorisation report, which 

identifies just 27 of 274 land parcels within the proposed protected area as firmly within private 

https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
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hands. Some 156 parcels are either partly or entirely owned by the state, and ownership was not 

clarified for 91.  

Negotiations with land-owners, the Municipality of Ohrid, and relevant state bodies related to the 

design of protected area zones are not detailed; nor are any plans for negotiations foreseen. Existing 

provisions for land expropriation1 with compensation under Macedonian law are mentioned but not 

explored and no alternative model is offered.  

 

vi) Destructive Plant Nursery 

 

The plant nursery Rasadnik is regarded in both the 2012 study and 2020 valorisation as a major 

actual and potential threat to Studenchishte Marsh. Its construction caused significant destruction 

to the final remaining relict flora association of Caricetum elatae in the Republic of Macedonia. As it 

is operated by a state-owned company, removal of Rasadnik to a less harmful location should not 

pose too many difficulties. Indeed, relocation has not only been tabled but even previously 

announced. Contrary to this, however, the 2020 valorisation continues to see the nursery as an 

obstacle both to revitalization and the extension of the Zone of Active Management, stating it as one 

reason why IUCN benchmarks cannot be achieved. Far from moving, Rasadnik is instead hardened in 

place in a Zone of Sustainable Use, diminishing opportunities for restoration of an area of core 

importance in the anticipated Nature Park. 

 

vii) Restoration 

 

No plan is tabled for the re-expansion of marsh, fen or wet meadow habitats to extend active 

management and strict protection zones in the future, and revitalization appears only targeted at 

current wetland habitats, which represent an already severely pauperized area. Indeed, there are 

concerns over whether the restoration measures suggested even for these habitats such as re-

routing of Studenchishte Canal; re-establishing connections between Studenchishte Marsh and Lake 

Ohrid; removal of construction waste; relocation of damaging facilities; and redirecting springs 

toward the wetland can be genuinely and comprehensively achieved under the scope of the Nature 

Park within its current zoning and boundaries, which, as already stated, fossilize harmful objects 

where they are while excluding features integral to rehabilitation. 

 

viii) Holes in the Safety Net 

 

Even though the 2020 valorisation emphasizes the dangers posed by marina construction in 

Studenchishte Marsh, its protection proposal is insufficient to head off such threats due to the 

aforementioned omission of Studenchishte Canal and wide Zones of Sustainable Use, which cannot 

be expected to head off invasive projects. The Ministry of Transport’s determination that the 

 
1 Interestingly, private land ownership does not appear to be a terminal issue for projects such as gas pipelines that are 

forecast for the Republic of Macedonia, including the Ohrid Region (Grant Thornton LLP, 2020). 
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protected area should not be any larger than presently conceived is a warning sign too. The Ministry 

will be a key agent in marina development.  

The shortfall is shared with the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage for the Ohrid 

Region 2020-2029, which, despite extolling the wetland’s importance, places Studenchishte Marsh in 

the lowest priority zone for protection and accords the north bank of Studenchishte Canal to the 

vague Culture Zone Lakeshore for the City of Ohrid, where restrictions on use are unspecified and a 

hotel project is planned. Thus, neither the Management Plan nor the valorisation provides a safety 

net for Studenchishte, even though both are unequivocal about its significance and relevance in 

terms of natural heritage.            

 

ix) Conclusion 

 

The Nature Park proposal is a sub-par attempt to secure meaningful protection of Studenchishte 

Marsh, which instead offers a fig leaf to the destructive agricultural and recreational practices that 

have been allowed to degrade the location over the past several decades.  

The downgrade in the protection category alongside boundary omissions and the severe reductions 

in the Zone of Strict Protection and Zone of Active Management threaten to offset revitalization 

measures, which are seemingly confined to small areas only with no safeguard against planned 

large-scale urbanisation all around.  

From previous attempts to build a ski-resort, multiple tourism development zones and an express 

road in National Park Galichica, it is obvious that Zones of Sustainable Use in the Republic of 

Macedonia provide no legal barrier to destructive practices and offer wiggle room for interventions 

such as marina projects. The valorisation study identifies surrounding development at Racha (east), 

tourism expansion in the vicinity of Hotel Park (south), landscaping of beaches (west/within), and 

the prospective expansion of the Biljanini Springs Sports Complex (north/within) as threats and even 

states, “Any sort of construction activity in the area or in its vicinity affects its quality.”  

Indeed, Mayor Georgieski of the Municipality of Ohrid has already raised the prospect of 

construction at Studenchishte as recently as July 2020 during Q&A (3:05) at the 30th July 2020 

Session of the Ohrid Assembly when commenting on the Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029:  

 

“The plan that was brought is too strict. There are aspects that obstruct the city’s 

development and I think it will go through changes…but until changes are made 

that is what we have as a legal solution and we must comply with it. Sometime in 

the future maybe some urbanization of that stretch [i.e. Studenchishte Marsh] of 

the lakeshore will be allowed.” 

 

Yet no buffer zone is foreseen and no legal mechanism is available to force one. 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://www.facebook.com/watch/live/?v=592944388279146&ref=watch_permalink
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FIGURE 2: The size of relevant zones from the 2012 Monument of Nature proposal for 

Studenchishte Marsh (above left) and the 2020 Nature Park suggestion (above right) is 

compared. The two pictures use different colour schemes. In the 2012 proposal, the darkest 

green represents the Zone of Strict Protection; the medium green shows the Zone of Active 

Management; and the lightest green displays the Zone of Sustainable Use. In the 2020 proposal, 

red depicts the Zone of Strict Protection; light green shows the Zone of Active Management; and 

dark green delineates the Zone of Sustainable Use.  

 

B. Marina 
 

For several years, Studenchishte Marsh has been earmarked for mammoth development projects 

related to recreation, tourism and water sports (Ohrid SOS, 2017, 2019, 2020). Most recently, these 

have taken the form of a 400-boat marina designed by the Skopje architecture firm Tetraktis. The 

location for this marina is often suggested at Studenchishte Canal or at the south of the wetland, 

where a marina-shaped exception to lakeshore zoning has been permitted in the Management Plan 

for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (Ohrid SOS, 2020). 

Even though the Strategic Environmental Assessment for the National Strategy of the Transport 

Sector (Pejchinovska-Andonova, 2017), Study of Valorisation for Studenchishte Marsh (Spirovska et 

al., 2020), and World Heritage Outlook for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 

(IUCN, 2020) have all identified marina construction as a major threat to Lake Ohrid and both the 

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

Local Ecological Action Plan 2019-2025 (LEAP 2019-2025) have specified Studenchishte Marsh as a 

centre of major ecological significance, the Ministry of Culture, Port Authority2 and Municipality of 

Ohrid are still seemingly manoeuvring to transform the wetland into a transport hub. 

 

 
2 Despite the aforementioned Strategic Environmental Assessment, the Port Authority is in fact part of the Ministry of 

Transport and Communications. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.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
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://marh.mk/analiza_studenchishko_blato_tetraktis/
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-2019-%E2%80%93-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-LEAP-2019-2025.pdf
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i) Threats 

 

Marina construction at Studenchishte Marsh implies shoreline destruction, erosion, noise and light 

pollution, water quality deterioration, ecological disbalance and declines in wetland functioning at a 

location already experiencing massive falls in biological capacity, including suspected local 

extinctions (Apostolova et al., 2016). The recent, state-initiated and adopted Valorisation Study of 

Studenchishte Marsh by Spirovska et al. (2020) is condemnatory of such a project, stating the following: 

“The concept for constructing a marina, with the widening of Studenchishte Canal, 

poses an additional threat to the marsh” 

Related to the practice of mooring boats in Studenchishte Canal, a longstanding factor inflicting 

degradation on this high-biodiversity niche, the valorisation further asserts: 

“Similarly, in the shortest possible timeframe, a new location for the parking of 

watercraft with the functions of a marina, which is needed for the Ohrid Region, 

must be determined. It is recommended for this location to be at a place that does 

not have high biodiversity values like those of Studenchishte Marsh.” 

 

ii) SEA and Draft LEAP 2019-2025 

 

Although the LEAP 2019-2025 itself proposes no destructive activity for Studenchishte Marsh and 

explicitly recognizes the corrosive potential of marina construction, the Strategic Environmental 

Assessment conducted to evaluate the LEAP advises incorporation of the previously mentioned 

Tetraktis vision. In doing so, it makes no reference to the marina component of the Tetraktis design, 

instead solely referring to the project as wetland rehabilitation.   

Presenting a marina project without mention of its marina aspect in a document with a nominal 

function to avert and mitigate municipality planning threats is almost certainly a subtle attempt at 

securing space for a destructive construction by falsely casting it in the role of a mitigation measure. 

This follows previous attempts by the Municipality of Ohrid to merge the incompatible aims of 

“transport solutions” with “revitalization of Studenchishte Marsh”, which have been documented by 

Ohrid SOS in World Heritage on the Edge III: Another Brick in the Wall (March, 2020).    

Moreover, the Municipality of Ohrid’s LEAP 2019-2025 erroneously claims that Studenchishte Marsh 

is protected over 5 hectares. Not only does this belie the fact that no national protection has been 

granted to the wetland, but it also overlooks the full 63.97-hectare expanse that was advised for 

Monument of Nature status in 2012 (Spirovska et al., 2012).  

 

iii) Lake Ohrid Valorisation 

 

The draft Study for the Valorisation of Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature (Bogner et al., 2020), whose 

role is to lay the foundation for the lake’s re-proclamation as a protected area at the national level, 

omits Studenchishte Canal from its boundaries, leaving the former river completely unprotected 

https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
http://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%D0%A1%D1%82%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0-%D0%B7%D0%B0-%D0%B2%D0%B0%D0%BB%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D0%A1%D1%82%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B5%D0%BD%D1%87%D0%B8%D1%88%D0%BA%D0%BE-%D0%91%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%BE-2020-.pdf
http://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%D0%A1%D1%82%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0-%D0%B7%D0%B0-%D0%B2%D0%B0%D0%BB%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D0%A1%D1%82%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B5%D0%BD%D1%87%D0%B8%D1%88%D0%BA%D0%BE-%D0%91%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%BE-2020-.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-2019-%E2%80%93-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-LEAP-2019-2025.pdf
https://www.scribd.com/document/466901262/%D0%9D%D0%90%D0%A6%D0%A0%D0%A2-%D0%98%D0%97%D0%92%D0%95%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%90%D0%88-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%A1%D0%A2%D0%A0%D0%90%D0%A2%D0%95%D0%93%D0%98%D0%A1%D0%9A%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A6%D0%95%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%92%D0%9B%D0%98%D0%88%D0%90%D0%9D%D0%98%D0%95%D0%A2%D0%9E-%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%96%D0%98%D0%92%D0%9E%D0%A2%D0%9D%D0%90%D0%A2%D0%90-%D0%A1%D0%A0%D0%95%D0%94%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-2019-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94
https://www.scribd.com/document/466901262/%D0%9D%D0%90%D0%A6%D0%A0%D0%A2-%D0%98%D0%97%D0%92%D0%95%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%90%D0%88-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%A1%D0%A2%D0%A0%D0%90%D0%A2%D0%95%D0%93%D0%98%D0%A1%D0%9A%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A6%D0%95%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%92%D0%9B%D0%98%D0%88%D0%90%D0%9D%D0%98%D0%95%D0%A2%D0%9E-%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%96%D0%98%D0%92%D0%9E%D0%A2%D0%9D%D0%90%D0%A2%D0%90-%D0%A1%D0%A0%D0%95%D0%94%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-2019-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-2019-%E2%80%93-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-LEAP-2019-2025.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
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since it also does not feature in the proposed Studenchishte Marsh Nature Park (Chapter 1A). It 

additionally presents the canal as one of three conceivable sites for marina construction. The other 

two are an unspecified location titled North of Ohrid Town and the estuary of the River Sateska, 

which may soon be re-routed to a different path. 

 

Phraseology in the draft Monument of Nature valorisation meanwhile implies that the current ad 

hoc mooring of boats in Studenchishte Canal is a marina already. This leads to the dissatisfactory 

presentation of plans for a wetland-jeopardizing new-build as an “upgrade” on existing facilities. The 

wording could take on extra significance: Provisions for Nature Zones 1-b and 1-v in the 

Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029, while not 

allowing newly constructed marinas and ports, do permit upgrades on existing facilities. These zones 

are present next to Studenchishte Marsh.  

Dr. Daniel Bogner, the lead author for the Monument of Nature study, has expressed in 

consultations that Studenchishte Canal is a sub-optimum option for marina construction, but has not 

so far put that in writing, even though valorisations in Macedonia have scope to do so (Spirovska et 

al., 2020). He believes that environmental assessments will avert ecologically untoward decision-

making in a country, where, according to the UNECE (2019), “the quality of SEA reports remains an 

issue”; “no regular training and capacity-building on SEA at the national and local levels takes place”; 

human resources in the national Unit for Strategic Environmental Assessment are “insufficient”; and 

public consultations are plagued by “systematic” deficiencies.   

   

iv) Alternatives 

 

Daljan (River Koselska) at the north of Lake Ohrid is a potentially less harmful site for a marina. 

Although some construction would inevitably be required and thorough assessment should precede 

development activities, biodiversity values are thought to be lower there and the location accords 

with the flow of currents. Studenchishte can be rehabilitated and reimagined as a sustainable 

tourism attraction without need for such facilities (Ohrid SOS, 2018).  

From the occasional comment that filters through to the media, authorities do seem to be 

considering locations between Ohrid and Struga, which is a positive step. However, documentary 

evidence such as architectural plans, reports like the Lake Ohrid valorisation, the suspicious 

boundaries for proposed protected areas, zoning in the Ohrid Region Management Plan, draft 

General Urban Plan (Section C of this chapter) and references to the Detailed Urban Plan: 

Studenchishte to Kaneo for the Municipality of Ohrid from Mayor Georgieski reflect how 

Studenchishte is not out of danger yet.   

 

C. New General Urban Plan 
 

The Municipality of Ohrid is currently preparing a new General Urban Plan (GUP). Ohrid SOS has 

seen an initial draft (March, 2021) and it is in conflict both with principles of protection and the 

Studenchishte Marsh Nature Park proposal.  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2018/04/studenchishte-proposal_ohridsos-lq.pdf
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Unlike the previous GUP, the Studenchishte Canal area has been disconnected from the wetland, 

along with a sizeable area to the south of its banks, which includes wet meadows, habitats of higher 

priority for conservation. Most discouragingly, however, the Zones of Strict Protection envisaged in 

the Nature Park valorisation are placed in a category for mixed commercial and sports purposes and 

the lakefront attributed to sport and recreation beaches too. Overall, the location described as a 

protected area is reduced to just 51.167 hectares, significantly smaller than the foreseen Nature 

Park, which itself was a shrunken version of the 2012 Monument of Nature vision. It must also be 

understood that the protected area category under a GUP does not correlate to nationally 

designated standards.  

 

On the part of urban planners, this is a comprehensive statement of intent to leave open the 

possibility of development at the wetland even as the demand to protect it grows on both the 

national and international level, and expert recognition of the need for natural buffering of Lake 

Ohrid from nutrient inflows is increasing in parallel to the threat from eutrophication (Society of 

Wetland Scientists, 2018; ICOMOS/IUCN, 2020; Vermaat et al., 2020).  

 

Incredibly, revision of the GUP appears to be flying under the guise of following UNESCO requests for 

Outstanding Universal Value alignment with urban planning.  

    

 

FIGURE 3:  
The newly proposed 
General Urban Plan for 
the Studenchishte 
Marsh area contains 
unfortunate surprises. 
The main body of the 
green area is imagined 
for protection purposes, 
but the purple section is 
for commercial and 
sports recreation. It 
overlays habitat 
recommended for a 
Zone of Strict Protection 
in the Study of 
Valorisation for 
Studenchishte Marsh. 
The lakefront is also 
perceived as a space for 
recreational beaches in 
the sports category. 

 

https://growthzonesitesprod.azureedge.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/1889/2020/12/Declaration-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem.pdf
https://growthzonesitesprod.azureedge.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/1889/2020/12/Declaration-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/document/185696
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/lno.11460
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2. MORATORIUM 
 
Since ICOMOS, the IUCN, and the World Heritage Centre requested a moratorium on all coastal and 

urban transformation within the Ohrid Region World Heritage Site in 2017 under Recommendation 6 

of their Reactive Monitoring Mission report, the Republic of Macedonia’s compliance has been 

dubious.  

 

In November 2018, it claimed in a State of Conservation Report to have been effecting a moratorium 

when no such measure had been announced (Ohrid SOS, 2019). In 2019, it genuinely did create 

moratorium conditions, but these were full of exceptions enabling a wide range of construction to 

move forward anyway (Ohrid SOS, 2020). As shall be seen in the following chapter, gaps in 

moratorium conditions were widened even further in 2020.  

 

At the same time, the control mechanisms, planning documents and regulation upgrades that were 

requested in Recommendation 6 have not been satisfactorily installed:  

 

• The current legislational framework contains the same weaknesses that have undermined 

heritage protection in the Ohrid Region for years (Chapter 2C and 7B/C).  

• Suggested new laws or changes to laws have either been pulled back or are still not on the 

books.  

• Alignment between existing legislation and real-world practice is frequently not in evidence 

(Chapter 6).  

• UNESCO-urged planning and strategic documents are still works in progress.  

• The Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region lacks power and accountability and does not see all changes to urban plans, including 

for constructions like hotels (Chapter 2D and 6).  

• The jury is still out on the effectiveness of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (Chapter 7).    

 

Resolution of the many of these issues was expected by December 1st 2020 under the Reactive 

Monitoring Mission’s advised timeline. That they have not been achieved contradicts World Heritage 

Committee Decision 43 COM 7B.36 from 2019, which “strongly reiterates” the request for a 

moratorium until safeguards for Ohrid Region heritage are solidified.  

 

A. Municipality of Ohrid: So-Called Moratorium 

In World Heritage on the Edge III, Ohrid SOS (2020) thoroughly explained how exceptions to the 2019 

construction moratorium in the Ohrid Region rendered the temporary ban close to useless. It also 

stated that the moratorium had ceased from February 2020.  

In order to maintain the appearance of limitations to urbanization being in place beyond that date, 

the Macedonian government advised Ohrid Region municipalities to re-instigate the moratorium 

beyond February. The Municipality of Ohrid acquiesced first, setting a mandate for a re-proclaimed 

halt on building until 1st October 2020. The relevant decision, adopted on 18th March 2020, was titled: 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_04.pdf
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Decision for the Manner of Execution of Existing Urban Plans and Urban Planning Documents and the 

Temporary Cessation of the Procedure of Establishing the Legal Status of Illegally Constructed 

Buildings3 (Municipality of Ohrid, 2020).  

However, the decision to suspend approval for permits only held validity for construction requests 

that were yet to be submitted (as in 2019), and, even then, merely for the lakeshore zone of 50 

meters as defined by the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 2020-2029 (where construction is not theoretically allowed by law anyway), the Old Town 

Nucleus of Ohrid City, archaeological sites, and individual protected areas.  

It therefore did not apply to requests for construction already submitted, for which the February to 

18th March 2020 lull in restrictions would have offered ample chance, or seemingly any land outside 

the aforementioned limited areas, even for major undertakings such as large apartment blocks, 

amendments to urban plans, or adoption of new urban plans.  

As if the limited spatial extent and exemptions for submitted construction requests were not enough, 

the re-issued moratorium contained the same exceptions as had undermined its credibility up to 

February 2020. These are slotted into Article 4 of the 2020 moratorium decision and they exclude 

infrastructure, public interest, and constructions of state and local importance. As no new definition 

is provided and provisions have been widened to incorporate the state, the definition of this latter 

category is presumably at least the same as in the 2019 moratorium decision (Municipality of Ohrid, 

2019a) for 

• sports facilities and activities; 

• educational facilities and activities; 

• 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. 

 

Aside to this issue, although the moratorium decision explicitly states that the Management Plan for 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029’s guidelines are to be followed 

when preparing urban design projects, urban plans themselves have not yet been updated to align 

with the document. It is known that when an extract from a current urban plan is requested for 

intention-to-build procedures, compliance with the Management Plan 2020-2029 is required. What 

is not known, however, is whether the analysis of compliance goes beyond height and construction 

 
3 In contrast, the decision adopted on 9 August, 2019 was a Decision for Temporary Cessation of Adoption and Execution of 

Urban Plans and Procedures for Establishing the Legal Status of Illegally Constructed Buildings. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_04.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2019_10.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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area density to incorporate other factors that impact heritage values, especially since municipality 

staff are tasked with this job instead of specialists.  

Beyond the moratorium area defined, stricter controls for construction were ostensibly applied only 

for the Contact Zone of the Old Town Nucleus of Ohrid City, for which an opinion from the Institute 

for the Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum - Ohrid was required with regard to 

Management Plan adherence. Concerns arose firstly because the Institute is actually supposed to 

oversee compliance with the Management Plan over the whole of the UNESCO property, and in 

particular Urban Zones II and III, not just the Old Town Nucleus and the Contact Zone, and, secondly, 

because it has previously given the green light to many constructions, including in Ohrid City’s Old 

Town, even when they are non-compliant with existing law (Chapter 6B).  

Considering that the Management Plan has not been entwined with legislation yet, Ohrid SOS 

envisions wide room for infractions and little space for enforcement until this is resolved. Moreover, 

there is no indication of revision to construction permits that do not comply with its zoning in cases 

where issuance had already occurred before the plan was completed, but whose implementation is 

awaiting4. Such revisions are necessary to prevent negative aftermath from an unknown number of 

latent permits that might harm Outstanding Universal Value far into the future. Evidence of this is 

already emerging (Chapter 6B). 

As for the moratorium in regard to the legalization of illegal structures, the March 2020 decision was 

also different to the one from August 2019. It suspended legalization for constructions in the Old 

Town Nucleus of Ohrid City, in archaeological sites, protected areas, within the boundaries of 

National Park Galichica, on the lakeshore as defined by the Management Plan 2020–2029, and for 

constructions categorized as A2 to A4, B2 to B5, and G1, but legalization of individual housing and 

smaller illegal interventions could continue, provided that an Environmental Protection Elaborate 

approved by a relevant authority had been prepared and a positive opinion received from the 

Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage as per Recommendation 9 of the UNESCO Reactive 

Monitoring Mission from 2017. Recommendation 9, however, requests not simply a positive opinion, 

but an entire Heritage Impact Assessment. 

Regardless, for all these details, as mentioned previously, the Municipality of Ohrid’s pockmarked 

moratorium extension officially ended on 1st October 2020, so it has now been lifted altogether. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
4 According to law, investors must start construction within 2 years of receiving permits. Ohrid SOS suspects that loopholes 

may exist.  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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B. Municipality of Struga: Even Less of a So-called Moratorium  
 

Displaying a habitual ambivalence to outside authority even when it stems from an international 

convention, the Municipality of Struga adopted a renewed moratorium decision 3.5 months after 

that for the Municipality of Ohrid and 4.5 months after the government’s advice for local authorities 

to reinstate limitations on construction.  

 

On 30th June 2020, without any media coverage, Struga Council brought A Decision for Temporary 

Cessation of Adoption and Execution of Urban Plans and Procedure of Establishing the Legal Status of 

Illegally Constructed Buildings. At first glance, it looked somewhat broader than the Municipality of 

Ohrid’s moratorium, as the title suggested restrictions on the adoption and execution of new urban 

plans, but the text itself again refers only to suspension of approval for new construction requests, 

i.e. not those already submitted.  

 

Under scrutiny to detail, the moratorium disintegrated almost entirely: Namely, jurisdiction only 

extended over the lakeshore zone of 50 meters as defined by the Management Plan, the Old Town 

Nucleus of Struga City (designated as Zone I in the Management Plan); its Contact Zone; 

archaeological sites; and individual protected areas within other Contact Zones, even though these 

are not defined on available maps. The decision did not apply to trade of construction land by means 

of direct agreement for the purpose of enlarging construction plots, and, as Figure 4 demonstrates, 

the functional scope of the moratorium was miniscule. 

 

Regarding legalization of illegal construction, the Struga decision mirrors the Municipality of Ohrid’s 

with one exception: For legalization in category A1: Individual Housing, the moratorium does not 

indicate the requirement for approval by respective authorities for natural and cultural heritage. This 

requirement only applies to new construction permits or amendments to urban plans. It is therefore 

unknown how legalization is performed in respect to 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission 

Recommendations 6 and 9 (ICOMOS/IUCN/World Heritage Centre, 2017), which cover both the 

moratorium and illegal construction. 

 

Confusing is the last article of the decision too, which sets the period of validity for the Struga 

moratorium to the publication of the World Heritage Committee’s decision from its 44th Session in 

2020. As the 44th Session had already been postponed to an unspecified date even when Struga’s 

renewed moratorium was announced, the time-period to which this decision applies is ambiguous. A 

response to Ohrid SOS from the Municipality, received at the beginning of December 2020, 

confirmed that the moratorium was still active then with no specified end-date. However, as Ohrid 

SOS understands, the Republic of Macedonia’s State of Conservation Report from February 2021 

indicates that the moratorium had been lifted by this time. 

 

http://www.struga.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/SL.GLASNIK-br-8-01.07.2020.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
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FIGURE 4: The map (left) shows the boundaries of the Municipality of Struga with the City of Struga 
marked as a red dot. Excepting archaeological sites, undefined protected areas, and the 50m 
lakeshore zone protected by the Law on Waters anyway, the blue shade in the satellite photo on the 
right displays the only area in which a construction moratorium was valid, i.e. a small part of Struga 
City and a tiny proportion of the full Municipality. There is some uncertainty about when the 
moratorium ended. 
 

 

C. Laws 
 

The serious deficiencies in the design and implementation of the Republic of Macedonia’s legislation 

framework have not yet been countered to the benefit of the Ohrid Region’s natural or cultural 

values. The “effective protective juridical regulations” conceived as a precondition for ending the 

moratorium by the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission (ICOMOS/IUCN/World Heritage Centre, 2017) 

have not been realized. As a result, urbanization cannot be reliably controlled. 

 

The improved Law on Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region that 

was paraded to the World Heritage Committee in 2019 as evidence of Macedonia’s “progress” has 

never been passed by parliament and its completion is not in sight. Consequently, both the 

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

Commission for the Management of Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region are 

disempowered.  The present Law on Managing the World Natural and Cultural Heritage is not being 

respected to guarantee public oversight to the Commission either (Chapter 10D).  

 

Environmental justice in general is undermined by conflicts of interest in the Ministry of 

Environment and Physical Planning (UNECE, 2019). Blatant infractions are still occurring of both the 

Law on Waters, entasked with delivering protection to Lake Ohrid’s 50m green belt zone (Chapter 2F, 

3A, 3B, 11G), and the Law Proclaiming Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural Heritage (Chapter 

3C, 3D, 6E).  

 

https://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.pdf
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Forthcoming legislation to establish each of Lake Ohrid and Studenchishte Marsh as protected areas 

risks calcifying the shortcomings in their respective valorization studies and zoning proposals 

(Chapter 1A and Chapter 11). Whenever Lake Ohrid is finally proclaimed a Wetland of International 

Importance, the legal framework is lacking to effectively integrate the designation at the national 

level as well (Macedonian Ramsar Committee, 2018).   

 

The Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions is facilitating and encouraging threat to the World 

Heritage Site from buildings outside the law (Chapter 5). Legislation to cover Strategic Environmental 

Assessments has not been reconfigured to raise minimum levels of acceptability for evaluations and 

the legal facility for Heritage Impact Assessments is uncertain, which further impairs attempts to 

deal with illegal constructions.  

 

Urban equipment and temporary buildings are still permitted in sensitive areas (such as the 50m 

green belt zone) via the wide definitions set forth in the Law on Construction, whose mechanisms 

together with the Law on Urban Planning still permit Tourism Development Zones to overlay 

protected areas under the guise of state importance (Ohrid SOS, 2020).   

 

 

 

 

D. Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region 
 

CMNCHOR (Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region) was conceived as a control mechanism to prevent planning changes or developments that 

contain risk to World Heritage values. It also reviews the implementation of laws. In 2018, the body 

underwent a revision that was intended to entrench it as a competent, credible, and authoritative 

institution.  

 

Overhaul notwithstanding, CMNCHOR remains to some extent toothless due to the failure to adopt 

an updated Law on Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, which 

could deliver it greater power and a measure of independence. Instead, its role as a “coordinating 

and advisory” body is still based on the 2010 version of the law, under which it is largely restricted to 

reviewing, monitoring and giving opinions. 

 

i) Composition, Attendance and Voting Rights 

 

Meeting minutes reveal that some CMNCHOR members do uphold heritage values and genuinely 

work towards maintenance of the World Heritage property. However, as pointed out in previous SOS 

reports, the body’s members are approved by the government and appointed by institutions. There 

are also CMNCHOR members from the business tourism community, while NGO figures require 

government approval. Together, these shortcomings imply conflict of interest and susceptibility to 

business or political pressures, which may lead to biased decisions. 

 

https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/cop13nr_the_fyr_of_macedonia_e.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf


25 

 

The Commission is not a stakeholder body, and, thus there is no reason for representation of the 

business community or any other non-expert party that may have direct or indirect interests 

contrary to heritage protection. The body should simply screen plans and developments to block 

those that will impact heritage values too severely, and its staff should be qualified to take those 

decisions with academic and scientific precision. It should not, as at present, reserve voting rights for 

an hotelier representative. 

 

Attendance is another matter. During ten sessions from May 2020 to January 2021, CMNCHOR was 

operating with only 12 to 15 members even though meetings were held online, which should have 

enabled ease of attendance. Including the president and vice-president, there are supposed to be 23 

in total.  

 

Furthermore, CMNCHOR members have privately revealed disquietude with the body’s functioning 

and apparent voting anomalies have been noted by SOS (2019) before, centring around the positive 

opinion it gave for a complex containing two 6-storey hotels and 10-storey construction(s) in the 

Municipality of Struga, which has since manifested to include a self-described mini-city with 292 

apartments (Chapter 6A). Despite the need for transparency, SOS’s legal right to follow CMNCHOR 

activities by attendance at meetings has not been upheld, undermining accountability (Chapter 10D). 

 

ii) Opinions: Seen and Unseen 

 

CMNCHOR continues to give positive opinions to far more cases than it views negatively. During 

2020, it fully declined only 3 requests, allowed 19, and sought revisions to 49. Overall, the 71 cases 

submitted in 2020 show a rise on the 39 requests (with 12 approvals5) for urban planning 

documentation and initiatives from 2018 to 2019 (Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 

2020). For positive CHMCHOR opinions during 2020, many are accompanied by conditions. As such, 

five different kinds of conditioned positives have been awarded, but these do not seem to be part of 

a defined categorization system. It is not known who supervises or ensures that conditions are met 

(and to what extent). 

 

The number of acceptances presages a likely uptick in Ohrid Region construction over the coming 

period but does not reflect the full story: Not all relevant documents, urban plans, projects and 

others have been brought to CMNCHOR for evaluation. Ohrid SOS is unaware of how and who 

decides the filtering, but it does know that several Detailed Urban Plans have been permitted 

without the Commission seeing them beforehand.  

 

From January 2020 to February 2021, the Commission discussed only 2 of the 7 urban plans and 

modifications to urban plans for which the Municipality of Ohrid had organized public debates, 

including the Local Urban Planning Documentation for a building of Category A4: Temporary 

Accommodation that merged 12 cadastre plots in the east coast area of Konjsko. That the 

 
5 CMNCHOR currently disputes whether 12 approvals were given from 2018 to 2019, disagreeing with the figure given in 

the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029. Ohrid SOS has so far been 

unable to determine which is correct.      

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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Commission does not discuss such matters appears to be in collision with Article 17, Paragraph 7 of 

the Law on Managing the World Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region which prescribes:  

 

(1) Prior to initiating any public debate, the Mayor of the Municipality of Ohrid, the 

Mayor of the Municipality of Struga and the Mayor of the Municipality of 

Debrca are obliged to submit the urban plans or modifications to the existing 

urban plans for an opinion to the state administration body dealing with 

activities in the area of conservation of the environment and the state 

administration body dealing with activities in the  area  of culture, as well as to 

the Commission stipulated under Article 10 herein. 

 

For context, CMNCHOR has expressed pride in itself for overturning a single environmental 

elaborate, which perhaps can be regarded as some kind of progress, but how many plans did it not 

even see at all?  

 

iii) Infractions of Law? 

 

In addition to the voting anomaly detected previously (Ohrid SOS, 2019), CMNCHOR appears to have 

acted against the Law on Managing the World Natural and Cultural Heritage in the Region of Ohrid 

(Official Gazette 75/10) and its own rulebook6 (No. 27-4328/1 from 16 Apr. 2018) in the following 

instances: 

 

• Article 10, Paragraph 7 from the Law on Ohrid Region: 

 

“The work of the Commission is public and other representatives of the scientific, 

educational or technical institutions or other stakeholders, representatives of 

the media, the public and representatives of the Assembly of the Republic of 

Macedonia may participate in its activities without the right to vote.” 

 

The Commission did not respond to an Ohrid SOS request to attend its sessions. SOS has 

disputed the legality of this act, but no invitation to subsequent sessions has ever 

received (Chapter 10D). 

 

• Article 15, Paragraph 3 of the CMNCHOR Rulebook: 

 

“When a member of the Commission misses meetings three time in a row and 

their absence is not excused, the Commission will initiate a suggestion to the 

government of the Republic of Macedonia to appoint a new one.” 

 

 
6 Refers to the original Rulebook adopted by the CMNCHOR. The Commission adopted a new Rulebook on 12th June 2020, 

but Ohrid SOS has not seen it prior to completing this report.   

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://www.slvesnik.com.mk/Issues/AF5188D67203CF4F87B6609ACA269540.pdf
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Members kept their positions until the end of the 3-year mandate of the Commission 

even though some had not met the attendance requirement. One or two had not 

attended even a single session. 

  

• Article 17, Paragraphs 1 and 3 of the CHMCHOR Rulebook: 

  

“The Commission shall provide information to the public of its work. […]  

For the work of the Commission including decisions made and questions 

discussed, the general public shall be informed via the website of the Ministry of 

Culture.” 

 

No such information is available on the Ministry of Culture website. The Commission has 

not made any public statements or informed the public of its work directly in any other 

way. 

 

E. The Flawed ‘Suspension’ Concept in the New Law on Urban Planning 
 

Last year, just before the parliament’s dismissal for elections, a new Law on Urban Planning was 

passed (Official Gazette 32/2020). As previously described (Ohrid SOS, 2020), local municipalities 

(local self-government units) did not have the legal right to declare moratoriums on urban plans in 

Macedonia. Until the adoption of the new Law on Urban Planning, such an action was the sole 

jurisdiction of the Constitutional Court of Macedonia. 

However, a ‘suspension’ mechanism for damaging urban plans that has been recently included in the 

new law seems to be another farcical and utterly ineffective tool. Paragraph (7) of Article 23 

stipulates that the suspension procedure shall last no longer than one year for correction of entire 

urban plans, and no longer than 6 months for correction of urban plan segments. 

Considering the shortest deadline of 18 months for the preparation and adoption of urban plans 

according to Article 22, one can easily conclude that paragraph (7) defies the purpose of Article 23 

since the correction of a suspended urban plan is again a procedure entailing all the phases and 

steps of the adoption of an urban plan. 

Essentially, the institution adopting the plan is in charge of starting the procedure anew and it needs 

at least the same amount of time as is designated for regular procedures in order to collect all of the 

needed documentation and to conduct consultation processes. Some of the corrections may be 

small, but there can be instances warranting remediation of major deficiencies that cannot be 

overcome in a period of six or twelve months. 

Another issue is in paragraph (9) of Article 23 placing the entire burden on local municipalities, 

although planning is a joint responsibility of many institutions: planning companies, public 

enterprises, ministries, and directorates et cetera. Macedonian administration, notorious for its 

slowness, would never be able to complete relevant procedures in 12 months and municipalities are 

liable for damages that accrue from the moratorium suspension or due to non-removal of anomalies 

in the urban plan in force.   

https://www.slvesnik.com.mk/Issues/29e4190aff33475ead465c17dcca85f5.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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What is more, plans, no matter how damaging, will continue to remain in force. 

   

F. Case Study: 700m of Coast 
 

The four photos in this section are taken from Google Earth. They demonstrate how transformation 

of just 700m of coast near the village of Radozhda on Lake Ohrid’s western shore has progressed 

since 2017, when the request for a moratorium on any coastal and urban transformation in the 

Ohrid Region was first delivered by UNESCO. The Ohrid SOS symbols and arrows point to various 

locations, which, in the earliest photos are (relatively) untouched, but then suffer significant changes 

in later pictures, including land clearance, in-lake platforms, and buildings. Some of these are clearly 

in the strictly protected 50m green belt zone.  

 

While Radozhda is a magnet for concrete and habitat destruction (Ohrid SOS, 2020 and Chapter 4C), 

it is far from the only location where construction has continued over the past four years in spite of 

World Heritage Committee Decisions 43 COM 7B.36 and 41 COM 7B.34, which backed the call for a 

moratorium.    

 

 

 

In 2017, the Radozhda coast and immediate hinterland already had several houses and the 

waterfront was far from pristine. However, it was hoped that UNESCO’s newly requested 

moratorium on coastal and urban transformation would mark a break with the past and an 

opportunity to establish some control for the future. 

 

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7036/
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By March 2019, although the Republic of Macedonia misleadingly claimed to have put in place 

moratorium measures, transformation of the coastal area at Radozhda was evidently 

progressing at pace. Hope for change was already evaporating. 

 

 

The summer of 2019 did see a genuine moratorium decision issued by the Municipalities of Ohrid 

and Struga, although it contained a large number of exceptions. Certainly, the concreting and 

fragmenting of Lake Ohrid’s shore did not seem to stop.   
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By mid-2020, the moratorium had been lifted for the Municipality of Struga’s coast even as fresh 

wounds were opening with a lakeshore view and soil was bleeding from the hillside. Moratorium 

or no moratorium, in the Ohrid Region, everything changes the same.   

  

 

G. Conclusions 
 

In the UNESCO Ohrid Region, 2020 moratorium conditions were only applied to selected parts of the 

coastal and urban area, some of which were not clearly defined or theoretically protected by law in 

any case. They did not cover applications for construction that had already been submitted. 

Legalization of illegal constructions was allowed to continue, albeit with preconditions.  

 

The two major local municipalities outlined different moratorium decisions with divergent titles, 

restrictions, time-limits and conditions for legalization of illegal constructions (one requesting an 

evaluation on effects to natural and cultural heritage, but not the other). Why they did so is a 

mystery, but asymmetry is a feature of the general approach to a moratorium that began two years 

late and ended before guards against inappropriate development had been put in place in terms of 

planning, legislation, integration of planning with legislation, and strengthening in the functional 

capacity of control bodies.    

 

Coastal and urban transformation has continued all the while, flying in the face of World Heritage 

Committee decisions from 2017 and 2019.   
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3. ILLEGAL CONSTRUCTION 

 
In 2020, even during both a lockdown for the COVID-19 pandemic and an alleged moratorium on 

coastal and urban transformation, illegal construction has continued in the Ohrid Region in areas 

such as the Lake Ohrid shore and Old Town Core of Ohrid. These supposedly have stringent 

protection under the recently adopted Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029, the Law Proclaiming the Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural Heritage, 

and the Law on Waters.  

The result is advancing habitat loss, fragmentation of ecotones, and degrading shorezone 

functionality as well as deterioration in vernacular architecture and urban structures (Kostoski et al., 

2010; GiZ, 2017; IUCN, 2014, 2017, 2020; Ohrid SOS, 2020). Thus, the Ohrid Region’s Outstanding 

Universal Value is challenged on both cultural and natural parameters.   

 

A. Gradishte 
 

In early 2020, at the Gradishte campsite along the south-east coast of Lake Ohrid, which is 

comparatively pristine and of noteworthy biological significance due to its high density of endemic 

species, a concrete wall was constructed by a restaurant owner along an entire stretch of beach. The 

wall was not more than a couple of meters from the water’s edge despite the Law on Waters 

forbidding permanent construction within 50m of Lake Ohrid and the Management Plan for the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 distinctly banning such structures here. 

While there has been a restaurant at the location for decades, it has expanded significantly towards 

the lake in more recent years, a process which has been illegal. 

As confirmed by a statement from the Municipality of Ohrid’s Mayor Georgieski, reported by 

Macedonian national medium Kanal5, authorities were aware of the new wall from March 2020. An 

inspection had been conducted and an order issued to remove the structure within 14 days. 

However, the order had been ignored and the wall remained in place until mid-May 2020, when 

Ohrid SOS was notified of the situation and revealed it photographically to the public.  

Almost immediately after the scandal broke, a caterpillar arrived to demolish the wall (which it 

achieved by positioning itself directly in Lake Ohrid’s ecologically valuable littoral waters). As photos 

demonstrate, the new wall marked an attempt to extend and reinforce an already illegal usurpation 

of the coastal zone, which is still in place.  

One wonders whether any remediation activity would have taken place if Ohrid SOS had not been 

able to galvanize public attention. Given that a) Ohrid SOS is a volunteer organization whose 

members cannot be expected to fill the role of a regional alert system forever; and b) public reaction 

cannot always be guaranteed due to the wide array of matters that also require everyday people’s 

attention, this is not a reliable system upon which sustainable management of the region can be 

predicated. 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/326246732_SHOREZONE_FUNCTIONALITY_-_OHRID_LAKE_-_Implementing_the_EU_Water_Framework_Directive_in_South-Eastern_Europe_Deutsche_Gesellschaft_fur_Internationale_Zusammenarbeit_GIZ
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://kanal5.com.mk/georgieski-se-otstranuva-nelegalno-izgradeniot-dzid-vo-gradishte/a422587?fbclid=IwAR1qB2moxtSHUpmtWoNT_hkTt839_vRi50o8HvaMPCYMTW5y_rUkEI7Gzm4
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FIGURE 5: Photos A and B depict an illegally built wall still under construction stretching north from a 
restaurant on Lake Ohrid’s east coast at Gradishte on 17 May 2020. Photo C from 18 May 2020 
shows the constructor demolishing the illegally built wall in front of an illegally built restaurant 
terrace that had been constructed previously. At the end of the month, on 29 May 2020, the illegal 
terrace behind the demolished illegal wall, though falling apart, is still in place (Photo D). E and F also 
from 29 May 2020 show activities for a supporting wall that continue intermittently at the same 
location. 

 

B. Sveti Stefan 
 

A separate illegal construction reported by medium A1On (see video) has also taken place at the 

village of Sveti Stefan (St. Stefan) on an east coast Lake Ohrid beach just south of Gorica 3. 

