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PREFACE 

The ensuing document contains a resubmission of the Citizen Initiative Ohrid SOS comments to the 

Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature that were provided to the study team on 

Tuesday 22nd December 2020 with additions, which have been dated as December 31st and placed 

after Bibliography 1.  

Excepting typo corrections, no change has been made to the original comments from the 22nd. The 

additions, however, contain wide-ranging input, some of which has emerged from the unofficial 

consultation that was held between the study team and various stakeholders on Wednesday 

December 23rd 2020. 

Overall, it is the opinion of Ohrid SOS that the valorisation contains so many oversights that it should 

be redone with the inclusion of Lake Ohrid specialists in the study team. The vision for where the re-

proclamation intends to take Lake Ohrid over the coming decades is not well understood. The 

methodology, which covers assessments of 90 threatened species and habitats, overlooks numerous 

endemic species and risks rendering several of Lake Ohrid’s natural values irrelevant or invisible to 

the re-proclamation process. The socio-ecological context has been poorly outlined. Aspects of the 

protective framework such as regards fishing seem to have been concluded based on word-of-

mouth assurances. Zoning restrictions appear more applicable to Lake Skadar in 

Montenegro/Albania and there is a lack of harmonization with the Studenchishte Marsh Nature Park 

that is awaiting almost simultaneous proclamation immediately adjacent to Lake Ohrid. 

In order to facilitate an improved valorisation, temporary protection must be extended to Lake Ohrid 

and Studenchishte Marsh while protected area values are thoroughly evaluated and a protective 

umbrella comprehensively designed. Only then could we have confidence that the valorization and 

re-proclamation process has been undertaken for the best interest of Lake Ohrid and not for short-

term political capital aimed, ironically, at preventing the Ohrid Region from featuring on the List of 

World Heritage in Danger.  
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COMMENTS SUBMITTED 22/12/2020) 

 

1. In terms of biodiversity, Lake Ohrid is one of the most important inland waters on the entire 

planet (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008), a veritable aquatic Galapagos with UNESCO-certified 

Outstanding Universal Value for the entire of humankind, yet the expert team selected for 

its valorisation is deficient and the report produced by them is far from world class.  

 

In the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid, the Republic of Macedonia has numerous qualified 

researchers, many of whom have dedicated their entire careers to furthering knowledge of 

this specific lake, yet the expert team designed to assess its natural value does not feature 

any figure from this institution. Various other experts such as from the Macedonian 

Ecological Society or the Faculty of Natural Sciences and Biology in the University of Ss Cyril 

and Methodius are not present, which is surprising given the level of expertise available. All 

of these institutions and organizations have flaws, but they do contain exceptional 

individuals that could have substantially invigorated the valorisation.  

 

The recent valorisation of Studenchishte Marsh (Spirovska et al., 2020) was disappointing 

from the point of view of its zoning and choice of protection category, a walk-back 

threatening to solidify the pressures that are hollowing the wetland of much of its wildlife. 

However, during the scope of its activities, it did, at the very least, provide new faunal 

records for the location and even discovered diatom species that are thought to be new to 

science. It was, moreover, conducted by a replete expert team with appropriate specialisms 

that are clearly defined in the valorisation report. 

 

The valorisation study for Lake Ohrid contrasts alarmingly, even though the extent of the 

study area is far larger; less accessible in the case of many lacustrine habitats; and 

concerning numerous endemic species, for which international literature is sparse: The 

expert team is three times smaller for Lake Ohrid than for Studenchishte and does not seem 

to contain even one specialist for freshwaters or hydrology, leave alone for the much 

narrower category of ancient lakes. No expert team member appears specific for any 

freshwater species category relevant to Lake Ohrid and the timeframe for completion of the 

valorisation was extremely narrow. The relevant qualifications and experience for some of 

the team members are uncertain1 too. It is unfair and arguably negligent to place the 

responsibility of evaluating a once-in-a-world inland waterbody and establishing the 

foundations for its protection upon their shoulders. Would this have happened for a more 

famous habitat-type such as a rainforest or coral reef? 

 

Entire aspects of the Lake Ohrid’s significance such as for paleoenvironmental research or 

the study of evolution processes are overlooked, despite their dependence upon the 

preservation of the lake’s unique species and ecosystems (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008; 

Lorenschat and Schwalb, 2013; Wagner et al., 2017). The report adds nothing to the current 

 
1 This is not to say that they are not experts in their relevant fields— they may very well be— but it is not easy 
to verify at the moment. 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
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://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/262376171_Autecology_of_the_extant_ostracod_fauna_of_Lake_Ohrid_and_adjacent_waters_-_A_key_to_paleoenvironmental_reconstruction
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/14/2033/2017/
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state of knowledge, relying on vague, perhaps even out-dated species totals. Extremely 

important details such as regarding fish taxa are inconsistent. Key threats like agriculture are 

downplayed. The overview of species relevant to protection seems to overlook a large 

number of taxa and understanding of stakeholders such as state institutions and 

environmental NGOs is poor. Climate change is not well considered, even though it augers a 

terrible hollowing of Lake Ohrid’s natural world (Matzinger et al., 2007; Vermaat et al., 2020). 

 

As a result, although the valorisation edges Lake Ohrid towards conservation landmarks such 

as the long-awaited establishment of in-lake protected areas and the identification of 

umbrella species, there is a suggestion that opportunities for a more robust and 

comprehensive evaluation have been missed. One wonders whether all the locations that 

deserve high-level zoning have been sufficiently accounted for; whether all the necessary 

taxa appropriately considered; whether the species chosen for umbrella status are truly the 

most appropriate; and whether the design of the protective framework is sufficiently 

insulated from political interference. A more thorough valorisation may perhaps have 

alleviated some of these concerns. 

 

Team for valorisation of Studenchishte 
Marsh (2020) 

Team for valorisation of Lake Ohrid (2020) 

 
1) Menka Spirovska (project leader) 
2) Trajce Mitev (assistant to project 

leader) 
3) Prof. Dr. Slavco Hristovski 

(biodiversity expert) 
4) Prof. Dr. Zlatko Levkov (expert for 

algae) 
5) Dushica Zaova (assistant for algae) 
6) B. Stipcarov (MSc) (social expert) 
7) Prof. Dr. Trajce Talevski (fish expert) 
8) Vasko Stojov (hydrology and 

hydrogeology expert) 
9) Prof. Dr. Valentina Slavevska-

Stamenkovic (expert for macro-
invertebrates) 

10) Jelena Hinic (assistant for macro-
invertebrates) 

11) Dr. Marina Talevska (embrophyte 
expert) 

12) Sandra Slaveska (assistant for 
embrophytes) 

13) Dr. Orhideja Tasevska (expert for 
zooplankton and microinvertebrates) 

14) Dr. Elizabeta Veljanoska Sarafiloska 
(water quality expert) 

15) Dr. Metodija Velevski (avifauna 
expert) 

 
1) Dr. Daniel Bogner (grasslands & 

protected area management expert) 
2) Spire Arsov (socio-economic expert) 
3) Gjorgi Gjorgevski (GIS expert) 
4) Kilment Nanev (local coordinator) 
5) Robin Johnson (conservation expert) 

http://www.rmpcecologia.com/disciplinas/comunidades/Artigos_2007/matzinger_ecs2007.pdf
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/lno.11460
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 Table 1: A huge contrast between the scope and depth of competencies is in evidence 

between the valorisation for Studenchishte Marsh and Lake Ohrid even though both were 

completed in 2020. The budget for the Studenchishte valorisation was half the size as for the 

Lake Ohrid valorisation, according to the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MoEPP, 2020). 

 

2. The public consultation for the valorisation has not been well organized. The period for 

members of the public to read the study was insufficient. It would not meet legal 

requirements established for similar processes. The time for the consultation meeting was 

not fixed until five days beforehand.  Comments were initially only requested before the 

consultation, limiting the response time still further, although this was extended with three 

days remaining to the deadline.  

 

Perhaps most seriously, the valorisation document was made available in Macedonian on 

December 18th for a consultation on December 23rd and has not been provided in Albanian, 

even though these are the native languages of the vast majority of the general public. It is 

inappropriate and contrary to the aim of increasing stakeholder involvement and 

understanding to expect people to read through such a document outside their mother 

tongue. Some (including experts) may have been either excluded or inhibited from 

participation by the language barrier.   

 

English versions of Macedonian documents are an important as they improve accountability 

and ensure that quality is open to wider scrutiny. However, they should not be a substitute 

for local-language documents that everybody can read with relatively full understanding, 

especially prior to public consultations. 

 

3. MKD 3,000,000 (50,000 Euros)2 appears to be a large amount of money for a 139-page PDF, 

whose data was almost entirely available prior to document creation, especially given that 

core aspects like the Shoreline Functionality Index had already been completed for other 

purposes and key areas for biodiversity were already known. The only real advance is with 

the selection of umbrella species, which requires deeper supporting evidence in terms of 

species selection. Budgeting presented in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (MoEPP, 2020 )indicates that the Studenchishte 

Marsh valorisation was produced for half the cost yet with a 300% larger team more 

specialized to the task. 

 

• Can you provide a breakdown of how the money was spent?  

 

 

 
2 This is the budgeted amount according to the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 
Ohrid Region 2020-2029. 

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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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: The designation should also take account of  

 

a) the lake’s role in mitigating the effects of climate change as the refugium aspect is 

extremely important in the present day era of rising temperatures, not only for the 

relict species in-lake, but also for shoreline relict wetland habitats such as at 

Studenchishte Marsh3 and others (Sadori et al., 2016; Spirovska et al., 2020);  

 

b) Lake Ohrid’s status as perhaps the most speciose inland water by surface area on 

the planet Albrecht and Wilke, 2008), as this incorporates its overall biodiversity, not 

only the relict and endemic taxa;  

 

c) the species that have evolved in lake and the evolution processes that have led to 

their emergence, which includes a large range of its endemic biodiversity;  

 

d) its status as an Important Bird Area;  

 

e) its status as an Important Plant Area; and  

 

f) the relationship between its extant biodiversity and the almost unparalleled paleo-

environmental archives contained in its sediments, which chart evolution, climate, 

and natural disasters over hundreds of thousands of years and offer insight into both 

human history and pre-history, including perhaps the birth of European agriculture 

(Wagner et al., 2012; Wagner et al., 2017; Universitat Bern, 2018).  

 

If these aspects are not identified, recognized as natural values at the valorisation level, and 

incorporated in Monument of Nature planning, there is little to ensure that the purposes of 

protection will be defined closely enough to preserve Lake Ohrid’s core values. 

 

5. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND GENERAL: Clarification on endemic species is required along 

with the number of trout, including the source from which these conclusions are drawn. In 

the introduction to the valorisation, 17 endemic fish are claimed for Lake Ohrid, yet, in 

describing the Ohrid-Prespa Transboundary Biosphere Reserve, a figure of 10 is put forward 

for both Ohrid and Prespa. There are other points in the document that appear inconsistent. 

 

Ohrid SOS works on the basis of 8 endemics among 21 natives, based on Talevski et al. (2009) 

and Milosevic et al., (2011). This includes 5 trout species, Salmo letnica, Salmo ohridanus, 

Salmo lumi, Salmo aphelios and Salmo balcanicus, all of which have individual listings on the 

IUCN Global Red List, albeit data deficient assessments in several cases. The valorisation 

 
3 Shoreline habitats may not be directly within the proposed Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature, but the lake’s 
role in their maintenance should not be overlooked and connectivity between the lake and terrestrial habitats 
(including ecotones) requires connectivity of conservation thinking. 

https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/13/1423/2016/
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://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://cp.copernicus.org/articles/8/2069/2012/cp-8-2069-2012.pdf
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/14/2033/2017/
https://www.unibe.ch/news/media_news/media_relations_e/media_releases/2018/medienmitteilungen_2018/64_million_euros_for_research_into_the_birth_of_agriculture_in_europe/index_eng.html
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22026595/
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generally recognizes two, but then lists Salmo aphelios, Salmo Lumi and Salmo balcanicus in 

the table of fish species in Section 4.2.2 (without noting them as endemic). 

 

While we understand the taxonomic issues related to Lake Ohrid fish, it would be helpful to 

clarify exactly how many fish species have been considered endemic by the valorisation, list 

the taxa, define the scales to which they are endemic, and harmonize the figures across the 

document. Certainly, there are not 17 fish species endemic to Ohrid alone. The table in 

Section 4.2.2 can only find 4 endemics on that scale, although it has not considered Rutilus 

ohridanus (Milosevic et al., 2011). 

 

If the emphasis is to protect biodiversity and taxonomic controversies are not resolved, as 

implied by the current Global Red List, it appears preferable to work on the basis of 5 

endemic trout, as conservation can then be organized with this in mind. Should preservation 

of speciation processes be accepted as a core protection target, it is practical to understand 

the divergent trout separately, as this might well be an example of Lake Ohrid’s evolution 

miracles happening in action, as was perhaps the case with cichlid fish in ancient lakes 

elsewhere (Adams, 2009).        

 

6. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Lake Ohrid is the deepest lake in Europe by average depth.  

