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A) GLOSSARY OF TERMS, ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
ALBAFLOR

NGO, Albania

BIOECO

NGO, fYR of Macedonia

BLRP

Balkan Lynx Recovery Programme

BSPSM

Bird Study and Protection Society of Macedonia

BUND

Friends of the Earth – Germany - NGO

B-WARE

Research Centre in the Netherlands

CAP

Common Agricultural Policy - EU

CDM

Clean Development Mechanism – Kyoto Protocol

CEPF

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund

CNAWPA

Conservation Needs Analysis of the Wider Prespa Area – WWF-GR Study

CNVP

Connecting Natural Values and People – international NGO, Netherlands

CSBL

Conservation And Sustainable Use of Biodiversity at Lakes Prespa, Ohrid and
Shkodra/Skadar - project

CSO

Civil Society Organisation

CTP

Cultural Triangle of Prespa – NGO, Greece

DAC/OECD

Development Assistance Committee/Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development

DEKONS-EMA

Society for Ecological Consulting, fYR of Macedonia

DUH

Deutsche Umwelthilfe (German Environmental Aid)

EC

European Commission

ECAT

Education and Administration Centre of Albania

EEC

European Economic Community

EIA

Environmental Impact Assessment

ERDF

European Regional Development Fund - EU

ETERPS

Former fund for the environment - Greece

EU

European Union

EuroNatur

NGO, Germany

fYR of Macedonia

the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

FZS

Frankfurt Zoological Society

GAA

Government and Aid Agency

GDP

Gross Domestic Product

GEF

Global Environment Facility

GEF/SGP

the Global Environment Facility Small Grants Programme

GIS

Geographic Information System

GIZ (formerly GTZ)

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (German Society for
International Co-operation) - Development Agency
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GJWs

Grecian Juniper Woods

GPS

Global Positioning System

GTI

Geotehnicki Inzenering doo – private company, fYR of Macedonia

GWP Med

Global Water Partnership – Mediterranean - international NGO

Hellenic Aid

Agency of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs managing the DAC/OECD
development assistance funds - Greece

HNV

High Nature Value

HNVF

High Nature Value Farmland

IAEA

International Atomic Energy Agency

IEMP

Integrated Ecosystem Management in the Prespa Basin in Albania, the fYR of
Macedonia and Greece - project

INCA

Institute of Nature Conservation in Albania - NGO

INT

International

INTERREG

EU Cross-Border Co-operation Programme

IPA

Important Plant Areas

IPA-EU

Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance - EU Cross-Border Co-operation
Programme

IPRCP

International Pelican Research and Conservation Programme

IRBM

Integrated River Basin Management

IUCN

International Union for the Conservation of Nature

JunEx

LIFE project on Grecian Juniper Woods, implemented by the SPP

KfW

Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau – German Development Bank

KORA

Carnivore Ecology and Wildlife Management - Swiss NGO

LAG

Local Action Group Prespa – CSO, fYR of Macedonia

LAL

Lack of Alternative Livelihoods

LC

Lack of Capacity

LDA

Local Development Agency – CSO, fYR of Macedonia

LF

Lack of Funding

LIS

Lack of Institutional Structures

LIFE

EU Financial Instrument for the Environment

LPW

Lack of Political Will

MAVA

Fondation pour la Nature – Conservation funding foundation

MBPNP

Management Body for the Prespa National Park, Greece

MedWet

the Mediterranean Wetlands Initiative

MES

Macedonian Ecological Society - NGO

MIO-ECSD

Mediterranean Information Office - Environment, Culture and Sustainable
Development – international NGO

MKC

Mladinski Kulturen Centar (Youth Cultural Centre) – CSO, fYR of Macedonia

MoEPP

Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning - fYR of Macedonia
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NABU

Nature and Biodiversity Conservation Union – NGO, Germany

NAGREF

Natural Agriculture Research Foundation - Greece

NAPA

National Agency For Protected Areas, Albania

NATO

The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

NATURA 2000

Network of nature protection areas in the territory of the EU

NEA

National Environmental Agency

NEST

Network for Sustainable Tourism Development

NGO

Non-Governmental Organisation

NIPT

Tax registration number – Albania

NP

National Park

ÖBF

Österreichische Bundesforste (Austrian Federal Forests)

OEMN

One Europe, More Nature – WWF-Int project

PCTFFS

Prespa Conservation Trust Fund Feasibility Study – WWF-GR study

Plantlife

International NGO, based in the UK

PNP

Prespa National Park

PONT

Prespa Ohrid Nature Trust

PPCC

Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee

PPNEA

Protection and Preservation of Natural Environment in Albania - NGO

PrespaNet

Network of NGOs for Prespa – SPP, MES and PPNEA

RAPA

Regional Agency of Protected Areas, Albania

RBMP

River Basin Management Plan

REC

Regional Environmental Centre

RPE

Restoration of the Prespa Lake Ecosystem - project

SAC

Special Area of Conservation - NATURA 2000

SAVE

Safeguard for Agricultural Varieties in Europe – Swiss NGO

SDC

Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation

SE

South-East(ern)

SEA

Strategic Environmental Assessment

SIDA

Swedish International Development Agency

SIEFW

State Inspectorate for Environment, Forest and Water of Albania

SNR

Strict Natural Reserve

SOP

Standard Operational Procedure

SPNPA

Support for Prespa National Park of Albania - project

SPP

Society for the Protection of Prespa – NGO, Greece

TB

Transboundary

TdV

Tour du Valat (a research centre for the conservation of Mediterranean
wetlands) – NGO, France

TDZ

Tourism Development Zone
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TEI

Technological Education Institution - Greece

TMS

Transboundary Monitoring System

ToR

Terms of Reference

TSF

Transboundary Strategic Framework - produced by PrespaNet

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNECE

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe

UNEP

United Nations Environmental Programme

UNESCO

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation

USAID

United States Agency for International Development

WB

World Bank

WFD

Water Framework Directive, EU

WMC

Wetland Management Committee - Greece

WPA

Wider Prespa Area - the geographical scope for the PONT

WWF-GR

World Wildlife Fund – Greece
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B) INTRODUCTION
This document is a review of the conservation efforts carried out in transboundary Prespa and
has been compiled by a team drawn from the three partners of the PrespaNet NGO network:
the Society for the Protection of Prespa in Greece (SPP), the Macedonian Ecological Society
(MES) in the fYR of Macedonia and the Protection and Preservation of Natural Environment in
Albania (PPNEA), under the oversight of the Worldwide Fund for Nature - Greece (WWF-GR).
The review was commissioned by the Prespa Ohrid Nature Trust (PONT) and the geographical
scope of the study encompasses the area referred to by that body as the Wider Prespa Area
(WPA), namely the entire watershed of the Prespa lakes basin in all three countries as well as
the full extent of the Pelister and Galičica National Parks in the fYR of Macedonia.
The aim of this review is to provide the PONT with a fully researched and concise synthesis of
the past conservation efforts in the WPA since the early 1990s and a detailed exposition of the
experience gained from these 25 years of work. In this respect, the review also serves the
purpose of providing a written record of the institutional memory of the organisations
involved in those efforts. In addition, the review aspires to provide an up-to-date picture of the
situation with regard to the biodiversity of the WPA and the main threats it is presently facing,
as well as elucidating the major conservation challenges and needs of the area and offering an
inventory of potential interventions to meet these needs.
In chapter one the historical conservation efforts of the area, the main conservation
challenges, and the current conservation priorities are presented together with a description
of the factors which threaten these key aspects of biodiversity. Firstly, following a brief
introduction, section 1.2 sets the context in terms of biodiversity, the socio-economic profile of
the area, civil society, the institutional framework of the WPA and the main conservation
challenges that have defined environmental work in the area. Secondly, the main conservation
efforts of the past 25 years are presented and discussed in section 1.3, focusing on their
outcomes, impacts and results and what they have meant to the overall picture of
conservation in that period. Lastly, this chapter concludes with a description of the key priority
aspects of biodiversity on which conservation should focus and the threats which these
aspects of biodiversity are currently facing in section 1.4. This chapter concludes with a
synthesis and summary of the main points raised.
The lessons which have been drawn from a quarter of a century of conservation work in the
WPA form the content of chapter two. This chapter seeks to distil the experience gained from
the efforts elaborated in the first chapter and provide a succinct but in-depth analysis of the
key lessons that can be passed on and utilised in future conservation work. Section 2.1
presents this information in categorised subsections, and concludes with a synthesis and
summary of the main points contained in the chapter.
Chapter three analyses the management gaps that are evident from the work carried out in
the preceding chapters and sets out the next steps for tackling them. In section 3.2, and after a
short introduction, the key conservation needs are firstly presented followed by a detailed
identification of the most important gaps in management actions that must be filled. This
section is completed with a comprehensive account of interventions that can potentially be
carried out in order to address these omissions in conservation management efforts. The
chapter is concluded with a synthesis and précis of the key points contained within it.
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These three chapters are preceded by an executive summary of the key points of the full
review. A full glossary of all terms, acronyms and abbreviations accompanies this executive
summary.
All the work for this review was carried out by a large team drawn from the three authoring
organisations under the umbrella of their PrespaNet partnership. Contributing texts were
drafted, shared, revised, synthesised and finalised in collaboration between the three
organisations, under the management of dedicated teams within each. Many of the details of
projects and budgets required extensive research, which was carried out both internally within
the archives of the partners, as well as externally with other organisations. The review was
written in two phases, with chapters one and two comprising the first phase and the second
phase consisting of chapter three and all outstanding contributions and editorial work. The
work of phase one benefited from extensive editorial comments from WWF-GR in their role of
oversight of the review process.
Lastly, parts of this review lean heavily on the information provided by the Transboundary
Strategic Framework that has been developed by the Strategic Platform for NGOs in Prespa,
which consists of the three PrespaNet partners and the international NGOs EuroNatur, the
Frankfurt Zoological Society, KORA, Plantlife and the SAVE Foundation. The Prespa
Conservation Trust Fund Feasibility Study (PCTFFS) and the Conservation Needs Analysis of the
Wider Prespa Area (CNAWPA), prepared by WWF-GR, were also invaluable sources of
information for many sections of this review.
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C) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Environmental and socio-economic context, civil society and conservation challenges
The WPA contains a pair of ancient lakes within their catchment area and extends to the
boundaries of the protected areas directly surrounding these lakes. The area is home to an
astonishing diversity of habitats and species, high endemism and important populations of rare
and threatened species. The WPA is internationally recognised as an exceptional area on the
basis of this biodiversity, one of the ten most important wetlands in the Mediterranean.
Prespa has been inhabited for millennia and is shared between the three states of Albania, the
fYR of Macedonia and Greece. There have been difficult periods in the history of all three sides
of the basin throughout the 20th century which have resulted in high emigration rates and a
consequent loss of social capital. The area is inhabited by an ethnically diverse mix of people
and is socio-economically characterised by high unemployment rates, poor local economic
conditions with difficulties in trading local products, and a lack of basic infrastructure. It is a
rural area, dominated by agriculture as a means of income generation, with a monoculture on
two sides of the basin. Stockbreeding, fisheries and forestry also contribute to local incomes,
though to a lesser degree, while some tourism also exists in the region.
Civil society in the WPA is weak in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia, though stronger in
Greece, due to the local presence of the SPP. In the other two countries small local NGOs have
appeared and faded out, strongly related to donor-driven project activity. National NGOs MES
and PPNEA have been active in the region for many years with positive results, but are
hampered by a lack of permanent local presence. On the Greek side, the SPP has produced
valuable work on conservation for the last 26 years as a successful experiment in NGO
collaboration, providing a model for the wider basin.
The Transboundary Prespa Park was established in 2000, with an informal institutional scheme
operating for 10 years until a quadrilateral agreement on the official operation of the park was
signed in 2010. The formal institutions of the park have been in limbo since then, due to lack of
ratification, a situation which has only very recently changed, with Greece finally ratifying in
the spring of 2017. There are four national parks over the three sides of the basin, with two
additional lesser protected areas in the fYR of Macedonia, though not all the WPA is covered
by these protective regimes. In addition, parts of the WPA are also covered by the OhridPrespa Transboundary biosphere Reserve which was declared in 2014. Nature conservation
has never been a top priority for any of the governments, and the management authorities for
the protected areas are weak in all aspects, particularly in terms of expertise and funding.
In the early 1990s the main priority conservation challenge to be addressed concerned the
protection of the Dalmatian pelican and, by extension, the wetlands of Lesser Prespa Lake,
which then had the EU’s only breeding colony of the species with less than 200 pairs. By the
end of the decade it had become clear that interventions in both water and wetland
management needed to be designed, managed and monitored at transboundary level as no
state alone could resolve the complex of interlinked issues, creating the area’s second main
conservation challenge. The steps taken towards this direction have led conservationists to
acknowledge the newest challenge, which has taken shape in the current decade; the setting
up of a new transboundary socio-ecological system, which will be able to forge its path to a
12

sustainable future and the creation of a new paradigm of conservation and sustainable
development.
A history of conservation efforts and results, the evolution of nature protection in the WPA
In order to appreciate the progression of understanding behind these broad-scale conservation
challenges, gained through years of experience, it is firstly necessary to study the results of the
conservation efforts that have been carried out in the WPA and consider the historical
successes and failures of the period from the early 1990s leading to the present day.
Beginning with water resources, it is clear that stakeholders have moved over time towards
the jointly held conviction that water is the most important ecological aspect of the basin.
Despite this consensus the many problems, concerning water quality in particular, have not
been resolved and the grave issue of eutrophication is a challenge which is far from being met.
More research is still required and water monitoring is not yet systematic and regularised.
While transboundary co-operation is essential, formal mechanisms have stalled, though local
willingness is strong. With agriculture acknowledged as the single most significant source of
pollution across the basin as a whole, some advances have been made towards less polluting
practices in both the fYR of Macedonia and Greece, though the impact of these efforts is
remains minor in relation to the severity of the problem. In addition, improvements are also
needed in wastewater treatment infrastructure and solid waste management. It is clear that
water must remain a top priority of any conservation strategy for the WPA.
Many efforts for the protection of wetlands have been undertaken on all three sides of the
basin and significant achievements have been attained, especially in Ezerani in the fYR of
Macedonia and for Dalmatian pelicans in Lesser Prespa Lake, Greece. The results of this work
have also strengthened the bonds between people and wetlands, and brought advances in the
socio-economic and governance planes. Linking human activities with conservation
endeavours, multi-sectoral approaches and investing in long-term efforts for sustainable
results have all emerged as significant features of wetland management work. Innovative
governance schemes have provided valuable templates for the future and wetland
management work has shown local stakeholders the benefits of conservation, giving great
potential for leveraging this success in building a new conservation model in response to the
over-arching challenge of establishing a new transboundary socio-ecological system, identified
above. It should, however, be acknowledged that no specifically transboundary effort for
wetland management has yet been carried out, despite the good co-operation on the ground
between relevant stakeholders in all three countries.
Other conservation efforts have fortified, to a reasonable extent, the legislative framework for
the protection of forests, as well as other terrestrial habitats, though the non-implementation
of this legal framework continues to be a clear issue for the basin, as is the need for
enforcement of conservation measures. Management plans have not been implemented or
require review, and capacity for conservation is low amongst the public bodies and
management authorities responsible for forests and other terrestrial habitats. On the other
hand, projects which have promoted animal husbandry activities as part of pasture and forest
management have demonstrated success in maintaining forest habitats, highlighting the
importance of considering the socio-economic and cultural facets of the area in project design
and linking the productive activities of local communities with conservation efforts in addition.
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With regard to priority species, both flora and fauna, and with the exception of the work for
Dalmatian pelicans noted above, much research has emphasised the need for conservation
activities but few studies have actually specified measures for the protection of species. Little
of this research has been followed up, with the corollary that conservation efforts for priority
species have been few, the proportion of work bearing little relation to the high biodiversity,
number of rare species and degree of endemism in the area. To some degree this state of
affairs is a consequence of the fact that, so far, greater emphasis has been placed on the
conservation of whole ecosystems, such as degraded wetlands or forests for example.
Although this has meant less specific focus on the preservation of rare species as such, it is
acknowledged that work for the conservation of an ecosystem will bring presumed benefits for
the species in that ecosystem in addition. Lastly, efforts by NGOs to collaborate on species
conservation projects at transboundary level in the last decade have been a positive area of
cross-border collaboration, with successes in co-ordinating this work and encouraging
conservation results.
Turning now to efforts in pursuit of a more environmentally positive and sustainable
development, the close dynamic relation between nature and man has been recognised by
many stakeholders. Many conservation endeavours have tried to frame themselves within a
new development paradigm for the area, though with a poor socio-economic sphere in which
to operate the ground has not yet been fertile for greater success in this work. Efforts in this
field have concerned both ecotourism and the primary sector. In respect of the latter some
positive outcomes have been achieved, particularly when the productive activities of local
communities have been well integrated in nature management efforts. In contrast, many plans
and strategies for ecotourism have been developed in the WPA but with no concrete follow-up
in any case. Despite a lot of material being published for tourists, specific infrastructure to
support visitors remains limited, and generally the results in this sector have been
disproportionately few in comparison to the effort and monies spent. It is surmised that plans
and strategies have been over-ambitious and too sophisticated, detached from the reality of
the socio-economic situation prevailing on the ground.
In terms of institutional advances, fifteen years of efforts have only very recently finally
brought the desired reward of formal state consolidation of the Transboundary Prespa Park, a
situation which had long placed an obstacle for regular collaboration between the state
authorities. In sharp contrast, networking and co-operation at local level, between
municipalities and especially between NGOs in the form of the PrespaNet NGO network, have
taken great strides forward and bring increasing cause for optimism. While these days the legal
framework in which the protection of nature takes place is quite sufficient for purpose in the
three countries, the current institutions for protected areas remain weak in respect of fulfilling
their mandate to meet the conservation needs of the WPA, largely due to the low priority for
this work at central state level. However, in spite of this seemingly negative picture the last 30
years have seen considerable efforts for institutional improvements and support of public
bodies for nature management. Specific internationally funded projects have supported this
work in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia, whilst the support of MAVA through the efforts of
the SPP has been crucial in Greece, which has been in a different situation in any case due to
the country’s EU membership. The Galičica, Pelister and Albanian National Parks and the
Municipality of Resen have made much progress in meeting current conservation challenges,
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though significant support and capacity building are still needed, while the Greek national park
authority has also played a positive supplementary role in nature conservation, despite a low
efficiency with regard to the ratio of conservation impact to resources invested.
In all three countries of the WPA, awareness raising has benefitted from many resources and
efforts through a great deal of project work, and this has brought undoubted success in terms
of the profile of the area and its recognition by target audiences at local, national and
international levels. The more specific outcomes of public awareness activities at local level
have been problematic to assess, however, given the high emigration rate, which means that
beneficiaries of activities are constantly leaving the area. A problem shared by all three sides of
the basin has been the lack of sustainable operation of the area’s information centres,
influenced by weak planning and the lack of business plans for the generation of income. In
most cases, bureaucratic procedures have hindered the sustainable operation of these centres,
and capacity-building activities for their staff remain a clear need. Lastly, a transboundary
strategy for public awareness, created as part of the “Integrated Ecosystem Management in
the Prespa Basin in Albania, the fYR of Macedonia and Greece” (IEMP) project, was never
implemented, leaving transboundary awareness-raising efforts limited to those carried out by
NGOs.
Turning lastly to work to strengthen civil society in the WPA, efforts have taken place in the
context of an area characterised by marked emigration, few young people and an older
generation with little involvement in communal affairs. Although previous project funds have
supported a flurry of transient NGOs in the past, nowadays few active NGOs exist in either
Albania or the fYR of Macedonia. While national NGOs have the expertise, capacity and
willingness to work for conservation in Prespa in these countries, a lack of resources to
establish a permanent local presence in the basin does restrain their efforts. On the Greek
side, in both environmental and social terms, a huge difference was made by the
establishment of the SPP over 25 years ago. This locally based, NGO-member ‘umbrella’
structure was an innovative, radical move at the time, especially for Greek and Balkan
standards, and it remains a unique model for concrete conservation results, which could be
beneficially exploited in order to replicate this success across the whole WPA.
Key aspects of biodiversity in the present day and the threats they are currently under
To supplement the picture of conservation and nature protection in the WPA with the
situation as it stands in the mid-2000s, the main aspects of biodiversity and the most
important threats which pressure wildlife and nature in 2015 are described below, beginning
with water resources. As already noted, the most important conservation challenge of the
2000s has been related to water quality and the trophic status of both lakes, and the
eutrophication and other degradation processes which threaten the lakes ecosystem.
Threats to water resources include current irrigation practices, as well as unwisely used
biocides, hormones and other chemicals, including illegally applied agro-chemicals. Point
source and diffuse pollution also arise from inadequately treated sewage, the dumping of solid
and organic waste, inadequately disposed agro-chemical packing and leaks at waste disposal
sites, affecting groundwater. Other harmful impacts arise from modifications to, and the
diversion of, streams and rivers, as well as small dams and weirs.
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Issues with water management continue to be inextricably linked to wetland management, as
the two form a functional living unit and the basis of the values of the WPA area. Preserving
wetlands, and their ecological functions, in a good status under current thinking requires a
new transboundary wetland vegetation management system, continuing and expanding past
efforts, and co-ordinating at transboundary level in many more areas.
Threats to wetlands include the intensification of farming, encroachment of farmland at the
lake edges and anthropogenic wildfires. The expansion of Typha angustifolia into reedbeds,
under the influence of eutrophication, is threatening waterbird colonies, as, unlike reed, it
does not serve as a suitable substrate for nesting. At the same time, the domination of
helophytes reduces habitat heterogeneity in the wetlands, and is a factor in the loss of vital
wet meadow areas. Many wetlands have been modified or drained for agriculture,
development or resource extraction, affecting hydrological processes and water quality; the
creation or clearing of beaches for tourism development is an ongoing and particular problem
in the fYR of Macedonia.
Priority species are a major conservation value for the WPA, particularly its pelicans,
waterbirds, endemic fish, large carnivores, bats and wild plants. Conservation efforts have
substantially increased numbers of breeding Dalmatian pelicans and have secured other
positive results for waterbird populations. In contrast almost all of Prespa’s endemic fish
species are classified as endangered or vulnerable according to the IUCN Red List. The picture
for large carnivores is less clear, as little work has been done on these species; certainly,
however, the brown bear in the basin play a critical role in the genetic continuation of the
western Balkans population, while the WPA is important for the survival of the Balkan lynx.
The transboundary Prespa Park and its surroundings host 26 species of bats, a number
representing almost 65% of bat species occurring in Europe. Similarly the WPA is
extraordinarily rich in relation to plant diversity, with an assumed total of more than 2,500
species of vascular plants across the basin.
These species are under pressure from threats such as changes to water quality, habitat
destruction, unsustainable fishing practices, illegal fishing and the introduction of non-native
invasive fish species for important and endemic fish, to illegal killing, direct persecution and
the illegal distribution of poisoned baits for large carnivores. Waterbird populations still lack
suitable foraging grounds and availability of food resources, while there remain uncertainties
about the future of pelican populations. Bat species are under pressure from current forest
management practices, intensive use of pesticides and fertilisers, roost disturbance and wind
farm development, while unsustainable collection and the impacts of climate change pose
considerable threats to wild plants.
Lastly we turn to terrestrial habitats, and it is clear that forests in particular play a huge role in
the ecology of the basin, providing biodiversity habitat and delivering ecosystem services.
Significant woodland habitats include Grecian juniper woods, the conservation status of which
is deteriorating in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia. Though lack of common planning, loss of
eco-corridors and homogenisation are threats common to all the WPA, forests also face
different problems across the basin. In Greece and the fYR of Macedonia logging is a source of
income for forestry management and conservation considerations are not really part of the
16

picture. In Albania, over-grazing is a threat to the regeneration of forests, while illegal logging
remains a problem.
The WPA contains many species-rich types of grassland, which are under threat from undergrazing and the abandonment of pastoral activities in the uplands. The consequent
accumulation of biomass also poses a threat to these grasslands through uncontrolled and
intense wildfires. This reduction in traditional activities also undermines the conservation of
the small-scale mosaic landscape of farmland and orchards which is characterised as being of
‘High Nature Value’; these activities are all declining due to depopulation, land abandonment,
changes in human activities and intensification of farming in the lowlands, making the
preservation and re-integration of vital local ecological knowledge an important task.
Finally, many of the issues described above directly and negatively impact the landscapes of
the WPA, which form a key part of the economic, cultural and social development of the area.
The main threats include: homogenisation, especially in forested areas, as well as through the
impoverishment of the landscape mosaic; in addition, infrastructure development, the illegal
extraction of resources such as sand and gravel, and large-scale developments, particularly for
tourism, all play a significant role in pressuring the landscapes of the WPA.
Experience gained from efforts to tackle past conservation challenges, lessons for the future
Continuing the narrative of nature protection in Prespa, attention now turns to the distillation
of 25 years of transboundary conservation efforts and experience, considering the lessons that
have been learned, which have led the region’s conservationists to their current conception of
the situation across the basin.
As elsewhere in the world, ecosystems in the WPA form a complex, adaptive system changing
in an unpredictable, non-linear way; therefore research focusing on the key variables that
configure this system is most effective. The knowledge gained through research so far has
formed a highly valuable, solid basis which need only be added to in priority areas. Research
on eutrophication is necessarily a key concern, as is integrated water management, while
broadening the geographic scope of study for priority species is also important.
Successful research programmes have considered the wider socio-ecological system, as well as
supporting their work with other efforts, such as lobbying or pilot actions, combining
management and decision-making for greater efficacy. The socio-economic and societal trends
of the WPA have been understudied until now, particularly at transboundary levels, while
integrating local ecological knowledge and cultural aspects into environmental efforts is a
successful approach that should be replicated across the full range of conservation concerns.
Moreover, research in the WPA has been of international interest, attracting networks of
scientists and research institutes; this has been of great value and greater multi-disciplinary
synergies can be achieved through the establishment of a permanent scientific network.
With regard to concrete conservation actions, there have been relatively few long-term
efforts, with many actions being sporadically implemented and lacking in either maintenance
or follow-up. Often this has been due to assumptions that management bodies would
undertake these continuation tasks, but with these bodies restricted by limited resources this
has not proved a realistic approach. In addition to a comprehensive plan for building capacity
and sustainability in protected area management, best practice scenarios will help in
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conservation planning and embedding a ‘sharing responsibility’ approach amongst the main
actors can help to support concrete actions.
Furthermore, long-term conservation efforts have shown that a holistic approach, involving
long-term planning and step-wise adaptive implementation, has been more effective in
conservation on the ground. As with research, concrete actions that are supported by parallel
efforts such as lobbying, advocacy and networking are more successful in terms of the longterm sustainability of their results. Similarly, the wider socio-economic framework is an
essential factor to integrate into actions early on in the planning stages, and multiparticipatory, inter-disciplinary governance schemes not only lend legitimacy and foster
stakeholder engagement but also strengthen long-term sustainability to a significant degree.
Turning now to lessons learned from policy work, and firstly issues connected to legislation, it
is clear that legislation on its own is not an adequate protection means, but must be backed up
with enforcement of laws. The lack of strong wardening due to lack of political will and central
support in all three countries exemplifies this point. Conversely, European and international
legal provisions have actually provided a vital tool against destructive development plans; an
area of work where international alliances and lobbying have also proven extremely valuable.
In general policy changes are long-term processes, in which personal contacts and systematic,
focused approaches are essential in order to build relationships and trust, and to cultivate
alliances. On-the-ground, consistent efforts over time will pay dividends in this kind of work, as
well as others. This long-term approach is particularly difficult for local natural resource
governance bodies, where capacity is weak and state funding is limited. A lack of stability in
resources demonstrably decreases effectiveness, especially in long-term efforts. However, the
biggest factor by far is lack of political will at central and local administration level; the crucial
role of the protected areas in achieving sustainable development is still not adequately
recognised.
Despite this negative context, the major conservation efforts in the WPA have contributed to
strengthening key public structures, though many challenges still persist. Operational capacity
in local authorities remains weak, though the strong positive example of the Municipality of
Resen is an exception to the general reality of limited funds, limited personnel, diverse
jurisdiction and lack of will. Aligning environmental management with strategic planning on
future development is essential, while participatory processes and informal governance
schemes can boost efforts and engage local communities, though these schemes cannot
always fill the gap where a high-level mandate is missing.
Conservation issues in the WPA are strongly linked with the development of the area, but the
natural resources of the area are not skilfully utilised for this purpose. Institutional, social and
human capital needs to be strengthened, especially amongst young people, while
environmental values must be incorporated in productive and social processes. However, a
sound and in-depth knowledge of local socio-economic conditions and infrastructure and a
long-term approach remain vital factors for this crucial work. The most useful sectors for green
development are agriculture and ecotourism: in the former, capacity building for more
environmentally friendly production must be supported by long-term, systematic, technical
support for greater effectiveness; in the latter, despite many studies no real blueprint has
emerged and a step-by-step process is needed to tap the potential of the region.
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Public awareness activities have had success in raising the national and international profile of
the WPA, as well as with raising awareness amongst decision-makers to a degree, but at a local
level the provision of information is not in itself enough to change attitudes and behaviour.
Once again socio-economic aspects need to be accounted for, while a move towards more
unconventional public awareness means through small community-based projects will prove
more effective. Other important factors in this work are the inclusion of cultural elements to
increase impact, networking and exchange activities to boost active participation in initiatives,
and the need to make particular efforts for younger generations.
Incorporating the cultural dimension in conservation issues is an acknowledged tool for greater
engagement, and the use of local ecological knowledge helps to foster trust, empowering local
communities. The benefits of cultural inclusion and socially beneficial projects outside
conservation’s direct remit have been well received, and connecting natural, social and
cultural values in the creation of the new socio-ecological system that is needed will ensure
sustainability and complement biodiversity conservation.
Civil society in the WPA in all three countries has been weak and unorganised, with the
exception of the SPP, and it has become extremely important for the NGO community to now
fully organise and co-ordinate its presence at transboundary level. NGOs, being more flexible
and dynamic mechanisms, have a strong ‘interfacing’ role to play between governments,
stakeholders and donors, and they also form the best platform for local communities to
contribute to conservation objectives, though civil society must not be a substitute for
government action or inaction. Tried and tested models for the integration of civil society in
the WPA include non-hierarchical polycentric schemes, such as the advisory committees
developed on all three sides, or embedding project management in local authorities as in the
Municipality of Resen, while the SPP NGO paradigm could successfully be scaled up at
transboundary level to strengthen trilateral conservation.
Turning lastly to the international dimension of conservation in the WPA, it is clear that donor
willingness to support more innovative, holistic, transboundary and long-term approaches has
been crucial, as GAA funds do not provide a good fit for these essential components for
success, being more greatly bound by convention. Of these approaches, transboundary cooperation is perhaps the most significant, as all the main conservation challenges are
transboundary in nature. This is particularly true of informal cross-border co-operation
mechanisms, in the absence of governmental support for formal state initiatives. Informal
efforts, underwritten by joint scientific knowledge, build trust and confidence, and this local
level of collaboration is the most important, though again a higher-level mandate and degree
of political will is also critical. If they are organised appropriately, NGOs can play a catalysing
role in these kinds of initiatives, fostering broad inclusiveness and alliance building, while
international support, both political and financial, is fundamental to underpinning efforts.
Nonetheless, significant political will and technical capacity are needed for such efforts, in
addition to the necessary funds, and the qualities of patience and perseverance are
prerequisites for the trust and consensus building that transboundary efforts demand.
Current conservation needs, gaps in provision and potential areas of intervention
To complete the picture begun above, the focus is now directed to specifying the present
conservation requirements of the WPA and a breakdown of the currently existing
19

management gaps; potential areas for intervention to meet these needs are laid out
simultaneously.
Taking various sources into account, the first area of concern is the protection and
management of water resources. Here the need is to align the ecological status of water
bodies in line with WFD objectives and to ensure the good status of water bodies designated
as protected areas in particular for the wildlife and habitats they support. Gaps in the
understanding of freshwater ecosystem functions and their trends include limited knowledge
on the main variables influencing the ecosystems and their critical transitions, on the
groundwater status and on nutrient removal methodologies. Potential interventions will
consist of research programmes to address these particular gaps in knowledge.
In addition, national water monitoring is not yet adequate nor is a transboundary water
monitoring programme in place. Institutional gaps refer to the lack of RBMPs at sub-basin and
basin-wide level, to the lack of operational transboundary institutions and to the limited
mechanisms for cross-border dialogue on water, gaps which are exacerbated by weak local
bodies with responsibility for water and weak enforcement of laws on water. Regarding
resource management, sustainable irrigation systems are lacking and state support for
environmentally friendly agriculture practices is weak; furthermore treatment of many
streams of waste, such as solid waste, wastewater and agro-chemical packing, is inadequate or
inappropriate. Interventions which are proposed include lobbying and policy actions to
advocate for institutional bodies and increased dialogue, more sustainable irrigation systems
and waste solutions, adequate monitoring and management plans, as well as state support for
more environmentally-aware farming practices and greater law enforcement. Participatory
water governance schemes, which include local communities, will also be sought.
Lastly gaps in local engagement refer to the lack of diversification in agricultural activities, as
well as poor understanding of organic farming. The tourism sector is indifferent to water
protection issues, while local stakeholders are unaware of the issues and inadequately
involved in water management. These omissions are best dealt with via pilot projects for such
aspects as agricultural diversification, sustainable water management in tourism and a
community-based approach to water management, in addition to actions which promote
organic farming, nutrient removal and better waste management.
With regard to forests, the primary need is for sustainable management, recovering integrity
and protecting priority forest habitats such as Grecian Juniper Woods (GJWs). Lack of common
monitoring, transboundary assessment of forest conservation status or Natura 2000 habitat
type mapping comprise the main gaps in scientific knowledge of forests. Institutionally
speaking the public services for forestry are weak and management regimes vary across the
WPA. Management schemes do not properly integrate conservation priorities or approaches,
such as averting forest homogenisation or using grazing as a management tool, while
uncontrolled or illegal logging remains a serious problem for which alternative solutions are
still in their infancy and law enforcement is weak. These issues can potentially be addressed
through the development of a transboundary Strategic Document for Forestry, supported by
assessments of forest status and ecosystem services, as well as Natura 2000 habitat type
mapping. Lobbying actions for improved transboundary forest monitoring, conservation20