Construction activities and tree cutting was observed just meters from the waterline, 

comprehensively within the 50m Green Belt that supposedly buffers Lake Ohrid’s shore from 

exploitation.  

  
FIGURE 6: A video still and photo on 30 May 2020 from St. Stefan, where illegal wall construction 
was taking place.  

https://a1on.mk/macedonia/video-nov-betonski-dzid-se-gradi-vo-ohridskoto-ezero-so-teshka-gradezhna-mehanizacija/?fbclid=IwAR2V_l2c631_lAhBmWq0TR8luOljiJfwHLb3rOAKxpWcxISh1jLLMIKVE_I
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Local authorities took no ameliorative action. Now a newly constructed wall is part of a fully 

operational beach facility as seen in pictures below taken from July 2020. Connecting to previously 

reported accommodation/restaurant/beach facilities (Ohrid SOS, 2019, 2020) to the south, this wall 

completes a concrete barrier that fragments hundreds of meters of the lakeside ecotone. It is 

precisely the kind of construction that the newly adopted Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 ought to preclude and that the Republic of 

Macedonia should have removed and prevented under Recommendation 9 from the 2017 ICOMOS, 

IUCN and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring Mission.  

FIGURE 7: St. Stefan 03 July 2020 (two pictures) 

 

 

FIGURE 8: The view from the water shows how a large wall in the bottom left-hand corner has crept 
along the coast at St. Stefan. The habitat fragmentation process continued in 2020, but has been 
incrementally expanding for years. 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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C. Old Town Square, Ohrid City  
 

Other illegal construction is the remodelling of a landmark building, colloquially known as Fish 

Restaurant (now Bistro Lihnidos), which overlooks St. Kliment of Ohrid Square in Ohrid City’s Old 

Town Core, a cultural heritage nucleus. Construction started in spring 2020 during the COVID-19 

pandemic and the restaurant unveiled its new face to the public in June 2020. Of ambience value 

according to the Law Proclaiming the Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural Heritage (Official 

Gazette 47/2011, 154/2015), the building is located in Culture Zone of Protection I under the 

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

In May 2020, upon registering inappropriate construction activities at the restaurant, through access 

to public information, Ohrid SOS requested further details about what was going on from the 

Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid. Received in return was 

documentation from 2016, not 2020, containing an opinion issued by the Institute, which approved 

proposed urban equipment as per a request by Ohrid Municipality. Enclosed also was a project and 

an extract from a document titled 2016 Annual Program for Display of Urban Equipment for the 

Municipality of Ohrid. The urban equipment was supposed to consist of a tile roof on wooden pillars 

as cover for a restaurant terrace of 57 m2 with 9 tables accompanied by 4 chairs. 

The Institute had issued an approval as “the shade would not disrupt the ambience and view 

towards the Old Town Core.” From comparing the plan to the situation on the ground, however, it 

was obvious that the approval was for a project that had already taken place, i.e. not the 

construction occurring in 2020. The urban equipment concerned was already installed, and, by 

March 2017, the terrace had become an almost fully enclosed space, even though this was explicitly 

forbidden as per the aforementioned Annual Program. 

 

A 

 

 

 

B 

https://www.facebook.com/Lihnidos/
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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C 

FIGURE 9: Picture A displays how the new Bistro Lihnidos intervention partially occupies privately 
owned Cadastre Plot 15491/3 and state- owned Cadastre Plot 15491/4. The arrow indicates the gate 
visible in later pictures in this section. The rest of the state-owned plot, covered with tents, is used by 
the restaurant too. Pictures B and C are from the plan for installing urban equipment at the Bistro. 
Installation was approved for an area 57m2.  

 

Considering that, in providing documents from 2016, the Institute had acted as if unaware of months 

of construction work at the site during 2020, Ohrid SOS assumed that there was no valid 

documentation for the new activities. Therefore, on 17th June 2020, SOS initiated an inspection with 

both the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage, and the Sector for Urbanization and the 

Management of Construction Land in the Municipality of Ohrid. 

A response came from the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid 

within the Directorate, which issued an inspection report on 3rd July 2020 concluding that the 

investor did not in fact have approval for the terrace undertakings in 2020. Underlining almost word 

for word the unlawful acts that had been identified by Ohrid SOS in its inspection initiation, the 

inspectors’ report also confirmed the following: 

• The executed construction activities do not comply with the submitted project for display 

of urban equipment from 2016, for which a positive opinion had been issued. 

• For the new construction activities, no project documentation has been submitted 

considering drastic changes in respect to used materials and the overall ambience of the 

building’s terrace. 

• The planned materials have not been used. Rather, the construction is made of steel, glass 

and tin, which are non-authentic materials and forbidden in Protection Zone 1 according to 

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

and the Law Proclaiming the Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural Heritage; 

• Interventions have occurred to the building itself, which represents a construction of 

ambience value within the borders of the protected core of the town, and thus the overall 

ground floor façade of stone and specific windows of the traditional old-town architectural 

style have been framed with a secondary metal construction and completely covered with 

panels. In this way, the appearance of the building has completely changed, which conflicts 

entirely with Article 7 of the Law Proclaiming the Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant 

Cultural Heritage. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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• The stone arch at the entrance of the terrace has been demolished and a lamp-post on its 

south side removed, which represents destruction of “Public Property: Architecture 

Element and Urban Equipment” of St. Kliment of Ohrid Square.  

• All these activities have damaged the ambiental wholeness of the Fish Restaurant on St. 

Kliment of Ohrid Square, which is in collision with the Law on Management of the Ohrid 

Region, Law Proclaiming the Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural Heritage and the 

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

So, the latest interventions have damaged the authenticity of the building. Almost the  whole front 

yard of has been completely closed off with a glass and metal construction and the view towards the 

first floor of the building from the public square is blocked, while the unified design carrying 

atmospheric value for the broader square area, not just the restaurant, has been disturbed.  

 

 

 
1. The Fish Restaurant in the 1980s 

  
2. The Fish Restaurant, now Bistro Lihnidos, 
in 2010 before urban equipment was 
installed 

3.  The Fish Restaurant after installation of 
urban equipment approved in 2016. The 
terrace had been partially closed and the stone 
arch covered. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://www.facebook.com/Lihnidos/posts/1207416122938843?__xts__%5b0%5d=68.ARCkAg6fKKdHKsUtEjhgyuLR2KHcH9pZmO_eKGBq6riBhicCKj5mIqlpymR-pObbdrMuTPwPjIZEp530Y5lEFUXB-HuM5PnjUlOaz0-NT2kUjEETOm-mcuQ7XVhT4dUXyKMdM0yNnezF_MJ2ifbZ9Ppx8YpL4DW4TOzE4S5VLzjKDw-e2alfOwhyxpKWSySiuGcsrhtqu7-atHo5WhxTGVbK15KuqogleDSIvca0QRDMGNsHq8LmwE6pmAnZm2YTpfjBl9anUVqhFrHJz4l47zHDS8QJX62Pf5jKFvNn5n5Xx7GFXhiwxa12vH8JDNEhlgYgHtO4Gf_Va7g4G5AM6WF66g&__tn__=-R
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4. By July 2017 an extension between the 
approved roof and the gate was constructed 
with area almost completely sealed off. 

5. Lihnidos in 2018 displaying the enclosed 
area from afar. 

  
6 (left) and 7 (right): After illegally extending into state property, in 2020 a pandemic remodelling 
turned Lihnidos into a permanent construction. 

FIGURE 10: Pictures 1-7 above describe a brief history of Bistro Lihnidos. 

 

Ever since the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid passed the 

report to the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage on 3rd July 2020, Ohrid SOS has struggled 

to get any further information about the case. Finally, on 28th January 2021, in a document 

responding to SOS complaints, it was discovered that the Directorate reestablished the illegality of 

the reconstruction at Restaurant Lihnidos, and, in early September 2020, issued a decision for it to 

be returned to its original state.  

The case was then passed on to the State Inspectorate for Construction and Urbanization in 

September 2020 for further proceedings, but no information has been made available to Ohrid SOS 

despite requests. Months after, there is no indication of the restaurant being returned to its 

authentic form. 

Conclusions from the 2020 installment in Fish Restaurant’s history are here-listed: 

1. At least superficially, the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum – 

Ohrid did not seem familiar with the latest construction activities at the building (spring 

2020). The lack of documents other than those related to the 2016 placement of urban 

equipment suggests that the 2020 intervention is either directly illegal or else approved by 

the Municipality of Ohrid without a positive opinion from the Institute, which itself would be 
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non-compliant with the Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage and Law Proclaiming the 

Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural Heritage.  

2. Even though, from 2017 to 2020, Fish Restaurant had taken on illegal construction activities 

leading to an almost complete seal-off of the terrace, which differed from the plan for which 

the 2016 approval had been issued, it seems like no inspection had been carried out.   

3. Given that the restaurant is located at an unavoidable spot in Ohrid City’s main square, the 

compact centre and cultural heritage hotspot of a town of just 40,000 population, not more 

than a few hundred meters from both the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture 

and Museum—Ohrid and the offices of the Municipality of Ohrid, one would be gullible in 

the extreme to believe that neither of these institutions knew what was happening there.  

 

D. Other 
 

Regarding urbanization violations, Ohrid SOS occasionally receives complaints, most notably in the 

Old Town Core of Ohrid, from citizens unable to pursue justice or facing institutional obstacles and 

lethargy bordering on inaction. The latest is for an illegal construction upgrade near the Terrace Café 

on Kuzman Kapidan Road, a mere 50 meters from the entrance to the cultural site of Plaoshnik.  

Despite having reported an infraction to authorities, the person concerned was disheartened with 

the response and therefore brought the matter to Ohrid SOS’s attention, which led the organization 

to communicate with the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid on 

3rd October 2020. The Institute pursued an oversight inspection on 6th October 2020, indicative that 

this had not been done when the original complainant reported the incident.  

It was established that the investor for the upgrade had not complied with a permit issued by the 

Institute from 3rd December 2019 to reconstruct only the roof of an existing building without 

amending the building size. In fact, the investor has erected an elevated attic and a roof construction 

for the illegal addition. Moreover, the Institute had not been informed as required that 

reconstruction work had begun.  

The Institute prepared a report and sent it to the Inspectorate within the Directorate for Protection 

of Cultural Heritage for further processing on the same day (6th October 2020). However, the 

Inspectorate only recorded the case a week later, on the 13th October 2020, by which time the illegal 

structure was almost completed. Ohrid SOS kept informing the Directorate of the construction’s 

advancement, providing photographic evidence, and made numerous attempts to get information 

on the inspection’s process and outcome. All was to no avail.  

Finally, on 28th January 2021, in a document dated from the 15th January 2021 in response to its 

complaint, SOS came to understand that the Directorate had established the illegality of the 

reconstruction at 23 Kuzman Kapidan Road and issued a decision for the building to be returned to 

its original state. The case was passed on to the State Inspectorate for Construction for further 

proceedings. Nonetheless, despite having the legal right to receive information on the case as an 

initiator of the inspection, Ohrid SOS was prevented by the Directorate from doing so.  
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The photo that has most recently come to SOS’s possession, from 1st February 2021, could not be 

taken at closer distance due to the possible reaction from the home owner. As can be seen, however, 

the house is fully finished with stairs erected from the street side. 

As with the Fish Restaurant (Chapter 3C), the illegal construction is taking place almost literally 

under the nose of Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid, whose 

workplace is barely more than 200m away from the infraction.   

 

A 
 

B 

 

 

 

 

 
C 

 
D 
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FIGURE 11 (A-F): Picture A is a Google Streetview of a building at 23 Kuzman Kapidan Road in the Old 
Town Core of Ohrid City’s World Heritage Site prior to illegal roof reconstruction. Pictures B and C 
show the building being resized during construction work in the early days of October 2020. Picture D 
is a document from the 6 October 2020 on-site evaluation by Institute for Protection of Monuments 
of Culture and Museum—Ohrid. E is also from October and reveals near completion of the structure, 
and F, from February 2021, depicts it with stairs completed. 
 

E. Conclusions 
 

Little evidence can be seen of enhanced efficiency when new illegal activities occur. Much to the 

contrary, in the case of the Gradishte camp site, constructors appeared very comfortable when 

performing illegal acts and illegal intervention continued for a substantial period of time before 

Ohrid SOS’s involvement.  

In response to older illegal construction, the Municipality of Ohrid’s Mayor Georgieski confirmed 

that criminal charges have been brought against 14 private and legal entities related to occupation 

of the lake-shore. For others, however, he claimed that the coastal occupiers had not yet been 

identified, even though businesses have been operating in these locations. In the small town 

environment of Ohrid Municipality, it is scarcely credible that sufficient information could not be 

found for them, especially since a first draft of the inventory for illegal constructions has now been 

completed.   

The State Commission for Prevention of Corruption, from its 30th Session on 15th May 2020, 

announced that it would request the government to take the necessary measures to acquire 

jurisdictions of all municipalities within the UNESCO Ohrid Region with regard to removal of illegal 

constructions. This was decided because the financial resources of the Municipality of Ohrid had not 

proved adequate to deal with the matter.  

It is evident that the government will not follow the Commission’s advice: Blagoj Bochvarski, the 

new Minister of Transport in the 2020 cabinet of re-elected Prime Minister Zoran Zaev, has 

emphasized that it is local municipalities’ responsibility to deal with removal. For that purpose, in 

December 2020, a year and a half since the inventory of illegals was produced, the Ministry allocated 

6 million Denars (97,000 Euros) to Ohrid Municipality, although there was no mention of anything of 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=snU8RRcDU6k
https://www.ohridnews.com/antikorupciska-bara-odzema-e-na-nadlezhnostite-od-opshtinite-ohrid-i-struga-za-spravuva-e-so-divogradbite/
https://www.novamakedonija.com.mk/makedonija/%D0%B0%D0%BD%D1%82%D0%B8%D0%BA%D0%BE%D1%80%D1%83%D0%BF%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B0-%D0%B1%D0%B0%D1%80%D0%B0-%D0%B2%D0%BB%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%B0-%D0%B4%D0%B0-%D0%B3%D0%B8-%D1%83%D1%80%D0%B8/
https://alfa.mk/bochvaski-so-poinakov-plan-za-ohridskoto-krajbrezhje-od-negoviot-prethodnik/
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the kind for the Municipality of Struga, whose Mayor, Ramiz Merko, has made abundantly clear that 

nothing will be removed (Chapter 4F).  

Overall, the “uncontrolled incremental interventions” noted as challenges to the authenticity of the 

“monumental urban ensemble as well as the lakeshore and wider landscape” on the UNESCO 

webpage for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region are still occurring with regularity 

due to a lack of substantial engagement from authorities or inspectorates to remove and prevent 

illegal construction and the priority accorded to legalization laws (Chapter 5). According to Andon 

Bojadzi, Head of Nature Protection for National Park Galichica, from October to December 2020 

alone, three new illegal buildings were recorded in the protected area’s boundaries (Televizija 24, 

2020a).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.24.mk/details/29-vikend-kukji-na-atraktivni-lokacii-vo-seloto-trpejca-se-prioritet-za-urivanje?fbclid=IwAR1ic3qnAY41wZehR0t9Bs80B5AeF40rdKRRKY35zT_ymqyrgNUHiiiLh_E
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4.  REMOVAL OF ILLEGAL CONSTRUCTION 
 

Underlined by World Heritage Committee Decisions 43 COM 7B.36 and 41 COM 7B.34 from 2019 

and 2017 respectively, the Republic of Macedonia has been requested by ICOMOS, the IUCN and the 

World Heritage Centre to inventory, impact-assess, and remove illegal constructions that are 

detrimental to the Ohrid Region’s Outstanding Universal Value. Impact assessments, deadlined to 

December 2018, have not yet materialized, while the removal of heritage-threatening outlaw 

buildings was supposed to be complete by 1st December 2020. That has not been achieved either. 

What instead occurred is an extremely limited number of removals. Some of these have not involved 

total takedown of the entire construction and at least one has fully reversed. Often removals have 

left debris or the skeletons of in-lake platforms to brutalize both the integrity and authenticity of the 

World Heritage property due to their continuing disruption of the lakeshore. Shorezone functionality 

and centres of cultural heritage are unlikely to have benefited from the actions so far undertaken.   

 

Compared to the many thousands of illegal constructions that exist in the property, the scale of 

remedial action is minimal, and parallel legalization procedures are continuing (Chapter 5). Although 

the situation with legality in the Ohrid Region is genuinely complex and many non-legal 

constructions are not significantly detrimental to heritage, assuming a rough figure of 21,000 

structures in the Municipalities of Ohrid and Struga7 that are yet to achieve legal status, Ohrid SOS 

estimates that a total of only between 10 and 20 have undergone even partial removal, during 

almost four years since the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission visit. As in 2019, manufacturing 

evidence of compliance with UNESCO requests looks to have taken precedence over honestly 

restoring natural habitats and cultural treasures. 

 

 

 

With one exception, the map (left) places all the 

attempts to demolish illegal constructions since 

the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission. They have 

only occurred over a remarkably small area of 

the entire Ohrid Region. Yellow dots mark partial 

removals, while green show full removals. There 

are only two green dots…   

 
7 This is based on January 2020 estimates seen in the draft Reactive Monitoring Mission Report, which record over 11,000 
structures of unresolved legality in the Municipality of Ohrid, 3,000 in the Municipality of Struga, and approximately 7,000 
that had been declined legal status. 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7036/
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A. Background 2019-2021 
 

In mid-2020, twelve months on from Baku 2019, when the Macedonian delegation lobbied the 

World Heritage Committee to soften the World Heritage Centre’s draft decision for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region at its 43rd Session, almost nothing had been done to deal with 

illegal construction.  

Then, with elections set for 15th July 2020, at its own 63rd Session on 9th June 2020, the Macedonian 

government adopted a regulation with legal force for the implementation of the Law on 

Construction Land in a State of Emergency, which obliged beach owners who do not have a lease for 

the state property they occupy to return beaches to their original state. This implicitly required 

demolition of various structures, not least because, as per documents received by Ohrid SOS from 

the Municipalities of Ohrid and Struga, all concessions for beaches had expired at least two years 

previously.  

Only with this order did a small number of platforms and other objects undergo some kind of 

removal. These activities lasted for about three weeks and then abruptly stopped again, which 

mimics the previous foreshortened attempt to deal with the illegal construction issue in 2019 (Ohrid 

SOS, 2020).   

 

B. Selective & Partial Removals 
 

The limited number of demolitions that have been attempted in the Ohrid Region flatters to deceive. 

While there is at least one example of a structure being fully broken up, actions against illegal 

buildings have more often resulted in at least some major part of the facilities still standing. This 

suggests reversibility and allows for the potential continuation of illegal interventions. Failure to take 

away broken remains is another feature of the process.  Examples are provided here: 

 

i) Kaneo & Gorica Beaches 

 

Those removal activities that did take place in 2020 were mainly concentrated beachside at two 

locations: Gorica 3 and Kaneo. Both have seen multiple encroachments over the last couple of 

decades encasing the coast in concrete, walling off the natural connection between lake and shore, 

and even building into the water. The order was for businesses to return beach areas to their original 

condition. 

That did not occur. During the demolition, concrete block bases and supporting walls were removed 

at Gorica 3, but not in Kaneo, where important features of structures were left in place. In the 

former location, the dismembered body-parts of buildings have been left littering the shoreline for 

the past eight months, substituting illegal construction with illegal construction waste. At the latter, 

the lake littoral and shore has been left in a disappointing condition both visually and ecologically, as 

can be seen from the ensuing photos.  

https://vlada.mk/sednica/2020-63?fbclid=IwAR09QjFVGNw-Gw-X9xsE86IMKpc2_gYWm0LkeLBdJCo3S4Hprys1DzYSEyI
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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To give some idea of the selectivity, removal activities did not take place in adjacent areas. For 

instance, St. Stephan (Sveti Stefan), where severe illegal urbanization of the lakeshore has occurred 

right next to Gorica 3, was not touched. Indeed, more illegal construction was taking place there as 

of late May (Chapter 3B). The situation at Kaneo is similar: Year-on-year concrete expansion into the 

lake at neighbouring Potpesh has not been resolved and was similarly exempted from 

deconstruction actions in 2019. 

FIGURE 12: Photos A to L chart two failed attempts to remove a single platform at Kaneo as other 
illegal facilities persist merrily next door.  

 
 

A. DEC 2019: Kaneo platform semi-removed  

 
 

B. MAY 2020: Kaneo platform re-assembled  

 

 

C. MAY 2020: Close-up, Kaneo platform 

 

D. MAY 2020: Platform planks 
numbered, presumably for convenient 
rebuilding. 
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E. JUNE 2020: Kaneo platform fully operating 
before a second removal. 

F. 29th JUNE 2020: Medium A1on photographs 
the second removal of the platform. 

   

G & H. JUL 2020: Kaneo platform (as shown in E) after second removal; concrete support walls 
remain  

  

I & J. AUG 2020: Kaneo – support walls and barriers on the still-artificial beach. 
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K & L. SEP 2020: Potpesh beach facilities, immediately adjacent to the dying-resurrecting-
dying Kaneo platform, have not been subject to removal and concrete extensions into the lake 
remain. 

FIGURE 13 (Below): Photos A-F from February 2021 reveal how, eight months after demolitions, the 
area from Kaneo to Potpesh is in a heavily modified form with half-broken buildings, walls, and metal 
frames mixing with full facilities. The beach ecotone and Lake Ohrid’s eco-rich littoral zone are in a 
state of desecration. 

 

A 

 

B 

 

C 

 

D 
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FIGURE 14 (Below): 7 photos taken between July 2020 and February 2021 depict how waste from 
removal activities at Gorica 3: Nemo Beach has been left to pollute the coast. 

  

  ABOVE LEFT AND RIGHT: Gorica 3: Nemo Beach (16 July, 2020) following demolition of illegal construction 

  

ABOVE LEFT: On 21 October 2020, the mortally 
wounded remains of illegal constructions are still 
mortally wounding the integrity of Ohrid habitats. 

ABOVE RIGHT: Moving forward to February 2021, 
the Gorica area is still haunted by the ghosts of 
illegal construction.   
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ABOVE LEFT, CENTRE, RIGHT: In February 2021 construction waste from demolitions at Gorica 3: 
Nemo Beach has become a fixture on Lake Ohrid’s east coast.  

FIGURE 15 (Below): A comparison of in-lake platforms between 2019 and 2021 illustrates how 
structures have been left in situ for well over a year since State Party claims that they had undergone 
demolition. Ohrid SOS believes there is a high risk of these platforms being reconstructed.    

   

DEC 2019 ABOVE: Photos showed how platforms had not been wholly dismantled (Ohrid SOS, 2020). 

FEB 2021 BELOW: More than 18 months since alleged demolition, the same platform skeletons are 
still standing in the lake, possibly awaiting rebirth. 

  

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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ii) Marko Nestoroski Road 

 

Minimal deconstruction of a single house on Marko Nestoroski Road was paraded through 

Macedonian media in 2019 as evidence of the country’s compliance with Reactive Monitoring 

Mission Recommendation 9 (Ohrid SOS, 2020).  

Selection of the house as a target for removal was always puzzling as it is situated far from Ohrid City 

centre in Culture Zone III-b according to the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029. It was therefore unlikely to be impacting heritage to the same 

degree as other illegal constructions (such as near the village of Trpejca in National Park Galichica).  

Moreover, demolition was superficial, involving removal of roofing materials and little else. 

Rebuilding work commenced almost as soon as the media had moved on to other stories (Ohrid SOS, 

2020) and walls had never been taken down anyway. Now, the house has been reconstructed 

entirely.  

 

 

FIGURE 16 (OCT 2020): The house at 144 Marko Nestoroski Road that underwent a 
theatre of demolition in 2019. Open windows, blinds and shoes outside the door 
suggest it is here to stay. 

 

iii) Green Space Hotel 

 

The Green Space Hotel near the exit road from Ohrid to Struga is one of the only solid buildings to 

experience any kind of removal during the 3-week demolition period in 2020. Interestingly, this hotel 

was only built in 2019, while constructions standing outside the law for much longer elsewhere have 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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not been touched, such as the emblematic illegal hotel under construction in Lagadin (Ohrid SOS, 

2017, 2019, 2020).  

Moreover, a month on from demolition activities, which certainly did take place as can be seen from 

the later photos in this section, the Green Space Hotel was still standing in major part. Drone pictures 

taken for Ohrid SOS in October 2020 confirm this, and, although the hotel’s booking.com profile is 

non-functional, according to a 3rd September 2020 post on its Facebook page with email and phone 

details provided, it is now awaiting guests again.  

Whether this can be explained by partial illegality that has now been resolved through the 

demolition process or another reason, Ohrid SOS cannot ascertain. However, it is not well 

understood how improvements to the World Heritage Site’s authenticity and integrity have been 

gained by the dismantlement of part of a building that is not in a priority area for natural and cultural 

heritage values. As stated by the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Report, illegal constructions in 

National Park Galichica are a more obvious priority (ICOMOS/IUCN/World Heritage Centre, 2017) and 

the selection of the Green Space Hotel does not seem to have been prefaced by an impact 

assessment.  

FIGURE 17: Green Space Hotel (A) underwent a genuine demolition process in July of 2020 (B). On 

the one hand, it is unknown why this building was chosen for removal when many others were left 

untouched. On the other, the entire structure was not removed. It was re-advertising for guests 

again by September 2020 (C). 

  

A B 

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/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
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iv) Concrete Production Facility 

 

Another exception to the general avoidance of removal for solid structures is an illegal concrete 

production facility associated with Nefi Useini, a former councillor in the Municipality of Ohrid: Three 

silos at the facility were taken down. That said, the silos were not removed from the site and at least 

one building is still in place along with various construction vehicles and trucks, not to mention heaps 

of miscellaneous discarded materials. Further progress is still required if the location is to cease its 

degradation of the Outstanding Universal Value of the Ohrid Region and Google Earth images suggest 

the footprint of habitat destruction at the site is still expanding.  
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FIGURE 18 (Below): An illegal concrete production facility linked to Municipality of Ohrid councillor 
Nefi Useini has taken down three silos as shown in Picture A (8th October, 2020). Not all buildings 
have been removed, however, and the site is still an anthropogenic blight on the landscape. Indeed, 
Google Earth images comparing 5th May 2020 (B) and 3rd September 2020 (C) show it splurging over 
new land even after its July demolition. (Incidentally, the red-roofed building in the background is the 
Green Space Hotel whose strange trajectory from demolition to advertising for guests between July 
and September is also discussed in this section.)  

  

A 

 

B 

 

C 

 

C. Struga 
 

No illegal construction is known to have been removed in the Municipality of Struga. Even if it does 

one day occur, the local mayor has promised to build back again anyway (Chapter 4F). To 

demonstrate the seriousness of mismanagement, here provided is yet more photographic evidence 
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of the business-as-usual situation of usurped, privatized and destroyed lakeshore in the municipality 

at the western coastal village of Radozhda and surrounds. While these interventions are nothing 

new, no effort has been made to resolve them. 

FIGURE 19 (below): Photos A to E, submitted to Ohrid SOS by concerned members of the public, show 
the ongoing ravage of Lake Orhid’s west coast.  

A B C 
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FIGURE 20 (Above): Images A-F  from Radozhda and Elen Kamen also on the west coast indicate 
unscrupulous violation of Lake Ohrid’s green belt with land reclamation, concreting and fencing 
(23 October, 2020). 
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D. Galichica National Park 
 

According to the Urban Department within the Municipality of Ohrid, as of June 20208, there were 

2,347 pending requests for legalization of illegal constructions related to National Park Galichica, 

some of which might apply to more than one building. The total number of illegals, including those 

that have not sought legalization or were built recently, is unknown.  

Although lawful binding orders for removal have been issued for some structures that cannot be 

legalized, with the exception of a single wall in Gradishte that itself evaded demolition for several 

weeks (Chapter 3A), violations of the Law on Construction have typically not been sanctioned.  

In a statement for Televizija 24 (2020a) on 19th December 2020, the Head of Nature Protection for 

Public Institution National Park Galichica, Andon Bojadzi, informed that there are 29 buildings for 

which the protected area has given go ahead for immediate removal. Most are within 50 meters of 

the lake, some within 10 meters. They can be found in Lake Ohrid’s most pristine sites such as the 

Zone of Strict Protection for lakeshore rocks and cliffs, just north of Trpejca village (Sloboden Pechat, 

2021). Vacation homes are the most common type but there is one hotel. To date, they are still 

standing. 

Bojadzi further claims that, upon request by authorities, National Park Galichica has given official 

opinions on 409 illegal constructions, but he notes with concern that authorities have not asked 

about all the unlawful structures in the protected area, including some that are built on state 

property in close proximity to Lake Ohrid. In an earlier statement for Radio Free Europe from 25th 

June 2020, he also complained that the hands of National Park Galichica are tied in respect to illegal 

construction due to pressure from power-holders in politics and public administration. The national 

park has no jurisdiction to act against illegal structures: It can only report them to inspectors and the 

public prosecutor’s office as matters involving usurpation of state property.  

Even under the draft legalization law still in procedure (Chapter 5), only functional buildings 

constructed by 1st October 2019 will be eligible for legal status, so any more recently erected ones 

will not be able to obtain legalization in any lawful way. This is pushing those who have taken over 

protected area habitats to seek other ways to keep hold of their illegal gains: In a television 

interview for Telma from 13th January 2021, Ana Petrovska, former State Secretary of the Ministry of 

Environment, current Director of the State Environmental Inspectorate and a member of the 

Commission for Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, pointed to a 

case of falsified documentation of a new illegally constructed building in Galichica that claimed it 

had been built within the period for which the legalization law applied. It was given to the 

Commission for evaluation, but its falsification attempts were luckily found out.  

In these kinds of circumstances, where violators of law will use any method or power, and 

authorities are indecisive and prone to compliance with those violators, the future of protecting 

National Park Galichica’s landscape values and biodiversity is uncertain. 

 

 
8 A scan of the document confirming this figure is included in the Radio Free Europe news article mentioned later in this 

section.  

https://www.24.mk/details/29-vikend-kukji-na-atraktivni-lokacii-vo-seloto-trpejca-se-prioritet-za-urivanje?fbclid=IwAR1ic3qnAY41wZehR0t9Bs80B5AeF40rdKRRKY35zT_ymqyrgNUHiiiLh_E
https://www.slobodenpecat.mk/en/ohrid-koga-ne-se-urivaat-starite-niknuvaat-novi-divogradbi/
https://www.slobodnaevropa.mk/a/%D0%B4%D0%B8%D0%B2%D0%BE%D0%B3%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%B1%D0%B8-%D0%B3%D0%B0%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%87%D0%B8%D1%86%D0%B0-%D0%BE%D1%85%D1%80%D0%B8%D0%B4-%D1%80%D0%B5%D1%81%D0%B5%D0%BD/30688591.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IwrlqiH8sbk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IwrlqiH8sbk
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E. Lack of Plan & Constitutional Appeal 
 

At the Ohrid Municipality Assembly Q&A Session on 30th July 2020, Mayor Georgieski stated (36:55), 

“This assembly had the chance to know the pace and dynamic of removal of illegal buildings when I 

proposed a dynamic plan. The assembly did not accept it. Now it is only me who knows the pace and 

dynamic of it, and that’s how it’s going to stay.”  

The quote encapsulates how there is no transparent agenda or plan for demolition activities. The 

limited scope of action, unpredictable targets that do not appear to follow any particular pattern 

and seeming lack of prior heritage-impact assessments all lead to the conclusion that demolitions 

are not being approached in a systematic, OUV-based manner.  

As mentioned in the previous section, for example, it is unknown why some platforms were targeted 

at Kaneo, but others left in place. The logic for removing part of the Green Space Hotel at a less 

ecologically sensitive area when whole illegal structures are known to remain in the 50m green belt 

zone and National Park Galichica, some on the very lakeshore, is also difficult to explain. The failure 

to actually take down large parts of structures that undergo demolition is bewildering too.   

Ohrid SOS is attempting to understand these decisions more thoroughly and has twice submitted an 

official request (June 2020 and August 2020) for information on the removal plan, as nominally 

provisioned by the Law on Free Access to Information. The request has triggered an institutional 

ping-pong lasting 4 months (Chapter 10Bi) but has not resulted in any further clarity.  

In fairness, legal cases are complicating matters. On 8th July 2020, upon a submission from several 

Ohrid beach owners (Kuba Libre, Cadmo and Potpesh), Macedonia’s Constitutional Court brought a 

decision to ban all acts related to the government regulation for enforcement of the Law on 

Construction Land (Chapter 4A). Mayor Georgieski opposed the court’s decision, arguing that the 

obligation for removal remained valid due to expired concession agreements rather than the 

government regulation per se. Whatever the merits of this argument, actions against illegals have 

stalled and their pace and dynamic can only be described as slow.   

Identifying companies to conduct demolitions has been another stumbling block. Every time the 

government makes funds available for demolitions, a new tender process commences9. In one case, 

the State Commission for Prevention of Corruption even annulled a tender decision by the 

Municipality of Ohrid that granted the job to a company related to Nefi Useini10, a then member of 

Ohrid Assembly and its Municipality Urbanisation Commission, who is linked to at least two illegal 

constructions11 in the World Heritage Site (Ohrid SOS, 2020) and whose construction company is 

contractor for a significant number of undertakings in the City of Ohrid.  

The State Commission intervened on the grounds that an official cannot enter commercial liaisons 

with a legal entity of which they or their family members have ownership. By attempting to go down 

 
9 The most recent was occurring towards the end of February 2021. 
10 The district attorney’s office in Ohrid has proceedings for 5 criminal charges against Useini, who was involved in a case of 
alleged verbal assault against a female inspector for cultural heritage in relation to an illegal pizzeria in the Old Town Core 
of Ohrid. Charges involve obstructing an official in performing work, threatening behaviour, and falsifying and destroying of 
administrative books.    
11 One of these is the concrete production facility discussed in Chapter 4Biv. The other is the pizzeria referenced in footnote 

10 and presented in detail in World Heritage on the Edge 3: Another Brick in the Wall for which an investigation is ongoing.     

https://www.facebook.com/watch/live/?v=592944388279146&ref=watch_permalink
http://ustavensud.mk/?p=19675
http://ustavensud.mk/?p=19675
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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this avenue, the Municipality of Ohrid would have opened itself to conflict of interest criticisms. As it 

stands, it instead delayed processes to deconstruct illegal buildings via its poor decision-making. (For 

reference, over 2 years since becoming an assembly member, Nefi Useini’s businesses won 8 tenders 

with three municipal enterprises for a total value of 225,000 Euros.) 

 

F. Mayors of Madness: Confusion, Prevarication, Defiance & Disregard 
 

After the short period before elections on 15th July 2020, no further demolition of any beach illegals 

in Ohrid Municipality has taken place despite promisingly decisive statements to complete the 

process from Mayor Georgieski, who pledged to do so even in the midst of the tourist season during 

a Q&A assembly session (37:10) on 30th July.  

As usual, he backtracked when, in a video interview with Samo Prasaj on August 22nd, he reminded his 

audience that, according to the existing law, legalization within 50 meters of Lake Ohrid’s highest 

water level is allowed, although the buildings concerned cannot be inscribed in the urban plan. 

Clearly hinting at the undesirability of removal, he went on to explain that, if the Municipality urban 

plan later requires such formerly illegal constructions to be taken down, the owner must then be 

compensated.   

In the same interview, Georgieski then gave the directly contradictory statement that, due to the 

need for an assessment of the impact of illegal buildings on Outstanding Universal Value, they 

cannot be legalized within 50 meters of the lake.  

Mayor Ramiz Merko of the Municipality of Struga meanwhile announced in a press briefing on 20th 

May 2020 that more construction would be encouraged in his municipality and none removed 

(Televizija 24, 2020). In his words, if inspectors decided to demolish constructions, more would be 

built, saying directly, “We want to build, not demolish. We’ll tell them to build more, not demolish.” 

He also rejected the idea that the government could take over the jurisdiction for building 

demolitions, a manoeuver which had been requested by the State Commission for Prevention of 

Corruption five days earlier.  

Merko’s statement to this effect was made in the presence of the then-Minister of Economy, 

Kreshnik Bekteshi. With comments of the like, Merko continued to provoke institutions, flagrantly 

obstruct processes to implement recommendations from the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission, and 

explicitly stood for disobedience of law.  

In response, institutions and the central government have been largely passive with no indications of 

a change in standpoint at the time of writing and Merko has not moved position: In one of his most 

recent statements from 13th February 2021 (Sakam da Kazham), he opined that strict UNESCO 

measures for building and removal of illegal construction in the protected zone are unacceptable, 

explaining that they are inadequate for the needs of the people and prevent them from acting upon 

adopted urban plans. He also said that the Municipality of Struga suffers financial implications as a 

result of people not being able to pursue their rights under the Law on the Handling of Illegal 

Constructions and asked for extension of its deadline for legalizations. Meanwhile, for in-lake 

platforms at Radozhda, a notorious hotspot of lakeshore exploitation (Ohrid SOS, 2020; Chapter 2F), 

https://www.facebook.com/watch/live/?v=592944388279146&ref=watch_permalink
file:///C:/Users/hrvat/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/Можна%20отштета%20за%20чистење%20на
file:///C:/Users/hrvat/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/Можна%20отштета%20за%20чистење%20на
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lCtJqKL0sQc&feature=emb_title
https://www.mkd.mk/makedonija/politika/ramiz-merko-bash-nje-briga-za-reakciite-na-nevladinite-za-divogradbite
https://24.mk/details/merko-bash-me-briga-vo-struga-kje-se-gradi
https://360stepeni.mk/merko-bash-mi-e-briga-shto-napagaat-nevladinite-organizatsii-za-divogradbi/
https://sdk.mk/index.php/dopisna-mrezha/struzhani-imaat-pravo-da-gradat-i-da-legaliziraat-toa-shto-go-bara-unesko-e-neprifatlivo-veli-strushkiot-gradonachalnik-ramiz-merko/?fbclid=IwAR3atl8ic5dRQJNuvBuSHG948FGYK7BlY198GOFBijYeFieSdUhb5C9SLTY
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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he claimed that they cause no harm and are for the purpose of tourism development. He insisted 

also that no illegal buildings in Struga are in need of removal and expressed an intention to fight the 

government with legal means if it does not accord with his requests.  

In conclusion, there is no clear policy or messaging even from minute to minute in the Municipality 

of Ohrid, while the Municipality of Stuga has no such problem: It communicates very unequivocally 

that instructions to bring order to construction processes will be defied. As this takes place, illegal 

structures continue to occupy areas that are supposed to have stringent protection under law. 
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5. LAW ON HANDLING OF ILLEGAL CONSTRUCTIONS 
 
Unlawful building has been left largely unsanctioned and thereby encouraged over several years in 

the Ohrid Region, resulting in the emergence of thousands of illegal constructions including in its 

most sensitive areas — the lake shore and National Park Galichica12. Outstanding Universal Value has 

been seriously compromised in consequence and urbanization has become a key threat to the 

property (Kostoski et al., 2010; ICOMOS/IUCN/World Heritage Centre, 2017; IUCN, 2014, 2017, 2020; 

Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2020).  

For historical reasons, pathways to legalization have long been open in Macedonian legislation. 

Sometimes the process is justified and necessary, although in other instances it has been abused or 

signalled to unscrupulous constructors that a structure put up illegally today can be made legal 

tomorrow.  

In its 2020 World Heritage on the Edge report, Ohrid SOS discussed a proposed new Law on the 

Handling of Illegal Constructions (legalization law) that the government advanced in November 2019 

and was carrying forward in a shortened procedure, i.e. without public consultation. The law had 

already reached a first reading at the Parliament’s Commission in February 2020 before the 

Parliament was dismissed for an election. It was intended to make more unlawful structures eligible 

to be legalized. 

The existing Law on Handling of Illegal Constructions (Official Gazette 23/11, 54/11, 155/12, 72/13, 

44/12, 115/14, 199/14, 124/15, 129/15, 217/15, 31/16 was 190/17) deals with structures up to 3rd 

March 2011, but illegal building had continued beyond this cut-off. Thus, the new legalization law 

was initiated to bypass this dead-end and make legalization possible for constructions that had been 

built up to 1st October 201913.   

Further announcements on moving forward with the law were made after the constitution of the 

present government in August 2020. The Ministry of Transport and Communications did not respond 

to an Ohrid SOS request for the draft version, however. Neither was the draft made public on 

Ener.mk, the government’s electronic registry on legislation, which has been created to ensure 

transparency of procedures. Ohrid SOS therefore accessed the text only via an accidental discovery 

on a specialized web portal for legal affairs.  

Even though footnote 61 in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 2020 -2029 elaborates that the new law is to enable completion of already stated legalization 

cases, the extension of the period of illegal constructions eligible for legalization speaks differently. It 

applies the same time limits to the Ohrid Region as for the rest of Macedonia, and, contrary to 

earlier statements of the former Minister of Transport, Goran Sugareski, legalization of unlawful 

construction will still apply to the Ohrid Region and will be allowed for cases where no harm to the 

Outstanding Universal Value is established14.  

 
12 For more information, please refer to World Heritage on the Edge III, Chapter 3. Illegal Building, B.  
13 Side by side is an attempt to extend the deadline under the current law by another five years. 
14 For reasons expanded later in this chapter, the no-harm condition ought not to be taken as a guarantee that the law will 

be applied in a heritage-friendly manner.  

https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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 Article 4, Paragraph 1 of the draft Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions that Ohrid SOS has 

been able to see says, 

“The provisions of this law are not applicable to: 

- any kind of illegal construction within the borders of the Ohrid Region that 

incorporates the natural and cultural heritage inscribed on the List of World 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Convention for the Protection of the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage by the United Nations as part of the United Nations 

Education, Science and Culture Organization (UNESCO Convention), whose borders 

are defined by the Law on Management of the World Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region, for which a strategic environmental assessment or 

assessment of the effects on the cultural heritage in accordance with 

Recommendation 9 of the World Heritage Centre (IUCN/ICOMOS) Reactive 

Monitoring Mission Report from April 2017 has established that the construction 

threatens the OUV as defined by the Statement on the OUV of the UNESCO 

Convention parties from the 39th Session of the World Heritage Centre.”15   

In order to ensure accurate interpretation of the proposed law, Ohrid SOS has consulted with legal 

experts, from whom we received confirmation on the scope of several of its provisions. Our analysis 

indicates various considerations that need to be brought to light: 

 

 

A. Assessments 
 

Assessments on impact to nature and culture are intended to ensure that heritage-harmful 

structures cannot be legalized in the Ohrid Region. That is unquestionably wise, but far more 

stringent on paper than it is likely to be in reality. As no attempt to improve the robustness of 

evaluation procedures is in evidence, there is a high risk of heritage-threatening constructions 

receiving the all-clear.  