 

7. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: More recent estimates put the overall number of species higher 

than 1,200. IUCN-ICOMOS (2016) suggest 1,498 with over 300 endemics. For this 

valorisation to take us forward and form a solid basis for protection/conservation, it should 

reflect as closely as possible the current known state of species richness in Lake Ohrid or 

explain why it is basing its conclusions on the figures it has selected. 

 

8. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Why are the NGOs that have been involved in the process not 

named when other stakeholders have been? Does this reflect the value of NGOs in the eyes 

of the valorisation producers? Why was Ohrid SOS not included in this process beyond a 

single introductory meeting? Why did nobody from the valorisation team reach out to SOS? 

 

9. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: The summary of threats omits several important factors such as 

hydroelectric dams, climate change, water abstraction, eutrophication, solid waste and 

others. 

 

10. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Conservation objectives need to be expanded. 

  

11. INTRODUCTION: The World Heritage Committee did not recommend placing the Ohrid 

Region on the List of World Heritage in Danger. Reacting to lobbying and misleading 

statements by the Republic of Macedonia, it ignored the advice of the World Heritage 

Centre, IUCN and ICOMOS, key advisory bodies that unanimously advised for it to be placed 

on the List of World Heritage in Danger. 

 

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22026595/
https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/ohrid-deceit-baku-heritage-committee/
https://ohridsos.org/portfolio/ohrid-deceit-baku-heritage-committee/
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12. SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION: In the text box, what does the “COMMENT: Endemic” refer to? 

Is this indicative that the valorisation team has been working off a draft version of the law 

like NGOs and citizens frequently have to do since the final versions are often not public in 

consolidated form? 

 

13. SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION: According to Article 65, Paragraph 3, no activities that 

endanger values are permitted either in Monuments of Nature or their vicinity. Which 

articles of which laws will permit hydroelectric dam operation, the continued widespread 

use of pesticides and fertilizers, and mass tourism to continue given their obvious 

detrimental impact? 

 

14. SECTION 2.1.1.: PAGE 12: “Possibly” is not really appropriate here. Lake Ohrid’s age and 

depth in comparison to European counterparts are not reasonably in doubt. 

 

15. SECTION 2.2.2: If, as stated, member states are obliged to achieve the highest standard of 

protection for natural and cultural heritage, how is this compatible with the very small Zones 

of Strict Protection and Active Management proposed in the valorisation, especially given 

the permissiveness of the latter? 

 

16. SECTION 2.3: The local municipalities do not truly have competencies in spatial planning and 

environmental topics. This is evidenced by their mismanagement of urbanization and the 

wide-scale ecological degradation that is taking place under their stewardship, which has led 

the Ohrid Region to the brink of the List of World Heritage in Danger (IUCN, 2014, 2017, 

2020; World Heritage Centre/ICOMOS/IUCN, 2017; Ohrid SOS, 2017, 2019, 2020). Without 

opposition from UNESCO and the environmental community, this would be far worse. 

 

17. SECTIONS 2.5.2 & 2.5.3:   

 

A) Both Emerald and Ramsar status are mentioned in the context of candidacy and awaited 

nominations. In fact, the process to achieve each designation has taken over 20 years with 

no proclamation to date despite the huge wealth of supporting evidence to justify Ohrid’s 

nomination. This is indicative of institutional obstacles to protection. Institutional 

obstruction should be noted in the valorisation document instead of allowing authorities to 

persist with the unhelpful fiction that progress is being made. It is relevant to expected 

protected area outcomes and management.  

 

B) In the context of Ramsar, the justifications outlined by the valorisation document are 

precisely those that Ohrid SOS has put forward for years. It included them in its Ramsar 

Information Sheet, which was completed to the basic satisfaction of the Ramsar Secretariat 

in summer 2019. Nonetheless, we have been repeatedly told by the Macedonian Ramsar 

Committee, supported by the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, that data is 

insufficient or out of date. Clearly, as per the current state of knowledge provided in the 

valorisation and the conclusions of the Ramsar Secretariat, the information was neither out 

of date nor insufficient.    

https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
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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C) The valorisation suggests that the Ministry of Environment intends for Ramsar nomination 

by the end of 2020. It is yet to occur just days before December 31st and deadlines for 

Ramsar submission have been broken in several National Biodiversity Strategies with Action 

Plans previously. Is the dossier going to be submitted on time? If it is not, this section should 

be revised. 

 

D) For Ramsar, the valorisation ought to state that Lake Ohrid passes all 9 criteria for 

designation as a Ramsar Site in order to assure that submitted paperwork reflects the full 

values of the site. Ohrid SOS has written confirmation of this from the Ramsar Secretariat. 

 

18. According to the Shoreline Functionality Index, the condition of the shoreline adjacent to 

Studenchishte Marsh is good. How can this be accurate when 

 

a) the connections between the Studenchishte Marsh and Lake Ohrid are heavily disturbed; 

b) a paved road is currently dividing the lake from the marsh; 

c) several interventions such as platforms, bars and parking spaces are present; and 

d) the beach areas are under heavy disturbance pressure every summer? 

 

19. SECTION 3.1.3: STAKEHOLDERS: Ohrid SOS was not genuinely involved as a stakeholder 

despite its national significance as arguably the most influential and visible citizens’ initiative 

in the Ohrid Region; its essential role in the upgrade of the Management Plan for the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029; its successful campaign to 

prevent the destruction of Studenchishte Marsh, which is now universally recognized as an 

important Ohrid Region habitat and key location for biodiversity; its production of a Green 

Platform and management proposal for Studenchishte Marsh to inform policy in Ohrid 

Region municipalities; its continued monitoring of the Ohrid Region and reporting to the 

UNESCO World Heritage Centre across a vast array of parameters from solid waste to urban 

planning (Ohrid SOS, 2017; Ohrid SOS, 2019; Ohrid SOS, 2020); its work to raise public 

consciousness of the Ohrid Region’s natural values and the threats that are slowly 

diminishing them; its work to empower citizenry to stand up for their environmental rights; 

its completion of the Ramsar Information Sheet in the face of repeated institutional 

obstruction; and its contribution to the abandonment of environmentally damaging plans for 

an express road/ski resort/tourism development zones in National Park Galichica. 

Communication with another significant environmental NGO has indicated that it was not 

meaningfully incorporated either. 

 

The methodology put forward for stakeholder analysis advises workshops (Rietbergen-

McCracken J. & Narayan D., 1998), local consultations and participation, which does not 

match the SOS experience. At the same time, stakeholders are defined as entities that can 

“affect the outcome of a proposed intervention”, which does match SOS’s proven track-

record.    

 

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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Stakeholder involvement was therefore not comprehensive and it is not understood what 

precisely the valorization report means when it claims that stakeholders were met, informed 

and consulted about the ongoing process of protecting the lake. It is strange that certain 

stakeholders such as diving groups or businesses are identified by name, but the same 

courtesy is not applied to the NGO sector, which is referred to as a homogenous mass. 

Transparency is lacking.  

 

Upon receiving the valorization document, Ohrid SOS reached out to Dr. Daniel Bogner, the 

valorization team leader, to clarify some of these issues, but he was not willing to put an 

explanation in writing. We therefore advise the document authors to clarify the application 

of their consultation methods in the final version of its report and provide a timeline of the 

activities that were arranged.  

 

We also repeat questions from our communication with Dr. Bogner below: 

 

• What were the criteria by which relevant NGOs were identified and approached? 

• How was the list of relevant stakeholders complied? 

• Was the introductory meeting in July considered to fulfil the requirements for NGO 

involvement? 

• What exactly is meant by “met” and “consulted” with regard to NGO inclusion? 

  

 

20. PAGE 26: STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS  

 

There is a mismatch between the content of the Stakeholder Analysis table and the situation 

on the ground over the past years and decades. The assessment wildly overstates the 

positive impact of government ministries and local municipalities. At the same time, it seems 

to predominantly place blame for negative impact on the narrow shoulders of fishermen, 

one of the only groups to receive a negative score. 

 

More honestly, mass tourism and its backers, which include the Municipalities of Ohrid and 

Struga, are at least an equally significant threat, especially when accompanied by a 

deficiency of will to implement plans, enforce laws and prevent infractions, maintain 

wastewater infrastructure, or ensure robust, non-biased inspection procedures. While 

institutions and the legal framework are designed to give the appearance of normalcy by 

European standards of governance, in practice they deny environmental justice and 

disempower the natural world in favour of narrow business and political interests that are 

often entwined.     

 

A) It is frankly laughable to assess MoEPP departments as 4/5 impactful in a positive way. 

The Ministry of Environment is ineffective, uncooperative, and glacially slow. It has 

consistently sought to undermine Ohrid SOS; failed to meaningfully oppose the various 

ecological idiocies that have been proposed for the Ohrid Region over recent years; and 

obstructed and delayed efforts to provide extra barriers of protection for the Ohrid Region 
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such as Ramsar designation. It repeatedly endorses substandard management approaches 

such as with large Zones of Sustainable Use in protected areas; rubberstamps deficient 

Strategic Environmental Assessments; provides insufficient guidance and assistance to local 

municipalities; and has overseen the wide-scale deterioration in the Republic of Macedonia’s 

natural habitats over the past twenty years in particular (Apostolova and Scarry, 2017; 

UNECE, 2019). It is the central element in the environmental administration described as 

having weak capacity by the European Commission (2020) and is incapable of implementing 

its own strategies due to an inability to coordinate/cooperate between departments (UNECE, 

2019). One of its primary competencies is the production of plans that never happen, such 

as the PDF procession of National Biodiversity Strategies for which just 29% of actions 2003-

2013 were realized (UNECE, 2019). Even if improvements transpire over the coming months 

and years, it stretches credulity to imagine MoEPP to be greatly and beneficially impactful. 

There is little evidence to suggest it will be. 

 

B) Kapetanija Ohrid is also far from 4/5 impactful in a positive manner. As demonstrated by 

the valorisation itself in Section 4.2.8.2, Kapetanija does not have a firm grasp on how many 

watercraft of various types are operating on the lake at present. Recently, it has been 

cheerleading for the construction of a marina in the Studenchishte Marsh vicinity too, a 

project that has self-evident destructive potential, given that it would further degrade Lake 

Ohrid’s final remaining fully functional coastal wetland (Spirovska et al., 2020).  

 

C) The Municipalities of Ohrid and Struga are highly compromised and destructive agents in 

the Ohrid Region. Corruption is suspected in both. The Municipality of Struga is defying the 

call to deal with illegal construction around Lake Ohrid’s shoreline, and the Municipality of 

Ohrid has proven largely powerless to do so. The latter has recently attempted to drain 

Studenchishte Marsh in its entirety and still periodically indicates that it plans to build the 

aforementioned marina there. Both Ohrid and Struga Municipalities permit (and perhaps 

even encourage) destructive practices, often with a view to mass tourism. Neither has 

demonstrated itself willing or capable to implement ecologically-minded urban planning and 

both have sought to mislead UNESCO with the announcement of intermittent and porous 

moratoriums. Combined, they have watched over the collapse of the Ohrid Region 

wastewater system, a matter that is now being addressed to a limited extent almost a 

decade after it had fallen into obvious disrepair. Instead of focusing on this issue, they 

instead preferred (and prefer) to chase endless construction of residential and tourism 

facilities that accelerate pollution, while failing to deal with landfill and solid waste issues 

(Ohrid SOS, 2017; Ohrid SOS, 2019; Ohrid SOS, 2020).  

 

D) Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid (HI) does not have the decision-making influence that it 

should. It is often slow to publish data and remains largely silent on vital protection issues, 

which undermines conservation of the Ohrid Region as a whole. Its current director is 

unresponsive to civil society and does not seem to have moved forward with requests to 

issue special protection to Salmo letnica and Salmo ohridanus, despite these issues receiving 

a positive opinion by vote from HI’s board (Ohrid SOS, 2020). Overall, HI is indeed a force for 

https://balkania.es/index.php?journal=Balkania&page=article&op=view&path%5B%5D=162&path%5B%5D=153
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?fbclid=IwAR2Hk10nFM35UwdZBDAZ9WjxJmdG2NsvRRTMysYTMjwET5aS2kuLN9Srde4
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.pdf
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.pdf
https://tvm.mk/vesti/ohrid/26504-proektot-za-izgradba-na-marina-seushte-samo-na-hartija?fbclid=IwAR1qFvsx9BXXZFZvBlA4p4apuufaS5a36NpY957VKuvQrwdtKPDSTYbWVXk
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://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
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good and does contain several prized researchers upon whom we depend for our knowledge 

about Lake Ohrid. However, its degree of impact is significantly less than it could be. 

 

E) Public Institution National Park Galichica recently attempted to amend its management 

plan to include an express road through some of the last remaining pristine habitats on the 

Ohrid side of the mountain; a ski-resort in active management areas; various tourism 

development zones within its boundaries; and the irreversible destabilization of Stenje 

wetland at Lake Prespa (Citrus Partners, 2015). Its Zone of Strict Protection at the Springs of 

Saint Naum is currently allowing water to be abstracted for irrigation and is being 

encroached upon by restaurant facilities. Its financing practices have long been questionable 

such as with logging. The recent move towards 4x4 and ATV activities, whose regulation is 

uncertain, along with other sports events such as the 2019 motor racing rally are a concern. 