oriented management and planning, and co-operation between forestry services will support
these efforts, as will advocacy work to strengthen enforcement of legislation.
GJW habitat is not yet well managed at basin level, and potential interventions for GJWs
include revising the existing action plan for this habitat, as well as promoting grazing as a
management tool which will also benefit other habitats. Furthermore, the national parks,
which earn income from logging, are in need of sustainable alternative sources of earnings,
while there are few schemes for the sustainable use of non-timber forest products and a lack
of awareness of conservation concerns amongst logging co-operatives and other stakeholders.
Community-based projects, capacity building and awareness raising can all assist with
engaging local communities and stakeholders in sustainable forestry issues, while pilot projects
for alternative energy sources will aid efforts to control logging.
Support for sustainable and traditional farming as part of a new development model to build
more resilient local communities is acknowledged as a core conservation need, particularly
with the goals of exploring the concept of HNV farming and securing the benefits of local
breeds and varieties. On this subject there is a lack of knowledge about HNV farmland
ecosystem services, and this type of farmland has not been mapped. Research interventions
aim to address these gaps as well as to identify local varieties and investigate certification
systems for Prespa Park products.
Policy actions will face such issues as the lack of revision of the transboundary Strategic Action
Programme for Prespa, the absence of measures supporting a green identity for primary sector
products and weak inter-sectoral co-operation between environmental and agricultural
authorities. These actions will also advocate against weak wardening and spatial planning and
for better implementation of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in Greece and the
incorporation of conservation needs in rural development policies.
Pilot actions and community-based projects are required to demonstrate alternative crops,
promote environmentally friendly practices and ecotourism, and to strengthen marketing
techniques, as well as introduce modern conservation-oriented approaches into the primary
sector. Community-based projects will also aim to support these initiatives with related
infrastructure, while capacity-building efforts will raise awareness and understanding of the
benefits of HNV farmland and conservation-friendly initiatives.
The conservation needs of priority species across the basin focus on good conservation status
for priority waterbirds, including the area’s iconic pelicans, endemic fish, large carnivores, bats
and important plant species. There are many gaps in the knowledge of these species requiring
research studies and other scientific activities, such as monitoring and the preparation of
actions plans in order to provide a basis for securing their protection. Institutional gaps in
species conservation are primarily concerned with protection legislation, co-operation
between authorities, wardening and capacity in national parks for conservation activities, all of
which can be confronted with lobbying and advocacy work to secure advances in protection,
enforcement, capacity and collaboration. Work on compensation measures for large carnivore
damage and the restriction of fish re-stocking are specific aims.
Concrete activities for species would include measures to combat illegal killing, to mitigate
large carnivore depredation, improve wetland vegetation management and control instances
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of wildfire, while other potential interventions seek to raise awareness of policy actions and
the need for species conservation measures, build capacity in national parks and boost
community engagement through participatory projects.
Turning now to the final area of conservation concern, habitats and landscapes, the key
conservation needs are to ensure the protection and correct management of priority habitats,
such as wetlands and GJWs, and to preserve the valuable quality of Prespa’s landscapes and
landscape mosaic. As with priority species there remain significant gaps in our knowledge of
habitats at transboundary level, and research and studies on habitat type mapping, ecosystem
services, vegetation management and the landscape are essential. Socio-economic Impact
Studies will provide strong evidence to be used in policy work to counteract unsustainable
development plans in addition.
Habitats and landscapes in the WPA require strong spatial planning, improved enforcement of
their protection regimes and systemic changes in the human activities that directly affect
them, such as waste management for example. Capacity-building and policy actions will aim to
deal with these issues and will provide support to interventions for the restoration of degraded
habitats and streams and improvements in reedbed management. In addition, actions to
monitor and mitigate the impacts of unsustainable developments are considered essential, as
well as public awareness campaigns on the impacts of habitat and landscape degradation on
vital ecosystem services and their value for human wellbeing.
It is reminded that although these conservation needs and interventions proposed to address
them are presented in a systematic manner, segregating areas of conservation concern for the
sake of a coherent presentation, the approach to these actions in practice must be of an
integrated and co-ordinated nature as hitherto stressed. A holistic, transboundary approach
requires action from all sides and across sectors of activity and society in order to achieve
conservation aims.
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CHAPTER 1: BRIEF REVIEW OF HISTORICAL CONSERVATION EFFORTS IN
WIDER PRESPA AREA AND ANALYSIS OF CONSERVATION STATUS IN 2015

THE

1.1. INTRODUCTION
In this chapter an overview of the conservation status of the WPA and the main conservation
challenges faced in the different periods up until 2015, as well as an assessment of the major
conservation efforts implemented in Prespa the last three decades are presented and
discussed. The chapter concludes with an analysis of the current key aspects of and threats to
biodiversity as of 2015.

1.2. ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT - CONSERVATION
CHALLENGES

1.2.1. BIODIVERSITY CONTEXT
The WPA has a set of attributes, which define its natural values and its importance in terms of
biodiversity. The Prespa Lakes are among the most ancient lakes in Europe; they are isolated
and surrounded by mountains with different types of geological substrates. Humans have been
present in the area from prehistoric times, playing an important role in the formation of the
natural landscape and biodiversity. This unique combination of characteristics contributes to
the very high diversity of habitats and species, the high endemism and the important
populations of rare and threatened species.
The major part of the territory consists of the Great and Lesser Prespa Lakes and their
catchment basin (1,386 km2). The largest part of Lesser Prespa Lake (total surface approx. 43
km2, max. depth 8.4 m) belongs to Greece, while a smaller and shallower part (approx. 4 km2)
belongs to Albania. Great Prespa Lake, (total surface approx. 259 km2, max. depth 55 m), is
shared by the three countries, with the largest part being in the fYR of Macedonia. The two
lakes are separated by a strip of sandy land, approx. 200-1,000 m wide and 4 km long. The
lakes are at approximately 850 m above sea level (m asl.) amidst mountains rising to over
2,000 m asl. Geologically the WPA is divided into two distinct parts: the western and southern
sides, which are dominated by limestone and dolomite, and the northern and eastern sides,
dominated by impermeable granite and gneiss. These geological substrates explain why
permanent streams are found only on the eastern side, and also partially determine the flora,
vegetation types and fauna in each part.
From a phytogeographic perspective, the WPA can be classified in the Balkan sub-zone of the
sub-Mediterranean vegetation zone. On the Greek side alone, 49 habitat types from the
European Union (EU) Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) have been recorded, an exceptional
diversity per unit area by European standards, while 7 of these are priority types for
conservation. The overall number of habitat types in the entire area is estimated to be closer
to 55-60. There is no complete inventory of the flora of the WPA as a whole, however many
endemic species of the Balkan Peninsula have been recorded there. The flora of the Greek part
amounts to over 2,200 plant species, while the number for the entire area is estimated to be
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around 2,500 species. Small, isolated populations, which are relicts from the ice age, are
encountered among plants, such as Diphelypaea boissieri.
Concerning the fauna of the area, over 30 endemic invertebrate taxa have been recorded,
mainly among Gastropoda and Ostracoda, though some taxonomic questions remain as yet
unresolved. Meanwhile, the range of Lepidoptera species demonstrates the magnitude of the
biodiversity of the area, as there are over 1,600 species - one for every km2. The ichthyofauna
is also very rich, with 23 species recorded, out of which 9 species, or sub-species, are local or
regional endemics, including the endangered Prespa trout. The Prespa lakes are counted
amongst the 10 most important wetlands in the Mediterranean with regard to the endemism
of their ichthyofauna and the threatened status of these species. Similarly, the diversity of
amphibians and reptiles in the basin, at 12 amphibian and 22 reptile species, is comparable to
the herpetofaunal diversity found in many cases at a national level. Among the ca. 60 mammal
species encountered in Prespa, those of conservation concern include the grey wolf, the brown
bear, the otter and the chamois. There are also sporadic records of the Balkan lynx and the
jackal. In addition, with 26 recorded species the area is home to one of the highest diversities
of bats in Europe.
The avifauna of the WPA has both national and international importance, with over 280
species and the presence of significant populations of rare species of international importance,
such as the Dalmatian pelican, the ferruginous duck and the pygmy cormorant. The lakes are
also internationally important in terms of wintering waterbirds, as every winter they host over
40,000 waterbirds. The breeding colony of the Dalmatian pelican, which has held over 1,200
pairs for the last 5 years, is the largest colony of this species on Earth. Dalmatian pelicans are
classified as ‘vulnerable’ on the IUCN Red List, and nest in mixed colonies in Prespa together
with great white pelicans and great cormorants. Finally, Prespa hosts a small relict and
genetically isolated resident population of goosanders, a population of special conservation
concern for Europe. The same may also be true for the small resident breeding population of
the greylag goose. Last but not least, although not directly related with biodiversity, a
significant feature of the area is its magnificent landscapes and the variety of cultural,
historical and religious monuments dotting the landscapes, mainly dating from the 10th-19th
centuries.

1.2.2. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT
Although sharing the same basin and natural resources, each of the three littoral countries has
its own history and socio-economic development. Regarding the financial situation in each
country, the gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in Albania was recorded in 2015 at US$
3,965, in the fYR of Macedonia it was US$ 4,852, while on the Greek side it is estimated to
have been US$ 18,035. Specific figures for GDP per capita are not available for the Prespa area
only.
Nowadays, the WPA is inhabited by approximately 24,000 people: 5,600 in Albania, 17,000 in
the fYR of Macedonia and 1,560 in Greece1. Prespa municipalities in all three countries have
1

Albania: 12 villages belonging to two municipalities; the Municipality of Pustec, based in Pustec village, Great
Prespa, includes 9 villages, and the Municipality of Devoll includes 3 villages in Lesser Prespa. The fYR of Macedonia:
44 settlements, with the largest town being Resen, which has 8,748 inhabitants belonging to one municipality, the
Municipality of Resen. Greece: 11 villages belonging to one municipality, the Municipality of Prespa.
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limited staff and are considered to be poor, i.e. they have limited income generation
opportunities. None of them has any technical capacity in environmental and biodiversity
issues, apart from the Municipality of Resen, which in 2014 established a specific department
which deals with water management and the nature protection of the Ezerani wetland (see
also section 1.3.2.).
A variety of ethnic groups live in the WPA; in Albania the population in villages surrounding
Great Prespa belong to the officially recognized ethnic Macedonian minority. In the fYR of
Macedonia in addition to the 76% majority population there are also Turks (11%) and
Albanians (9%), as well as Roma, Vlachs2, Serbians and others; in Greece, the continuous wars
of the first half of the 20th century resulted in a sharp decline in the population and
translocations, thus the population mixture in Prespa also includes people from Pontus3 and
Vlachs.
In all three countries the age pyramid is constricted, meaning that it is narrowed at the bottom
due to low birth rates, low death rates and a long life expectancy. Since 2000 there has been a
decreasing trend in the age group 0-14 years, and a significant increase in the old age group
70-85 years. Regarding the five dimensions of human wellbeing, identified in the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment as (1) the basic material for a good life, (2) health, (3) good social
relations, (4) security, and (5) freedom and choice, no specific study has ever been completed
for the Prespa basin, however it could be said that the situation varies from very limited
(Albania) to barely sufficient (the fYR of Macedonia, Greece).
Unemployment in the WPA is high: approx. 9% in Greece, 28% in Albania and 32% in the fYR of
Macedonia. The situation, especially in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia, is characterised by
increased emigration rates, particularly amongst younger generations. There are a number of
reasons for this depopulation, prominent among which are the high unemployment rate,
difficulties in trading and the export of local products, inadequate social facilities and feelings
of isolation and marginalisation, poor local economic conditions and, particularly in Albania, a
lack of basic infrastructure. In Greece, the population status seems to have been stabilised and
the socio-economic parameters in the last 30 years have improved. There were many reasons
for this, mainly related to the increase of the primary and the tertiary sectors, as well as with
the ‘green’ identity the area has gained in the last 30 years. The conservation value of Prespa
and its consequent sustainable development dimension has been acknowledged on many
occasions by all three peoples; nevertheless, there is still a profound lack of integrated
planning, knowledge, technical skills, capacity, and ideas, as well as, more importantly, an
organised and systematic approach on how to use the potential of the region in a sustainable
way.
Primary sector activities, either subsistence, medium or intensive in character, occupy the
majority of the population in all three countries. Subsistence based agriculture, mainly farming

2

The Vlachs used to be nomadic, sheep-herding people native to the southern Balkans, traditionally living in
northern and central Greece, central and southern Albania, the fYR of Macedonia, and south-western Bulgaria.
3

An ethnically Greek group who lived in the region of Pontus, on the shores of the Black Sea and in the Pontic
Mountains of north-eastern Anatolia and moved to Greece in the population exchange between Greece and Turkey
in 1923.
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and livestock production, characterises the situation in the Albanian part of Prespa4,5. In the
period 1950-1990 huge areas of pasture and forests in Albania were converted to arable land,
54% of which was irrigated from both lakes. Nowadays, about ⅔ of these areas have been
abandoned and converted to pastures and meadows. The main crop in the remaining arable
area in Albania (2,100 ha) is wheat and, to a lesser extent, corn, though this area is no longer
irrigated, apart from a very small percentage of about 2%. Stockbreeding has always been an
important activity, although the large flocks of sheep and goats grazing in the area in the past
have decreased and have been gradually replaced with cattle herds. Fishing is also important
for the local economy, contributing more than 15% of the annual per capita income. Less than
1% of local people work in the tourism sector, which is mostly limited to seasonal visits, though
restaurant businesses and weekend visitors have an economic importance for the area. A large
percentage of income is brought into the area from the labour force which has emigrated for
this purpose, either seasonally or permanently.
The fYR of Macedonia has the largest extent of arable land in the basin (12,300 ha), 3,500 ha of
which is occupied by the intensive monoculture of apple orchards. The Municipality of Resen
sees the largest production of apples in the country, with more than 60% of the total quantity
produced. Agriculture generates some 60% of the total income in the region, with 70% of the
population occupied with apple production, while forestry and fishing are also important for
the local economy. Great Prespa Lake has been used as a source of water for both irrigation
and municipal water supply since the late 1950s, but at present most irrigation schemes have
been destroyed, thus around 8,000-10,000 private wells, covering an area of some 3,000 ha,
combined with drip-irrigation systems, have become the predominant method of irrigation in
the region6. About 500 businesses are registered in the territory of the Municipality of Resen,
with the most important being in food processing, the textile industry, tourism and trade.
Tourism was very developed in this part of the basin until the late 1980s, but a significant
reduction occurred thereafter, when a decrease in the water level of the lake changed the
previously sandy beaches to muddy, shallow coastal areas, sometimes with reedbeds. The
number of tourists dropped by almost a half from 45,000 to 27,000, and nowadays the tourism
industry in the Prespa region is small-scale, seasonal, and based on a few small hotels, private
accommodation and restaurants. The national parks are the area’s strongest tourism asset and
sustainable tourism capacity is strongest in these areas. Be that as it may, in recent years there
has been a definitive choice by the government of the country to proceed with more
environmentally destructive mass tourism development in the WPA (see sections 1.3.6., and
1.4.4.), which is meeting with resistance from civil society.
In Greece, the primary sector is the main occupation of the majority of the population (63%)
though the tertiary sector is growing, at 22%. The secondary sector is still limited to 7%. The
2,700 ha of arable land is relatively small, but more than half is fully irrigated through an old
surface irrigation scheme that uses water from Lesser Prespa Lake, allowing this area to be
intensively cultivated with a monoculture of dried beans. With a production of approx. 2,500
4
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tons per year the local economy relies on this bean cultivation to a significant extent. Livestock
rearing of cattle, sheep and goats is also important, mainly as a secondary activity since many
bean farmers also raise livestock. Fisheries are also a secondary activity, which employs less
than 27 people, mainly on a part-time basis, and makes a small contribution to the economy.
The contribution of the tertiary sector is also small, though not insubstantial. During the last 30
years this contribution has grown steadily from zero, and nowadays many small hotels,
guesthouses, taverns, boat trips and guided tours are offered. Despite the real attraction of
the park and its values for visitors, both conventional tourism and ecotourism by Greeks
underwent a big decline in the 2010s due to the economic crisis, which hit long-distance
destinations for the citizens of the largest cities. Given that there is only one border crossing
point in the basin, between Albania and the fYR of Macedonia, exchanges between all the
three peoples locally are extremely limited, as alternative crossing points are far away. This has
an impact on tourism in particular, since there is no real transboundary tourism on offer and
there are very few private sector tour operators in the basin.

1.2.3. CIVIL SOCIETY
Regarding civil society, the situation in the two non-EU countries (Albania, the fYR of
Macedonia) and in Greece is substantially different. It should be noted that former political
regimes, as well as continuous wars and translocation, have resulted in long-term socioeconomic instability and the obliteration of social cohesion, weakening thus the social capital
of the area. According to the Balkan Civil Society Development Network7, civil society is overall
considered to be weak and fragile in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia. In Albania, there is a
common view that civil society organisations (CSOs) still lack capacity and that they are overly
dependent on donor funding and are donor-driven, i.e. they are ‘empty shells’ in the sense
that they do not have their own agendas but are exclusively implementing donors’
programmes. In the fYR of Macedonia, civil society is often trapped in daily politics, while in
Albania several donors have pointed out that many CSOs are politically affiliated. Most CSOs
are based in urban areas and thus lack legitimacy to a degree as they are disconnected from
the local populations they serve. State funds allocated for CSOs are insufficient and the
distribution of public funding is still not in accordance with accepted transparency and
accountability standards.
In this framework, on the Albanian side of the WPA there are a dozen small registered CSOs,
which are generally project dependent and have low capacity. Protection and Preservation of
Natural Environment in Albania (PPNEA) is the only national organisation active in the WPA but
with no permanent local presence. The Macedonian Ecological Society (MES) is PPNEA’s
counterpart in the fYR of Macedonia, where several small organisations with low capacity and
expertise have also popped up when international funding has been available and then later
died out.
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In Greece as a whole the situation has developed in a completely different way over the last
thirty years. Rapid economic development, the pace of which increased after Greece entered
the EU, severely modernised Greek society. This modernisation resulted in a hasty, unplanned
urbanisation. This was followed by over-concentrated administrative structures and a
hierarchical, top-down model of governance, severely affecting remote areas such as Prespa,
which suffered even more from depopulation and a lack of capacity to manage the commons.
The relationship between the environment and the state was never good, despite the
existence of various national environmental policy instruments as well as EU regulations.
Regarding CSOs in Greece, in the early 1990s the Europeanisation of Greek society and the
strong presence of international environmental organisations promoted the
institutionalisation of environmental non-governmental organisations (NGOs)8. Throughout
this decade environmental NGOs became more professional, more public–oriented, and they
responded dynamically to the new facts and threats to the environment in Greece. The
political power that environmental organisations gained through public support made them
able to influence some decisions at the governmental level without, however, confusing
policies with politics9. NGOs were hit significantly by the economic crisis, state funding has
almost stopped and raising funds from the public has become extremely difficult10. On the
other hand, lately many new initiatives have appeared in the country, the society has become
more ’energetic’ and is building on the broader societal willingness to take action on
sustainable development and environmental issues, while in the business sector a kind of
‘green competitiveness’ has appeared.
During the same period, starting from the late 1980s in Prespa, the Greek state decided to
boost economic development in order to try and halt the depopulation on its north-western
borders, through Integrated Mediterranean Programs, which epitomised the wrong choices for
the future of the area. These works were ineptly carried out, had severe environmental
impacts and they caused an outcry that drew the attention of the EU, which ordered an
investigation on its behalf. Against this background the then growing national NGOs came
together with European organisations to experiment with the establishment of the Society for
the Protection of Prespa (SPP), a locally based NGO, which pooled their expertise and
networks. This story will be detailed in section 1.3.8., where efforts to strengthen civil society
are presented.

1.2.4. INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT
The institutional development most seminal for conservation in the WPA came in 2000, when,
in recognition of the ecological, historical and cultural significance of the transboundary Prespa
lakes region, the Prime Ministers of the three neighbouring countries issued a joint declaration
announcing the establishment of the “Prespa Park”, the first transboundary protected area in
South Eastern Europe. This event marked the beginning of a decade of rather intensive cross8
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border co-operation in the area, mainly through the operation of a multi-stakeholder, albeit
informal, Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee (PPCC). Exactly 10 years after the declaration,
this process culminated in the signing of a legally binding quadrilateral agreement by the
Ministers of Environment of Albania, Greece, the fYR of Macedonia and the EU Commissioner
for the Environment. Oddly enough, the signing of this agreement was followed by a period of
less intensive state co-operation in the WPA, which has lasted until very recently, due to the
fact that Greece only ratified the agreement in spring 2017. Nevertheless, local actors,
especially the NGOs, but also the local municipalities, have kept transboundary co-operation
alive during these years. Furthermore, in 2014 the parts of the Prespa basin in Albania and the
fYR of Macedonia, together with Lake Ohrid, were designated as a bilateral Transboundary
Biosphere Reserve under the UNESCO Man and Biosphere programme.
However, well before the declaration of the Prespa Park the three countries had already
protected sections, or all, of their sides of the catchment basin of Prespa. Albania and Greece
have proclaimed national parks covering the whole catchment basin of the Prespa Lakes in
their respective territories, while the fYR of Macedonia has established two forested national
parks, both extending beyond the watershed (hence the WPA), a small wetland nature park
and has declared Great Prespa Lake to be a “Monument of Nature”. Consequently, not all of
the catchment is under protection status in the latter. This is somewhat compensated by the
fact that the fYR of Macedonia is the only side of the WPA in which local spatial planning
regulations are in place, whereas in Greece a local spatial plan has been in the making for more
than a decade.
In the 25 years that followed the collapse of the Hoxha regime, the system for protected areas
in Albania, and the preservation of the biodiversity in general, have admittedly been a low
priority for the government; at least until very recently, it has been considered an extra to be
paid for only after the so-called basic needs of the people have been fulfilled and the more
urgent problems solved, both in terms of resource use and poverty alleviation. Protected areas
have been established mostly as a mere response to the EU accession process than to any real
understanding of their potential value.
This fact notwithstanding, the Prespa National Park, which was established in 1999, was one of
the first national parks created in Albania after the change of the political regime in 1992. It
covers the Albanian part of the two lakes and all the related catchment basin on that side of
Prespa and was established with the support of the German NGO EuroNatur and the German
development agency GTZ (now GIZ). The stated aim of the park is to reduce the overuse of the
natural terrestrial and aquatic resources which had been taking place for many decades
against the backdrop of Albania’s isolation during the communist era, and through this to
conserve and rehabilitate the biological diversity of species and habitats. The Park came under
the administration of the Korçë Forestry Directorate on which it was financially dependent,
and lacked any technical capacity or any kind of management plan. Furthermore, at the
national level protected areas, fisheries, water resources, agriculture etc. all belonged to
different ministries, which is still the case, thus creating additional obstacles to integrated
planning and management. At the local level, during the first decade of the Park there was
little communication between its administration and the local authorities, particularly the
Municipality of Pustec. As a reflection of this, local planning was not co-ordinated and lacked
synergies, with the municipality not considering nature conservation to be a priority.
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The overall situation has gradually improved in the last five years. In the period 2010-2015, a
large-scale project funded by the German development bank KfW secured great support in
terms of infrastructure, and a management plan for the park was completed in 2013.
Currently, however, and despite the agreement signed by KfW and the Government of Albania,
the full complement of personnel has not been hired as planned, and the staffing structure is
not appropriate for the management objectives of the park. The infrastructure which has been
provided, including information centres for example, is not functioning, and the management
and monitoring tasks are only partially being implemented.
A major institutional reform in Albania took place in 2015 with the establishment of the
National Agency for the Protected Areas with its own regional instruments, known as Regional
Agencies (RAPAs), with Prespa coming under the RAPA of Korçë. The administration is still in a
period of transition but this new sector in the country’s administration implies increased
attention by the Government to nature protection. That of course does not mean that all
problems are solved; the protected areas’ administration is still dependent on politics as
changes in government are reflected in drastic changes within protected area staff, even at the
very technical level, such as rangers. Moreover, very limited funding has been allocated to
protected areas, a fact which is particularly evident in a marginal area such as Prespa.
In the fYR of Macedonia, the story has been quite different. After the Second World War, the
federal state of the then Yugoslavia paid increased attention to the protection of forests and
the exploitation of forest resources. In this framework national parks started to be proclaimed
in forests. Pelister National Park was thus established in 1948 to protect its unique
mountainous and forest ecosystem, and Galičica National Park was established in 1958 aiming
to conserve the terrestrial ecosystems straddling the Galičica mountain range between Great
Prespa Lake and Lake Ohrid. The island of Golem Grad on Great Prespa Lake was also included
in Galičica National Park, as a strictly protected zone. Management bodies were established for
the national parks, however almost no concrete conservation measures were elaborated at
that time. The most far-reaching characteristic in the institutional setup of these parks, which
still prevails, is the fact that they had practically no state budget allocated to them and all
income was to be derived through licenses for logging. This has created a situation whereby
maximum sustainable wood production is the logical aim that good managers pursue, which
obviously creates an obstacle to biodiversity-oriented forest management.
After 2001-2002 new developments related to nature conservation in the fYR of Macedonia
took place, mainly due to the EU accession process, with a new Law on Nature Conservation,
which was passed in 2004. The IUCN categorisation of protected areas was adopted with this
new law, which imposed an obligation for re-evaluation and re-categorisation on all the
previous protected areas, as well as the development of management plans. Pelister National
Park developed its plan under a Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation (SDC)
supported project in the early 2000s, though the plan was not approved until 2006 and is
currently in need of revision. The management bodies for the national parks were restructured
as public institutions in 2006, but with no budget allocations for their management, thus the
process of re-proclamation and management planning was to a great extent dependent on
financial sources from international organisations. A management plan for Galičica National
Park was only developed with the support of the KfW, during a project which ran from 200830

2011; although, a recent change of government stance has resulted in changes requested in
the plan to allow for destructive development (see section 1.3.6. below).
Besides forests, Great Prespa Lake was declared a Monument of Nature in 1977, together with
the two other natural lakes in the fYR of Macedonia, Lake Ohrid and Lake Dojran, due to their
natural features, cultural, aesthetic, educational, touristic and other economic values. At that
time, a council for the protection of the three lakes was established and made responsible for
the implementation of goals and measures. A programme of work for the protection of Ohrid,
Prespa and Dojran lakes was adopted in 1987, including measures and activities for the
protection of the lakes and the monitoring of their water quality, flora and fauna species, as
well as additional scientific studies and research. A year later, in 1996, the Ezerani wetland on
the northern shore of Great Prespa Lake was proclaimed as a strict natural reserve (SNR) for
the protection of migratory waterfowl and other waterbird species. Great Prespa Lake was reproclaimed as Monument of Nature in 2011 and Ezerani as a Nature Park in 2012 under the
managerial responsibility of the Municipality of Resen (see also section 1.3.2.), although
management plans for Ezerani and Great Prespa Lake were not developed until 2012 and 2014
respectively, following funding from a GEF project carried out from 2006 to 2012. Lastly, the
international designation of Great Prespa Lake as a Ramsar site took place in 1995 as part of
the process of the fYR of Macedonia becoming a party to the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands
of International Importance (the convention had been previously ratified by the then
Yugoslavia in 1977).
Regarding the Greek part of Prespa, in the early 1990s the biggest part of the catchment basin
was legally protected as a National Forest and Lesser Prespa Lake was a designated Ramsar
site, both designations dating back in the 1970s. During these decades nature conservation
was never a real priority policy for consecutive Greek Governments. In this context, the
operation of the park was the responsibility of the forestry service, but few things were done
in that line; patrolling was entirely inadequate, there was no operational management plan
and in general the whole issue of how to reconcile nature conservation and rural development
was very problematic, in practice leaving only development arguments in the arena. In that
period the forestry service was being gradually drained of jurisdictions and resources, the
central national park service being practically a ghost department, so the burden of efforts to
give a dignified standing to the status of the national park fell disproportionately upon the
shoulders of the national environmental NGOs. This in many cases, including Prespa, led to
frequent conflicts and animosity from local stakeholders.
Starting from the 1990s Greece undertook the scientific and administrative effort needed to
identify, designate and effectively protect its NATURA 2000 sites following its European
Economic Community (EEC) membership. In Prespa two such sites were designated, the
“Prespa National Forest” area and the “Varnous Mountains”. In the country as a whole this
process was not undertaken particularly quickly, nor was it free from problems, but it brought
about some positive changes in terms of funds -mainly EU- directed to the sites and in terms of
some general restrictions to uncontrolled development.
Then, in 2009, the legal protection status of Greek Prespa changed, when it was declared a
National Park according to Law 1650/86, incorporating both NATURA 2000 sites. The
Management Body for the Prespa National Forest, a private legal entity belonging to the wider
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public sector, with a multi-stakeholder board, had already been established in 2003, operating
under the supervision of the central state. When the national park came about the
management body was assigned responsibility for the new protected area and is now
informally, though more accurately, named the Management Body for the Prespa National
Park (MBPNP). The MBPNP is governed by a board of representatives from the local
municipality, several ministries, the environmental NGOs, the scientific community, the local
users and stakeholders such as stockbreeders and farmers, for example. The chair of the board
is appointed by the Minister of the Environment. The SPP sits on the board as a representative
of the environmental NGOs. A slimmed-down service, with personnel numbers ranging from
13 to 10, was set up in 2008.
From the time of its establishment until today this body has struggled to fulfil its statutory
mandate, due to a variety of legal, administrative, operational, institutional, and funding
problems, which all boil down to a low political support from the central state as a reflection of
low government priority. The private law status of the management bodies in Greece means
that there is no guaranteed state funding to ensure their continuous and uninterrupted
operation and that no core personnel can be supported with capacity built to undertake
management. The MBPNP, therefore, has been working on and off with funds from separate,
mainly EU-funded, projects, and at the time of writing its future is unknown after the end of
2016. Overall, its problematic set-up and funding indicates that the MBPNP does not enjoy the
necessary political support and backing from the central government, so its stature among the
local society and public services remains low; thus the role it can play remains limited
compared to what it could be. For instance, a main drawback is that the jurisdiction of the
MBPNP wardens does not encompass actual law enforcement, so they are limited to reporting
violations to the authorities that have duties and jurisdiction for the investigation of law
violations and the prosecution of offenders. Lack of resources, or rather obstacles in effectively
using the resources available, also substantially diminish the ability and capacity of the MBPNP
to fulfil its scientific and management role. For instance, a management plan is in place but has
not been officially approved by the Ministry of Environment, and there is no will, resources or
the proper institutional and cultural environment to implement it effectively.
Nevertheless, there are exceptions to this unpromising situation, such as the wetland
management activities, where the 20-year effort of the SPP, working in collaboration with the
municipality and all concerned local stakeholders, has now resulted in the management body
running an innovative institutional and management scheme, the Wetland Management
Committee (WMC) (see section 1.3.6.). In addition, despite the fact that the wardens lack
‘hard’ enforcement powers, the wardening implemented by the management body has been
largely effective in keeping down illegal activities, as well as interacting with the locals on an
everyday basis.