Over recent years, environmental assessments and elaborates have been almost universally 

substandard in quality in the Ohrid Region, and the dilettante level to which are generally performed 

is evidenced by the green light given both to the Ljubanishta Tourism Development Zone in 

spawning habitat for endemic Ohrid trout and the raft expansion of the restaurant in the heart of 

the Springs of St. Naum, a micro-hotspot of biodiversity, to name just two examples16. Concerns 

about environmental assessments in particular are shared by the UNECE (2019) and European 

Commission (2020), which both note problems with quality.  

 
15 This clause seems to have terminological flaws, such as stating “World Heritage Centre” instead of “World Heritage 

Committee” and sets the condition at a point in time, omitting the fact that a new Statement on the OUV was outlined at 
the 43rd Session of the World Heritage Committee (Decision 43 COM 8B.9) when the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 
Ohrid Region expanded to include the Albanian side of Lake Ohrid. It also prevents possible future amendments to the OUV 
statement. 
16 Ohrid SOS has reported more on the SEA quality in World Heritage on the Edge II, Chapter 4.     

https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/north_macedonia_report_2020.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7366
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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Ohrid SOS predicts that evaluations will not reliably find harmful influence where it exists to 

Outstanding Universal Value, while cumulative impacts will be underrated or entirely ignored. Given 

that assessments will be conducted without public oversight, anything can and almost certainly will 

go. Pressure or interference with evaluation processes from owners of illegal constructions cannot 

be ruled out. 

 

B. Backdoors 
 

Paragraph 40 of the draft law sets forth provisions that will allow illegal constructions to be adjudged 

based on the law that was in effect at the time of their application. While this kind of provision is not 

unusual in Macedonian law, its practical manifestation in the World Heritage Site may be 

undesirable: Not only would it lead to a legal labyrinth in which the fate of some illegal structures 

was being decided according to one law and that of others by another, but it would also eliminate 

the legal requirement for environmental assessments for some objects.  

 

Another loophole is the mechanism that allows buildings whose application to become legal has 

already been declined to reapply, which will likely prolong the vacuum in which illegal structures can 

linger. Since the new law is anticipated as being more strict than the existing version, the necessity 

of this mechanism is not immediately clear and it will very probably complicate the Management 

Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029’s pledge to swiftly remove 

buildings for which an official decision for demolition has been issued.  

   

 

C. Category A2: Housing in Residential Buildings 
 

According to the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020 – 

2029, as of October 2019, there were 420 illegal constructions of Class A2: Housing in Residential 

Buildings reported in the Municipality of Ohrid17 for which a request for legalization had been 

submitted. Article 4, Paragraph 2 of the new draft law excludes them from legalization procedures 

and appears to have zero tolerance for constructions of this kind.  

Ohrid SOS strongly believes that demolition will not be an option for many of these cases. The issue 

in the A2 category must be approached sensitively. Indeed, there could well be examples where a 

blunt removal would create an injustice to the people affected, especially in the context where 

property may have been bought in good faith.  

More likely, these constructions will persist in the twilight with no pathway to legality but no realistic 

option for removal either. If left in limbo, it is not impossible to imagine new buildings joining them 

at some time in the future. There is the further issue of integration with other infrastructure (like the 

wastewater system) and planning documents if they are left in a half-world.      

 
17 Figures for the Municipality of Struga are unknown. Even the government is not in possession of them. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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Moreover, exclusion of A2 presumably precludes any kind of impact assessment, which, in the 

unlikely event of demolition, might lead to unnecessary and unpopular removals that, in the Ohrid 

Region, will surely be blamed on UNESCO. On the other hand, if, as predicted, no A2 structure is 

touched, any construction that is strongly harmful will be able to remain in place with no discussion 

of how to deal with it.  

Hence, the logic for excluding this category but permitting many other types of construction to seek 

legalization does not appear to make sense from the point of view of either practice or justice. 

Unfortunately, since there is no public consultation for the draft law, Ohrid SOS has no opportunity 

to clarify why the exception has been made.   

 

D. 50m Green Belt & Protected Areas 
 

Article 17 of the draft law allows for legalization within national parks, 50 meters of shorelines, and 

protected areas, including buildings on state property, provided that the investor has obtained an 

agreement from the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning. This returns the law to its pre-

2015 version, before provisions were inserted to allow legalization in the 50m green belt without the 

Ministry’s agreement.  

A parallel marks constructions within protected cultural heritage areas: The investor needs to obtain 

an agreement from the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage. The deadline for institutions 

to respond to investors’ requests for approval is 30 days, but it can be extended up to a maximum of 

90 days for the properties in protected natural and aquatic areas that need extra activities to 

establish construction impacts.  

The interpretation of legal experts contacted by Ohrid SOS is that this requirement will apply besides 

the impact assessment on the environment and cultural heritage conditioned in Article 4, Paragraph 

1. Nevertheless, assuming that an assessment establishes no harm to Outstanding Universal Value 

from a construction within 50m of the lake shoreline, the law will make illegal buildings in this most 

sensitive zone eligible for legalization.  

Section A of this chapter has already shown how one environmental evaluation allowed 

inappropriate facilities even at the Springs of Saint Naum, so there is every reason to doubt 

assessments’ stringency elsewhere in Lake Ohrid’s 50m green belt. Other cases in high quality 

habitats elsewhere in Macedonia demonstrate how fragile this provision can be (Ministry of 

Environment and Physical Planning, 2014; Vejnovic, 2017). 

Equally, giving a shot at legal status to structures that have been illegally built in strongly protected 

areas in the very recent past sends entirely the wrong message about World Heritage values at a 

time when the Ohrid Region is de facto World Heritage in Danger (ICOMOS, 2019; IUCN, 2019; World 

Heritage Centre, 2019). It undermines the Law on Waters, under which construction in the green 

belt zone of Lake Ohrid is theoretically outlawed, and has little opposition from the Management 

Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029, which allows already-

constructed buildings within the 50-meter belt (measuring from the line of the Cadaster Plot Lake 

Ohrid 1/1) to remain. 

https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nr-05-en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nr-05-en.pdf
https://v2.balkanrivers.net/sites/default/files/broken-rivers.pdf
https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/icomos-unesco-43whc/
https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/iucn-world-heritage-baku/
https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/unesco-ohrid-baku-danger/
https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/unesco-ohrid-baku-danger/
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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Not only is there no clear framework to indiscriminately prevent legalization within 50m of Lake 

Ohrid, but the rules to stop illegal structures popping up in the first place are having the ground cut 

from beneath them. As if that wasn’t dangerous enough, unlike the previous law, the new legislation 

does not restrict categories of structures that can be legalized in 50m, offering the option to 

commercial buildings and hotels et cetera too. 

 

E. Technical Teams etc. 
 

Article 12 of the draft law provisions for on-the-spot teams to take technical and photographic 

details of illegal constructions for which a legalization process has been initiated. Staff from the local 

municipality or state administration will occupy this role.  

At present, a mechanism for independently auditing these procedures is not known, but should be 

considered given the recent history and performance in relation to urbanization by local 

municipalities in particular.    

Of note, the draft new law maintains the lessened punitive measures for violating the process for 

treatment of illegal buildings on the part of authorities that were established in December 2019 in 

amendments to the existing legalization law. Some punishments shrank five times with fines of 1000 

to 2000 Euros becoming 300 to 450.  

Moreover, although penalties for inappropriate on-site identification of illegal constructions by 

appointed municipality commissions are introduced in the new law, they too are set at a bare 300 to 

450 Euros depending on the consequences of misevaluation. 

 

F. Timeframes and Planning Integration 
 

Local municipalities have a generous deadline of 10 years to inscribe legalized buildings in urban 

planning documents (extended from five in the current law). The need for such a generous 

timeframe is not known, but it does mean that Ohrid Region urban plans are liable to stay opaque 

for some time into the future while all structures await being written into them. 

 

G. Per Construction or Cumulative? 
 

Article 4, Paragraph 1 envisages assessment only per construction, not cumulatively, containing a 

potential risk to Outstanding Universal Value. Clearly, individual structures could have negligible 

detrimental effects, but several taken together, quite serious impacts.  

A thorough process would incorporate both the individual and the cumulative, but the law only has 

facility for the former. While this may work for most parts of the Republic of Macedonia and the 

Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (page 144) 

does seem to address some of the imbalance with the promise of a study for the “environment, 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw


65 

 

cultural heritage, and landscape aspects respectively”, one wonders what will happen if its 

assessment finds large negative influences from the combined effect of illegal structures (as is very 

likely), but these pass smoothly to legal status based on case-by-case evaluations.    

 

H. Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region  
 

The draft law on legalization does not have provisions to allow the Commission for the Management 

of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region to give opinions for each illegal construction 

in the protected area or participate in the legalization process. The Management Plan for the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 claimed that it would have such input, 

but this measure does not appear to have been incorporated in the design of new legislation.  

 

I. Suggestions 
 

• The proposed new law should be open for public consultation. 

• The legislation, which has been made for the national level, requires a more customized 

approach for the Ohrid Region than offered by current provisions. 

• Infringements to Lake Ohrid’s 50m green belt zone and protected areas should not be 

tolerated. 

• Any loophole that could permit legalizations without environmental or cultural assessments 

should be closed immediately.  

• The omission of structures in Category A2 requires explanation and a clear plan for how to 

deal with them in a just manner that respects Outstanding Universal Value. 

• The Law on the Handling of Illegal Constructions should be designed to bolster the 

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

harmonization for aspects such as additions to urban plans, removals, or legal coverage 

where weaknesses in management planning are identified. 

• A new bylaw in the Law on Environmental Protection must establish stricter standards for all 

Strategic Environmental Assessments, Environmental Impact Assessments, Environmental 

Elaborates and Heritage Impact Assessments performed within the boundaries of the World 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, not only for the purpose of fulfilling the 

requirements of Recommendation 9 from the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission, but any 

subsequent planning proposal.  

• Licensing for environmental and cultural assessment proponents must be reviewed in 

accordance with the new bylaw to reflect the reformed standards required. 

 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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6. URBANIZATION  
 

The Ohrid Region is still witnessing constructions and proposals that significantly exceed the 

size/height of buildings as defined by the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region 2020-2029’s zoning criteria. These are able to proceed when permissions to 

construct were issued prior to its adoption. Time limits for permissions are not precisely understood 

and there may be loopholes in law. Zoning is not watertight either, so scope for urbanization is still 

wide.  

Besides, the Commission of the Management for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region is tied back by Macedonia’s failure to strengthen its role in law. It is conceived as a control 

mechanism in line with Recommendation 6 from the report of the 2017 IUCN, ICOMOS and World 

Heritage Centre’s visit to the Ohrid Region, but Ohrid SOS is sceptical of its ability to perform 

(Chapter 2D). In general, it is not receiving all changes to urban plans for review, and, in particular, it 

was perhaps unaware of the size of the project it was passing for at least one prominent case. 

Due to time and information restraints, SOS has unable to establish how many constructions have 

been approved either violating the law, the Management Plan 2020-2029 or both. Irrespective of 

compliance or otherwise, however, it is abundantly obvious from the examples in this chapter that 

the UNESCO-identified threat to integrity from poor architectural quality, tall and heterogeneous 

buildings, and constructions close to the water, especially in the main towns (ICOMOS/IUCN/World 

Heritage Centre, 2017) is not going to stop anytime soon unless serious action is taken at the World 

Heritage Committee level.       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
https://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
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A. Nabizi 4-Towers 
 

An old apartment block pictured below on the lakeshore in the town of Struga is presently receiving 

a couple of extra stories on top of the existing Ground +5 Floor building in order to be equalized with 

newly constructed developments behind. This is part of a complex for which the Mayor of Struga 

Municipality, Ramiz Merko, pressurized the Commission for the Management of the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, and finally received approval in 2019 through a doubtful 

voting procedure not prescribed in the Commission’s rulebook (Ohrid SOS, 201918).  

 

  

FIGURE 21 (Above): The lefthand photo illustrates the Struzhanka 
complex. The righthand displays how the same two buildings (since 
merged into 1) have now increased to 7 storeys (Ground + 6 Floors), which 
does not match the adopted Detailed Urban Plan. The merged 
construction is the blue-roofed П-shaped building seen in the satellite 
image later in this chapter  

 

Securing the Commission’s go-ahead was consolidated: When the Municipality of Struga voted for its 

first moratorium in August 2019, plans/projects approved by the Commission were excluded. A new 

Detailed Urban Plan for Block 23, Urban Unit 8 of 16.1 ha was adopted at the Struga Assembly 

session immediately prior to the moratorium decision as well. These moves accommodated the 

construction of the massive multi-purpose complex. 

Nonetheless, even with these manoeuvrings, the current extension does not appear to match with 

the height as defined under the urban plan approved by the Commission: That is, the building was 

slated to be Ground + 5 Floors, but is now Ground + 6 Floors.  

What is more, on 19th August 2020, the Facebook profile for Nabizi, a real estate, construction and 

interior design company, presented rendered images for some of the other buildings expected as 

part of this complex, which were referred to as a mini-city and called Nabizi 4-Towers. These offered 

apartments for sale and depicted a quad of buildings sized Ground + 9 Floors + Attic. 292 apartments 

are foreseen in total. The site is already under construction (Figure 24).  

 
18 This is related to Detailed Urban Plan (DUP) as Block 23, Urban Unit 8 (2018 -2013). 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/NabiziMall/posts/3097659963685950
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Of concern, the Commission had given approval for this development in 2019, seemingly without full 

understanding of what would finally be constructed. The project had been presented to it and 

refused previously, but was eventually passed despite its obvious potential to jeopardize the 

integrity of the World Heritage Site due to, among other aspects, a lack of coordination with the 

wider urban plan. At the time of its acceptance, Ohrid SOS understood it to contain one single 10-

storey apartment block. In fact, we were wrong: It is four 10-storey blocks. 

   

FIGURE 22 (Above): Four high-rise towers for Block 23, Urban Unit 8 in the town of Struga as 
rendered by Nabizi, a real estate company.  

 

A 

 

B 

FIGURE 23 (Above): Picture A shows the DUP for Struga Block 23, Urban Unit 8 as approved by the 
Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region in 2019. 
Picture B is a Google Satellite image with four blocks in red outlines added to signify the four 
blocks from the Nabizi renders in Figure 22. The red outline in Picture A shows the Block 23 
perimeter. 
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The Detailed Urban Plan (DUP) for the complex that Ohrid SOS has at hand was provided by the 

Commission upon request. It is the planning document the body had approved. Communication 

between SOS and the Commission Head, Zoran Pavlov, has confirmed that the 4-Towers complex 

does not comply with the DUP for Block 23, Urban Unit 8 as accepted by the Commission on 8th 

January 2019 and that the Municipality of Struga has not made any requests for amendments. SOS 

enquiries with the municipality meanwhile confirmed that this is the DUP currently in force.  

 

Subsequent SOS contact with a Macedonian urban planning professional has revealed that the DUP 

does in fact allow an unlimited number of 10-storey constructions on the segment of land where the 

Nabizi 4-Towers is situated. The construction is therefore in accord with law and in essence the same 

as that accepted by the Commission. However, Pavlov’s comments suggest that the Commission was 

not fully aware of what it was passing at the time. Minutes from the January 2019 meeting at which 

it was accepted further suggest uncertainty among Commission members in regard to the precise 

nature of plans. Certainly, it is strange to Ohrid SOS that planning decisions in the World Heritage 

Site can move forward in this foggy manner, especially when urbanization is one of the key threats 

to the property.  

Moreover, in giving its approval, the Commission offered a single line comment for the investor to 

consider Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations and World Heritage Committee Decision 41 

COM 7B.34 during implementation. Perhaps it has a sense of irony: The 4-Towers project 

unequivocally demonstrates the colossal scale of construction in the Ohrid Region, which is out of 

sustainable proportions. The development was rammed through control mechanisms and shielded 

from moratorium conditions. Then, when the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 came into effect later, the buildings’ planning area entered 

Cultural Zone III-1 and Zone III-b where maximum heights are capped at Ground + 3 Floors and 

Ground + 4 Floors. Had genuine moratorium conditions been established prior to the adoption of the 

Management Plan in the spirit of Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations, the Nabizi 4-

Towers would not exist.  

So, none of the Commission, moratorium, or Management Plan has been able to put the brakes on 

the construction in the Municipality of Struga. Authorities in charge of planning decisions are 

obviously deficient when it comes to assessing threats to the UNESCO region and Mayor Merko still 

stands firmly behind urban expansion of extensive proportions. The situation is critically 

dysfunctional and interplays with scant regard for law as demonstrated by the gradual usurpation of 

the 50m green belt zone in other parts of the Struga jurisdiction. It is out of control.   

 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7036
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7036
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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A 

 

B 

FIGURE 24 (Above and below): Rips from Nabizi’s Instagram account, which is promoting its 4-
Towers projects with views from the construction site. Above, the left-hand image (A) dates to 
February 2021; the right-hand (B) to January 2021. (C) is an Ohrid SOS photo from ground zero in late 
February 2021. D reveals the construction site in March 2021 from the other side. 

 

 

C 
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B. 8-Floor Apartment Block, Old Town Core 
 

Another project that has recently started is an apartment block complex containing an 8-storey 

building in the district of Voska to the north of the Old Town Hill in Ohrid City along the old road to 

Struga. The construction site lies within the boundaries of the protected Old Urban Core of Ohrid, 

according to both the Law Proclaiming the Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural Heritage 

(Official Gazette no. 47/11) and the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029, which places it in Cultural Heritage Zone 1.  

Additionally, the site is in the vicinity of two Monuments of Culture and immediately adjacent to 

other officially designated Important Cultural Heritage:  

• Voska Hammam19 (yellow arrow in Figure 25B);  

• House of the Stefoski family20 (blue arrow in Figure 25B); and  

• Emin Mahmud Mosque21 (red arrow in Figure 25B).  

For the apartment complex, the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage has issued a 

Conservation Agreement (no. 08-787, from 21.10.2019). Approval was granted on 21st October 2019 

prior to the adoption of the Management Plan. However, at the time, a draft version of the plan was 

already in a process of public consultation (from 3rd October 2019) and institutions in charge of 

cultural heritage had been involved in its drafting. For reasons that will soon become apparent, this 

leaves a distinct feeling of inconsistency. In addition, the Commission for Management of the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region was already operational at this stage, but did not 

discuss or give a positive opinion for the apartments. 

In the official evaluation of the project prepared by the Institute for Protection of Monuments of 

Culture and Museum—Ohrid as a precursor to the Conservation Agreement issued by the 

Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage, it states, “The planned height and size of the 

buildings should not disturb the view and the panorama towards and from the protected 

monuments and monumental ensemble, nor disturb the Outstanding Universal Value of the natural 

and cultural heritage of the Ohrid Region.”  

The conservation special conditions also demand that “[…] the ambient characteristics of the 

architecture must be preserved, as well as the authentic, historic, architectural-urbanistic, artistic 

and aesthetic values of the environment and the protected area”.  

 

This goes side by side with Article 7 of the aforementioned law for the old town, which states, 

 

“(1) In the old town of Ohrid it is forbidden: 

 

 
19 The Voska Hammam (Goce Delchev Street no.152- а) has been protected as monument of culture (Decision 07-49/1) 
from 22.03.1968.  
20 The House of the Family Stefoski (Goce Delchev Street no. 167) has been declared a monument of culture (Decision 18-

1067/2013) from 31.01.2014. 
2121 The Emin Mahmud Mosque (Goce Delchev Street, nn) has been protected as “important cultural heritage” (Decision 18-
45 from 08.06.2015, original decision 07-48/1) from 22.03.1968. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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1) to alter the existing urban structure and population density, the boundaries of the 

urban blocks and plots as part of organic urbanism, the street grid, the passages towards 

the lake and the public greenery areas; 

2) to alter the height and façade appearance of protected monuments and ambiental 

buildings; 

3) to alter the size of protected monuments; 

4) to construct new buildings which have a gallery or mansard roof, with or without 

mansard windows, or which are covered by a plane terrace.” 

 

Evidently, the new apartment complex does not comply with the specific demands of the 

conservation-protection conditions issued for the site or with the law. The authenticity of the Voska 

area is being eroded by the new construction, which cannot escape disrupting the view and 

panorama to/from the protected monuments, the appearance of the location, and its architectural-

urbanistic dynamic. In other words, the Conservation Agreement was nonsensical and paradoxical 

from birth. It was meanwhile impossible that an 8-storey apartment could be erected without 

alteration to the existing urban structure or population density, so conflict with the law was equally 

inevitable. 

Since the Detailed Urban Plan was amended in 2018 to accommodate the building, it ought to have 

been picked up and blocked by the Commission for the Management for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region. Ohrid SOS cannot find any indication that the Commission has 

evaluated the amendment, however. Furthermore, had authorities genuinely followed IUCN, 

ICOMOS and World Heritage Centre Recommendation 6 from the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission 

to put in place a moratorium on coastal and urban transformation until planning issues were 

resolved, the building is unlikely to have progressed. Its existence is therefore another tangible 

reminder that this recommendation was ignored both in substance and spirit.    
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C  
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FIGURE 25: Picture A pinpoints the location of the planned construction in Voska. Picture B renders 
the apartment complex (shaded blocks) to display their proximity to the Monuments of Culture Emin 
Mahmud Mosque (red arrow), Voska Hammam (yellow arrow), and House of the Stefoski Family 
(blue arrow). In Picture C, Google Streetview shows the panorama towards Ohrid Old Town, where 
the new construction will be built. The proximity of the apartments to Emin Mahmud Mosque is 
emphasized by the fence for the construction site in Picture D. There is thought to be a risk of 
destabilization to the mosque. A bilboard advertising the new development at the site is displayed in 
Picture E. From the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid, Picture F 
provides insight on how Emin Mahmud Mosque will look next to its new neighbours. 
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To put the matter in perspective, according to the Ohrid Region’s Management Plan, the maximum 

allowed height for Zone I is Ground + 2 Floors. As can be seen from rendered images, the planned 

apartment complex reaches Ground +7 Floors. In addition, the Management Plan forbids the 

enlargement of building plots by joining neighbouring ones together, but the new apartment 

complex will span 3 building plots, themselves comprised of 26 smaller cadastre plots.  

Despite the fact that the Management Plan was not in place at the moment of approval, it was clear 

that the construction would occupy an enormous space; be intrusive in size and shape; and have 

questionable aesthetics in context, towering above the original structures in the neighbourhood, 

overshadowing near-by protected historical monuments, and obstructing the view towards the Tsar 

Samuil Fortress. These are additional indications of non-compliance with legislation for Ohrid’s Old 

Town Core.  

It is also very likely that, during construction, the structure of the protected monument of culture 

Emin Mahmud Mosque will be damaged too, possibly even beyond repair, ultimately leading to its 

demolition, as the apartment project demands deep foundations. Excavation immediately adjacent 

to the facade of the protected mosque has already begun.  

 

To reiterate, the cultural institutions that have permitted the apartment complex to continue 

through their acceptance of its plans are the very same as those who were simultaneously drafting22  

the Ohrid Region’s Management Plan. So, they must have been aware of the discrepancy between 

the construction they were giving approval for and the zoning that they were devising, not to 

mention the need to avoid these kinds of developments in locations such as Ohrid’s Old Town. 

Indeed, one would expect bodies such as the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage or the 

Institute for the Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid to have viewed proposals 

through the prism of the Management Plan even before it was adopted.     

Thus, the competence of institutions and their resilience to external pressure from business interests 

are once again in question. Coupled with the inadequate inspection in respect to cultural heritage 

and weak aptitude to sanction violators of the law, this leaves the Ohrid Region with a concerning 

institutional incapacity to detect and prevent future destruction or to deal with the problem of 

Outstanding Universal Value decay, which has accumulated over decades. 

 

C. Restaurant/Disco Park 
 

In mid-February 2021, plans were discovered to demolish the Restaurant/Disco Park building in the 

Municipality of Ohrid and replace it with a hotel development. These came to light after an Ohrid 

SOS member noticed activity at the site.  

 

On 21st February 2021, SOS published the story and sent out a press release to the media in order to 

force the Municipality of Ohrid to inform the public about the plans for this location, considering the 

current restaurant is a work of the famous Ohrid architect Pavel Balabanov, who received special 

 
22 Experts from the Ministry of Culture, Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage and Institute for Protection of 

Monuments of Culture and Museum - Ohrid were in charge of drafting the Management Plan for cultural heritage. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://www.facebook.com/OhridSOS/posts/2888452384766733
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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recognition for it at the 1989 Biennial of Macedonian Architecture. The restaurant is part of the 

authentic XX century Ohrid architectural heritage, which is why SOS also called the Association of 

Architects of Macedonia (AAM) to publicly state its opinion on the matter. 

 

 

 

FIGURE 26:  Photos show the Restaurant/Disco Park building pre-demolition. It is not of cultural value 
for World Heritage purposes, but has earned an architecture prize.   

 

In a statement given by the Ohrid Municipality Mayor, Konstantin Georgieski, on 24th February 2021 

аt a press conference dedicated to the Park Restaurant demolition and subsequent building plans, it 

was revealed that a hotel of 4,525m2 will be built with a height of 13.5m divided across 5 floors 

(Ground + 3 + Attic). Here is a breakdown of key points: 

 

• Although Georgieski claimed that the footprint will not exceed 40% of the development area 

as per preconditions in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029, by his own figures, the overall plot size is 9,748m2, which calculates 

to a 46% area that will fall under construction23.  

• Georgieski stated a different Cadastre Plot number (6774) than the one available in the 

National Cadastre for the same area. 

• He claimed that the height of the planned structure meets the Management Plan’s Nature 

Zone III–d requirement for a maximum size of Ground + 3 Floors, even though the building is 

to have an extra storey on top.  

• The construction purpose category as seen on the National Cadastre website shows A2: 

Apartment Blocks whereas Mayor Georgieski indicated it is B3: Large Tourism Units, 

Restaurants, Hotels. 

• The construction was postulated to be on the 50m lakeshore line. However, a permit from 

the Ministry of Environment has been issued as the building slightly enters Nature Zone I, 

where no construction of new buildings is allowed. 

• The investor is a construction company named REMIS DOOEL Ohrid, a prime example of the 

kind of construction Godzilla that started rampaging through central Ohrid in the late 1990s. 

It took the previous 3-storey Hotel Park to the ground (after it was damaged in a fire) and 

elevated in its place a 7-storey concrete monster consisting of a hotel and private residences. 

It is also the company that stands behind the inappropriate Voska undertaking in Section B 

of this chapter. 

 
23 The National Cadastre actually shows that the total size of the plots sum up to 9,757m2 (Cadastre Plots 5971/3, 5972/27, 

and 5972/3).   

https://www.ohridnews.com/vo-zhivo-preskonferenci-a-na-gradonachalnikot-georgievski/
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FIGURE 27: Picture left shows Cadaster 
Plot 5972/3 of Ohrid 4, the major of the 
three plots where a new hotel is to be 
built. Below, the pictures show the size of 
the three cadaster plots as part of the 
same property list and the construction 
purpose A2-1 Apartment Blocks. 

 

 

Georgieski maintained that the current owners of the plot obtained building permit no. 20623 dated 

6th July 2018 and emphasized that the planning documentation for this area was adopted in 2009, 

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

Management Plan were adopted in 2010 and 2020 respectively. He thereby sought to underline that 

the entire procedure related to this case is in accordance with the law. 

 

In a written public statement, the AAM Management Board pointed to the expiration date of the 

building permit according to Article 66 of the Law on Construction, however, which renders any 

building activities illegal if not commenced after two years, and emphasized the lack of transparency 

in building procedures: 

 

“Unable to see the plans and projects for the new building - hotel, which should 

replace the existing award-winning building, as well as the lack of any expert 

analysis on the compliance of the Urban Plan with higher level plans and 

legislation, we ask the Municipality of Ohrid to terminate the construction 

procedure until all necessary documentation has been published and expert 

analysis conducted with the involvement of the professional public.” 

 

Article 66 of the Law on Construction is as follows: 

 

(1) The building permit shall cease to be valid if the investor does not start 

construction within two years from the day when the building permit became 

valid. 

https://www.porta3.mk/aam-vo-odbrana-na-lokalitetot-gorica-vo-ohrid/?fbclid=IwAR2Tr8NRnsPAjteBmTo29wvYQaxFWGgsFW5jiBh8hMs_TczftjeTWKnd_l4
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(2) In the cases referred to in paragraph (1) of this Article, the competent body 

that issued the building permit shall adopt an act for nullity of the permit, which 

shall be submitted to the body responsible for keeping the public book for 

registration of real estate rights and it shall be the basis for deletion of all notes 

and pre-notes related to real estate. 

(3) If the construction has started to be built after the expiration of the deadline 

referred to in paragraph (1) of this Article, the construction shall be considered 

illegal. 

 

Considering that within the 2-year period from the 2018 permit issuance, the plot was not fenced 

and marked, construction at the site was never initiated. 

 

The Minister of Culture and General Secretary of the UNESCO National Commission, Irena Stefoska 

expressed her opinion on the matter only when questioned by media on 2nd March 2021. Her 

statement enflamed the situation: Even though she strongly condemned “the violation of the Law on 

Management of the World and Natural Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region and  Management Plan 

for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029” also saying, “The construction 

of a facility at the planned location is contrary to the recommendations of the UNESCO Reactive 

Monitoring Missions, which state that any urban [and] coastal transformation should be stopped,” 

she does not seem to have taken any concrete actions such as initiating inspection or filing a criminal 

complaint to prevent imminent law violations.  

 

Furthermore, Mayor Georgieski informed the public during the aforementioned press conference 

that the cadaster plot is a part of a General Urban Plan (GUP) for Shoreline Gorica-St. Stefan-

Metropol (2001), but, looking at the Management Plan, this GUP is said to have been dismissed with 

amendments to the Law on Urban Planning24. From legal point of view this does not appear to be a 

simple matter: Whether an old urban plan continues to apply after the deadline for preparation of a 

new one to replace it expires without the new version being adopted has been the subject of 

discussion even at the Constitution Court. This would affect whether building permits can be issued.  

 

The new urban plan for the location of Restaurant Park is within UPVNM (Urban Plan for a Non-

Urban Area) for Part of Tourist Complex Gorica, Plot 2, in Cadaster Municipality Ohrid 4 and has 

been in a process of preparation for years. Ohrid SOS was present at the relevant public consultation 

and submitted comments expressing concern at the quality of the Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (Ohrid SOS, 2019). No response was ever received and neither the urban plan 

mentioned by Georgieski nor the new draft plan for Gorica have been published on the Municipality 

of Ohrid’s website. The whole basis and logic for urban planning is therefore intransparent and 

impenetrable to ordinary citizens. 

 

Defending the demolition of the Park Restaurant and the plans to build a new hotel, claiming 

everything is ‘by the book’, Georgieski and his team from the municipal administration revealed 

unfamiliarity with the Management Plan, most strikingly its goals. As the hotel-to-be is basically in 

the lakeshore zone, natural ambience should be preserved and important views of the landscape 

 
24 The Management Plan does not specify the year or give details about when the changes were adopted. 

https://www.slobodenpecat.mk/izgradbata-se-kosi-so-preporakite-na-unesko-za-ohrid/?fbclid=IwAR0pibrXVJ52d9ayFpWiXNICvGuvRWdrShJPwPJju9Kd3rWSo6dFZOeTQUU
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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protected. It is also in Nature Zone III-d where activities that might harm the landscape are 

forbidden. Although Ohrid Region zoning allows for 4-level buildings to be constructed outside of 

urban areas, erecting them immediately upon the 50m lakeshore line will certainly affect the view, 

even more so when taken in line with the massive Hotel Park nearby. Certainly there is already a 

building at the location, but its height, curved lines and harmony within its context leave the scenery 

far less interrupted.    

 

The location is interesting from another aspect: It borders the arbitrary extension to the urban area 

of Ohrid City with marina-like addition that has been built into the zoning for the Ohrid Region 

(Ohrid SOS, 2020). Furthermore, according to the available list of all approved construction projects 

by the Commission for Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, the 

plan has not passed its evaluation.  

 

Another curiosity is how easily a sizeable building can be removed in the Ohrid Region when the 

ultimate plan is to replace it with an even bigger one, contrasting significantly with illegal 

constructions, which tend to remain in place… 

 

 

D. Hotel Park 

Adjacent to Restaurant Park, the plot of the former Hotel Park now holds a building many times 

bigger than its predecessor. The former Hotel Park was demolished in 2010. The new building was 

constructed by REMIS DOOEL, the company that features in the previous section of this chapter.  

The beach and the surrounding area are state-owned and the concreted surfaces expanding into the 

water are part of the Lake Ohrid cadaster plot. As can be seen from satellite images, the beach has 

seen massive transformation: removal of old trees, construction of a swimming pool and heavy 

transformation of the lakeshore. The legal means by which some of these interventions have been 

achieved is not well understood. 

In October 2020, following a request for free access to public information on all concessions for 

beaches, Ohrid SOS received an answer from the Municipality of Ohrid that, due to inconsistencies in 

defining the same phrases between two different laws and a rulebook, building documentation is 

fragmented between several institutions. Namely, the Municipality cited confusion among the Law 

on Construction Land, the Law on Construction, and the Rulebook on the Form and Content of 

Requests for Obtaining Construction Permits and the Form and Content of the Approval for 

Construction. 

Inconsistencies mentioned by the Municipality of Ohrid were 

• terminological discrepancies: urban planning documentation for beaches, space foreseen for 

beaches, and building of beaches; 

• procedural discrepancies: the requirement to submit a basic project for a beach versus the 

technical urban documentation for a beach. 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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It is worth mentioning that the existence of a basic project for a beach means that the area is a 

building plot where solid construction is possible. 

Article 38 of the Law on Construction Land states that land can be leased for a short period of time if 

an urban plan or Urban Planning Documentation (UPD) is in force. The beach in front of the former 

Hotel Park is covered by neither, which is evident because the Municipality of Ohrid has cited in its 

response to SOS that a procedure with number 15430 for adoption of LUPD (local UPD) is still in 

progress. 

Ohrid SOS has requested the full documentation related to the case, i.e. the Agreement for a Short-

Term Lease and the Technical Urban Documentation for a Beach. Exercising the right to free access 

to public information, it has also asked the Ministry of Transport to provide the two laws and the 

rulebook declared as inconsistent in order to establish the legal grounds by which, for the past 9 

years, the hotel has occupied and built permanent structures on state property and within Lake 

Ohrid.  

The Ministry of Transport has claimed that it is not in possession of consolidated versions of the law 

that was in effect in 2018 and has passed the request to the Official Gazette. 
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FIGURE 28 (Previous and below): Photos A and B depict Hotel Park as it used to be. Old Hotel Park 
in 2009 (C) and new Hotel Park 2020 (D) show the dramatic increase in its footprint. Pictures E and 
F are cadaster plot images that indicate state owned property and urban intrusion into Lake Ohrid.  

 

E 
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E. Old Town Carnage 
 

Ill-approved or unsanctioned urban projects in the Old Town Core of Ohrid are documented in Figure 

29. From a swimming pool whose illegality has been recognized by the Directorate for Protection of 

Cultural Heritage since 2014 yet never removed to a large structure emerging in 2020 near the 

Church of Mother Mary Perivleptos, erosion of the authenticity of World Heritage culture is 

increasingly visible at one of Europe’s oldest human settlements.  

The integrity of “late-Ottoman urban residential architecture” and “urban structure showcasing 

vernacular architecture from the 18th and 19th centuries” referenced in the Outstanding Universal 

Value statement for the property is incrementally disappearing, and protective institutions such as 

the  State Urban Inspectorate and Urban Inspectorate for the Municipality of Ohrid have done little 

to prevent the decline. 

FIGURE 29: Pictures A and B describe an oversized building being erected below the Church of Mother 
Mary Perivleptos (2020). A swimming pool luxuriates in the Old Town Core of Ohrid in Pictures C and D. 
Its illegality has been officially established since 2014. The authenticity of vernacular architecture in the 
Old Town Core from Upper Gate towards Koshishta is not entirely displayed in Picture E (2020), while 
Picture F shows heavy construction machinery entering the Upper gate in September 2020.  

A 
 

B 



81 

 

 
C 

 
D 

 
E 

 
F 

 

F. Levelling the Street, Conquering the Hill 
 

Recently, Ohrid SOS has been assisting with a case of a planned project for a new house that is to 

replace an existing one in the heart of Varosh, the core of Ohrid’s Old Town, neighbour but one from 

the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid.  

At present, the house comprises of a ground and first floor, but, due to a steep slope and its 

construction into the hill, the lower floor is below the street. The entrance is at street level on the 

upper floor.  

The new plan envisions two floors below the street level and two floors above, which would appear 

from one side not reach the maximum permissible height of ground plus two floors under the 

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

viewed from the other angle on the lake side, the structure will soar up to 4 floors, disrupting the 

linear view and the architectural harmony of the already-threatened Old Town. Its contradiction to 

the Management Plan manifests not only by doubling in size, but also by digging into the Old Town 

Hill.  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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According to the existing Detailed Urban Plan (DUP) for PCGP MZ-10 Part of Centre, MZ-11 Part of 

Old Town, MZ-6 Part of Koshishta without Quay Ohrid, Decision No. 08-583 from 13/04/1995, the 

maximum allowed height in the complex is designated at the remarkable Ground + Mezzanine + 5 

Floors + Attic. However, World Heritage Committee Decision 40 COM 7B.68 (2016) required the 

government to finalize new DUPs for the 19 complexes of the Old Town Nucleus of Ohrid, which 

then coupled with the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission’s largely evaded requests for a moratorium 

on urban development and revision of plans.  Five years on from the World Heritage Committee 

Decision, the DUPs have still not been produced.   

  
 

   

 

FIGURE 30:  
 
Top Left: The location of the house in the heart of 
Varosh (Google Maps) 
 
Top Right: Yellow arrow indicates the house at 
present, red arrow indicates the building of the 
Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture 
and Museum—Ohrid that prepared a 
Conservation Agreement for the new project 
 
Middle (left and right): The house at Hristo 
Uzunov Street, No. 17 (CP 15972 in KO Ohrid 3) at 
present 
Bottom Left: New house plan 

 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/6733/
http://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
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Regardless of the new plan’s noncompliance with protection measures for the Ohrid Region’s 

Cultural Zone I, it has been advancing through Macedonian institutions with the planner obtaining 

the needed documents that lead towards a construction permit. Neighbours were concerned about 

losing the lakeview that Ohrid Old Town’s distinctive terraced architecture assures and therefore 

took action with reference to the Law Proclaiming the Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural 

Heritage, which supposedly guarantees these views. By that time, surprisingly, the investor had 

already obtained a Conservation Agreement from the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage, 

based on an evaluation from the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—

Ohrid.  

A letter from the neighbours initiated an inspection with both the State Urbanization and 

Construction Inspectorate and the Culture Heritage Inspectorate (within the Directorate for 

Protection of Cultural Heritage), while also informing the Ministry of Culture and the Commission for 

Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region.  

The case was then brought for evaluation at the 16th Session of the Commission for Management of 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region on 29th December 2020, which resulted in an 

opinion contradicting the approval by the Institute and the Directorate. It stated, “The 

aforementioned construction goes in support of noncompliance with the recommendations25, but 

also disrespect of cultural heritage conservation principles. The intervention will only worsen and 

affect the integrity and authenticity of the site.” It further remarked that the issuance of 

documentation “though in compliance with existing laws, lacks expertise and knowledge for the 

need of protection of World Heritage.”26 Meeting minutes reveal that Goran Patchev, a member of 

the Commission and an employee of the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and 

Museum—Ohrid nonetheless tried to defend the Institute’s approval on the grounds that the DUP 

gives the right to expand and that the new construction would not affect the view as much as it may 

appear to do so from the plans (Ministry of Culture, 2020). 

The Commission’s findings were so strikingly different to the Institute’s judgement that it rings an 

alarm over the capacity, professionalism and integrity of institutions appointed to safeguard the 

cultural heritage of the Ohrid Region. It is little wonder that they are currently failing in their task. 

In January 2021, the case was sent back to the Institute and the Directorate as well as the Ministry of 

Transport to reinvestigate acts that are leading towards the construction permit27. The final outcome 

is yet to be seen, i.e. whether the clientelism and might-is-right driving forces of Ohrid’s OUV 

deterioration over decades will override the patchy safety net provided by the Management Plan for 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029.  

 

 

 
25 This presumably refers to the Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations. 
26 Opinion No. UPP 03-11 from 29 December 2021 
27 No permit has yet been issued. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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G. DUP for Daljan Lakeshore 
 

Daljan is a lakeshore district in Cadastre Municipality Ohrid 4. Taken as a whole, it has been relatively 

safe from heavy urbanization, in particular at the lakeshore, although it is also known as hotspot of 

water pollution due to the lower reaches of the Rivers Grashnica and Koselska.  

In 2016, the government adopted a Detailed Urban Plan for the lakeshore zone of Daljan (DUP for 

Urban Zone 4, Part of Urban Block 4.7, Section 2, Cadastre Municipality Ohrid 4). The urban plan 

accommodated various tourism facilities that would concrete almost the entire planning area. 

Despite resistance from local residents, the plan was adopted.  

The entire orange area as seen in Figure 31 is dedicated to planning categories B5: Big Hotel Units, 

which permit Ground + 4 Floors or a maximum height of 17.5m. The total area is about 18 ha and 

the constructed land should occupy 70,188m2. 

 

FIGURE 31: In the main image, a Detailed Urban Plan for Daljan Lakeshore from 2016 overlays a 
Google Satellite image of the area. It covers most of Culture Zone Lakeshore in the culture heritage 
zoning of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-
2029. The location surrounded by the DUP is under process of development with inappropriate 
building.  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/DUP-za-UZ4-del-od-UB-4_7-opfat_2.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/DUP-za-UZ4-del-od-UB-4_7-opfat_2.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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To give an idea of what can be expected with the current DUP, the neighbouring plot is informative. 

It is the white square in Figure 31 that has been been surrounded by the DUP on three sides. This 

has already seen a 6-storey construction (inset photo) with main purpose A3: Collective Housing - 

Nursing Home and has an option for other compatible uses including hotels to a density of up to 20%, 

for which a construction permit was issued in August 2017. The plot is 8,425m2 of which 2,910.4m2 

will be constructed.  

Attention is drawn to this particular DUP for two reasons: the potential for urban expansion towards 

the lakeshore and the ambiguous urban zoning in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029, according to which this whole zone is designated as 

“Lakeshore”. However, as pointed out in Ohrid SOS 2020, under cultural heritage zoning, Zone 

Lakeshore is not properly described: Neither clear protection measures nor explicit forbidden 

activities are listed.  