Some positivity has accompanied its decisions to move away from logging as a funding 

model, engage in the repro centre for deer, employ rangers and improve trail marking, but 

its history suggests that it lacks independence from political interference and therefore the 

strength to oppose detrimental practices and plans within its protective sphere. 

 

F) The entire NGO community is regarded as mildly impactful in a positive way (2/5) by the 

valorisation study while the locks and pins in a systematically destructive institutional 

framework (MoEPP/Municipality of Ohrid/Municipality of Struga) are assessed highly 

positively in terms of impact. Do the authors realize what would have happened in Republic 

of Macedonia habitats and protected areas (including the Ohrid Region) if it hadn’t been for 

the work of groups like Ohrid SOS, Front 21/42, Chist Ohrid and EkoSvest? Quite possibly, 

there wouldn’t even be a Studenchishte Marsh to discuss, for example.  

  

Meanwhile, all environmental NGOs have been lumped together as a single amorphous 

mass even though individual entities have been named at other points in the table. This is 

inappropriate and inaccurate. We’re not all the same. For example, some appeared to 

endorse proposals that would have seen National Park Galichica cut into pieces by roads and 

ski-runs while multiple tourism development zones were established on Lake Ohrid’s coast. 

On the other hand, those like Ohrid SOS, EkoSvest and Front 21/42 have fought consistently 

and effectively to discourage ecologically irresponsible plans, offering sustainable 

alternatives too. Perhaps the inability to name or differentiate NGOs and their relative 

influence reflects the failure to truly research, consult, assess and engage a broad range of 

non-government stakeholders. 

 

G) Ohrid Tourist Association Biljana supported the drastic intensification of anthropogenic 

threats to the Ohrid Region, including the express road, ski-resort and several coastal 

development zones aimed at mass tourism that have been mentioned previously. It is 

unlikely that the association will be a positive force comparable with all NGOs combined as 

suggested by the stakeholder assessment.  

 

H) The Ministry of Transport and ELEM have not been evaluated as stakeholders. The former 

influences Lake Ohrid from a variety of perspectives, including infrastructure and beach 
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remodelling plans. It currently seems to be positioning itself to disrupt the protection 

procedure for Studenchishte Marsh. The latter, ELEM, is responsible for management of the 

hydroelectric dams. It is incredible that neither of these entities have been recognized as 

stakeholders. 

 

I) The relevant departments of the Ministry of Agriculture and farming groups are also 

relevant stakeholders. 

 

J) Fishermen do have negative impact on Lake Ohrid, but to assess them as a threat greater 

than all others is unfair and simplistic. The fall in fish numbers is also in part related to the 

destruction of breeding grounds, boating activity, tourism pressures during the spawning 

season, pollution, dam operations, eutrophication and concessionaire management that 

may well have included illegal practices (Kostoski et al., 2010; Jordanova et al., 2016; 

Marchetti et al., 2020; Monetti et al., 2020; Ohrid SOS, 2020). It is also just one of the 

threats facing Lake Ohrid. 

 

K) The diving clubs mentioned do not have little or no positive impact. They undertake 

journeys into frigid waters to free habitats from ghost nets and pull up trash from the 

bottom of the lake. They take underwater photos and videos of plants and animals that 

would otherwise remain just a name in a PDF document, bringing them to life for a wider 

audience at home and abroad. They further offer a path towards high value tourism, often 

centred on archaeology and thus away from habitat exploitation. They deserve better 

recognition than they are receiving here. 

 

21. SECTION 3.4.2: One of the most important aspects of climate change is its potential to 

accelerate the effects of eutrophication and interfere with Lake Ohrid’s mixing regime. This 

has been forecast to create dead zones in deep water (Matzinger et al., 2007). While effects 

in the pelagic may be ameliorated by plant growth in the littoral (Vermaat et al., 2020), this 

in itself could well result in widespread ecological changes. A further issue is the reduction in 

the photic zone and the knock-on effects, beginning with phytoplankton (Matzinger et al., 

2006). 

 

Of relevance in a climate change context is the narrow range of several endemic species, 

which have few options to adapt by migration (Markovic et al., 2017), and the potential for 

non-native species to become invasive under conditions of rising temperatures and 

increased eutrophication pressures. 

 

More positively, Lake Ohrid has historically served as a refuge during times of climate 

change, which is reflected in the glacial relict wetland habitats in Studenchishte Marsh; 

numerous in-lake relict species; and the continuous presence of trees through glacial cycles 

in its basin (Sadori et al., 2016; Spirovska et al., 2020). These values require recognition at 

the present moment so that Lake Ohrid and its coastal habitats can be appropriately 

conserved for the purpose of preserving biodiversity through the tumultuous period of 

climate change that we are already experiencing. 

https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/7/3999/2010/bg-7-3999-2010.pdf
http://www.trjfas.org/uploads/pdf_867.pdf
https://pubag.nal.usda.gov/catalog/6734878
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
http://www.rmpcecologia.com/disciplinas/comunidades/Artigos_2007/matzinger_ecs2007.pdf
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/lno.11460
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/232691913_Sensitivity_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid_to_Local_Anthropogenic_Impacts_and_Global_Warming
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/gcb.13657
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/13/1423/2016/
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
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22. SECTION 3.7: KEY SPECIES  

 

A) It is exciting to see the umbrella species concept adapted to a Lake Ohrid context. This is 

certainly a positive step and it is heartening that the study has gone beyond popular 

vertebrates to consider insects and molluscs too. However, the reasons and method by 

which these particular species have chosen (with references to umbrella-relevant literature, 

where possible), their applicability to the local context, and details of associated species 

expected to benefit from their selection would be useful for evaluating likely efficacy. The 

mere bullet-pointing of criteria does not fulfil this in itself, especially since a wide scope of 

species are eligible. 

 

B) Although simplicity is necessary, additions worth considering include a cyprinid fish 

(understanding their differing ecology to the salmonids); Triturus macedonicus to cover 

amphibians with a species linked by name and identity to the Republic of Macedonia; 

perhaps a coastal lizard to represent rocky habitats in the buffer zone; one of the endemic 

Ohrid sponges; and an endemic diatom (in view of their particular relevance to Lake Ohrid’s 

specificity, importance in the food web, and role in providing highly prized ecosystem 

services for paleoenvironmental reconstruction, which has special significance at Lake Ohrid, 

as well as, more generally, oxygen provision, biomaterials, and carbon sequestration).   

 

C) There is also concern that Salmo ohridanus may not be able to act as an umbrella species 

for the entire trout complex due to the different spawning locations of other species such as 

Salmo lumi, which lays eggs in Lake Ohrid tributaries (Crivelli, 2006). The choice of Salmo 

ohridanus over Salmo letnica, despite the latter’s existing profile, popularity and capacity to 

power support for no-take zones if successfully rehabilitated, may well be justified but the 

logic underpinning the choice should be explained.       

 

D) One or two of the references for species information are inappropriate. A valorisation 

document should not be referencing to Wikipedia, and, while enthusiast websites for taxa 

like Emys orbicularis help to provide background, it would be well supplemented by peer-

reviewed literature about the species’ conservation and the wider consequences of such 

conservation. (Understandably, this is not always possible for the endemic species selected, 

although a conservation-oriented document was made for Gocea ohridana in relation to Veli 

Dab.)  

 

E) Some of the information for the umbrella species’ profiles is copied from sources like the 

IUCN or other websites. That is understandable, but it would be helpful to explain these taxa 

in the local context (as has been done for Angelica palustris) as a wider-scale view leads to 

generalities and makes it harder to understand the full conservation logic applied for the 

valorization for Lake Ohrid. It may also lead to misfocus in relation to local threats. For 

example, Romania is mentioned more often than Ohrid for the Cordulegaster heros, and it is 

not easy to find records of the dragonfly in the local region in publicly available literature.  

 

https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/60367/12357788
https://www.rufford.org/files/EKOMENLOG,%20Inventory%20of%20Velidab.pdf
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F) After umbrella species are outlined in Section 3.7, they do not appear to have been 

sufficiently integrated into other parts of the Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature thinking such 

as criteria for establishment of zoning or conservation goals. At least, these matters are not 

dealt with explicitly in later sections.     

 

G) More details on the foreseen implementation of the umbrella species concept would 

strengthen the section, including a timeline. What conservation measures are envisaged? 

What is the plan for bringing these species to the consciousness of citizenry and visitors? 

Where will the budget for this be sourced? 

 

23. SECTION 3.11: KEY HABITATS  

 

Reed belts are well-selected given their multiple ecosystem services and the level of 

pressure that they face. However, surface and sub-lacustrine springs ought to be recognized 

as key habitats too, bearing in mind their unique biodiversity as separate from that of the 

wider lake; the environmental parameters they maintain within fairly well defined 

geographical areas (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008), not to mention their significance in supplying 

water to  Lake Ohrid and the Studenchishte wetland. 

  

24. SECTION 3.13: ECOSYSTEMS: The uniqueness, heterogeneity, and inter-connection of Lake 

Ohrid ecosystems is not sufficiently encapsulated by this description, which provides a poor 

basis for protection in a location where site-specific endemicity is present at every layer of 

the food chain, contextualized amid diverse bathometry, specific karst spring complexes and 

flanked by relict wetlands. 

 

25. SECTION 4.2: LAND USE AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES: AGRICULTURE: Much of the 

agriculture does take place away from the lake shore. Nevertheless, the influence upon the 

lake is significant from even quite distant farming when wash-off from fields enters rivers 

and tributaries or contaminates groundwater. Certainly the Rivers Velgoshka, Koselska and 

Sateska (with its 411.47 km2 watershed) are impacted in such a manner (Monetti et al., 

2020). There is also the matter of wetland conversion for agriculture (Kostoski et al., 2010), 

which has massively reduced Lake Ohrid’s buffering capacity and is currently an obstacle to 

wetland revitalization at Studenchishte Marsh (Spirovska et al., 2020). Irrigation, which 

afflicts even Veli Dab and the Springs of Saint Naum, is another factor. 

 

26. SECTION 4.2.7: LAND USE AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES INDUSTRY: The quality of 

environmental impact assessments in the Republic of Macedonia is frequently low (UNECE, 

2019; European Commission, 2020), sometimes in the extreme, containing obvious bias 

towards implementation and displaying mere lip service to the mitigation hierarchy. The 

simple statement that industrial and mining undergo an approval process linked to EIAs is 

therefore insubstantial and misleading.   

 

Although the impact of industry on lake quality is indeed difficult to gauge, Kostoski et al. 

(2010)  did evaluate industrial and military effluents as severe in 2010 and incidents such as 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/190933793.pdf
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?fbclid=IwAR2Hk10nFM35UwdZBDAZ9WjxJmdG2NsvRRTMysYTMjwET5aS2kuLN9Srde4
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/190933793.pdf
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the River Grashnica running purple in December 2018 are not auspicious (Ohrid SOS, 2019). 

In that case, the legislative process failed (as it often does) due to the inability of authorities 

to discover where the discharge to the river originated. Criminal charges were brought 

against an “unknown person”, which is just as nonsensical as it sounds.  

 

Coincidentally, researching the valorisation, we have just become aware of new plans for an 

expansion of the industrial area in the city of Ohrid for which it seems that a new Strategic 

Environmental Assessment has been released. It is too early for us to comment on its 

contents.  

 

27. SECTION 4.2.8: EXISTING AND PLANNED INFRASTRUCTURE: The A2 highway, Corridor VIII 

railway, gas pipeline (which the UNECE seems to think is being planned on the bed of Lake 

Ohrid), and 400 kV interconnection cable have been omitted from planned infrastructure in 

this section.  

 

28. SECTION 4.2.8.4: WATER TRANSPORT ON LAKE: A breakdown of boats beyond two 

categories based on size would be useful for understanding the impact of water transport. 

There is obviously a large difference between a rowing boat and a jet-ski in the category 

under 12m, for example. Relevant also is watercraft age/engine size/engine type et cetera.  

 

The valorization’s attempt to provide something like this kind of breakdown does not 

approach acceptability, presumably hindered by the Port Authority’s figures: On the one 

hand, the Port Authority vaguely asserts awareness of 500-600 watercraft in regular use. On 

the other, its categorization by type adds up to 226.  

 

In the Municipality of Ohrid’s Local Ecological Action Plan 2019-2025  (completed behind 

schedule in the second half of 2020), boat-totals by type are very much higher than those 

presented in the valorisation study: Speed boats, for instance, are recorded at 360 by the 

former and just 20 in the latter. 60 jet-skis are also documented in the Local Ecological 

Action Plan, but do not feature in the valorization at all.    

 

As mentioned previously, this data imprecision suggests that the strongly positive impact 

concluded for Kapetanija by the valorization’s expert stakeholder analysis is a little optimistic.    

 

29. SECTION 4.2.8.3: COLLECTOR SYSTEM: The summary does not mention how many 

settlements and households in the Lake Ohrid watershed are still not connected to the 

sewerage system. Details on the frequency of overflows at the present time would be useful 

too. In addition, it is worthy of note that in at least one location of Ohrid City the pipes are 

not linked up to one another, causing direct pollution to Lake Ohrid.  

 

To our knowledge, there is still no solution to the issue of what to do with treated 

wastewater unsuitable for release into Lake Ohrid, although use in agriculture has been 

considered, which may lead to some contamination anyway (Ohrid SOS, 2020). 