1.2.5. CONSERVATION CHALLENGES IN THE PERIOD LEADING UP TO 2015
In the early 1990s the main conservation challenge that had to be faced as a matter of priority
in Prespa was the conservation of the Dalmatian pelican, and consequently of the wetland. At
that time the species had its only -at EU level- small breeding colony, of less than 200 pairs, at
Lesser Prespa Lake. This was inadvertently a ‘Greek’ matter as the breeding colony was located
on Greek territory. At that time, long-standing conflicts between conservationists and local
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stakeholders in Greece were creating continuous obstacles in any conservation effort. In
addition, very little was known about the Dalmatian pelican and its ecological requirements, as
well as about the Prespa wetlands and their functions, so an understanding of the species’
needs and ecosystem functioning, as well as research and monitoring of change, were
challenges to conservationists’ efforts for many years.
During this same time period, the nesting sites of the rare water birds located in Lesser Prespa
Lake in Greece were also threatened, mainly by disturbance and reedbeds drying out in years
with low precipitation. The drying out issue was the more complex of the two problems and
was mainly connected with the annual fluctuation in water level. Bird feeding sites in wet
meadows, which are littoral areas that flood in spring and had remain free of large emergent
macrophytes for a long time, had begun to dramatically decrease in the area due to
encroachment by reeds, decreasing precipitation and the restrictions set by farmers in
artificially regulating the water level of the lake. Following a reduction in traditional activities
like reed mowing or grazing, in the 1970s and 1980s, the flooded shallows around Lesser
Prespa Lake, which had previously been kept free of emergent vegetation by these activities,
were increasingly not large enough to satisfy the needs of wading birds, ducks, and geese for
foraging grounds, especially herons, pygmy cormorants and pelicans. Open shallows are also
the spawning sites of many of Prespa’s nine endemic fish, and this fact was a key factor in
connecting wildlife needs with human needs through the water level, as well as for wetland
vegetation management. An increase of shallow flooded areas could only be achieved through
simultaneous management of the vegetation and the raising of the water level. However,
there was a trade-off because the higher the water level the more privately owned farmlands
would be flooded and the outcry from farmers and private owners would increase.
In addition, farmland areas were also being extending, encroaching on the wet meadows and
compounding the effect of the abandonment of traditional practices in the reedbeds around
the lakes, such as grazing, controlled burning and cutting of the reedbeds, which were used in
the past for various purposes, such as construction and fencing, as well as for use in fishing. In
the last decades of the 20th century this led to the expansion and densification of Phragmites
australis reedbeds in Prespa, also at the expense of wet meadows. Seeking traditional
ecological knowledge and integrating it into scientific findings and results was not an easy task,
bearing in mind the socio-economic instability and abrupt population changes which led to
continuous changes in the structure, components, and ethics of local societies during the last
quarter of the 20th century in all three countries.
While on the Greek side conservationists have been struggling with the above issues of
wetland management, at the basin level another aspect of the water and wetland complex has
become prominent. As most of the inhabitants of Prespa are mainly occupied in intensive
farming activities, large parts of the Prespa basin have been transformed into agricultural
systems of various kinds. Both lakes have been used as a source of water, mainly for irrigation,
which facilitated the intensification of agriculture. The overuse and abuse of fertilisers and
pesticides, especially in the 1980s and early 1990s, overloaded the lakes with nutrients and
agrochemicals. Declining water inflows and higher temperatures due to climate change have
accelerated eutrophication rates, something which is becoming more apparent after a certain
time-lag owing to the resilience of the lake ecosystem and its internal processes. In addition,
the disposal of urban wastewater and of solid waste from households increases
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eutrophication, boosting vegetation growth in the littoral zone and the growth of organic
substances in shallow waters. At the same time, the water level in Great Prespa Lake
underwent a sharp decrease -a hydrological issue which remains as yet unexplained to dateand the status of its water went from oligotrophic to mesotrophic, changes which have
remained in place to the present day. In addition, in the part of Lesser Prespa Lake in Albania
the diversion of the Devoll River into the lake11 resulted in the deposition of about 40,000 m3
of solid materials into Lesser Prespa Lake and led to huge expansion of reedbeds, degrading
the wetland. As a result of all these factors, it became clearly apparent that interventions in
water and wetland vegetation management had to be organised, implemented and monitored
at transboundary level and that no state alone could resolve the interconnected issues. In this
context, the main conservation challenge in the last 15 years has been related to water
management, including issues with both water quantity and water quality, focussing on water
pollution and eutrophication in particular.
At the transboundary level, blocked co-operation and communication between the local
peoples of the three countries for many decades resulted in the local stakeholders having a
fragmented view of the Prespa catchment basin, its eco-hydrological functions and the ecoregional management needs. The need to encompass all three peoples -and states- sharing the
basin in conservation and sustainable development efforts was evident from very early on, but
was not easily attainable. The changes in the political regimes in the early 1990s, in both
Albania and the fYR of Macedonia, slowly allowed the promotion of co-operation in working
towards the institutional protection of the Prespa basin in these countries. The establishment
of the transboundary Prespa Park in 2000 made communication and co-operation between
local authorities and peoples possible, while the need for integrated planning at transboundary
and national level was increasingly acknowledged, and many steps were taken in this direction.
This effort reached its peak with the signing of the quadrilateral agreement on the
transboundary Prespa Park in 2010, the ratification of which by Greece was delayed for many
years and was only very recently approved in parliament.
In the meantime, the importance of the area as a biodiversity hotspot has been increasingly
recognised at the international level, and its consequent potential for the development of a
“new paradigm” has grown ever stronger. Thus, the conservation of the area’s unique values
and functions in an integrated manner has remained a challenge towards which the worlds of
conservation and science have been striving through their joint efforts. The questions of
wetland functioning, hydrological connections, water management, waterbirds and endemic
fish, wetland vegetation management and human activities have concerned scientists,
managers and decision-makers at transboundary level; many researchers from all over the
world have been deeply engaged in long-term investigations in order to give answers to these
questions and support the adaptive management initiatives that started appearing in all three
countries. All this effort notwithstanding, the effect of climate change on biodiversity has
remained an issue, and so since the early 2000s specific efforts have been initiated in order to
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provide answers about its impact on biodiversity and to test solutions through possible
mitigation measures.
As a consequence, from the 2000s to date conservation efforts in the WPA have been redesigned to address the natural environment and socio-economic needs from different
aspects. The conservation of the area’s main natural and cultural values had to take into
account, and increase, the capacity of local people to fulfil their socio-economic needs and
improve their living standards, under the framework set by existing laws, institutions and
resources and within the principles of an integrated ecosystem approach. The setting up of a
new transboundary socio-ecological system that would be able to forge a path to a sustainable
future was a major challenge that required, and still needs, specific, multi-sectoral
intervention. In order to do so a good base of co-operation and trust had to be achieved with
local stakeholders, who -in most cases- did not easily accept or understand the framework of
rules, nor the potential for development which arose from the protection status of the area.
In parallel, one should bear in mind that local structures were, and still are in most cases, quite
weak and inadequate to serve even the most trivial and obvious socio-economic needs, such
as solid waste collection for example. In addition, various threats related mainly with big
development plans or dubious large-scale investments have threatened the integrity of the
area and challenged its institutional protection measures. NGOs have been almost nonexistent and are still very weak, except for the SPP. Thus, the development of a new paradigm,
in addition to the formulation of a common vision among stakeholders, has also included a
good measure of lobbying and advocacy work in order to stop or mitigate various threats,
while strengthening and supporting multi-level local structures that would share conservation
and sustainable development efforts in the future.

1.3. MAJOR CONSERVATION EFFORTS AND RESULTS
Many major conservation efforts were presented in the Conservation Needs Analysis of the
Wider Prespa Area completed by WWF Greece so little descriptive information is given for
them here, though some complementary information is given, especially for those projects
that are not mentioned in the WWF study. Only the most important conservation efforts are
mentioned.
It should be noted that some projects are multi-dimensional, meaning that they include a
number of activities or sectors within the same framework, to varying extents, such as
research and monitoring, concrete conservation actions, institutional efforts, legislative and
administrative work, lobbying, hands-on conservation, public awareness and networking. This
multi-sectoral character renders a cumulative impact assessment for these projects impossible
within the framework of this review, consequently their impacts are considered by sector.
Projects of this nature include:
Integrated Ecosystem Management in the Prespa Basin in Albania, fYR of Macedonia and
Greece (IEMP), funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and other donors (2006-2012);
“Transboundary Biosphere Reserve Prespa - Support to Prespa National Park of Albania”
(SPNPA), funded by KfW (2010-2015);
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“Restoration of the Prespa Lake Ecosystem” (RPE), funded by the Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC) (2012-2018); and
Support of the Society for the Protection of Prespa, funded mainly by WWF International and
the MAVA Foundation (1991-2016).
Each of the efforts presented is currently at a different stage of deployment. Some may
already be mature and long-lasting, or concluded, whilst others may yet be in their infancy.
So, it is not possible to evaluate their success with the same standards and criteria across all
efforts. There is no direct correlation between the size, in terms of time and budget, or the
importance of an effort and how successful it has been. Furthermore, in many cases, whilst
budgets for certain projects can easily be found it has not always been possible to find records
of specific expenditure within the project. This is especially true of the larger projects, such as
the IEMP for example, though it does not apply to many of the projects carried out by the SPP.
This lack of knowledge about specific expenditure is a further factor preventing accurate
assessment of the effectiveness of efforts.
Conservation efforts are not presented in order of significance and distinct projects are
indicated in bold letters. Projects listed under particular headings may not only be related to
that specific topic. Some projects overlap other topics, such as strengthening the capacities of
public structures and giving support to transboundary joint actions, to give a simple example.
The assessment of conservation efforts and initiatives has been based on the following criteria:
a. relevance to the conservation needs of the WPA; b. the achievement of project targets; c.
the application, or endorsement, of project outputs by local, or other, stakeholders; and, d.
sustainability and continuation of project results or activities.

1.3.1. WATER RESOURCES PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT
The transboundary character of the Prespa basin and the centrality of water for conservation,
as well as for the livelihoods of local societies, have been identified as crucial issues since the
early 1990s. As already noted, the main conservation challenges in relation to water
management in Prespa over the last 30 years have mostly been connected with a. the
degradation of water quality of both lakes, especially the alarming signs of eutrophication, and
b. the significant decrease in the water level of Great Prespa Lake, which is an issue that has
yet to be fully explained, though many factors have played a role in this complex picture, as
acknowledged above. In order to address water quality degradation and the reduction in water
quantity in the Prespa basin a wide spectrum of activities, have been implemented in both
transboundary and national level.
Studies and research have mostly focused on the complex hydro-geology and origin of the
lakes and since the early 1990s these subjects have attracted the interest of many scientists at
both national and transboundary level12.
A multi-year basin-wide study that contributed a great deal to the understanding of the hydrogeology of the basin and beyond was carried out in the 1990s and the 2000s through a series
of trilateral projects supported by the IAEA, NATO, the EU and UNESCO ; these projects
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scientifically documented the fact that Great Prespa Lake’s waters drain through the Galičica
and Mal-i Thate mountains into Ohrid Lake for the first time, and also calculated the volume of
the underground aquifer below the mountains of Galičica. In addition, in the fYR of Macedonia
an ongoing research project on the origin of the ancient Ohrid and Prespa lakes, “Our Way to
Europe: Culture-Environment Interaction and Human Mobility in the Late Quaternary (2009ongoing), provided significant knowledge and contributed to the establishment of reference
conditions for Great Prespa Lake, which were used in the development of the Lake Prespa
Watershed Management Plan (see below).
These studies notwithstanding, the first comprehensive basin-wide hydrological report was
compiled in the framework of a Feasibility Study by the GFA Terra Consulting Group in 2005,
commissioned by the KfW. Situation and threat-impact analysis identified that the aquatic
ecosystems were degraded and that the main threats to waters included pollution, water
abstraction and sedimentation from erosion. Being the first of its kind, the hydrological report
has been used as a reference in subsequent national and transboundary water-related studies.
However, despite the fact that, in the study’s own words, “…improvement of water quality of
the Prespa Lakes is of highest priority in order to maintain ecosystem integrity, the value of
water resources (drinking water and recreation) and the biological functions of important
habitats”, the projects selected by the KfW and the respective governments for financial
support and implementation did not concern waters, but rather supported the operations of
both the Prespa National Park of Albania (2010-2015) and Galičica National Park in the fYR of
Macedonia (2008-2011).
One of the main issues of investigation in the KFW feasibility study was the impact of the River
Devoll diversion to Lesser Prespa Lake in Albania. As already noted, (see section 1.2.5.) this was
the most consequential and destructive human intervention in the hydro-morphological
regime of the Prespa basin13. In order to evaluate the environmental destruction a “Study on
the interaction between Lake Micro Prespa and River Devolli” was conducted by the SPP in
collaboration with PPNEA in 2005-2006. A multi-sectoral approach was used in this study; in
addition to the scientific results and numerical data produced, the project was reinforced by
intensive policy actions by the collaborating NGOs, which have had a series of positive
outcomes. Most of the proposals for the restoration of Lesser Prespa Lake were eventually
incorporated into the Albanian Prespa National Park Management Plan. The results of the
study underwent a consultation process with the relevant authorities in Korçë, during which
there emerged a common approach to the problem and the desire to find effective and
environmentally safe solutions. Hence lobbying efforts cultivated mutual understanding of the
situation at bilateral level and resulted in the Albanian authorities formally committing to halt
the operation of the diversion works, and to not reactivating them in the future, at the first
meeting of the Technical Sub-Commission of the Greek Albanian Permanent Commission on
Transboundary Freshwater Issues in 2008.
Alarming signs of eutrophication in the Prespa lakes, noted in the early 2010s, led to the
undertaking of the Quick Assessment of water and sediment quality in the Prespa Lakes,
Greece (2012-2013) by the SPP and the B-WARE Research Centre in the Netherlands. The
13
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study confirmed the elevated nutrient levels in the lakes and concluded that there was a need
for in-depth research in order to better understand the situation. Its results were widely
distributed to Greek authorities. Subsequently, the long-term Eutrophication assessment of
Prespa Lakes using biochemical indicators (2013-2017) project14 was launched, aiming to
investigate the complex eutrophication processes, assess their severity and root causes, and
then propose appropriate action measures. This project has also sparked off a profound
academic interest in Prespa water management and biodiversity issues and the formulation of
a multi-disciplinary network of scientists that work systematically on these questions.
As far as monitoring of water is concerned, within the Integrated Ecosystem Management of
the Prespa basin project (IEMP) (2006-2012), a comprehensive transboundary monitoring
system (TMS) was put together in collaboration with the SPP. The TMS referred to all key
environmental parameters for water, as well as for biodiversity; it was aligned with the
requirements of the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) and the national monitoring
systems of each country, and has helped in building common understanding between state
authorities in the basin. Despite this, the actual implementation of the transboundary
monitoring system has not proceeded so far, due to various logistical, financial, and legal
reasons, chief among them the lack of entry into force of the 2010 Prespa Park Agreement
until very recently (see below).
However, the intensive water monitoring carried out at the outset of the IEMP project in the
fYR of Macedonia made a significant contribution to a better knowledge of the water status of
Great Prespa Lake, as well as to the development of environmental objectives and a
programme of measures for its improvement under the Prespa Lake Watershed Management
Plan (see below).
The continuation of certain IEMP water-related activities, which are also included in the
programme of measures in the Prespa Watershed Management Plan, has been secured by the
SDC which is currently funding the large “Restoration of the Prespa Lake Ecosystem” (RPE)
project (2012-2018). Within the SDC-funded project a eutrophication model has been
developed and a comprehensive hydro-geological study has been carried out. A specific
monitoring programme is also under implementation and a fully equipped monitoring
laboratory in Stenje was also provided. The results of this regular monitoring are expected to
contribute in the trophic status assessment and the development of the eutrophication model,
providing valuable information in contrast to the generally poorly implemented state water
monitoring at national level. From August 2016 onwards it is expected that monitoring will be
undertaken by the Municipality of Resen, together with all the other project components, the
transfer of responsibility for which will come later. The municipality has already recruited the
appropriate personnel to its newly-established environmental department; however, the
viability of regular long-term water monitoring is still at risk since the local authorities lack the
funds necessary to sustain it. Nonetheless this aspect of the project, building local capacity and
transferring ownership to local stakeholders, is one of the most important aspects of the
United Nations Development Programme’s (UNDP) efforts in the region.
Water monitoring as part of the project Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity at
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Lakes Prespa, Ohrid and Shkodra/Skadar (CSBL) (2012-2017), funded by GIZ, is only carried
out in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia, but has nonetheless provided some very useful
information on the water conditions and water quality in Great Prespa Lake. In addition, it has
provided data on biological parameters that have been totally lacking, especially in Albania.
However, the monitoring activities will cease at the end of the project in both countries, and it
is still unknown how the monitoring results will be used by the relevant authorities. It is also
unknown whether the sampling and analyses methodologies are compatible with the national
water monitoring system currently running in both countries and whether they will contribute
to the state water monitoring in the future.
During its second phase this project aims to develop environmental objectives, as well as
programmes of measures for the three basins; this might be of use in Albania, where there is
no watershed management plan in place. To this effect so-called ‘transboundary’ technical
working groups have been established for each lake, although the corresponding Greek
authorities have not been represented in the Prespa basin working group, which raises
concerns as to the validity of the outcomes and the possibility of their future endorsement by
all the littoral states.
The national water monitoring programme in Albania only began in 2012 and the results have
not yet been released, while in the fYR of Macedonia water monitoring in Prespa only takes
place in the context of the “Restoration of the Prespa Lake ecosystem” project discussed
above. Water monitoring efforts in Greece over recent decades have been piecemeal in order
to meet the requirements of EU water pollution directives, and have sometimes provided
contradictory results. A National Water Monitoring Programme, aligned to the EU WFD
standards, has only been operating in the country since 2012. The programme’s results are
expected to provide useful information on the water status in the basin; however an overall
evaluation of the project is not yet possible as the 1st water cycle national reports are only now
being drafted. The state water monitoring system is under revision at present and this has
interrupted the regularity of the sampling procedures.
Systematic water level and water quality monitoring of basic parameters has also been carried
out on the Greek side by the SPP since the mid-1990s. For many years no other public or
private body monitored the lakes, so this long-term effort has resulted in the development of a
unique and very valuable archive of a time series of water data concerning basic parameters,
which are often provided to interested parties to support research, monitoring and water
planning activities. Since 2008 the MBPNP has also been collecting the same data, albeit on a
sporadic basis due to various financial constraints. Since the future of the MBPNP is unknown
the work to continue the collection of these fundamental data for the management of the lake
has fallen to the SPP.
Turning now to policy and advocacy efforts, the most decisive achievement was the
establishment and operation of the transboundary Prespa Park and its institutions from 2000
onwards, which set the ground for basin-wide co-operation for the protection and
management of waters in Prespa. These developments are discussed below (see section
1.3.6.). It should be noted here that the main underlying rationale that prompted the SPP and
WWF-GR to launch this initiative was exactly the shared nature of water resources in the basin,
which clearly could not be safeguarded without full transboundary co-ordination and synergy.
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This fact explains why water issues are central to all phases and manifestations of the Prespa
Park process, including in the prime ministerial declaration that kick-started the process, the
deliberations of the Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee, the Strategic Action Plan for the
sustainable development of the Prespa Park area endorsed by the Committee in 2004, and the
2010 quadrilateral Prespa Park Agreement.
This interstate institutional mechanism thus allowed for the foundations of formalised
transboundary water co-operation to be laid. Through its position at the Prespa Park
Secretariat, the SPP triggered discussions and working meetings of the national water
authorities for the establishment of a permanent structure for transboundary water
management. To this effect draft Terms of Reference (ToR) for the establishment of a crossborder water management working group were formulated and consulted with the parties.
This effort, also supported by the GEF regional project (IEMP) as explained below, even
resulted in the appointment of representatives to a transboundary water management
working group by the Greek Ministry of Environment and the European Commission (2010).
However, the group still remains non-operational, due to lack of political will on the part of the
central authorities for proceeding with its establishment outside the framework of binding
inter-state co-operation during the period when the 2010 agreement remained unratified by
Greece.
The preparation and implementation of a large regional project for the Integrated Ecosystem
Management of the Prespa basin (IEMP) co-funded by GEF and implemented by the UNDP in
Albania and the fYR of Macedonia was also a concrete outcome of the Prespa Park process.
Bringing transboundary co-operation in Prespa to institutional maturity, and the consolidation
of water co-operation through the establishment of a water management working group,
were the main targets of the transboundary component of this project. Accordingly, a
specialist report was produced providing a situational analysis of water management practices
in the basin at national and transboundary levels, along with the ToR referred to above and an
implementation plan for the water management working group to be established.
Reference should also be made here to the Drin Initiative, which has been running over the
last few years and aims to promote joint water management of the shared water resources
extending over the whole of the Drin River basin, from Prespa to the Adriatic Sea. Following a
preparation period of many years, the implementation of a long-term GEF project kicked off
just recently. The project extends over the five riparian countries of the Drin River basin and
focuses on strengthening institutional cross-border water management along the course of the
river. However, it is still unknown whether, and to what extent, this project will affect Prespa,
as the project document does not provide for any explicit actions for the Prespa basin.
The contribution of the IEMP project (2006-2012) to water protection and management at the
national level in the two recipient countries was rather marginal in Albania, while it had
substantial results in the fYR of Macedonia - where it also consumed a considerable portion of
the project funds (approx. $1.5 million).
More specifically, in Albania the project did not carry out any water monitoring or water
management planning exercise. According to the official project evaluation report (2012),
apart from some small-scale improvements in waste and wastewater systems, the long-term
impacts of the project are considered minor, since there has been neither a continuation of
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the activities nor a sense of ownership of project results by the local stakeholders. Other
projects that concerned solid waste collection do not seem to have any results as yet, since the
situation with solid waste in both Prespa lakes is dramatic at present, affecting both the quality
of life and the quality of ecosystems and habitats. Up to now the local authorities have been
slow in joining the project actions as they lack both capacity and funds.
In the fYR of Macedonia, on the other hand, a Watershed Management Plan was put together
for the Great Prespa Lake, the first such plan in the country. In order to strengthen its
replication potential at the national level the project also supported the drafting of guidelines
for preparation of Integrated River Basin Management Plans in accordance with the WFD but
adapted to the national context, as well as the preparation of a model Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA), in accordance with the existing regulations and EU best practice.
The IEMP project also included activities aiming to strengthen the institutional water
management basis in the fYR of Macedonia, with the setting up of a Prespa Watershed
Management Council, a cross-sectoral participatory body consisting of all the national
stakeholders in the Great Prespa Lake area; unfortunately it has not been reactivated following
the conclusion of the project.
Small-scale wastewater facilities in the form of artificial wetlands were also built under the
project in the fYR of Macedonia; however, according to the GEF evaluation report, site-level
impacts were difficult to assess due to lack of adequate monitoring data to quantify them. The
KfW had already funded the construction of the wastewater treatment facility for the city of
Resen at Ezerani in the 1980s, and some years later, between 2002 and 2005, it renewed this
facility and extended the sewage collection network to cover more settlements.
Other IEMP project outcomes included the construction of infrastructure and the pilot
application of a system for minimising agricultural pollution, which ends up in the water
bodies. Working on better agricultural practices continues to be considered an urgent need
and was followed up after the completion of the project, with funding secured by the SDC. The
effect of these activities in terms of the reduction of pollution loads is limited in scale since the
proportion of local farmers participating in the schemes is rather small; however, they have
been the first sustained effort in the Resen area to educate and assist farmers and the general
public towards environmentally friendly practices. The current SDC-funded RPE project has
another particularly important component, that addressing the unsustainable use of
underground water for irrigation, in the context of which a feasibility study on irrigation
options for the Prespa Lake watershed has been prepared to address the problem of the
thousands of illegal wells opened in the area to cover irrigation needs after the water level
drop of Great Prespa Lake rendered the central pumping system obsolete.
In fact, the SDC was also a co-donor during the IEMP project implementation period, with
separate but complementary projects. The project for the Restoration of Golema Reka (20052009), at a cost of approximately €3 million, produced the first study for the ecological
restoration of the largest river in the basin, which had been heavily degraded in all aspects
over the preceding decades. According to the GEF evaluation report “there is unfortunately no
adequate monitoring data to accurately quantify the impacts” of the subsequent interventions
in strictly environmental terms, but they certainly formed the basis for the SDC-funded project
which is currently running and which is implementing more focussed restoration activities in
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Ezerani (see below in section 1.3.2.). They also built significant trust and good working
relations between the UNDP and the Municipality of Resen by demonstrating that
environmental projects can meet local needs as perceived by key stakeholders.
During the same period the SDC also funded a Feasibility Study on Biodegradable Waste
Management, in order to tackle the excessive dumping of organic waste in Prespa. The study
was followed by pilot activities for the establishment of a centralised organic waste
management system at the Municipality of Resen, as well as a project for the extension of
solid waste management services to the rural communities of Prespa. These activities,
although pilot, are considered positive and have been followed up with further SDC funding.
Lastly, within the same project a central composting facility was constructed, coupled with
local collection sites, and other technical support to the Municipality of Resen and the public
enterprise responsible for waste management. The facility is currently operational and
produces high quality compost that is marketed to ensure both the viability of the business
and its extension to cover all organic waste produced in the area.
Looking now at policy aspects of water-related projects carried out in Greece, the
implementation of the EU WFD effectively commenced in 2010 with the establishment of the
state water monitoring system (see above) and the 1st river basin management planning cycle
with river basin management plans (RBMP) as its final product. An outcome of intensive
lobbying efforts by the SPP, on the grounds of the environmental uniqueness and the
transboundary character of the basin, was the preparation of a discrete Prespa sub-basin
management plan. This plan has been the only river basin plan to address a sub-basin
nationwide. However, the Prespa RBMP, approved in 2014, is rather lacking in not identifying
the main pressures in the water resources or laying down adequate management measures for
achieving “Good” water status. What is more, the Prespa RBMP does not fulfil its primary
objective, i.e. addressing the transboundary aspect in water status assessment and
management, as the water authorities did not pursue co-ordination with the littoral states and
only carried out a nominal transboundary consultation procedure.
The protection of water resources being a top priority in the region, the SPP has undertaken
lobbying and advocacy work for many years so as to positively influence water management
policy formulation for Prespa. The project (2008-ongoing) aims at the promotion of integrated
river basin management planning in the Prespa basin, aligned with EU water policy. To this
effect the SPP works with central and regional water decision-makers, main stakeholders and
end-users on the Greek side, facilitating dialogue and information exchange between them. In
addition, the SPP supports and intervenes, as necessary, in the water planning process, raises
awareness and strengthens local stakeholder capacity on water management issues, and
advocates against environmentally unsustainable practices and works, as well as working along
these lines in collaboration with its PrespaNet partners to achieve the same targets basinwide. The mobilisation and engagement of Greek local stakeholders in the river basin
management planning process through their active and effective local participation in the
RBMP consultations was another policy success; apart from its political value in involving endusers in water policy formulation, there were also concrete results in the essential
improvement of the Greek Prespa RBMP. Other indicative project achievements include the
commissioning by the Greek Ministry of Agriculture of a technical study for the conversion of
the insufficient existing irrigation network to a drip irrigation system (2013) and the initiative
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of local stakeholders to deal with the solid waste dumping problem in Greek Prespa, after the
SPP brought the issue to the fore.
The need for efficient water level management of Lesser Prespa Lake has been clear for many
decades on the Greek side, due to frequent incidents of farmland flooding in springtime
caused by high water levels. In 2001, the SPP carried out the “Study for the determination of
the fluctuation of the water level of Lake Mikri (i.e. Lesser) Prespa”, which formulated water
level fluctuation scenarios and came up with appropriate management measures that
addressed both environmental and agricultural needs. This study formed the foundation for
the adaptive water and wetland management efforts undertaken over the last 15 years in the
Greek part of the Lesser Prespa Lake area.
Within the SPP-run EU project Conservation of priority bird species in Lake Mikri Prespa,
Greece (LIFE02 NAT/GR/008494) (2002-2007), as a follow up of the above-mentioned study,
the construction of a technologically advanced sluice gate was planned and built. The sluice
gate allows for the precise control of the water level of Lesser Prespa Lake, meeting both
ecological and irrigation needs. At present the sluice is managed by the MBPNP15, whose
decisions are supported by a participatory, multi-sectoral water and wetland management
scheme. Stakeholder participation and engagement in water management was initiated with
the setup of the Water Level Management Committee, which was later expanded to address
broader wetland management issues and thus renamed the Wetland Management
Committee as part of the above-mentioned LIFE project (see also section 1.3.6.). Through this
scheme the MBPNP has gradually acquired a central role in local water governance, creating a
model for the whole of the country, as it has remained the only such participatory scheme for
wetland management applied in practice in the country for almost a decade now.
In addition, efforts were made by the local authority to decrease nutrient and microbial input
into the lakes through the construction of waste water treatment plants (2005-2009) for the
largest villages in Greek Prespa, while more are planned for the rest of the settlements. Poor
construction and other irregularities resulted in the non-operation of these facilities for several
years until 2016, when they became operational under pressure from the SPP, which included
a complaint to the European Commission that reached the letter of notification stage. The
problem of the future operation of the plants remains unresolved, as the municipality does not
have adequate human or financial resources for this purpose. Solid waste is also managed by
the municipality, but in a rudimentary way, as human and financial resources are lacking in this
sector too, resulting in various streams of waste ending up in uncontrolled dumping sites or in
the waters of the lakes.
Finally, efforts have been started by the SPP and the “Pelecanos” Bean Farmers’ Co-operative
in order to improve farming practices and reduce nutrient leakage to the lakes, though these
efforts are still in the early planning phase (see also section 1.3.5.).
In conclusion
Overall, the stakeholders in Prespa have come a long way towards the jointly held conviction
that water is the most important ecological factor in the basin, a natural resource that should
be protected, conserved and sustainably managed. However, they have not yet managed to
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effectively solve the problems, especially those which affect water quality, let alone meet the
overarching challenge of eutrophication. Increasing numbers of research projects, scientific
studies and measurements have been carried out, but the Albanian part of the basin is still
under-investigated, while the scientific effort must still be maintained and increased further in
order to answer crucial questions concerning the eutrophication issues and ecological state of
the water bodies. Water monitoring is not yet systematic and regularised, while transboundary
water monitoring is not yet implemented in practice, although accepted in principle. Water
management planning has to continue and improve in Greece and the fYR of Macedonia,
whereas in Albania it has not even started as yet. Transboundary co-operation in water
management is absolutely necessary, but its regular and formal operation has not been
possible to date, despite continuous efforts. The single most important source of pollution, and
especially eutrophication, is apparently agriculture, as it is practiced in the whole of the basin.
Although advancements have been made towards less polluting practices in Greece and the fYR
of Macedonia, interventions up to now cannot claim to have made a measurable impact on the
ground. Moreover, wastewater treatment infrastructure and solid waste management also
need considerable improvement. On balance, much remains to be done in the field of water
protection and management and until such time as this is achieved it would have to continue to
be a top priority of any conservation and funding strategy for the Prespa basin.