SOS reached out to both the Ministry of Culture and the Ministry of Environment and Physical 

Planning for clarification on the definition of Culture Zone Lakeshore, its uses and its restrictions, for 

which the latter replied to say it was out of its jurisdiction. The Ministry of Culture merely referred 

back to the Management Plan. It claimed that protection measures and construction limits for the 

zone are specified therein but has not offered any further clarity. Yet, SOS has found nothing on 

construction limits, and, unreferenced at the end of Section 9.2.2.3. Villages and Lakeshore 

Settlements, the table to support Culture Lakeshore Zone has no title. It ambiguously describes what 

activities will lead to “permanent protection of natural and cultural heritage” but does not present a 

precise list of forbidden activities as has been performed for other zones.  

Additionally, in response to the question on how the plan describes/defines Culture Zone Lakeshore, 

SOS was informed of the physical scope of the extent between the street axis and the Cadastre Plot 

1/1 Ohrid Lake. What this means is that urbanization within the borders of Ohrid City and Struga, as 

defined by their respective General Urban Plans (GUP), can theoretically stretch all the way to the 

very lake. The only control is a list of provisions that state the desirable outcome of urbanization 

activities.  

The issue with Culture Zone Lakeshore is 

not just a concern from SOS: The meeting 

report from the 13th Session of the 

Commission for the Management of the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region held in September 2020 displayed 

similar uncertainty among its members. 

The subject of discussion was a detailed 

project for a hotel 28  at Cadastre Plots 

4294/1 and 4295/2, part of the Daljan DUP 

(as seen Figure 32). It is diagonally across 

from a nursing home (the rectangular plot 

up left in the cadastre image) and within 

walking distance from the illegal concrete 

 
28 The DUP allows for a ground plus four-floor construction. 

 

FIGURE 32: The yellow shaded area defines Cadastre 
Plots 4294/1 and 4295/2 where hotel construction is 
planned at Daljan. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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production facility discussed in Chapter 4Biv. The plots are in the possession of former Ohrid 

Assembly member Nefi Useini. Considering that Conservation Plans prepared for the DUP had 

already received approval from the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage based on 

Conservation Conditions provided by the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and 

Museum—Ohrid, the DUP is considered approved from the point of view of cultural heritage. 

Minutes from the Commission’s discussion reveal that the protection measures for Culture Zone 

Lakeshore are not clear to its members; neither are the construction limits. During the meeting, it 

was put forward as a suggestion not to allow more than Ground + 2 Floors here as per Cultural 

Heritage Zone I. Another idea was to treat it like the Contact Zone for the Old Town Core of Ohrid 

and thus allow Ground + 3 Floors. Ana Petrovska, the former National Secretary at the Ministry of 

Environment who led the preparation of the Ohrid Region’s Management Plan, moreover revealed 

that, at the time of drafting, they were aware that this specific DUP would entail heavy construction 

at an un-urbanized area on the coast, so Culture Zone Lakeshore was designated in the belief that 

that the DUP could be prevented from actualization. But the reality was not so simple. Now, she 

believed the only mechanism the Commission had that could stop the DUP from actualizing was to 

ask the Directorate to revoke its approval and issue Conservation Conditions based on the 

Management Plan. Also, she suggested waiting for the Ministry of Transport to prepare an urban 

plan for the lakeshore zone29 that would outline conditions and decide whether the Daljan DUP 

could proceed or not. Unbelievably, it would now be the Ministry of Transport, notorious for its 

build-and-build-more policy, not the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region 2020-2029, to decide on the construction limits and cultural heritage protection.  

Liljana Jonoska from the Urbanization Department of Ohrid Municipality meanwhile pointed out that 

the planned project is outside the protected 50 meters belt30, but within the shore zone as defined 

by the GUP, for which the Management Plan has no clear parameters. This contradicts the 

aforementioned response to SOS from the Ministry of Culture, which claimed that conditions for 

Culture Zone Lakeshore are adequately outlined.  

Commission member Goran Patchev, an employee of the Institute for Protection of Monuments of 

Culture and Museum—Ohrid, informed that the Directorate had suggested a legal impossibility to 

reissue Conservation Conditions, but other means should be sought such as a cultural heritage 

assessment. He pointed out that planned construction is more than 40% of the plot, which is 

apparently not concordant with the DUP, a reference that indicates no designated construction limit 

in the Management Plan itself. Patchev then reminded that, after 1st October 2020, the investor 

could anyway submit a basic project and the procedure could legally carry on as there would be no 

tool in law to compel adherence to the Management Plan (regardless of interpretation) after lifting 

of the moratorium. He also explained that realization of this DUP imagines more plans. Others 

agreed that if they made one precedent to pass the proposed the hotel project others would follow. 

Finally, advice was sought from the legal department of the Ministry of Culture which suggested the 

Institute and the Directorate to prepare/issue Conservation Conditions based on the Management 

 
29 The only update is that its 26th Session on 7th December 2020, the government assigned the Ministry of Transport and 
Communications to assign funding for the preparation of the Lakeshore Urban Plan of State Importance for Lakeshore Zone 
I, a and b.. No further information on progress has been available to the public. 
30 Since the cadastre line from Lake Ohrid to the end of the plot ranges between 79 to 86 meters, there is evidently not 
much space left over. 
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Plan until urban plans are aligned. Conditions will apply to building height and size, but the DUP will 

not be prevented from realization. Thus, although the discussion did not result in a positive opinion 

for the project from the Commission, the entire episode reveals the problem created by delayed 

harmonization of urban plans, the loose definitions in a Management Plan that lacks legal force, and 

the substandard practices at institutions for protection of cultural heritage.   

H. Contact Zone: Who Fools Whom 

2020 was supposedly conducted in the light of the newly adopted Management Plan for the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 and the self-declared standpoint from both the 

central and local government in the City of Ohrid31 on working towards its implementation.  

However, the Urban Department of the Municipality of Ohrid did not respond to an Ohrid SOS 

request for access to public information on construction permits issued. Regardless, the 

Municipality’s Official Bulletin from 30th December 2020 (16/2020) reveals that, on 29th December 

2020, a construction permit in Category A2 - Collective Residence Building was granted to a group of 

investors for Part of Cadastre Plot 15049, Part of Cadastre Plot 15013, Cadastre Plot 15012 and Part 

of Cadastre Plot 15010/1, Cadastre Municipality Ohrid 3 in the city centre.  

The plots are within the Contact Zone of the Old Urban Core and the Management Plan’s Cultural 

Heritage Zone II, where the maximum height is set at three levels, or Ground + 2 Floors, and 

construction density is capped at 50%. Yet, the investors for these cadastre plots received approval 

for Basement + Ground floor + 3 Floors + Attic or total of 6 levels. No information on other details of 

the construction extent or exact plot size is available and it is not clear whether the basement is 

above or below street level32.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 33: An extract from the Cultural 
Heritage Zoning Map (Management Plan 
2020-2029) indicates the location in 
Cadastre Municipality Ohrid 3 where 
construction is moving forward in the 
Contact Zone of the Old Town Core, i.e. 
Cultural Heritage Zone II. The stars are 
from the original image and point to 
various sites of cultural importance. The 
purple line shows the border of the Old 
Town Core.   

 
31 This does not apply to the Municipality of Struga. 
32 Basements are not always below ground according to Macedonian definitions. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_16.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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On 6th March 2021 an old building at Cadastre Plot 15013/1 was demolished, marking the beginning 

of construction. As the area is already known for archaeological findings, SOS immediately requested 

information from the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum – Ohrid. To our 

surprise, the Institute had no information whatsoever. No opinion had been requested from it and 

conservation supervision had not been performed at the site as provisioned by law.  

In sum, the following documents should have been provided for the Municipality of Ohrid to legally 

approve a construction permit: 

1. A Conservation Opinion issued by the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and 

Museum – Ohrid as per Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage; and 

2. Either A) An opinion for the compliance of the project with the Management Plan for the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 issued by the Institute for 

Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum – Ohrid (if decided between 19th March 

and 1st October 2020) as per the Municipality of Ohrid Assembly Decision on the manner of 

executing urban plans from 18th March 2020 (Official Bulletin 4/2020) or B) Conservation 

Conditions prepared by the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum – 

Ohrid and issued by the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage as per the 

government’s decision from 7th December 2020 (if decided after 7th December 2020).  

The Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum – Ohrid was supposed to be 

informed by the investor upon commencement of construction work and ensure conservation 

supervision, and, although it did not exclude the possibility that the investor may have obtained the 

abovementioned documents from the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage directly, the 

nature of the required paperwork does indicate that the Institute itself should have played a key role 

in the preparation phase.  

Hence, there is a strong suspicion that safeguarding processes have not been adequately followed 

and the construction is not compliant with the Management Plan. One possibility is that the timing 

of making a final decision on the construction permit request was appropriately fixed for the project 

to pass between 2nd October and 7th December 2020 when there was no mechanism to ensure that 

the Management Plan was followed. Notably, the project was not sent to the Commission for 

Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region for approval.  

Another loophole may have been used: The obligation in point 2 above started from 19th March 

2020. The investor may have submitted complete documentation to request a building permit any 

time before 18th March 2020, and would not have been obliged to comply the project to the 

Management Plan. Still, the Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage (point 1) should have been 

unavoidable as the plot is part of the Old Town Contact Zone.  

SOS has approached the Directorate and Municipality of Ohrid for more information but had not 

received a response by the time of writing.  

 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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I. Approvals 
 

From the information published in its Official Bulletin, after the adoption of the Management Plan 

for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029, the Municipality of Ohrid 

approved a total of 5 construction permits for Category A2: Collective Residence Buildings, of which 

3 break maximum height limits of Ground + 3 Floors in Cultural Heritage Zone II, i.e. the Contact 

Zone for the Old Town Core of Ohrid. The buildings comprise of  

a) Basement 2, Basement 1 + Ground + 3 Floors + Attic (02/2020);  

b) Basement + Ground + 3 Floors + Attic (07/2020) (basement level not known); and  

c) the abovementioned Basement + Ground + 3 Floors + Attic (16/2020).  

In addition, there was also a construction permit for class A1 Single House Unit in Lagadin issued for 

Ground + 2 Floors + Attic (09/2020), which exceeds the Ground + 2 Floor maximum in Nature Zone 

III-g for villages and lakeshore settlements.   

This is seemingly irreconcilable with the January 2021 statement by Municipality of Ohrid Mayor 

Konstantin Georgieski that no construction permit has been issued that contravenes with this 

strategic document.  

 

Considering that according to the State Statistical Office, the Municipality of Ohrid has issued a total 

of 38 construction permits from February to December 2020, the possibility of more constructions 

damaging to the Outstanding Universal Value of the Ohrid Region in the future is very likely. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_02.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_07.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_16.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_09.pdf
http://www.publicitet.mk/tiker/item/15943-georgieski-od-donesuvanjeto-na-planot-za-upravuvanje-opshtina-ohrid-nema-izdadeno-nitu-edno-odobrenie-za-gradenje-shto-ne-e-usoglaseno-so-ovoj-strateshki-dokument?fbclid=IwAR28vlti97GfFBi8f6AjASusXQyhHEL3kUpdA-CcwUR3hrWVoozNzMwAbIY
http://www.publicitet.mk/tiker/item/15943-georgieski-od-donesuvanjeto-na-planot-za-upravuvanje-opshtina-ohrid-nema-izdadeno-nitu-edno-odobrenie-za-gradenje-shto-ne-e-usoglaseno-so-ovoj-strateshki-dokument?fbclid=IwAR28vlti97GfFBi8f6AjASusXQyhHEL3kUpdA-CcwUR3hrWVoozNzMwAbIY
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7. MANAGEMENT PLAN 2020-2029  
 
Before adoption and even more so afterwards, the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020 – 2029 was presented like a magic wand that would solve all 

Ohrid Region problems, turn a new page, and ensure everlasting protection to Outstanding Universal 

Value. Ambition should be lauded, but the implausibility of a single document resolving such 

multifarious destruction of natural and cultural values as seen in the environs of Lake Ohrid was very, 

very clear. How could rampant urbanization, illegal construction, overfishing, hydroelectric dam 

operations, wetland loss, boating, pesticides, siltation, hydrological interventions, erosion, multiple 

infrastructure projects, a solid waste epidemic, habitat fragmentation, corroding wastewater system, 

climate change, and an increasingly manic tourism industry be brought under control by a single PDF 

unless accompanied by comprehensive, integrated action at all levels of authority and society? 

 

Failure was all but inevitable, not only because the plan was flawed in itself, but, more so, because 

the mismanagement of Macedonia’s sole UNESCO property is not merely due to the lack of a plan, 

but deep-rooted in a system that is disorganized, corrupt, and fragmented, where institutions lack 

capacity for responsible protection and conservation. 

 

 

A. On Urbanization and the Management Plan  
 

In order for the Management Plan to be executable, as it has no legal power in itself, the 

government had the responsibility to align legislation to enable enforcement of its protection 

measures. This is envisaged in the Action Plan that is itself part of the Management Plan document 

(Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2020). So far, Ohrid SOS is not aware of any 

amendments to laws for this purpose, even though other changes to relevant legislation have been 

made in the interim period.  

Instead, decisions from the local or central government were supposed to compensate for the 

legislation gap and order prioritization of the Management Plan. As such, the steps are rather 

random and reactionary as opposed to strategically planned. They are also legally disputable due to 

the existence of documents of higher rank, i.e. laws.  

The longer the alignment of legislation is postponed, the more conflicts are expected to arise, while 

gaps persist to invite misuse. After all, most of what has been done since the adoption of the 

Management Plan is a patchwork to substitute for institutional reform, overcoming corruption, 

strengthening rule of law, and rehabilitation of the severely jeopardized Outstanding Universal Value 

of the Ohrid Region. The decisions function more as a gesture of goodwill or “act of kindness” that 

can be reversed in any instant by any government at any time. 

Another obligation that the local governments were to undertake was to align the existing urban 

plans for the region and adopt new ones in compliance with protection measures. The deadline was 

due by the end of 2020 but it of course has not been achieved. Instead, almost a year after the 

adoption of the Management Plan in January 2020, the government at its 26th Session on 7th of 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://vlada.mk/file/54317/download?token=eq06tTu7


91 

 

December finally appointed the three municipalities in the Republic of Macedonia’s Ohrid Region to 

do so.  

In its Development Program for Preparation of Urban Plans on the Territory of Ohrid Municipality 

2021 – 2023 (Official Bulletin, 2020), the Municipality of Ohrid listed only the Detailed Urban Plans 

(DUP) for Ohrid City with no mention of urban plans of various other categories for the entire 

municipal area. No member of the public can know if the Municipality of Struga has acted 

accordingly as its Official Bulletin page lists the 1st of October 2020 edition as the latest33. 

Most striking is the situation with the Old Town Core of Ohrid, where, according to World Heritage 

Committee Decision 40 COM 7B.68 (2016) and the consequent Reactive Monitoring Mission 

Recommendations (2017), the need for DUPs for its 19 complexes was essential and is in the hands 

of the local government. After chronic inactivity, the job was passed to the Ministry of Transport and 

Communications, yet almost five years on from the Committee request, the Old Town Core of Ohrid 

is still without urban plans that can guarantee its integrity and authenticity. Adopted acts by the 

municipalities and the government are far from sufficient in their absence.  

 

i) Before the Management Plan 

 

Prior to the adoption of the Management Plan in January 2020, the Municipalities of Ohrid and 

Struga imposed so-called urbanization moratoriums in August 2019, more than two years after the 

2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission made such a recommendation. Their limited scope lasted for less 

than 6 months. All who had started procedures for obtaining a construction permit could continue 

(Chapter 2), even if underlying urban plans were damaging to Outstanding Universal Value.  

For insight into construction trends and the picture on the ground, the National Statistical Office 

provides data on construction permits issued per municipality. As urbanization in the World Heritage 

region is dominated by the Municipalities of Ohrid and Struga34, information from these two local 

governments gives a strong indicator of what is going on. The number of construction permits is the 

total for all constructions, whereas figures for dwellings is for residential buildings only. The data on 

permits for constructed accommodation facilities is not available.  

Looking at Tables 2 and 3, differences are noticeable between Ohrid and Struga. Almost opposite 

trends can be identified. Ohrid SOS predicted that, with municipalities never introducing a proper 

moratorium, as adoption of the Management Plan loomed, construction permits would spike. In the 

Municipality of Ohrid, that trend is strikingly evident, especially from the number of dwellings-to-be, 

which almost tripled in 2018 and almost doubled in 2019 in comparison to 2017. Even though the 

number of issued constructions permits in 2020 dropped to the level from 3 years ago, the number 

of nonetheless dwellings-to-be is even bigger than in 2019 as one permit can allow construction for 

multiple units.  

The Municipality of Struga seems to have been more prepared for restrictions early on and then 

went into stagnation during 2019, though 2020 shows construction on the rise again with approved 

 
33 This was true to the time of writing (9th March 2021). 
34 The amount of recorded construction in the Municipality of Debrca is insignificantly low. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_16.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_16.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Sluzben_glasnik_2020_16.pdf
https://www.struga.gov.mk/mk/documents/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/6733/
http://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
http://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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residential dwellings returning to earlier levels despite the adoption of the Management Plan in 

January and the supposed moratorium from July 2020. Comparing the numbers of latent apartments 

and floor area with figures for completed constructions during the same years, we can see that the 

coming year’s construction is expected to be even greater in the Municipality of Ohrid while, in 

Struga, there will probably be a delay. It is evident that the Municipality of Struga figures are less 

consistent and thus do not have the same conclusiveness as for Ohrid.    

 

OHRID 

Number of issued building 
permits  

by type of investor 

Expected value 
of 

constructions, 
000 denars 

Approved 
number of 
dwellings 

Approved 
residential 
floor area, 

m2 

Completed 
residential 
dwellings 

Completed 
useful 

floor area, 
m2 

Total Private 
persons 

Business 
entities 

2020 45 30 15 950 869 385 25 325 n/a n/a 

2019 82 59 23 1 392 192 344 24 846 308 22 952 

2018 82 59 23 1 450 018 559  37 360 343 23 828 

2017 53 35 18 1 283 381 193  12 705 208 13 499 

2016 49 37 12  821 870 234  16 309 176 12 137 

TABLE 2: Number of issued building permits and expected value of constructions; planned number of 
dwellings; completed dwellings in the Municipality of Ohrid (SOURCE: National Statistical Office) 

 

STRUGA 

Number of issued building 
permits  

by type of investor 
Expected 
value of 

constructions, 
000 denars 

Approved 
number of 
dwellings 

Approved 
residential 
floor area, 

m2 

Completed 
residential 
dwellings 

Completed 
useful 

floor area, 
m2 

Total Private 
persons 

Business 
entities 

2020 25 21 4 748 607 211 17 733 n/a n/a 

2019 28   24 4 167 754 38 5 906 161 17 698 

2018   136   113   7 869 044 171 23 824   269 31 139 

2017   177   147   30 1 407 073 391  42 314 187 26 363 

2016   147   122   25 1 112 773 226  27 489 168 22 038 

TABLE 3: Number of issued building permits and expected value of constructions; planned number of 
dwellings; completed dwellings in the Municipality of Struga (SOURCE: National Statistical Office) 

The possible effects of the two so-called moratoriums are more obvious in the graphs below with 

the red arrow indicating the period of the moratorium from mid-August 2019 to February 2020 and 

the green arrow indicating the second moratorium from mid-March to October 2020 in Ohrid and 

from July to an unspecified time in Struga. The graphs rely only on two parameters, and, for Ohrid, 

they suggest that, although the latent residential floor space is usually in correlation with the 

permits issued, it does not always follow, an indicator of more company-related investments. In 

addition, the figures for completed dwelling in the same years reveal that construction was ongoing 

as if uninterrupted, especially in Ohrid.  

https://www.stat.gov.mk/?fbclid=IwAR3ARtCfuDtk7tqkAiWT82C-L91ONggh1mYd2UXKyUvdS5CYF5iVloDh9Dc
https://www.stat.gov.mk/?fbclid=IwAR3ARtCfuDtk7tqkAiWT82C-L91ONggh1mYd2UXKyUvdS5CYF5iVloDh9Dc
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GRAPH A: Approved residential floor area and number of issued constructions permits in the 
Municipality of Ohrid 2017-2020. The two arrows indicate the time period for construction 
moratoriums. 
 

 
 

GRAPH B: Approved residential floor area and number of issued constructions permit in the 
Municipality of Struga 2017-2020. The arrows indicate the two periods when moratorium conditions 
were in effect. 
 

To summarize, the so-called moratoriums are not so called without reason. Annualized monthly data 

reveals that, within 6 months of adoption of the first moratorium, the Municipality of Ohrid issued a 

total of 78 construction permits, in comparison to 28 and 16 for the same period in the years 

preceding. Even in Struga, all the 28 construction permits for 2019 were issued in October and 

November, i.e. during the moratorium.35  

 

 
35 The Municipality of Struga seems to follow a pattern of issuing more construction permits at once 
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Finally, as for the reduced numbers of constructions permits in 2020 other variables need to be 

taken into consideration such as the more conservative approach of investors due to the pandemic. 

Another factor could be the somewhat more complicated procedure for obtaining construction 

permits as well as reduced staffing of public administration (again due to the pandemic) that would 

have prolonged procedures. 2021 might add to the story, but, in the meanwhile, the data stands 

witness to how everything changes the same in the Ohrid Region. 

  

 

ii) Municipality Decisions  

When the Management Plan was adopted and the so-called 2019 moratorium ended on 1st February 

2020, there was no single regulation to ensure implementation of the former until 19th March in 

Ohrid Municipality and 1st July in Struga Municipality. On these dates, municipal decisions were 

given for the manner of executing urban plans and urban planning documents.  

 

When expressing interest for new construction as well as when preparing basic or detailed projects, 

investors were met with information on the need for compliance yet 

• no such requirement was given for all the construction permit requests that had already 

passed that threshold and were already on their way to approval36; and  

• except for the Contact Zone for the Old Town Core, there was no specialized institution to 

establish compliance with the Management Plan once a request for a construction permit 

had been submitted. 

 

 

iii) Government’s Decision 

 

The municipal decisions mentioned in part ii above were only applicable until 1st October 2020 in 

Ohrid and for an inconclusive period of time in Struga. Then, after leaving a 2.5 month gap for the 

construction hungry, when no form of regulation to compel compliance with the Management Plan 

was in place, on 7th December 2020, the government adopted decisions intended to substitute for 

unamended urban plans and non-integration of the Management Plan with law.  

 

A requirement was devised for Ohrid Region municipalities to incorporate the need for Conservation 

Conditions when informing interested parties of construction permit requirements. The Conditions 

were to be prepared by the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid 

and issued by the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage. This measure is in force until urban 

plans can be aligned with the Management Plan, a process which, almost one year after plan’s 

adoption, the Municipalities of Ohrid, Struga and Debrca were finally appointed to begin. 

    

• Again, the condition says nothing about those who have already started procedures, which 

means they can obtain construction permits without conservation compliance. 

• Some urban plans, most notably DUPs had already integrated Conservation Plans when 

adopted, and Conservation Conditions were not required in such circumstances. It cannot be 

 
36 As shown in Chapter 2, this had a strong parallel with the moratorium. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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ascertained whether the new requirement for Conservation Conditions would be waived 

when Conservation Plans already exist, although SOS consultation with an urban planning 

expert and an architect predicts that they would.  

• For the urban plans adopted without Conservation Plans, Conservation Conditions apply and 

are issued to planners who show interest in building. This step is followed by a Conservation 

Approval from an authorized institution. The government’s decision makes no mention that 

either a Conservation Agreement or even a Conservation Opinion (a lower-level document) 

will be needed to establish that criteria are met, leaving an open space for interpretation. As 

in the previous case, a question remains on the compliance check during construction 

permit process. 

   

In respect to both Municipality decisions, a generous window between 2nd February and 19th March 

(Ohrid)/1st July (Struga) and between 2nd October and 7th December could have served as an 

invitation for the last train to the Ohrid Region construction heaven. That decisions were made so as 

not to encompass all to-be-issued construction permits shows the desperate need of the authorities 

to keep satisfying construction and other business at the expense of World Heritage. It does not 

reflect a genuine intention to safeguard the future of the site and the consequences are yet to be 

seen in full. 

 

B. Urban Planning in Law 
 

Several aspects of the legislative framework undermine the ability of the Management Plan to 

perform its role in the Ohrid Region. On the one hand, provisions in various laws open space for 

construction. On the other, even when structures are built illegally, tools are available to give them 

legal status. Underpinning this construction-friendly environment is a higgledy-piggledy planning 

regime, which has essentially brought anarchy to the lakeshore. A brief summary of some important 

issues follows: 

 

i. Fragmentation is a problematic aspect of urban planning throughout Macedonia. It emerges 

as a result of the Law on Spatial and Urban Planning from 2009 (Official Gazette 91/09), 

which listed subtypes of urban planning documentation such as state and local urban 

planning documentation, urban planning documentation for tourism development zones, 

and urban planning documentation for autocamps; and especially from the 2014 

amendment to the law, which introduced urban planning documentation for buildings of 

special interest. This plenitude of urban planning documentation types led to chaotic and 

segmented planning without subordination to a hierarchically higher planning document 

(such as a spatial plan). Of note, (Sec. 7.4. p.91) Article 50 on Urban Planning Documentation 

for Buildings of Special Interest was revoked by the Constitutional Court on 5th July 2017. 

However the Urban Plan for Areas and Buildings of State Importance still remains as Article 

17 in the new Law on Urban Planning (2020). This article is especially problematic because it 

can be applied to protected areas, where destructive developments can be facilitated.  

 

ii. The Law on Handling of Illegal Constructions that entered into force on 3rd March 2011 

expired on 3rd March 2021. On the latter date, an MP from the ruling party submitted a 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
http://ustavensud.mk/?p=11708&fbclid=IwAR2Xk5uw3CB9BceUBjCCJqCq1sEuRoxN_OB0EeGcwsI2TNRM6qpbesLA_cY
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proposal before the Macedonian Parliament to extend the duration of the law for 5 more 

years, even though a new legalization law is already in procedure (Chapter 5). At the 

moment, the MP’s proposal is in a Committee procedure alongside the new law. The passing 

of both laws can be prevented if there is no quorum for the Parliament sessions. If there is a 

quorum, according to the Parliament Rules of Procedure, these laws can be passed with as 

little as 40 votes, just one third of the total number of MPs. As the Ohrid Region still awaits a 

full inventory of illegal constructions from the Municipality of Struga, new pathways to make 

them legal are being explored. 

 

iii. The Management Plan 2020-2029 celebrates the Urban Plan of State Importance as a tool to 

enable planning for Nature Zones I-a and I-b “in an integrated way to preserve and enhance 

the functionality of the coast and to restore and revitalize key ecosystems” (Section 10.1.1. 

p.135). This is, however, misleading. Article 20 of the Law on Urban Planning renders the 

government responsible for the adoption of Urban Plans of State Importance, not even 

bothering with the false impression of prospect for opposition. All the other plans are 

adopted by the councils of the respective municipalities, which at least offers some 

modicum of transparency, albeit illusory.  

 

Article 21 of the Law on Urban Planning stipulates adoption of Urban Plans of State 

Importance (as well as Village Urban plans and Urban Plans Outside Settlements) in only one 

phase. Despite the optional adoption of the Urban Plans of State Importance in two phases 

in paragraph (3) of the same article, Macedonian institutions are well known for barely 

satisfying the minimum, so it is safe to say that this possibility will be rarely used. 

 

Inevitably, this permits authorities to push through plans without due oversight and it will be 

a recurring danger to the Ohrid Region due to the wide space for misuse. 

 

iv. The Law on Construction allows buildings of purpose A1: Individual Housing to erect an 

additional floor irrespective of the maximum designated in the relevant DUP as long as it is 

within the height given in the Rulebook of Standards and Norms for Urban Planning (10.2m 

or Ground + 2 Floors + Attic). 

 

v. When designing a DUP, if the land is owned by a single entity, the law permits a general 

definition of construction purpose with defined height and construction percentage but 

exact projects are not specified. The investor then creates an architectural-technical plan 

and decides what to build. Such was the case with the infamous DUP for UB 23 in Struga, 

which was conjured into the Nabizi 4-Towers. 

 
 

C. No Law on Spatial Planning 
 

The newly adopted Law on Urban Planning that entered into force in February 2020 replaced the 

previous Law on Spatial and Urban Planning. This gives the illusion of governance, when, basically, at 

the moment in Macedonia, there is no legal framework for spatial planning, which means that no 

new procedures for spatial plans can be initiated.  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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What is more, even though a whole year has passed since the new Law on Urban Planning entered 

into force and despite the obligation in Article 109 to adopt all bylaws within 6 months, only one 

bylaw has been adopted to date: the Rulebook on Standards for Urban Planning (225/20), which was 

brought in September 2020. Yet the deadline for the adoption of even this bylaw was also missed. 

According to Article 109 it should have been adopted in June 2020.  

At least 6 other bylaws are needed to ensure the bare minimum for successful implementation: on 

reporting related to the degree of planning implementation; the professional examination in the 

field of urban planning; obtaining and revoking licences for urban planners; public competition for 

urban-architectural solutions; the functioning of the e-urbanism system; tariff rates in urban 

planning; et cetera. 

 

D. Management Plan Shortcomings: Oversimplification & Incompliance  
 

Implementation of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 

2020-2029 suffers from numerous deficiencies: 

 

1. Until new urban plans are finalized or existing one harmonized, conditions for construction 

permits are referred to the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—

Ohrid and the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage, i.e. the institutions in charge of 

cultural heritage, regardless of their location. Consequently, these bodies are essentially the 

sole threshold for compliance with the Management Plan even though their core 

competence is oriented to cultural, not natural, heritage. Therefore, few mechanisms exist 

to professionally facilitate compliance with the Management Plan for the benefit of Ohrid 

Region’s natural values. As such, their protection and conservation are imperilled. 

 

2. The professionalism and integrity of the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture 

and Museum—Ohrid is seriously in question. Inadequate evaluations have resulted in 

degradation of the authenticity of Ohrid Town, even during and after the Management 

Plan’s drafting and adoption (Chapter 6B). 

 

3. In Top Tema, a television show by national broadcaster Telma on 13th January 2021, the 

Municipality of Ohrid’s Mayor Georgieski pointed out, “Since the adoption of the 

Management Plan for the Ohrid Region37, not a single construction permit has been issued 

that is not in compliance with this strategic document.” Total accordance with the 

Management Plan was a narrative pushed forward as an argument to defend new hotel 

construction proposed 50 m from the lakeshore in Gorica (Chapter 6C). Not only does this 

statement seem to be untrue (Chapter 6I), the approach to protection measures is 

oversimplification of the steps needed for the Management Plan to efficiently realize its 

goals. For example, Georgieski only seems to understand the Management Plan from the 

perspective of the size and density of plot construction, but these are only two of many 

 
37 The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 was adopted at the 4th 

Session of the Government on 21st January 2020 and published in the Official Gazette 45/2020 on 18th February 2020. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IwrlqiH8sbk
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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indicators of whether a construction is in accord with conservation principles for 

Outstanding Universal Value.  

 

4. Not all construction permits issued after the adoption of the Management Plan are in fact 

compliant with it. In the Contact Zone for the Old Town Core of Ohrid in particular, floor 

limitations are exceeded (Chapter 6I). 

 

5. Combining of construction plots is restricted in Cultural Zone II and III to prevent artificial 

enlargement for the purpose of big constructions. However, it is not prevented outside 

urban areas, so natural landscapes can be still distorted by large conglomerations. 

 

   

6. Goals from the Management Plan’s Action Plan had largely not been achieved at the time of 

writing. While some genuinely require a long timeframe for completion, the lack of 

dedication to implementation is disappointing. Overrun deadlines are numerous with far-

reaching implications: 

• The new Law on Managing the World Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region (due 10.2020) has been on standby for almost two years leaving insufficient 

legal framework for management. 

• A revision of laws related to the protection of cultural heritage and the Old Town 

Core of Ohrid has not been completed (due 10 and 12.2020). 

• Laws on nature, waters, construction et cetera have not been revised for the benefit 

of Outstanding Universal Value. 

• Removal of illegal constructions is barely moving forward and a newly drafted 

legalization law is incompatible with conservation measures.  

• No results have been seen from the establishment of the joint Watershed 

Management Committee for the Lake Ohrid between Macedonia and Albania.  

• No plans are in evidence for the building of sewerage treatment plants at the key 

areas of Trpejca and Ljubanishta, supposed to start in February 2021. 

• No progress has been made on the closure of Bukovo landfill and building new 

facilities.  

• The environmental and heritage impact assessment of illegal constructions has not 

even commenced. It was expected to begin in June 2020.  

 

7. The same figures of compromised integrity due to their involvement in the accelerating 

deterioration of the Ohrid Region’s World Heritage are now expected to solve the problems 

they were incapable or unwilling to deal with before. As long as institutions/departments 

are led by the same people who have established law violations as common practice, 

progress is difficult to imagine. Such figures should be held accountable rather than 

rewarded for contributing to the Ohrid Region’s path to destruction. (The Ministry of 

Environment’s recent issuance of a positive decision for a 5-storey hostel in the 50m green 
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belt is an example of the commonplace negligence and/or incompetence that still blights the 

property38.) 

 

8. As there are no amendments to legislation to harmonize with the Management Plan 2020-

2029 any decisions taken by the national and local government that are contrary to existing 

laws can be legally disputed. 

 

 

E. Zoning  
 

Natural heritage zoning was a huge concern for Ohrid SOS during the drafting of the Management 

Plan 2020-2029 and its adoption has not alleviated the worry. The lakeshore zone in general is not 

unequivocally protected and Natural Zone III is both sizeable and permissive, even though it contains 

areas like Studenchishte Marsh (Chapter 1), and, it would seem, part of National Park Galichica.  

 

i) Natural Heritage Zoning – Zone III 

 

Although the very essence of natural heritage zoning is to protect core values as determined by 

biodiversity and landscape, Zone III is dedicated to urbanization with pleasant-sounding protection 

measures of limited benefit to nature. Restrictions are complex, dizzying and therefore defy 

supervision, which echoes the urban planning merry-go-round whose aim for too long has been to 

facilitate all investors’ wishes. 

 

According to the broader definition in Section 9.2.1.3 of the Management Plan: 

 

“Zone III will occupy the areas with nonproductive purpose (settlements and other 

construction land) and productive land (agricultural plots, grazelands and forests) 

between 866 m elevation and the outside border of Zone I. this zone will enable 

tourism and infrastructure development, but conditions will be defined.”   

 

To paraphrase, whatever is not forest, pasture or in service of agriculture is valid construction land. 

And that applies from the surrounds of Leskoec Village (at the north-east exit of Ohrid) to the vicinity 

of Studenchishte Marsh. Forbidden activities preclude extensive agriculture practices, enlargement 

 
38 Minutes from the 12th Session of the Commission for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region held on 19th 
June 2020 (No. 28-7984/3 from 1st Oct 2020) reveal an interesting case: a positive decision for the Environmental Elaborate 
of a 5-storey hostel within the 50-meter lakeshore belt in Lagadin that was issued by the Ministry of Environment. 
Investigation within the Environmental Protection Directorate indicated that the reason for the issuance was that need for 
compliance with the Management Plan 2020-2029 had not been articulated to the Directorate. Further, it was established 
that the Elaborate had falsely presented the planned construction as outside the 50 meters. Yet, the Directorate had 
approved the document without verifying the exact location with the Spatial and Information Department within the 
Ministry. Considering that, even without the Management Plan, the Law on Waters already prohibits constructions within 
the 50-meter protected shore zone, one can only speculate about the standard procedure. Moreover, when inter-sectoral 
communication was initiated to reassess the positive decision for the Elaborate, the same result repeated as none of the 
sectors argued for Management Plan compliance! Thus, the Nature Department established that the decision could not be 
revoked and consequently sent the case to the Commission. Another aspect is that, as the investor was already in 
possession of the positive decision, the Ministry of Environment could possibly face a financial payoff if the decision was 
reversed. As things stand, the Ministry has revoked it anyway and a complaint has been filed by the investor…  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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of the urban scope by more than 20%, infrastructure except when of public interest with a Strategic 

Environment Assessment, and “other activities that can harm the landscape and threaten the OUV.” 

 

In section 9.2.2.3., Villages and Coastal Zone Settlements, i.e. areas outside of cities, two natural 

zones are defined: III-g (village) and III-d (urban area outside of cities and villages). These subzones 

require close attention:  

 

Zone III-g: Limitations to construction are only prescribed for individual housing: 

Ground + 2 Floors and up to 50% of the plot. However, this does not apply for 

villages with a high construction density. Furthermore, there is no construction 

limitation for any sort of other construction type — hotel units, for example — 

which can presumably tower as high as they like. 

 

Zone III-d: In the words of the Management Plan, “new urban scopes (Zone III-d) 

are formed as a logical unit around existing buildings with urban plans for a non-

urban area.” The maximum allowed height for Zone III-d is 4 levels (Ground + 3 

Floors) for any kind of building, and construction density is capped at 40%. 

Reconstruction (but not enlargement) of existing legal buildings is permitted.  

 

In the same section it continues:  

 

“When building outside of city areas it is forbidden to:  

 

- Form new settlements on unconstructed areas (area defined as II – b in the 

natural heritage) 

- Occupy the shore zone of Lake Ohrid 

- Use quality agricultural land by transforming it into construction land.” 

 

From the parenthesis in the first criterion, it is evident that the holdback for new settlements does 

not even apply to National Park Galichica (Figures 34 and 35), while only the third point can defend 

against new urbanization outside of urban areas. However, it would not apply to much of the lower 

mountain area from Ohrid to Pestani, hinges on definitions of “quality”, and presumably affects only 

locations currently under an agricultural regime.  

 

Another observation is that the map of natural heritage zoning provided in the final version of the 

Management Plan in Macedonian as published on the websites of the Ministry of Culture and 

Ministry of Environment is misguiding: It does not feature Zone III within the National Park Galichica 

as seen in earlier versions obtained directly from the latter ministry.  

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf


101 

 

 

FIGURE 34: Protection Zones within the Natural Heritage of the Ohrid 
Region indicating Zone III within the borders of National Park Galichica 
(Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning). (This discoloration 
appears to have been caused by the overlay.) 
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FIGURE 35: An overlap of Natural Heritage Zone III from the 
Management Plan and National Park Galichica zoning: Grey - Zone III 
(Management Plan); Red – Zone of Strict Protection; Green – Zone of 
Active Management; Yellow – Zone of Sustainable Use; Purple 
colouring is obsolete 

 

The Management Plan aims to protect natural values via regulation of the activities and scope of 

urban areas, but, in reality, any location within Nature Zone III-d is subject to urbanization as long as 

there is Urban Plan for a Non-Urban Area. Villages, including shoreline settlements (Nature Zone III-

g), can expand up to 20%. However, neither baselines nor systems of control are defined. What does 

“new urban scopes are formed like a logical unit around existing buildings” (Zone III-d) mean except 

that a new construction can always be built as long as there is construction completed next to it and 

thus to infinity? As can be seen from the map, the main concern here is Lake Ohrid’s east coast 

south of Ohrid and a wide stretch of National Park Galichica where there are numerous scattered 

urban patches formed as a result of uncontrolled, and to some extent illegal, construction. By 

definition, these are not urban areas.  

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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Based on the Management Plan, we could therefore see Studenchishte Marsh, Gorica, and the 

entire lower mountain zone urbanized, at least where the National Park’s Zone of Sustainable Use 

allows. Unlike in previous times, this will be conducted according to a plan, first management, then 

urban, and, as already seen, “according to law”. The practical difference from the perspective of 

natural heritage, however, will be non-existent. Indeed, the only protective foresight to prevent 

total degradation of the lower mountain area is preclusion of “activities that can harm the landscape 

and threaten the OUV”. Apart from prohibition of 5-storey constructions, what that means in reality 

is not at all clear.  

 

The legal framework creates misapprehension too: The only provision for urban planning outside 

urban areas according to the Law on Urban Planning is an Urban Plan for a Non-Urban Area, which 

applies to Nature Zone III-d. Preparation and adoption of this law overlapped with the drafting for 

the Management Plan, yet its definition does not seem appropriate for the purpose: 

 

Article 16  

 

“An Urban Plan for a Non-Urban Area is an urban plan crafted for groups of 

constructions and complexes, larger constructions and infrastructure of local 

importance that are outside of an urban area that is not within the borders of 

GUP or urban plan for a village.”  

 

It is easy to recognize that this is suitable for tourist complexes. Looking at the meeting minutes 

from sessions of the Commission for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region during 

2020, when presented with a proposal for urban development of a single construction (usually 

accommodation units), the Commission’s advice is to return the project for revision, asking for an 

Urban Plan for a Non-Urban Area of wider scope. For some, it is clearly mentioned that proposals are 

not in the vicinity of existing buildings. Seemingly, this does not match the restriction to prevent 

formation of “new settlements on unconstructed areas” but rather enforces it. That does not match 

the urban planning framework aimed at a cluster of buildings and it puts an individual construction 

initiator in the role of an urban planner for a wider area that would potentially create a new urban 

cluster. It suggests that the non-urban zone is in fact an all-urban zone. 

 

 

ii) Ambiguous Coastal Zoning  

 

Differentiation needs to be made between the coastal zone for natural and cultural heritage. For 

nature, it is purely defined by 50 meters distance from the Lake Ohrid line as measured from 

Cadastre Plot 1/1. The definition is marginally different to that of the protected green belt in the Law 

on Waters, which is 50 meters from the highest water level. This can be a problem when an 

institution in charge needs to evaluate if a proposed construction or an illegal building is in conflict 

with the Management Plan, especially since the Environment Protection Directorate has approved 

environmental assessments for constructions within the 50-meter belt, despite their illegality. On 

the cultural side, there is an even more serious definitional lapse for Zone Lakeshore, which is found 

in urban areas (Chapter 6G and Ohrid SOS, 2020).  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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In an attempt to provide clarity, Point 9.2.2.3. Villages and Coastal Zone Settlements, a subsection of 

a part of the Management Plan that deals with cultural heritage, i.e. urban areas, reads, “Generally 

speaking, the protection measures for the coastal zone of Lake Ohrid will provide permanent 

conservation of the natural and cultural values and will prevent significant changes to these values” 

by 

 

• preserving the natural ambience and forbidding change of land use purpose for construction 

activities that would disrupt the shorezone landscape; 

• preventing construction in elevated or exposed locations, where building would disrupt the 

lakeshore landscape and views from panoramic spots et cetera;   

• disallowing a) uncontrolled construction outside the boundaries of cities in terms of size; 

and b) materials and colours that do not fit the natural attributes of the surrounding area 

and traditional architecture; 

• protecting the important views of the landscape from future introduction of large buildings; 

• ensuring that infrastructure (roads) follows natural terrain relief and morphology of the 

terrain, and unity of the landscape; and 

• deciding, based on analysis of visual placement and fit with natural surroundings, the 

typology, volume and height of buildings for the purpose of tourism as well as for vacation 

outside of urban areas. 