 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/ECE.CEP.186.Eng.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?fbclid=IwAR0SHrzqoxsLskODz0IyRJyJQlHKGPOk_eepa4EpugLtpINuOXWl7va5LNA
https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
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30. SECTION 4.2.8.4: MARINA:  

 

A) The current ad hoc mooring of boats in Studenchishte Marsh is inappropriately described 

as a marina by the valorization. In doing so, the wording tacitly implies that construction of 

an actual marina would be a mere modification, whereas current plans are for a 400-vessel 

facility, including several large craft. This would require a massive intervention at 

Studenchishte Canal, a former river containing newly discovered endemic species that has 

already substantially declined in quality due to artificial rerouting (Sprivoska et al., 2020), 

and also along the shoreline at Studenchishte Marsh, which the valorization study has itself 

accepted as a key biodiversity area. 

 

B)  The Studenchishte Canal location should not be considered for the marina at all due to 

the obvious environmental risks it carries (IUCN, 2020). The Valorization Study for 

Studenchishte Marsh (Spirovska et al., 2020), intended for the proclamation of the titular 

wetland as a Nature Park, unequivocally states that marina construction here would be a 

threat to the wetland; that a separate location of lower biodiversity value should be found 

for watercraft; and that “any kind of infrastructure plans through or in the vicinity of 

Studenchishte Marsh will affect the quality and biodiversity of the area with certainty.” It is 

therefore strange to see that the Study of Valorization for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature 

overlooks this conclusion, despite referencing the Studenchishte study several times. 

 

Again, it is important for the Lake Ohrid valorisation team to understand that any 

environmental assessment conducted for the marina is unlikely to follow best practice 

(Apostolova & Scarry, 2017; UNEP, 2019; European Commission, 2020). On the contrary, it 

will conclude whatever authorities want it to conclude if they have determined on 

Studenchishte as a location, which seems likely given the massive pressure for development 

it has endured in recent years (Apostolova et al., 2016) and the paucity of the Zones of Strict 

Protection and Active Management that have been recently proposed for the wetland to be 

proclaimed a Nature Park. The simultaneous failure of the Lake Ohrid valorisation to 

establish the coast at Studenchishte as a Zone of Active Management is holding the window 

open for marina construction too. 

 

In addition, one of the measures for revitalization of Studenchishte Marsh optimistically put 

forward as part of the Nature Park protection plan by Spirovska et al. (2020) is for 

Studenchishte Canal to be restored as a river, which would allow the re-establishment of its 

natural connections with the wider wetland area. Any hope of this will be abandoned with 

construction of a large marina with accompanying facilities.        

 

C) The consideration of the estuary of the River Sateska is an interesting proposal. Is this 

being considered together with the Sateska’s re-diversion to its original bed? If so, it will 

presumably need to be correlated with the intention to use its current path as flood 

overflow. How is this being coordinated? 

 

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://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
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://balkania.es/index.php?journal=Balkania&page=article&op=view&path%5B%5D=162&path%5B%5D=153
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?fbclid=IwAR2Hk10nFM35UwdZBDAZ9WjxJmdG2NsvRRTMysYTMjwET5aS2kuLN9Srde4
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
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31. SECTION 5.1.1: GENERAL STATEMENTS: Statements to reflect the lake’s influence on the 

micro-climate, which has established refugium conditions in the surrounding area (Sadori et 

al., 2016); the paleoenvironmental contribution of its sediments and present-day species 

(Lorenschat and Schwalb, 2013; Wagner et al., 2017); its significance to science with regard 

to the research of evolution (Wilke et al., 2020); and the value of Studenchishte Marsh as a 

post-glacial relict wetland (Spirovska et al., 2020) would also be useful to broaden 

recognition of Lake Ohrid’s significance.  

 

32. SECTION 5.1.2: FAUNA & FLORA: Several species that are in danger of extinction on the 

national or even global level are not considered relevant for protection due to the narrow 

criteria based solely upon EU Directives, national protected status, and the IUCN Red List.  

 

Because Macedonia has not bothered to monitor its fish populations properly, several 

species are data deficient, which presumably explains why they have not been considered 

relevant for the re-proclamation of Lake Ohrid as a Monument of Nature. They include 

Salmo letnica (the most pressured fish taxa whose population requires additional support), 

Salmo balcanicus, Salmo aphelios, and Salmo lumi (considered at huge threat of extirpation 

due to the loss of spawning grounds). This is absurd4. There is additional concern that 

endemic and endemorelict species like the native sponges Ochridaspongia rotunda, 

Ochridaspongia interlithonis, Ohridospongilla stankovici and Spongilla stankovici (all of which 

are protected at the national level) and the endemic fish Barbatula sturanyi are not featured. 

  

Various plant species in danger of disappearance from Macedonia but present still at 

Studenchishte Marsh (Apostolova et al., 2016) are not recognized by name in a document 

aimed at evaluating Lake Ohrid’s natural value. On top of that, Lake Ohrid’s status as a 

hotspot of charophyte diversity (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008) is not acknowledged in the flora 

overview. This is unfortunate with Chara ohridana’s global extent restricted to a few lakes in 

South East Europe and its threatened status estimated at critically endangered, a bleak 

assessment it shares with Chara kokeii, another Ohrid species, on the Balkan scale (Blazencic 

et al., 2006).  

 

At the very least, the natural values embodied by these species ought to be noted in Section 

5 of the valorisation; to inform the zonation policy; and to be considered relevant to primary 

protection objectives.   

 

 

33. SECTIONS 5.1.3/5.1.4, FLORA & FAUNA, PAGES 91-105:  

 

In the sections A to C below, several additional relevant species are listed that match the 

criteria given in 5.1.3 and thus may deserve entry into the valorisation tables. These could 

well imply extension of the current active management zones to incorporate a more 

 
4 Some of these species are listed in the UNSECO Management Plan, presuming that this refers to the 
Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (see point __). 

https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/13/1423/2016/
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/13/1423/2016/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/262376171_Autecology_of_the_extant_ostracod_fauna_of_Lake_Ohrid_and_adjacent_waters_-_A_key_to_paleoenvironmental_reconstruction
https://bg.copernicus.org/articles/14/2033/2017/
https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/6/40/eabb2943
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.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10531-005-2008-5
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10531-005-2008-5


 
 
 
 

18 
 

comprehensive approach to protection. The lists Ohrid SOS provides here are not, moreover, 

a comprehensive overview. Invertebrates in particular have not been reviewed and require 

the report’s authors to conduct a deeper investigation.    

 

A. Spirovska et al. (2020) record several other species for Studenchishte Marsh that would 

seem to be relevant to re-proclamation based on the criteria given 5.1.3 such as  

• Elaphe quatuorlineata (Habitats Directive Annex II & IV and protected at the 

Macedonian national level),  

• Lissotriton vulgaris (vulnerable according to the MK Red List),  

• Bufotes viridis (Habitats Directive Annex IV and protected at the national level),  

• Rana ridibunda/Pelophylax ridibundus (Habitats Directive Annex V); and  

• Coenagrion mercuriale (Habitats Directive Annex II).  

 

Other species recorded in the document may be appropriate too such as lizard species in 

shoreline ecotones.  

B. From Spirovska et al. (2020), the International Waterbird Census (Macedonian Ecological 

Society), the Baseline Assessment of the Lake Ohrid Region—Albania (ICOMOS-IUCN, 2016) 

and Vasic (2010), several other bird species may deserve entry5:  

• Anas acuta (Birds Directive Annex IIA & IIIB and protected at national level);  

• Anas crecca (Birds Directive Annex IIIB and protected at the national level);  

• Anas penelope (Birds Directive Annex IIA, IIIB);  

• Anas platyrhynchos (Birds Directive Annex IIA & IIIA and protected at the national 

level);  

• Anas querquedula (Birds Directive Annex IIA);  

• Ardea alba (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected at the national level); 

• Ardea purpurea (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected at the national level); 

• Ardeola ralloides (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected at the national level); 

• Aythya fuligula (Birds Directive Annex IIA & IIIB);  

• Botaurus stellaris (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected on the national 

level); 

• Bucephala clangula (Birds Directive Annex IIB);  

• Chlidonias niger (Birds Directive Annex I); 

• Ciconia ciconia (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected at the national level); 

• Circus aeruginosus (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected species at the 

national level); 

• Circus cyaneus (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected at the national level); 

• Cygnus olor (Birds Directive Annex IIB and strictly protected at the national level); 

• Fulica atra (protected species at the national level, Birds Directive IIA and IIIB, trigger 

species for Important Bird Area designation under criteria A4i, B1i); 

• Gallinago gallinago (Birds Directive IIA & IIIB) 

 
5 Several of the bird species here would be considered threatened (some critically) if this valorization was being 
conducted in the Albanian part of Lake Ohrid, where a national list of avifauna has been prepared. 

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://redlist.moepp.gov.mk/smooth-newt/
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
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• Gallinula chloropus (Birds Directive Annex IIB and strictly protected species at the 

national level); 

• Gavia arctica (Birds Directive Annex I); 

• Gavia stellata (Birds Directive Annex I); 

• Larus ridibundus (Birds Directive Annex IIB and strictly protected at the national 

level); 

• Larus cachinans (Birds Directive Annex IIB); 

• Mareca strepera/Anas strepera (Birds Directive Annex IIA & strictly protected at the 

national level); 

• Melanitta fusca (Global Red List: VU & Birds Directive Annex IIA); 

• Mergus serrator (Birds Directive IIB); 

• Netta rufina (triggered Ramsar Criterion 6 with an average 3.3% of the 

Mediterranean/Black Sea population from data 2010-2019, Birds Directive Annex IIB 

& strictly protected species on the national level); 

• Nycticorax nycticorax (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected at the national 

level); 

• Pelecanus crispus (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected species on the 

national level); 

• Podiceps cristatus (strictly protected species at the national level); 

• Plegadis falcinellus (Birds Directive Annex I and strictly protected at the national 

level); 

• Rallus aquaticus (Birds Directive Annex IIB & strictly protected at the national level); 

• Spatula clypeata/Anas clypeata (Birds Directive Annex IIA & strictly protected at the 

national level); 

• Tachybaptus ruficollis (strictly protected species at the national level);  

• Tringa erythropus (Birds Directive Annex IIB); 

• Tringa nebularia (Birds Directive Annex IIB); 

• Tringa tetanus (Birds Directive Annex IIB) 

• Vanellus vanellus (Birds Directive Annex IIB & strictly protected at the national level). 

 

C. The fish species below are mentioned in Annex 3: Natural Values of the Management Plan 

for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 (which Ohrid SOS 

understands as the UNESCO Management Plan referred to in Section 5.1.3) but not present 

in the valorization. Some are protected or strictly at the national level. Their exclusion does 

not seem consistent either with the criteria set forward in Chapter 5.1.3 or given the 

emphasis placed on endemic ichthyofauna (presumably on the South East Europe scale) in 

the document as a whole. Numerous invertebrates and others omitted from valorisation 

tables are listed in the annex too, which the valorization authors should re-consult to update 

the relevant tables.   

• Alburnus scoranza 

• Chondrostoma ohridanus (Protected species at the national level) 

• Pachychilon pictum 

• Pelasgus minutus (Strictly protected species at the national level) 
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• Phoxinus limaireul 

• Salmo letnica 

• Salmo balcanicus (Protected species at the national level) 

• Salmo aphelios (Strictly protected species at the national level) 

• Salmo lumi 

• Scardinius knezevici (Protected species at the national level) 

 

34. SECTION 5.1.3.1: FISH:  To our understanding (Talevski et al., 2009), Cobitis meridionalis is 

endemic to Lakes Macro and Micro Prespa only. Has it more recently been found and 

confirmed as a native species in Ohrid? 

 

35. SECTION 5.1.3.6: MAMMALS: Are no bat species relevant to the lake at all? 

 

36. SECTION 5.1.5: Habitats relevant for the protection of Lake Ohrid are poorly approached in 

the valorisation study6. Evaluating through the prism of the Habitats Directive, aimed at 

generalized groupings by its very nature, risks circumnavigating the essence of what delivers 

Lake Ohrid’s exceptional biodiversity. This is potentially damaging given the role of habitat 

heterogeneity in the speciation processes that have delivered the lake’s unique ecosystems.  

 

The relatively well-defined areas surrounding sub-lacustrine springs, which have particular 

chemical signatures, are clearly habitats relevant for the protection of Lake Ohrid, serving 

both as carefully calibrated sources of its water and hotspots of biodiversity (Albrecht and 

Wilke, 2008). 

 

Another case can be made for Lake Ohrid’s large photic zone, which is habitat for the (often 

endemic) phytoplankton that support the lacustrine food web. It is shrinking and the 

ramifications for the wider ecosystem might well be very damaging (Matzinger et al., 2006). 

 

Lake Ohrid’s various underwater belts must also be recognized as habitats relevant for 

protection: The sand/silt, shell, chara and rock/sand zones, which each occupy relatively 

specific depths from 50m to the shore, all appeal to different species. The chara belt is 

particularly important as it might have had a role in the in-lake evolution processes that 

have seen new species emerge (Albrecht and Wilke, 2008). The essential service of 

marcrophyte habitats in holding back eutrophication should not be ignored either (Vermaat 

et al., 2020).   