1.3.2. WETLAND MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION OF PRIORITY WATER BIRD SPECIES
The need for wetland and waterbird protection in Lesser Prespa Lake emerged in the early
1970s in Greece, due to the immense threat of global extinction for the Dalmatian pelican. The
significant decrease in rare bird populations in the protected part of Greek Prespa in the early
1990s aroused international interest in the area, while the need to ensure the conservation
status of wetlands in both Albania and the fYR of Macedonia concentrated efforts towards
designating protected areas and the strengthening of their legal status.
Systematic work on pelicans and their wetland habitat in Prespa started in the early 1980s. The
“International Pelican Research and Conservation Programme” (IPRCP) (1980-today)
achieved its primary task, resulting in a tremendous increase in numbers of Dalmatian
pelicans, which is an impressive outcome of the longest effort ever made in Greece for a single
bird species. However, it should be noted that this project was never a species-oriented one
but was rather focused on ecosystem functioning, and that this approach has proven very
effective and valuable for conservation. The protection of pelicans was certainly one important
target, but the protection and management of the wetland were also equally important
targets. Thus, this long-term project has been characterised by its integrated, holistic approach
to wider wetland issues. A strong scientific component was merged with local traditional
ecological knowledge on wetland management, while concrete conservation actions in the
field secured bird nesting and feeding sites. Policy and lobbying actions resulted in
commitments being made by public authorities, while wardening was strengthened,
eliminating disturbance. Wetland management techniques were merged with existing primary
sector activities, thus ensuring the continuity and sustainability of project results. Institutional
measures ensured the long-term participation and engagement of stakeholders, promoting
transboundary and international collaboration, and new local governance schemes for
integrated wetland management were also established. The ongoing water bird monitoring
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and endemic fish monitoring programmes, which have been conducted by the SPP since 1991,
have provided valuable data on species needs, population trends and preferences. These
results are unique for the area, and they continue to be used by different relevant
stakeholders and the management body when taking management decisions.
The findings and the wetland management proposals of the IPRCP were supported and
continued by three projects, the “Protection of the Pygmy Cormorant and the Lesser Whitefronted Goose in Greece LIFE96 NAT/GR/003217”, the “Experimental Program for the
Restoration of Wet Meadows”, and the “Conservation of priority bird species in Lake Mikri
Prespa, Greece (LIFE02 NAT/GR/008494)”, which resulted in large-scale wetland vegetation
management activities in the Greek part of Lesser Prespa Lake. These activities included: the
restoration of 100 ha of wet meadows; the production of a management plan that was
incorporated unabridged into the 5-year management plan for the Prespa National Park; the
establishment of the Wetland Management Committee under the auspices of the MBPNP, an
innovative multi-participatory governance scheme taking scientifically informed decisions on
wetland management interventions in Lesser Prespa Lake (see section 1.3.6. below); the
launching of an initiative to acquire flooded farmland in order to permanently resolve the
water level fluctuation problem; the use and merging of existing human activities with wetland
vegetation management, resulting in a significant decrease in the cost, thus providing a
positive example for similar initiatives at regional transboundary level.
Moving to the other sides of the basin, in Albania, as already noted in the preceding section,
due to the diversion of Devoll River almost 80% of the country’s share of Lesser Prespa Lake
was fully covered by reedbeds gradually over the course of two decades, resulting in the
devaluation of the lake by the local stakeholders and state authorities; consequently efforts
have been concentrated primarily on the legal protection of the place. In December 1999,
within the project “Towards transboundary conservation of Lakes Ohrid and Prespa” (19962000), funded by GIZ, the importance of the wetland was recognised and this part of the basin
was included in the geographic scope of the Albanian Prespa National Park. In 2013, many
years of political lobbying and technical support by PPNEA resulted in the inclusion of the
Albanian part of the basin in the Ramsar Convention list of Wetlands of International
Importance.
Three further projects related to reedbed management in Lesser Prespa in Albania. They were
funded by the GEF Small Grants Programme (GEF/SGP) and, based on the positive outcomes of
the Greek project mentioned above, they laid the groundwork for a larger wetland
management intervention at Lesser Prespa Lake. The project “Support to Prespa National Park
of Albania” (SPNPA) (2010-2015), funded by the KfW, provided useful results for the planning,
implementation and continuation of wetland management activities, while all the proposals
and results were incorporated into the management plan of the park. It should be noted that
the SPNPA project offered experience not just in wetland vegetation management, but also on
how possible uses of management by-products can benefit local societies, through the use of
cut reeds as biomass for energy supply purposes. In addition, participatory planning and
stakeholder involvement in management practices were successfully incorporated into the
SPNPA project. Finally, while undoubtedly some issues have been not yet been resolved,
particularly those related to the technical and economic aspects of using reeds as biomass, the
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whole effort is nevertheless unique for the area and should be methodically followed and
supported.
In the fYR of Macedonia, a series of ecosystem restoration and management measures for
wetlands have been developed and are under implementation, which are mainly related to the
Ezerani wetland and the river basin of the Golema Reka (river). Projects have included
interventions in multiple sectors, strengthening the legal, regulatory and planning instruments,
and mainstreaming ecosystem priorities, as well as the practical demonstration of ecosystemoriented concepts for the management of resources and protected areas.
The first effort to protect the Ezerani wetlands at the mouth of the Golema Reka took place in
the 1990s, as part of a project carried out by the national NGO Bird Study and Protection
Society of Macedonia and supported by EuroNatur, when the site was declared a Strict
Ornithological Reserve under national law and, together with the open water of Great Prespa
Lake, was designated as a Ramsar site. Unfortunately, the project promoted the designation
without adequate local consultation, consequently provoking firm opposition from the local
community, who also objected to the fact that no proper management authority had been
appointed to manage the area, and no major conservation activities took place there in the
ensuing period. Indeed, much of the degradation of the natural ecosystem has taken place in
the period since the official designation. During the IEMP project, a lot of effort was directed
towards the protection of Ezerani, resulting in a re-designation law for Ezerani as a Nature
Park and the preparation of a Management plan for the Ezerani protected area (2012-2021).
The management of the protected area was entrusted to the Municipality of Resen, which is a
unique case in the Prespa basin, and the management plan is currently under implementation.
This project strengthened participatory procedures in conservation efforts in this part of the
basin through various formal and informal communication mechanisms, such as a stakeholder
advisory body called the Ezerani Council, which was established for this purpose in order to
secure the support of the local inhabitants.
Moreover, the IEMP project also supported the preparation of an Economic Valuation Report
for Ezerani (2013), though this approach to valuing the economic benefits of ecosystem
services was taken for the first time in the country in this project and its effectiveness has not
yet been evaluated.
The fruitful co-operation between the SDC as a donor and the UNDP-MK as the implementing
agency, in close co-operation with the Municipality of Resen, continued after the closure of the
IEMP project with the currently ongoing project entitled “Restoration of the Prespa Lake
Ecosystem” (RPE) (2012-2018). Focusing on wetland restoration and management, the RPE
project represents a more ambitious and mature phase in internationally funded activities in
the region. In this context, starting in 2012 with a Feasibility study and conceptual design for
wetland restoration within the Ezerani Nature Park, a series of studies and actions were
planned and implemented for the Ezerani protected area, as well as for the “Lake Prespa
Monument of Nature”. These activities are designed to restore the Ezerani wetland through
engineering works. It is expected that pollution coming into Great Prespa Lake from the
Golema Reka will be prevented through these interventions, while wetland heterogeneity will
be enhanced through the restoration of various habitats. These activities are still ongoing and
it is therefore not possible to evaluate their impact on the ground. However, a component that
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can already be assessed as positive is the support given to the Municipality of Resen through
its newly established environment department, which is expected to take charge of the
activities before the project comes to an end in order to carry out its very demanding tasks as
the manager of Lake Prespa Monument of Nature and the Ezerani Nature Park. It is noted that
UNDP funding is expected to cease by the end of 2016, when the municipality will have to start
funding activities until the official end of the project in 2018.
Regarding the basin-wide activities on wetland vegetation management, it should be noted
that, despite the intensive efforts undertaken in each country at a basin level, few common
activities have been carried out. Management of wetland vegetation was explored as part of
the project “Landscape Scale Conservation in the Prespa Lake Basin: Conservation Action
Plan for reed beds”, as well as within the TMS; though nothing was ever implemented by any
of the relevant authorities due to the fact that the first phase of the project required the input
of higher levels of expertise than they had available.
Concluding this section with the conservation efforts for waterbirds, today, largely due to the
projects mentioned above for the Greek side and the overall sustained effort of 30 years,
nesting pairs of Dalmatian pelicans have risen from ca. 200 in 1991 to over 1400 in 2010-2016.
Nesting pairs of great white pelicans rose from ca. 50 in 1991 to over 700 in 2010-2016. The
Prespa population of Dalmatian pelicans has played the role of a ‘source’ population in the
context of the South-Eastern (SE) European meta-population, thus the overall population
number of Dalmatian pelicans in SE Europe and Turkey has been on the rise during the last
decade, and new colonies have been established in areas outside Prespa. Heron species and
the pygmy cormorant have all shown increasing trends in the last decade, while the glossy ibis
has re-nested after its extinction in the area for more than 35 years. The new LIFE project
LIFE15 NAT/GR/000936, entitled “Bird conservation in Lesser Prespa Lake: benefiting local
communities and building a climate change resilient ecosystem” (2016-2012), includes a
series of wider in situ wetland vegetation management activities in Greece, as well as a new
initiative for the establishment of a transboundary technical advisory body on wetland
management issues. This will enhance transboundary co-operation for Lesser Prespa Lake and
is expected to positively influence conservation and management of the wetland.
In addition, the Albanian part of both lakes is intensely used by waterbirds in Prespa as a
feeding place while Great Prespa Lake, and particularly the area around Golem Grad, is heavily
used by rare waterbirds as a feeding place; consequently, efforts for transboundary monitoring
are ongoing. Through continuous collaboration between the PrespaNet NGO members and the
national park management bodies, bird monitoring activities are being implemented on an
ongoing and systematic basis, strengthening joint capacity and know-how on bird monitoring
and wetland management needs. At the same time, the Pelican Network organised by the SPP
has been expanded to enhance the co-ordination efforts for pelicans in SE Europe. All these
efforts carried out between the PrespaNet NGOs and the relevant management authorities at
basin level, are establishing a strong foundation of trust and collaboration between all the
partners.
In conclusion
In all three countries a great many efforts for the protection and management of wetlands
have been undertaken and significant results have been achieved, not only in environmental
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terms but also in strengthening the weak links between people and the wetland, as well as in
the socio-economic and governance fields. Most of this work has been related to Lesser Prespa
Lake and the Ezerani protected area. Through all these endeavours it has become ever clearer
that in order to achieve sustainability of results a long-term effort is needed, along with: a
multi-sectoral approach, integration of knowledge, pilot applications, policy work and lobbying,
integrated approaches and local stakeholder engagement through active participation. New
local governance schemes have been established and tested through this work, and shown to
be extremely valuable. Linking existing human activities with wetland management, or the use
of wetland management by-products in order to fulfil existing needs, have also been positively
explored, though keeping balances between different interests is a continual challenge.
Wetland management activities have shown the benefits of conservation to local stakeholders
and the potential for the future exploitation of this success in building a new conservation
model in the area is huge. It goes without saying that the challenge of conserving the wetlands
in Prespa is a long-term one and the relevant efforts need to be sustained and expanded.
Moreover, it should be pointed out that a transboundary project on wetland management has
still not been organised, despite the fact that there is good co-operation between stakeholders
in all three countries.

1.3.3. FORESTS, PASTURES AND MEADOWS
In contrast to the two preceding sections, both of which have been characterised by some
degree of cross-border collaboration to greater or lesser extents, it would be fair to say that
little has been done for the conservation of forests at transboundary level in the WPA. The
monitoring of forests and other terrestrial habitats was one of the issues elaborated within the
TMS project (P.4.1), which has never been applied by the relevant authorities due to lack of
funds, capacity and personnel, as well as the overarching lack of formal transboundary cooperation in the absence of the mechanisms of the Prespa Park. In spite of a transboundary
Action Plan for Grecian Juniper Forests compiled within the IEMP (2006-2012), apart from the
SPP LIFE project described below, which could include only a few transboundary activities due
to EU programme restrictions, not much has been done for the protection of this forest at
transboundary level.
This situation notwithstanding, efforts to stimulate transboundary co-operation on aspects of
forest management issues continue to be made, such as in 2016, when the Management Body
for the Pelister National Park, together with the Greek MBPNP, MES and the SPP, applied for
the EU Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) fYR of Macedonia - Greece funds, with a
project entitled “National parks without borders - Together for Nature and People”, aiming,
amongst other things, to establish a system for monitoring forest health through the use of
woodland bird species as indicators. This project also included a much-needed revision of the
management plan for the Pelister National Park, an update of which was supposed to be
carried out no later than 2014, but on which no work has yet started, due to lack of funding.
This kind of co-operation demonstrates how strong the partnerships and solidarity at basin
level are, in relation to higher levels where this is not the case.
Moving from the transboundary to the national level, conservation efforts for the protection of
forests have not been equal in all three countries, as they have corresponded to the gravity of
problems faced by each side. The biggest problem occurs in Albania, where extensive
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deforestation and erosion have resulted in huge forest degradation, and illegal logging is still
widespread, placing a tremendous pressure on forest resources on both the Albanian and the
Greek sides of Prespa, as loggers will often cross the border. In Albania, a long-term effort for
the legal protection and the restoration of degraded forests has been ongoing since the early
1990s, although it has not yet reached the desired result. A series of small reforestation
activities, as well as activities to reduce dependency on firewood, were included in various
projects in the period between 2000 and 2010. These prepared the ground for the SPNPA
project (2010-2015), which completed a specific Management and Action Plan for forests, as
well as actions for the provision of energy resources other than wood, i.e. reeds, (see section
1.3.2. above). However, the limited political and financial support available to the
management body of the national park has, up to now, hindered the implementation of
wardening and monitoring activities and the fulfilment of the requirements of the
management plan.
Other important project activities, focused on decreasing over-grazing in the lowland forests,
have also been effectively implemented, and some particularly positive interventions were
those that related to incentives for cattle farmers to preferentially use the highlands, in order
to address this problem. However, although infrastructure in the highlands for stock breeding
was also built in one of these projects, grazing was not moved upland as expected, in view of
the fact that in the absence of men, who are working elsewhere as seasonal labourers, animal
husbandry is mainly an activity that is managed by women, who cannot easily move far away
from the villages; it was evident after the completion of the project that, in order to plan
conservation measures that are related to these kind of productive activities, the socioeconomic parameters should always be taken into consideration.
In the fYR of Macedonia, forests as specific habitats have not been treated separately in
projects, with the exception of the Grecian juniper forest habitat type mentioned above.
Within the IEMP several studies were completed, referring to a particular non-protected forest
area in the fYR of Macedonia, but none of them has been implemented or been taken up by
the appropriate authorities for implementation.
However, for Galičica National Park the situation with regard to forests is different. The
specific and extensive specifications for the conservation and monitoring of forest and pasture
biodiversity included in the Management Plan of Galičica National Park brought a new era in
conservation into the philosophy and management of the park, while a sophisticated
monitoring scheme was also set up as part of Support for National Park Galičica (2008-2011).
However, due to the limited means, capacity and personnel of the management body, very
few of the measures proposed are being implemented. The same applies to the management
plan for the Pelister National Park, in which a large chapter was reserved for conservation of
precious forest habitats such as the Balkan endemic Macedonian pine (Pinus peuce).
Turning to the Greek side, the Prespa basin in Greece has been protected in its entirety as a
NATURA 2000 site since 2001. Thus, mapping of habitat types according to the Habitats
Directive (92/43/EEC) in a study titled “NATURA 2000” was carried out by the SPP in 2011. This
study has been a useful tool for supporting the conservation of priority habitats, which have
included forest habitat types, as well as advocating against illegal and/or potentially
destructive development works. Furthermore, the findings of this study were incorporated
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into the management plan of the Prespa National Park (PNP) (2012), while the identification of
threats per habitat led to the application of further conservation efforts within the PNP as
described below.
Since controlled grazing can be used very effectively for the management of forests as well as
grasslands, new conservation actions to use this tool for the restoration of the priority habitat
type 9562* Greek Juniper Woods (Juniperetum excelsae) were planned following the habitat
type study above, as part of the currently ongoing LIFE12 NAT/GR/539 – JunEx project. This
project has resulted in the re-introduction of grazing as a conservation management tool to
clear encroaching broad-leaved tree species, but has also worked towards the incorporation of
specific practices within the plans of the Forestry Department to enable the management of
the Greek Juniper Woods in perpetuity following completion of the project. The application of
grazing, in combination with the opening up of areas from broad-leaved tree species is also
expected to favour floristic diversity during the project lifetime, and beyond in the long term.
In addition, at the social level, the project has, crucially, helped in breaking down barriers to
applying conservation measures, by demonstrating that traditional and extensive farming
practices can confer advantages for the conservation of biodiversity, and can actually be
necessary for this purpose.
As a result of this perception another project, entitled “Special Grazing Management Plan on
pastoral and forest habitat types in the jurisdiction of the MBPNP”, has further promoted the
application of traditional activities as a means to enhance conservation efforts for habitats in
the area, funded by the MBPNP. In fact this study will be promoted to the Payment and
Control Agency for Guidance and Guarantee Community Aid, which is the Greek payment
authority for the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), as a tool for enabling CAP direct payments
to stockbreeders for grazing animals in ‘eligible’ grasslands as defined by the study. It also
promotes the inclusion of more sites as grazing areas, including important habitats, such as the
Greek Juniper Woods, which were previously not considered to be eligible pastures under a
rigid interpretation of the CAP rules.
In conclusion
Due to conservation efforts in all three countries the legislative framework on the protection of
forests and other terrestrial habitats has been strengthened to a satisfactory degree. However,
the lack of its implementation and the need for enforcement of conservation measures is still
evident basin-wide. In Albania, problems with extensive deforestation and erosion have been
the focus of a long-term effort which has not yet, however, achieved its desired aims. In the fYR
of Macedonia, the ecological status of forests is in much better condition, but their
preservation and protection still needs a lot of support and requires political will, which does
not seem to be forthcoming. In Greece, a constrictively interpreted legislative framework is not
accompanied by any supportive measure or programme and as a result NGOs and local
stakeholders are struggling to incorporate EU provisions in everyday management practices
and regulations.
Forest management plans have been elaborated by various projects but they are either not well
implemented or need review. Public services and management bodies in all the three countries
have very limited means, personnel and capacity to deal with the conservation and promotion
of the ecological importance of forests. Wardening is completely insufficient and illegal wood50

cutting is one of the main issues in both Albania and Greece. Strict forest management
regulations make forest activities other than wood-cutting very difficult to achieve, creating
obstacles for conservation initiatives. Projects that have promoted pasture and forest
management through animal husbandry activities have been proven successful. Moreover,
once again, taking the socio-economic situation and culture of the area into consideration, as
well as linking conservation with the productive activities of local stakeholders, has proved a
critical factor for success.

1.3.4. PRIORITY SPECIES (ENDEMIC FISH, LARGE CARNIVORES , BATS, WILD PLANTS )
A large body of scientific research has been undertaken on fauna and flora species in Prespa,
and the importance of the area for biodiversity has been highlighted in numerous scientific
publications. The conservation of priority species has also triggered transboundary projects,
which have largely been developed by NGOs. This was not very easy in the beginning since
NGOs in both Albania and the fYR of Macedonia did not have the means which were necessary
to support such projects, however the situation has been improving in recent years through an
increase of capacity and the systematic collaboration of NGOs and the national parks at
transboundary level. In these relatively small-scale, but long-lasting, transboundary efforts, the
emphasis has mainly been on research and/or monitoring of waterbirds, mammals and
endemic fish, while at national level a great deal of research has been carried out on rare flora
and fauna species, though not so many conservation activities have been implemented.
Looking first at transboundary efforts, in 2005, the SPP instigated a small-scale research
project on the endemic trout in streams both in Greece and the fYR of Macedonia. Through its
strong policy and advocacy component, the project has had several important conservation
results: the collation of information on the geographical distribution and the genetics of the
species led to the delineation of distinct management units; a complete ban on trout fishing in
the Agios Germanos River, which was included within the National Park legislation, and in most
of the streams in the fYR of Macedonia; and, a contribution to the justification of the
expansion of the borders of Pelister National Park to include parts of the upper watershed of
the Brajcinska River. Nevertheless, all these actions and the documentation of the importance
of the trout as an endangered endemic species of the Prespa basin was not sufficient to stop
decision-makers at central level approving the construction of small hydropower plants on the
Brajcinska and Kranska Rivers in the fYR of Macedonia in 2014, although they proved sufficient
to prevent the same thing happening in Greece.
A further transboundary project, focused on bats, resulted in building a considerable body of
knowledge on these mammals that did not exist before, and in a few of its recommendations
being already put into practice. Some have been incorporated within the management plans of
the national parks (PNP-AL, Galičica National Park and PNP-GR), while those that require high
levels of expertise are awaiting implementation whenever the management bodies in all three
countries have the means and technical support necessary to start dealing with this difficult
group of animals.
As has been touched on in previous sections, a number of “Conservation Action Plans” were
completed as part of the IEMP project (2006-2012). However, apart from the positive result of
embedding transboundary co-operation between scientists in conservation issues, none of
them have been implemented by the management bodies. Although most of the action plans
51

are informative and explanatory for managers and decision-makers, a lack of political will and
limited funds have made their implementation a lower priority. A similar fate befell the TMS,
which was never implemented largely due to the cessation of formal transboundary inter-state
co-operation after 2010. In addition, it should be noted that in some areas, such as wetlands
and forests, due to lack of baseline information a high level of expertise was needed for
implementation of the TMS, an issue that is not easy for the area. These difficulties
notwithstanding, the PrespaNet NGO network is trying to organise a simple monitoring
scheme for large carnivores, which is a group of endangered species for which the absence of
concrete conservation actions is noticeable, but resources are still limited.
Within the IEMP project a “Trans-boundary fisheries management plan” was also compiled
but never implemented, due to limited participation from the littoral countries, lack of reliable
data on fisheries from all countries and limited political will on transboundary co-operation.
Moreover, a “Rapid assessment of priority species and habitats in the Prespa lake basin”
(2009) was carried out but none of the proposals were implemented or followed.
Regarding large carnivores, some transboundary initiatives implemented by various NGOs have
also included Prespa in their project concepts, but since these were implemented in a sporadic
and non-systematic way they did not establish a solid base for the conservation of these
species in the area.
Turning now to the national level, in the management plans of all the national parks in Albania,
the fYR of Macedonia and Greece emphasis has been given to the organisation of monitoring
systems for important species; however, it should be noted that the national park staff still
have significant capacity-building needs for monitoring and these systems have not been fully
implemented so far. This has not always been a result of funding limitations or lack of political
will, it is more the case that, due to the limited operational capacity of the management
bodies, the organisation and implementation of specific activities was not made possible.
In the past 10 years about 30 scientists have been involved in population studies of three
reptiles on the Island of Golem Grad (Galičica National Park). Although it does not have a
direct conservation component, this project is nevertheless considered important because, in
addition to the increase in knowledge, many young scientists in the fYR of Macedonia have
been trained through these studies. In addition, through this project the conservation
importance of the island has been significantly promoted and rules for visitors have been
imposed to a certain degree by the Galičica National Park. Nevertheless, better wardening is
still lacking and needs to be strengthened.
In Greece, the SPP has systematically monitored endemic fish populations, and has carried out
further specific conservation actions. The results of this long-term fish monitoring have
supported many conservation activities, such as the preparation of two LIFE projects and an
Action Plan for the Prespa Barbel, the implementation of on-the-ground conservation and
public awareness actions for fish and their habitats, implementation of fishing regulations and
the protection of the fish spawning grounds. In addition a complete ban on fishing for barbel in
streams during the spawning season was achieved, and a later inclusion of relevant fishing
regulations within the Prespa National Park legislation in 2009.

52

With regard to rare plant species, many research efforts have been carried out in the three
countries separately, although less on the conservation of the species. The international NGO
Plantlife and MES16 have completed a study on the Important Plant Areas (IPA) of the fYR of
Macedonia where the importance of Pelister and Galičica National Parks as IPAs has been
stressed. For instance, for the Galičica National Park the development of tourism, intensified
forest management, and the decline of grazing, have been identified as the main parameters
that might lead to a change in the floristic diversity. This collaboration has also tested an
interesting alternative approach to conservation through the project “Natural Networks for
Places and People- Strengthening and networking of Civil Society in Macedonia”, in which
volunteers are encouraged and enabled to work for plant conservation according to their own
priorities, needs and skills. On the Greek side, the SPP is currently implementing a project on
the flora of Prespa, which is expected to contribute significantly to the efforts towards plant
protection.
Finally, a bilateral project in Greece and Albania has been carried out, aimed at the
conservation of the local race of domestic cattle, known as the Prespa dwarf cow. However,
the viability of this local race has still not been secured, as the interest of local cattle farmers in
establishing such herds remains limited, in spite of subsidies they can receive in Greece
through CAP measures.
In conclusion
Both endemism and the high number of species attract international scientific interest and thus
much research has been undertaken on fauna and flora species in Prespa. The need for
conservation is stressed in all published research, but very few studies actually dealt with the
population status, the ecological preferences and the spatial distribution of species, and with
the ensuing specification of measures for species conservation. There has therefore rarely been
any kind of follow-up activity and consequently specific conservation efforts for the protection
of species are limited, and disproportionately few, in comparison to the degree of endemism,
the number of rare species and the high biodiversity of the area. This is also due to the fact that
so far emphasis has rather been given to whole ecosystems, such as degraded forests or
wetlands, and less to the conservation of rare species as such. Although priority species have
been mentioned in almost every one of the management plans or transboundary strategies,
management bodies have little means to accomplish monitoring and conservation tasks. In
contrast to this picture, it should be noted that emblematic species, as well as less well known
ones, are frequently used in communication and public awareness materials and activities in
order to stress the importance of the Prespa area. Since the 2000s efforts have been made,
mainly by the NGOs, to organise their species conservation projects at transboundary level with
substantial results.
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1.3.5. DEVELOPMENT OF A GREEN E CONOMY 17
The need to involve local communities and their productive activities in conservation and
management started to be acknowledged in the early 1990s in Greek Prespa. However, at that
time, the political and socio-economic situation in all the littoral countries was not very
promising, due either to the changes of the political regimes or to the high migration rates and
the consequent decrease in the active population and human capital, or both. The
conservative outlook that characterised the mountain communities, along with poverty and
isolation, did not allow much space to the younger generations for changes, innovation and
creation. In this context, the kinds of modern and innovative ideas that could restore the
broken links between society and nature, upgrade social cohesion, increase involvement, build
capacity and promote a basin-wide eco-regional view of the Prespa basin could not easily find
ground in which to flourish. From this period onwards many sporadic efforts, aiming primarily
to the promotion of sustainable agriculture as well as for the promotion of ecotourism, were
implemented.
Regarding the primary sector all the projects and initiatives that were implemented took place
at the national level, although the first effort to formulate a joint conservation and
sustainable development vision at basin level had already been articulated at the beginning of
the 2000s.
In Albania, emphasis was given to the promotion of local products, and to the promotion of
alternative crops for cultivation. The establishment of the Prespa Marketing Organisation, the
promotion of a small-scale beekeeping sector, and the cultivation of mountain tea in private
farmlands, have all been projects that have provided very promising results. At present the
Marketing Organisation seems to be less active, but more time and support is needed to
strengthen alliances with honey producers, fishermen and wine producers in order to establish
a solid basis for sustainable production.
A similar approach has been used since the early 1990s in Greece through the promotion of
organic farming with technical support from the SPP. The take-up of organic farming is
increasing at very slow rates, despite the fact that the yields of organic beans are very good
and are in fact similar to the yields of conventional beans. Many factors, such as the financial
crisis, the low quantity of the total production (approx. 100 tons), difficulties in accessing
markets and the lack of an organised group of producers of bio products, have resulted in a
stagnant situation. Other environmentally friendly activities have only relatively recently
started to be experimentally implemented by conventional farmers, since 2004, with the
establishment of a bean farmers’ co-operative called “Pelekanos”.
In 2005, as part of the wider “One Europe, More Nature” (OEMN) project, the SPP had the
ultimate goal of addressing the environmental impacts from intensive agriculture with the
operation of a special “Prespa Park Product” labelling scheme under the auspices of the
MBPNP. From early on the SPP made a definite choice to set up this labelling scheme through
the MBPNP, which has the jurisdiction to award such labels; however, this proved a
disadvantageous decision, since from 2009 onwards the operation of the MBPNP faced various
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problems that have put its viability in question. Such an unstable situation could not provide
the solid base required for the success of the project and thus it ended in 2009. At present, the
SPP and the “Pelekanos” Bean Farmers’ Co-operative are discussing possible solutions for the
reactivation of this project and continuing the effort for the establishment of a “Prespa Park
Product” labelling scheme. The two organisations have also worked on a study on “Strategic
planning for funding opportunities through the new Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)”. This
study has prepared the ground for the development of agro-environmental initiatives,
amongst them the strengthening of co-operation between the SPP, the “Pelekanos” Bean
Farmers’ Co-operative and the Municipality of Prespa in order to elaborate and submit an
agro-environmental measure for Prespa to the Ministry of Agriculture for funding.
In the fYR of Macedonia, activities for the primary sector have been targeted more at the
promotion and pilot implementation of agro-friendly methodologies. Among the most
important issues were the unsustainable use of agrochemicals and the disposal of rotten,
unwanted apples, which have usually been dumped in the lake, the rivers or the wetlands. A
significant change in practices has been achieved through the IEMP project and the GEF/SGP
programme. Despite great improvements, the problems have not been solved throughout the
region and the full sustainability of the projects’ results has not been ensured. Additional
waste collection points, the tightening of legal regulations and law enforcement at the local
level, the purchase of new machinery and additional expert staff are still needed to resolve the
organic waste problem, whereas for the consolidation of changes in core farming practices the
transition to a more environmentally friendly agriculture needs to rely on a careful plan and be
promoted by the authorities if it is to succeed.
One other very promising project, which was related to forests and pastures and was unique
for the area, was an initiative taken by Pelister National Park for establishing an organised
system for the sustainable collection of Molika and fir-tree pine cones and seeds, as well as
blueberries, through the issuing of concessions to wholesalers and licenses to collectors. This
project was amongst the few examples in the basin that was focused on the use of forest byproducts, and it can be used as a good example at basin level. In a similar vein, the LIFE12
NAT/GR/539 – JunEx project (see also 1.3.3.) has worked through the promotion of extensive
farming practices, which have been promoted both at local and central administration level.
In contrast to the largely national focus of these primary sector projects, the green
development sector that has concentrated more than any other on transboundary studies,
strategies and action plans is that of ecotourism (several actions in the IEMP). Nevertheless, it
seems that most of them were donor-driven desk projects that did not include any substantial
local participation or co-operation, nor take into consideration the existing socio-economic
situation. Consequently, none of them has ever been implemented or had any follow up, while
the few concrete actions that did take place were piecemeal and not part of a more
comprehensive and coherent strategy for the development of the sector.
At national level the potential of ecotourism has been stressed in all the management plans for
the national parks and relative initiatives have been taken, but no concrete and sustainable
results have been evident yet. For example, in Albania a series of projects for the training of
nature guides for the Prespa National Park, aiming to qualify them on the interpretation of
some of Albania’s most outstanding natural and cultural heritage to visitors, were recently
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developed, and a training programme has been carried out. Following on from this project, the
challenge now is to formalise and support this group in order to convert it into a real promoter
of nature and culture within the area, and positively influence both conservation and the
socio-economic situation in Prespa. Another example can be given from within the Pelister
Mountain Conservation Project in 2001; a project component was developed in order to
contribute to income generation for the local population in the Pelister region through ecotourism activities in Brajcino. Activities were sustained after the end of the project, but not
developed as the local NGO fell into disarray, following the migration of most of its members
abroad, and is now not operational.
The SPP has similarly been involved with ecotourism since its establishment, and its relation
with natural and cultural values in Greece and Albania, although the sector has not flourished,
due to systemic problems and challenges that are related with the socio-economic status of
the area.
In order to confront some of the above-mentioned challenges, and building on the basis of the
Agreement of Collaboration between the SPP, the Municipality of Prespa and the “Pelekanos”
Bean Farmers’ Co-operative, a large-scale multilateral proposal has been drawn up and
submitted for funding to a Greek private foundation. The project is mentioned here because it
marks a new departure for the area to a degree, as it involves a polycentric co-operation
between many different stakeholders, within one single project. Several activities are
foreseen, such as the implementation of specific agro-environmental measures for Prespa,
together with actions to address the threat of eutrophication and to utilise the by-products of
environmental management, in addition to the improvement of expertise amongst farmers,
and the promotion of Prespa Park products. Further proposed activities, managed by the
Municipality of Prespa, are focused on more general issues i other sectors, such as
improvements to health infrastructure, the further development of the public library and the
improvement of facilities for youth, such as the sports centre and schools. A key factor in the
success of the proposal is that it will be led by a Local Action Group, composed of the local
authorities, as well as organisations and groups involved in development and planning in
Prespa, in addition to supporting organisations from outside Prespa.
In conclusion
The close and dynamic relation between man and nature in Prespa has been acknowledged by
a wide variety of stakeholders at transboundary and international level, and many projects
have looked towards a new development paradigm for the area; however due to socioeconomic factors the ground has not been very favourable yet. Most of these activities have
been related to the planning and promotion of transboundary ecotourism, while others have
concerned the integration of the primary sector with management and conservation.
Regarding ecotourism the results have been disproportionally few in relation to the effort
spent, due to the fact that the socio-economic situation and capacities were not taken into
consideration in most of the projects. In contrast, the activities in the primary sector provided
quite good examples and positive outcomes, especially in cases when there was an integration
of human activities in nature management.
Regarding environmentally friendly agriculture, in almost all three countries projects carried
out a component on public awareness, training, education and co-operation with the farmers
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for the adoption of environmentally friendly practices. However, the lack of continuity and the
sporadic implementation of these efforts have hindered their effectiveness, resulting in a
duplication of efforts and a lack of cumulative project experience.
Regarding ecotourism, many action plans and strategies have been completed but none have
ever been used. Specific measures have been proposed for the promotion of ecotourism in the
wider area, but infrastructure like paths, signs and guides are still limited. All the protected
areas have published some material for visitors, and efforts have been made for the promotion
of ecotourism, but without a sustainable result. Means and capacity at all levels are certainly
limited, and it seems that the plans that have been elaborated have been too sophisticated, or
over-ambitious, in relation to the prevailing socio-economic reality.
As a result, despite the positive results in some specific initiatives, it should be pointed out that
the overall picture is still a lack of integration of environmental values in socio-economic
activities in all three countries.

1.3.6. INSTITUTIONAL IMPROVEMENT AND SUPPORT OF PUBLIC STRUCTURES
Ideas revolving around the need for transboundary co-operation in the WPA that were first
expressed by scientists and conservationists in the 1980s took institutional shape in 1999,
when, at a geopolitically opportune moment, the SPP and WWF-GR, with the backing of WWFINT and the Ramsar Convention, submitted a proposal for the establishment of the
transboundary Prespa Park to the Greek Prime Minister’s office. The proposal set out a longterm interstate co-operation process for achieving the co-ordinated management and
protection of the undivided ecosystem of Prespa. The then Prime Ministers of the littoral
states took up the idea and established the transboundary “Prespa Park”, through a political
declaration in 200018. This was followed by the establishment of an informal multi-stakeholder
Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee19 on the initiative of international actors, namely the
Ramsar Convention and the Mediterranean Wetlands Initiative, and with the decisive support
of NGOs. This informal scheme worked for 10 years, with collaborating NGOs acting as its
secretariat; it produced various results and elaborated a draft agreement to formalise the
collaboration and establish legally binding obligations. This process culminated in 2010 with
the signing of the international “Agreement on the Protection and Development of the Prespa
Park Area” by the Ministers of Environment of the littoral states and the EC Commissioner for
the environment. The engagement of the European Commission in the Prespa Park intergovernmental co-operation stemmed from intensive lobbying driven by the SPP and supported
by WWF Greece. However, the agreement has not yet produced direct results, as it has only
very recently been by the proponent state, namely Greece, after years of delay.
Despite the fact that the goal of operation of formal international institutions led by the littoral
states under a legally binding agreement has not yet been attained, the informal scheme
launched by the prime ministerial declaration offered a framework that legitimised organised
trilateral dialogue and projects. Some of the concrete outcomes of this process (see also
section 1.3.1.) were:
18

http://www.ramsar.org/news/major-transboundary-park-established-in-southeastern-europe

19

The Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee was an interim ten-member body composed of representatives of the
national environmental authorities, the local municipalities and the environmental NGOs active in the region, as
well as a permanent observer from the Ramsar/MedWet Initiative.
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the first trilateral study and plan for Prespa, the “Strategic Action Plan for the
Sustainable Development of the Prespa Park”;
the preparation and implementation of a large regional project for the integrated
protection and management of the area (IEMP), co-funded by GEF;
the preparation of a comprehensive system of transboundary monitoring, as there
were no common metrics for the three parts of the area and if in the future common
management was to be achieved there should be a common picture of the basic
attributes of the ecosystem as a whole;
the drafting of an international agreement that was eventually signed; and
many smaller projects and activities, which led to a better understanding of the
natural environment in the basin and even to seminal decisions, such as that for the
cessation of the Devoll River diversion to Lesser Prespa Lake in Albania.