 

We can only speculate what is meant by the coastal zone here, whether it should be interpreted as 

the bare 50 meters from the waterline; 50m from Cadastre Plot 1/1; what is titled as Zone Lakeshore, 

numbers 50 and 51 in the cultural zoning maps; all three; or something more poetic and conceptual. 

This is not intended to be facetious; it is a genuine problem with interpreting the Management Plan.   

 

Meeting minutes from the Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region reveal that, regardless of any natural values, the lakeshore in the city urban areas 

does not even fall under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Environment. The Ministry itself 

confirmed this with its disengaged response to SOS’s request for clarification on the definition and 

protective measures for Zone Lakeshore.  

 

This is problematic as coastal activities can significantly affect the lake ecosystem; degradation of 

natural habitats is already evidenced near towns (Lorenschat et al., 2014); and locations adjacent to 

urban areas like Studenchishte Canal sometimes support important populations of globally unique 

species (Spirovska et al., 2020). According to the Management Plan, these and even a recognized 

biodiversity hotspot such as Mazija are under the jurisdiction of institutions for cultural heritage, 

who make decisions that will impact nature while lacking relevant expertise.  

 

Additionally, the wider goals of the Management Plan cannot possibly be achieved if only applied to 

the tight stretch of a 50-meter lakeshore band or even the somewhat wider Zone Lakeshore within 

cities. A more heritage-friendly approach must also apply to Zone III south of Ohrid and within 

National Park Galichica. Otherwise, as seen through the prism of controversial 5-storey 

developments at Restaurant/Disco Park (Chapter 6C), they will be insufficient to safeguard either the 

visual or ecosystemic integrity of the property. Indeed, even Culture Zone Lakeshore itself is 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10933-014-9783-5?shared-article-renderer
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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unstable and uncertainly protected as seen at Daljan (Chapter 6G) and fuzziness afflicts the Nature 

Zones I-b and 1-v for beaches, which have not been differentiated from one another on maps 

despite having divergent restrictions. This conjures precisely the kind of half-light where exploitation 

can occur.   

 

The issue of narrow application may meanwhile cascade to the heritage impact assessments that are 

anticipated (one day) for thousands of illegal constructions under recommendations from 2017 

(ICOMOS/IUCN/World Heritage Centre, 2017). Ohrid SOS believes that Nature Zone I, defined as the 

50-meter belt and excluding Culture Zone Lakeshore, is very likely to be taken as decisive indicator of 

negativity in terms of influence on natural values. If so, numerous examples of horrendous 

construction could well be considered acceptable additions to the landscape as long as they are 51m 

or more from Cadastre Plot Lake Ohrid.  

 

 

iii) Zoning Revisions 

 

As has been seen, zoning inadequacies in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 reduce its ability to control urbanization. The document 

itself recognizes this and slates possible revisions in Section 9.2.1.1.:  

 

“The borders of the first zone will be revised after the revalorization study for Lake 

Ohrid: Monument of Nature and valorization study for Studenchishte Marsh: 

Monument of Nature, i.e. when the Laws on Reproclamation of Lake Ohrid as 

Monument of Nature and Proclamation of Studenchishte Marsh as Monument of 

Nature are brought. That could mean expanding the 50-meter belt enacted with 

the Management Plan for the purpose of preventing threats to the lake ecosystem 

and its shores” 

 

Optimism in this direction depends on high-quality studies and decision-making at the valorisation 

level. The massive Zones of Sustainable Use, their positions, and the limited scope for habitat 

restoration in the present versions of both studies (Chapter 1A and Chapter 11) do not auger well.  

 

Moreover, the latest draft State of Conservation Report to the World Heritage Centre from the 

Republic of Macedonia (February 2021) and minutes from a meeting of the Commission for the 

Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, have both spoken of aligning 

valorisation studies to the Management Plan, not the other way around.     

 

For the cultural side, the Action Plan for the Management Plan has a similar measure that intimates 

another back-to-front approach: 

 

 “Revision of the Law Proclaiming Ohrid Old Urban Core as Significant Cultural 

Heritage after a Revalorisation Elaborate has been prepared with which the 

category of the protected site will be established and the protection regime 

aligned with this Plan.”  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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Since the Management Plan is a first-time document, subject to periodic reviews, it should not be in 

the position of defining zones under law. Rather, thorough valorizations of natural habitats should 

be delivering the legal framework for the Management Plan, a document of lower rank, to operate 

within. 

 

As it is, there is a suspicion, not restricted to Ohrid SOS, that a pathway may have been prepared for 

goals other than those outlined, which would explain why laws and valorisations are being 

subordinated to an untested, rookie document.   

 

 

F. Suggestions for Improved Functioning   
 

Ohrid SOS does not know how many inappropriate construction permits for developments in Ohrid, 

Struga, the lakeshore, and National Park Galichica had been already issued prior to the January 2020 

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

2029.  It suspects that development of the plan may have accelerated applications, a suspicion that 

is heightened by data on issued construction permits.  

 

Depending on how law is structured and applied, it might take years of continuous urban 

devastation of the World Heritage Site and its Outstanding Universal Value before these permissions 

work through the system. In other words, more damaging projects like the Nabizi 4-Towers and 8-

floor apartment in Voska (Chapter 6A and 6B) may well be in the pipeline.  

 

Possible solutions include:  

 

1) To impose moratorium on execution of all construction permits already issued where 

construction has not started, followed by revision of each to align it with protection 

measures as per the Management Plan. This requires an immediate implementation as 

investors are obliged to start construction within two years of obtaining permits and we 

have no idea how many such permits have been issued;  

 

In adopting a moratorium in March/June 2020, local governments conditioned construction permits 

with the Management Plan, but full compliance is not assured since (A) the decision only applied to 

future applications and (B) a few construction permits have been identified that do not harmonize 

with the document. There were also gaps when no tool existed to tie permits with the Management 

Plan. A way to deal with this blindspot could be: 

 

2) To revise laws that render moratoriums ineffective (Chapter2E) and instead empower their 

full enactment for intended purposes; 

3) To impose a moratorium on issuance of construction permits for cases where complete 

documentation was approved prior to the requirement to comply to the Management Plan;  

4) To condition all requests for construction, regardless of the stage of the process, to accord 

with the Management Plan supported by Conservation Conditions, a Conservation 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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Agreement/Conservation Opinion and equivalent criteria for natural heritage for the 

territory of the entire World Heritage Site; 

5) To impose a moratorium on the Urban Plan of State Importance for the Coastal Zone and 

beach programs (that are to be prepared during 2021) until regulations (law, bylaws etc.) are 

properly harmonized for heritage protection39 and Management Plan implementation; 

6) To close any loopholes, identified by independent legal experts, that allow construction 

permits to persist beyond two years from issuance if work has not commenced; 

7) To replace the current Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

of the Ohrid Region with a streamlined, purely independent experts’ body from the fields of 

natural and cultural heritage excluding participation from the business community and 

religious institutions40;  

8) To imbue both the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region and the Commission for Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 

Ohrid Region with greater legal force to control and oversee urbanization:  

a. All amendments or proposals for new urban plans to be evaluated by the 

Commission, not just those filtered by Municipalities; 

b. All architectural-technical projects for Detailed Urban Plans to be evaluated by the 

Commission regardless of whether such plans have been previously approved; 

c. All construction permit requests based on urban plans that are not in compliance 

with the Management Plan 2020-2029 to be evaluated by the Commission; 

d. All Strategic Environmental Assessments, Heritage Impact Assessments, 

Environmental Impact Assessments, and Elaborates to be evaluated by the 

Commission; 

9) To prevent any exception to the 50-meter shoreline rule for uses other than wastewater, 

sewerage, water supply and (narrowly defined) essential infrastructure, regardless of 

whether it has been granted by a permit from the Ministry of Environment under the Law on 

Waters. (These exceptions have been conveniently misused.) Even when such a permit is 

issued, it should have a temporally limited validity (as Conservation Agreements do) 41. 

Examples of cases where such permits should not have been issued are as follows: 

• the infamous Lagadin hotel, still standing as a monument to illegal construction;  

• the hotel awaiting construction at Restaurant/Disco Park; 

• a Category A4: Building – Hostel for which an Environmental Elaborate was approved 

for development within Nature Zone I at Lagadin, two months after the adoption of 

the Management Plan (Ministry of Culture, 2020)42; and  

• many other private and commercial buildings within 50-meters of the shore that 

must have received exemption unless they are illegal or have been legalized since 

2015 when a Ministry of Environment opinion was no longer required; 

10) To define the natural coast area more broadly so as to avoid new urban concentrations 

within close proximity of the lake; 

 
39 An independent, expert legal team should oversee this process. 
40 Members of the religious communities should have legally ensured presence and input in sessions where matters of 
specific concern to the respective religious community are discussed.   
41 We are witnessing cases of approved construction undertakings whose permits to build within 50 meters of the lakeshore 
have been issued many years ago. This is not justifiable from environmental point of view especially in the context of the 
recent degradation of Lake Ohrid habitats. 
 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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11) To specify clear measures for protection and restrictions for Culture Zone Lakeshore;  

12) To ensure oversight of nature protection bodies within the city urban scope, especially for 

lakeshore areas including Culture Zone Lakeshore;  

13) To establish limits on the size for combined plots by zone, for both natural and cultural 

heritage; 

14) To redefine and clarify measures for villages, which currently allow for urban expansion of 

up to 20% without defining point zero; 

15) To limit construction in Zone III-g for categories other than housing; 

16) To redefine and clarify measures for non-urban areas so that urbanization cannot expand 

inappropriately within Zone III-d.  

17) To subzone the area south of Ohrid and within the Zone of Sustainable Use of National Park 

Galichica and ensure stronger measures for its protection;  

18) To forbid transformation of forests into construction land;  

19) To upgrade the connective stretch between Studenchishte Marsh and Lake Ohrid to Nature 

Zone 1-a with specific measures and ensure ecological and hydrological intercommunication 

between the two; 

20) To guarantee an online space for an interactive urbanization map where all relevant 

information can be acquired in a user-friendly manner, including clearly delineated zoning 

maps, protection measures and restrictions by zone, and all management plan-aligned urban 

plans with zoning designations et cetera;   

21) To reform the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage, the Institute for the Protection 

and Museum-Ohrid, Ministry of Environment Nature Department, and Environmental 

Protection Directorate following a thorough independent review into their staffing, 

hierarchy, decision-making competencies and procedures;    

22) To reform and restaff inspectorates;  

23) To expedite handling of current illegal constructions and implement a zero tolerance policy 

for any new structures erected contrary to law; 

24) To impose genuine principles of rule of law to hold people accountable for acts contrary to 

the core principles of World Heritage protection regardless of who they are; and 

25) To enact a dedicated and independent management body for the Ohrid Region that will 

incorporate and integrate both natural and cultural heritage.  
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8. WASTEWATER  
 

Substandard management of wastewater is a long-standing issue in the Republic of Macedonia’s 

Ohrid Region (KfW, 2011; JICA, 2012; Ohrid SOS, 2019, 2020). It caught the attention of the World 

Heritage Centre, ICOMOS and the IUCN during their 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission and led to a 

recommendation, endorsed by World Heritage Committee Decisions 41 COM 7B.34 (2017) and 43 

COM 7B.36 (2019), to improve the central wastewater treatment for all settlements in the Lake Ohrid 

basin. In justifying the request, the report from the mission cited under-capacity, damage, and lack 

of connection to wastewater facilities. 

 

From December 2019, work did finally proceed with fixing of pump stations, remediation of pipes 

and interventions with the treatment plant in Vranishta. Most of this work has taken place within 

the capacities of a company known as Public Enterprise Kolektorski Sistem (PEKS), which oversees a 

significant part of the urban wastewater collection, treatment and discharge. However, expansion of 

the network has not yet begun, discharge continues to enter Lake Ohrid, finances are uncertain, and 

the system’s ability to handle large people volumes in the summer months or during heavy rain is 

not guaranteed.  

 

 

A. Remediation  
 

To date, only 3 of an estimated 40.9 kilometres of the primary wastewater network have been 

cleaned and restored using inner piping alongside pipe-cleaning in the secondary sewerage system. 

For the secondary system specifically, a total of 14km out of approximately 180km43 were cleaned 

without inner piping, 8km in Ohrid and 6km in Struga. All 18 pump stations have undergone 

remediation activities with 20 pumps fixed. Interventions at the entry and recirculation pumps for 

the wastewater treatment plant in Vranishta have been conducted too. This was Phase 1 of the 

wastewater rehabilitation, which was undertaken from December 2019 until August 2020 by a 

company named Eco Team. 

From the work, it is not clear how much the unidentified water ingresses that cause pumps to work 

non-stop, shortening their service lives and leading to stoppages (JICA, 2012) has been addressed. It 

is known, however, that of the 15.3 million m3 of water per annum processed at Treatment Plant 

Vranishta, some 16% to 20% is still groundwater and lake water that has somehow entered the 

system (PEKS, 2020a). Overflows related to the mixing of sewerage with rainwater also still occur, 

and the Centre for Public Health—Ohrid (2021) has intimated that pumps are being switched off 

during heavy rainfall causing pollution from faecal matter.  

Meanwhile, in March 2021, Head of Public Enterprise Kolektorski Sistem (PEKS), Vladimir Aleksijoski 

confirmed to Ohrid SOS that Treatment Plant Vranishta works with only 50% capacity due to its 

timeworn state. At the moment, regular maintenance is undertaken with the financial resources 

available to PEKS. Aleksijoski clarified that the outflow resulting from the treatment process satisfies 

 
43 Different documents record different lengths for the secondary system. Ohrid SOS is using JICA figures from 2012. 

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://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7036
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7589
https://openjicareport.jica.go.jp/pdf/12146684.pdf
https://kolektorskisistem.com.mk/%d1%82%d0%b5%d0%ba%d0%be%d0%b2%d0%bd%d0%b0/
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relevant standards, but the annual water analysis report based on physiochemical and 

microbiological parameters for 2020 (Centre of Public Health – Ohrid, 2021) provides nuance: Class II 

water quality (on a scale of I to V with I as the highest) has indeed been recorded both 20m before 

and further downstream from the spot where Vranishta discharges into the River Drim. However, 

water quality class III was recorded 20m after the point where treated water enters the river. In the 

technical categories, Class III is moderately eutrophic water.  

So, despite some steps in a positive direction for network reparation, the situation with the 

sewerage remains very concerning: Many elements remain to be fixed or upgraded and operations 

are far from optimal. A major expansion and replacement of obsolete facilities is required to bring 

the system to full functioning, which is beyond the scope of current projects.  

 

B. Financing 
 

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

2029, rehabilitation of the wastewater system requires 45,000,000 Euros. In December 2019, Prime 

Minister Zoran Zaev announced that 4.2 million Euros would be made available from the budget 

(Government of the Republic of Macedonia, 2019). This matches the amount that was required for 

Phase 1 of the project. 

The amount paid to Eco Team, the company hired to work on the sewerage system, totalled 

approximately 850,000 Euros (51,996,528 Denars) in 2019 and 1.8 million Euros (109,846,113 Denars) 

in 2020. The outstanding amount (96,197,133 Denars) was then covered via a second state budget 

rebalance in November 2020, which brought funding for the year to 5.85 million Euros (360,000,000 

Denars). That seems to have left some extra finances, although it cannot presently be ascertained 

whether they were intended for future work, allocation to other 2020 expenses, or paying off debts.  

The extra financial resources might, however, be the reason why the Republic of Macedonia’s 2021 

budget did not provide any extra investment beyond 570,000 Euros (35 million Denars) to Public 

Enterprise Kolektorski Sistem (PEKS), the company responsible for the primary wastewater system. 

Moreover, even the 570,000 Euros was not intended for more wastewater improvements: As 

detailed in the 2021 Program for the Ohrid-Struga Sewerage System44, although stated as an 

investment, the funds were in fact allocated to repay past debts to Struga Municipality from a 

company named Proaqua. Now disintegrated, Proaqua was the predecessor to PEKS, which has now 

inherited some of its debts.   

 

The seeming lack of additional budget is at odds with PEKS’s ambitious Investment Programme for 

2021, which looks to resolve infiltration; research and improve energy efficiency; automate 

processes; repair pumps, basins and the treatment facility; and purchase vehicles and new pumps. 

For realization, 2.4 million Euros (149 million Denars) are required, of which 2.2 million (135 million 

Denars) were expected from the 2021 state budget and 0.2 million (14 million Denars) from the 

company’s own funds.  

 
44 Adopted on 16th January 2021 (Official Gazette 12/2021). 

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w2lxB-XyoCo&feature=youtu.be&t=177
https://arhiva.finance.gov.mk/files/u6/REBALANS%202020%20-%202%20%28konecen%29%20-%2002.11.2020%20%282%29.pdf
https://arhiva.finance.gov.mk/files/u6/REBALANS%202020%20-%202%20%28konecen%29%20-%2002.11.2020%20%282%29.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/SV.br_.12_Programa_za_vodi_18.01.2021.pdf
https://kolektorskisistem.com.mk/%d1%82%d0%b5%d0%ba%d0%be%d0%b2%d0%bd%d0%b0/
https://kolektorskisistem.com.mk/%d1%82%d0%b5%d0%ba%d0%be%d0%b2%d0%bd%d0%b0/
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/SV.br_.12_Programa_za_vodi_18.01.2021.pdf
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How the money will now be achieved is not known. The very poor information on 2021 investments 

SOS has received from PEKS Head Vladimir Aleksijoski (March 2021) only said that finances will be 

ongoingly obtained. No reference was made to the apparent extra budget from 2020. Asked on the 

activities that the company has started this year, Aleksijoski restated planned activities such as 

removal of infiltration, pump repairs and preparation of project tasks for energy efficiency. 

 

Funds are required for other plans simultaneously: At its 44th Session on 9th February 2021, very 

soon after receiving the draft report from ICOMOS, IUCN and the World Heritage Centre’s January 

2020 Reactive Monitoring Mission45, the government supplemented the wastewater to-do list with 

an adoption of information to extend the sewerage line between the villages of Kalishta and 

Radozhda in Struga Municipality, a stretch on the west shore of Lake Ohrid that is not connected to 

the treatment system. It appointed the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning and Ministry 

of Finance to ensure investment for this project as a priority for 2021-2022.  

 

According to Aleksijoski, talks on starting work are ongoing. The proposal cannot be found in the 

Investment Programme for 2021 (PEKS, 2020) and anticipation of finance is being pinned on the 

European Union’s Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance for Rural Development (IPARD) 46 . 

Another big investment set for completion by 2023 and mentioned in PEKS’s Business Plan for Water 

Services 2021-2023 (2020a) is for reconstruction of Treatment Plant Vranishta, for which 9 million 

Euros (553.5 million Denars) are also needed. Again, hopes are focused on IPARD funds and 

negotiations to secure finances are ongoing. 

 

 

 

C. Overflows 
 

As can be seen from a media report in Ohrid News (August 2020) and statement by the Head of PEKS, 

Vladimir Aleksijoski, the sewerage system for the Municipalities of Ohrid and Struga was still strained 

in the summer of 2020, despite lesser tourism pressure during the COVID-19 pandemic. A lack of 

public consciousness of what should and should not be disposed of via the wastewater system is an 

issue. At the same time, rainfall continues to be associated with overflows and the problem of non-

separation between sewage and other waters is persistent.  

Several examples illustrate these issues: A sewerage outflow from a manhole into Lake Ohrid near 

Campsite Eleshec (not far from the east coast village of Lagadin) was witnessed on 10th August 2020 

and reported to Ohrid SOS by a Facebook user. PEKS confirmed the incident and revealed that a 

blockage of the pump had been caused by inappropriate waste thrown into the system (diapers, wet 

tissues and such). The incident occurred after repairs had been completed. 

 
45 This should not be confused with the 2021 report from the same bodies. 
46 Sometimes the anticipated source is listed as IPA, sometimes IPARD. 

https://vlada.mk/node/24170
https://kolektorskisistem.com.mk/%d1%82%d0%b5%d0%ba%d0%be%d0%b2%d0%bd%d0%b0/
https://kolektorskisistem.com.mk/%d1%82%d0%b5%d0%ba%d0%be%d0%b2%d0%bd%d0%b0/
https://kolektorskisistem.com.mk/%d1%82%d0%b5%d0%ba%d0%be%d0%b2%d0%bd%d0%b0/
https://www.ohridnews.com/pampersi-higienski-vloshki-i-vlazhni-maramchi-a-gi-zatnaa-pumpite-od-kolektorskiot-sistem/?fbclid=IwAR2VQYT7yIm79P2SZu6PfmxlX5MOhrjAuL4AtwuMHVR-MrdFJvLknpDtWGY
https://www.ohridnews.com/pampersi-higienski-vloshki-i-vlazhni-maramchi-a-gi-zatnaa-pumpite-od-kolektorskiot-sistem/
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FIGURE 36: Stills taken from a video recorded by a Facebook user on 10 August 2020 at Eleshec show 
polluted water entering Lake Ohrid from the region’s decrepit wastewater system.   
 

Similarly, on 16th August 2020, just as Phase 1 of the 

sewerage system’s rehabilitation was coming to a 

close, Telma TV reported wastewater outflow at 

Potpesh Beach (Kaneo) on a clear day, i.e. not during 

the rainfall that is commonly associated with leaks of 

polluted water in the Ohrid Region. Potpesh is a spot 

where sewage flows into Lake Ohrid every summer. 

Thus, it is a regular pain-point.  

In January 2021, the problem came to light again as 

media reported discharge to Lake Ohrid at Podmolje 

pump station. On 1st February 2021, an Ohrid SOS 

member also videoed direct foul-smelling discharge 

from a pipe into Lake Ohrid at Grashnica, a north 

Ohrid suburb by the coast. Ohrid SOS received other 

information from citizens related to outflow from a 

pump station into the River Daljan, just a few hundred 

meters from the lake, while inhabitants of both 

Grashnica and Daljan also reportedly complained of 

stench from sewage and outflow from manholes after 

recent heavy rains.  

Following a visit to Podmolje on 11th February 2021, 

Aleksijoski claimed that flow to the lake was purely 

rainwater, did not have the odour of sewage, did not 

contain faecal matter, and was not a problem related 

to the primary sewerage system that his company manages, but an issue of atmospheric waters. 

Somewhat confusingly, he also stated that atmospheric waters mix with sewage due to the lack of 

separation, but then seemingly downplayed the impact by suggesting that human waste is diluted. 

He further took it upon himself to announce that an environmental inspection had not found any 

issue even though no inspectorate had made a public comment at the time, and he expressed anger 

with those who submit requests to PEKS for official information, while concurrently arguing that the 

public was being manipulated by malicious misinformation. When the State Nature Inspectorate did 

finally announce its findings on 13th February 2021, however, it revealed a genuine problem: 

 
FIGURE 37: Discharge at Grashnica 
from an Ohrid SOS activist video, 
February 2021. 
 

https://telma.com.mk/2020/08/16/%D1%84%D0%B5%D0%BA%D0%B0%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B8-%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%BA%D1%82%D0%BD%D0%BE-%D1%81%D0%B5-%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%B2%D0%B0%D0%B0%D1%82-%D0%B2%D0%BE-%D0%B2%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%82/?fbclid=IwAR3F0YsmZooqlOpYiOg2U0bYymwMgjubJJNY1TSmAARw-ec7cvhjIQVa058&__cf_chl_captcha_tk__=214962b892debc27ea3c43510957bda52d8a4d0d-1614661727-0-AXWP27a7Mo7cZCruB3dj1y8eH9PD-Ei8ebKSAhpS-vX1rOWXw2ulTXif7uPgAPVOI3R7zmKVMP1SURf6Kjhh8HmaO3jyYQH50Die0bEtwLCWwpz8WluBfrj2iAO-r0_HR5HQrpFegyWacoL_itpR5iw8igW3342EGJxJCeWX-FptHTbWT56Y3iQJk746P2ohars1Wvrj69oBA8mtsMJKxQApRzFaw8f5-tH_ngJhSjSefFG2YZ2Eb9V0k_gwg-kcKHI4KJo5OhxkNiB6uemj4WVnpzLzfrlRy8aMR1VV7o1aN_owDcCf_LZSXmnEphxj5KEb14wY6EVM63x8HjQapSfnKAk7ojUoCv7NiNMsMHLyRRkS0tYBhvHZr49GWalBX2vKnwl16xv97mkYVL6cN-1DhRdumSswiI9AsHiaRrZMg-JiX-I-pSy83Kyn0xhtXeUx6Jh83TkmepWDsnvSIIxZYI22SVNtmXgqQTKqMinEQhe4iiaaajIrPdN9Xy5LWI0ZBw4TZ3qoM5emRmCE8HfgqNGcFu9ritWLX012vqsiym_XPrMOCBS9s37v-wOiG0H2nfYiPHUWNEq34kCh9HodqM5Vr57JgVmNVcrx9Xn6PbdLob3BPgep461GecnwdRxavCnPIuh6dJXnH
https://telma.com.mk/2020/08/16/%D1%84%D0%B5%D0%BA%D0%B0%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B8-%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%BA%D1%82%D0%BD%D0%BE-%D1%81%D0%B5-%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%B2%D0%B0%D0%B0%D1%82-%D0%B2%D0%BE-%D0%B2%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%82/?fbclid=IwAR3F0YsmZooqlOpYiOg2U0bYymwMgjubJJNY1TSmAARw-ec7cvhjIQVa058&__cf_chl_captcha_tk__=214962b892debc27ea3c43510957bda52d8a4d0d-1614661727-0-AXWP27a7Mo7cZCruB3dj1y8eH9PD-Ei8ebKSAhpS-vX1rOWXw2ulTXif7uPgAPVOI3R7zmKVMP1SURf6Kjhh8HmaO3jyYQH50Die0bEtwLCWwpz8WluBfrj2iAO-r0_HR5HQrpFegyWacoL_itpR5iw8igW3342EGJxJCeWX-FptHTbWT56Y3iQJk746P2ohars1Wvrj69oBA8mtsMJKxQApRzFaw8f5-tH_ngJhSjSefFG2YZ2Eb9V0k_gwg-kcKHI4KJo5OhxkNiB6uemj4WVnpzLzfrlRy8aMR1VV7o1aN_owDcCf_LZSXmnEphxj5KEb14wY6EVM63x8HjQapSfnKAk7ojUoCv7NiNMsMHLyRRkS0tYBhvHZr49GWalBX2vKnwl16xv97mkYVL6cN-1DhRdumSswiI9AsHiaRrZMg-JiX-I-pSy83Kyn0xhtXeUx6Jh83TkmepWDsnvSIIxZYI22SVNtmXgqQTKqMinEQhe4iiaaajIrPdN9Xy5LWI0ZBw4TZ3qoM5emRmCE8HfgqNGcFu9ritWLX012vqsiym_XPrMOCBS9s37v-wOiG0H2nfYiPHUWNEq34kCh9HodqM5Vr57JgVmNVcrx9Xn6PbdLob3BPgep461GecnwdRxavCnPIuh6dJXnH
https://telma.com.mk/2020/08/16/%D1%84%D0%B5%D0%BA%D0%B0%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B8-%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%BA%D1%82%D0%BD%D0%BE-%D1%81%D0%B5-%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%B2%D0%B0%D0%B0%D1%82-%D0%B2%D0%BE-%D0%B2%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%82/?fbclid=IwAR3F0YsmZooqlOpYiOg2U0bYymwMgjubJJNY1TSmAARw-ec7cvhjIQVa058&__cf_chl_captcha_tk__=214962b892debc27ea3c43510957bda52d8a4d0d-1614661727-0-AXWP27a7Mo7cZCruB3dj1y8eH9PD-Ei8ebKSAhpS-vX1rOWXw2ulTXif7uPgAPVOI3R7zmKVMP1SURf6Kjhh8HmaO3jyYQH50Die0bEtwLCWwpz8WluBfrj2iAO-r0_HR5HQrpFegyWacoL_itpR5iw8igW3342EGJxJCeWX-FptHTbWT56Y3iQJk746P2ohars1Wvrj69oBA8mtsMJKxQApRzFaw8f5-tH_ngJhSjSefFG2YZ2Eb9V0k_gwg-kcKHI4KJo5OhxkNiB6uemj4WVnpzLzfrlRy8aMR1VV7o1aN_owDcCf_LZSXmnEphxj5KEb14wY6EVM63x8HjQapSfnKAk7ojUoCv7NiNMsMHLyRRkS0tYBhvHZr49GWalBX2vKnwl16xv97mkYVL6cN-1DhRdumSswiI9AsHiaRrZMg-JiX-I-pSy83Kyn0xhtXeUx6Jh83TkmepWDsnvSIIxZYI22SVNtmXgqQTKqMinEQhe4iiaaajIrPdN9Xy5LWI0ZBw4TZ3qoM5emRmCE8HfgqNGcFu9ritWLX012vqsiym_XPrMOCBS9s37v-wOiG0H2nfYiPHUWNEq34kCh9HodqM5Vr57JgVmNVcrx9Xn6PbdLob3BPgep461GecnwdRxavCnPIuh6dJXnH
https://www.facebook.com/1560574854221166/videos/1064845934036496
https://www.facebook.com/1560574854221166/videos/1064845934036496
https://alfa.mk/ohrid-se-davi-vo-fekalii-namesto-reshenie-nadlezhnite-si-prefrlaat-vina/?fbclid=IwAR03ftrRMPpACNhLfQPzBBtyPLao0HjK_eyN3hwVPGRIeI7pnrdRzInFTps
https://alfa.mk/ohrid-se-davi-vo-fekalii-namesto-reshenie-nadlezhnite-si-prefrlaat-vina/?fbclid=IwAR03ftrRMPpACNhLfQPzBBtyPLao0HjK_eyN3hwVPGRIeI7pnrdRzInFTps
https://www.ohridnews.com/inspekciski-nadzor-vo-p-kolektorski-sistem-vo-ohridskoto-ezero-nema-izleva-e-na-fekalii/?fbclid=IwAR1Ya7sOH5vsalNCE_Qb7VwfVV6FZ-Uk3ViUAV6AzrD0bUX46UjmEW3NyQs
https://alfa.mk/ohrid-se-davi-vo-fekalii-namesto-reshenie-nadlezhnite-si-prefrlaat-vina/?fbclid=IwAR1lPTKU2Avrxwk8UDYqA4irLishg1xjhRTA5vSOyoJ8vWIeorvmyR6w1aM
https://alfa.mk/ohrid-se-davi-vo-fekalii-namesto-reshenie-nadlezhnite-si-prefrlaat-vina/?fbclid=IwAR1lPTKU2Avrxwk8UDYqA4irLishg1xjhRTA5vSOyoJ8vWIeorvmyR6w1aM
https://www.ohridnews.com/dizhs-sobira-eto-na-atmosferski-i-otpadni-vodi-na-isto-mesto-predizvikuva-izleva-e-na-kolektorot-vo-ezeroto-opshtinite-da-prezemat-merki-za-sanaci-a-na-sekundarnata-kanalizaci-a/?fbclid=IwAR33jGytP8nXOWFp2z1EoVvZWJqOl9hamCz7yGdf1RX2QGR4hFIcsjZoM6Q
https://www.ohridnews.com/dizhs-sobira-eto-na-atmosferski-i-otpadni-vodi-na-isto-mesto-predizvikuva-izleva-e-na-kolektorot-vo-ezeroto-opshtinite-da-prezemat-merki-za-sanaci-a-na-sekundarnata-kanalizaci-a/?fbclid=IwAR33jGytP8nXOWFp2z1EoVvZWJqOl9hamCz7yGdf1RX2QGR4hFIcsjZoM6Q
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“From the inspection, it was concluded that the four pumping stations are 

functional: However, at the inspected stations, it was confirmed that 

wastewater is entering the lake, because rainwater and the sewage, that is 

the faecal and atmospheric wastewater, are draining into a common system, 

as opposed to a separated one. The State Inspectorate will submit a 

notification for the certified local environmental inspector and the 

Municipalities of Ohrid and Struga to take measures for rehabilitation of the 

secondary sewerage system and separation of atmospheric and faecal 

wastewaters. The protection of Lake Ohrid is a matter of highest priority 

and for this reason the municipalities and Public Enterprise Kolektorski 

Sistem must receive funding for the entire reconstruction and restoration of 

the sewerage network and treatment plant.”  

Ohrid SOS has since seen the inspection report, which confirms that rainwater was mixing with 

faecal matter leading to discharge at Podmolje. At Grashnica, it records that rainwater was also 

washing into the lake, although, from the report, it is not clear whether this was mixed with sewage 

too. A third location, Orce Nikolov (at Sveti Stefan on Lake Ohrid’s east coast), was also inspected. 

The record notes a slow-operating pump and smell of sewage. No chemical analysis to determine 

the presence/level of contamination was conducted at any site, so analysis methods were 

seemingly restricted to sight and smell. Moreover, although the State Environmental Inspectorate 

instructed the local environmental inspector to take water samples for testing, the initiative was 

sent on 15th February 2021, which, even if followed, would lead to water testing many days after 

the leakage incident anyway47. 

 

D. Disconnection 
 

Another long-neglected problem surfaced in July 2020: untreated sewerage outflow near the 

confluence of Studenchishte Canal with Lake Ohrid. This is in close vicinity to Mazija and 

Studenchishte Marsh, both of which are recognized as biodiversity hotspots by the Management 

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

Via telephone48, Vladimir Aleksijoski of PEKS informed Ohrid SOS that the issue stems from a 

sewerage pipe that extends all the way to an apartment block complex in Ohrid City’s Bejbunar 

district which has not been connected to the wider wastewater system. The possibility of illegal 

connections to the sewerage was not excluded and it was mentioned that the construction of many 

buildings in Bejbunar has disrupted underground water currents.  

An option to connect the pipe to a pump station at Biljanini Springs is under consideration, but the 

process will not be immediate. No definite timeframe for resolution was provided and sewerage 

discharge into Ohrid Lake from the disconnected pipe continues.  

 
47 When asked to provide information on all recorded primary wastewater system incidents from the completion of Phase 1 

of the Ohrid Region’s wastewater rehabilitation drive in August 2020 up to the end of January 2021, the head of PEKS only 

referred to this last incident. 
48 22nd July 2020. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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FIGURE 38: Sewerage discharge into Lake Ohrid next to 
Studenchishte Canal (July, 2020) 

 

Allegations of direct pollution to Lake Ohrid were also reported in January 2021 on the day before 

Orthodox Christmas. A cistern apparently discharging matter from sewerage tanks was 

photographed at the Livadishte campsite between Elen Kamen and Radozhda on the west coast. No 

further information was provided, but, knowing that the relevant inspectorates do not work during 

holidays and weekends, a likely outcome is that the incident was either left entirely unnoticed or not 

fully investigated.  

Although it seems incredible that incidents like this can happen, according to the 2020 annual report 

on water quality in the Ohrid Region (Centre of Public Health – Ohrid, 2021), sewerage tanks in the 

village of Radozhda are either discharged into the lake, or, being too close to the shore, simply leak 

into its waters anyway.  

 

E. The Hidden Visible? 
 

A possible explanation of the gap between evidence of pollution from sewage in Sections C and D of 

this chapter and claims of extensive progress with the wastewater system (Bogner et al., 2020) is 

hinted at in Section C with the statement from PEKS Head, Vladimir Aleksijoski, who implied that 

early 2021 overflows to Lake Ohrid were not the responsibility of his company.  

 

The words chosen by Aleksijoski, literally that people were “knocking on the wrong door” when 

asking for answers of him, displays a very clear demarcation between A) Kolektorski Sistem’s scope, 

which covers the primary wastewater system; and B) the wider wastewater network, including the 

https://www.vecer.press/%D1%84%D0%BE%D1%82%D0%BE-%D0%B2%D0%B5%D1%81%D1%82-%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%81%D1%82%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D1%81%D0%BE-%D1%84%D0%B5%D0%BA%D0%B0%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B8-%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%BE-%D0%B2%D0%BE/
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so-called secondary system (Figure 39). Most people will not distinguish between these entities, 

however, and will assume that fixed problems with one refer to a rehabilitated network in general49.  

 

Thus, by talking up mends to the primary sewer, one can glaze over elements such as the 

disconnected pipe described in Section D or overflows that result from the secondary system as 

these are not technically considered to be the same unit. To do so is not to lie; but it may not 

provide a full picture of the truth.  

 

 
FIGURE 39: The above map shows the full sewerage network in the Municipality of Ohrid. Only the 
purple line is the Kolektorski Sistem, which can also be thought of as the primary system. Claims of 
rejuvenated wastewater management tend to be focused on this pipe, not the wider lines marked in 
red, which is the much larger secondary system. 
 

 

 

 

 
49 This appears to mark a new moment in the presentation of Lake Ohrid’s grave wastewater pollution problem, which has 

hitherto been considered as an integrated issue. Early announcements regarding sewerage system rehabilitation from 
Prime Minister Zaev in December 2019 suggested that activities would incorporate cleaning of the secondary network as 
well as its extension to collect as much as possible of the 35% of the wastewaters that are not currently connected into the 
primary collection system. 
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F. Water Quality 
 

Although Ohrid Region beaches displayed refreshingly high-quality waters in 2020 with the only 

unsatisfactory recording in Struga, severe pollution has been recorded elsewhere.  

 

Areas in close proximity to so-called puteks sewage treatment stations at Gradishte, Ljubanishta and 

Saint Naum recorded particularly devastating water quality parameters (Centre for Public Health—

Ohrid, 2021). Some measures were in the lowest possible category (Table 4) even though these 

locations are in the south east corner of Lake Ohrid that is associated with its clearest waters and 

most supreme biological values.  

 

Puteks stations deserve further attention: Typically found in locations that are not connected to the 

wastewater system, they use a combination of biological, mechanical and chemical treatment 

methods (or any two from the three). To be functional, they require maintenance and cleaning every 

six months, but this is not being undertaken (Centre for Public Health—Ohrid, 2021). The situation 

with the Saint Naum Hotel and Restaurant Ostrovo is particularly troubling: Their system is currently 

non-functional, despite construction in 2017. The only working aspect is a shredder for faecal matter. 

Neither filters nor chlorination is applied before human waste is discharged direct to Lake Ohrid 

(Centre for Public Health—Ohrid, 2020). 

 

Tributaries are also below the quality required for a World Heritage Site whose natural values are 

predicated on oligotrophic waters. In 2020, once again several measures between Class III and Class 

V were recorded in the Rivers Koselska, Velgoshka and Sateska. Under the official classification, Class 

III is moderately eutrophic with the potential to cause ecological change. Class V is “hypereutrophic, 

very strongly polluted” with an acute level of harmful substances that is damaging to fish and other 

populations (Official Gazette, 1999).  

  
Physiochemical Microbiological Samples taken 

St. Naum Class V 
Class IV 

Class V 
Class IV 

07.07.2020 
18.08.2020 

Ljubanishta Class I 
Class III 

Class I 
Class III 

07.07.2020 
18.08.2020 

Gradishte Class V 
Class III 

Class III 
Class III 

07.07.2020 
18.08.2020 

TABLE 4: Results of water quality testing near puteks stations reveal 
moderately eutrophic (Class III) to hypereutrophic waters (V) in 3 Lake 
Ohrid locations. SOURCE: Centre for Public Health—Ohrid.  

 

 

 

 

https://www.slvesnik.com.mk/Issues/BECD1EEC781E4077B1C558EE21CBAEB9.pdf


117 

 

G. Conclusions 
 

After many years of almost total inaction resulting in hundreds of sewerage overflows, elevating 

eutrophication pressures, and a near collapse of the wastewater system at the world’s most 

biodiverse lake by surface area, some action has finally been taken to hold back the decline. Pipes 

have been cleaned in targeted areas, many pumps fixed and some attempt has been made to 

improve the ailing condition of Treatment Plant Vranishta.  

 

However, the limited scope and uncertain finances of the activities to date does not offer confidence 

that they are yet of sufficient solidity to prevent significant pollution of Lake Ohrid, and it is very 

possible that progress is being overstated. Untreated sewage continues to enter the lake, especially 

during rainfall; progress is slow towards establishment of modern wastewater infrastructure at 

ecologically precious locations in the Ohrid Region’s south; longstanding problems such as near 

Studenchishte Canal are continuing; even after treatment, water parameters at self-standing 

stations or campsites indicate severe pollution levels; and sewerage tanks contaminate underground 

waters or are discharged into the lake.  

 

Pressures that result from pharmaceuticals, sunscreen, and personal care products that must also 

constitute wash to the lake are totally unknown. Indeed, even industrial wastewater discharge into 

the sewerage system is a mystery. Meanwhile, pollution from septic tanks is not acknowledged as 

thoroughly as it should be, even when such facilities are in places like Trpejca, which is, on the one 

hand, adjacent to some of Lake Ohrid’s most immaculate waters, and, on the other, a hotspot of 

illegal construction.     

 

Against this backdrop, the Ohrid Region construction boom thunders on, new industrial lands are 

forged, and climate change advances, promising greater pressures on wastewater infrastructure, 

less space for wetland restoration to buffer pollution, more frequent downpours of heavy rain to 

cause sewerage overflows, and heavier eutrophication pressures with associated ecological shifts, 

including dead zones, as temperatures rise (Matzinger et al., 2007; Vermaat et al., 2020).  

In other words, the Ohrid Region is in a race against time to establish a comprehensive and fully 

functional sewerage system. The matter is not being treated with appropriate urgency or 

prioritization and the integrity of its oligotrophic waters is unquestionably threatened.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.4319/lo.2007.52.1.0338
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/lno.11460
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9. SOLID WASTE 

Extensive treatment of terrestrial pollution from solid waste is unnecessary in the 2021 edition of 

the World Heritage on the Edge series as the situation is largely unchanged from the previous three 

reports (Ohrid SOS 2017, 2019, 2020):  

• No resolution for the Bukovo landfill has yet been found, despite Recommendation 16 of the 

2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission to close and clean the site with an advised deadline for 1st 

December 2020; 

• illegal dumping persists to a volume of 3,000 tonnes of waste per annum in the three 

Macedonian World Heritage Site Municipalities of Ohrid, Debrca and Struga alone (Monetti 

et al., 2020);  

• huge volumes of plastic still wash up on the shoreline regularly; and  

• the makeshift landfill at Maucker continues to operate, despite the Republic of Macedonia 

previously claiming to have closed it. 