  

Until Lake Ohrid’s habitats are evaluated on a site-specific basis, there is a risk that the 

foundations for protection (such as zoning and buffering) established by the valorization 

may overlook important factors or future management be misaligned. 

 

 

 
6 We accept that this may be held back by the Republic of Macedonia’s rulebook for protected area 
designations, but the point remains. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13102818.2009.10818449
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/232691913_Sensitivity_of_Ancient_Lake_Ohrid_to_Local_Anthropogenic_Impacts_and_Global_Warming
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10750-008-9558-y
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/lno.11460
https://aslopubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/lno.11460
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37. SECTIONS 5.1.6/5.1.7/5.2.1 VALORIZATION THROUGH ARTS AND CULTURE: Inclusion of the 

arts concept is welcome. Unfortunately, it has been handled minimally and poorly, reducing 

the impact of Lake Ohrid on 6 millennia of human settlements to a mere two examples of 

cultural services.  

 

While the stamps and jewellery displayed in these sections are attractive, informative and 

justified, from the characteristic architecture of Ohrid-region fishing villages, which harvest 

the sunlight that bounces from the lake’s waves, to the site of pre-Christian water worship at 

the Studenchishte Basilica, the cultural significance of Lake Ohrid deserves far more research 

and explanation than has been presented by the valorization.      

 

It is neat reflection of the near total omission of ecosystem services from the entire 

valorization process. 

 

38. SECTION 5.2: SOCIO-ECONOMIC VALUES: The closest the valorization comes to analysing 

ecosystem services is with a half-hearted section on socio-economic values, which is 

problematic because Lake Ohrid makes diverse, lucrative, and vital contributions to 

humankind whose sustainability can be underpinned through protected area designation 

and design. By eschewing ecosystem services and exploring the socio-economic topic 

minimally, some of the most important aspects of Lake Ohrid are ignored. 

 

Examples are too numerous to expand here. However, the socio-economic impact of 

understanding climate fluctuations and their wider consequences on the natural and human 

world is enormous, and it extends far beyond the Ohrid region. Nonetheless, Lake Ohrid and 

its living world are helping to expand this kind of knowledge via sediment records combined 

with ecological investigations, evolution studies, and archaeology. Although it is difficult to 

quantify this impact, especially in the local context, the fact that Lake Ohrid is a recognized 

natural laboratory that can attract international research funds and projects, whose 

discoveries are necessary to the future of human development, is certainly more tangible. 

 

Other research that emerges from Lake Ohrid is also socio-economically important. 

Ohridaspongia rotunda displays possible avenues for the treatment of conditions such as 

Alzheimer’s, for example (Talevska et al., 2017). Aspects such as this require recognition in 

the valorization not only because they demonstrate potentially far-reaching socio-economic 

links to the Lake Ohrid ecosystem, but also because protective measures to narrow the 

possibility of over-exploitation must also be considered. 

 

Water supply can be understood in socio-economic terms too. By provisioning clean water, 

Lake Ohrid is saving its municipalities various purification and public health costs, and, by 

provisioning clear water, it is supporting local tourism in a manner that is competitively 

exclusive. The socio-economic analysis presented in the valorisation report neither 

researches nor explores these angles, and does not consider how the lake’s natural 

resources are supporting both recreation and economies built upon recreation like the 

emerging diving industry. No thought or attempt at quantification is given to nature-

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6130583/
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watching even though there is at least some evidence that Lake Ohrid attracts animal 

enthusiasts such as bird watchers.     

 

Socio-economic feedbacks are relevant. Mass tourism is notorious for its creation of low-

paid, part-time and intermittent work with a large degree of leakage overseas. It tends 

towards income inequalities and confines power in the hands of a small number of investors. 

Such a dynamic is ecologically dangerous: On the one hand is a large volume of economically 

insecure citizens willing to attempt any kind of development in the hope of better 

circumstances; on the other is a narrow cabal with the money and power to push plans and 

proposals that will secure short-term profits regardless of their detriment to resources such 

as water, which are more widely shared.     

 

39. 5.2.1 SOCIO-ECONOMIC VALUES, CULTURAL: This is a minor point, but the Ohrid Region is 

designated under 3 cultural criteria and 1 natural.  

 

40. 5.2.2 URBANIZATION: This does not qualify as a professional analysis of the urbanisation 

issue in a Lake Ohrid context, especially for the purpose of protected area designation.  

 

The points raised need to be supported. Urbanisation will not automatically and necessarily 

lead to economic development, particularly when associated with mass tourism, which 

frequently provides only seasonal and low-salaried work. Ohrid is already urbanized to some 

degree yet many of its citizens have not been economically empowered as a result. Urban 

poverty is also common all across the world. So, the link between urbanization and 

economic development is not simple. It needs to be explained in context, with data if 

available. 

 

Specifically at Lake Ohrid, urbanization (directly or indirectly) risks economic development 

by threatening world heritage status; destroying research opportunities; gutting its fishery of 

the unique Salmo letnica and Salmo ohridanus; and damaging both opportunities for a high-

value tourism industry and real estate value, if, for instance, algal blooms occur as a result.  

 

41. SECTION 5.2.4: TOURISM: The analysis should be linked to the protected area itself so that 

the reader can understand the relationship between the natural resource and the tourism 

industry. 

 

42. SECTION 5.2.5: FISHERY:  

 

A. It is refreshing to see some attempt to quantify the value of the fishery. A deeper analysis 

could explore how this has changed over time; the monetary significance of the lake’s shift 

from salmonid to cyprinid in terms of economic returns from fishing; the sustainability of the 

fishery; and projections.  

 

Salmo letnica is an iconic, unique and highly prized species, whose value extends beyond the 

dinner plate to the identity and history of the Ohrid Region. However, the economic returns 



 
 
 
 

23 
 

it can deliver are seemingly declining due to over-fishing and a host of other pressures being 

placed upon the lake.  

 

From the perspective of the zoning plan later in the valorisation, it is integral to consider and 

explain how the protected area proposal will support the fishery and thereby strengthen the 

logic and foundation for the establishment of no-take and restricted access zones on socio-

economic grounds. It may also open a pathway away from the ineffective artificial stocking 

of Salmo letnica, which does not seem to be leading to self-supporting populations.  

  

B. The valorization should also consider how gear influences the Lake Ohrid ecosystem and 

evaluate whether current restrictions are appropriate, while also considering corollary 

impacts such as ghost nets. This links to the design of restrictions for different protective 

zones in the Monument of Nature.   

 

43. SECTION 5.2.6: USE OF BEACHES: Beach closure has already occurred due to public health 

concerns that result from pollution (Ohrid SOS, 2020). 

 

44. SECTION 5.3: THREATS: Integration of the threats described here with other parts of the 

document such as previous mentions of agriculture, wastewater, and the parking of boats at 

Studenchishte Canal would give more consistency to the valorisation document. For instance, 

here it is explained (albeit in a drastically watered down manner compared to the 

Watershed Management Plan) how distant agriculture can impact Lake Ohrid, whereas 

elsewhere the threat posed by agriculture is diminished on the grounds that it is not at the 

lake’s edge. More data on threats throughout the valorisation would have been welcomed. 

 

Several pressures that must be evaluated have not been expanded, although some of these 

are at least featured in the table of threats. These include water abstraction from springs; 

solid waste (which is not only a tourism issue), the contamination of ground-waters; micro-

plastics; hydrological interventions such as the re-defining of the River Studenchishka into 

the Studenchishte Canal, and the re-routing of the River Sateska; ghost nets and gear; hydro-

electric dams both by operation and habitat fragmentation; climate change; eutrophication; 

bioaccumulation; wetland loss; shifts in native species compositions towards more 

cosmopolitan taxa and perhaps the movement towards cyprinid from salmonid fish; and 

boating. Light is another essential topic (Sanders et al., 2020). 

 

The condition of Lake Prespa is deteriorating horribly too. Even though it supplies around a 

quarter of Lake Ohrid’s water, the incredible filtering function of karstic Galichica appears to 

be buffering the impact so far. Nonetheless, the concentration of nutrients is increasing in 

Prespa waters and we do not fully understand the connections between the two lakes. 

Therefore, this situation needs to be monitored carefully.   

 

As a final point, no work has been done to analyse or quantify how threats synthesize, which 

would help to isolate core aspects for action. For example, mass tourism dovetails with 

urbanization, wastewater, solid waste, noise, disturbance, boating, and, by extension, 

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/world-heritage-on-the-edge-3-another-brick-in-the-wall.pdf
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41559-020-01322-x
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eutrophication, climate change, and the propensity for non-native species to become 

invasive if the specific oligotrophic conditions of Lake Ohrid deteriorate. Understanding 

relationships and crossovers between threats would aid protected area design.  

 

45. 5.3.4: THREATS FROM AGRICULTURE: The threat from agriculture is underplayed in the 

summary and does not accurately reflect the conclusions of the document from which much 

of the information seems to be sourced, the Lake Ohrid Watershed Management Plan 

(Monetti et al., 2020), which states, “The quantities of accumulated nutrients every year are 

alarming, and emphasizes the need of sound and concrete action for optimization of 

fertilizers use, since nutrient pollution might have a serious negative impact on the aquatic 

environment.” It further comments, “Koselska 2 and Sateska 3 – can generate serious direct 

diffuse pollution to Lake Ohrid and the groundwater as well through leaching of nitrogen 

and residues of pesticides, while the other three water bodies have direct influence on Lake 

Ohrid tributaries: Sateska, Çeravë and Sushica rivers.” It also raises concerns about the 

impact on ichthyofauna: “Of particular importance in this regard is the presence of 

pesticides and herbicides, which harm the fish physiology, result in metabolism changes and 

worst in genetic changes.” 

 

The Lake Ohrid Watershed Management Plan also provides very specific data on nitrogen 

and phosphorous, both of which have extreme relevance for eutrophication. These have not 

been brought forward into the valorisation for re-proclamation of Lake Ohrid as a 

Monument of Nature. Hence, this section should be revised. 

 

 

46. SECTION 5.3.10: THREATS OVERVIEW: Wastewater is not a medium threat. Vast areas of the 

watershed are not connected to the collector yet receive large volumes of visitors in the 

summer. The system is not fully functioning and is subject to leaks. In at least one location in 

Ohrid City, it is not even connected together, leaving raw waste to flow into the lake. 

Negative consequences resulting from eutrophication are already observed (IUCN, 2017). 

 

Although some efforts have finally been conducted to bring the system back from the point 

of collapse, there is still much work to do to fully remediate and expand it. Indeed, even if 

the system was functioning perfectly, there are questions over whether it would be able to 

handle the tourism volume in the summer months. The valorization itself raises this point in 

Section 5.3.3. What it does not mention is the dangerous interplay that sewerage overflows 

can have with rising temperatures (Matzinger et al., 2007). Neither does it mention how 

construction of apartments and hotels is going to add yet more strain on this weary system.   

 

The Republic of Macedonia has a poor record of maintaining wastewater in the Ohrid Region 

too. Until it demonstrates that it is able to fix the wastewater system, expand it to the entire 

coast, and maintain it satisfactorily, the threat will be high.  

 

https://worldheritageoutlook.iucn.org/node/968
http://www.rmpcecologia.com/disciplinas/comunidades/Artigos_2007/matzinger_ecs2007.pdf
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47. SECTION 5.3.10: THREATS OVERVIEW: Solid waste should be elevated to a threat category, 

especially because of the landfill issue; boating likewise; and eutrophication too. Climate 

change requires investigation as do other issues raised in Point 44 of these comments.    

 

48. SECTION 5.3.10: THREATS OVERVIEW: Dams are further linked to the re-route of the River 

Sateska and habitat fragmentation, which has terminated the migration of Anguilla anguilla, 

a critically endangered species. Anguilla anguilla’s unhappy status has been compounded by 

the introduction of parasites, which has likely resulted from artificial stocking (Stojanovski et 

al., 2010).  

 

49. SECTION 5.3.10: THREATS OVERVIEW: As already explained in Point 45, the threat from 

agriculture should be upgraded.  

 

50. SECTION 5.4: METT ANALYSIS: The GEF analysis does not seem reliable. Several threats are 

not fully understood. Hydropower is not even recognized. 

 

51. SECTION 6.1.2: MONUMENT OF NATURE: Expansion of the thinking behind the Monument 

of Nature selection would help readers to understand why an ecosystem-level approach has 

not been favoured.  Why are higher level protected categories inappropriate? 

 

52. SECTION 6.1.3: LAKE SKADAR: There have been several concerns over rising pressures at 

Lake Skadar over the past several years. The threat profile is perhaps slightly different to 

Lake Ohrid, however, with a larger emphasis on hunting.  

 

From the zoning map and information on Skadar presented here, it is striking how small the 

Zones of Strict Protection and Active Management are. Most activities are still permitted in 

the Zone of Active Management too. The key hunting threat is, however, dealt with by a ban 

across all zones, which may compensate to some degree for the diminutive extent of 

advanced protective measures. Since the multiplicity of threats at Lake Ohrid cannot be 

eliminated, the focus ought to shift to larger Zones of Strict Protection and Active 

Management, with a less permissive approach in the latter.  