Other less tangible, though equally important, outcomes were: the gradual building of working
relations and a code of understanding between the participating stakeholders, which were
totally absent at the outset - this can be clearly noted in the development of collaboration
between the municipalities of the basin; increased attention to the area on the part of national
governments and international agencies and donors; and an elevated profile for the area that
received the attention of media and the general public, which is arguably contributing to an
overall lessening of destructive development pressures and to a sense of pride in their place
among the local communities. At least in Greece, the fact that Prespa is a transboundary
protected area has made state authorities more careful and attentive to conservation
arguments.
It is quite striking that although the three littoral states did take the initial, political decision to
enter into this long-term co-operation in Prespa back in 2000, they nonetheless did not
commit any substantial financial or human resources to the endeavour. On the contrary, they
relied on the support of international donors, as well as NGOs, for the activities undertaken,
with the exception of three projects funded by the Hellenic Aid, the department of the Greek
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which managed the national Development Assistance (DAC/OECD)
account. These projects related to the preparation of a Strategic Action Plan, the Devoll-Lesser
Prespa study and a small project “Support for institutional collaboration between the states of
Greece, Albania and fYR of Macedonia in the context of the Prespa Park” (2003), which funded
the operation of the PPCC and its Secretariat for one year, whilst also strengthening crossborder co-operation between the local governments and fire authorities of the three
countries. All these projects were implemented by the collaborating NGOs. International
donors, such as the German KfW and the GTZ (now GIZ) also supported meetings and other
costs of the Prespa Park, while the large IEMP project, through its regional component,
contributed to the work of the PPCC Secretariat with communication studies and actions (see
also 1.3.7. below), including the setting up of the first website of the Prespa Park, and also with
lobbying for signing the 2010 Agreement.
It follows that most of the above-mentioned results came from ‘bottom-up’ work, as
negotiations and decisions for the Prespa Park were not a priority for the central states. NGOs
started working with real people at grassroots level to increase mutual understanding and
promote trust, a common vision and raise awareness.
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After the signing and non-ratification of the 2010 agreement, the collaborating NGOs, the SPP,
MES and PPNEA, decided in 2013 to establish a permanent network of environmental NGOs
for the promotion of conservation and sustainable development activities across the borders,
PrespaNet, to compensate, to the extent possible, for the absence of central state
collaboration mechanisms in the basin (see below 1.3.8.).
Lastly, a parallel initiative should also be noted, namely the UNESCO designation of the
bilateral Prespa-Ohrid Transboundary Biosphere Reserve (2014) in Albania and the fYR of
Macedonia. This designation had been initially promoted by the Bilateral Watershed
Management Committee for Ohrid Lake Secretariat and later supported by the KfW through
its consecutive projects for the National Park Galičica -MK and Prespa National Park-AL. The
UNESCO designation of the transboundary region adds to the international recognition of the
area; however, the initiative does not include Greece and has not yet proceeded to the
implementation phase.
Turning now to the national level in the three littoral countries, as already discussed in the
WWF’s PCTFFS and CNAWPA, institutions and public structures for conservation, as organised
mainly in the framework of protected areas, have a generally low capacity, consistent funding
is lacking, the existing management of the protected areas in the WPA is in general
inadequate, while local stakeholders are engaged in a limited way, if at all, in management and
conservation.
More specifically, the first large international project, implemented by EuroNatur and PPNEA
in the WPA in Albania, was “Towards transboundary conservation of Lakes Ohrid and Prespa”
(1996-2000) under the support of the GTZ (now GIZ). Through this project several activities
were carried out, including capacity building, site surveys, the design and establishment,
including zonation, of the PNP-AL in December 1999, and a Protected Landscape designation
for Ohrid. Special attention was given to engaging the local population in the project activities
from the start, in order to ensure that nature conservation and site protection would be
accepted. The most conspicuous and far-reaching result of this project is obviously the
designation of protected areas, especially the PNP. Dialogue with the local people and the
consequent good reception of the park designation, as well as the building of good working
relations with governmental authorities, were important side results.
In the second half of the decade which followed, the GEF-funded IEMP project (2006-2012)
included a specific intervention that aimed at operationalising the PNP Management
Committee, a new body, established under Albanian law in 2005, mandated to represent both
the relevant sectors of the state and users as the higher decision-making authority for the PNP.
This body started operating during the GEF project and continued with the support of the KfW
project discussed below, approving major items like the management plan and the budget of
the park. In the absence of any project, however, it is questionable how this committee can be
sustained.
Ten years after the designation of the park came the German KfW-funded project
“Transboundary Biosphere Reserve Prespa - Support to Prespa National Park of
Albania”(SPNPA) (2010-2015), aspiring to address the weaknesses of the PNP administration
and management (described above in section 1.2.4.). More specifically, the project aimed to
improve the administration of the park, rehabilitate forests and pastures, and increase
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community involvement and awareness, as well as to integrate the park into the
transboundary Prespa region and promote its nomination as a UNESCO Transboundary
Biosphere Reserve.
As already noted, the PNP was managed by a park administration which was organically and
financially dependent on the Korçë Forestry Directorate belonging to the forest department of
the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Water Administration. One of the conditions under
the financial agreement between the Government of Albania and the KfW was the
establishment of an independent legal entity for the PNP administration that would thus
become detached from the Korçë directorate. With legislation passed in 2014 establishing the
State Inspectorate for Environment, Forest and Water (SIEFW), the PNP was re-organised and
put under the direct administration and control of SIEFW. Despite this development, and the
material support provided to the PNP administration by the project, such as building
renovations, vehicles and a boat, one crucial factor in the effectiveness of the administration
could not be influenced very much, that of the human capacity in the form of the PNP staff,
which has remained small and without the necessary skills, despite the government’s
commitments to the contrary.
The second major institutional development enabled by the project was the preparation of a
management plan for the PNP, which serves as the guiding document for the everyday work of
the PNP administration, but which cannot be fully implemented due to financial and human
resources constraints. Having said this, the KfW is currently at the stage of organising a followup project to provide further support to the PNP.
Turning to the fYR of Macedonia, during the first half of the 2000s, an SDC-supported project,
entitled “Pelister Mountain Conservation”, gave the first opportunity for development of an
innovative and comprehensive management plan for the Pelister National Park (NP), the first
of its kind in the fYR of Macedonia, which was eventually approved in 2006. During this
project, the administration of Pelister NP also established a ranger service in accordance with
national legislation. The service consists of eleven licensed rangers who are responsible for
performing the work of monitoring of the natural values in the national park area, supervising
the implementation of the allowed activities in the national park, and other issues. However,
the capacity of the management body has never been sufficient for the implementation of the
monitoring and conservation activities provided for in the management plan.
The Law on Nature Conservation, adopted in 2004, required the re-valorisation and reproclamation of all protected areas in the country, as well as the establishment of
management bodies and the development of management plans. Hence management
authorities for the national parks were restructured as public institutions during 2006, but with
no budget allocations for their management. In these circumstances, the process of reproclamation and management planning proceeded only where internationally funded
projects provided support, such as in Galičica NP and Ezerani Nature Park in the WPA.
The KfW-funded project entitled “Transboundary Biosphere Reserve Prespa - Support to the
Galičica National Park” (2008-2011) enabled Galičica NP to develop a re-valorisation study and
a comprehensive management plan, and strengthened the human and material capacities of
the park. Galičica NP was re-proclaimed in 2010 and its management plan was adopted in
2012. However, the current capacities of the administration of the park are very low with
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regard to implementing the monitoring and conservation measures given in the plan. More
recently, acting upon an obligation delegated by the government, the amendment of the
management plan was initiated by the park administration with reference to the park zoning,
in order to support the implementation of five infrastructure projects: Tourism Development
Zone (TDZ) Oteševo; TDZ Stenje; TDZ Ljubanista; a project for the construction of ski centre;
and a project for the construction of express road, А3 Kosel – Ohrid. An SEA was undertaken,
according to which the effects of cumulative changes that could occur with implementation of
the respective projects relate primarily to loss of ecological integrity and ecosystem level
characteristics of the landscape, some of the most important ‘uses’ of protected areas in the
category “National Park” in the country. The SEA thus found that in the longer term the
proposed changes and impacts could impact on the status of national park and its
international significance as part of the Emerald Network of the fYR of Macedonia, as well as
on the World Natural and Cultural Heritage status of the Ohrid region. Be that as it may, the
change of the management plan is still on the table.
As far as the protected area of Ezerani is concerned, in the framework of the GEF IEMP project
(2006-2012), in combination with the SDC-funded “Restoration of Golema Reka” project, a
study on re-valorisation was developed in 2011. This study gave direction for downgrading the
category of protection of Ezerani from SNR (IUCN Cat. I) to that of Nature Park (IUCN Cat. IV),
and the area was duly re-proclaimed in 2012. This was mainly because of the existence of
many private lands on the territory of the protected area that were used for agricultural
production, primarily apple orchards, and which involved many stakeholders that were
disrupting the implementation of conservation measures (for the situation regarding the
Ezerani SNR see above section 1.3.2.). Although at first sight this might seem a lowering of the
standards of protection, in reality the new designation brought a new, more pragmatic
situation to Ezerani, where actual management and conservation may now be feasible. With
the re-proclamation, the Municipality of Resen was given a mandate to manage the Nature
Park Ezerani. A year earlier, in 2011, Great Prespa Lake had been re-proclaimed a Monument
of Nature, after a corresponding re-valorisation study, and the Municipality of Resen had been
designated as management authority for this protected area too. Giving the local municipality
jurisdiction to manage protected areas is justified by the administrative law of the country and
was, moreover, a reasonable step given the fact that several conservation projects had been
implemented through the local UNDP office since 2006, covering different topics, such as
water management, land use, agriculture, biodiversity conservation, management of natural
resources and forestry. Most of these projects included an institutional improvement
component in order to strengthen the environmental capacities of the Municipality of Resen
(see also sections 1.3.1. and 1.3.2.).
The IEMP project tried to enhance the environmental capacities of the Municipality of Resen
with yet another activity, the creation of a Natural Capital Resource Centre in Resen town
centre to serve as a hub for information dissemination, with a library as well as the
organisation of seminars and workshops, and to provide the possibility for permanent
improvement of knowledge and awareness on ecosystem management amongst the main
stakeholders.
The current SDC-funded RPE project (2012-2018) builds on previous work providing support to
the department which deals with water management and nature protection, established
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within the Resen Municipality in 2014, to set up a ranger service for Ezerani and build their
capacity for monitoring. Some of the activities undertaken have been: a capacity-building
programme for the ranger service - field and desk training, the development of a standard
operational procedure, training on the usage of field equipment (GPS, monitoring etc.), the
development of promotional and educational material for the area (leaflets, brochure), the
establishment of a GIS database of the natural resources of the protected areas. The real test
for the viability of all the actions and results achieved will be how the Municipality of Resen
will manage to continue and conclude the activities of the project in the next two years, and
beyond, from the beginning of 2017, when SDC funding stops and the municipality will be
entirely responsible for implementing the RPE project and achieving the final results.
The quite problematic situation with regard to protected area administration and management
in Greece as a whole, and in Prespa in particular, has been described in detail in WWF’s PCTFFS
and CNAWPA and above (see section 1.2.4.). The establishment of the Prespa National Park in
2009, replacing the previous status of “National Forest”, which had become obsolete after the
replacement of an old 1969 law on the protection of the environment by a new one in 1986,
was a promising institutional and legislative intervention for the conservation of the area by
the state. The operation of the Management Body for the Prespa National Park (MBPNP) was
also a consequential development, as it introduced another important player in the area with
the mandate to manage for conservation.
The various legal, institutional and practical, or operational, drawbacks of the MBPNP
notwithstanding, the SPP has supported this body continuously since its establishment. From
2003 until 2008, when the MBPNP had practically no funds and no personnel, the SPP
provided administrative, organisational and scientific support and hosted its meetings. From
2008 onwards, the SPP provided various forms of training to the management body staff and
has throughout provided scientific and technical support for the management of the wetland
and other technical and political issues with no remuneration for its services. Two EU
programmes from 2008 until 2015 provided funds to the MBPNP, approximately €3 million,
which is less than half of the money initially budgeted. The bureaucracy plaguing the protected
area management bodies throughout the country, combined with the weak staffing of the
MBPNP, resulted in this low absorption of available funds. During 2016 the MBPNP has been
receiving minimal funds from the national Green Fund to keep paying salaries for its staff and
cover its basic operational expenses, and the future is still unknown.
Despite everything, the new legislation for the protected area and the operation of the MBPNP
has had important results: these include the consolidation of the protection status of the
whole catchment basin of Greek Prespa, and the local presence of a public body with the task
of putting this status into effect. This brought about an ongoing local dialogue and the
attainment of compromises between opposing interests, and the operation of another, more
institutional ‘watchdog’, besides the SPP, that arguably limits illegal activities. The most
conspicuous result of this process is wetland management with a stakeholder participation
scheme, that of the Wetland Management Committee (WMC), that has been working quite
smoothly and uninterruptedly for 9 years now.
The WMC is an advisory body, acting under the auspices of the MBPNP, and was created in
2008 to involve stakeholders in decision-making on the wetland management of Lesser Prespa
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Lake as part of the final outputs of project LIFE08 NAT/GR/8494 implemented by the SPP. The
WMC consists of representatives from ministries, regional and local authorities, the local Land
Reclamation Service in which all farmers participate, local animal husbandry and fishery cooperatives and the SPP. It deals with issues related to water management, vegetation
management, birds and fisheries. Scientific and technical support to the committee is provided
by the SPP. The WMC forms the main forum for decision-making regarding wetland
management in Prespa, where the interests of productive activities and wetland conservation
are debated and reconciled until a consensus is reached. As such it provides a unique example
for Greece -and possibly the Balkans- of institutionalised dialogue and decision-making for
nature conservation, for which it received European recognition as a finalist for the EU
NATURA 2000 award in 2015.
Moreover, the completion of environmental monitoring studies on species and habitats
protected by the respective EU Directives by the MBPNP, with external consultants, in recent
years significantly adds to the scientific documentation of the area and is an asset for the
MBPNP. The completion of a Management Plan for the Prespa National Park, approved by the
board of the MBPNP in 2011, but still not approved and given the force of law by the Ministry
of Environment, is another accomplishment. However, the low compatibility of this plan with
the development decisions and initiatives taken by the various stakeholders involved in the
future of Prespa, such as private citizens, farmers, co-operatives, local and regional
governments, the Land Reclamation Service and Forest Service, means that bringing
conservation results is again a matter of unofficial initiatives, often outside the existing
institutional frames, which, relying upon trust, a high feeling of citizenship, participatory
initiatives and mutual understanding, may prove successful. And the SPP is one of the few
players that have the standing to launch and maintain initiatives of this type, such as lobbying,
the WMC or individual agreements with farmers, for example.
In conclusion
Despite fifteen years of efforts, and the very recent ratification of the 2010 Agreement by the
Greek parliament, the institutional consolidation of the transboundary Prespa Park is still not a
given, creating a hurdle in intensive and regular communication and collaboration between
state authorities. However, networking and collaboration at the grass-roots level, especially
pushed by the closest co-operation of the environmental NGOs in the three countries
(PrespaNet), is improving and brings increasingly optimistic results.
In all littoral states the conservation and management of nature has traditionally been a low
priority. As a result the existing institutions in the WPA have also been weak and even
ineffective in meeting the conservation needs of the area. On the other hand, the legal
framework in the three countries, in which protected area management and biodiversity
conservation operates, is nowadays generally adequate and improvements are needed only in
the locally applicable legal instruments, regulations and management plans. In fact, in the last
30 years considerable effort has been made towards institutional improvement and the support
of public structures in all 3 littoral countries, in order to enable them to effectively work for
conservation planning and on-the-ground interventions. Most of these efforts in Albania and
the fYR of Macedonia have been made in the framework of specific internationally-funded
projects, whereas in Greece the situation is somewhat different due both to the fact that SPP
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has been locally active for the last 25 years, as well as to the EU membership of the country.
The national parks -PNP-AL, Galičica NP and Pelister NP- and the Municipality of Resen have
gone a long way to meeting contemporary challenges, but need continuous and substantial
support and strengthening of capacities in order to fulfil their mission. In Greece too, despite its
drawbacks and weaknesses, low capacity and lack of flexibility the MBPNP plays an important
supplementary role to nature conservation in the area, a role that should be assessed as
positive. However, it is certain that its efficiency in terms of the ratio of the overall amount of
resources invested to the conservation impact achieved remains largely unsatisfactory.

1.3.7. PUBLIC AWARENESS
At transboundary level the IEMP project developed various public awareness materials and
conducted community-level awareness-raising activities, and it even put together a
Communication, Education and Public Awareness Strategy; however, as was mentioned in the
GEF evaluation report, there was not a unified communication effort and thus a shared, basinwide vision for environmental conservation and sustainable development in the Prespa basin
was never produced.
Since 2013, following the development of transboundary NGO co-operation and gradually
increasing collaboration on activities in the field, small-scale communication and
environmental education activities have been implemented by the PrespaNet NGO network
on a transboundary level. These activities are primarily organised and implemented by the
three NGOs and supported by local stakeholders, and aim to increase transboundary cooperation and embed the feeling of unity in the wider Prespa area, especially in the absence of
any -formal or informal- Prespa Park structures.
At national level, all the major conservation projects mentioned in previous sections have
included significant awareness-raising activities including the establishment of related
infrastructure20. Information centres were built in national parks or protected areas, however
at present almost all of these lack systematic operation, apart from the one in Pelister NP, and
one of the three in the PNP-GR. Despite the fact that specific provisions have been made
within all the management plans, the financial sustainability of these information centres has
not yet been secured. Lack of capacity in their personnel, as well as operational and
management difficulties, coupled with the lack of implementation of the funding and
operational plans are hindering their operation. The information centre for the Pelister
National Park has a more permanent operation and attracts many visitors, but financial and
capacity-building support for the organisation of environmental education projects and
awareness activities are still sorely needed.
From a civil society perspective, the information centre established by the SPP in 1991, which
was the first of its kind in Greece, operated for 20 years and during that time hosted more
than 132,000 visitors. Its operation was largely sustained by its activities, which were
supported by various other communication actions, such as the publication of books, leaflets
and environmental education programmes. The SPP information centre operated until 2005,
20

Information centres established in Prespa National Park-AL, in Galičica NP, the Natural Capital Resource Centre in
Resen (an information dissemination point for materials related to integrated ecosystem management in the Prespa
basin, but also as a general community resource centre supporting sustainable development), and 3 information
centres in the Prespa National Park-GR.
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when it closed in deference to the MBPNP, which had begun operating three new information
centres in the Greek National Park.
This was not, however, the case with another information centre established by the SPP in
Zagradec, Albania, in 2005. The aim of the project was the stimulation and increase of local
and regional interest in the importance of the Lesser Prespa Lake area. This project did
contribute to an increased interest in the area by visitors and also decreased the feeling of
isolation in the local community, whilst it also increased the local income. However, in line
with the general migration trend, many of the members of the Women’s Association of Lesser
Prespa, the women’s association which ran the centre, migrated abroad or to other areas,
leaving fewer women behind to continue the effort, while operational difficulties between the
SPP and the association resulted in its operation ceasing in 2011.
Public awareness activities in the fYR of Macedonia have focused primarily on the
environmental problems of the area, especially on those related to water quality issues.
Through the IEMP project, numerous communication activities supported the implementation
of each sub-project. There has been no evaluation of their effectiveness in each case, although
it should be stressed that these have indeed instigated a discussion between stakeholders on
the subject of water pollution. This ongoing and open discussion has motivated local
authorities and producer groups to implement environmentally friendly pilot activities, or to
construct relevant infrastructure, thus creating a positive result in principle. In addition, it
should be noted that while public awareness activities have significantly influenced local
attitudes and practices, it seems that they have not been very significant for central decisionmakers, who continue to plan and implement destructive development plans even within
protected areas.
In the past decade, MES has actively worked on improving the knowledge of schoolchildren, as
well as raising public awareness and strengthening the capacities of locals with regard to
nature and the environment. For example, the implementation of the educational campaign
“Spring Alive” began six years ago nationwide, aiming at the education of schoolchildren on
five common migratory birds. In 2015 activities were focused on the white stork and about 15
interactive workshops were organised in schools in Prespa, with the goal of raising awareness
regarding the ecology of this iconic species and the importance of protecting its habitats. In
2013, International Biodiversity Day was marked by the involvement of more than 350
students, locals, representatives from governmental organizations and NGOs, public
enterprises from Prespa and beyond. All of the World Days related to migratory and winter
birds have been marked in Prespa, where a number of volunteers and interested locals seized
the opportunity to share experience and information about bird monitoring.
The only major project solely focussed on awareness that has been implemented in the basin
was the LIFE+ Information & Communication Project “Fish, Fisheries and European Policy in
the Prespa basin” (2010-2013) implemented by the SPP in Greece. This project saw the
promotion of fish and fisheries as a very important aspect of not only the biodiversity in Prespa
but also of everyday life, which was not well known previously. Though it should be noted that
awareness-raising and communications projects are quite effective in spreading information
and motivating an audience outside the area, they are not so effective with local people; in
local communities, information is not enough on its own, it has to be converted into
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knowledge, experience and action, and finally to be incorporated as an added value in
everyday life.
In conclusion
Awareness raising has been an important part of all conservation projects and has benefitted
from a lot of effort and activities in all three countries. Undoubtedly, the environmental profile
of the area and its importance has been raised on all three sides of the basin and beyond, and
the area is quite well known to many target groups nowadays, particularly outside the basin.
Numerous conventional communication means have been used, such as publications, public
meetings, environmental education, mass media, websites and video productions, but as with
all public awareness projects their effectiveness is difficult to assess separately.
A common problem in all the littoral countries is the unsustainable operation of information
centres in protected areas, due to a lack of planning or implementation of a business plan that
would generate income. In most cases bureaucratic procedures hinder the sustainable
operation of information centres, while capacity-building activities for the staff are also
needed. In addition, the fact that societies both in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia are
suffering from a high rate of emigration makes it difficult to assess the effectiveness of public
awareness activities as the beneficiaries of activities frequently leave the area. Finally, it should
also be noted that transboundary public awareness activities have been limited to those that
have been implemented by the NGOs, and a transboundary public awareness strategy
elaborated in 2008, as part of the IEMP project for the Prespa Park collaboration scheme, was
never implemented.

1.3.8. STRENGTHENING CIVIL SOCIETY
During the 1990s several international and national NGOs carried out some scientific research
and conservation at a transboundary level in the WPA, mainly concerned with large carnivores;
this conservation work was in fact only a small part of projects covering a much larger
geographic scope than just Prespa, but nonetheless contributed to early efforts to strengthen
civil society in Prespa through the presence of active NGOs in the region. In addition, the
Dinaric Arc Initiative originated by WWF, the Drin initiative and the Green Belt initiative
originated by EuroNatur are all transboundary networks that similarly include the WPA in
wider areas and are organised by international NGOs; these kinds of networks also contribute
to boosting civil society engagement through participation and the presence of wellrecognised international NGOs in the area, particularly through their unified, transboundary
approach to the basin.
At the local level, as noted earlier, in 2013 the SPP, PPNEA and MES established PrespaNet
aiming to synergise activities and enhance co-operation between environmental NGOs
working in and around the Prespa region; enabling a better flow of information on ecological
and sustainable development issues affecting the area, and influencing environmental policies
concerning the Prespa region.
In order to co-ordinate NGO efforts, PrespaNet elaborated a transboundary conservation
strategy for Prespa, in collaboration with a larger network, referred to as the NGO “Strategic
Platform for Prespa”. Eight NGOs working or interested in Prespa prepared a strategic
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framework for the conservation of the WPA and are taking the strategy forward21. It should be
mentioned that the above international NGOs have, between them, had a long-term
involvement in Prespa since the 1990s, and their participation in various projects has already
been mentioned in the preceding sections. Due to their activities a significant improvement
has been achieved in the conservation and regional sustainable development fields in the
basin, moreover their long-term interest and experience is a valuable resource for the area and
the continuation of their involvement should be ensured.
Turning to the national level, after the changes in the political regimes of Albania and the fYR
of Macedonia in the early 1990s, a significant effort was made by the international community
to support democratic consolidation and European integration. Various international
organisations supported many capacity-building activities -the Swedish International
Development Co-operation Agency, IEMP, the Regional Environmental Centre (REC), the Global
Water Partnership – Mediterranean (GWP-Med) etc.- for NGOs, not confined only to Prespa
but over much larger areas, while many donors provided grants to the CSOs for
implementation of small-scale projects for biodiversity (GEF Small Grants Programme etc.).
Several efforts have been made in order to strengthen civil society on the Albanian side of
WPA, with the main objective of empowering citizens to participate in development and to
increase the take-up democratic ownership - a pillar of effective development. The long-term
involvement of the national organisation PPNEA in Prespa should be emphasised; many times,
through a wide variety of activities, this NGO has ensured the introduction of conservation
considerations into the local society. PPNEA’s activities have included public awareness
campaigns, scientific research, monitoring, capacity building and the promotion of sustainable
development activities, and for the time being PPNEA is the national NGO most active in this
part of Prespa. However, it should be noted that the fact that there are no permanent offices
or a permanent programme for Prespa, in combination with urgent needs at a national level,
pose a hindrance in the development of more activities in the area.
Most of the locally based NGOs in Albania have aimed at environmental protection through
the sustainable management of natural resources and the promotion of tourism. All these
organisations carry out their respective mandates through co-operation with the local
government and the local community. During 2015, a capacity-building programme for the
local NGOs was locally undertaken for the first time as a part of the activities of the SPNPA
project. This training was offered by the REC in Tirana, with 12 participants from the local
NGOs. Prior to this several local NGO members had participated in the various trainings
organised at the national level. Despite some progress, however, civil society in the WPA in
general remains weak and unorganised.
Another capacity-building project and aiming to strengthen the local associations of
communal forests and pasture users, based in Pustec and Progër, is being carried out by the
Korçë office of the international NGO CNVP, which has long been supporting local communities
in the forest sector.

21

These were the German NGOs EuroNatur and the Frankfurt Zoological Society (FZS), the SAVE Foundation
(European, based in Switzerland), Plantlife (international, based in the UK), KORA (Swiss based) and the three
PrespaNet partners.
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In the fYR of Macedonia, in the past two decades around 60 NGOs were registered in the
Resen area alone, from which about 10 were focused on environmental protection. Most of
these organisations were formed on the occasion of a project and eventually closed down
after a short period of time.
At national level MES has had a long-term involvement in the WPA, which has mainly been
realised through various projects for the protected areas. Since the establishment of
PrespaNet MES has been more active in the WPA, although the fact that there is no permanent
base or continuity in project activities, in addition to the fact that other urgent needs are
emerging in other areas of the country, have limited the development of more activities in
Prespa.
In Greece, in the virtual absence of a robust governmental or regional management authority
for the park in the 1980s, a wide diversity of representatives from national and international
civil and academic society were attracted into the area. However, in spite of the positive
intentions, instead of increasing conservation efforts several factors worsened the situation;
the lack of an organised strategy, a multitude of voices at variance with one another, and
project-oriented rather than target-oriented initiatives all resulted in polarisation and
increased conflicts with local stakeholders and state services which -at that time- did not like
the involvement of ‘foreigners’ in this sensitive Greek border area.
In the early 1990s, reviewing the unsatisfactory levels of effectiveness of the conservation
activities in the area, Dr. Luc Hoffman led ten leading Greek and other European conservation
NGOs to establish the SPP, in the form of an ‘umbrella’ NGO22 based in Agios Germanos, a
village in the catchment basin of Greek Prespa but at that time still outside the park. The vital
importance of being locally based and present day after day on the ground must not be
underestimated. The fact that this ‘gap of presence’ is still not adequately filled, even after the
establishment of the MBPNP should not remain unnoticed. The whole endeavour was unique
and radical, actually a ground-breaking move that altered the status quo of nature
conservation in the region and in Greece.
The mission of the SPP ever since has been to maintain and strengthen the relationship
between people and nature in the region, and to preserve the natural and cultural heritage of
Prespa. The SPP has initiated a series of projects concerned with the integration of wetland
adaptive management and the conservation of selected rare species or habitats, such as
pelicans, endemic fish, waterbirds and wet meadows. In addition to the active conservation
work on the ground which produced very positive results, the SPP has acknowledged and
promoted local knowledge, adaptivity in management practices, multi-stakeholder networks
and polycentric informal governance schemes, social and institutional learning in conservation
and management, improved governance of multilevel organisations and promoted an
evolution of different forms of social participation. Through these processes, over the long
term the human, natural, social, institutional capital of the area has gradually increased. The
establishment of non-hierarchical institutions like the Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee,
22

The members of the SPP are: WWF-GR, the Friends of Prespa, the Society for the Environment and Cultural
Heritage, the Hellenic Society for the Protection of Nature, the Hellenic Ornithological Society, the Goulandris
Museum of Natural History, Arcturos, the Tour du Valat Foundation (FR), the Danish Ornithological Society (DK) and
the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (UK).
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community- and locally based committees like the Wetland Management Committee of the
Greek Prespa National Park, has increased the institutional organisation and awareness of local
society. The establishment of, and the support to, the transboundary Prespa Park at the
institutional level, and the work done for networking and vision-sharing, has created and
promoted an integrated view of the Prespa basin and a mentality of collaboration between the
three peoples.
Conservation initiatives have been linked with the local economy and livelihoods, while
communal systems of governance have been tested, increasing ownership and participation in
the process. Successful conservation initiatives have increased the recognition of the area and
reduced its sense of isolation and marginalisation. The active participation of local
stakeholders has stimulated the integration of local society into these efforts, helping to
reduce the risk of feelings of divisiveness. These approaches also proved to be important in
leading to an improvement in the local economy and the transformation of a feeling of
‘stalemate’ for the future into a vision of prosperity.
Besides particular, targeted conservation projects, relating mainly to hands-on conservation
interventions, there has been a broad spectrum of recurring and ad hoc activities of a
supplementary and supporting nature, relating to the basic “watchdog” role in safeguarding
the values of the area, as well as actions that are necessary to inform decision-making and
strengthen its own effectiveness and efficiency in achieving a conservation impact. They entail,
amongst others: research, documentation, monitoring, averting harmful plans, mitigating
harmful interventions, lobbying, legislative and institutional interventions, various policy
actions, guarding, networking, raising public awareness, spreading information, the diffusion
of scientific knowledge, the provision of support to local structures, local, regional and
international advocacy, participating in national and international fora, support to research,
informing development decisions for conservation issues, keeping archives for the area’s
values, and synthesising a wide variety of information to enhance insight and understanding.
The influence of the SPP upon the shaping of the attitude of local society towards conservation
and sustainability is more difficult to appraise. The long-term and consistent efforts for the
shaping and establishing of the local identity, the promotion of local history, the publicity
offered to various unpopular matters such as the sustainable management of common
resources and the long-term involvement of the SPP in local public matters have certainly
played a role into the changing of attitudes of the local society at local and transboundary
level.
These achievements notwithstanding, after 25 years of effort from many actors in Prespa,
including the SPP, it is time for the SPP to scale up the lessons it has learned and the positive
results it has gained, and along with other national and international partners, to reaffirm the
conservation mechanisms and procedures that will strengthen NGO interest in the WPA, as
despite more than 16 years of transboundary work , the focus of the organisation remains
inadvertently national due to its set up .
In conclusion
As was described in the green economy section, the socio-economic characteristics of the local
societies in all the littoral countries have been shaped by increased emigration, a limited
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number of young people, and an aging population with little involvement in the common
affairs. Changes in political regimes in the 1990s motivated an interest in the area from many
donors, as well as other agents, who primarily supported activities on human rights and less on
environmental and cultural issues. The inflow of funds stimulated the establishment of many
NGOs in the WPA too, the vast majority with only a few members or even only one. At present
not many NGOs are active in either the Albanian or the fYR of Macedonia sides. National NGOs
with the capacity and the interest to work for the conservation of the WPA in those two
countries are hindered by the fact that they don’t have permanent local presence in the area.
The establishment of an innovative -for Greek and Balkan standards- locally based conservation
NGO structure, in the form of SPP, made a big difference in the situation on the Greek side of
the basin not only in purely environmental terms but also in social ones.

1.4. KEY PRIORITY ASPECTS OF AND THREATS TO BIODIVERSITY IN THE WIDER
PRESPA AREA IN 2015
This section describes the key aspects of biodiversity in the WPA and the main threats to this
biodiversity in 2015, in contrast to the contents of the section referring to conservation
challenges, which refers to the period leading up to this year, the historical challenges in the
WPA and the processes of change in focus that occurred over the years of experience in
conservation management. This current information arises chiefly from analysis carried out for
the Transboundary Strategic Framework for Conservation in the Prespa Basin (TSF), which was
developed by the PrespaNet partners in collaboration with five international NGOs active in
the area (see footnote 21 above). As already noted, together the 8 organisations formed the
“Strategic Platform for Prespa” to prepare this strategy and to then support its
implementation.
In describing the key aspects of biodiversity in the WPA in 2015 this review utilises the
thematic areas identified in the WWF PCTFFS, for ease of comparison with that document. In
this case only four of the six thematic areas are referred to, as the remaining two are not
directly concerned with biodiversity. The nine conservation focus points identified in the TSF as
priorities for the region, which constitute the key aspects of biodiversity in the region as
identified through the process of elaborating the TSF, have therefore been assigned to an
appropriate thematic area for convenience of reference.
With regard to describing the threats to biodiversity in the basin, the team working on the TSF
initially identified all threats relevant to the WPA, which were then subject to a process of
ranking and prioritisation, based on expertise and experience, in order to determine which
were the most significant. This process resulted in a list of 15 direct threats to the conservation
focus points, which are here discussed in each section as they relate to the key aspects of
biodiversity.