  

A. Gorica – Ohrid 
 

Even though a de facto landfill in the vicinity of Hotel Park on Lake Ohrid’s east coast was said to 

have been cleaned, dumping of debris and soil still happens with trucks seen operating in 2020. The 

case is very similar as with the landfill at Maucker. Practices which authorities claim to have dealt 

with in fact revert very quickly to business-as-usual. The matter is of grave seriousness because of 

habitat destruction and pollution in itself, but also the propensity of Strategic Environmental 

Assessments to green-light development projects on land that has been degraded on the grounds 

that it has lower natural values. This has already happened at Gorica before (Ohrid SOS, 2019).  

 

   
FIGURE 40: Gorica dumpsite (July 2020) 

  

 

B. Camp-site Livadishte - Elen Kamen (Struga) 
 

Illegal disposal of huge quantities of soil along Lake Ohrid’s west-side shore near Radozhda is already 

well-known (Ohrid SOS, 2020). However, a citizen’s report from July 2020 revealed it occurring along 

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/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/biljana.ivanovska/posts/10222504643706546
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the stretch from the campsite at Livadishte to Elen Kamen. Another witness estimated that 30 

truckloads of soil were being dumped on the lakeside as seen in Figure 41. 

   

FIGURE 41:  Trucks unloading consruction waste and soil on the lakeshore between Livadishte and 
Elen Kamen (Oct. 2020) 
 

C. Beaches 
 

Shocking volumes of plastic detritus are frequently vomited on to Lake Ohrid’s shores from its trash-

weary waters, especially after inclement weather, but one incident in March 2020 was extreme even 

by these standards. It occurred in the south-east of Lake Ohrid from Ljubanishta towards the Springs 

of Saint Naum, i.e. the most pristine regional locations, and photos were provided to Ohrid SOS from 

a concerned member of the public. It is difficult to reconcile whole stretches of coast drowning in 

garbage with the flagship protection of natural values that is supposedly facilitated by World 

Heritage status. 

 

   
FIGURE 42: The south east of corner of Lake Ohrid is considered one of the most natural parts of the 
coast. In March 2020, it was deluged in plastics which can now be expected to infiltrate the World 
Heritage Site’s globally unique ecosystem.  
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D. Maucker Landfill & Vicinity 
 

Illegal dumping is prevalent on the road near the notorious Maucker landfill, which is a hotspot for 

lawbreakers to offload large quantities of solid waste. The roadside displays mounds of discarded 

trash at several locations, including unwanted household items and construction industry detritus.  

 

    
FIGURE 43: Roadside dumpsites near Maucker from photos taken in August 2020.  
 

Maucker is still operational too, despite State Party assurances to the World Heritage Centre that it 

would not revert into a site for dumping (Ministry of Culture, 2018). Two years on, official figures 

from January to September 2020 reveal that 3,214 cubic metres of construction, soil, and large 

miscellaneous waste were deposited at Maucker by the public collection company while private 

citizens relieved themselves of a further 4,377 cubic meters of sand and construction debris there 

(Public Enterprise Ohrid Komunalec, 2020a, 2020b). Figures from September to December do not 

seem to have been published, which matches previous years. Notably, the landfill was the final 

destination for the materials from the cleaning of the sewerage system described in Chapter 8. 

   
FIGURE 44: Three more photos of the Maucker vicinity from August 2020 

 

http://www.ohridskikomunalec.com.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/izv01-06-2020arh.pdf?fbclid=IwAR3ofzY6IOdufgBk9SYfJvn2I4cwNA4bMeuBsBDtrq2Ya63m0CouZm-zbHg
https://www.ohridskikomunalec.com.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/izvestajjul-sep2020.pdf
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E. East Coast 
 

Three years on from the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission by the World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS 

and IUCN, and over one year past the 43rd Session of the World Heritage Committee, which ignored 

the advice of all three of these bodies in not placing the Ohrid Region on the List of World Heritage 

in Danger, trash continues to pile up on the east coast lakeshore of Earth’s most biodiverse lake by 

surface area too. 

 

  
FIGURE 45: October 2020 sees refuse of diverse kinds strewn by the roadside from Eleshec to 
Peshtani (left) and at Lagadin (right) next to containers, where disposal of bulky items is not 
permitted. 

 

  
FIGURE 46: How the 6,000 years of continuous human settlements vaunted by the Ohrid Region’s 
UNESCO status has culminated in the present day: the picturesque lakeshore village of Sveti Stefan 
(left); waterside at Europe’s most ancient lake in Lagadin (right).   
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10. CONTROL MECHANISMS & CIVIL SOCIETY 
 
Recommendation 11 from the 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission to the Ohrid Region (ICOMOS, 

IUCN, World Heritage Centre, 2017) sought establishment of “genuine participative approaches in 

the management of the property to ensure adequate involvement of local communities and civil 

society organizations” as well as clarification of the “the decision-making mechanism and tasks and 

functions of the Commission for Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region”. Recommendation 6 required effective control mechanisms and protective juridical 

regulations; and Recommendation 9, the enforcement of laws.  Together, these requests are 

explicitly aimed at nullifying the degradation of Outstanding Universal Value from unsuitable or 

illegal development, often related to the tourism industry.  

 

In reality, the functions of the Commission have not been updated in legislation: A government 

decision aside, its role is restricted to opinion-giving and monitoring due to Macedonia’s failure to 

deliver an updated Law on Management of the World Natural and Cultural Heritage in the Region of 

Ohrid. This has tangible consequences: Ohrid SOS has already observed one case in which the 

Commission’s opinion has been accorded lesser weight by another institution on the grounds that it 

lacks legal force. The Nabizi 4-Towers project has revealed voting anomalies (Ohrid SOS, 2019) and 

weaknesses in its authority (Chapter 6A) too.     

Furthermore, Ohrid SOS (2020) has previously raised concerns about an intrinsic potential for 

conflict of interest and political pressure on the body due to its government-selected composition. 

As shall be seen in this chapter, SOS has also faced obstruction and false-accusations from the 

Commission, the former of which is in contravention of current law. Thus, the Commission’s ability 

to serve as a control mechanism for matters such as the legalization of illegal constructions, changes 

to urban plans, and adoption of strategic planning documents is doubtful, while provisions for public 

oversight of its functioning are not implemented as they should be. This is thoroughly explored in 

Chapter 2D and 10D.       

A strong Commission is required because the framework of Macedonian legislation is patchwork and 

contradictory to itself. It is also feebly enforced, in part due to inspectorates that fail to do their jobs 

properly, lack the capacity to be able to fulfil their responsibilities, or see their efforts ultimately 

bleed off into nothingness when inspections are complete. In tandem, institutions such as the the 

Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage, which should also constitute a control mechanism, 

are badly underperforming (Chapter 6B, 6E, 6F, 10E, 10Biii), while civil society attempts to navigate 

institutional and inspection processes are not always facilitated as intended by law.  

The Ohrid SOS experience suggests that non-government involvement in Ohrid Region management 

is being window-dressed by the Republic of Macedonia as well. Meaningful participation occurs only 

when it is able to blow a hole in the institutional wall (as with the Ramsar Information Sheet) or 

when the State Party desperately needs help (as with the Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029).  

 

At all other times, it is faded out of the management sphere, including by disruption of its access to 

key documents.  

https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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A. Participation of Stakeholders   
 

Despite Citizens’ Initiative Ohrid SOS being the most active local environmental group, and, at the 

moment, arguably the only one that can quickly elevate local issues to the national level, it still has 

not received invitations to participate in the preparation process for several major planning 

documents: The Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-

2029 (2020), the Study for the Valorisation of Studenchishte Marsh50 (2020), Local Ecological Action 

Plan for the Municipality of Ohrid 2019-2015 (2020), Ohrid Lake Watershed Management Plan 

(2020), Ohrid Lake Management Plan (in process) et cetera. It essentially had to force consultation 

to contribute to the Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature after originally being 

side-lined, a fate shared with at least one other civil society organization at the forefront of World 

Heritage issues. 

By default, all documents mention civil society participation or consultation in the preparation51, but, 

in truth, Ohrid SOS is never included at this stage. This fact is obscured when Prof. Dr. Trajce Talevski, 

an Ohrid SOS member, participates in the role of an expert employee from the Hydrobiological 

Institute, not in his capacity as an Ohrid SOS member. Although confusing, it is evident that the 

position of scientist within a study group is not the same as that of stakeholder representative for a 

major local citizens’ organization, especially if no indication is given at any point in the process that 

he is supposed to represent the latter.  

The exceptional case of the SOS contribution to the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 is informative. After the initiative submitted dozens of pages 

with comments to the plan proper and its Strategic Environmental Assessment, which significantly 

improved the quality of the plan’s content, it received consecutive draft versions to check within a 

completely unreasonable time limit, almost immediately prior to the plan’s adoption. All 

communication was delivered to Prof. Dr. Talevski privately, not to the official Ohrid SOS email. Had 

SOS been included as a genuine stakeholder from an early stage, this flawed and error-strewn 

process requiring multiple drafts within a speedily narrowing timeframe could have been avoided.    

Incomprehensibly given the Ohrid SOS contribution to awareness of heritage protection in the Ohrid 

Region, its name is rarely mentioned by institutions or authorities. This is not only a failure to 

recognize SOS’s work, but very likely a strategic decision to marginalize the organization by making it 

appear invisible, particularly during contacts with the media. Further, the Ministry of Environment 

and Physical Planning seems to be freeloading on SOS’s efforts, currently listing the dossier for Lake 

Ohrid’s admission to the Ramsar Convention as one of its own achievements, even though SOS 

prepared almost the entire application form and received broad approval for it from the Ramsar 

Secretariat in July 2019 (Ohrid SOS, 2020).   

Ironically, from SOS’s perspective, the Ministry has done little except obstruct, prolong, and 

misrepresent the Ramsar designation process, and almost certainly would have continued to 

overlook Lake Ohrid in the Ramsar context if it had not come under intense and sustained pressure 
 

50 The scientific compilation of data for the valorisation is obviously not relevant to the Ohrid SOS sphere of activities. 

However, the development of the plan for a protected area is absolutely within its scope. The valorisation further claims to 
have included relevant stakeholders, which is evidently an exaggeration.   
51 This is written into drafts before public consultations, thereby suggesting that civil society participation has occurred 

throughout the process. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-2019-%E2%80%93-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-LEAP-2019-2025.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-2019-%E2%80%93-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-LEAP-2019-2025.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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from civil society. Its one significant action has been to cut out areas where wetlands could be 

rehabilitated from the boundaries of the proposed site (Chapter 14B). It is therefore distinctly 

inappropriate for the Ministry to be claiming a success story, especially since Lake Ohrid should have 

achieved Ramsar Wetland of International Importance status decades ago. Worryingly, this drives a 

narrative that the Ministry is a responsible agent of nature protection, when authorities are subtly 

disempowering the genuine engine of change by refusing to acknowledge its existence. 

 

B. Access to Public Information 

In relation to access to public information as guaranteed by law and the Aarhus Convention, the 

Ohrid SOS experience is mixed. Some requests have been answered and some institutions largely 

comply with their duties under law.  

However, a significant number of requests do not receive any response within the legally defined 20-

day period. When SOS does not receive a reply, it typically reacts by filing complaints to the Agency 

for Protection of the Right to Free Access to Public Information. It is only then that related public 

institutions (ministries, local municipalities, public enterprises) might respond, which should not 

necessarily be taken to mean with the required thoroughness or quality. Without a complaint, no 

reply can be expected or guaranteed at all.  

Considering the legal deadline for each step of the process, it usually takes 2 to 3 months to obtain 

public information. Now and then, if the deadline to submit a complaint expires, the whole process 

must be redone. Accompanied by additional administrative barriers, it has taken up to 10 months to 

receive requested documents before.  

Sometimes, most notably with information requested from the government, the Ministry of 

Environment, and local municipalities, the answers are incomplete or totally irrelevant. Ohrid SOS 

deals with this by replying with reference to specific law guaranteeing the right to receiving 

complete and relevant information, to which it generally hears nothing back or receives ambiguous 

responses. Thus, it has been either unable or faced an arduous task to receive important information 

related to protection of Studenchishte Marsh, the Ramsar nomination, UNESCO-related matters, et 

cetera.  

For the purpose of this report, for example, Ohrid SOS submitted multiple requests for public 

information starting on 11th January 2021. Out of 30 requests, only 13 were received within the 

timeframe allocated by law. Of those 9 were in line with the content requested; 3 contained partial 

responses; and 1 was rejected. As to the remainder, 10 complaints to the Agency for Protection of 

the Right to Free Access to Public Information have been tabled, so far resulting in receipt of an 

additional 3 items. 

Institutions do not necessarily have public information available on their websites either, forcing 

time-consuming demands for documents that have been prepared long ago. Requests submitted to 

the government frequently end up passed around various ministries/institutions with those involved 

seemingly unclear of who actually is the official holder of the requested information. This causes 

massive delays, if anything substantial is ever delivered at all.  
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Still more seriously, consolidated versions of valid laws are frequently not available; the website 

ENER, an electronic registry for laws, is not up-to-date; contact details for local inspectors are 

incomplete or missing; the public is not informed of inspector jurisdictions; Struga Municipality’s 

Official Bulletins, which provide details on decisions et cetera by the local government, are published 

with a 5-month delay52; with the exception of press releases, full official reports of government 

sessions are published approximately one month after they are conducted; and not all urban plans 

are digitized and available despite legal responsibility to make them so. Even the Republic of 

Macedonia’s Official Gazette for the current year is only available with subscription. 

 

i) Demolition Plan 

 

The latest and most notorious example of institutional obstruction of access to public information 

comes from our request for the plan for the removal of illegal constructions in the Ohrid Region 

submitted to the government on 25th June 2020, to which no response was received. A subsequent 

complaint submitted to the Agency for Protection of the Right to Free Access to Public Information 

was thrown out due to a technicality and the request resubmitted on 7th August. Again, no response 

was received within the 20-day deadline. After SOS submitted a reminder on 13th September, the 

request started being processed, but with the submission date recorded as 15th September (more 

than a month after it was truly sent), which once more reset the legal deadline for response.  

From then, SOS received emails from the government and different ministries informing that the 

matter had been passed to other ministries/institutions, which invariably claimed not to be the 

holder of the information either. Eventually, more than two months on from the second request, 

SOS received a final reply from the Municipality of Ohrid. It did not contain a plan. Follow up with 

the Agency for Protection of the Right to Free Access to Public Information53 ended in December, 

again without the plan.   

Considering that Ohrid SOS continues to receive obstruction from the Municipality of Ohrid 

Urbanization Department, in March 2021, it submitted a complaint directly to the mayor demanding 

measures to ensure transparency of municipal administration and guarantee citizens what should be 

basic democratic norms.  

 

 

ii) Urban Plans 

 

Ohrid SOS has faced many instances of the Municipality of Ohrid refusing to provide urban planning 

documents despite the legally binding obligation under the Law on Urban Planning from February 

2020 for them to be made available in a digital form on a dedicated website, E-urbanism, within six 

 
52 The most recent available bulletin in March 2021 was for October 2020. 
53 In theory, if the holder of the information does not comply with a decision by the agency to accept a complaint, the 

information seeker can press criminal charges against the administration for failing to complete their job responsibility. 
However, for this, most people would need legal help, where fees apply, and thus would be discouraged. In any case, the 
process would add extra months, and, even if the case was won, the information may well be outdated by that time. 
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months, i.e. by August54. Municipalities were supposed to upload all valid and past urban plans as 

well as those in preparation.  

 

1. An SOS request for the Detailed Urban Plan for the stretch of land Studenchishte–Kaneo was 

refused with the excuse that the document was too big to be provided in digital format. SOS 

was instead advised to use an administrative procedure to access an extract of an urban plan 

that would lead to a paper copy. That procedure proved completely unsuitable for the 

nature of the information needed, which again led to a waste of precious volunteer time 

attempting to access documents whose presence in the public domain is purportedly 

guaranteed anyway.  

 

After consulting with a lawyer, SOS submitted another request in July 2020 for provision of 

the plans in digital form as the Law to Access to Public Information allows such an option 

indiscriminately. The second response stated that urban plans are exclusively in paper form, 

so the only access that the public can have is by visiting the Municipality, where consent 

would be given to look at the plans requested. Not even a paper copy could be obtained.  

 

2. SOS requested an urban plan and planning documentation for a big development project in 

Daljan on the Lake Ohrid shore, providing the cadastre municipality number, the cadastre 

plot and a picture of the construction. The Urbanization Department responded that it could 

not know where the plot is and requested a document from the cadastre plan. Only after 

legal advice, a screenshot of the plot, a photograph of the building under construction, a 

Detailed Urban Plan from a bordering area and a reference to the Cadastre Website could 

the department be forced to comply with its duty. 

 

3. A third instance involves the Municipality of Ohrid not providing urban plans related to a 

court case against it that had been initiated by Ohrid SOS’s partner organization E.D.E.N.55.  

 

The grounds for the case are that the Municipality 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. Under the process, the Municipality was 

obliged to supply the court, in the shortest reasonable timeframe, with all urban planning 

documents for Lagadin prior to the General Act (2014), as the case partially hinged on the 

point that an existing urban plan cannot be replaced with a document of lower rank, i.e. a 

General Act for a Village with no Urban Plan.  

 

The Municipality argued that it does not possess the relevant documents as they were 

already out of force. As per the legal procedure, relevance should have been decided by the 

court, not the holder of the information, however. The consequence was a six month delay, 

which ended in September 2020 when the court closed the case despite the absence of 

these vital documents.   

 
54 For the person on the street, access to content on this site is extremely limited. Only a list of urban plans is available. 

Hence, the public is denied access to basic urban planning documentation, giving local municipalities an even greater sense 

of entitlement, opportunity to demonstrate power, and an open door for corruption as verifying information is difficult.  
55 For details, see Chapter 8L of World Heritage on the Edge III: Another Brick in the Wall (Ohrid SOS, 2020). 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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This performance from the Municipality displays classic obstruction and disobedience of 

court obligations. Predictably, the court decided by merit, rejecting the file request as 

ungrounded and judged that the Municipality of Ohrid had not made an illegal decision that 

could have threatened the Lake Ohrid shore and the environment. 

 

4. The most recent case relates to the revised planning documentation for the Quay 

Macedonia development in Ohrid City. In a television interview on 13th January 2021, Mayor 

Georgieski claimed that UNESCO has confirmed that the revised version is acceptable. Ohrid 

SOS therefore asked to see the relevant plans. 

 

The Municipality Urbanization Department responded that it does not have the information 

required, even though the Municipality is planner of the project. So, on 4th February 2021, 

SOS addressed the matter to President of the National UNESCO Commission and Minister of 

Culture, Irena Stefoska, and received the same response. However, as obliged by the law, 

Stefoska forwarded the request to the Municipality of Ohrid as the holder of the information. 

 

Astonishingly, on 25th February, the same Urbanization Department now responded with a 

single-page PDF file of technical drawings of the quay plan, claiming it as the only 

information possessed by the department and stating that the project was still under a 

process of preparation and approval. Thus, unless part of the story is not being well 

communicated, the mayor seems to be misrepresenting the situation. 

 

iii) Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage 

 

In respect to access to information related to cultural heritage, the Institute for Protection of 

Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid has been generally responsive. This contrasts with the 

Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage, which, instead of directly providing information, 

applies fastidious administrative flows to simple procedures and deliberately obstructs processes by 

inserting bureaucratic demands, often incorrectly. During one bizarre episode, it even claimed to 

have successfully delivered postal mail to Ohrid SOS, despite not having been given address details 

at that stage. Blocks meanwhile have included denying requests due to perceived formal errors 

when the law only delineates requirements on content, not form; demanding stamps, which Ohrid 

SOS does not need due to its status as an informal citizens group; and requesting archive numbers, 

which, for the same reason, SOS does not have to provide by law.  

SOS has clarified these issues for the Directorate only to receive a lengthy, legally charged reply 

demanding that communication submitted to it must specify an official representative of the group. 

In accord with the Law on Access to Public Information, Ohrid SOS always adds a name and phone 

number labeled as a contact person when submitting information requests, so the Directorate’s 

insistence on this point is not entirely relevant. Indeed, among the many sources of conflict that SOS 

has experienced with a wide range of Macedonian institutions over the years, this has never been a 

problem, perhaps because, again, an official representative is not required by law for informal 

citizens groups.  
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SOS interprets the Directorate’s behavior as an outdated attempt to flex authority and push the 

bankrupt narrative that institutions require no public oversight. Sadly, deficits in its approach to 

protection are disturbing and long-lasting (Chapter 6), so answerability to citizens is very much 

needed. Further, this kind of communication with institutions is wearying and distracts SOS 

volunteers from other aspects of their work, introducing inefficiencies in both state and non-

government spheres. It shows that, perhaps intentionally, the Directorate is discouraging activism 

and shutting down dissenting voices, thus detracting from basic civil rights to be informed, criticize, 

and participate. 

 

C. LEAP Consultation (With No LEAP) 

On 5th March 2020, the Municipality of Ohrid made an announcement for the opening of a public 

consultation process for the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) for its Local Ecological Action 

Plan 2019–2025 (LEAP). The accompanying public discussion was planned for 27th March, although it 

was later cancelled due to the coronavirus crisis.  

The relevant SEA was published on the day of the announcement, but, until late April, the LEAP itself 

had not been made publicly available. Thus, on 21st April 2020, Ohrid SOS sent a request for the 

document to the local government’s Environmental Protection Department and reminded the 

Municipality of its obligation to make such plans available on its website, as the public cannot 

properly assess SEAs or make informed evaluations of their conclusions if the planning documents 

upon which they are based remain unknown.  

To SOS surprise, the request was rejected with the reasoning that the LEAP would be made available 

when adopted. SOS’s subsequent reminder of the Municipality’s obligation as planner to abide with 

environmental law was taken with animosity, and, contradictory to the original response, the 

authority then claimed that the draft LEAP had been available on the municipality website the whole 

time.  

SOS follows the Municipality of Ohrid’s website regularly and has strong additional evidence56 that 

the LEAP was uploaded on the 30th April 2020 but added to the page of the 5th March announcement 

as if it had been there all along. Considering that, on 6th May 2020, the Municipality announced that 

the public consultation process would be formally closed on 20th May, it seems not to have followed 

the procedure as prescribed by law, which is to have complete documentation available to the public 

for 30 days prior to the deadline for comment submission.  

In addition, if it has indeed opted to backdate publication of the LEAP, it appears to have been 

covering up its actions contrary to Aarhus Convention principles.  

 

 
56 The evidence is not disclosed here due to the potential to jeopardize future document verifications if passed to the State 

Party. It is, however, available on request at SOS’s discretion. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-2019-%E2%80%93-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-LEAP-2019-2025.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%9A%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%95%D0%9A%D0%9E%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%A8%D0%9A%D0%98-%D0%90%D0%9A%D0%A6%D0%98%D0%9E%D0%9D%D0%95%D0%9D-%D0%9F%D0%9B%D0%90%D0%9D-%D0%97%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-2019-%E2%80%93-2025-%D0%9E%D0%9F%D0%A8%D0%A2%D0%98%D0%9D%D0%90-%D0%9E%D0%A5%D0%A0%D0%98%D0%94-LEAP-2019-2025.pdf
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D. Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region 

On 4th March 2019, Ohrid SOS submitted a formal request to attend meetings of the Commission for 

the Management of Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region (CMNCHOR) as provisioned by 

Article 10/7 of the Law on Managing the World Natural and Cultural Heritage in the Region of Ohrid 

(Official Gazette 75/10)57 , which states, “The work of the Commission is public and other 

representatives of the scientific, educational or technical institutions or other stakeholders, 

representatives of the media, the public and representatives of the Assembly of the Republic of 

Macedonia may participate in its activities without the right to vote.”   

As SOS never heard back from the Commission, it assumed that meetings were not held. However, 
page 67 of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020 – 2029 

outlines, “During the period 2018 – 2019, the Commission held seven working meetings and gave an 
opinion upon 39 requests for urban planning documentation and initiatives that are to be realized 
within the borders of the protected area. Out of a total of 39 requests for execution of urban 
projects and plans, a positive opinion was issued for 12.” 

FIGURE 47: Excerpt from Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 
Ohrid Region (2020 – 2029): Page 67 unequivocally states that 12 requests for realization 
of urban projects and plans have received the go-ahead over the course of 7 meetings.  

Knowing that, at the time SOS submitted its request to attend, the Commission had only held five 

meetings and approved 9 requests, logically, it must have completed two more meetings without 

responding to the initiative’s wish to be present as granted by law. Therefore, on 6th March 2020, 

SOS submitted an official complaint to the State Administrative Inspectorate, whose responsibilities 

include investigating such issues. The Commission itself and the Directorate for Protection of 

Cultural Heritage were copied into the communication among others.  

What followed was deplorable: Before the State Administrative Inspectorate made a final decision 

on 27th March 2020, the Directorate (13 March 2020) and the Commission (16 March 2020) 

delivered responses directly to SOS. While it was unexpected to see the contents of the 

communication from each body following almost exactly the same lines, surprise rose to 

astonishment when the response from the nominally independent State Administrative Inspectorate 

was largely a copy of the Directorate’s statement, indicating a biased decision that had not followed 

a genuine investigation.  

 
57 This is not to be confused with the law that Macedonia presented to UNESCO for the 43rd Session of the World Heritage 

Committee, which was withdrawn from parliament shortly afterwards and has not therefore passed into legislation. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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In accepting the findings of the Directorate, the Inspectorate’s final standpoint was that it could not 

establish grounds for further action i.e. that no violation of law had occurred58. However, neither the 

Directorate nor the Inspectorate had addressed the legal issue as reported, i.e.  the infraction of 

Article 10 of the Law on Managing the World Natural and Cultural Heritage in the Region of Ohrid, 

but instead entered into irrelevant explanations as to why the Commission had not acted upon the 

legally established right for the public to attend its meetings.  

Another aspect to this issue is of equal concern: In its response, the Commission alleged that Citizen 

Initiative Ohrid SOS was engaging in “pure speculation and the spreading of fake news in public”. Its 

argument was founded on the flimsy grounds that, contrary to indications in the SOS complaint, 

during the two meetings which it had convened without inviting SOS, urban plans or projects had 

not been discussed. The Commission further stated, “This false information is damaging to the hard 

proofs of protection of the natural and cultural heritage of the Ohrid Region.” The final document 

issued by the State Administrative Inspectorate parrots the Commission’s accusation and explicitly 

states that, at the two Commission meetings in question, the three requests for urban planning 

documents and initiatives were not dealt with.  

In fact, Ohrid SOS has not spoken about the incident publicly up to the moment of writing this report. 

Insinuations that it is reputationally damaging the Commission over the matter are therefore 

baseless. Moreover, as demonstrated prior, Ohrid SOS sourced information about Commission 

decisions directly from the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 

2020 – 2029, which was adopted by the Macedonian government on 21st January 2020. Far from a 

flight of fancy, the assertion was copied from what is supposed to be the Ohrid Region’s most 

authoritative planning document!  

Ironically, as Ohrid SOS later learned, the Management Plan was in fact on the Commission’s agenda 

for an opinion at one of the two meetings from which the SOS complaint of illegal exclusion arises. 

From this, various potential scenarios emerge:  

1. The Commission voted to adopt the Management Plan despite none of its members having 

read it in sufficient detail to notice an error on such a major point as the number of requests 

for urban interventions that it had passed;  

2. the Management Plan is correct and urban plans and projects have been somehow green-

lighted despite Commission denials; or  

3. the Management Plan viewed by the Commission was different to the final version adopted 

by the government and contains an error as a result59.  

Whatever the explanation, a mistake or procedural anomaly has certainly occurred, not that such 

matters are relevant to the substance of Ohrid SOS’s complaint of non-inclusion. A secondary excuse 

from the Commission that, since it was not discussing urban plans, it decided not to invite Ohrid SOS 

was equally beside the point: According to the law, the public has the right to attend its meetings 

regardless of their agenda or content. 

 
58 Further details are available upon request. 
59 SOS finds the latter explanation most plausible given the number of drafts and hasty changes that were occurring with 

the Management Plan 2020-2029 immediately prior to its adoption. It goes without saying that, for the Commission to be 
credible, it must give opinions on final versions of documents. The non-trivial nature of the discrepancy in this case 
underlines why. 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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Yet, instead of finding its complaint upheld, SOS stands accused of spreading false information in the 

documents of three institutions, including the final decision from the State Administrative 

Inspectorate. It is not only shocking to discover that the Commission is not familiar with the content 

of a major planning document whose robustness and realization it is authorized to ensure, but, even 

more so, that neither the Directorate nor the State Administrative Inspectorate bothered to verify or 

investigate the information submitted in Ohrid SOS’s complaint, preferring instead to rehash the 

Commission’s irrelevant accusation in its defence. 

The whole incident is injurious to Ohrid SOS’s reputation and credibility, which it has been 

painstakingly nurturing nationally and internationally over the course of years. Seeing as the 

initiative contributed to the improvement of the Ohrid Region’s Management Plan and its 

accompanying Strategic Environmental Assessment60, the attitude by the state institutions in 

shutting it out from World Heritage Site control mechanisms gives the impression that the civil 

sector is only welcomed when contributing free hours to dig the government out of whatever hole it 

has worked its way into regarding UNESCO status yet becomes a punch-bag when it asserts itself to 

prevent these holes being dug in the first place61.  

In consequence, Citizens’ Initiative Ohrid SOS submitted a formal complaint to the Second Appeals 

Commission on 7th April, 2020 and again on 16th July 2020. After months of waiting, on 1st November 

2020, it was informed that, as the complaint had been submitted to a document of type 

“information”, not “decision”, it was not eligible to complain to a higher body.  

Instead, “an objection to information” was returned to the first level institutions – the 

Administrative Inspector and the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage. The latter 

reconfirmed its original decisions on 7th December 2020 by sending an official response with archive 

registration dated 7th November 2020. On 24th December 2020, SOS initiated a new inspection into 

the case for the aforementioned institutions at the Inspection Council. Resolution is still pending.  

With this incident involving key control and decision-making bodies for the UNESCO Ohrid Region, 

huge doubts revolve around the independence and integrity of institutions, even those positioned as 

safeguards and balances. Their professionalism and competence is dubious to the detriment of 

social trust and rule of law in the Republic of Macedonia.  

Systematically, there are obvious deficiencies too: The Director of the aforementioned Directorate, 

Aco Kostov, also serves as the Head of the Inspectorate for Cultural Heritage, within the same 

institution, raising the issue of conflict of interest as he has little incentive to recognize irregularities 

or unlawful acts that would reflect negatively on his own performance. Simultaneously, Zoran Pavlov, 

the President of the Commission for Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region is also an employee of the Directorate where he serves as the Head of the Department for 

International Cooperation, Documentation and Digitalization of Cultural Heritage. In normal 

circumstances this should not be a matter of particular concern in determining dispute outcomes. 

 
60 This was acknowledged off-record by the state environment secretary. It is also evidenced by SOS comments, which 
precede changes to the Management Plan 2020-2029. 
61 SOS took the decision to contribute on the Management Plan 2020-2029 for fear as to what may occur to the Ohrid 

Region if it declined to participate. However, it is aware that its work is papering over the cracks for dereliction of 
environmental duty in the Republic of Macedonia. There will come a day when groups like SOS refuse to play this role any 
more. When that occurs, the lie that World Heritage is fast becoming will be harder and harder to deny.   

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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However, based on testimonials of people closely involved with institutions related to cultural 

heritage and SOS’s own experience, there is a strong suspicion of mutual interest within these 

institutions/departments as figures protect one another’s positions. 

   

E. Expert View: Cultural Institutions  
 

Dr. Donka Bardzieva-Trajkovska62 is a Macedonian cultural heritage expert with over 40 years’ 

experience in various institutions, who was replaced from the Commission for the Management of 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region in 2020. She has publicly spoken about both 

the deteriorating condition of cultural heritage and the chronic underperformance of related 

institutions ever since.  

In an interview for Samo Prashaj in September 2020, she described heavy polarization in the 

Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage and its inappropriate staffing processes, including for 

commissions, work groups et cetera, which are usually comprised of the same people already 

employed by failing institutions, inhibiting renewal, perpetuating degradation of cultural heritage, 

and leaving little hope for improvement.  

She explicitly points out, “The Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage and the Institute for 

Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum—Ohrid are the key institutions through which 

harmful projects are being executed. In place of protecting and restoring heritage with Outstanding 

Universal Value, they are additionally harming and degrading it.” This matches Ohrid SOS’s 

experience (Ohrid SOS, 2020).   

For the long-term and continuous deterioration of the Ohrid Region, she identifies the Ministry of 

Culture as the focal point for blame as its political and administrative inertia has resulted in a lack of 

inspection and substandard work.  

The European Commission report for the Republic of Macedonia published on 6th October 2020 echoes 

these sentiments in Chapter 26: Education and Culture:  

“The 2018-2022 national strategy for culture development is still at an early 

stage of implementation and work needs to intensify. The adoption of laws on 

culture and protection of cultural heritage, as well as the national strategy for 

protection of cultural heritage were further delayed. Awareness-raising, 

regular, and appropriate budget allocations are necessary to protect cultural 

heritage. Authorities must intensify inter-institutional cooperation in the 

protection of cultural heritage and prevent illegal constructions in places with 

a ‘cultural heritage with particular importance’ status, such as Ohrid and the 

Skopje Old Bazaar. Activities to implement the 2005 UNESCO Convention on 

the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions were 

further postponed to 2020.”  

 
62 Bardzieva-Trajkovska’s insights are frequently published via the Facebook profile Симпозиум (Symposium). 

https://samoprasaj.mk/istrazuvanja/?fbclid=IwAR2vtG0htbUlr1gqdnLqjeU3lwiPL5hM2kFXBrOkOcUlInLmc0F86eXaEts
https://samoprasaj.mk/istrazuvanja/
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/north_macedonia_report_2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2Hk10nFM35UwdZBDAZ9WjxJmdG2NsvRRTMysYTMjwET5aS2kuLN9Srde4
https://www.facebook.com/%D0%A1%D0%B8%D0%BC%D0%BF%D0%BE%D0%B7%D0%B8%D1%83%D0%BC-100488775045563
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In other words, some 40 years after the Ohrid Region was enshrined in the World Heritage 

Convention as one of Earth’s few mixed UNESCO properties, the systems tasked with its protection 

are underfunded, poorly coordinated, incapable of preventing illegal or destructive activities, and 

chronically behind schedule.  

All of this is taking place at what is thought to be the cradle of European agriculture, where evidence 

from 6,000 years of continuous human settlement can be cross-referenced with an ancient lake 

sediment archive of unique quality in order to unlock the secrets of humankind’s deep mutual past. 

This kind of opportunity is not going to be repeated easily; it is equally not going to survive much 

longer under the present management framework.  

 

F. Inspection and Law Enforcement 

Several chapters of this document refer to the work of inspectors, indicating the intrinsic importance 

of their role when conducted properly. Unfortunately, weaknesses persist in terms of 

responsiveness, communication with civil society, understaffing 63 , methods (Chapter 8C), 

transparency and initiative. 

Even in cases where inspectors have dutifully carried out their responsibilities, results are often 

sucked into a legal quagmire or taper off into inactivity. Examples include the Lagadin Hotel (Ohrid 

SOS, 2017, 2019, 2020), the wall at Sveti Stefan (Chapter 3B), the illegal pizzeria in the Old Town 

Core of Ohrid linked to former Municipality of Ohrid councillor Nefi Useini (Ohrid SOS, 2020), and 

the purple River Grashnica (Ohrid SOS, 2019). In the latter case, charges were brought against an 

unknown person, a legal device acknowledging that law has been broken but holding nobody in 

particular responsible.  

Nor are failures only observed by Ohrid SOS: Anton Bojadzi, the Head of Nature Protection Public 

Institution National Park Galichica, has stated that the effectiveness of inspectorates is thwarted by 

a lack of coordination between responsibilities. He claims that, even when contacted in the name of 

the national park over issues such as usurpation of state land or illegal construction, inspectorates 

typically respond that the matter is outside their scope with local inspectors referring the matter to 

the national level and vice versa (Sloboden Pechat, 2020).  

 

i) Natural Heritage 

 

Ana Petrovska, the newly appointed Director of the State Environment Inspectorate (SEI), revealed 

in February 2021 that criminal charges have never been brought by her institution anywhere in 

Macedonia due to the lack of a collaborative framework with the police and failure to employ not 

only a lawyer, but even a paralegal. Instead, infringements have been dealt with as misdemeanours 

under Macedonian law, regardless of instances that, according to Petrovska, certainly crossed the 

 
63 Ana Petrovska, Head of the State Environmental Inspectorate, believes that at least 11 more environmental inspectors 
are required at the national level. More staff have been promised, but this is a long-standing issue that has been 
problematic for many years. 

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/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://www.slobodenpecat.mk/en/ohrid-koga-ne-se-urivaat-starite-niknuvaat-novi-divogradbi/
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threshold for criminality (Televizija 24, 2021). Since then, SEI has brought its first ever criminal 

charge related to the dumping of soil and construction waste on the Lake Ohrid coast at Daljan 

(Chapter 14Gii), so the total is now 1.   

Ohrid SOS has direct experience of inspectorate intransigence: Among other things, it has received 

reports from members of the public and initiated inspections for excavation of a significant quantity 

of beach sand at Ljubanishta in March 2020; a rock being demolished in the 50m green belt zone on 

the lakeshore near Gradishte in November 2020; large piles of discarded soil, parking for trucks, and 

a warehouse on the old road between Ohrid and Struga in December 2020; an illegal solid waste 

dump visible from space near the village of Orman in February 2021; fly-tipping in the Old Town Core 

of Ohrid also in February 2021; and a non-approved tree cut on public land again in the Old Town 

Core of Ohrid in the same month. In only one of these instances (the non-approved tree cut) did the 

relevant inspector reply to inform SOS of the final outcome64.  

In all others, SOS does not know what ultimately happened despite the legal obligation under Article 

9 of Macedonia’s Law on Handling Complaints and Initiations that inspectorates must inform the 

initiator of the legal basis (if any) for their complaint and its consequent results within either 15 or 

30 days, depending on the complexity of the incident.   

   

ii) Cultural Heritage 

 

Ohrid SOS has only recently begun to pursue cultural heritage cases more actively. When a possible 

violation of legislation is observed, the process starts with the Institute for Protection of Monuments 

of Culture and Museum—Ohrid, which should conduct an on-site assessment and prepare a report. 

The report is then passed to the respective inspectorate, which is part of the Directorate for 

Protection of Cultural Heritage.  

The process is labyrinthine and ineffective for illegal urbanization. It allows a comfortable temporal 

buffer for an investor to advance and even complete building projects. Once a construction is 

finished, the chance for its removal reduces almost to zero. SOS concludes that, after the case is 

passed to the inspectorate (i.e. the Directorate), communication tends to peter out.  

 

For Bistro Lihnidos in the Old Town Core of Ohrid (Chapter 3C), when SOS warned that possible 

infringements of law were occurring on 16th June 2020, it took almost three months from the 

Institute producing a report to the Directorate of Inspection reaching a result. In another case, the 

Institute for Protection of Monuments of Culture and Museum-Ohrid established that an investor, 

also near the main square in the Old Town Core of Ohrid, had expanded their roof size beyond the 

scope for which they had been given approval. However, the roof has been completed since 

February 2020 with no remediation activity in evidence.   

The Directorate does not always facilitate transparency on inspection matters either. For the bistro, 

it argued that it could not deliver its inspection conclusions to Ohrid SOS because the latter does not 

 
64 In the case of the discarded soil, parking for trucks and warehouse, the inspector did reply to say that the case had been 
passed to the Municipality of Ohrid. No further information on how the matter was resolved (if at all) has been delivered, 
however. 

https://www.24.mk/details/petrovska-inspektorite-se-na-teren-nadzorite-intenzivno-zgolemeni-rezultati-ima-celta-ne-se-sankcii-tuku-prevencija-i-edukacija?fbclid=IwAR3oxHXRSxn1jFZ6v4lTci_Evy8bOgdi6T8CYkwXoAPynpxofktSUvJmhvM
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have an address. However, as SOS is not a legal entity, it does not require an address for these 

procedures. Therefore, as per the standard course of action, SOS asked for a scanned copy instead, 

but received the bizarre answer that the Directorate could not access a scanner. To smoothen 

matters, on 29th September 2020, SOS then provided a physical address to which the documents 

could be delivered. It has never received them.  

 

iii) General 

 

Ohrid SOS receives reports of activities detrimental to Outstanding Universal Value  from citizens all 

the time: illegal tree-cutting in the urban area; logging in the forests; disposal of debris on the lake 

shore; illegal dumpsites and general littering; illegal construction (usually building outside the permit 

issued); illegal fishing; and miscellaneous other misdeeds besides. It routinely advises citizens to 

address these matters directly to institutions or table reports by themselves, although it takes 

additional action in many cases anyway.  

SOS’s general assessment is that people are reluctant to notify authorities about infractions of law, 

because they are scared of suffering consequences; do not know the procedure; do not have 

inspectors’ contacts (as such details are not always displayed on the Municipality of Ohrid’s website 

and only partially on the Municipality of Struga’s); are not sure of the inspector jurisdictions; and/or 

feel disheartened by a tedious process that often comes to a dead-end.  

The SOS experience proves that communication with institutions is truly dispiriting and energy-

sapping, leaving the feeling that there is no will on the part of authorities to take decisive action for 

law enforcement. Rather, matters are brought to a comfortable resolution that avoids conflict with 

those whose actions contravene regulations.  

And that in many ways is a best case scenario, because it reflects those few examples when 

institutions bother to respond at all. 

 

G. Note to the Few 
 

In a landscape of mistrust, corruption65, politicisation, obstacles and antagonism, a few exceptional 

members of institutional staff maintain high levels of professionalism and perform their role with 

admirable diligence. Some are in public facing administrative positions.  

 

Their personal determination to overcome a systematic lethargy, cynicism and self-interest that 

many believe to be incurable imbues their work with its true meaning. 

 

H. Operational Guidelines 
 

The Operational Guidelines of the World Heritage Convention, in point 12 of part IC, establish,  

 
65 The Republic of Macedonia slipped to 111th position on the 2020 Corruption Perceptions Index by Transparency 

International. 

https://whc.unesco.org/document/178167
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“States Parties to the Convention are encouraged to adopt a human-rights 

based approach, and ensure gender-balanced participation of a wide variety of 

stakeholders and rights-holders, including site managers, local and regional 

governments, local communities, indigenous peoples, non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) and other interested parties and partners in the 

identification, nomination, management and protection processes of World 

Heritage properties.” (Decision 43 COM 11A)  

Plainly, the behaviour of multiple institutions including the Commission for Management of the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region, Municipality of Ohrid, Ministry of Environment 

and Physical Planning, and Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage is not aligned with these 

principles. The Commission has even contravened the Law on Managing the World Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region by failing to invite Ohrid SOS to its meetings, and the 

subsequent institutional denials, smokescreen allegations, and tangential explanations have only 

served to emphasize how World Heritage guidelines are ignored by the Republic of Macedonia. 