 

On paper, what we see for Lake Ohrid appears to match this. In practice, however, the Zone 

of Active Management does little. So while it looks like a more generous protection regime 

has been put forward for Ohrid with 30% of the lake in ostensibly higher protected zones, 

the reality is that only 5.1% is truly protected from core threats such as commercial fishing. 

This compares with 18% of Lake Skadar.   

 

53. SECTION 6.1.3: NEUSIEDLER SEE: This is an interesting example, and a brief explanation in 

the valorisation document of how the region transitioned from mass tourism to a more 

sustainable model would be very welcome.  

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/226623555_Fauna_of_MONOGENEAN_TREMATODS_-_PARASITES_of_EEL_ANGUILLA_ANGUILLA_LINNAEUS_1758_from_Lake_Ohrid_Macedonia
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/226623555_Fauna_of_MONOGENEAN_TREMATODS_-_PARASITES_of_EEL_ANGUILLA_ANGUILLA_LINNAEUS_1758_from_Lake_Ohrid_Macedonia
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Other examples that might have been informative include from inland waters that have 

managed to revive fisheries and rehabilitate ecosystems by the establishment of in-lake 

protected zones.  

 

The choice of transboundary lakes for examples is reasonable. At this stage, it highlights how 

the protection processes are not yet integrated by the two States Parties, an issue that is 

perhaps reflected in the zoning for the Drilon-Sveti Naum stretch of Lake Ohrid. 

 

54. SECTION 6.2: Ohrid SOS is strongly supportive of the establishment of in-lake areas, but 

disappointed by their application. The Zones of Strict Protection are admirable and thorough, 

but they cover a mere 5.1% of the lake’s surface. More effort could have been made to 

connect them (or reduce the distance between them) in Lake Ohrid’s south. Damningly, the 

Zone of Active Management is effectively meaningless under the current proposals for 

restrictions. 

 

55. SECTION 6.2.1: CRITERIA FOR ZONING:  

 

A. The criteria are mostly reasonable, but they omit the principle of revitalization, whereby 

certain areas of the coast and littoral could have been targeted for restoration. This is 

striking in the vicinity of Studenchishte Marsh, whose “protection” is looking thinner and 

thinner by the day. The principle of automatically linking lower Shoreline Functionality Index 

values to Zones of Sustainable Use in other locations risks cementing degraded habitats in 

some cases and forgoes the opportunity to improve them. 

 

The zoning does not explicitly take interest at the criterion level in key life cycle stages for 

targeted species either. At a glance and based upon our inexpert knowledge, salmonid 

spawning does seem to have been considered, although the defective Zone of Active 

Management and unwillingness to consider tributaries as buffer (or specially defined) zones 

undermines this to some degree. What is more, salmonid spawning is only one aspect of 

highly biodiverse inland water. Wintering (such as at Studenchishte Canal) is another aspect 

that deserves consideration, also in terms of bird populations, for which moulting may be 

relevant too, albeit in the buffer zone.   

 

Coalescence with the umbrella species concept is another consideration that ought to apply 

to zoning. The valorisation should explain how the chosen umbrellas have been catered for 

in the protected area design, including the Buffer Zone (with reasonable, explained 

omissions if dangers to the targeted species could emerge from sensitive information). That 

would make the proposal easier to evaluate.  

 

Habitat heterogeneity should be a criterion too, especially considering its potential overlap 

with ecological and speciation processes. Certainly this is covered by some elements of the 

zoning plan, but the valorisation document must demonstrate how.    
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Connectivity is another issue. The Zone of Active Management in some ways aims to resolve 

this, but it is weak and permissive. On the other hand, a Zone of Sustainable Use snakes 

around almost the entire coast at the north disconnecting the more highly protected zones 

from ecotones. 

 

B. The criteria are in many ways meaningless. Since the entire of Lake Ohrid is supposed to 

be protected, it does not add much to say that Biodiversity Hotspots should be placed in 

protected zones. They key point is the level of protected zone that they should be afforded. 

Is this suggestive that the Zone of Sustainable Use is not really protected at all? If so, please 

be honest about it instead of pretending that something is being protected when it is not.  

 

C. From the map, the zoning does not seem to be following its own criteria in several cases. 

While narrow exceptions could be understood in terms of the 50m principle, Sustainable Use 

exemptions are typical for a ring stretching almost the entire way around the lake, which 

interrupts the connection from Zones of Strict Protection and Active Management to high-

quality shoreline in several cases.  

 

The two biodiversity hotspots at Kalishta have not been given Zone of Strict Protection 

status and the area west of Sveti Naum has not been given a Zone of Strict Protection or a 

Zone of Active Management, which lacks foresight considering the biological value of the 

stretch between this location and Drilon. In the future, one would hope to harmonize a 

comprehensive protected zone across the border in this area, but the opportunity has been 

missed.  

 

 

56. SECTION 6.2.1: ZONING: 

 

A. BOUNDARIES: Lake Ohrid springs are integral to the maintenance of its lacustrine 

supremacy. Yet they are not included in the boundaries for the Monument of Nature. The 

counter-argument will probably be that the Springs of Saint Naum are already in a Zone of 

Strict Protection for National Park Galichica. This does not explain the non-inclusion of what 

is left of Biljanini Springs, however.  

 

In addition, National Park Galichica is not specialized for the protection of water resources 

and, although it has, on paper, defined a buffer zone for the Springs of Saint Naum, in 

practice restaurant and bar facilities are a clear threat to the site’s integrity. Another issue is 

the property ownership. The springs as national natural heritage and a major source for the 

water supply of Lake Ohrid need to be expropriated fully (within a Zone of Strict Protection 

and Buffer Zone) and managed by a competent authority. It is an example of utter 

negligence to have the springs in the state they are now, with an uncontrolled volume of 

visitors and de-facto urbanization by so-called temporary construction within the Buffer 

Zone, which has been expanding in recent years even over the spring waters via rafts with 

seating areas. The sewerage purification facilities discharge waters of lower category into 

the lake, which is against the law as well. Inappropriate assessments have green-lighted 
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undertakings that are beyond any environmental logic. On the other hand, the springs 

create a hydrological unity with Lake Ohrid and there is no environmental management 

reasoning to keep them separated once the management regime for the Monument of 

Nature has been established. The study should therefore propose reorganization of 

protected areas and incorporate St. Naum’s springs into the Lake Ohrid zoning. 

 

Another matter of concern is the lack of inclusion of Studenchishte Canal. The omission of 

tributaries in general is to some degree understandable, but Studenchishte is a relatively 

small stretch of water that has significance from the point of view of sheltering fish in winter 

and as habitat for newly discovered endemic diatoms. Moreover, it has been excluded from 

the proposed Studenchishte Marsh Nature Park (Spirovska et al., 2020), leaving it with no 

protection whatsoever, despite (or more realistically because of) the fact that it is the target 

of development projects.     

 

B.   PRIMARY MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES: The IUCN guideline is for 75% of a protected area 

to be based around its primary management objectives (Dudley, 2013). As is usual for the 

Ohrid Region (see National Park Galichica and the yet-to-be-proclaimed Studenchishte 

Marsh Nature Park), the Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature looks set to fall far below this 

criterion. 

 

C. ZONES OF STRICT PROTECTION: Ohrid SOS is happy to see in-lake Zones of Strict 

Protection. It is one of the positives that can be taken from the valorisation.  We do, 

however, wonder whether the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of 

the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 was sufficient to define all biodiversity hotspots due to 

concerns about how the document was produced. We also wonder whether some deeper-

lake habitats would be applicable to diversify the habitat base. Indeed, the valorization 

should offer more detail about how it has sought to preserve habitat heterogeneity.   

 

Lastly, there is some concern about those parts of the Monument of Nature where a Zone of 

Strict Protection directly borders a Zone of Sustainable Use. 

 

D. ZONES OF ACTIVE MANAGEMENT: The Zones of Active Management do not really 

prohibit anything more than the Zones of Sustainable Use with the exception of touristic 

passenger boats, which have undefined exceptions attached anyway. Other differences with 

Sustainable Use prohibit cattle grazing and traditional agriculture, which are relatively 

unlikely to happen inside the lake anyway.  

 

More-or-less all forms of boats, commercial fishing and activities will be allowed with no cap 

on vessel numbers and several of the actions that have not been permitted by the 

restrictions table are illegal (in theory) anyway. In the case of fishing, this appears to collide 

with the legal framework for active management zones, which only allow economic activities 

that have no negative impact. 

 

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.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/import/downloads/iucn_assignment_1.pdf


 
 
 
 

29 
 

It is difficult to understand what will ultimately be achieved by the Zone of Active 

Management, which looks like a fig-leaf for on-going abuse of the lake, especially since 

wholescale conversion to electric boats by 2025 is unrealistic.  

 

E. ZONE OF SUSTAINABLE USE7: Zones of Sustainable Use are typically ineffective in 

Macedonia, permitting anything from express roads to ski-resorts. They do not inspire 

confidence and the Law on Nature Protection definition for them (Article 106) does not 

match the very specific natural values that are found throughout Lake Ohrid. They should 

not be placed immediately adjacent to Zones of Strict Protection, an issue that has been 

realized with the Springs of Saint Naum in National Park Galichica and provided for in the 

Law on Nature Protection also. 

 

As with the Zone of Active Management, it is again difficult to understand what is intended 

by the Zone of Sustainable Use for the Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature. One presumes the 

on-going exploitation of the shore. With the notable exception of speed-boat prohibition, 

which is a progressive and brave step forward, the zone does not appear to limit any 

behaviours that are either legal or likely to occur. Many of its prohibitions, such as removal 

of reeds, are contrary to law in any case.   

 

The decision to place Zone of Sustainable Use all around the north shore adjacent to 

locations with good status according to the Shoreline Functionality Index implies that 

exemptions are sought from the Zone of Active Management to allow a more lax regime. 

This is against the essence of the zoning criteria provided by the valorisation study. It 

overlooks the significant biological value of the Lake Ohrid littoral.  

 

Given that, in many cases, the coast-skirting Zones of Sustainable Use are adjacent to the 

vague beach zones established in the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029, the inescapable feeling is that space is being left for 

the continuation of shoreline interventions such as “temporary” buildings, in-lake platforms, 

and mass tourism activities, i.e. the status quo with a little wiggle room for more 

construction. 

 

  

F. BUFFER ZONE: Practically speaking, the valorisation for re-proclamation of Lake Ohrid as a 

Monument of Nature offers no Buffer Zone beyond the present situation, missing a vital 

opportunity to secure the ancient inland water’s ecosystems and species. Given that many 

threats emanate from the land, not the water itself, the Buffer Zone was arguably the most 

important aspect to consider.  

 

Instead, all the valorisation sets forward is the 50m green belt already supposedly protected 

by the Law on Waters. Incredibly, the valorisation even proposes to allow the construction 

 
7 It is presumed that the authors intend a Zone of Sustainable Use, not a Sustainable Development Zone as 
currently indicated by the key to the map. 
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of concrete and stone walls here, even though this is illegal. It also permits fires and the 

seizure of plants and animals from the coast.  

 

The Buffer Zone should have been dealt with creatively, considering whether and to what 

extent tributaries could be included, or, at the very least, looking into how to maintain the 

riverine habitats that are also used by Lake Ohrid fish, such as Salmo lumi. Surface springs 

are another aspect that requires attention. The Buffer Zone could have been divided into 

sub-zones, an inner core (beyond the 50m already guaranteed by law) where various 

disturbances are avoided; and an outer core where sale of single-use plastics, harmful 

personal care items, fertilizers, pesticides, and phosphate-containing products are restricted, 

and landfills cannot be located. Other aspects such as the kinds of industry that might be 

appropriate in the watershed and the establishment of small hydropower dams could also 

have been addressed. Lake Prespa could have been considered within the scope of the 

Buffer Zone too, which would have aligned with advice from the IUCN, ICOMOS and World 

Heritage Centre Reactive Monitoring Mission from 2017. 

 

Reinforcement of other planning documents such as the Management Plan for the Natural 

and Cultural Heritage of the Ohrid Region 2020-2029 and the Lake Ohrid Watershed 

Management Plan should have been undertaken via the Buffer Zone too. Since Lake Ohrid 

will have legal status as a Monument of Nature, restrictions in activities permitted would 

presumably have more legal force than either of these documents hold independently. In 

fact, the valorisation study allows activities in the Buffer Zone that the Management Plan 

does not permit. Grey areas like this must be excluded and a wider view of the Buffer Zone is 

very necessary. 

 

G. IMPLEMENTATION: The aesthetic values of Lake Ohrid, particularly as a World Heritage 

Site, must be blended sensitively with the implementation of zoning needs.  

 

57. 6.2.3 RESTRICTIONS:  

 

A. The restrictions table does not seem to have been made for Lake Ohrid specifically. As a 

result, many activities that could conceivably occur in the lake or its Buffer Zone have not 

been considered. These include drone-flying, jet-skiing, landing of water-planes, remote-

controlled watercraft, kayaking, aquaculture, small-scale hydropower (along the Drim), 

artificial lighting and paddle-boarding. Other aspects such as driving vehicles on beaches 

have not been covered, while the construction of in-lake platforms, often permitted by Lake 

Ohrid’s vague legal categories, have not been considered either. It should also be evaluated 

whether casual swimming and sailing are equivalent in terms of impact as racing.    