1.4.1. PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
The Prespa basin, its waters, streams and lakes, together with its wetlands and the biotic and
abiotic environment, collectively form a unique functional and living system. This system is a
complex of interacting ecosystems, offering a number of important ecosystem services, and it
is exactly this complexity of interactions which needs to be maintained.
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As has been pointed out earlier in this review (see sections 1.2.5. and 1.3.1.), since the early
2000 the most important conservation challenge has been related with the water quality and
the trophic status of both lakes, which, due to unsustainable human practices in combination
with anticipated climate changes, may have accelerated eutrophication in both lakes.
According to the ecological classification system under the WFD 2000/60/EC, Lesser Prespa
Lake in Greece has been classified as in “Poor Ecological Status”, while Great Prespa Lake is
classified as “Moderate” in Greece and the fYR of Macedonia. Moreover, recent studies in
Albania also indicate deteriorated water status in both lakes. Several recent publications
underline the condition of lakes, highlighting eutrophication problems and increased
concentrations of nutrients in lake-water and sediments, as well as sporadic deficiency of
dissolved oxygen and high chlorophyll levels, along with a worrying accumulation of
cyanotoxins (microcystins) in sites where algal blooms have formed under warm conditions,
and also in fish tissues. At present, much more in-depth research is needed for eutrophication
and other degradation processes. The sustainable management of groundwater resources is,
however, of critical importance to providing clean freshwater supplies to the lake system. It is
also vital for maintaining environmental flows in the rivers and controlling agricultural runoff.
In both the fYR of Macedonia and Greece current irrigation practices are undeniably the main
culprit for extensive runoff and soil erosion from agricultural land. In both countries surface
water is abstracted in order to feed large and inefficient networks of irrigation channels for
agriculture. In the fYR of Macedonia there are also an estimated 8,000 – 10,000 illegal wells
used for irrigation. Previous studies have suggested these abstractions had a high impact on
surface water quantity and flow, though more up-to-date knowledge is needed. Unsustainable
irrigation practices in the Prespa basin coupled with diffuse pollution from excessive fertiliser
application (chemical or manure) and overuse and/or unwise use of biocides, hormones and
various chemicals result in highly increased amounts of silt, nutrients and other chemical
substances entering the lakes and becoming available to aquatic organisms, which strongly
affect the quality of surface and ground waters and the ecosystem’s functions. There are also
instances of the use of illegal and hazardous agro-chemicals that may cause harmful impacts
on the aquatic ecosystems and human health. In addition, both point source and diffuse
pollution arise from the discharge of untreated or inadequately treated sewage, whilst
untreated sewage also contributes to diffuse groundwater pollution. The uncontrolled and
illegal dumping of many kinds of household rubbish and solid wastes is widespread
throughout all the settlements and countryside of the WPA. In addition, farmers are not
provided with, or do not use, proper facilities for the disposal of agro-chemical packaging,
consequently it is often dumped on land or in irrigation channels, adding to the pollution of
ground and surface waters. Groundwater pollution also occurs due to leaks at some waste
disposal sites, where these still exist in an extensive form, e.g. in Albania, or are created
although there exist a centralised system of collection of solid waste as in the other two
countries. Lastly, organic waste dumping, such as the dumping of unwanted agricultural crops,
also contributes to ground and surface water pollution.
Other water management practices with negative environmental impacts include the
canalisation of streams and rivers, modifications to river beds, and the diversion of streams
and rivers. There are also some small dams and weirs on streams and rivers, which can form
obstacles to fish migration and movements, create habitat fragmentation, and alter sediment
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transportation for limited periods. The modification of standing water bodies, such as the
creation of fish ponds for example, is also a threat though it is considered one of low rating.
Furthermore, as ecosystems, lakes undergo a series of gradual successional changes that
eventually, when measured in geological time, end up with them being filled with sediments
and becoming land. In some cases these long processes are abnormally accelerated by the
activities of man. This exact process is currently happening in the Prespa lakes, water volumes
are decreasing, affected by less precipitation owing to global climate change, with the average
temperature of the planet rising.
All major conservation efforts regarding water management implemented the last years are
following a broad consensus in favour of trying to retard the process of succession, which the
lakes are naturally undergoing, but which is accelerated by the additional anthropogenic input
of nutrients, aiming to keep the lakes in intermediate trophic stages. However, it should be
borne in mind that for a large ecosystem such as the Prespa lakes, the reaction of the system
to past disturbances, and its potential recovery from them, takes a long time. It follows that
even if all advisable measures were to be taken, the system would react with a significant
time-lag. It should also be noted that the system has already been radically changed, mainly
due to the accumulation of nutrients that cannot easily and quickly be eliminated, so a
complete restoration is both difficult to define and extremely difficult to achieve.
Lastly, through ecosystem processes, the status of water, in terms of both quality and quantity,
strongly affects a number of other key aspects of biodiversity. It could thus be said to be the
most important priority for biodiversity conservation, and is clearly central to any kind of
transboundary management strategy, planning and prioritisation exercise for the area.

1.4.2. M ANAGEMENT OF WETLANDS AND ESPECIALLY WETLAND VEGETATION
Together, water and wetlands form a functional living unit and sustain a particular range of
biodiversity. In the WPA area, the main features of the wetlands, defined here as areas with
shallow water and/or which are waterlogged, is firstly that they are limited in size compared to
the overall size of the lakes, and secondly that they are mostly concentrated in Lesser Prespa
Lake, though smaller wetlands with less favourable characteristics for biodiversity can be
found all around Great Prespa Lake. The basin has several types of wetlands, each with its own
set of chemical and physical characteristics, plants and animals. Among these wetlands, those
covered with reedbed vegetation as well as the riparian (lakeside) forests in both the fYR of
Macedonia and Greece play a very important role23.
In the past, the high biodiversity in aquatic organisms, fish and water birds was due to the fact
that the wetlands of Prespa were extensively managed by the human communities around the
lakes. In the last few decades, on the fYR of Macedonia and Greek sides, there has been a
marked shift towards intensive apple and bean farming respectively at the expense of livestock
breeding and fishing. One problem related to the intensification of farming is that it often
results in the encroachment of farmland in littoral areas. Whilst conservation efforts detailed
in the previous sections (see section 1.3.2.) have addressed the reduction of wet meadows
23

According to the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC), these habitats include: 3150 “Natural eutrophic lake with
Magnopotamion or Hydrochariton-type”, 6420 “Mediterranean tall humid herb grasslands of the MolinioHoloschoenion and 92A0 X 91K0 “Salix alba and Populus alba galleries X Betula pendula Greek forests”.
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around Lesser Prespa Lake in Greece and have tried to suppress the excessive expansion of
reedbeds in Albania through the re-introduction of practices, such as through grazing and
mowing, the threat has shifted in character. Reedbed expansion is also now seen as an effect
of increased eutrophication, albeit that reedbeds serve a dual role; while increased nutrient
levels instigate the expansion of reedbeds, the reedbed itself withholds nutrients before they
enter the lake. In fact the areas of reedbeds have greatly expanded in recent years all across
the shallow eastern and south coast of Lesser Prespa Lake.
It is clear that if we want to preserve the high levels of biodiversity, and at the same time
maintain all the other ecosystem services that wetlands offer (such as flood mitigation,
nutrient and toxin abatement, sediment trapping, wildlife habitat, commercial and
recreational fishing etc.), at satisfactory levels a new transboundary wetland vegetation
management system should be organised and implemented. Past efforts need to be
continued and expanded, and planned and co-ordinated at transboundary level in many more
areas, particularly in the fYR of Macedonia part of the lakes.
Other localised changes in the structure and composition of reed stands in Lesser Prespa Lake
may confer disadvantages to wildlife, ecosystems and ecosystem services; Typha angustifolia
rhizomes, influenced by eutrophication, are spreading in certain parts of the reedbeds, but do
not serve as a suitable nesting substrate for pelicans and other waterbirds. The domination of
helophytes (one or two species dominating reed stands) reduces habitat heterogeneity and
affects habitats important at EU level according to the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) such as
those mentioned above; compact dry reedbeds, which are connected to the agricultural
landscape through drainage ditches, allow the rapid spread of reedbed fires (set in early
spring in both drainage ditches and reedbeds), which may threaten colonies of important
waterbirds.
Wetlands also play an essential role in sustaining productive fisheries, with many species of
freshwater fish depending on coastal wetlands for successful reproduction. Unfortunately,
wetlands, as well as the wildlife species which rely on them, suffer from unwise land-use
practices. A significant proportion of the wetlands of Prespa have already been modified or
drained since the late 1970s for agriculture, shoreline development, recreation and the
extraction of resources such as sand. The degradation of these lands poses special problems
for hydrological processes and water quality, due to the loss of the natural storage and
cleansing functions these wetlands provide.
Finally, the pressure to boost tourism in the region leading to the creation or clearing of lake
shore beaches is a threat mostly in the fYR of Macedonia, where new beaches have been
created, or old ones re-opened and/or expanded, and associated tourist infrastructure has
been constructed. These practices degrade lakeshore habitats locally and increase disturbance
of aquatic species at a few sites.
In conclusion, water and wetlands together form the basis of the values of the WPA area, but
they do so only when they possess specific attributes. For this reason, it is necessary to not
only preserve wetlands in good status, but to also preserve their ecological functions.
The ideal status is generally agreed to be that prevailing in the late 1960s to early 1970s.
However, there are few comparable scientific data on the parameters of the past ecological
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status of the lakes. In addition, the environmental and economic conditions of the past do not
exist anymore and cannot be re-established. For these reasons, wetlands should be managed
and maintained in a state which is as similar as possible to that predominating during a
reference period. It is, however, necessary to decide on the specific descriptive details of this
compromise status, though what constitutes improvement in a parameter and what
constitutes deterioration is not always easy to define when the whole system is in a radically
different environmental context.

1.4.3. CONSERVATION OF PRIORITY SPECIES
a) Pelicans and other priority waterbirds
In terms of waterbirds, the main importance of the Prespa lakes is due to the species richness
of their nesting waterbirds: the large mixed pelican colonies; the breeding colony of the
globally “Vulnerable” Dalmatian pelican; the very large breeding population of the pygmy
cormorant; the important heron breeding colonies; the unique -possibly relict- populations of
goosander and greylag goose; the nesting of the globally vulnerable ferruginous duck; and, the
internationally significant numbers of wintering waterbirds. Only a few wetlands in Europe
possess comparable features of importance, clearly placing the Prespa lakes among the most
outstanding wetlands in the continent for the conservation of waterbirds.
Due to conservation efforts mentioned previously (see section 1.3.2.) breeding populations of
both species of pelicans have shown an impressive upward trend in the last 30 years, with
Lesser Prespa Lake today hosting the largest single breeding colony of the Dalmatian pelican
on Earth, with 20% of the global population. This has apparently been due to interventions
that have increased the availability of proper and sufficient nesting grounds that are free of
human disturbance and high mortality pressures. During their stay in Prespa both species
feed mostly in the basin, though sometimes also partly outside of it, for reasons not clearly
understood but thought to be related to the limited availability, or accessibility, of their food
resources, namely fish. The concrete protection of these new feeding sites along the shores of
the Great Prespa Lake is a new task. Changes over the last ten years in the feeding regimes,
movements and foraging-related behaviour of pelicans have not been clearly studied and
understood, and this creates uncertainty about the future of their populations, despite the
overall increase. The increase of our knowledge of these new distribution patterns and the
establishment of synergies and co-operation with local management units in these new areas
are important for the conservation of the species
The population figures for most heron species are stable or slightly increasing, but a few are
thought to be seriously limited by the lack of proper available foraging grounds, such as
shallow water areas free of dense helophytes, close to their nesting colonies, and not by low
abundance of prey. Reedbed management at a larger transboundary scale is essential in
order to protect breeding colonies and feeding grounds from destruction (fires, development
plans etc.)
The population of pygmy cormorants is increasing, while the population of ferruginous duck is
small, estimated to have been a minimum of 4-5 pairs in recent years, though the species is
unstudied. It is strongly suspected that the goosander population is a relic from the last ice
age, possessing unique and important genetic and conservation characteristics. The same may
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also be true for the greylag goose population, which has been estimated at ca. 280 individuals
over the last 4 years. The numbers of overwintering birds have been slightly decreasing over
the last 30 years, with 35,600-44,000 observed between 2010 and 2014. This trend might be
attributable to effects of climate change upon the distributions of migratory birds, though
other reasons more closely associated to local ecological conditions cannot be ruled out.
b) Important and endemic fish
The fish fauna of Prespa exhibit a high level of endemism, with 9 out of the 23 taxa being
endemic to the area, the region or the Southern Balkans. The endemic species are the Prespa
trout (Salmo peristericus), the Prespa bleak (Alburnus belvica), the Prespa chub (Squalius
prespensis), the Prespa spirlin (Alburnoides prespensis), the Prespa minnow (Pelasgus
prespensis), the Prespa southern spiny loach (Cobitis meridionalis), the Prespa barbel (Barbus
prespensis), the Prespa nase (Chondrostoma prespense), and the Prespa roach (Rutilus
prespensis). The remaining species are either of cosmopolitan distribution, such as the eel, or
were introduced in antiquity, such as the carp (Cyprinus carpio), which is locally considered to
be native and plays a key role in the fishery-based economy, or are recent introductions,
mostly accidental, such as the pumpkinseed sunfish (Lepomis gibosus), or the Prussian carp
(Carassius gibelio). The absence of a pure predator among the native fish species is
noteworthy, as well as the fact that the majority of species have evolved in lotic, or flowing
water, systems rather than lentic, or stationary water, ones.
According to the “Red List of Freshwater Fish in the Mediterranean” Prespa features as one of
the 10 most important wetlands in the Mediterranean, both for the endemism of its fish
species, as well as for its concentration of threatened species. All the endemic species, except
for the Prespa chub, have been characterised as “Vulnerable” or “Endangered”, in accordance
with the IUCN Red List. Some of these species have also been included in EU Directives and
other international conventions. For example, the Prespa minnow is included in Annex II of the
Habitats Directive, as an animal species of community interest, whose conservation requires
the taking of various measures by the member-states, and the Prespa spirlin is listed in
Appendix III of the Berne Convention, as a protected species. Of course it is currently only
Greece that is legally bound to implement EU Directives but the other two littoral countries are
also harmonising their national legislation to the EU environmental acquis in the framework of
their candidate status.
On the other hand, fish are the main prey of the exceptional waterbird community of the
lakes, particularly the numerous piscivorous birds. Furthermore, the local fisheries, which can
regulate the status of populations to an extent, are an important, though largely
supplementary, economic activity that has existed for centuries.
The important fish fauna in the two lakes are confronted with a number of threats, which
include changes to water quality, i.e. nutrient and other pollution originating from
agricultural, urban and industrial waste, as well as factors negatively affecting their habitat,
especially their spawning grounds, both discussed above. They suffer also from other
anthropogenic threats such as unsustainable fishing practices and illegal fishing, lack of full
implementation of action plans, and the introduction of non-native invasive fish species.
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Illegal fishing practices, such as poaching outside of allowed areas or fishing during the closed
season, result in overfishing, either of certain species or in certain areas. During the few weeks
of the closed fishing season that allows fish to spawn undisturbed, illegal fishing for carp can
seriously impact the species, since the females are killed before they manage to spawn.
Unsustainable practices also include the use of illegal nets, lamplights at night, and even
dynamite, as well as the possible poisoning of running or still waters for fishing. There has
been no quantitative assessment of the extent or severity of illegal fishing in the Prespa basin,
but it is undisputable that the phenomenon is widespread in all three countries.
Introduced invasive species regularly turn up in catches in significant numbers in the Prespa
Lakes and their impact on native fish species has to be monitored. These species compete with
native species for food, with potentially very negative effects upon the populations of the
latter. Emphasis is also placed on introduced non-native fish species such as pumpkinseed
sunfish, which prey on the eggs and fry of other species, and Prussian carp which compete
with native fish by claiming sperm during fertilisation. Notably, despite various conservation
efforts at national and transboundary level, restrictions on the introduction of fish fry or exotic
species are still inadequate in all three countries.
Destruction of habitats is also an issue through practices such as excessive pumping of water
for irrigation and water supply which lessens the volume of water in streams and rivers,
seasonally severing their connection to the lake and consequently lowering the water level in
the spawning grounds of species that reproduce in flowing water. Moreover, small dams and
weirs prevent these returning species from travelling upstream to spawn. The stripping of
riverside forest vegetation from these streams is equally damaging for the survival of Prespa
trout eggs, since due to the lack of shade the water temperature increases causing the oxygen
level to be lowered.
It should also be noted that a number of renewable energy developments are considered a
threat in the WPA. For example, small hydro-power plants, which currently only exist in the
fYR of Macedonia, reduce water flow and are a serious threat to the endemic Prespa trout,
which breed in only three rivers in this part of the basin.
Of course, all fish species are additionally subject to stress as a result of climate change effects.
c) Large carnivores
The Prespa basin is a region where all the large carnivores typical for this biogeographical
region are still represented with their autochthonous populations. Unlike in Western Europe,
the large carnivores in this part of the world were never entirely annihilated, and their
populations, though now depleted, still represent a significant part of the western Balkan
genetic pool. Prespa is an example of a place where people have learnt to co-exist with large
carnivores, despite many years of diverse human activities in the area.
The brown bear (Ursus arctos), the Balkan lynx (Lynx lynx balcanicus) and the grey wolf (Canis
lupus) are the large carnivore species that can be found in the WPA. The golden jackal (Canis
aureus) may potentially be added to this list - though it is questionable whether the species is a
large carnivore. The brown bear is the most common large carnivore in the area. Based on the
available scientific data, the estimated number of brown bears in the WPA is up to 60
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individuals: 35 in the fYR of Macedonia, 18 in Greece and 7 in Albania24. According to the
results of the most recent genetic analysis by Arcturos, the Greek NGO for large carnivores, the
sub-population on Mt. Varnous in Greek Prespa shows significant genetic differentiation from
the Pindos sub-population in Greece, but has genetic characteristics in common with bears in
the fYR of Macedonia and Albania.
The brown bear is a strictly protected species in all three countries in Prespa and its hunting is
prohibited. The brown bear is also listed as protected in the annexes of all international
conventions, as well as in Annex II and IV of the EU Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC).
Having in mind the recent genetic analysis referred to above, it is obvious that the brown bear
population of the Prespa area plays a very critical role in the genetic continuation of the
western Balkans brown bear population of the Dinaric-Pindos range. Moreover, the genetic
diversity of the population in the western part of the fYR of Macedonia is high and comparable
with other sub-populations in the Dinaric-Pindos range. The Prespa Transboundary Park, in
combination with neighbouring protected areas or NATURA 2000 sites in the Pindus mountain
range in Greece, would create an important network of protected areas that could be used as
a base for the preservation of the brown bear in Western Balkans.
There are no scientific data about the occurrence and population size of grey wolf in Prespa
area, though, on the basis of local knowledge, it can be accepted that it is distributed
throughout the Prespa basin. However, unlike the brown bear, the grey wolf is represented by
a smaller population and on an irregular basis.
The grey wolf has usually been considered to be a pest animal in all three sides of Prespa and
public attitudes toward it are negative. In the fYR of Macedonia the grey wolf is not protected
under national legislation and, even worse, the country has introduced a bounty for shot
individuals. The grey wolf is also not protected in Albania, although, by extending a hunting
moratorium for a further 5 years in 2016, the Albanian government has banned all legal, and
illegal, hunting of all mammals and birds. Greece, as the only EU member from the WPA, has
included grey wolves in its national legislation and considers them protected. In any case, a
study of the grey wolf population in the WPA is urgently required in order to clarify its status
and to undertake conservation measures if necessary.
It is well known that the grey wolf population is dependent on wild populations of ungulates,
hares and rodents, as well as domestic animals, particularly sheep. However, the decline in
sheep breeding is an ongoing process throughout the WPA, although the Albanian and Greek
parts still maintain traditional sheep breeding practices.
The occurrence of the Balkan lynx in Prespa is sporadic. So far there has been only one solid
confirmation of its presence in the area – photography from a camera trap on Pelister above
the village of Brajcino, in the fYR of Macedonia close to the border with Greece, in September
2013. Other firm data also show that the Balkan lynx often roams on the mountain which
forms the northern edge of the Prespa watershed.
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The Balkan lynx is a strictly protected subspecies in the national legislations of all three
countries. It also has the most critical status of the three large carnivores in the region, with
an estimated population of less than 50 mature individuals. This dire conservation status has
caused the IUCN to classify the Balkan lynx as critically endangered. The WPA has a significant
importance for the survival of the Balkan lynx. First of all, it is part of the most important
territory of its range, which covers most of the mountains of the south-western part of the fYR
of Macedonia, though it is unfortunately not directly connected by suitable habitats. It is also
very close to the largest area of suitable habitats, the Pindos mountain range south of Prespa
in Greece, where lynx could eventually start re-colonising following their successful recovery.
Prespa could play an important role in this re-colonisation process by providing habitats
suitable for hosting individuals with established home ranges.
As it has been mentioned previously (see section 1.3.4.) little has been done so far on the
conservation of large carnivores in the WPA. It is well known that, despite the fact that hunting
is prohibited, illegal killing is a common phenomenon since the long standing conflict between
people and these animals has not been resolved. More generally, illegal hunting in the WPA
includes hunting for sport that does not take place in permitted areas25 or within the hunting
season, or which targets species that are not allowed to be hunted. This threat also refers to
the setting of traps for species considered pests, such as red foxes or wild boars. The direct
persecution and the illegal distribution of poisoned baits for ‘control’ of large carnivores
predating on sheep, goat and cattle herds is of course also included. Poisoned baits are also
illegally used for a wide range of other purposes, such as poisoning shepherding dogs in cases
of shepherd conflicts, or to prevent mammals destroying crops, the threat includes these many
circumstances which occur throughout the WPA, although there has been as yet no
comprehensive scientific estimate of the extent of either illegal hunting or poisoning in the
area.
d) Bats
Recent research, collating old and new data has confirmed that the transboundary Prespa Park
and its surroundings host a unique bat fauna, comprising 26 species. This number represents
almost 65% of bat species occurring in Europe. The area is also home to important bat roosting
sites and hunting habitats. In short, Prespa shows incredibly high bat diversity, including
species with a wide range of roosting and foraging requirements.
This high bat diversity presumably reflects the unique geomorphology and the climate of the
area, coupled with the highly heterogeneous and structured environment, the lakes and their
associated wetlands, which offer a wide variety of habitat types both for roosting and for
foraging. Bats roost in caves and rock crevices along the shores of the lakes, in old or
abandoned traditional buildings and presumably also in trees. The lakes, wetlands and the
remaining traditional livestock breeding in Greece and Albania are valuable resources of insect
prey for bats. Extensive ancient woodland areas in the fYR of Macedonia, particularly in
Pelister NP, presumably offer an ideal habitat for forest bat species. It is therefore crucial to
preserve their extent, and improve the conditions at certain locations.
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According to a transboundary Bat Action Plan which was completed, a number of factors are
threats to these bats and their habitats. These include current forest management practices,
intensive bean and apple monocultures using increased amounts of (in some cases
inappropriate) pesticides and fertilisers, the partial abandonment of traditional agro-pastoral
and agro-forestry practices, the disturbance of roosts through uncontrolled public access, the
collapse of old traditional houses, inappropriate restoration techniques for traditional
buildings and the development of wind farms. More generally, the establishment of wind
farms results in degradation, changes and alterations to habitats, landscapes and animal and
plant populations. Prominent among these may be increased mortality of birds and bats due to
collision. At the moment, only Greek Prespa is impacted by this threat, with an existing wind
park and plans for more in and around the area.
In an effort to preserve a favourable conservation status for bat populations in the area, there
is a need for the implementation of measures included in the transboundary action plan for
bats, as well as for their foraging habitats
e) Wild plants
An extensive review of the research on plant species in the protected areas of the WPA,
particularly for the four national parks, confirms that Prespa is extraordinarily rich in relation
to plant diversity. The presence of the lakes and related wetlands, very high mountains with
peaks above 2000 m asl on Galičica, Varnous and Mali i Thate, and 2600 m asl in Pelister, have
all contributed to that richness, in combination with the diverse geology, which includes
immense areas of limestone bedrock, and a strong Mediterranean climatic influence.
As has been mentioned earlier in this review (see section 1.3.4.) there is no common database,
or even an integrated total number, for plant species in the entire WPA. Regarding the number
of flora species, based on individual figures for national parks in the region, it is reasonable to
assume that there are more than 2,500 species of vascular plants. Having said that,
conservation efforts for plants have been very limited so far due to the fact that, in general,
knowledge about the status of wild plants is scarce and incomplete, in terms of distribution
ranges, population sizes or specific threats. Not even at country level is there a complete list of
plant species in the WPA. In addition, there is an issue with the taxonomic status of some plant
species in the individual flora of the countries in the basin. For example, it is often the case
that the same species bears a different name in a different country, or some species described
in one country are not accepted in others, amongst other similar problems.
That said, the rich plant diversity in the WPA can be illustrated by the number of endemic and
described species from mountain areas in the basin. About 20 plant species from Mount
Pelister have been described, most of which are at a good conservation status. There are also
30 taxa with locus classicus on the Galičica Mountain. Eleven species are local endemics, but
new research has shown that most of them are also distributed on the Mali i Thate range in
the Albanian part of the WPA as well. The WPA, and the Galičica range in particular, represents
the border of a range of different floristic elements, some species reaching the northernmost
edge of their distribution there, whilst others are at their southernmost point.
The percentage of -Balkan- endemic species in the flora of Prespa National Park in Greece
amounts to 15.4% of the total, and 25 of these are endemics which are exclusive to Prespa in
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Greece. Some of these have also recently been found in the Albanian part of Prespa and some
are known from the fYR of Macedonia as well.
It is, however, known that some plants from water or marsh habitats around Great Prespa
Lake are endangered. For example, the rare carnivorous plant Aldrovanda vesiculosa was long
considered to be extinct, though it was recently rediscovered in the area. In addition, since
many specific plants in the Prespa basin grow on mountain tops, climate change could be a
serious threat to them. An additional threat in this category refers to the general over- or
unsustainable collection of flowers and plants in certain parts of the WPA. Currently the
largest threat is the over-collection of mountain tea (Sideritis sp.). In Albania it is possible that
unsustainable mushroom -although systematically belonging to fungi and not plants collection may also be, or may become, an issue.