Meanwhile, civil society is not fully included in the drafting of planning documents, though claims 

are frequently made to the contrary; information is not always provided in accordance with law; 

spurious barriers are invented to discourage public oversight to important procedures; and 

ineffectual inspectorates routinely sever the link between interested parties and protection, even in 

the case of national park representatives.  

 

I. Recommendations 
 

• The Commission for the Management of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region must be invested with powers under law to block (not just give an opinion about) any 

strategy, urban plan, change to urban plan, development, construction, or other activity that 

it deems to be sufficiently detrimental to Outstanding Universal Value to require such action.  

• Implementation of any plan, proposal, or activity that has been blocked by the Commission 

should be a criminal offence. 

• Commission members should not be entirely government selected, but chosen internally by 

a variety of institutions, including the non-government sector. 

• An immediate, independent, public review into the functioning of all inspectorates, including 

the State Administrative Inspectorate, should be undertaken with the aim of comprehensive 

reforms into their structuring, staffing, co-operation and autonomy. 

• Inspectorates should be equipped with appropriate staff qualified in law. 

• Functional separation between ministries, municipalities and inspectorates should be 

established.   

• Inspectorate duties should be simplified with clear procedures to resolve jurisdictional 

confusion, the responsibility for which lies with the inspectorate themselves. 

• Municipality funding should be linked to the provision of documents under law, so that parts 

of the budget are cut if items like urban plans are not made available in digital form. 

 

 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7353/
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11. MONUMENT OF NATURE VALORISATION 
 

In 2020, a draft Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature (Bogner et al.) was 

completed to lay the foundations under Macedonian law for re-proclamation of Lake Ohrid as a 

Monument of Nature at the national level. This follows 2004 amendments to the Law on Nature 

Protection, which required all Macedonian protected areas to be harmonized with IUCN categories. 

Valorisation studies were required as part of the process. 

 

Originally, a deadline of six years from 2005 was foreseen for re-proclamations, but this was never 

achieved. Now, ten years behind schedule, Macedonia is suddenly speeding through the process for 

Lake Ohrid. In doing so, it has put forward in-lake zoning, proposed a revolution in the approach to 

boating, and suggested the adoption of umbrella species in the local conservation methodology. All 

of these moves are wholeheartedly welcomed in principle.  

 

As is typical for the Ohrid Region, however, the draft valorisation underperforms in its application of 

these ideas, neglects background research, and falls well below the expected minimum in almost 

every other aspect. Even though the team that conducted the study was led by an IUCN expert, the 

process has been botched to its present stage. It has not been thoroughly integrated with World 

Heritage Committee decisions, 2017 Reactive Monitoring Mission Recommendations, or the 

Outstanding Universal Value statement for the UNESCO property.  

 

To summarize, it contains deficiencies in species inclusion; species information; understanding of 

natural values; ecosystem services; zoning; future vision; boundaries; fusion with terrestrial areas; 

stakeholder analysis and consultation; threats, including climate change; socio-economic research; 

and restrictions. Glaringly, it has not been coordinated with the Republic of Albania, so covers just 

two thirds of the lake in spite of World Heritage Committee Decision 43 COM 8B.9, which implores 

both States Parties to establish “as a matter of urgency, a joint transboundary approach to address 

these threats to the values, integrity and the serious protection and management issues facing Lake 

Ohrid.”  

 

Although some errors and omissions are to be expected at the draft stage, the weaknesses are too 

numerous to excuse as minor missteps. They are hardly in the category of typos. If civil society had 

not been so alert to them, they could very well have passed without comment, which is not the kind 

of foolproof methodology a World Heritage Site entering the sixth mass extinction requires (Ceballos 

et al., 2020).  

 

Details are presented here. 

 

 

A. Team Composition   
 

Containing no expert for freshwater, hydrology, Macedonian law, or Lake Ohrid despite the 

specificity of the site and a wealth of experienced researchers available, the study team consisted of 

just 5 members, one of whom was a mapping specialist and another a fixer. Compared with the 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7366
https://www.pnas.org/content/117/24/13596
https://www.pnas.org/content/117/24/13596
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valorisation for Studenchishte Marsh, conducted almost concurrently, the team was three times 

smaller even though it was expecting to cover a much larger geographical and scientific space, i.e. 

perhaps the most species rich lake on Earth by surface area, in just a couple of months. 

 

 

B. Natural Values 
 

The valorisation team has not acknowledged the importance of Lake Ohrid from the perspective of 

its unique evolutionary pathways; its unsurpassed paleoenvironmental archives and their connection 

to the living ecosystem; or its refugium function, both aquatic and terrestrial (Albrecht and Wilke, 

2008; Sadori et al., 2016; Wagner et al., 2017). For the former and latter, it therefore pays no 

attention to the justification by which the Ohrid Region has achieved designation under Criterion 7 

of the World Heritage Convention, which states, “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.”  

 

 

C. Monument of Nature Category 
 

Perhaps due to a failure to appreciate the full scope of Lake Ohrid’s natural values, a Category III 

protected area instead of a Category II has been selected, leading to less focus on the ecosystem and 

biodiversity, even seemingly at the valorisation stage.  

 

Category II protected areas offer objectives include to  

 

• perpetuate biotic communities, genetic resources, and unimpaired natural processes;  

• maintain viable and ecologically functional populations and assemblages of native species at 

densities sufficient to conserve ecosystem integrity and resilience in the long term;  

• contribute to conservation of wide-ranging species, regional ecological processes and 

migration routes;  

• manage visitor use for inspirational, educational, cultural and recreational purposes at a 

level which will not cause significant biological or ecological degradation to the natural 

resources;  

• consider the needs of local communities in so far as these will not adversely affect the 

primary management objective; and  

• contribute to local economies through tourism. 

 

This matches Lake Ohrid well, especially given its world-unique ecosystem, need to support a 

sizeable local community through a sustainable approach to tourism, and the necessity of conserving 

the over 200 endemic taxa that are specifically mentioned in the UNESCO designation statement 

under Criterion VII.    

 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/13/1423/2016/bg-13-1423-2016.pdf
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/14/2033/2017/
https://www.iucn.org/fr/node/24506
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When questioned about the decision to opt for Category III instead, Dr. Bogner of the IUCN, who led 

the valorisation team, conceded some uncertainty about whether Category II was more applicable, 

and suggested that the high visitation to the Ohrid Region was a factor in deciding.  

This explanation, however, seems incomplete since the above-stated objectives include tourism; 

several Category II areas admit very large visitor volumes; and the boundaries of the proposed 

protected area are defined as the water, whose footfall is clearly lesser than the surrounding 

landscape.    

 

 

D. Species Relevant to Protection 
 

Many species have not been listed as relevant to protection in the valorisation draft, displaying a 

failure to recognize that, if they are not formally recognized at this stage, establishing justification 

for their conservation will be harder in the future. This affects species relevant to Outstanding 

Universal Value such as endemic fish, avifauna, and the world-unique sponge taxa.  

 

As Ohrid SOS understands from the Macedonian rulebook for valorisations, some of these (like taxa 

on the European Red List) ought to have been included by law and their omission should be resolved. 

Others appear to pass the valorisation’s own stated criteria, but have been overlooked, perhaps 

because of the unrealistic timeframe during which the study was completed.  

 

Still more species, including endemics, slip between the cracks: They are not covered by either the 

valorisation’s criteria or by the rulebook under law because they have not been assessed on IUCN 

red lists; do not feature in the EU Habitats or Birds Directive; and have not been placed on 

Macedonia’s Lists of Protected and Strictly Protected Species.  

 

Those that do feature in these documents are predominantly from better studied groups in a Lake 

Ohrid context such as gastropods, which possibly distorts zoning decisions. Again, this presumably 

affects other endemic species that are referenced in the Outstanding Universal Value statement for 

the World Heritage Site but are not so famous or visible in scientific literature. 

   

The reduced scope in analysing taxa is very possibly a consequence of the protection category 

selection. 

 

 

E. Populations  
 

No attempt has been made to quantify populations or list all of the taxa that are recorded for Lake 

Ohrid, even though many of these cannot be found anywhere else on the planet. Indeed, 

estimations on the number of endemic species do not seem to be based on the latest knowledge 

and the IUCN’s work in quantifying Lake Ohrid’s living world for the recent boundary extension of 

the World Heritage Site in Albania does not appear to have been used to inform the valorisation. 

This would have been very useful since the Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature 

has not conducted its own research.   



140 

 

 

Life cycles are not explicitly discussed beyond occasional references; phenology likewise. Thus, there 

is a lack of baselines or target parameters for what would constitute a healthy ecosystem, rendering 

the probable efficacy of proposed zoning difficult to assess and leaving us unsure what we are 

aiming to protect. Again, this could well be associated with the decision not to aim for the Category 

II designation.   

 

 

F. Boundaries 
 

The two most notable flaws in the boundaries for the proposed Monument of Nature are the 

miniscule buffer zone and the exclusion of Studenchishte Canal, including Biljanini Springs, a major 

site where water from karst channels emerges. 

 

The buffer zone has only been defined as 50m from Lake Ohrid’s highest waterline, which is not even 

marginally reflective of its watershed. It presents no advance on already existing legislation from the 

Law on Waters, which has not proven sufficient to protect Lake Ohrid up to the present moment.  

 

Given that 

  

A. Recommendation 10 from the 2017 ICOMOS, IUCN and World Heritage Centre Reactive 

Monitoring Mission requested a buffer “which should ideally include Lake Prespa”;  

B. the World Heritage Committee has been requesting a buffer zone to protect the Lake Ohrid 

catchment since 2008 (WHC 32 COM 8B.49);   

C. many of the threats to Lake Ohrid extend from agricultural, residential, tourism and 

industrial facilities that are beyond 50m from the shore (Kostoski et al., 2010; Monetti et al., 

2020; IUCN, 2020); and  

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

envisages extension of the 50m protected area,  

 

the minimized buffer zone is both poorly aligned with World Heritage Site needs and incapable of 

alleviating pressures that have led the property to the edge of the List of World Heritage in Danger.     

 

Meanwhile, Studenchishte Canal (Chapter 1) is a former river which holds one of the keys to 

revitalizing Studenchishte Marsh, Lake Ohrid’s final fully functional coastal wetland and a listed 

biodiversity hotspot in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid 

Region 2020-2029. It is in close proximity to a second listed hotspot at Mazija too.  

 

Originating at Biljanini Springs, one of the lake’s major spring complexes, the canal has functions as a 

sheltering and spawning ground for fish66, and used to facilitate their widespread access to the 

wetland. In the present day, 14 of Lake Ohrid’s 21 native fish species can be found in the canal, 

which also has major populations of rare, endemic and relict diatom taxa (Spirovska et al., 2020). 

Similarly, in the vicinity of Biljanini Springs are 9 planarian taxa (Plathelminthes, Turbellaria, 

 
66 Studenchishte Canal is included as part of Lake Ohrid in the official Fishing Base document for the fishery. 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1510
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
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Tricladida), the majority of which are endemic either to Lake Ohrid or its springs specifically 

(Spirovska et al., 2012) and three endemic gastropod species, including the endangered Gyraulus 

crenofilus (Budzakoska-Gjoreska et al., 2014). All of these species are relevant to Outstanding 

Universal Value, so the canal’s exclusion from protected area perimeters67 is as baffling as the blink-

and-you’ll-miss-it buffer zone. 

 

As an aside, the option to remove the Springs of Saint Naum from National Park Galichica and 

integrate it instead with the Lake Ohrid protected area as a single functional unit has not been 

explored by the valorisation study, even though there is a sound hydrological and ecological basis for 

doing so. Current management of the springs is not auspicious due to encroachment of leisure 

facilities. A specialization of responsibilities for the national park to focus on terrestrial habitats, 

while the Lake Ohrid authority manages aquatic resources deserves discussion.  

 

 

G. Zoning 
 

Just 5% of the Monument of Nature will be placed under full protection according to the draft 

valorisation, leaving 95% open to activities such as commercial fishing. That figure falls to just 3.6% 

when the failure to coordinate with the Republic of Albania is realized. This comes at a time when 

partial protection is not always delivering satisfactory conservation results elsewhere in the globe 

(Turnbull et al., 2021).   

 

Zones of Sustainable Use, which are notoriously incapable of protecting nature in the Republic of 

Macedonia68, snake around the shore at almost the entire of the northern section of Lake Ohrid in 

the current Monument of Nature vision too. This diminishes prospects of reversing the decline in 

Shorezone Functionality as recommended in GiZ (2017) and ICOMOS/IUCN Advisory Mission (2019) 

reports because it will give room for the continuation (and possible advancement of) tourism 

pressures. Together with the boundary exclusion of the lakefront in the proposed Studenchishte 

Marsh Nature Park (Chapter 1A), it further reduces hope of re-enhancing the connection between 

Lake Ohrid and its last remaining coastal wetland. Non-trivially, the littoral area is particularly 

important for Lake Ohrid’s species richness as well. Almost its entire extent has significance for 

spawning fish. 

 

At the south, the area surrounding the Springs of Saint Naum to the west has been so far excluded 

from higher level zoning too. This is a curious decision as it is known for sublacustrine springs of its 

own right (some of which may not have been formally discovered yet). Such habitats tend to 

harbour endemic species and are integral to the continued stability of Lake Ohrid’s very specific 

water conditions, and, by extension, its ecosystem (Albrecht and Willke, 2008; Jordanoska et al., 

 
67 As mentioned in Chapter 1, there is a strong case for inclusion of Studenchishte Canal in the Studenchishte Marsh 

protected area. However, at least one expert who has conducted extensive research on the wetland advises inclusion in the 
Lake Ohrid protected area for ecosystem reasons.  
68 Attempts were made circa 2015 to degrade Zones of Active Management in National Park Galichica to Zones of 

Sustainable Use to facilitate a ski-resort, A3 express road, and various other developments. Had these changes been 
pursued, they would have constituted a danger to the property as per paragraphs 179-180 of the Operational Guidelines to 
the World Heritage Convention in addition to the many threats it faces. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/271862689_Comparative_biocenological_analysis_of_Gastropoda_on_the_Macedonian_part_of_Lake_Ohrid_and_its_watershed
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/271862689_Comparative_biocenological_analysis_of_Gastropoda_on_the_Macedonian_part_of_Lake_Ohrid_and_its_watershed
https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/cobi.13677
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Shorezone%20Functionality%20Ohrid%20Lake%20-%20EN.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/document/185696
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/261991915_Assessment_of_Ecological_Importance_and_Anthropogenic_Change_of_Subaquatic_Springs_in_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
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2013; GiZ, 2017). Upgrading zoning around Sveti Naum would also lay the ground for future co-

ordination with Albania by envisaging connection to the Drilon Springs.  

 

This does not seem to have featured in valorisation thinking.  

 

 
FIGURE 48: Proposed zoning for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature 
from Bogner et al. 2020. As can be seen, the protection plan only 
applies to the Macedonian side of Lake Ohrid. Zones of Sustainable 
Use stretch all around the north shore and higher level zoning is not 
applied to the west of the Springs of Saint Naum. 
 

 

H. Zoning Upgrades  
 

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

presumes that upgrades to its zoning will follow the Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature valorisation. 

However, as both documents have used the existing Shorezone Functionality Index (GiZ, 2017) as a 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/326246732_SHOREZONE_FUNCTIONALITY_-_OHRID_LAKE_-_Implementing_the_EU_Water_Framework_Directive_in_South-Eastern_Europe_Deutsche_Gesellschaft_fur_Internationale_Zusammenarbeit_GIZ
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Shorezone%20Functionality%20Ohrid%20Lake%20-%20EN.pdf
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criterion without applying IUCN/ICOMOS-advised methodology (2019) to improve the coast, the 

scope for one to enhance the other is limited. Indeed, the lower level zoning applied to almost the 

entire littoral area around the north of Lake Ohrid by the valorisation actually constitutes a 

downgrade on the Management Plan’s current shoreline approach. 

 

I. Restrictions 
 

In some ways, discussion on zoning becomes meaningless when the almost total similarity between 

the Zones of Active Management (ZAM) and Sustainable Use (ZSU) in the proposed Monument of 

Nature are analysed. Leaving aside the somewhat perplexing exclusions for cattle grazing and 

traditional agriculture, which are permitted for the Zone of Sustainable Use even though they are 

not likely to happen in-lake (and should have been restricted if they were), the only practical 

difference between ZAM and ZSU is that touristic passenger boats with some exceptions will not be 

allowed in the former. The exceptions are not explained and we are left with two zones whose 

essential divergence is that they are drawn in different colours on a PDF. 

 

Conversations with lead valorisation author, Dr. Daniel Bogner, have revealed an original intention 

to proscribe commercial fishing in the Zone of Active Management. This would seem logical as 

exploited Lake Ohrid species such as Salmo ohridanus and Cyprinus carpio are both vulnerable on 

the Global Red List, and the former is found nowhere else on Earth. In addition, although data is 

sparse for the endemics Salmo letnica, Salmo lumi, Salmo balcanicus, and Salmo aphelios, the 

general consensus from the scientific community suggests that they are in serious danger.  

 

Despite this, Dr. Bogner later decided to open the ZAM to commercial fishing after receiving word of 

mouth assurances that the Fishing Base, i.e. rules for fishing, would be upgraded in the Ohrid Region, 

a promise that was accompanied by no details or written content. That zoning concerning the fate of 

apex predators in one of the most biodiverse lakes on the planet could be made on such a flimsy 

basis self-evidently contradicts best practice in a World Heritage context, especially in a country 

whose recent history is littered with broken promises and misleading statements in relation to 

ecology. It is even more shocking when it is understood how easily the Fishing Base can be reversed 

(Chapter 13B).   

 

On the other hand, moves to restrict non-electric watercraft and speedboats from the entire of Lake 

Ohrid are bravely imagined, albeit without any kind of framework for bringing the vision to reality 

beyond the blunt instrument of legislation. Companies pushing speedboats are still opening and a 

supportive pathway is needed for economically vulnerable citizens whose motor boats are linked to 

their livelihoods to transition to electric engines. There are meanwhile no efforts in the valorisation 

to cap boat numbers for those watercraft that will be permitted, restrict speeds, or consider engine 

limits. (Definitions for what constitutes a speedboat do not feature in the document.) 

 

Other restrictions for activities that either already occur at Lake Ohrid or could conceivably appear in 

the future have not been contemplated. These include drilling; landing aquaplanes; drones; in-lake 

platforms both temporary and permanent, fixed and floating; aquaculture; submersible craft; 

https://whc.unesco.org/document/185696
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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remote control vehicles; 4x4 and ATVs; jet-skis69; kayaks and paddleboards; music, art and other 

performances; TDZs; artificial lighting; water jet packs; hydroelectric facilities; and racing activities 

with boats and swimming.     

 

 
FIGURE 49: Restrictions on activities in the different zones from the draft Study of 
Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature (Bogner et al., 2020). 

 

J. Habitats 
 

Discussion and recognition of Lake Ohrid’s habitat heterogeneity is poor in the draft valorisation 

even though this is key to an understanding of its elevated biodiversity values (Albrecht and Wilke, 

 
69 A ban on jet-skis is mentioned in the valorisation study, but it does not find a mention in the restrictions. 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
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2008). There is no detailed description of the lake’s various zones, including its highly significant 

chara belt or large photic zone, or their significance to specific taxa, and the authors do not seem to 

have grasped the hydrological and ecological significance of springs, which deliver very specific 

water conditions in limited geographical areas and are linked to endemism. This has negatively 

affected boundary and zoning decisions as explained in Sections F and G of this chapter. 

 

Thankfully, reed belts are recognized for their critical functions, but this does not extend to 

macrophytes more widely, despite growing acknowledgement of their integral role in ameliorating 

eutrophication in a Lake Ohrid context (Vermaat et al., 2020). 

 

 

K. Threats 
          

Threats have not been comprehensively analysed and in places underplayed in the present draft.  

 

Damningly, the interplay between climate change and eutrophication, which is expected to disrupt 

Lake Ohrid’s vertical mixing regimes and create oxygen-starved dead zones in deeper waters 

(Matzinger et al., 2007), has not been recognized. Eutrophication is barely mentioned, despite the 

particular danger it poses to a world unique ecosystem that has in parts evolved within oligotrophic 

conditions.  

 

Wastewater has been downgraded to a medium threat even though large parts of the watershed are 

not connected to the sewerage; discharge direct to the lake still occurs; more and more real estate 

and hotels are being constructed; and there are concerns over whether the current infrastructure 

would be sufficient to cater for the population plus visitor volume generally experienced in the 

summer even if it was in perfect working order (Chapter 8). Viewing the capacity of the wastewater 

treatment facility purely from the point of view of people volume is potentially a misdirection too, as 

one of the major issues that pushes it to exceed its capability is ingress of lake and ground waters 

(JICA, 2012). 

 

Agriculture is at one stage diminished as a pressure as the valorisation claims it occurs a long way 

from the lake. This does not entirely accord with statements in the draft Lake Ohrid Watershed 

Management Plan (Monetti et al., 2020), which finds that 31.9% of surrounding land is in agricultural 

use; 637, 314 and 332 tonnes of nitrogen, phosphorous and potassium respectively are applied per 

annum without figures for organic fertilizers; pesticide entries to the Rivers Sushica and Sateska in 

particular lead to a high risk of diffuse pollution to the lake; levels of accumulated nutrients are 

“alarming”; and the proximity of use to surface and groundwaters constitutes a “serious direct 

threat to waters of Lake Ohrid”. This does not include the growing risk from agriculture in the Prespa 

basin, where about 20% of Lake Ohrid’s water is sourced (Chapter 12A).  

 

Hydrological interventions such as the artificial paths of Studenchishte Canal (formerly 

Studenchishka River) and the River Sateska; hydroelectric dam operations from the point of view of 

habitat fragmentation and new constructions; solid waste; light; noise; air pollution; and transport 

infrastructure (including air) are not dealt with in sufficient depth. Major infrastructure proposals 

https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/lno.11460
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.4319/lo.2007.52.1.0338
https://openjicareport.jica.go.jp/pdf/12146684.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
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including a gas pipeline, 400 kV interconnection cable, A2 highway, and Corridor VIII railway were 

overlooked too.  

Inadequacies in the size of the currently foreseen buffer zone could well emanate from the failure to 

appreciate the scope and depth of threats affecting Lake Ohrid, not to mention the importance of 

protected area design in ameliorating them.  

More attention should be paid to the architecture of the protected area to deal with dangers. The 

valorisation only does so semi-adequately for one single threat: boating.   

 

L. Marina 
 

The Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature may have unwittingly introduced a 

new threat by putting forward Studenchishte Canal as one of three considered locations for a new-

build marina. The dangers that can emerge from placing a large infrastructure hub at the canal are 

dealt with in detail in Chapter 1 of this report, but the insensitivity of including the canal on a 

shortlist of potential development sites in a document aimed at protection of Lake Ohrid should be 

emphasized, especially given the known existing threats from the mooring of boats at the location 

and the 2020 valorisation for Studenchishte Marsh (Spirovska et al., 2020), which very distinctly 

elucidates its unsuitability for such a project. 

 

M. Socio-economic Analysis 
 

The entwinement of sociological, political, economic and ecological factors has not been adequately 

explored. Lake Ohrid ecosystem services are vast, yet almost entirely ignored by the draft Study of 

Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature, and there is very little analysis on unemployment 

or the dynamic of the tourism industry, whose tendency towards the mass model concentrates 

power in the hands of a small number of investors while leaving thousands of others in low-paid, 

seasonal employment, conditions which create huge pressure for development and incentivize 

illegal activities such as poaching of fish. Deeper analysis of these factors may have influenced 

protected area design such as perhaps by capping and licensing boats to create an asset of value for 

economically vulnerable fishers. It may also have enabled the study to reach into the drivers of 

threat to address pressures more comprehensively.    

 

 

N. Stakeholder Analysis & Consultation 
 

Although the draft valorisation document claimed to have included stakeholders, Ohrid SOS had not 

been involved. Another major Macedonian environmental NGO has made similar complaints and 

SOS contact with two members of a third stakeholder, whose contribution in the valorisation 

process ought to be essential, indicated that its meeting was sub-standard.  Bodies with integral 

importance to the future efficacy of the protected area such as the Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry 

https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
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of Transport (with the exception of the Port Authority), Macedonian Ramsar Committee  and power 

company ESM were not incorporated in the process either. 

 

At the same time, the stakeholder analysis wildly overestimates positive contributions from entities 

that have long held back protection in the Ohrid Region, such as the Ministry of Environment and 

Physical Planning and local municipalities (Ohrid SOS, 2017, 2019, 2020). This may cause 

overconfidence in the transformative power of a future management body, which is likely to be 

either subverted and controlled by local and national government influences or disempowered by 

them, and distracts from the importance of laying hard foundations for the protected area with 

regard to zoning, buffering and restrictions from the outset.     

 

 

O. Law 
 

No insight is provided on the legal framework beyond a listing of laws. On the one hand, this is 

problematic because of the numerous shortfalls, loopholes and exceptions that undermine 

protection in the Ohrid Region, such as the largely supervisory role accorded to the Commission for 

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

Construction and Law on Urban Planning that allow Tourism Development Zones to override 

protected areas. On the other, it will mean that, when a new law is written to establish Lake Ohrid as 

a protected area, it may not close off blind-spots or weaknesses. One potential example is 

establishing the legal force of the future management plan for Lake Ohrid70 as doubts already 

surround the authority under law of the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 on the terrestrial side.    

 

P. Vision 
 

No attempt has been made to establish an optimum state of conservation and acceptable deviations 

from that state. The end point for the valorisation, as confirmed in consultation with valorisation 

leader Dr. Bogner, has merely been to establish a protected area with a management body.  

 

This presumably stems from misidentification of the lack of management as the central threat 

(rather than an enabler of threat) and transformed the valorisation process into a tick-box exercise 

to rush through creation of a management body as soon as possible. 

 

Overlooked is the high potential for management deficiencies in the Republic of Macedonia, where 

other protected areas have proven institutionally fragile to destructive policies pushed by central 

and local authorities. The mere appearance of a management body is therefore unlikely to 

ameliorate threats and the foundation of the Lake Ohrid protected area ought to aim at a point 

beyond it. Exploitation of the Springs of Saint Naum, one of Lake Ohrid’s most important hotspots of 

 
70 For readers confused by the maze of management plans, this will be yet another separate document for the Lake Ohrid 
protected area specifically. It should not be confused with the Lake Ohrid Watershed Management Plan or the 
Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029. 

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/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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biodiversity despite its presence in a Zone of Strict Protection for National Park Galichica, is a prime 

example of why.   

 

Setting target criteria (such as photic zone parameters) for what constitutes a healthy Lake Ohrid, 

including biodiversity based goals, to orient future management and objectively evaluate its efficacy 

would have been preferable. Formal inclusion of the following conservation goals should be 

considered too:  

• preserving current levels of biodiversity in terms of species richness; 

• advancing degraded species populations; 

• impact buffering for climate change; 

• facilitating the continuation of Lake Ohrid’s unique speciation processes;  

• identifying, accurately quantifying and maintaining its numerous ecosystem services; 

• ensuring the continuation of Lake Ohrid’s refugium function; 

• maintenance of Outstanding Universal Value for World Heritage purposes; 

• monitoring of biodiversity values; and  

• revitalization of degraded habitats.  
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12. WATERSHED: PRESPA 

 
An ancient inland water of stunning biodiversity in its own right and a core element of the UNESCO 

Prespa-Ohrid Biosphere Reserve, Lake Macro Prespa (hereafter referred to as Prespa) delivers about 

20% of Lake Ohrid’s inflow (Matzinger et al., 2006), which journeys via underground channels in the 

karstic Mount Galichica and emerges in terrestrial and sublacustrine springs.  

With remarkably stable physical and chemical properties, these springs are inextricable from the 

Outstanding Universal Value of the Ohrid Region: They provide very specific, well-defined aquatic 

habitats that are hotspots of world-unique species, and they help to deliver the very carefully 

calibrated oligotrophic water conditions in which Lake Ohrid’s singular ecosystem has persisted and 

its species evolved (Matzinger et al, 2006; Jordanoska et al., 2013). 

Since the 2008 World Heritage Committee Decision 32 COM 8B.49, UNESCO has been directly 

requesting the Republic of Macedonia to determine a buffer zone that protects the Lake Ohrid 

catchment. The buffer was advised to incorporate Lake Prespa explicitly in Reactive Monitoring 

Mission Recommendation 10 from ICOMOS, the IUCN and the World Heritage Centre’s 2017 visit to 

the Ohrid Region, whose report concludes that such a measure would significantly strengthen the 

property.  

Since then, the World Heritage Site has become transboundary and expanded to include the 

Republic of Albania’s side of Lake Ohrid. Incidentally, Albania also shares responsibility for Lake 

Prespa, of which 18% of surface area is within its territory, compared with 65% in Macedonia. (The 

remainder is in Greece.)   

No buffer zone has ever been defined for the Ohrid Region, however, and serious consequences are 

on the horizon. Water levels at Lake Prespa have dropped alarmingly in 2020 following a slower 

decline over decades, and nutrients and pollutants are consequently at a higher degree of 

concentration inside. Prespa has already undergone eutrophication for some time too and there are 

severe worries about its flora and fauna (Löffler et al., 1998; Matzinger et al., 2006 Krstic, 2012; GiZ, 

2015; Maliaka et al., 2021). The fall in waters is compounding these issues.  

Presently, impact is not thought to have strongly influenced Lake Ohrid and the capacity of the 

underground karst network to filter nutrients should be holding back some of the potential effect. 

However, it would be foolish to believe that the decimation of Lake Prespa’s aquatic world can 

continue indefinitely with no correlative deterioration to Lake Ohrid, considering the volume of 

water that the former provides (Matzinger et al., 2006).  

Moreover, the first place that negative impact would be felt at Lake Ohrid is the abovementioned 

springs, where so many of the endemic species referenced in the Ohrid Region’s Outstanding 

Universal Value statement are harboured in often extremely narrow spatial extents. 

  

    

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/261991915_Assessment_of_Ecological_Importance_and_Anthropogenic_Change_of_Subaquatic_Springs_in_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1510
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1003336027258
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/221929517_Environmental_Changes_in_Lakes_Catchments_as_a_Trigger_for_Rapid_Eutrophication_-_A_Prespa_Lake_Case_Study
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jelena_Rakocevic2/publication/319332036_Initial_Characterisation_of_Lakes_Prespa_Ohrid_and_ShkodraSkadar_Implementing_the_EU_Water_Framework_Directive_in_South-Eastern_Europe/links/59a57dda4585156873cd6ecc/Initial-Characterisation-of-Lakes-Prespa-Ohrid-and-Shkodra-Skadar-Implementing-the-EU-Water-Framework-Directive-in-South-Eastern-Europe.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/348911204_Interannual_and_Spatial_Variability_of_Cyanotoxins_in_the_Prespa_Lake_Area_Greece
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
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A. Threat 
 

Eutrophication is a major threat to Lake Ohrid, because its many species that live nowhere else in 

the world have evolved within or adapted to its extremely clear, oxygen-rich waters. Nutrient 

increases erode their conditions of life and may also pitch advantage to more cosmopolitan taxa or 

trigger non-native species to become invasive. There is evidence that some of these problems are 

already in process at Lake Ohrid and climate change augers an increase in their severity (Matzinger 

et al., 2007; Hauffe et al., 2011; Schneider et al., 2014; Cvetkoska et al., 2018). Plus, as with any 

water body, Lake Ohrid is vulnerable to pollution and changes in its water inflows. 

 

In recent years, there have been concerns about the potential for nutrients that trigger 

eutrophication to enter Lake Ohrid via its springs, which are fed to the degree of approximately 50% 

by waters from Lake Prespa, especially if phosphorous loads increase in the latter (Matzinger et al., 

2006). These fears have been compounded by the eutrophication process that is already occurring at 

Lake Prespa itself (Milosevic and Talevski, 2015), driven by sewerage coverage of just 55%, sediment 

inflow, and the widespread fertilizer-use on agricultural lands (mainly for orchards) in its basin 

(Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2020a). Fungicides, pesticides, and, to a lesser 

degree, herbicides, whose usage is widespread on the Macedonian side of Lake Prespa, are also 

washing into its waters before their transfer to Lake Ohrid. Another factor is inappropriately 

disposed solid waste. 

 

Prespa experiences oscillations in its water levels over a natural cycle. However, these have been 

exacerbated, particularly in 2019 and 2020 but more chronically over the past 30 years, by extended 

drought, higher air temperatures, decreased humidity, water abstraction for agriculture71, industry 

and drinking, hydrological interventions at Lake Mikri Prespa to which Macro Prespa is connected, 

and possible hydrogeological factors (Ministry of Environment, 2020b). Macro Prespa water levels 

have dropped 5.5 metres to their lowest since 1917 in consequence, accompanied by a contraction 

of tens of meters at certain points of its water line72. The water shortfall is estimated at an average 

53.0*106m3 per annum, but a lack of more detailed data prevents analysis of exactly where this is 

going in which proportions (Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2020a).  

 

The combination of climate change directly reducing Lake Prespa via longer periods without rainfall 

and evaporation is further heightened by the increased demand for water to irrigate surrounding 

agricultural lands under drier conditions. This is predicted to worsen as precipitation becomes more 

variable and dry periods extend in the region, leading very low lake levels to occur more often (Van 

der Schriek et al., 2020). Diminishment of Prespa’s thermoregulation function as it shrinks is another 

potential adverse feedback loop. 

 

 
71 Manager of the Environmental Department for the Municipality of Resen, Ajman Al Malla, has stated that 36,000,000 m3 
of water was previously required for agriculture every year (in addition to 1.5 million for industry and residential purposes). 
These figures are based on the out-of-date totals for coverage of 3,000 fruit orchard-hectares, however. Al Malla claims 
that their areal extent has since grown to 4,500 hectares.      
72 This is again emphasizing how irresponsible the Republic of Macedonia was to push now-cancelled plans for a ski-resort, 

which would have relied on artificial snow with water sourced from Prespa.  

https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.4319/lo.2007.52.1.0338
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.4319/lo.2007.52.1.0338
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/8/175/2011/bg-8-175-2011.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0075951113000790?via%3Dihub
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-018-3637-5
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273510414_Conservation_Status_of_Native_Species_in_Natural_Lakes_of_Drim_System_Prespa_Ohrid_and_Skadarlake_and_Dangers_of_Commercial_Fishing
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/PRESPANSKO-EZERO_29.11.2021.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/prespa_klima_antropogeni_vlijanija_20201129.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/PRESPANSKO-EZERO_29.11.2021.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s41207-020-0151-8
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s41207-020-0151-8
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Plainly, under these conditions, nutrients and other pollutants are present in the same quantity in 

less water, spiking their concentration (Milosevic and Talevski, 2015). Prespa is already mesotrophic 

and has been heading towards a eutrophic state (GiZ, 2015; Veljanoska-Sarafiloska et al., 2019; 

Patceva and Leshoski, 2019). A lack of knowledge about the underground karst channels connecting 

it to Lake Ohrid adds an extra layer of uncertainty to understanding of its current trajectory and 

potential impact on the Outstanding Universal Value of the Ohrid Region.      

     

Although the risk to Lake Ohrid has been substantially reduced by the 65% of phosphorous retained 

in karst aquifers en route from Lake Prespa, and the flow and chemical composition of Lake Ohrid 

spring waters is thought to be relatively stable up to now, water level drops at Lake Prespa can cause 

an increase to its trophic level towards the eutrophic or hypereutrophic status that would create a 

substantial Outstanding Universal Value threat, especially for specific endemic species that inhabit 

depth zones where spring waters enter (Matzinger et al., 2006). Again, the lack of knowledge of 

underground channels or even all springs in Lake Ohrid does not allow total confidence that 

substantial nutrient capture in aquifers can continue indefinitely.   

 

The potential danger rises appreciably if a parallel uptick in nutrient ingress occurs at Prespa, 

emphasizing the need for the kind of careful attention presupposed by a World Heritage Site buffer 

zone, not least since up to a 30% drop in regional snow and rainfall by the year 2100 has been 

predicted (Van der Schriek et al., 2020), and, according to the local Municipality of Resen, 

agricultural land-use in the region has been expanding.   

 

 
A 

 
B 

FIGURE 50: Lake Prespa’s water levels are over 5m below their normal level, the result of various 
anthropogenic factors from climate change to the use of water for agriculture. Pictures A and B 
display the correlated contraction in Lake Ohrid’s waterline. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273510414_Conservation_Status_of_Native_Species_in_Natural_Lakes_of_Drim_System_Prespa_Ohrid_and_Skadarlake_and_Dangers_of_Commercial_Fishing
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jelena_Rakocevic2/publication/319332036_Initial_Characterisation_of_Lakes_Prespa_Ohrid_and_ShkodraSkadar_Implementing_the_EU_Water_Framework_Directive_in_South-Eastern_Europe/links/59a57dda4585156873cd6ecc/Initial-Characterisation-of-Lakes-Prespa-Ohrid-and-Shkodra-Skadar-Implementing-the-EU-Water-Framework-Directive-in-South-Eastern-Europe.pdf
http://acta-zoologica-bulgarica.eu/downloads/acta-zoologica-bulgarica/2019/supplement-13-25-32.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332269274_Phytoplankton_Composition_of_Lake_Prespa_Republic_of_Macedonia
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s41207-020-0151-8
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B. Beyond Eutrophication 
 

Though speculative at the present stage, vigilance is required to other potential disruptions to the 

World Heritage Site from the current crisis at Lake Prespa such as a knock-on effect to the water 

level or hydraulic residence time at Lake Ohrid (Matzinger et al., 2006) and changing patterns in 

birdlife between the two lakes, which could well instigate other ecological change. Prespa’s jeopardy 

to invasive species will grow as its quality declines and the prospect for their transfer to Lake Ohrid 

via underground channels cannot be dismissed (ICOMOS/IUCN/World Heritage Centre, 2017). The 

refugium function of the Ohrid-Prespa region as a whole may be reduced if Prespa’s 

thermoregulation capacity lessens too. 

 

Ohrid SOS is not aware of any evidence that these threats are underway. However, it is vital that all 

risks are considered so that dangers can be headed off at the earliest possible moment.   

 

C. Reaction 
 

On 27th November 2020, Ohrid SOS submitted a petition to the Republic of Macedonia’s government 

and Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning. 5,522 members of the public and 31 civil society 

organizations had signed the document since 25th September 2020. It demanded immediate 

measures:  

 

• to announce a state of crisis for Lake Prespa; 

• to form, within 10 days, an immediate expert technical commission to investigate and 

ameliorate the situation at Lake Prespa; 

• to initiate, at government level, a trilateral (with Albania and Greece) expert meeting 

containing organizations relevant to the Prespa Region for coordinated action; 

• to create a phased plan with clearly defined deadlines for the rescue of the lake; and 

• to ensure, in accordance with the Aarhus Convention, that all relevant information, including 

for the plan and implemented activities, is made public on the website of the Ministry of 

Environment and Physical Planning. 

  

The government had established an Expert Working Group in October 2020 with teams for biology 

and hydrology and stated that informal meetings on the topic of Prespa had been happening since 

February 2020. On December 1st, at its 25th Session, it further received an Analysis and Action Plan 

for Lake Prespa, about which it called for comments from relevant institutions with an aim of 

immediate implementation. On the 20th December, it announced that an initial 1.4 million Euros had 

been provided for revitalization measures. A further 1.8 million Euros has been agreed for the 

Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning via five three-yearly grants from the Prespa-Ohrid 

Nature Trust.    

 

The Action Plan for Lake Prespa (Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2020c) includes, 

among other things, measures to  

 

• establish a data repository for stakeholders;  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227320463_Is_Lake_Prespa_Jeopardizing_the_Ecosystem_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/99/documents/
https://www.change.org/p/%D0%B2%D0%BB%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%B0-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%BF%D1%83%D0%B1%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%BA%D0%B0-%D0%BC%D0%B0%D0%BA%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0-%D0%B1%D0%B0%D1%80%D0%B0%D1%9A%D0%B5-%D0%B7%D0%B0-%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B7%D0%B5%D0%BC%D0%B0%D1%9A%D0%B5-%D0%B8%D1%82%D0%BD%D0%B8-%D0%BC%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%BA%D0%B8-%D0%B7%D0%B0-%D1%81%D0%BF%D0%B0%D1%81-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B5%D1%81%D0%BF%D0%B0%D0%BD%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%BE-%D0%B5%D0%B7%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%BE?fbclid=IwAR30F8PRNIN5lbxBA5wftV49Nm-uZRpbZle4fMBE2wbDBACqI2NsSXEjr6o
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/?page_id=23491&fbclid=IwAR3RQ3dxB6E2JoiEErcI--dsdVbOrQagyILEFvG6JCTSm3aVBTLMXodlbxk
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• initiate closer coordination and improved monitoring together with Albania and Greece;  

• upgrade the national hydrological and meteorological monitoring network;  

• educate local citizens on water-use optimization;  

• create a register of boreholes and monitor underground waters;  

• continue the introduction of optimized and controlled pumping of water for irrigation;  

• remove dead macrophyte vegetation;  

• implement the Plan for the Management of Reeds;  

• investigate the infiltration of water through the karst Galichica Massif, including supply to 

the Springs of Saint Naum; 

• monitor  water quality in the Lake Prespa basin; 

• analyse the aquifer inside Mount Galichica;  

• create a model for the water level in Lake Prespa; 

• follow the dynamic change of wetland habitats by drone; 

• investigate the influence of seismic activity on the karst and underground channels; 

• define Lake Prespa’s dynamic capacity in terms of the presence of pollutants; 

• predict the transport of pollutants; and 

• prevent deterioration of Lake Prespa and Lake Ohrid water quality via empirical sorption-

desorption investigations.  

 

If implemented, these actions should contribute to enhanced knowledge of Lake Prespa’s cycles, 

alleviate eutrophication pressures to some degree, and enable improved management, although it is 

noticeable that measures are not in evidence to expand the wastewater system, rehabilitate 

wetlands, improve solid waste disposal, and control the influx of nutrients and pollutants from 

agriculture.  

 

The scope and detail of the foreseen efforts moreover reinforces the seriousness of the crisis facing 

Lake Prespa, the connection to Lake Ohrid via Mount Galichica, and the international dynamic to 

management and much-needed resuscitation.  