 

B. As previously mentioned, the Zones of Active Management and Zones of Strict Protection 

are almost indistinguishable from one another. Both allow all kinds of fishing and almost all 

kinds of boats. 
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C. The exceptions for touristic passenger boats need to be explained. Clarification is also 

required on what exactly is covered by hydro-melioration. Authorities will take advantage of 

any imprecision in the wording to exploit Lake Ohrid. 

 

D. Two activities require permission from the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning: 

removal of reeds and manipulation of species and habitats. At present, the Ministry cannot 

be relied upon to undertake this task with Lake Ohrid’s best interests in mind. Applications 

should therefore be signed off by vote at the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid before they 

can proceed. 

 

E. The construction of stone walls in the Buffer Zone is illegal as is disposal of solid waste and 

burning of reeds.  

 

F. Definitions of statements like “degradation and destruction of natural habitats” is needed.   

 

G. Provisions for agriculture in the Buffer Zone (as currently defined) and Zone of 

Sustainable Use cannot be accepted because there is nothing to prevent pesticide and 

fertilizer use. 

 

H. The valorisation does not review the mechanisms in Macedonian law by which infractions 

of restrictions can be addressed. Therefore, it cannot evaluate the likely efficacy of these 

measures.   

 

58. BOATS: Significant efforts have been made to reduce the stress on Lake Ohrid’s natural 

systems from boating. Ohrid SOS is glad that some steps towards controlling boat activities 

are finally moving forward. Banning speed boats is an excellent decision. However, there are 

numerous caveats: 

 

A. TRANSITION: On paper, replacing almost the entire fleet of Lake Ohrid watercraft with 

electric alternatives sounds fantastic, but we see no plan for how this radical landmark will 

be achieved. Considering that many boat-owning residents of the Ohrid Region may have 

monetary concerns, they will need support to make the transition. Where will this come 

from? Why has it not been considered in the budgeting in Section 7.4? 

 

Another matter is swimmers. If boats are considerably quieter, there could be a safety issue, 

which ought to be addressed by zoning too. 

 

B. BEFORE THE TRANSITION: Not only is it a concern that the transition to electric boats will 

not be achieved within the given timeframe, but also that the decision to adopt electric 

boats will obscure the pollution and disturbance caused by non-electric watercraft up until 

the 2025 changeover. The valorisation study does not appear to deal with this.   

 

C. ROUTE REVISION: Kapetanija is not scheduled to revise the routes for Lake Ohrid boats 

until 2025, according to the Management Plan for the Natural and Cultural Heritage of the 
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Ohrid Region 2020-29. This appears to constitute a risk that the Zone of Strict Protection will 

not be applied until this date.  

 

D. ONGOING STRESS: No efforts have been made to cap boat numbers (which could have 

been a mechanism to create high-value boat licenses for economically vulnerable 

stakeholders such as kajce drivers if properly designed and implemented.) As a result, Lake 

Ohrid Monument of Nature still faces an ever-increasing number of vessels that can drive 

through 95% of its waters, wherever they please. 

 

Meanwhile although, if achieved, the move to electric boats may decrease8 pollution and 

noise disturbance (which is very important), they will still contribute vibrations and wave 

damage to the shoreline and littoral, especially if permitted in high volume. Measures such 

as carefully designed speed controls (as at Lake Tahoe) could mitigate some of the latter 

threat, but have not been considered with zoning.     

 

E. JET-SKIS: Speed boats have been dealt with, but jet skis have not by the restrictions table. 

 

F. NEW WATERCRAFT: Technological innovation is driving a multiplicity of new vehicles, 

some of which can be used on or over water. A process by which these can be evaluated, 

licensed, and permitted within appropriate zones is necessary. It is essential for the 

Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid to have the final say in these decisions. 

 

G. NON-NATIVE SPECIES ET CETERA: The procedure for bringing craft into Lake Ohrid should 

be reviewed to ensure that organisms dangerous to its ecosystem(s) cannot enter its waters, 

particularly with second-hand vessels and canoes et cetera.  

 

 

59. STUDENCHISHTE MARSH: Ohrid SOS is extremely concerned that the combination of the 

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

Study for the Valorisation of Studenchishte Marsh (2020) and now the Study of Valorisation 

for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature suggests that the final remaining fully functional 

wetland on Lake Ohrid’s coast (Society of Wetland Scientists, 2018) will not be adequately 

protected or rehabilitated. This is detrimental to the aim of maintaining the supreme water 

quality standards that Lake Ohrid’s richly diverse living world depends upon, and therefore 

contrary to the purposes of establishing a Monument of Nature.  

 

Our impression is that gaps are being deliberately left in the protective framework to permit 

large-scale interventions at Studenchishte such as a 400-boat marina and associated 

infrastructure. The Study for the Valorisation of Studenchishte Marsh (2020) minimized the 

wetland’s Zone of Strict Protection and Zone of Active Management compared to a previous 

proposal for a Monument of Nature by Spirovska et al. (2012). It excluded Studenchishte 

Canal and the Lake Ohrid coastal stretch from the wetland’s boundaries too. It also 

 
8 It is important to recognize that these issues will not be completely eliminated, however. 

https://medwet.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/The-Declaration-on-the-Protection-of-the-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem_ENG.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1QZa8iOys9MBzL_72-cfuIn43P6OpMojSQ87n3hprroQCJN-iZ5_0P86Q
https://ohrid.gov.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
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downgraded the protection category to Nature Park, thereby precluding the need for a 

Buffer Zone, which could have prevented marina construction. The Ministry of Transport 

nonetheless seems to have some opposition to the Nature Park plan, indicating that it may 

be weakened even further.  

 

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

meanwhile, left the wetland in the lowest category of its zoning and allowed some part of its 

waterfront for the continuation of beach exploits, which include bars that transform into de-

facto discos at night, disturbing the surrounding habitats with light and noise pollution. 

Again, it offered no protection to Studenchishte Canal.  

 

Against this backdrop, the Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature does 

not apply a Zone of Strict Protection to Studenchishte Marsh despite placing two hotspots of 

biodiversity in the vicinity; documenting two plant species (the vulnerable Salvinia natans 

and endangered Trapa natans) and several reptiles, birds and amphibians from its locale in 

the overview of taxa relevant for protected area proclamation; and citing umbrella species 

such as Emys orbicularis and Lutra lutra that are recorded for the wetland and which require 

safe passageway to the lake. Rather, the valorisation opts for the porous Zone of Active 

Management separated from the shore by an anything-goes Zone of Sustainable 

Development, neither of which will ameliorate anthropogenic harm. 

 

The re-establishment of hydrological connections between both Lake Ohrid and 

Studenchishte Canal on the one hand and Studenchishte Marsh on the other is a very 

necessary measure not only for the integrity of the wetland but also to provide access and 

resources for nesting birds and spawning fish (Apostolova et al., 2016; Society of Wetland 

Scientists, 2018; Spirovska et al., 2020). Minimized disturbance will also be a pre-requisite 

for ecological rehabilitation, which is unlikely to occur now despite three protection-

oriented documents having been produced by expert teams in the past 12 months.        

 

60. SECTION 6.3: CONSERVATION GOALS: These should be expanded to include  

 

• preserving current levels of biodiversity; 

• climate change impact buffering, including management of macrophytes, reed belts 

and wetland rehabilitation; 

• facilitating the continuation of Lake Ohrid’s unique speciation processes;  

• identifying, accurately quantifying and maintaining its numerous ecosystem services; 

• conservation of umbrella species;  

• ensuring the continuation of Lake Ohrid’s refugium function; 

• implementation of UNESCO Reactive Monitoring Mission recommendations and 

maintenance of Outstanding Universal Value for World Heritage purposes; 

• monitoring of biodiversity values; and  

• revitalizing degraded habitats. 

https://www.wetland-ecology.nl/sites/cwe.nioo.knaw.nl/files/Apostolova%20et%20al.%202016.pdf
https://medwet.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/The-Declaration-on-the-Protection-of-the-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem_ENG.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1QZa8iOys9MBzL_72-cfuIn43P6OpMojSQ87n3hprroQCJN-iZ5_0P86Q
https://medwet.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/The-Declaration-on-the-Protection-of-the-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem_ENG.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1QZa8iOys9MBzL_72-cfuIn43P6OpMojSQ87n3hprroQCJN-iZ5_0P86Q
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
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This may require a revision to the staffing and budget estimates and/or coordination with 

the Hydrobiological Institute—Ohrid. 

61. SECTION 7.1.2: JASEN: Jasen is a low-category protected area which has failed to produce a 

management plan for several years. Its game reserve model, by which animals are bred for 

hunting, is inappropriate for Lake Ohrid.  

 

62. SECTION 7.3: AREA MANAGEMENT: Institutions in the Republic of Macedonia are 

characterized by politicization and underperformance. Unless mechanisms are implemented 

to ensure functional independence and accountability, the Lake Ohrid Public Enterprise will 

either acquiesce to destructive plans and practices or act as an obstruction to meaningful 

protection.  

 

This is exemplified by Public Institution National Park Galichica’s shameful inability to 

oppose attempts at rezoning to facilitate a ski-resort, multiple large-scale tourism 

developments, and an express road in the recent past. It is also encapsulated by the 

Macedonian Ramsar Committee’s repeated attempts to delay and derail Ramsar nomination 

for the Ohrid Region, including by misrepresenting the availability/applicability of data 

(Ohrid SOS, 2019). 

 

Alongside achieving financial independence, the public enterprise for Lake Ohrid Monument 

of Nature should also 

 

• report yearly to the public via an open consultation at which comments are 

received and answered; 

• publish full finances; 

• publish minutes of all executive board meetings (with redactions permitted only for 

locations of sensitive species);  

• have meaningful, representative NGO inclusion on its executive board; 

• preclude members of ministries or municipalities from executive board membership;  

and 

• be subject to a fair, legally defined procedure whereby the non-government sector 

can initiate removal and substitution of the director or any individual board 

member.     

 

63. MONITORING: The need for assessing the effectiveness of the management approach 

through well-designed, objective data collection must be addressed. The valorization does 

not deal with this issue and perhaps (understandably) feels that it is beyond its scope.  

 

However, without monitoring procedures, there will be no way to understand the efficacy of 

the protected area and umbrella approach that has been sketched by the valorization or to 

modify the alignment of resources. Equally, there is a risk that, unless carefully designed, 

monitoring procedures will be selectively applied (or not applied at all) to facilitate the 

continuation of destructive practices.   

https://ohridsos.files.wordpress.com/2019/07/world-heritage-on-the-edge-ii_engine-of-neglect_combined.pdf
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64. RIVER SATESKA: At no point is the re-route of the River Sateska mentioned in this document 

despite its significance for the future of the protected area, including changes to the water 

balance. Why is this? 

 

ACRONYMS 

 

MoEPP: Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning of the Republic of Macedonia.   
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COMMENTS SUBMITTED 31/12/2020 

A. VISION: The rushed completion of the valorisation under difficult circumstances, confirmed 

by Dr. Daniel Bogner during the unofficial consultation on December 23rd 2020, suggests that 

re-proclamation of the Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature is being treated as an end-goal in 

itself, not a starting point to achieve a more positive ecological condition for Lake Ohrid over 

the coming decades.  

 

The result is a paucity of objective targets such as zero extinctions, photic zone depths, and 

reed belt areal extents9 that could guide the zoning, orient the protective framework, and 

redirect the lake’s current trajectory towards rehabilitation. From the valorisation report, it 

is difficult to ascertain clearly the desired future condition for Lake Ohrid.  

 

Another associated shortfall is the “bare minimum” approach to justifying the protected 

area according to law. 

 

 

B. SOCIO-ECOLOGICAL ANALYSIS: In terms of remediation through protected area designation, 

the interplay between human activities and degradation of Lake Ohrid has only been fully 

taken on board with a view to the fishing industry, whose impact has been incompletely 

addressed. This results from a lack of analysis in the socio-economic section of the 

valorisation document, which barely covers core aspects such as employment, employment 

prospects, salaries and employment security or their relationship with tourism.    

 

In theory, if a healthier fishery can be established by the implementation of protected zones, 

this will create a beneficial socio-ecological loop by improving catch for the fishing 

community. Although positive if achieved, including through non-trivial trophic cascades, 

this will not address several of the major stressors upon Lake Ohrid, because the fishing 

community is small and cannot support the wider economy of the region.  

 

The major drivers of degradation at Lake Ohrid are the tourism and construction industries, 

a point which does not seem to be thoroughly explored by the valorisation with the result 

that large Zones of Sustainable Use are permitted up and down the coast, facilitating mass 

tourism over a wide area, while the Buffer Zone is insubstantial in comparison to present 

day norms.  

 

 
9 Lake Tahoe provides an example of this approach. 
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Moreover, the failure to address tourism could have the unwitting effect that Zones of Strict 

Protection do not result in the desired outcome even for the fishery, not because they are 

inappropriate in themselves, but due to insufficient supportive scaffolding from other zones. 

In a strategic sense, this could weaken public support and compliance for zoning and 

protective measures in general. 