1.4.4. ENHANCEMENT

OF FOREST AND MEADOW HETEROGENEITY AND CONNECTIVITY

AND LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION

a) Forests
Forests comprise a large portion of the total land cover of the WPA and play a significant role
in the area’s economy and as wildlife habitats, while they also indirectly affect lentic
ecosystems and farmlands in various ways. A large part of the exceptionally rich animal and
plant biodiversity of Prespa is directly or indirectly associated with woodland habitats.
Forests in the WPA are in particular highly significant as habitats for the above-mentioned
priority large carnivores, namely the grey wolf, the brown bear and the Balkan lynx. Thus,
woodland is very important per se for the high biodiversity of the basin. In addition, there are a
number of rare woodland habitat types in the area.
For instance, the WPA is one of the last areas with well-preserved Grecian juniper woodland in
the Balkan Peninsula. Grecian Juniper Woods (Habitat Code 9562*) are considered a priority
habitat in the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC). They host dozens of important plant species
listed in international conventions and EU Directives, as well as being included in the IUCN Red
List of Threatened Plants. Within the SPP LIFE12 NAT/GR/539 – JunEx project (P.3.21) the
restoration of the Grecian juniper habitat has commenced, though, as the WPA is divided
between three countries, habitats such as this require transboundary co-operation for their
proper management and protection. In fact the conservation status of Grecian Juniper woods
is progressively deteriorating in the fYR of Macedonia and Albania particularly. The problems
they face relate to the accumulation of biomass in the understorey and the invasion of broadleaved woody species, vegetation succession, following the abandonment or reduced intensity
of traditional silvo-pastoral practices. This succession is aggravated by the very limited capacity
of the Grecian juniper for natural regeneration.
Besides their intrinsic conservation value, forests in Prespa also support many ecosystem
services related to human wellbeing as well as the maintenance of the health of many
ecosystems, including lake ecosystems. They are crucial to the local economy in many ways,
producing timber, wood for fuel and various non-timber forest products, in addition to offering
countless outdoor recreation opportunities and vital grazing areas. Moreover, forests also
provide invaluable ecosystem services such as protecting the soil from erosion, contributing to
soil formation and facilitating aquifer recharge, to name but a few examples. Last but not least,
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forests are important landscape elements that make a crucial contribution to the unique
character of the WPA.
Woodland habitats in this area are diverse. Many different types of forest communities can be
found along a relatively short altitudinal gradient, from ca 850 m asl to ca. 1,800 m asl. Oak
woodland dominated by communities of Hungarian oak (Quercus frainetto) and Turkey oak
(Quercus cerris) prevails at lower altitudes, along with communities of various broadleaves,
while forests of sessile oak (Quercus petraea) can be found higher up. The highest forest belt is
composed mainly of beech (Fagus sylvatica), whilst, at the same elevation range, but
represented with much smaller surface, fir and mixed beech-fir forest are also met.
Macedonian pine (Pinus peuce) forests prevail on Mt. Pelister, but this forest covers only a tiny
part of the Prespa basin. Other azonal forest types include the Grecian juniper (Juniperus
excelsa) - Macedonian oak (Quercus trojana) mixed forests. Various shrub communities
complete the picture of woody vegetation in the basin. Fully or partially forested areas cover
60.6% of the land area in the Prespa basin.
As the WPA is divided between three countries, forests are monitored and managed by the
state services in the 3 countries; this work is carried out under different legal frameworks, with
different management regimes and different aims. Lack of common planning poses problems
for forming a homogeneous picture of the status of the forests in the area. In any case, the
condition of the forests in the three countries varies, and therefore there is some variation in
the level of destruction and degradation, the loss of eco-corridors, and subsequent
disturbance to species throughout the basin and the main threats to the forests of the area
cannot easily be defined in a manner that will cover all cases. The majority of forests are under
management regimes, though a few, all situated in national parks, have remained unmanaged.
Most forests in all three countries are exploited for timber and firewood, clear-cutting is a
common management method particularly for oaks, while no special attention has been paid
to wildlife and biodiversity needs, ecological integrity or connectivity so far.
Important threats that apply to a certain degree to all three sides include homogenisation due
to management practices, such as managing for even-aged stands and the removal of old and
malformed individual trees, practices which lead to a decrease in undergrowth complexity, less
open spaces and a decrease of available food resources for wildlife. The transformation of high
forest, originating from seed or planted seedlings, to low forest, produced by vegetative
regeneration or coppicing, and/or scrubland is locally a problem.
Forestry management in Greece and the fYR of Macedonia is based solely on logging for
income, and not environmental considerations; this is largely true even for the forest parks in
the latter country. Forest timber is a very important economic resource; indeed it is the most
important source of revenue to cover the operating expenses of the two national parks in the
fYR of Macedonia. Therefore, from an ecosystem management perspective, forest
management in both countries is deficient, as forest management is focussed primarily upon
producing a sustainable supply of timber and firewood for the region; habitat values,
watershed management values, and biodiversity enhancement values have not been
management objectives. There is an emerging awareness of ecosystem-oriented forest
management and the importance of adopting related practices, especially in the context of
large projects implemented in the NPs of Pelister and Galičica but there is no institutional
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capacity and no alternative sources of income to develop and apply this kind of forest
management.
In Albanian Prespa the main source of stress on forest ecosystem function is much more
practical and immediate: at least 5,000 inhabitants depend on wood for fuel and fodder from
an already heavily degraded forest. Reforestations that took place in Albania during the years
1988-1992 used non-native species, which has often also been the case in the fYR of
Macedonia too. During the turmoil of the 1990s, extensive illegal felling by commercial
interests from outside the area left the once extensive oak and beech forests seriously
degraded. With the designation of the PNP-AL the state-owned forest is no longer
commercially exploited for timber and active forest management has basically ceased in the
Albanian part of Prespa until the PNP, having determined how to proceed in the recent
management plans drawn up with KfW funds, will undertake active management once again.
Local communities are allowed to obtain firewood and fodder from these protected forests.
This is difficult to control because firewood is the main fuel source for heating and cooking for
people living in this part of Prespa. The TMS in 2011, as well as the Management Plan for the
PNP estimated that local people will rely largely upon wood for their heating and cooking
needs for another 10 years, with about 10,000 m3 of fuel wood needed per year, and
concluded that the main challenge facing forest management in Albanian Prespa is how to
meet fuel wood and fodder needs and restore forest health. In addition, it is not only people
from inside the Prespa basin who demand fuel wood but also illegal loggers who come in from
the outside in order to satisfy household needs or commercial interests, and there is high
pressure at certain locations. This phenomenon spills over to Greece, where parts of the
forests along the borders with Albania have been illegally logged and degraded, though this is
not considered a critical threat.
Moreover, in Albania degraded forests struggle to recover, due to the fact that they are heavily
grazed, while the collection of branches for winter fodder, mostly for goats, is still a common
practice. More specifically, in parts of Albania intensive cattle grazing and non-intensive
sheep and goat grazing are preventing the re-generation of forests which have been degraded
from over-logging. This issue is considered to have its roots in social changes which have
caused the partial emigration of men of working age from the area during the summer months
in search of seasonal employment elsewhere. Thus cattle, sheep and goat herds are overseen
by women, who are also managing the fields and raising families. As a result grazing takes
place largely within a relatively short distance of the villages, rather than on mountain pastures
as in the past. As forests in this same area close to the villages were clear cut during the 1990s,
the resultant grazing pressure is suppressing the natural regeneration of these forests.
The greatest challenge for the overall conservation of forests in the WPA is to be able to
maintain a mosaic of forest habitats and a network of forest patches that will first cope with
the current problems and will try to mitigate them, and secondly will fulfil the different ad hoc
needs that also vary spatially. The challenge is to satisfy local needs and, at the same time,
satisfy needs at a regional scale: grazing and logging might be a problem in some parts of the
basin, but lack of grazing or logging might also be a problem in others; particular logging and
grazing practices may not favour biodiversity needs in one place, but be very favourable
elsewhere.
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It is necessary to carry out common monitoring of forests in the WPA, particularly for those
that are located in the national parks, in order to be able to collect meaningful data on forests
biodiversity and management. To launch this monitoring basic preparation work must be done
in each of the three littoral countries in order to describe and organise in a clear and
comparable way the kinds of management that are being implemented that will also benefit
wildlife and biodiversity.
b) Meadows and pasturelands
Turning now to meadow and grasslands in the WPA, grassland areas of significance include
those which are species-rich, such as the upland pastures of Festuco-Brometea, the meadow
communities of Molinio-Arrhenatheretea, as well as the EU priority habitats *6220 pseudosteppe with grasses and annuals of Thero-Brachypodietea and *6230 species rich Nardus
grasslands on siliceous substrates in mountain areas.
There are still substantial areas of grassland remaining in the hilly and mountain areas
surrounding the lakes, some of which are used for grazing and are of high nature value.
Species-rich grasslands are specific to valleys that have been maintained by traditional hay
making and grazing of cattle, sheep, goats and equids, including transhumant and nomadic
herding.
In the WPA the main threat to grasslands, meadow and pastureland relates to under-grazing,
while the abandonment of pastoral activity of several kinds, such as small fires, pollarding,
transhumance and local movements also plays a significant role. Complete lack of grazing can
result in habitats with lower species biodiversity, as it is known that both light- and mediumintensity grazing are more favourable for species diversity. In addition, areas that were far
richer in biodiversity when mowed have now not been mowed for many years and the
resulting natural succession, with encroachment by trees and shrubs, creates less rich habitats.
On higher altitudes in the area, the reduction of small animal flocks and the current
unregulated grazing of the existing ones is also a factor that degrades dry grasslands, which
often belong to the above-mentioned European-wide rare and protected habitat types.
Subalpine grasslands are thus threatened by the rapid encroachment of woody species such as
Pyrus amygdaliformis, Quercus pubescens and Juniperus oxycedrus in areas where there have
been changes in traditional land management practices in recent decades and grazing has
declined. This decline has also contributed to the encroachment of Vaccinium myrtillus and
Juniperus communis subsp. Nana. However, in lower extents of this same priority habitat
overgrazing is leading to its disappearance, with the dominance of Chamaecytisus spp. The
increase in biomass due to declining grazing also increases the possibility of uncontrolled
wildfires during extended dry periods. In Greece, recent steps have been taken towards
determining the correct grazing pressure for areas such as these through a special study.
In Albanian Prespa, meadows in the valleys and mostly in the mountains are of secondary
origin. Due to certain environmental factors, mountain meadows form sub-climax grassland
formations, which may remain stable without further human influence over many decades or
even centuries. This is due in part to water erosion, which has washed soil and humus down
into the valleys, leaving current soil conditions on the mountain meadows favouring grasses. In
addition, herders have traditionally burned the mountain meadows in order to suppress tree
growth. Although this happens far less frequently nowadays, a wild fire in 2007 resulted in
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early forest succession by juniper bushes being put back for decades. As the mountain
pastures are only sporadically used the high accumulation of biomass causes any wild fires
which arise to be very hot, to the extent that even raw humus below the ground also burns,
and making firefighting extremely difficult.
c) HNV farmlands
With regard to High Nature Value (HNV) areas, importance is attached to the small-scale
mosaic landscape which surrounds the villages of Prespa and is composed of vegetable
gardens, arable plots, orchards or vineyards with traditional varieties of fruit trees or
grapevines, particularly in the Albanian part, and winter pastures.
The concept of HNV farmland (HNVF) is new for all three littoral countries in the WPA,
although the fYR of Macedonia and Greece have taken some initial steps towards identification
of HNVF areas at a national level. Thus, there is a clear knowledge gap, as well as a lack of
mapping of HNVF in the region. Nonetheless it is evident that, as in many places in the
Western Balkans, the relationship between HNV farming, biodiversity and traditional
landscapes in Prespa is very strong. From the lake shore to the mountaintops in all three
countries, the landscapes and habitats of Prespa have been created by the centuries-old
practices of extensive grazing and low-input small-scale cropping.
Although large parts of the plains by the lakes in the fYR of Macedonia and Greece are
presently used for intensive agriculture, a small-scale mosaic landscape is predominant around
the villages in each country, and is made up of rain- or river-fed vegetable gardens, arable
plots, orchards or vineyards (especially in the Albanian part of Prespa) and winter pastures.
Traditional varieties of apples, pears, plums and grapevines grown in family gardens or near
the villages are found in all countries, and orchards are often also used for beehives.
The reduction of these areas, caused by farmers having left self-sustenance and moved to
large-scale bean farming and apple cultivation, in the fYR of Macedonia and Greek sides is a
major threat. Nevertheless, some small family holdings remain on the outskirts of villages, and
pockets of HNVF still survive in, or close to, the intensive bean fields and apple orchards.
Regarding the activities that positively influence HNVF in the WPA, transhumant and nomadic
herding, as well as grazing on grasslands and in forests, are all declining, mainly due to
depopulation, land abandonment, changes in human activities and intensification of farming
in the low lands. All threats to the landscape discussed below are also relevant to HNVF.
d) Landscape and landscape connectivity
Lastly, with regard to the issue of landscape and landscape connectivity in the WPA, and
despite landscapes being a key part of the economic, cultural and social development of the
area, it is striking that so far this importance has not been reflected in either the legislation or
the institutions referring to the area. Public and private works have been seriously degrading
landscape quality for the last 60 years, but there is an extremely low awareness among local
people and authorities of the importance of landscapes, both ecologically and for the area’s
social and economic well-being.
There has so far been no effort to identify and assess the landscapes of the WPA in any of the
three countries, except recently in Greece where, in the context of revision of the regional
spatial plan, it has been proposed to designate the PNP as a “landscape of international
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importance”. Moreover, the effects of human activities and works on landscape quality are
rarely, if ever, taken into consideration in development plans. This situation is compounded by
the absence of transboundary co-operation and joint activities.
There has so far been no study, and therefore no consensus, on which landscapes should be
protected, or a prioritisation of the protected landscape features, and the relevant legal,
institutional and practical measures that have to be taken towards this aim. Despite this fact
there have already been a number of issues that have been identified by various sources in
relation to landscape protection in the area. In many places, especially forested areas, there
has been an issue with landscape homogenisation, caused by the expansion of woodlands to
the detriment of pastures, meadows and open spaces, mainly due to the dramatic decrease in
grazing. In addition, forest management practices have also favoured homogenisation by
producing even-aged woodland stands of low species diversity. Uncontrolled excessive logging
of forests has also contributed to producing homogeneous landscapes. In general, the
horizontal and vertical heterogeneity of landscapes is becoming poorer, as the landscape
mosaic is being impoverished and urbanisation is, or has been, expanding, with dispersed
buildings altering the traditional landscapes in an uncontrolled and permanent way.
On the subject of fragmentation there appear to be only a few problematic areas, with no
communication corridors for some large carnivores. The most serious of these problems
apparently involve ensuring communication corridors to connect the eastern and western
parts of the lakes.
Infrastructure development as a threat covers several main areas where negative impacts may
be expected. Any buildings outside settlements, whether legal or illegal, can negatively affect
the landscape and character of the area, as well as create a precedent and therefore a
pressure for more people to expand out of the established borders of the settlements. In areas
of the WPA not covered by a spatial plan, such as Albania and Greece, building may be
technically legal but nonetheless a threat. There are also instances of buildings being approved
by local authorities without due regard to laws and proper process. The problem is quite
serious, not because of the absolute number of such buildings erected but rather because the
few that do get built greatly affect the sensitive landscape of the WPA.
In addition, the illegal extraction of sand and gravel for construction results in habitat and
landscape degradation, including erosion. In addition, gravel and sand extraction in streams
has a significant effect on riverine habitats where it occurs. In this instance again the problem
is restricted in extent but in some locations, such as the sandy isthmus separating the two
lakes, its possible repercussions might be devastating.
With regard to large-scale development, the construction and operation of ski installations for
ski resorts can cause habitat and landscape degradation, as well as disturbance by skiers.
Currently there are is only one ski centre in the WPA, on the Bitola side of Pelister NP, though
there are well-known plans to develop a ski centre in Galičica NP, for which changes have been
made to the management plan for the park. This, together with the plans for the construction
of a new high speed road and the development of tourism investments in until now pristine
areas, represents the main current threat to the landscapes and ecological integrity of Galičica
(see also section 1.3.6.). In Greek Prespa there is no such development pressure as there is a
ski resort just outside the basin, while there is also a very small centre on the Bitola side of
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Pelister in the fYR of Macedonia for which further investment has been sought but has so far
failed to be secured.
Finally, a concluding factor to be noted is climate change. In fact the threat from climate
change is considered to be very high in the WPA, though actually due to lack of research which
is specific to the area, it should better be categorised as “unknown-potentially very high”.
Whilst there are indications of the negative effects of climate change on species and habitats,
more research is needed in order to determine the magnitude and impact of the effects in the
WPA.
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CHAPTER 2: LESSONS

LEARNED FROM

CONSERVATION

EFFORTS

AND

EXPERIENCE
This chapter sets out the lessons learned regarding best practice for conservation in the region
and/or per country, where necessary. The lessons learned are organised according to the
following categories:
2.1. Scientific knowledge, research, studies and monitoring
2.2. Concrete conservation actions
2.3. Promotion and enforcement of relevant legislation
2.4. Institutional improvement – strengthening of public structures and institutions
2.5. Strengthening the local green economy
2.6. Public awareness and engaging younger generations
2.7. Connecting natural and cultural values
2.8. Involvement and engagement of local societies – development of civil society
2.9. International support – donors, policy and expertise
2.10. Transboundary co-operation
For each theme, the projects and activities concerned are analysed and lessons are drawn
regarding factors such as intervention, approach and methodology, organisational set-up,
results and social impacts.
One common, and profound, lesson learned from of all the conservation efforts in the WPA is
that in all sectors and activities the conceptual unity of the area and holistic, integrated
approaches should be considered as the founding parameters for conservation.
Transboundary and holistic approaches to any activity, plan or action are of the utmost
importance and should be a prerequisite for any action.

2.1. SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE, RESEARCH, STUDIES AND MONITORING
1. The WPA ecosystems, like all ecosystems, are complex, adaptive and often changing in a
non-predictable, non-linear way, due either to abrupt unexpected natural phenomena or to
changes in their key slow variables. The WPA ecosystems can exist in more than one kind of
“stable state or regime” in which their ecological functions are different; the example of Great
Prespa Lake, which shifted suddenly from oligotrophic to mesotrophic during the last 30 years,
due to both man-induced and natural reasons, is characteristic in this respect.
2. As research on eutrophication that has been conducted in Prespa in recent years has shown,
in order to slow down eutrophication processes it is important to focus on the key variables
(e.g. phosphorous and nitrogen inputs, mixture of productive activities etc.), which configure
the ecological system and the thresholds that lie along them. Usually such an effort is both
costly and long-lasting, but in Prespa there have already been many research efforts in many
fields that can and should be used toward this aim. The knowledge gained through long-term
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scientific studies or monitoring thus far has proved extremely valuable in understanding
ecological functions, as well as in planning concrete conservation actions, producing
management plans, sharing knowledge with local society, improving governance and decisionmaking. Thus, at present, building on this previous work, a minimum of research and
monitoring will need to continue in order to understand the main driving forces of the system
and thus plan future conservation and management measures.
3. Research and monitoring should have a broader scope from the very beginning, towards a
better understanding of the wider ecological functions and trends. ‘Emergency’ strategies,
such as when a rare species is under threat of extinction and thus activities and efforts are
concentrated on the conservation of this species, very soon show that broader research on the
socio-ecological system is needed. The sooner that this is incorporated, the simpler the
process and the better the results produced. As mentioned earlier (see section 1.3.2.), this
approach has already borne fruit in Prespa with research on the Dalmatian pelican, a flagship
species, actually provoking a long-term effort for wetland protection and management.
4. Research projects and studies, especially short-term ones, have proved very effective when
they are concurrently supported by other actions, such as intense lobbying and/or concrete
pilot conservation actions in situ, as in the case of the Devoll River diversion. Research should
ideally be supported by a wider framework of complementary activities such as lobbying,
policy and public awareness, in order for the results to be sustainable.
5. Regarding some groups of species, such as large carnivores or rare bird species, a better
understanding of their movements in the WPA, as well as in areas outside Prespa, will
greatly improve conservation efforts. To this effect strategic co-operation with other
international partners at the broader scientific and/or geographical level should be supported.
In addition, strategic co-operation with relevant partners will also be needed in order to
confront wider issues such as climate change.
6. As experience with planning and implementation of the various monitoring systems so far
has shown, for each specific monitoring effort, its aims, target, methodology, capacity
building for end-users, evaluation system and financial support for its continuation after the
end of the project should be foreseen from the very beginning, otherwise there is a risk that
efforts may go in vein. This is especially true for monitoring systems that are co-ordinated by
the public sector, such as for water management, socio-economic parameters, land use and
other environmental parameters. In general, monitoring activities particularly need continuity
and systematic implementation, things which are not at all a given under the present
circumstances in the WPA (see also 2.10.15. below).
7. Research, monitoring, studies and increase of knowledge in general are constant and
ongoing pursuits, and where they have been combined with management and decisionmaking they have proved extremely helpful (e.g. International Pelican Programme, hydrogeological study, research on reedbeds, fish monitoring etc.). The compilation of a list of
research needs would be very helpful in order to identify gaps, priorities and the very
necessary technical support for management efforts in transboundary Prespa. This document
should be shared with academia and, wherever possible, be followed up so as to increase the
consistency and integration of scientific knowledge in the WPA.
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8. Research projects have resulted in a profound interest from academia in many scientific
and biodiversity issues in Prespa, leading to the formation of multidisciplinary networks of
scientists that work systematically on these areas of interest. These networks of scientists and
research institutes offer an important interdisciplinary approach, as well as invaluable
knowledge and experience, manifestly contributing to the conservation of the region. To this
extent, the organisation of regional congresses, on a regular basis, has been proven to be a
very positive and important asset. Moreover, the situation is quite mature for the
establishment of an active and permanent scientific network that should be promoted and
organised for the WPA.
9. The sectors that have attracted the most research and monitoring studies in Prespa have
been related to environmental issues, mainly with water, wetland and biodiversity (particularly
rare and endemic species). Studies or research on socio-economic issues, culture or
sustainable development are fewer in number, and more importantly they rarely encompass
the transboundary dimension or the environmental parameters. As a result, and as has been
repeatedly noted in section 1.2, there have been many cases where conservation efforts had
no follow-up, because the socio-economic parameters had not been taken into consideration
in addition to the environmental ones. It should be noted, though, that socio-economic data
often either do not exist or are not easily available in all the three countries, information is
sporadic and quite often unreliable. Studying and monitoring the current socio-economic and
societal trends in local communities and connecting them with their environmental impact,
whether positive or negative, are an absolute necessity at basin level.
10. Cultural environmental aspects and traditional ecological knowledge have been very
little studied, despite the fact that both have been repeatedly acknowledged in many projects
as very important for conservation. This knowledge is essential for planning effective
conservation strategies and activities, though only a very limited exploration on wetland
management issues has been made until now, and no information exists regarding other
aspects of conservation, such as forest management, for example. However, the combination
of local ecological knowledge and a solid scientific foundation should be considered in the
planning and implementation of all conservation activities. Local knowledge and the two-way
transfer of skills between stakeholders and scientists have led to more comprehensive
conservation measures, as happened in wet meadows and reedbed management projects in
Greece and Albania.

2.2. CONCRETE CONSERVATION ACTIONS
1. As long-term efforts such as reedbed management, the Ezerani protected area
management, and the wet meadows restoration have shown, a holistic approach, long-term
planning and a step-wise implementation seem to be more effective in conservation on the
ground. There is a combination of factors that all positively influence the long-term
sustainability of results, such as the provision of scientific documentation, monitoring data,
lobbying, capacity building, local stakeholder involvement, governance proposals, and the
integration and support of traditional, or existing, human activities.
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2. Integrated water management is considered by all stakeholders to be the first priority
conservation issue. This requires an integrated river basin management approach, addressing
the degradation of ecosystems and the reality of human needs on all sides. In this regard, the
EU Water Directive -which is fortunately accepted by all the three countries- provides a good
framework in which to organise collaboration.
3. In comparison to the large number of studies and plans that have been produced in the last
30 years, the concrete long-term conservation actions that have been implemented on the
ground are few, while many other concrete efforts have been sporadically implemented
usually with no provision for their maintenance or follow-up. This happens because in most of
the cases it has been considered self-evident that management bodies will undertake the
continuation of these efforts, though this has rarely proved possible due to the latter’s limited
resources.
4. The national parks in all three countries have restricted means, thus they are impelled to
implement the most necessary actions on a sporadic basis, whenever they have some funds or
personnel. In addition, the authorities for protected areas often face great difficulties in
sustaining and maintaining the outputs of their conservation actions in the long term. A
comprehensive realistic plan is needed, that will aim to strengthen both the capacity of
management bodies and the sustainability of their efforts in addition to safeguarding
biodiversity. The “sharing of responsibility” approach should be embedded in this work,
whereby any potential partners that can contribute to these aims, whether from the public
sector or civil society, should share tasks and support this effort wherever possible. In this
regard, best practice scenarios should be used at both national and transboundary level,
exploiting the good examples of projects that demonstrate how the engagement of different
stakeholders in the planning of conservation sets a solid basis for a systematic and long-term
effort towards achieving quite complex, multi-parameter and difficult aims.
5. Concrete conservation actions should consider the wider socio-economic framework
through which their sustainability will be ensured. The more a conservation activity may have
an effect on people’s practices, especially on livelihoods, the more one should try to engage
socio-economic parameters in the early stages of the planning process.
6. Concrete conservation actions need to follow an adaptive scheme of implementation. The
environmental, political and socio-economic conditions are ever-changing, thus a ‘trial-anderror’ approach should be taken, aiming to replicate what is working and figure out what is
not. Projects should also encompass a provision for relevant governance schemes in their
planning, which would undertake to follow, monitor and evaluate project activities during, and
after, their completion. It has been shown that multi-participatory and interdisciplinary
governance schemes in Prespa, are effective and facilitate the work of existing formal
management schemes, such as management bodies.
7. In similarity to the point made for research and studies in 2.1.4., concrete conservation
actions should include a variety of activities not only directly related with local conditions and
the actions on the ground. Networking and alliances with other parties or key players, as well
as lobbying and advocacy targeted at policy makers at all levels have been proven to be
essential to all the aspects of the long-term projects implemented in the basin. In this respect,
conservation activities have in many cases included pilot projects or innovative aspects, the
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subsequent implementation of which has been complicated by the existing legislative
framework; it follows that a careful examination of relevant legislative frameworks and
possible changes that may be needed should be undertaken.

2.3. PROMOTION AND ENFORCEMENT OF RELEVANT LEGISLATION
1. In the last 30 years, many projects have supported the promotion of new legislation for
Prespa, which has actually been endorsed by the relevant authorities. However, little has been
done on the implementation of this legislation. On its own the passing of laws is not an
adequate means for the protection of areas or the conservation of species in any of the three
countries. Moreover, legislative frameworks are plentiful, but in many cases not very specific
or clear. Lack of clear codification leaves a lot of room for misinterpretation and arbitrariness.
2. The point made in 2.3.1. notwithstanding, national, European and international legal
provisions have been widely used by the NGOs against destructive development plans,
whenever they have had the means and resources to employ them effectively. Lobbying at
national and, more importantly, international level has proven effective in hindering
superficial and destructive development plans. Most of the NGOs in the basin are weak and
can rarely support a lobbying campaign based on relevant legislation on their own. As a result,
international support, alliances and lobbying have proven extremely valuable in these cases.
3. Wardening is particularly weak in all the protected areas, resulting in continual
occurrences of minor destructive activities, which ultimately result in a slow and progressive
degradation of the area. Inadequate wardening is related to the lack of political will and lack
of support to the management bodies by the central governments, an issue which needs a lot
of in-depth work at many levels in order to be resolved in all three countries.
4. Personal contacts are essential for conservation advocacy. Individuals make a difference.
Getting to know decision-makers in political and administrative positions in person is
important. Written communication with governmental decision-makers should be brief and to
the point, and proposed conservation measures or actions should highlight the political
benefits, or the cost of non-enforcement. That is not to say that institutions do not matter; on
the contrary, systematic contact with services and authorities is also important and builds
critical credibility.
5. To successfully exercise influence in the difficult area of water policy and planning in
particular, focused lobbying action is crucial, this means a systematic presence, regular
updates and targeted work in order to build relationships and trust and cultivate alliances at all
levels.
6. Whatever the specific case may be, policy changes are long-term processes, where timing
and momentum are very important and this has to be taken into account in project planning.
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2.4. INSTITUTIONAL IMPROVEMENT – STRENGTHENING OF PUBLIC STRUCTURES
AND INSTITUTIONS

1. Despite an extensive legal framework for biodiversity conservation and natural resource
management, environmental and natural resource governance capacity is weak at the local
level in all three countries, and there is little or no state funding for the management of
protected areas.
2. Moreover, lack of stability, and frequent changes in the public sector and its personnel, have
been increasing in recent years in all three countries, due to political and financial crises. Lack
of stability in human and financial resources decreases effectiveness, especially in those
cases where a long-term effort is needed. Irregularity of funding also hinders the basic
functionality of public service infrastructure, such as the rubbish collection system, wastewater
and waste management and drinking water infrastructure. Consequently, the proper operation
of basic infrastructure and the operation of the public sector are not at all a given in any of the
three countries.
3. The implementation of legal frameworks is challenged by limited human and financial
resources, but above all by the lack of political will at central and local administration level.
More specifically, the role of national parks is not recognised as a crucial factor in achieving
sustainable development, while conservation goals are not important for everyone. There are
many cases where the national park has been seen as an obstacle to development plans,
uncontrolled activities and aspirations.
4. Strengthening the key public structures and institutions has been a target of many projects
linked with environmental protection and management in the WPA. The major conservation
projects so far have contributed to strengthening the human and operational capacities of the
national parks and protected areas in the three countries. However, a lot of ground still has to
be covered. Protected areas in Prespa face many challenges in their management
effectiveness. Managers of protected areas, and other involved staff, need to be supported in
scientific knowledge, skills, capacities and tools to effectively respond to the requirements of
their work. The same is also true for other public sector bodies (see 2.10.14 below).
5. Regarding the operational capacity of local authorities, their difficulties in planning and
implementing activities are immense, even for the relatively minor environmental work
municipal authorities have to do, such as solid waste collection. A mixture of lack of
appropriate legislation, diverse jurisdiction in different services, limited funds, and limited
personnel all result in lack of effectiveness in many of their efforts usually coupled with a low
political priority for these tasks. The Municipality of Resen is an exception to this reality, to the
extent that it has been the subject of many years of capacity building by the UNDP with the
ultimate aim of enabling the former to undertake the management of the Ezerani and Great
Prespa Lake protected areas. This is a good example of local authorities being involved in the
management and protection of nature, and an innovation for the area. That said, this is a
unique situation allowed by the decentralised administration system of the fYR of Macedonia,
and cannot, and perhaps should not, be copied elsewhere. Even in the case of Resen, now that
the projects are coming to an end the continuation of the course established with
international funding is not ensured, either financially or socio-economically. It is obvious that,
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even in the best case scenario, local authorities need long-term support in order to carry out
their environmental protection responsibilities effectively. Importantly, environmental
protection for local institutions should be aligned with their wider strategic planning on the
future development of the area, which is not the case in all three littoral countries; if this is
absent then contradictory practices may be implemented by the same municipality.
6. Participatory processes organised by public institutions are effective and should be widely
used in order to bring different user groups into contact so as to better understand their
reciprocal needs and concerns; in turn, this will reduce conflicts and result in finding more
viable solutions.
7. Catalysing and promoting formal or informal mixed institutional/governance schemes, at
local, national or transboundary level, in order to support holistic approaches, conservation
and the engagement of local stakeholders/end-users in management has proven significant for
effective wetland management, and should be used as an example for good governance in
other conservation fields. In fact informal schemes that involve the right actors, and which
have and maintain momentum, can be even more useful in the short and medium term than
formal ones with no real commitment or the political will to move ahead.
8. Regarding water management more particularly, although the issue is a top priority for local
stakeholders and authorities, institutional measures and a high-level mandate are required
for long-term management in transboundary basins. The activation of non-state actors has
proven decisive, enhancing transboundary water co-operation and paving the way for
institutional progress but they cannot fill the gap when authorities with decision-making
power in the field remain inactive, as has been the case of the quadrilateral agreement on the
Prespa Park until very recently.
9. Due to their bureaucratic procedures, public sector bodies have difficulties in following
innovative approaches, adaptive management and holistic approaches which need flexibility
and adaptivity. The case of the Prespa National Park in Greece not managing to absorb funds
for the resolution of the problem of inundated farmland by the water level management on
the Greek side is a characteristic example of this.

2.5. STRENGTHENING THE LOCAL GREEN ECONOMY
1. Despite the fact that each country has its own characteristics, development can really only
be conceived at transboundary level. A joint strategy and planning is needed, including joint
environmental considerations.
2. Conservation issues in the WPA are strongly related with the development of the area. As
noted in section 1.3.5 the socio-economic system in Prespa is dominated by elder generations,
so conservative thinking and a lack of interest in new paradigms often prevails, not allowing
much space to younger generations for action and initiatives. The uneven distribution of
economic resources, lack of integration of environmental values in socio-economic activity and
hesitance in seizing the opportunities of modern technology and contemporary society all
result in young people leaving traditional sectors of work, such as farming, and consequently
the area, and thus also to the loss of social cohesion. It is clear that local societies do not
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skilfully utilise the many resources of the area in connection with sustainable development.
Thus a specific effort should be made in which development needs to embrace: a. the
strengthening of human capital, particularly amongst young people; b. the incorporation of
environmental values in productive and social processes; and c. the strengthening of social
and institutional capital. The long-term projects have not yet explored the multi-parametric
character of this approach to a great extent, despite the fact that positive results affect not
only local income but also perceptions and concepts in relation to nature protection. In this
respect, social parameters, such as gender and ethnicity, are as important as environmental
aspects in green development initiatives and should be fully taken into consideration. In
addition, in all three countries, new paradigms of thinking regarding development and
conservation have not easily been accepted by local stakeholders, so time and effort has been
needed in order to persuade them of the need to formulate a new vision and approaches, and
of the need for their active participation in these activities.
3. Despite the many efforts, the importance of the sustainability of the environment, society
and economy has not yet been promoted -to the degree that is necessary- amongst
stakeholders although the word is very often used rhetorically. Only the long-term projects
that have followed the concept of adaptivity and integration, such as the reedbed
management in Albania and Greece, and biodegradable waste management practices in the
fYR of Macedonia, have already have shown promising outputs, but require additional support
for further implementation, institutionalisation, and scaling-up in the basin.
4. In order to promote environmentally friendly activities local stakeholders have received a lot
of support, including significant capacity building. Capacity building is often linked with outside
consultants and technologies. Lack of knowledge on local capacity and mentality, as well lack
of knowledge of local socio-economic conditions and infrastructure hinders the effectiveness
of capacity-building activities. In any case capacity-building efforts remain insufficient as they
have been done sporadically, on a short-term project basis, without follow up and without
contributing to any long-term strategy.
5. The primary sector, being the strongest in the local economy, lacks diversification in
agricultural production, resulting in negative socio-economic and environmental results. A
coherent effort should be made in order to promote diversification and balance in socioeconomic and especially primary sector activities which would greatly benefit High Nature
Value farmland.
6. Many efforts have been made to try and ensure that the agricultural sector works in an
environmentally responsible manner, including the promotion of organic production. Small
and fragmented pilot activities have been widely tested in all three countries in order to assess
the cost-effectiveness of environmentally friendly applications, though no significant
improvement has been achieved in this sector. Capacity-building activities seem not enough
to change perceptions and practices. Long-term engagement, continuity, a systematic
approach, technical support for farmers, particularly with regard to production, marketing,
labelling, the establishment and operation of producers’ groups, the diversification of
products, energy management, and the use of farmland by-products are needed, and should
be included in a single long-term project in order to increase their effectiveness.
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7. Farmland biodiversity, High Nature Value farming, and the role of sustainable agriculture in
conservation have not yet been explored by any project to the extent that could bring results,
and has yet to be introduced into the conceptual model of conservation in Prespa.
8. The lack of reliable statistical data in most sectors is a common problem in all three
countries, while the lack of local experience of different decision-makers and/or consultants
contributes to superficial and unrealistic planning. Adequate time and effort should be spent
for baseline surveys, in-depth understanding and the full description of the local situation;
otherwise the results are far from reality and the proposals never implemented. As a result, in
developing sectors such as tourism most, if not all, of the strategic planning studies have never
been applied, due to the lack of in-depth consideration of the existing socio-economic
situation and trends.
9. Ecotourism development is usually thought to provide an alternative income based on
natural capital and hence change attitudes to nature protection in local society, but this has
not yet been the case in Prespa despite numerous studies. It should be noted that for this
activity there has been no blueprint or knowledge for its development, despite the huge
potential of the area. Time is needed for a step-by-step process, in which communities need a
testing period where their interest and capacity to respond to new challenges can be gauged.

2.6. PUBLIC AWARENESS AND ENGAGING YOUNGER GENERATIONS
1. As can be clearly concluded from the description in section 1.2.2., the transboundary Prespa
community cannot be conceived of as a unified whole or uniform entity. Socio-economic
differences related to social, historical, ethnic, religious, gender and cultural issues should
always be seriously accounted for in conservation efforts, including public awareness.
2. A public awareness component has been present, to a lesser or greater extent, in almost all
conservation projects implemented in Prespa. Since 2010, when formal transboundary cooperation ceased, public awareness activities have been used as a core part of PrespaNet
initiatives, acknowledging their power as a tool to overcome the consequences of weak
transboundary co-operation and embed the need for the conceptual integrity of the area in
social memory.
3. So far mainly conventional public awareness means have been used (publications,
meetings, environmental education, information structures, websites and videos). These are
quite effective for wider audiences outside the region; although, other means, such as small
community-based projects targeting relatively easy tasks, for example the Plantlife projects in
the fYR of Macedonia side of Prespa, can also make a strong contribution to an increase in
awareness and hence support of management and conservation tasks.
4. The effectiveness of public awareness activities at local level is not easy to assess as noted
in the conclusion to section 1.3.7, however, the local estimation of conservation has certainly
been raised and local attitudes have been influenced, although not to the degree desirable. Be
that as it may, the provision of information through public awareness activities alone has not
proved enough to significantly change the attitudes and behaviour of local stakeholders.
Traditional aspects and daily needs in all countries, particularly in Albania, take precedence
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over the long-term preservation of the environment. At the local level, information needs to
be converted into community-based projects, through which knowledge can be transformed
into lived experience, and thus incorporated into everyday life, something that cannot be
achieved by a communication project alone.
5. Public awareness has been very successful in raising the profile of Prespa area with
national and international audiences. Due to widespread and intensive communication
activities an important target group of people who live abroad, mostly in European countries,
and who are interested in the protection of natural and cultural values, has been created. This
pool of people has not yet been systematically organised in order to have a voice and
contribute to the conservation of the area. An exception to this is the work of the SPP, which
arguably serves the purpose of focusing the attention of this group.
6. Exchanging knowledge, i.e. explaining scientific data in a simple way to local people, is
important to enable their active participation in planning and implementing management, and
also increases the credibility and legitimacy of proposed measures. Tailor-made public
awareness activities for this purpose should be foreseen in research and monitoring projects,
in order to have a real impact on livelihoods and perceptions. The use of cultural aspects and
links improve the influence of communication material, especially on local stakeholders.
Cultural elements play a significant role and increase impact when they are included in
public awareness campaigns.
7. Regarding awareness of decision-makers, an increased impact has been noted, but
development through unsustainable planning still takes place whenever feasible, ignoring the
importance of the environment.
8. Environmental education activities, especially those that have been conducted at
transboundary level, bring environmental concerns into school curricula, have increased the
younger generation’s knowledge and estimation of Prespa values and have gone some way
towards improving environmental and ethical awareness, changing values and attitudes
towards conservation, and improving skills and behaviours that are consistent with sustainable
development.
9. Exchanges and networking between local authorities, co-operatives, young people,
resource users and managers at basin level have not been systematically organised and need
to be supported.
10. Besides environmental education, no specific effort has been made towards the
activation of younger generations. It has been noted (see section 1.3.5 and at 2.5.2 above)
that the socio-economic system in Prespa is dominated by older people, giving the young less
room for less conservative initiatives. Thus a specific effort should be made to target this
younger group of stakeholders. With this in mind, it should be taken into account that modern
technology, which is mostly used by young people, has increased young people’s knowledge
and networking capacity, consequently upgrading their position and status in society.
Conservation initiatives should invest in this societal opportunity and strongly boost initiatives
by younger generations through the provision of technical support, as well as capacity building
and pilot projects.
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2.7. CONNECTING NATURAL AND CULTURAL VALUES
1. Due to the turbulent history of the area and abrupt changes, which have disrupted
continuity in society, economy and environment and demolished the existing socio-ecological
systems in all three countries, conservation efforts need also to contribute towards the recreation of a new socio-ecological system in addition to their specific targets (as in sections
1.2.2 and 1.2.5). This in fact means that new governance and socio-economic aspects have to
be taken into account in order to ensure sustainability, complementing biodiversity
conservation through management, monitoring, wardening and awareness raising.
2. The benefits to the community from conservation should be clear and tangible, although the
indirect benefits regarding non-economic attributes resulting from some conservation
efforts have in some cases also been well received and acknowledged by stakeholders,
successfully mobilising social memory. The restoration of a Byzantine church dedicated to St.
Anna, on the shore of Lesser Prespa Lake in Greece, which was carried out by the SPP,
instigated a surprising, active interest and participation in wetland management from the local
community.
3. The incorporation of traditional ecological knowledge in conservation and management
empowers local communities and helps them to overcome distrust and reservations towards
new approaches and pilot implementations. Wetland management conservation efforts in all
the three countries have followed this concept, resulting in positive outcomes.
4. Incorporating the cultural dimension into conservation issues has been acknowledged on
various occasions, although it has varied from project to project. A clear definition and
specification of the cultural values does not exist, and there is no systematic prescription for
the way cultural aspects are to be involved in projects. In addition, many projects concerning
the preservation of cultural values, such as for Byzantine monuments, have been implemented
by the relevant public services in the area, but these efforts have rarely been connected with
environmental aspects. An exception to this is the restoration of the traditional watermill in
Agios Germanos village where an equal effort has been made to promote the conservation
significance of the river and the need of the sustainable management of its waters.
5. Finally it should be noted that due to the long-standing political differences between the
three countries, cultural aspects have not always been taken into consideration regarding
planning and decision-making at central level.