 

 

D. Buffer Saga 
 

The Republic of Macedonia has so far resisted defining a buffer zone for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region despite UNESCO advice dating back to at least 2008 (World Heritage 

Committee, 2008; ICOMOS/IUCN/World Heritage Centre, 2017). It has been claimed that including 

Lake Prespa inside one would be overly complex due to the extra municipalities and authorities 

involved (Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2020), a strange argument given that, 

regardless of the inelegance of Macedonia’s current approach, not having any kind of focus to 

protective coordination is appreciably more complicated from an organizational perspective and 

does not solve central management issues. 

It has also pointed out that boundaries on the Albanian side of the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region are narrower. Although this misses the geographical reality that the majority of the 

watershed is on the Macedonian side, it is logical that a World Heritage Site buffer zone should 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1510
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1510
https://whc.unesco.org/document/158740
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf
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extend to the Albanian 16% in the case of Lake Prespa as both States Parties are responsible for its 

management.  

Far from an excuse to avoid a buffer, it ought to be the spur to increased transboundary cooperation 

as per World Heritage Committee Decision 43 COM 8B.9, which urgently encourages Albania and 

Macedonia to jointly address threats. On the contrary, it is currently another symbol of the failure of 

the two countries to work together and the Republic of Macedonia’s insistence to shrink any form of 

nature protection to the lowest possible commitment.     

 

E. Suggestions       
 

• Ohrid Region World Heritage Site buffer zone designs should incorporate Lake Prespa on 

both the Albanian and Macedonian sides. 

• The Lake Prespa Action Plan measures must be fully implemented, especially with regard to 

eutrophication reduction measures. 

• Herbicide, fungicide, pesticide, and fertilizer use should be carefully controlled. 

• Wastewater and solid waste disposal, collection and management processes require 

improvement. 

• Avifauna patterns should be studied carefully. 

• Agricultural plans should prioritize uptake of appropriate drought resilient crops and water-

saving technologies with support for regional farmers to transition. 

• Lake Ohrid springs (not just Saint Naum) with connection to Lake Prespa should be carefully 

monitored for any change in physical, biological and chemical parameters. 

• Climate change mitigation such as restoration of natural habitats should be undertaken on a 

wide-scale in the Republics of Albania and Macedonia as part of a collective global effort to 

minimize temperature increases. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7366
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13. FISH 
 

Lake Ohrid fish and their endemic representatives are a specifically referenced aspect of the Ohrid 

Region’s Outstanding Universal value statement. They are threatened by overfishing (legal and 

illegal), eutrophication, pollution, ghost gear, boating, solid waste, ecological change, parasites, 

wetland loss, hybridization, hydroelectric dam operations, and perhaps even other sources such as 

non-native species and climate change (Crivelli, 2006; Kostoski et al., 2010; Stojanovski et al., 2010; 

Jordanova et al., 2016; Marchetti et al., 2019; Sakam da Kazham, 2018; Ohrid SOS, 2019, 2020; 

Spirovska et al., 2012, 2020; Monetti et al., 2020).  

Recommendation 12 from the 2017 ICOMOS, IUCN and World Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring 

Mission, among other things, required the Republics of Albania and Macedonia to establish joint 

fishing quotas and improve transboundary cooperation for biodiversity monitoring. 

Recommendation 17 reaffirmed the need for regular collection of data on flora and fauna on the 

national level alongside requesting the enforcement of law to protect endangered and endemic 

species. None of these requirements have been tangibly achieved.     

 

A. Illegal Fishing 
 

In January 2021, Diving Center Amphora released a disturbing underwater video and photographs of 

endemic Ohrid trout (Salmo letnica) caught in traps at spawning grounds (Figure 51). They display 

fish that should be laying the foundation for the next generation gasping for breath as they slowly 

await death, an ominous metaphor for the plight of both their species and heritage values in the 

Ohrid Region. Amphora’s accompanying text underlines how poaching of these fish as they spawn is 

against the law and mentions how its divers are seeing fewer and fewer trout. 

 
 

 

  

FIGURE 51: 4 stills from a video released by Diving Center Amfora via its Facebook page on 23rd 
January 2021, which show illegal trapping of endemic Ohrid trout. 

https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/19858/9039230
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/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
https://www.trjfas.org/abstract.php?id=867
https://www.publish.csiro.au/mf/mf18419
https://sdk.mk/index.php/neraskazhani-prikazni/germantsite-go-chistat-ohridsko-ezero-izvadeni-skeleti-od-ribi-i-ptitsi-od-ribarski-mrezhi-stari-i-do-40-godini/
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/dcamfora/posts/4949865968417914
https://www.facebook.com/dcamfora/posts/4949865968417914
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B. Fishing Base & Concessions 
 

The Fishing Base, a document which establishes the rules and conditions for commercial take in the 

Lake Ohrid fishery, is presently hampered by data shortfalls (GiZ, 2017a). It also suffers from 

reversals that diminish its protective capability: For example, although a 2-kilometer no-take zone 

was created in the south of Lake Ohrid from Veli Dab to Veljapesh in 2017, it was reversed in 2018. 

Simultaneous revisions also stated that “no natural spawning areas are indicated on the fishing 

water Lake Ohrid” (Republic of Macedonia, 2017; Republic of Macedonia, 2018).  

Given the concern in the scientific community about the future of species such as Salmo letnica, the 

logic underpinning the reversal is not well understood. However, even more eye-opening is that the 

draft Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature (Bogner et al., 2020), which aims to 

design a protected lacustrine area at the national level, has decided not to restrict commercial 

fishing in the Zone of Active Management based on word-of-mouth assurances that the Fishing Base 

will be strengthened (Dr. Daniel Bogner, personal communication). As the 2017/18 experience 

demonstrates, this is anything but a robust approach to zoning decisions, especially in the context of 

the Republic of Macedonia, which has repeatedly misled, delayed, avoided, or watered down 

ecologically-minded policy (Ohrid SOS, 2017, 2019, 2020). Moreover, fishing quotas are yet to be 

established with Albania and the date selected for revision of the Fishing Base is 2022 according to 

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

In the meantime, there has been no concessionaire for the fishery over the past 12 months after the 

previous two holders have had their licenses revoked in conditions of dangerous negligence and 

perhaps even criminality (Ohrid SOS, 2020). The result is both a lack of control over the fishery and 

debilitation of the stocking procedure to replenish trout populations, as the concessionaire is paid to 

collect wild fish for breeding. 

 

C. Stocking 
 

Due to administrative incompetence, no artificial stocking to support diminishing Salmo letnica 

populations has been conducted for three years in a row.  

To find other gaps in stocking history, one has to go back to 1942 and 1998 (Televizija 24, 2021a). 

Misalignment between the Law on Procurement and the Programme for Fishing and Aquaculture is 

understood to be the cause. At the same time, water quality is declining at Biljanini Springs, which 

feeds pools where Salmo letnica are raised by the Hydrobiological Institute Ohrid for later release. 

Loss of Salmo letnica from Lake Ohrid would not only mean extinction of an endemic species from its 

only native wild habitat. It would also constitute disappearance of an apex predator and therefore 

ripple through the lacustrine ecosystem. Movements of other fish species are already indicative that 

predator controls may be disappearing.   

https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Fish%20and%20Fisheries%20Ohrid%20Lake%20-%20EN.pdf
http://www.mrf1952.mk/images/documents/ribolovni-osnovi-2017-2022/RO-Ohridsko.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1Gw0ZL5T5seh3wAXF4OWYtVd3Qr9ikMaHsM1k_2zul-IFRDS8GeCPSxKU
http://www.mrf1952.mk/images/documents/ribolovni-osnovi-2017-2022/OE-dopolna.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1DJymJFH26MjwT296Q8KSvpQYcXeWljRURaJUT5_K2Qsh2U4VKCF-MyZA
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/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://24.mk/details/okhridskata-pastrmka-na-rab-na-istrebuvanje-treta-godina-po-red-nema-nitu-veshtachki-mrest?fbclid=IwAR2_HVPi50vcPcGCrmBx0u6sChjyZEUN2d4lIkP7CILadv4QA5_Jt9zVHK4


157 

 

According to Zoran Spirkoski, a leading expert on fish from the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid, 

several institutions, including the Ministry of Agriculture, have been informed about the legal 

impediments to stocking. Nothing has so far been done to remove them.       

 

D. Monitoring 
 

Up to January 2021, of the eight fish species that can be found in Lake Ohrid but no other inland 

water on the planet, two are assessed by the IUCN Global Red List as vulnerable (Salmo ohridanus, 

Gobio ohridanus); two are least concern; and four do not have sufficient data to evaluate, even 

though they are widely considered to be threatened with extinction. Two of this latter category, 

Salmo letnica and Salmo lumi, have been accorded Vulnerable and Endangered status on the 

Albanian Red List (2013). 

Efforts to establish Red Lists at the national level in Macedonia are severely delayed73 and their 

scope is fractional. Fish have not been prioritized despite their high rates of endemicity, their 

consideration as the most important species for protection going back to the country’s first national 

report to the Convention on Biological Diversity (Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 

2003), and their global importance in World Heritage terms.  

Across the board, population monitoring is inadequate, irregular and trends are unknown. This is a 

problem whose timescale can now be measured in decades (GiZ, 2017) and it persists despite the 

long-established presence of the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid, a specialized institution which has 

the expertise to undertake appropriate monitoring if properly tasked with doing so. Ohrid SOS would 

not be surprised if the relevant data exists but is not being used74. 

 

E. Missed Opportunities 
 

For fish in particular, the massive loss of wetlands or interruption of connections between them and 

the lake proper, the degradation of tributaries, and deterioration of littoral habitats over the past 

century is a tragedy. All of these factors concern spawning or sheltering grounds.  

 

As seen in Chapter 1A and Chapter 11, current proposals for the Studenchishte Marsh Nature Park 

and Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature do not contain sufficient provisions to reverse these declines:  

 

• Studenchishte Canal is excluded from protected area boundaries and the current threat it 

already experiences from ad hoc mooring of boats may soon be expanded to a full marina 

(Chapter 1B);  

 
73 For example, the Country Study for Biodiversity of the Republic of Macedonia (First National Report) from 2003 explains 

that sufficient data already existed at that time to compile a Red List for plants. In 2020, the first Red List on the national 
level was finally published. It contains only 28 plants. 
74 Ditto. 

https://24.mk/details/okhridskata-pastrmka-na-rab-na-istrebuvanje-treta-godina-po-red-nema-nitu-veshtachki-mrest?fbclid=IwAR2_HVPi50vcPcGCrmBx0u6sChjyZEUN2d4lIkP7CILadv4QA5_Jt9zVHK4
https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/81/13080520
https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/135543/4141631
https://www.nationalredlist.org/files/2015/06/Red-list-of-Albanian-flora-and-fauna-2013-MO-1280-20-11-2013.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nr-01-en.pdf
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Fish%20and%20Fisheries%20Ohrid%20Lake%20-%20EN.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nr-01-en.pdf
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• the entire north coast littoral is set to be accorded low-level zoning, including where 

connections should be revitalized between Lake Ohrid and Studenchishte Marsh (Chapter 

11G);  

• the anticipated buffer zone for the Monument of Nature cannot secure tributary and spring 

waters from diffuse pollution sources (Chapter 11G); 

• almost the entire lake will remain open to commercial fishing (Chapter 11I); and 

• upgrades to Shorezone Functionality are not being built in to protected area design.   

 

Other missed opportunities concern the continued intransigence to tools in the Law on Nature 

Protection (Article 97), which allow ordination of temporary protection of specific areas. The 

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

the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning intended to formally issue temporary protection 

to Studenchishte Marsh, but the promise has not been fulfilled.  

In parallel, the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid has still not moved towards issuance of special 

protection for specific fish species (Salmo letnica and Salmo ohridanus) even though it has powers to 

do so under the Law on Protection of Lakes Ohrid, Prespa and Dojran and voted in favour of such 

action in 2019. 

F. Law & Order 
 

Information received from the Ohrid Police Department, which includes data from the Municipality 

of Struga and Ohrid Border Police, reveals that, during the entire of 2020, only 4 cases of illegal 

fishing involving 10 offenders were pursued. This appears to be a reduction on 2019 (Ohrid SOS, 

2020). According to the information, all actions were handled by Ohrid Police, even though Ohrid 

SOS regularly receives reports of poaching in the Municipality of Struga and has transferred such 

information to the relevant authorities.   

 

The Public Prosecutor’s Office did not respond to an SOS request for information so further details 

are not available. 

 

G. Recommendations      
 

Time remains for holes to be plugged before protected area boundaries and zoning are hardened 

under law. They are still at the draft stage. Temporary protection of Studenchishte Marsh including 

Studenchishte Canal can be proclaimed while the boundaries of protected areas are more 

comprehensively redrawn. Similarly, special protection can be placed upon pressured fish species 

while inadequacies in the valorisation of Lake Ohrid are resolved, including buffer upgrades and 

widening of restrictions. 

Legal impediments to stocking meanwhile must be resolved in the Law on Procurement, although a 

parallel study into the efficacy of supporting fish populations in this manner is also necessary, so that 

the very best methods of restoring Lake Ohrid’s ichthyofauna can be delivered. Red listing activities 

must target Macedonia’s endemic fish as a priority group too.     

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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14. LAKE LEVELS, TDZs, RAMSAR and MISC. 
 

Various other matters of note are occurring on a day-to-day basis within the boundaries of the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region. The following section provides an overview and 

update. 

 

A. River Sateska 
 

The project to re-align the River Sateska with its original pathway and thereby divert one of the 

largest sources of pollution, sedimentation and eutrophication to Lake Ohrid has not appreciably 

progressed in the past 12 months.  

In fairness, this does accord with the timeframe in the Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029, which envisages on-the-ground action from 2021 

to 2024. Tenders for planning documents were announced with early 2020 deadlines on the UNDP 

website, but nothing has emerged in the public realm from them to date. 

Although the river currently delivers around 54% of the surface river inflow to Lake Ohrid (Monetti 

et al., 2020), there does not appear to be a publicly available Strategic Environmental Assessment to 

evaluate the consequences of re-diversion of the inflow to water balance and advise on mitigation 

for the change. Managing the transition will presumably require careful coordination with 

hydroelectric power company ESM, which controls dams on Lake Ohrid’s only outflow.   

Strangely, any mention of the Sateska’s return is absent from the current draft Study of Valorisation 

for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature (Bogner et al., 2020), which lists the Sateska estuary as a 

potential site for a marina. If it truly is considered a viable option from this perspective, the 

confluence between re-routing of the river and marina construction in its estuary has yet to be 

clarified. Dr. Bogner, lead author for the study, confirmed that he had not consulted the re-diversion 

team.  

 

B. Concreted River Bed 
 

Modifications to river beds within the World Heritage Site continue. A recent example from 

December 2020 was the concreting of natural banks of approximately 170m of the River Grashnica. 

Possible explanations include flood defence and sewerage amelioration, although the former does 

not appear likely due to the low height of the intervention.  

Ohrid SOS has submitted a request for information to relevant authorities, but had not received a 

response within the legally established period. In this respect, a complaint was issued on 5th March 

2021 to the Agency for Protection of the Right to Free Access to Public Information. 

Although it is impossible to judge the wisdom of the intervention without details as to its purpose, 

artificializing the river will alter its flow and very possibly cause greater habitat homogeneity.  

https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/%d0%b3%d1%80%d0%b0%d0%b4%d0%be%d0%bd%d0%b0%d1%87%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%bd%d0%b8%d0%ba%d0%be%d1%82-%d0%b3%d0%b5%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b3%d0%b8%d0%b5%d0%b2%d1%81%d0%ba%d0%b8-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d1%83%d0%b2%d0%b8%d0%b4/
https://ohrid.gov.mk/%d0%b3%d1%80%d0%b0%d0%b4%d0%be%d0%bd%d0%b0%d1%87%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%bd%d0%b8%d0%ba%d0%be%d1%82-%d0%b3%d0%b5%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b3%d0%b8%d0%b5%d0%b2%d1%81%d0%ba%d0%b8-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d1%83%d0%b2%d0%b8%d0%b4/
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C. Ramsar 
 

Ohrid SOS has received a copy of the Ramsar Information Sheet for the Lake Ohrid Wetland of 

International Importance that was finally sent for submission to the Ramsar Secretariat in February 

2021 after multiple missed deadlines across nearly two decades. From what we have seen, it 

contains few advances to Ohrid SOS’s work from 2019, notably on criteria justifications, for which 

neither the Macedonian Ramsar Committee nor the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning 

have bothered to update bird population data from the Macedonian Waterbird Censuses from 2020 

(and now 2021). This is significant because the Macedonian Ramsar Committee denied for years that 

data was sufficient and recent enough for the nomination, despite SOS insistence to the contrary 

(Ohrid SOS, 2019).  

It also appears that the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning’s main role in the Ramsar 

process has been to reduce the borders of Lake Ohrid’s Ramsar designation to omit terrestrial 

wetlands or locations where they can be restored at the former Struga Marsh. This rolls back advice 

from the former president of the European Chapter of the Society of Wetland Scientists, Prof. Dr. Jos 

Verhoeven, who, along with colleagues, informed their original design.  

It ignores too the conclusions of the Report on the Joint IUCN/ICOMOS Advisory Mission to the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region (North Macedonian Part) from December 2019 

that “all functional wetlands (natural, restored and artificial) in the watershed of Lake Ohrid will 

function as invaluable and cost-efficient complements to sewage systems, in particular during 

extreme weather events (flooding, heavy rains).” Appropriate habitats at Kalishta also have not been 

included. 

As shown in Chapters 1, 11 and 12, minimizing the scope of the protective framework is a 

behavioural pattern in the Ohrid Region.  

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/document/185696
https://whc.unesco.org/document/185696
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FIGURE 52: The left-hand picture shows the boundaries of the Ramsar Site origninally proposed by 
Ohrid SOS after consultation with Prof. Dr. Jos Verhoeven and other experts from the Society of 
Wetland Scientists. It includes areas of the former Struga Marsh to the north of Lake Ohrid. On the 
right is the perimeter that was eventually submitted to the Ramsar Secretariat after revision by the 
Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning. A large swathe of land has been excluded where 
wetlands could be rehabilitated. 
 

 

D. Tourism Development Zone (TDZs) 
 

A government decision on 19th January 2021 finally quashed the notorious Ljubanishta 1 Tourism 

Development Zone, although it has not yet (16th March 2021) been removed from the Build In 

Macedonia portal for investment teasers established by the Ministry of Transport and 

Communications.  

 

Plans for other tourism development zones (TDZ) in the World Heritage Site at Kalishta and 

Gradishte still seem to be active. Both can also be viewed on the same website and the former 

appears to have a special provision in the zoning of the Management Plan for the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029. 

 

http://212.13.72.80/t_zoni/ljubanishta/turisticki
http://212.13.72.80/t_zoni/ljubanishta/turisticki
http://212.13.72.80/Upload/Tirz/TRZ%20Kalista.pdf
http://212.13.72.80/Upload/Tirz/TRZ%20Gradiste.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Plan_Ohrid-UNESCO-cista-verzijaFINAL.pdf?fbclid=IwAR0PaEzREjayjX5Qjqgso-1ckeScbyVi4LlKi7D20jsYZFqZJ2xgFj7Sbiw
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FIGURE 53: 3 Tourism Development Zones are advertised on the Build 
In Macedonia website as of 16th March 2021. The proposal for 
Ljubanishta 1 has been officially rescinded and therefore should be 
removed to avoid creating new pressure for development at the 
location. Those at Gradishte and Kalishta have not been cancelled. 

 

Troublingly, the facilities are still in place in Macedonia’s Law on Construction and Law on Urban 

Planning to enable the construction of TDZs in protected areas (Ohrid SOS, 2020) by categorizing 

them under “state importance”. The Law on Construction explicitly states that buildings which harm 

the environment are permissible in this context.  

 

The latent danger from TDZs will not be eliminated from the Ohrid Region until this legislational 

weakness is resolved. 

 

E. Industrial Development Zones 
 

Industrial zones are popping up in the boundaries of the Ohrid Region World Heritage Site, a 

development that needs to be carefully overseen to ensure that it does not overstep environmental 

best practice. Although most businesses require an environmental permission, a Type A or Type B75 

Integrated Environmental Permit (IEP), or must receive approval for an assessment known as an 

Environmental Elaborate, in practice, the screening process for elaborates is faulty and Macedonian 

companies do not always comply with required standards.  

 

In the opinion of the UNECE (2019), the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning (MoEPP) is 

not well placed to prevent negative externalities from industry as it “has both policy development 

functions and those of policy implementation, including environmental permitting, environmental 

impact assessment (EIA) and environmental elaborates proceedings, monitoring, assessment and 

reporting” leading to procedure that “is in contradiction with good practice in environmental 

governance and limits access to justice in environmental decision-making”. 

 

 
75 These are issued according to size and capacity, with Type A oriented to larger activities and handled by the Ministry of 
Environment and Physical Planning. Type B, for smaller production processes, are within the realm of environmental 
departments at local municipalities (Monetti et al., 2020). 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/LOWMP-REPORT-070220.pdf
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Even the Ministry’s own statistics reveal a problem: Inspections it conducted in November 2020 

detected irregularities at 34% of 48 legal entities holding either accepted Environmental Elaborates 

or Type-A IEPs, which are for larger production capacities (State Environmental Inspectorate, 2020). 

These reflect the situation at the national level and Ohrid SOS has not seen details of the 

infringements, but non-compliance does not come as a surprise.  

  

For the Ohrid Region specifically, two matters are of particular concern: water extraction for industry 

use and wastewater discharge. The Lake Ohrid Watershed Management Plan (Monetti et al., 2020) 

observes that industry utilizes reservoirs, rivers or its own wells to source water. However, data is 

lacking and most companies do not track how much water they are using. Moreover, in the words of 

the document, industry and similar operations “create important pressure to the basin’s water 

bodies caused by the emissions of various pollutants from the technological processes”. 

 

A crux topic is the connection of industrial entities to the wastewater system too. Some discharge 

into septic tanks, a pollution risk for groundwaters, or into Lake Ohrid tributaries. Industrial water is 

not monitored for quality, irrespective of whether it ends up in the sewerage or local rivers, and, 

when pollution incidents occur, there is no guarantee that the perpetrators will truly be held 

accountable. 

  

i) TIDZ Struga 

 

Technological Industrial Development Zone (TIDZ) Struga is next to Ohrid Airport, only about 500 

meters from Lake Ohrid. It is the most recent TIDZ in the Ohrid Region. Industrial operations such as 

for production of electrical cables (ODV Electric) are already underway.  

 

In 2018, a 3,000,000-Euro investment was officially announced at the facility for a factory which was 

set to produce personal hygiene and cleaning products. It has not yet opened, but the high-level 

welcome from governmental officials and municipality mayors for a factory related to the chemical 

industry raises doubts about potentially hazardous endeavours in close proximity to the lake.  

 

Review of the parameters as to what industries can or cannot be developed in the proximity of Lake 

Ohrid is overdue. 

 

ii) Industrial Zone Maucker 

 

Industrial Zone Maucker is situated at the location of a presently illegal landfill near the north-west 

entry into Ohrid. In 2014, this land was transitioned from the military to property of the Municipality 

of Ohrid and proclaimed an industrial zone. The cadastre inscribes the area with a major purpose G2, 

i.e. light industry. Only four months ago, electronic bidding for 26.6 hectares of land for sale there 

was organized by the Municipality of Ohrid. 

 

 

 

https://www.facebook.com/MOEPPMKD/posts/1746947535480843
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/REPORT-P0006769-1_H7_MP-031220-summary_final_MKD.pdf
https://fez.gov.mk/project/free-zone-struga/
https://fez.gov.mk/american-company-reci-sons-enterprise-invests-in-the-ohrid-struga-free-zone/
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/UPVNM-za-industriska-zona-MAUCKER.pdf?fbclid=IwAR3Z_zZyt4S_3IG83mZZBPhhrN0h52znRyW6Dw6RSWXgPe110DeKFbwJheg
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FIGURE 54: Maucker landfill designated as an industrial zone (blue colouring). 

 

 

 

iii) Urban Block 15.7  

 

Under process of adoption, more industrial ventures are to be expected with the Detailed Urban 

Plan (DUP) 2018-2023 for Urban Block 15.7, where, across from Municipal Graveyards, 25 hectares 

of land is mostly unused76. 80.03% will be allocated mainly to the G2 purpose of “light and non-

polluting industry”. The rest will be dedicated to category B2: large commercial units.  

 

F. Gas Pipe Line 
 

Little information is available regarding the gas pipeline that is planned for the Ohrid Region. From 

the few documents known to Ohrid SOS, the Grant Thornton LLP (2020) feasibility study for the 

European Bank of Reconstruction and Development on gas distribution in Macedonia assesses the 

environmental risk on the national level as medium probability and medium impact.  

 

 

 
76 84.21% is unconstructed land. 
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G. 50m Green Belt Zone 
 

The Law on Waters claims to strictly protect land within 50m of Lake Ohrid’s highest water level, 

where construction is prohibited. To the detriment of the World Heritage Site’s Outstanding 

Universal Value, however, the law is regularly flouted (Ohrid SOS, 2017, 2019, 2020) and the coastal 

strip is subject to frequent abuse. In addition to infractions shown in other chapters (2F, 3A, 3B et 

cetera), examples from the 2020-2021 period are documented here: 

 

i) Studenchishte Marsh  

 

A new business at an existing beach platform near Studenchishte Marsh opened in July 2020. 

Considering that a) all concessions for the lakeshore have expired for years; b) beach owners are not 

paying rental fees to the local government; and c) new concessions are not being issued, the legal 

grounds on which the new business can operate are questionable. Indeed, concession expiry ought 

to have opened a window to upgrade both the shorezone and the connection between Lake Ohrid 

and its coastal wetland at Studenchishte in line with recommendations from several experts 

(Spirovska et al., 2012, 2020; GiZ, 2017; Society of Wetland Scientists, 2018; IUCN/ICOMOS, 2019;) 

 

 

ii) Daljan 

 

In November 2020, a large amount of soil and construction waste, delivered by truck, was dumped 

onto the lakeshore at Daljan on the outskirts of Ohrid City. The incident damaged a reasonably 

sizeable stretch of coastal habitat and even involved deposits in-lake. Given the potential for 

degraded land to later transform into construction targets and the heavy pressure for development 

in this particular corner of the World Heritage Site (Chapter 6G), the incident has potentially serious 

repercussions beyond erosion of the shore, destruction of the natural coastal buffer against 

pollution/eutrophication, and deterioration/homogenization of the Lake Ohrid littoral.  

     

Following coverage of the case by Ohrid SOS and local media, after several months, it became the 

first ever instance of the State Environmental Inspectorate issuing a criminal charge (Chapter 10Fi). 

 

FIGURE 55 (JUL 2020): Restaurant Madera, 3rd of 3 platforms alongside Studenchishte Marsh. 

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/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://www.moepp.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%b7%d0%b0-%d0%b2%d0%b0%d0%bb%d0%be%d1%80%d0%b8%d0%b7%d0%b0%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%bd%d0%b0-%d0%a1%d1%82%d1%83%d0%b4%d0%b5%d0%bd%d1%87%d0%b8%d1%88%d0%ba%d0%be-%d0%91%d0%bb%d0%b0%d1%82%d0%be-2020-.pdf
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Shorezone%20Functionality%20Ohrid%20Lake%20-%20EN.pdf
https://growthzonesitesprod.azureedge.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/1889/2020/12/Declaration-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem.pdf
https://whc.unesco.org/document/185696
https://twitter.com/OhridSOS/status/1332257498687008768?fbclid=IwAR2J5c_Xll9bJ6WJdDEAODlzfAL-c0kY6Lx8HjfCgOw87uqwNjQ0hEkdCoU
https://twitter.com/OhridSOS/status/1332257498687008768?fbclid=IwAR2J5c_Xll9bJ6WJdDEAODlzfAL-c0kY6Lx8HjfCgOw87uqwNjQ0hEkdCoU
https://www.ohridnews.com/shto-i-zoshto-se-nasipuva-vo-vodite-na-ohridskoto-ezero-vo-dal-an/?fbclid=IwAR0z2yYws7WMLBBKpVqMLUMExkRNtnVnwaBBmrK1SwCaOpfy2f2zV4E9870
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H. Lagadin Hotel 
 

Despite having been found in contravention of 12 laws causing an order from the State Inspectorate 

for Construction and Urbanization in February 2017 for building permission to be rescinded (Ohrid 

SOS, 2017), the ghostly shell of the TUI-linked Lagadin Hotel still stands semi-constructed on Lake 

Ohrid’s east coast four years later as a never-ceasing symbol of lawlessness. It seems doomed to 

haunt the World Heritage Site eternally.   

 

 

I. Lake Levels 
 

The negative impact to the Ohrid Region World Heritage Site from hydroelectric dams on the River 

Drim manifests primarily in habitat fragmentation preventing fish migration and hydrological 

interference. Associated drops in Lake Ohrid’s water level impact the crucial littoral zone where 

many endemic invertebrate species lack the mobility to adapt to the sudden change.  A mass fish kill 

resulted in 2018 too (Ohrid SOS, 2019).  

 

In 2017, ICOMOS, the IUCN and the World Heritage Centre sought to head off these issues with 

Recommendation 15 of their Reactive Monitoring Mission Report, which stated that “appropriate 

measures to stabilise the water level of Lake Ohrid, including regular monitoring and control of 

discharge of lake waters into the Crn Drim River by Macedonian power plants company ELEM” 

should be developed and implemented. ELEM has since changed its name to ESM. 

 

As recorded by ESM, however, from 25th November 2020 to 10th December 2020, lake levels were 

allowed to drop below the legally permitted minimum of 693.10 meters above sea level. Intriguingly, 

parallel measurements from Hydrometeorological Institute of the Republic of Macedonia do not 

concord, and actually suggest that the lowest level allowed by law was broken up to the 31st 

December 2020 as well. 

 

Under best practice, even the lower 693.10 benchmark should not be approached as any level below 

693.17 is already sub-optimum. It ought to be a buffer for extreme circumstances, yet it has been 

breached for at least the third time since January 2017. Legal lake levels below 693.17 meters above 

sea level were also recorded continuously from the 19th October 2020 until 8th January 2021.   

 

At the same time, measurement uncertainties have not been resolved, as evidenced by the 

disagreement between the figures from ESM and the Hydrometeorological Institute. Automatic 

measuring stations that were promised in reports to UNESCO (Ministry of Culture, 2020) for the 

beginning of 2020 have still not materialized.      

 

 

 

 

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2017/12/world-heritage-on-the-edge_version-unesco.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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FIGURE 56: Monthly lake level reports taken from electric company ESM’s website reveal that the 
legal minimum point of 693.10 meters above sea level was breached from 25th November 2020 
until 10th December 2021. The upper grab (A) shows November; the lower, December (B).   
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FIGURE 57 (Upper and 
Lower): The Weekly 
Hydrological Information 
for Rivers and Natural 
Lakes produced by the 
Republic of Macedonia’s 
Hydro-meteorological 
Institute suggests that 
Lake Ohrid levels below 
the legal minumum of 
693.10 meters above sea 
level persisted until 
December 31st 2020.   
 
The institutes’ figures do 
not match those from 
dam operator ESM, 
which can be seen in 
Figure 56. A longer 
period of illegality is 
implied by the Hydro-
meterological Institute’s 
data.  

 

 

 

 

 



169 

 

 

J. New Hydropower 
 

There is still a prospect of small hydropower facilities on the River Black Drim and River Koselska. 

These have a troubling history in the Republic of Macedonia, not only in terms of environmental 

destruction (Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, 2014; Vejnovic, 2017), but also due to 

allegations of corruption (Transparency International, 2020). The latter concerns subsidies to 

improve returns, incentivizing installation. Deficiencies in impact assessment procedures and poor 

mitigation increase the risks (Vejnovic, 2017).  

 

Ohrid SOS cannot gauge the likelihood of new hydropower facilities taking further steps towards 

actuality in the World Heritage Site, but it has been approached by proponents in the past and has 

recently seen reference to such proposals resurface.   

 

 

K. New Road 
 

The working version of the Management Plan for National Park Galichica 2021-2030 (page 13) 

contains references to a new road project in the protected area boundaries. The road is conceived as 

an alleviation mechanism for existing traffic pressures, for which various other methods could have 

been explored such as increased public transport, resident- and passport-holder77 only permits or 

car-sharing schemes.  

 

Details about its envisaged route and extent are not available in the plan. At a related public 

consultation, a National Park Galichica representative categorically declared that the anticipated 

infrastructure is not a resurrection of the A3 express road that was cancelled in response to Reactive 

Monitoring Mission Recommendation 4. Having asserted what the road is certainly not, however, 

the representative did not explain what it actually is.      

 

 

L. Ultra-Marathon 
 

The Ohrid Ultra-Trail 107-km running race will be hosted in National Park Galichica again during 2021. 

In principle, it could be a positive event that brings revenue for conservation and management. 

However, organizers continue to route the race through Zones of Strict Protection. Presumably, 

National Park authorities could design a route of great beauty and excitement that does not have to 

go through areas where disturbance should be minimized. For some reason, they have not. 

   

 

 
77 Traffic alleviation should also include consideration of access to the border. 

https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mk/mk-nr-05-en.pdf
https://v2.balkanrivers.net/sites/default/files/broken-rivers.pdf
https://images.transparencycdn.org/images/2020_Report_ExaminingStateCapture_English.pdf
https://v2.balkanrivers.net/sites/default/files/broken-rivers.pdf
http://galicica.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/documents/%d0%a0%d0%b0%d0%b1%d0%be%d1%82%d0%bd%d0%b0%20%d0%b2%d0%b5%d1%80%d0%b7%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%9f%d0%bb%d0%b0%d0%bd%20%d0%b7%d0%b0%20%d1%83%d0%bf%d1%80%d0%b0%d0%b2%d1%83%d0%b2%d0%b0%d1%9a%d0%b5%20%d1%81%d0%be%20%d0%9d%d0%9f%d0%93%20-%d0%9a%d0%bd%d0%b8%d0%b3%d0%b0%201-2021-2030-20012021.pdf
https://ohridultratrail.com/en/110k-en/
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M. Tree Removal 
 

In May 2020, in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic and curfew, the local government in the 

Municipality of Ohrid announced reconstruction of the pavement along Turistichka Boulevard in the 

centre of Ohrid City, which led to removal of a line of 33 decades-old trees.  

The explanation was that roots were damaging the pavement and affecting underground 

infrastructure. In place, 40 new trees of Liriodendron tulipifera, a native to the North American 

continent, were planned for the newly refurbished sidewalk. To an Ohrid SOS enquiry as to 

requirements in the Law on Nature and the Municipality of Ohrid’s own draft Local Environment and 

Action Plan 2019-2025 for avoidance of non-native species, no explanation was given except that the 

selection of trees had been completed by the competent professionals of Ohridski Komunalec. From 

this undertaking we can establish that the local municipality: 

 

• lacks the basic capacity to understand that the age of trees matters in terms of ecological 

significance and simple remove-replace procedure does not lead to an improved urban 

environment78;  

• lacks essential knowledge on biodiversity premises and undertakes actions that may be 

detrimental to local ecology; i.e. even if a non-native species is non-invasive, it can still 

interact with other species in unpredictable manners or simply have little relevance to native 

flora and fauna; and  

• disobeys the Law on Urban Greenery by not complying with compensation measures that 

require removed trees to be replaced by others of a minimum 6 years old with a combined 

total diameter 1.5 times the size of the combined total diameter of the removed trunks. (The 

Municipality of Ohrid reassured that newly planted saplings would have diameters of 10-12 

cm. Figure 58 serves as evidence of non-compliance.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 
78 No tree in the soil of Ohrid Municipality has been replanted; they are all simply destroyed.  

 

https://ohrid.gov.mk/%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%BA%D0%BE%D0%BD%D1%81%D1%82%D1%80%D1%83%D0%BA%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D1%82%D1%80%D0%BE%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%B0%D1%80%D0%BE%D1%82-%D0%B8-%D0%B2%D0%B5%D0%BB%D0%BE%D1%81%D0%B8/
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A 

 
B 

 
C 

FIGURE 58: The old treeline on Turistichka Boulevard (April 2020) is displayed in Picture A. In Pictures 
B and C are newly planted Liriodendron tulipifera (Jun, 2020). Clearly, the trunks are below the legal 
requirement for total diameters of replacements to exceed those of removed trees by 1.5 times. 
 

 

FIGURE 59: (Jul, 2020) The contrast between the old 
treeline (right of the road) and the new (left side of 
the road) is striking. Ohrid City greenery has been 
decreasing steadily through the years. 

 

Other trees were hacked out from the lakeshore in May 2020 with no compensation yet witnessed 

and yet another arboreal destruction project occurred on 1st March 2021 when a line of 40-year-old 

trees were destroyed on Jane Sandanski Street, one of Ohrid City’s main thoroughfares. Announced 

on Friday 26th February without any prior information or public consultation, the cutting was 

conducted for replacement of the water supply network. Substitution with 4-year-old Acer 

platanoides (Norway Maple) is part of the project, but this is again outside the Law on Urban 

Greenery, which requires trees aged at least 6 years. For the Municipality, cutting trees down is 

simply a matter of replacing of something old with something new.  
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FIGURE 60: Jane Sandanski Street, site of the latest tree massacre, had already seen heavy 
urbanization to its left side, where individual houses with yards are being replaced with heavy 
apartment blocks that have no greenery (Google Street View, 2015)  

 

N. Traffic: Old Town 
 

Traffic controls in the Old Town Core of Ohrid are not in place at all times, conflicting with 

government reports (Ohrid SOS, 2020). Compliance with Recommendation 18 of the 2017 Reactive 

Monitoring Mission to the Ohrid Region is therefore contentious.  

This was highlighted in an announcement on 31st July 2020 from Ohrid Municipality itself, which 

stated that traffic barriers to Ohrid City’s Old Town would start operating on the same night at 

midnight (Municipality of Ohrid, 2020a).  

For the control mechanisms to be put into action at a certain time unambiguously demonstrates 

how they are not continuously operated. The summer season had long begun when the measure 

was put in place. 

As for the traffic amelioration along Ohrid’s quay, as in years before, restriction only applies to the 

stretch from the main square to the old Hotel Palace. From there onwards to the bridge at 

Studenchishte Canal, traffic is operating uninterrupted with parking lots on the water side. 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://ohrid.gov.mk/%d1%9c%d0%b5-%d0%b1%d0%b8%d0%b4%d0%b0%d1%82-%d1%81%d1%82%d0%b0%d0%b2%d0%b5%d0%bd%d0%b8-%d0%b2%d0%be-%d1%84%d1%83%d0%bd%d0%ba%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d1%80%d0%b0%d0%bc%d0%bf%d0%b8%d1%82%d0%b5-%d0%b7/
https://ohrid.gov.mk/%d1%9c%d0%b5-%d0%b1%d0%b8%d0%b4%d0%b0%d1%82-%d1%81%d1%82%d0%b0%d0%b2%d0%b5%d0%bd%d0%b8-%d0%b2%d0%be-%d1%84%d1%83%d0%bd%d0%ba%d1%86%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d1%80%d0%b0%d0%bc%d0%bf%d0%b8%d1%82%d0%b5-%d0%b7/
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FIGURE 61: Pedestrian zones are restricted to a tiny part of the City of Ohrid, the yellow area. 
Parking, highlighted in red, has been allowed to replace urban greenery. 
 

O. Off-Road National Park 
 

The proposed Tourism Strategy for National Park Galichica (2020a) looks to deepen its dependence 

on off-road vehicles, entwining protected area income with noisy, plant-flattening and potentially 

water-polluting motorcycles, ATVs, 4x4s and others. No cap on numbers appears to be in place and a 

study on impact has not been completed (as far as Ohrid SOS knows). Indeed, off-road is foreseen as 

having “significant financial effects” and offering “a fantastic basis” for promotion of the park’s 

natural resources.   

 

The strategy accepts that such vehicles should not need to enter deep forest but proposes an eco-

tax compensation scheme for when they do. Thus, although walking off-path in Zone of Active 

Management habitats is forbidden, careening a jeep through them is apparently sustainable tourism.  

 

Since one of the Ohrid Region’s greatest points of conservation optimism in the last 12 months has 

been the reconfirmation of a critically endangered mammal species at Galichica, its karst under-

structure that feeds Lake Ohrid, comparative wildness, and prevalence of endemic plant species, one 

wonders why off-road vehicles are being enthusiastically welcomed into areas with higher level 

zoning.  

 

That they are is a sign of the increasing commercialization of National Park Galichica as it moves 

from forestry to other forms of income. The move is not being accompanied by a zoning upgrade to 

align 70% of the protected area with primary management objectives as per IUCN thresholds, a 

http://galicica.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/documents/%d0%a0%d0%b0%d0%b1%d0%be%d1%82%d0%bd%d0%b0%20%d0%b2%d0%b5%d1%80%d0%b7%d0%b8%d1%98%d0%b0-%d0%9f%d0%bb%d0%b0%d0%bd%20%d0%b7%d0%b0%20%d1%83%d0%bf%d1%80%d0%b0%d0%b2%d1%83%d0%b2%d0%b0%d1%9a%d0%b5%20%d1%81%d0%be%20%d0%9d%d0%9f%d0%93%202021-2030%20%d0%9a%d0%bd%d0%b8%d0%b3%d0%b0%202-10122020.pdf
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failure that has been blamed on COVID-19 even though the sub-standard zoning has been a 

recognized issue since long before the pandemic.  

 

P. Mitigating Factors? 

In response to this document, it is very likely that the Government of the Republic of Macedonia will 

attempt to excuse its failure to comprehensively engage with multiple threats to the Ohrid Region 

with reference to all of the difficulties it has had over the past twelve months. It will also point to the 

cosmetic, panicked actions that it typically undertakes for brief periods when confronted about its 

chronic mismanagement of the Ohrid Region. It has been doing likewise for several years, in part 

facilitated by the World Heritage Committee (Ohrid SOS, 2019b).  

True, there were national elections in 2020; the parliament was suspended for many months; and 

the pandemic struck, but these should not have stopped the government from making adequate 

decisions and assigning institutions in charge to deliver on them. World Heritage is supposed to be 

an issue of global importance not only to those of us alive today, but to future generations, and the 

collapse of biodiversity is an existential threat to humankind that potentially dwarfs COVID-19.  

As such, appropriate governance of the Ohrid Region’s natural and cultural heritage ought always to 

be a priority. If it is not, what is the point in the World Heritage Convention?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/ohrid-deceit-baku-heritage-committee/
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