 

 

C. FISHING: According to Dr. Bogner during the unofficial consultation, the decision not to 

restrict commercial fishing in the envisaged Zone of Active Management was taken following 

word-of-mouth assurances that the Lake Ohrid Fishing Base will be made more robust. As 

Ohrid SOS understands, the valorisation study’s expert team has not seen exactly how the 

base will be upgraded.  

 

Given that Salmo ohridanus is a threatened species; strong declines in catch for the data 

deficient Salmo letnica are recorded; and the futures of Salmo lumi, Salmo balcanicus and 

Salmo aphelios are far from assured, it is not acceptable for decisions about fishing zones to 

be taken on such a flimsy basis. Over the years, Ohrid SOS has seen various promises (like 

temporary protection of Studenchishte Marsh, permanent protection of Studenchishte 

Marsh and Ramsar designation) unfulfilled, routinely delayed or functionally watered down. 

Indeed, the current plan for revision of the Fishing Base is scheduled for completion by 

October 2022, offering ample time for revision and almost two more years of possible 

unsustainable catch between now and then.  

 

The Fishing Base is regularly revised too so it will offer no hard protection for Lake Ohrid’s 

ichthyofauna even if it does initially materialize in a form that matches expectations. An 

example of this from recent history was the 2018 decision to lift a ban on commercial fishing 

from Veli Dab to Veljapesh, an area that has been identified by the valorisation as in need of 

strict protection, just one year after a 2km exclusion zone had been adopted. The decision 

included another modification to state that “no natural spawning grounds are indicated on 

the fishing water Lake Ohrid” as well (Republic of Macedonia, 2017; Republic of Macedonia, 

2018). Such revisions attract far less attention and oversight than initial drafts, leaving a 

weakness in any approach to protection via the Fishing Base.  

 

From an implementation and oversight point of view, a ban on commercial fishing in Zones 

of Active Management appears more practical too. By color-coding, numbering, patrolling 

and tracking fishing vessels (as has been done with solar panel technology at Lake Skadar), it 

ought to be relatively easy to identify infringements into non-fishing zones. Members of the 

public might be able to recognize infractions as well, which will discourage circumvention of 

the zoning. Illegal catch between the lines of the fishing base (or using illegal gear) is not so 

enforceable without aggressive inspection. Even when such inspection does occur, the strict 

punishments that exist on paper are rarely enforced. This angle must be very thoughtfully 

contemplated as Ohrid SOS regularly receives reports of illegal fishing.  

 

 

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=IwAR0cZ3JXbmE10segqCek_tbUEjqknHzo1gmHovJPkr2KISAD02XAq0-omHc
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D. EUROPEAN RED LIST: The rulebook for valorisation processes in the Republic of Macedonia 

states that the European Red List should be consulted for the compilation of relevant taxa 

(Republic of Macedonia, 2012). This does not seem to have been undertaken for research of 

the species tables in the Study of Valorisation for Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature. 

 

 

E. 90+ THREATENED SPECIES AND HABITATS: The original SOS comments submitted on 

December 22nd 2020 have already pointed to shortfalls in the identification of species 

relevant to re-proclamation of Lake Ohrid as a protected area. However, the valorisation 

study’s assertion that it has assessed over 90 threatened species and habitats deserves 

greater scrutiny.  

 

Unfortunately, a large proportion of Lake Ohrid’s taxa have never been red listed, especially 

at the national level, and recent information is not necessarily available for those that have. 

Therefore, a significant number must have been omitted from consideration on the grounds 

that they have never been categorized as threatened. This is complicated by the fact that 

many are endemic species, which leaves the Republics of Macedonia and Albania solely 

responsible for their monitoring. Because Lake Ohrid’s gastrapoda10 has attracted particular 

attention from the scientific community, the focus on threatened species is likely to weight 

the valorization towards this particular species group too.  

 

Again, this emphasizes the need for a more in-depth valorisation study with Lake Ohrid 

specialists across an array of species groups included in the expert team. Presently, there is a 

lack of baseline data. 

 

 

F. HARMONIZATION: The unofficial valorisation consultation on December 23rd 2020 

reaffirmed Ohrid SOS’s suspicion that the re-proclamation of Lake Ohrid as a Monument of 

Nature is being insubstantially harmonized with the simultaneous designation of 

Studenchishte Marsh as a Nature Park.  

 

During the discussion on the 23rd, Dr. Bogner’s assertion that it was not realistic to bring a 

higher level protected zone11 (such as the active management) to connect with the shoreline 

at Studenchishte Marsh was not elaborated and does not entirely hold water. Various 

recreational activities such as swimming would still be permitted in the Zone of Active 

Management (ZAM) in any case, suggesting practicality from this point of view, while 

transitional delays (as with the proposed roll out of electric boats) are foreseen with other 

elements of the re-proclamation plan. Thus, the limited and temporary continuance of 

watercraft access to Studenchishte Canal could still be allowed until an alternative location 

for a formal marina has been established. Then a more restrictive ZAM could be put in place. 

 
10 Ohrid SOS estimates that as many as 40 of the threatened species evaluated may be gastropods.   
11 This argument has more validity for a Zone of Strict Protection, although small Zones of Strict Protection do 
feature elsewhere in the valorisation proposal, indicating some flexibility.  
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Such actions would be in line with Lake Ohrid’s Shorezone Functionality Index report, which, 

for sections 34 and 36 of the coast (both adjacent to Studenchishte Marsh), recommends a 

limitation of human activities to those that are ecologically friendly alongside restoration of 

riparian and helophyte vegetation (GiZ, 2017). These aims are less likely to be achieved if 

accompanied by a Zone of Sustainable Use on the water side, especially considering that the 

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

be revised by the end of the decade and therefore cannot in itself offer long-term security 

for this vital shorezone stretch.    

 

There is a strong case for consideration of greater integrated management and zoning 

between Studenchishte Marsh and Lake Ohrid that incorporates the physical connections 

and flows between the two. Logic underpinning such an approach includes: 

• the unified forthcoming nomination of both as a single Ramsar area; 

• the historical research approach that considered Studenchishte Marsh as part of 

Lake Ohrid (Spirovska et al., 2012); 

• the services provided to Lake Ohrid by Studenchishte Marsh in terms of nutrient 

buffering and as a site for spawning/sheltering/nesting fish and birds (Society of 

Wetland Scientists, 2018);  

• the need to eliminate and reverse current protection blind-spots such as the 

shoreline area between the envisaged Studenchishte Marsh Nature Park and the 

proposed Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature, where activities incompatible with 

conservation persist in the 50m green belt under the present management regime;  

and 

• the need to revitalize the hydrological and ecosystemic connections between Lake 

Ohrid and Studenchishte Marsh. 

 

Improved synchronicity would match Ramsar advice from Resolution VIII.14 (2002) that, 

while accepting the acceptability of sub-sites when they are separated by areas of other land 

use, in general “the management planning process and management plan should cover the 

entire site”. As an aside, the same resolution directs that a “full and detailed rationale 

should be made to explain the basis for establishing and delineating zones”. The valorisation 

document as it stands does not achieve this, particularly where it deviates from its 

grounding criteria. 

 

 

G. UMBRELLA MANAGEMENT BODY: An alternative to a single Studenchishte-Ohrid 

Monument of Nature designation could be the creation of an Umbrella Management Body, 

comprised of one representative each from the Studenchishte Marsh, NP Galichica and Lake 

Ohrid management teams alongside additional scientist members and counterparts from 

Albanian protected areas such as Drilon. This would combine authorities from all the 

respective elements of Lake Ohrid protection together in a single authority that could devise 

and implement joined-up decisions and plans. Certainly, mechanisms for integrated, co-

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/Menka-Blato-13_02_2012-lektorirano-final.pdf
https://medwet.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/The-Declaration-on-the-Protection-of-the-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem_ENG.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1QZa8iOys9MBzL_72-cfuIn43P6OpMojSQ87n3hprroQCJN-iZ5_0P86Q
https://medwet.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/The-Declaration-on-the-Protection-of-the-Lake-Ohrid-Ecosystem_ENG.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1QZa8iOys9MBzL_72-cfuIn43P6OpMojSQ87n3hprroQCJN-iZ5_0P86Q
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/res/key_res_viii_14_e.pdf
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operative management are required to maximize efficacy of mutual protection for springs, 

coastal wetlands and Lake Ohrid proper. 

 

 

H. STUDENCHISHTE CANAL: The dissatisfactory non-inclusion of Studenchishte Canal in either 

the proposed boundaries of Lake Ohrid Monument of Nature or Studenchishte Marsh 

Nature Park has already been raised in Point 56A and 59 of Ohrid SOS’s original comments to 

the valorisation study.  

 

Nonetheless, it should be noted that the canal is considered as part of Lake Ohrid for the 

Fishing Base, establishing precedent for its inclusion within the protected area boundaries 

for the proposed Monument of Nature.  

 

In addition, the fact that the canal, which should be understood as incorporating connected 

channels such as that to the north, is state property ought to streamline the administrative 

procedure for its amalgamation in a protected area. The aim should be to establish this 

stretch in a Zone of Active Management.  

 

 

I. FLOW: Another matter that has not been addressed by the 2020 valorisation is flow. 

Although various kinds of flow (like nutrients) are relevant, the Springs of Saint Naum are 

regarded as the source of the River Black Drim and other springs, inflows and outflow of 

Lake Ohrid have all been modified to a greater or lesser degree. The flow concept is deeply 

relevant to the link between Studenchishte Marsh and Lake Ohrid too, not to mention Lake 

Prespa, whose hydrological connections to Lake Ohrid are an essential component of the 

latter’s highly specific ecological world. Details relevant to Lake Ohrid’s protection (not to 

mention location of the marina) would also include retention time and currents. Limitations 

are evident in terms of available knowledge, but the concept of flow would still augment the 

valorisation study. It may also inform an understanding of further threats that could emerge 

both from hydrological interventions (the return of the Sateska or new hydropower 

facilities), the current difficulties facing Prespa, and climate change, and thereby help to 

inform buffering solutions and protective planning. 

 

 

J. ZONE SIZES: The zoning map provides percentages for the relative sizes of the Zones of Strict 

Protection (5.1), Active Management (25) and Sustainable Use (69.9). The valorisation does 

not clarify whether this is for the entire of Lake Ohrid (as presumed) or just the Macedonian 

side.  

 

 

K. STATIC VERSUS DYNAMIC: Whereas some Lake Ohrid habitats such as those in the vicinity of 

certain springs have a remarkably stable state and can be defined fairly simply, others are 

more dynamic. One example is spawning sites for salmonid fish that have apparently shifted 

under anthropogenic pressure. Future re-zoning of Lake Ohrid is undesirable due to the 
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potential for exploitation (Citrus, 2016). Therefore, zones established by the valorisation 

need to demonstrate foresight by anticipating possible change and incorporating space for it.  

 

L. SHORELINE FUNCTIONALITY INDEX: The report for the Lake Ohrid Shorezone Functionality 

Index opines that efforts should be made to enhance the condition of this stretch. Presently, 

just 7% of Lake Ohrid’s perimeter has high functionality and 75% is assessed at moderate to 

bad status, meaning “most of the shoreline cannot perform ecological functions such as 

nutrient removal, shore stabilisation or provision of habitats for aquatic and terrestrial 

species” (GiZ, 2017). 

 

In order to upgrade shorezone ecological health, the valorisation study could take more 

opportunities to extend Zones of Strict Protection (ZSP) or Active Management (ZAM) right 

up to the coast, even when the latter’s functionality is sub-optimum. Combined with 

increased restrictions in ZAM, this could serve to decrease tourism pressures at selected 

locations, which may then be targeted for restoration.  

 

Concurrently, the principle of connecting high-functionality shoreline with the upper levels 

of protective zoning should be respected by the valorisation study in all cases unless 

explicitly explained as an exception. This would reflect more accurately the importance of an 

ancient lake littoral zone (Cantonati et al., 2020) and reinforce the Management Plan for the 

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

 

 

M. TOURISM DEVELOPMENT ZONES (TDZ): TDZs are a background threat to Lake Ohrid that has 

not been reviewed by the valorisation study. The Law on Construction and Law for Urban 

Planning contain loopholes that enable the construction of TDZs in protected areas and such 

interventions have been planned for the Ohrid Region. Although moves towards their 

completion have quietened recently, Ohrid SOS has seen no evidence that they have been 

formally cancelled in the same manner as previous intentions to construct an express road 

and ski-resort.  

  

 

N. AMBIGUITIES & PROTECTION CONSERVATISM: Any gaps or weaknesses in the valorisation 

study will become loopholes for exploitation. Omissions or ambiguities such as exceptions 

for certain kinds of vessels will not be treated on a common sense basis. Ensuring that every 

single aspect of Lake Ohrid’s natural value is at least mentioned in the valorisation document 

is therefore essential, including to the species or even sub-species level.  

 

By the same token, a minimal approach to protection will simply deliver minimal results. 

Freshwater ecosystems are notoriously problematic to restore, particularly oligotrophic ones, 

and species losses at Lake Ohrid would be in many cases irreversible as hundreds are world 

unique.      

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://www.mdpi.com/2073-4441/12/1/260/htm
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