2.8. INVOLVEMENT AND ENGAGEMENT OF LOCAL SOCIETIES- DEVELOPMENT OF
CIVIL SOCIETY

1. In many cases protection initiatives in the WPA have consisted of a ‘top-down’ approach,
for example the establishment of the “National Forest” in Greece, the Strict Nature Reserve in
Ezerani, and the declaration on the establishment of the transboundary Prespa Park. This, in
parallel with a multitude of voices from the conservation world, resulted in confusion and
conflicts, which have hindered the much-needed integration of local people into conservation
aspects and needs for many years.
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2. Most of the projects implemented so far have looked into “stakeholder participation” and
“engagement”, although it should be stressed that the definition of these two terms varies
and is not consistent from project to project. There is no clear distinction between the various
types of participation26, consequently no real assessment of the effectiveness of each project
can be made. A concrete methodological approach to this issue would substantially help future
project implementation.
3. Socio-economic differences related to gender, ethnic issues and traditional social
structures are a determining factor in community participation in the conservation effort. In all
three countries a sense of a community should be not assumed, or even the existence of
actual communities, nor their continued viability where they do exist. In all three countries
strengthening and even building the community has been a goal, and this has still to be taken
into consideration in all conservation efforts.
4. A coherent mechanism that brings together civil society, state authorities and other
stakeholders for the protection of the environment has been tested through the
establishment of various advisory committees in all the protected areas (Wetland
Management Committee-GR, Ezerani Council-MK, and National Park Management CommitteeAL). Their effectiveness has been pointed out on many occasions, although their long-term
viability is still uncertain.
5. Distrust in public structures, NGOs or external agents, such as international actors, has
often been evident, and influences conservation efforts. This often originates either from lack
of transparency in financial resources and decision-making or from proposals for conservation
that are seen as extreme as in the case of establishing the Ezerani wetland as a strict nature
reserve. This distrust is also exacerbated by the lack of a strong and permanent local presence
by an NGO or agent. Localness, or the embedding of an NGO in the specificity of place, plays a
vital role in fostering trust and the feeling that the local way of life is understood and
appreciated; when an NGO and its personnel are part of a local community, sharing both its
hardships and its successes, the dynamics of change-causing are altered.
6. As a rule, conservation projects in inhabited places explicitly, or implicitly, contain the
promise of a better situation for all, although they do not always succeed, nor should that be
their only task. On the other hand, local development is a multi-parameter system linked
directly and indirectly with conservation. As such, the conservation community should
carefully consider the possibility of supporting projects that are not directly linked with
conservation, such as equipping schools or restoring sport centres for example. SPP initiatives
(see P.3.35), as well as the SPNPA project, that have followed this principle have significantly
contributed towards changing attitudes to the role and meaning of conservation in the area.
7. Ecosystem services are not well studied nor well understood by stakeholders in the basin.
On the same subject, a discussion on the distribution of the benefits of conservation has only
tentatively started and has not reached all the three countries.

26

E.g. ‘informative’, ’consultative’, ‘functional’ (i.e. enhancing project implementation through local labour and
knowledge), ‘empowering’ or ‘transformative’ participation and engagement as in Reed, M. (2008). Stakeholder
participation for environmental management: A literature review, Biological Conservation 141, 2008, pp.2417–2431.
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8. The “sharing responsibility” approach has been explored, mainly between donors and
authorities, leaving aside other social forms, such as co-operatives, as less competent.
Certainly this approach presents its own risks, mainly related to difficulties in meeting local
needs through the active management of biodiversity, and in many cases the relevant local or
regional actors could not meet the targets. However, different levels of engagement are
appropriate in different contexts, depending on the objectives of the work, and the capacity of
stakeholders should be explored and supported (see also point 4 above).
9. On both the Albanian and the fYR of Macedonian sides of the WPA many different NGOs
carried out projects with little or no synergy between them. This situation did not allow space
for the creation of institutional memory, unlike in Greece where the focusing of combined
NGO efforts through the lens of the SPP enabled this kind of organisational knowledge to be
laid down, significantly aiding the ongoing future planning of conservation activities.
10. An interesting practice can be found in the IEMP and SDC projects, which established the
project management units within the Municipality of Resen, which in turn led to increased cooperation and communication with the municipality and local stakeholders, and helped the
municipality take on greater responsibility and ownership of the results and ongoing
environmental management processes.
11. Civil society in the WPA in all three countries is weak and unorganised despite the
support that has been given all these years. This is due to various systemic socio-economic
parameters that cannot easily be tackled in the near future. An exception to this situation is
the SPP, which represents an innovative, well-organised and effective conservation
mechanism; scaling up the SPP paradigm to the transboundary level should be considered,
both as a measure for better co-ordination of local, national and international NGO efforts in
the basin, and as a measure to increase the capacity and effectiveness of local NGOs (see
section 3.4 below).
12. It is extremely important for the NGO community as a whole to organise its presence and
activities at transboundary level in the WPA. Through PrespaNet an effort has been made
towards the formulation of a common strategic platform for NGOs. Work remains to be done
to achieve this aim, especially regarding the involvement of other NGOs interested in the area,
as well as for the formulation of a flexible co-ordination mechanism with other stakeholders
that will prepare and agree on a common transboundary strategy with activities based on
priorities and strategic planning.
13. Regarding the role of the NGOs it has been shown that these organisations, being more
flexible mechanisms than public services, can facilitate a greater ‘interface’ between
governments, stakeholders and donors, introducing thus a “bottom-up” as well as an “outsidein” exchange. In the WPA a three-way partnership between the community (bottom-up),
government or authority structures (top-down), and NGOs and researchers (outside-in) has
been tested on many occasions and been proven to be effective. This is well exemplified by
water management issues, given that integrated river basin management (IRBM) requires a
multi-disciplinary approach and the mobilisation of many different actors. To this effect NGOs
can better encourage IRBM by combining research, advocacy, capacity-building and
awareness-raising activities resulting in an enabling environment for stakeholder dialogue and
participation in water governance issues. NGOs have often served as a bridge between
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academia, policy-makers and end-users. Conservation advocacy requires good interpretation
skills, so that concepts, information and conservation needs are transmitted appropriately to
all players, a role that NGOs have played quite well, for example with regard to the
implementation of various action plans.
14. It is indisputable that civil society can contribute to the activities and dialogue regarding
nature protection and management to a great extent, but it cannot be a substitute for
government action or inaction. The fact that state authorities are not strong players in
environmental issues in the WPA leaves a gap, a space for different types of institutions to
intervene and play a significant role in environmental management on different sides of the
border, international organisations such as UNDP in the fYR of Macedonia or civil society in
Greece, for example. On the other hand, the conservation status in the WPA, particularly in
Greece, would not be the same in the absence of NGOs, in particular the SPP and its NGO
members. Good co-operation between the members of civil society and the park
administration in Greece has been the key to improvement of performance of the PNP
administration itself. NGOs are also the right platform through which local people can
contribute to the objectives of the national park and participate in the work on the ground.
15. In addition, ten years of operation of the Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee resulted in
a common acknowledgment from all interested parties that the protection of Prespa depends
upon the integration of non-hierarchical, polycentric schemes, in which the different
perceptions of stakeholders at all levels (state authorities, stakeholders, NGOs academia,
donors, productive sectors etc.) can be synthesised and used to work towards a common goal
such as the conservation of the area. This is a unique achievement which should be further
explored.

2.9. INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT – DONORS, POLICY AND EXPERTISE
1. The protection of Prespa values so far has been mainly due to international support, in the
form of technical expertise, funding, and policy. The input of international actors has been
crucial in the WPA and the continuation of their involvement should be ensured, and perhaps
better structured, to respond to the need for transboundary action.
2. Since the 1990s Prespa has attracted many donors and philanthropic foundations. However,
little attention was paid by various donors to follow, or back, a holistic approach or a common
developed vision, with the exception of strategic donors with a long-term commitment to the
area such as MAVA. Efforts have rather been carried out through a piecemeal approach of
project-oriented tasks. Each effort started from scratch, often disregarding previous efforts,
and as a result duplications of efforts have occurred. There has also been little use of previous
experience and lessons learned, or conflicting views, and project effectiveness has been
compromised. Given that the WPA is a relatively small area with well specified and known
conservation needs, a strategic approach to conservation issues by the donors would increase
effectiveness. For example, leveraging additional funding, as in the case of the
SDC/GEF/KfW/SPP projects, should be explored further, because it achieves results and can
bring important programmatic and financial synergies. In this respect, it should be noted that
with regard to the NGO sector only the SPP has benefited from stable, institutional financing,
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in the other large-scale projects funding has supported national parks and protected area
authorities, thus civil society organisations as a whole have lacked stability in funding. In an
area with a society in transition this lack of stability does not help matters, as local people do
not feel that there will be continuity in conservation efforts.
3. An important aspect of donor funding, constituting an asset for the area, is support for
innovative or pioneering pilot activities, -such as the use of grazing as a management tool for
wetland vegetation management and the reintroduction of water buffaloes in Lesser Prespa
Lake- which entail higher risks, or for which increased flexibility is needed for their
implementation. Clearly, if donor funds were not available for this ‘innovative-for-the-areaand-funding-resources’ purpose such investments would not have happened, or it would have
taken a much longer period of time for decisions to be made regarding their implementation.
Another asset from donor funding in Prespa is the support for long-term projects, which
requires adaptivity, flexibility and consistent ongoing risk management on their part, though
this is not always feasible. Major donors such as the EU do not use the long-term and core
grant mechanisms that are needed, especially in support of ‘watchdog’ activities, thus many
donors offer small and declining amounts of funding, congregating around a narrow set of
issues.
4. Not all three countries are EU members, resulting in limited opportunities for common
transboundary projects especially through Government and Aid Agency (GAA) funding,
which can be more easily accessed and implemented by state authorities. State funding is
characterised by low input, inconsistency, bureaucracy, political influence and lack of stability.
In order to surpass these problems, donor or international funding has been used to facilitate
or initiate conservation projects. However, this extra contribution has not proven persuasive
enough to change state funding conditions (see, for example, the operation of the
Management Bodies in all three countries) or political will in any of the countries. Actually, in
many cases, conservation is considered as a hindrance to large destructive development plans,
which sporadically appear and are funded by doubtful international consortiums. The case of
the Galičica development plans is a good example of how easily past international funding for
conservation, such as that provided by KfW, can be totally undermined by central authorities
in pursuit of elusive big investments
5. To strengthen an integrated synergistic approach to transboundary projects, project
activities in each of the participating countries should have joint planning and start their
implementation in approximately the same period, if feasible.

2.10. TRANSBOUNDARY CO -OPERATION
1. Shared natural resources are a good basis for working on common initiatives and building
networks among communities divided by country borders. In regions which have historically
been politically divided, such as the WPA, joint initiatives in solving common environmental
problems with stakeholder participation and information sharing have proven to be an
important vehicle for building trust and enhancing dialogue between the local communities,
the relevant authorities and the conservation community active in the area. Neutrality of the
environmental topics further helps this process.
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2. The main conservation challenges in the WPA, identified in the preceding WWF reports
and section 1.2.5 above, are transboundary in nature, especially so those relating to the
protection and sound management of water and the conservation of wetlands, forest integrity
and connectivity, conservation of waterbirds and other priority species, environmental
monitoring and the promotion of sustainable livelihoods. As such they require systematic longterm transboundary co-operation.
3. Despite the fact that the goal of operation of formal international institutions led by the
littoral states under a legally binding agreement has not yet been attained, the informal
scheme launched by the prime ministerial declaration offered a framework that legitimised
organised trilateral dialogue and project implementation, showing that informal schemes are
worthy of exploration in the absence of more formal institutions.
4. Regular operation of joint institutions and joint projects, such as those carried out in
Prespa, especially during the past 16 years, build trust, confidence and friendship along the
borders. The necessity for systematic long-term transboundary co-operation is thus gradually
entrenched in the minds of all involved, and furthermore seen in a positive light.
5. Common scientific knowledge is the basis for decision-making and for any agreement in
transboundary basins. In fact, a strong science base is necessary to overcome national
divisions and preconceptions, especially in ‘sensitive’ areas such as water.
6. Governmental authorities in the three littoral countries do not give the same weight to the
existing environmental pressures and the need for conservation of the WPA. The reasons for
such conduct are understandable, for example the size of the subject region under their
jurisdiction vs. the entire country area, the size of the affected population, or the potential for
socio-economic benefits vs. limited available funds. What they have in common, however, is
the fact that despite their initial, political, decision to enter into the long-term co-operation of
the Prespa Park back in 2000, none of them has committed any substantial financial or
human resources to the endeavour, and they have rather relied on international donors
(Albania and the fYR of Macedonia) or the conservation community (Greece) to bring about
the required results.
7. The Prespa Park is a dynamic co-operation initiative that has significantly evolved over
time, and at various sectors and levels, despite the unfavourable political climate in the region.
Still, the fact that, sixteen years after the Prime Ministerial declaration, it has only very
recently received a formal status has posed significant constraints on its effectiveness. The
formalisation and institutionalisation of the transboundary co-operation process will be
essential for the evolution of the collaboration and further progress in the adoption of joint
regulatory and management measures in sector areas, as demonstrated by the stalemate in
making the trilateral water management working group operational. Lack of implementation
of the transboundary monitoring system shows that this issue, at first sight a merely technical
matter, is at the same time a scientific and a political exercise, and heavily dependent on
institutional and political maturation. The successes and failures of the effort to conserve the
Prespa trout provide another example of the limits posed by the absence of committed states
in the transboundary co-operation process. In other words, adequate political will at the
national level is critical for achieving international transboundary results. As the GEF project
evaluator put it: “The most urgent and significant recommendation that this evaluation can
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provide is that the three littoral states work together to find the political will and funding
pathways to actively continue transboundary ecosystem management in the Prespa basin”.
8. However, this being said, the preservation of natural resources is a priority for local
stakeholders, for whom much is at stake. Transboundary co-operation in the WPA is therefore
more important at local level, and thus initiation of transboundary approaches are likely to be
successful when initiated and driven by local-level stakeholders. Although formalised nationallevel legally-binding co-operation is often the ideal for transboundary environmental
management, it is also possible to move ahead from a practical perspective by supporting cooperation between technical staff, local resource users, local government, and NGOs, which
can be adequately effective for environmental management. The pelican network,
transboundary bird monitoring, transboundary environmental education activities and the
effort to conserve the Prespa dwarf cattle are a few of the examples demonstrating that there
is a lot of scope to undertake specific on-the-ground actions for conservation without waiting
for the mantle of formal co-operation. Such activities can make a difference in the status of the
targeted value, and at the same time cultivate the feeling of unity amongst the people and
authorities of the WPA. Overall, the “top-down or bottom-up” dilemma is a false dichotomy
for anyone seeking effective transboundary co-operation in the WPA; both approaches are
needed with flexibility and awareness of what can best work in each instance and setting.
9. To achieve such results in the absence of central state commitment and leadership, there is
a need for a “catalysing agent”. This role was played by NGOs acting as the secretariat in the
first 10 years of transboundary co-operation in the Prespa Park, and by UNDP and KfW in the
context of the large multi-annual projects they have carried out.
10. Broad inclusiveness and the building of alliances are also necessary, as no single actor or
project is capable of fulfilling the wider objectives of co-operation. The participation of local
stakeholders, as appropriate, is in this context indispensable for the implementation of any
joint decision or management measure. Local stakeholders, however, do not have the relevant
skills and capacity from the start and these need to be built. Good examples of the attention
that should be given to local stakeholders can be found in the work of UNDP for building the
capacity of the Municipality of Resen, as well as the work of the SPP with local bodies in Greek
Prespa leading to the submission of joint comments in the consultation phase of the Greek
water management plan.
11. Moreover, it is often crucial that national and transboundary progress happens in
parallel, otherwise joint action is unrealistic. For instance, the delay in Albania entering into
water management planning along the lines of the Water Framework Directive makes
discussion of a possible transboundary water management plan irrelevant for the time being.
12. In the transboundary context, as there is no direct transposition of any cross-border study,
plan or proposal into a legal form that is binding on the countries, it is clear that any kind of
strategic or other planning tends to remain on paper if there is no systematic effort for its
endorsement at the national level, or at least follow-up projects or activities by interested
players. The many trilateral studies and plans produced during the IEMP project exemplify this
point.
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13. International support, both political and financial, is important for the success of
transboundary co-operation. The contribution of the international donor community, both
GAA and private such as those funding the SPP, has been fundamental for the development of
the Prespa Park initiative, the support of the process since its take-off, and the realisation of
joint projects and activities in the region. In general, the concept of integrated management
attracts international funding, which can catalyse transboundary co-operation and dialogue.
To maximise its effectiveness, this type of intervention needs, however, to work closely with
local stakeholders, including authorities, NGOs, local interest groups, experts and ordinary
citizens. It also needs to act in a consensus-building manner, not fuelling differences between
stakeholders or countries. It definitely needs to be adaptive when setting targets and actions
in order to correspond with changing realities, and not be guided by bureaucratic constraints.
It finally needs to draw and use lessons from the past experience of each donor, and also
from the experiences of other donors active in the region. The need for donor co-ordination
and interaction is critical in this respect.
14. Furthermore, experience with the development of a transboundary monitoring system is
quite instructive for the involvement and commitment of public bodies in transboundary
activities. All relevant authorities and experts from the three countries eagerly participated
in the formulation of this system and even pushed for the inclusion of many elements and
parameters to be monitored. This resulted in a system that was costly in its implementation,
both in terms of actual funds and in terms of technical resources needed. An assessment of the
capacities of the various state institutions and structures in the region was also made and
those able to carry out the necessary work were identified. Moreover, many of the relevant
and competent state institutions have jointly conducted monitoring activities during the pilot
implementation phase and their technical capacity has been strengthened for the
implementation of such activities in the future. However, there has been no continuity in all
this effort, mainly for two reasons. One is the political mandate; as with many other strands of
transboundary collaboration, a state agency has to have a clear mandate from its central
administration or government in order to undertake regular, systematic transboundary
activities. This is unlike private bodies, such as NGOs, or even autonomous scientific institutes
of the wider public sector, which independently decide their activities and long-term
commitments. Such a general mandate is now possible following recent ratification of the
Prespa Park Agreement, though it will require ongoing efforts to sustain. More negative
consequences in the readiness of public bodies to enter into transboundary activities are of
course caused by political difficulties or differences between the littoral countries, especially
when the cloak of legitimisation provided a legally binding agreement being in force is lacking.
The second reason relates to the limited means of relevant bodies, especially the nonavailability of funds that implementation of the transboundary monitoring would entail. In
other words, in order for public bodies to engage in transboundary activities that entail
additional costs, the necessary funds should be provided after the mandate is in place.
Generalising the lesson, apart from the necessary initial political will, significant technical
skills and the required funds are needed for a variety of transboundary activities to be
realised. Moreover, depending on the activity other basic conditions might need to be met; for
instance, as far as monitoring activities are concerned, specific arrangements should be
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foreseen in order to secure continuity and reliability and specify common independent terms
of use for the results.
15. Finally, a familiar lesson that is often forgotten, which in turn leads to efforts being
abandoned, is that transboundary co-operation, trust and consensus building for the
conservation and sustainable development of the WPA, require patience and perseverance;
they do not happen overnight!
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CHAPTER 3. GAP ANALYSIS AND NEXT STEPS
3.1. INTRODUCTION
This chapter examines the conservation management needs of the wider Prespa area as
identified in the WWF Prespa Conservation Trust Fund Feasibility Study (PCTFFS), in the
PrespaNet Transboundary Strategic Framework (TSF), and in the preceding chapters of this
study, and presents any gaps which exist together with the causes to which they can be
attributed. The chapter continues with the identification of the key areas of intervention which
would address these gaps and their causes.
In order to bring this information together, an overall framework of five categories was used,
chosen specifically for their relevance to current conservation management needs. These
categories are:


Protection and management of water resources



Sustainable forest management and practices



Sustainable agriculture and biodiversity-oriented grazing practices



Conservation of priority species



Conservation of landscape and priority habitats

Section 3.2 also presents a gap analysis with regard to the conservation needs of the WPA,
following the framework utilised by the Convention for Biological Diversity for protected area
system gap analyses. Within this framework gaps are divided into three functional categories:


Representation gaps – whether species, or ecosystems, are represented in a protected
area and in sufficient extent as to ensure long-term protection



Ecological gaps – whether species, or ecosystems, which are represented in a
protected area are in adequate ecological condition for long-term survival or
ecosystem functioning



Management gaps – whether protected areas are under management regimes that
provide full security for particular species or ecosystems given local conditions.

This framework is normally used over quite large areas such as countries or ecoregions, but
can also be applied to the WPA due to its size, complexity and transboundary character.
However, for the purposes of this review the primary focus is on management gaps rather
than representation or ecological gaps. This is for two key reasons, the first of which is that
there is a lack of transboundary data at a scale fine enough to be appropriate for assessing
these kinds of gaps. Secondly, where data does exist, it mostly refers to the situation on the
Greek side, creating an imbalance in the picture across the basin.
Management gaps are presented according to the five categories used for conservation needs,
listed above, and further divided into four broad categories: 1) gaps in knowledge or
understanding; 2) gaps in the institutional framework, legislation or governance; 3) gaps in
nature or resource management, conservation measures or infrastructure; and 4) gaps in the
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engagement and participation of local actors. The information arises from the three sources
identified above and is supported by information on the factors which have contributed to
causing these gaps to arise. These contributing factors refer to the lack of various elements
which are grouped into the following broad categories for convenience and to avoid
repetition:
Lack of Funding (LF) – refers to both lack of institutional funding as well as to lack of
specific project funds;
Lack of Capacity (LC) – refers to the lack of, or low, capacity to carry out a function or
activity by the authority or organisation responsible; lack of capacity refers to ability but
may in part be based on a lack of knowledge or lack of resources, particularly human
resources;
Lack of Institutional Structures (LIS) – refers to the absence of an institutional structure or
mechanism that would allow an activity or function to be carried out effectively, such as
transboundary mechanisms for information sharing or decision-making;
Lack of Political Will (LPW) – refers to the direct lack of will to effect, or not effect, a
particular policy or action for political reasons, as well as the more indirect general
political climate which may make actors unwilling to carry out efforts with real or
perceived negative political results;
Lack of Alternative Livelihoods (LAL) – refers to the lack of alternative, sustainable sources
of income generation leading to the choice of unsustainable activities which cause
pressure on species, habitats or ecosystems.
From the above information the recommended key areas of intervention follow on, addressing
the gaps identified and thus fulfilling the conservation needs presented. These key areas of
intervention are logically grouped into sets of similar actions: 1) research, studies and
experimentation; 2) policy, lobbying and advocacy actions; and 3) concrete pilot projects and
activities, community-based projects, awareness-raising campaigns and capacity building.
Many of the key areas for intervention are represented by the objectives of the TSF, while the
WWF PCTFFS also supplied information for this section in combination with analysis arising
from this review.

3.2. CONSERVATION NEEDS AND GAP ANALYSIS – POTENTIAL AREAS OF
INTERVENTION

3.2.1. PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
The WWF PCTFFS identifies the management of water resources as a priority conservation area
and proposes the Protection and Management of Water Resources as one of its six main
thematic areas. More specifically, the PCTFFS focuses on four different aspects regarding the
protection and management of water resources: transboundary water monitoring; combating
eutrophication; transboundary co-operation for harmonised water management; and, climate
change and water.
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The TSF identifies also Protection and Management of Water Resources as one of its priority
strategies and specifies the following goals to be achieved:
1 - The ecological status of the Prespa water bodies is maintained or improved so as to
achieve the WFD environmental objectives – good status in all surface and ground waters
and no deterioration in any waters – and this is foreseen in the respective management
plans.
2 - The water bodies designated as nature protected areas are in such status as to support
the conservation of priority habitats and species
In chapters 1 and 2 it was also highlighted that protection and management of waters with
transboundary collaboration is one of the main priorities and long-term challenges in the WPA.
The following current management gaps have been identified for the protection and
management of water resources, with contributing factors presented according to the key
given in the introduction to this chapter:
3.2.1.1. GAP ANALYSIS
1. Gaps in understanding of freshwater ecosystem functions and their trends
1.1. Limited knowledge of the main variables that have a straightforward link to the freshwater
ecosystem response of the main water bodies in the basin and trigger their critical transitions
from one threshold to another27 - LF, LC
1.2. Limited knowledge on the groundwater status and its contribution to eutrophication and
other degradation processes - LF, LC
1.3. Limited knowledge on methodologies for the capture or removal of nutrients from the
water bodies in Prespa - LF, LC
1.4. Lack of appropriate, systematic, long-term and adequate (according to the WFD) water
monitoring in the three countries, while long-term financial sustainability of water monitoring
is not secured in any of the three countries; groundwater monitoring is insufficient in Albania
and the fYR of Macedonia - LF, LC
1.5. Lack of implementation of a common transboundary water monitoring programme,
making comparisons between the data and synthesis of findings across the watershed difficult
- LPW
2. Gaps in the institutional framework, legislation or governance
2.1. Inadequate national sub-basin management plans, with no plan at all for the Albanian
side; inadequate implementation of existing management plans - LF, LPW
2.2. Lack of a comprehensive integrated basin-wide river basin management plan - LPW

27

J. Liu, G. Kattel, H. Peter H. Arp, H. Yang (2015). Most definitions for the term “ecological threshold” emphasize
the non-linearity of ecological or biological responses to pressures caused by human interventions or natural
processes. An ecological threshold is the point, or ‘tipping point’, at which there is an abrupt change in an
ecosystem quality, property or phenomenon, or where small changes in environmental drivers can lead to dramatic
changes to an ecosystem. Thresholds and their associated stability towards different environmental drivers can be
conceptualized within a coupled socioeconomic–ecological system. Any restoration of losses in ecosystem services
after a threshold is crossed could be difficult or costly. Ecological Modelling, Volume 318, p. 265–274.
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2.3. Transboundary water co-operation institutions, such as the Prespa Park Management
Committee and its Working Group on Water Management are not yet operational, and funding
has not been secured for these mechanisms - LPW
2.4. Limited mechanisms for regional cross-border dialogue and information exchange on
water - LPW
2.5. Local bodies responsible for, or related with, water management are weak, such as
municipalities, primary sector producers’ co-operatives, land reclamation services or water
management bodies - LF, LC
2.6. Weak law enforcement regarding water protection measures, for example lack of
enforcement of the Codes of Good Agricultural Practice for farmers in Greece, which refer to
issues such as pesticide and fertiliser use, amongst others - LPW
3. Gaps in nature or resource management, conservation measures or infrastructure
3.1 Lack of sustainable irrigation systems; the drip irrigation system in GR has not yet been
constructed, while there is no organised scheme for sustainable irrigation in the fYR of
Macedonia - LF, LC
3.2. Lack of adequate agro-chemical packaging waste management system for the safe
disposal of hazardous waste - LF
3.3. Weak state support for environmentally friendly agricultural practices; in addition the CAP
is inadequately implemented in Greece as far as support for pro-environment measures is
concerned - LF, LC, LPW
3.4. Inadequate wastewater treatment schemes; not all settlements are connected to
adequate wastewater treatment plants, existing treatment plants are not adequately
maintained or require upgrading, and regulations on the discharge of effluents are not
enforced - LF
3.5. Solid waste management systems are inappropriate to serve local needs, leading to
dumping and other problems which affect water quality - LF
4. Gaps in the engagement and participation of local actors
4.1. The tourism sector is indifferent to water protection and management issues - LC
4.2. Lack of diversification in farming activities and crops, particularly a lack of alternative
choices which are both economically feasible and environmentally sustainable, leads to
intensive monocultures and the extensive use of agrochemicals - LC, LAL
4.3. Organic farming is poorly understood by farmers at basin-level, while organic products are
also inadequately promoted to markets, exacerbating the situation - LC, LAL
4.4. Inadequate involvement of local stakeholders in state water management planning
(participatory water governance) to a greater or lesser extent in all three countries - LPW, LIS,
LC
4.5. Local communities are unaware of the water status of Prespa’s water bodies and the
pressures on them at basin level - LC
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3.2.1.2. POTENTIAL AREAS OF INTERVENTION
In relation to the gaps mentioned above the following potential areas of intervention have
been identified:
1. Research, studies and experimentation on:
 Main water variables, risks and pressures in the entire basin and their impacts on lake
ecosystem functions, habitats and species, including the identification and assessment
of point and non-point sources of pollution in the entire watershed area;
 Status of groundwater in Prespa and its contribution to the eutrophication processes;
 Testing nutrient removal, or capture, and sediment trapping methodologies in Prespa
water bodies.
2. Policy, lobbying and advocacy actions on
 Secured funding and operation of the Transboundary Working Group for Water;
 Promotion of participatory water governance schemes in both Albania and the fYR of
Macedonia;
 Appropriate, systematic, long-term water monitoring in all three countries and at
transboundary level;
 Adequate national sub-basin water management plans and completion of a water
management plan in Albania;
 Comprehensive basin-wide management plan;
 Adequate wastewater treatment schemes;
 Adequate solid waste management schemes;
 Sustainable irrigation systems in all countries;
 State support for environmentally friendly agricultural practices;
 Policy and lobbying activities for enforcement of relevant legislation on water
protection;
 Strengthening of mechanisms for regional cross-border water dialogue and
information exchange for stakeholders.
3. Concrete pilot projects and activities and community-based projects such as
 Pilot projects on the diversification of primary sector activities through
experimentation with cultivation methods and crops less dependent on agrochemicals;
 Promotion of organic agriculture through pilot experimentation and marketing;
 Pilot implementation of nutrient removal, or capture, and sediment trapping
methodologies in Prespa water bodies;
 Development of a pilot waste management scheme for agro-chemical packaging
disposal in all countries;
 Community-based, participatory water management and monitoring projects,
supported by integrated public awareness components, which seek to build capacity
and raise awareness through shared concrete actions, addressing weaknesses in local
bodies;
 Pilot activities on sustainable water management for tourism sector;
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 Pilot activities for local communities that will alter water quality deterioration, such as
the construction of pilot wastewater treatment at domestic scales.

3.2.2. SUSTAINABLE FOREST MANAGEMENT AND PRACTICES
The WWF PCTFFS identifies the improvement of forest management, the recovery of forest
integrity and the protection of Grecian juniper forests as conservation priorities at basin level.
The TSF identifies the sustainable management of forests as one of its priority strategies with
the following goals:
1 – The overall forest cover and the status of Grecian juniper, Macedonian pine and ancient
woodland should be maintained at 2015 levels, with an increase of ecological function and an
increase in biodiversity.
2 – The effective connectivity of Prespa with the Northern Pindos mountain range (in both
Greece and Albania) should be enabled.
Also, specifically for Albania:
3 – The communal forest area of 3,721 ha should be well managed and able to provide the
necessary firewood supply for the local population, in accordance with the respective
management plan.
4 – Forest integrity, in terms of structure and composition, and ecological connectivity should
be improved, in accordance with the respective management plan.
In chapters 1 and 2 enhancement of forest heterogeneity and connectivity was also discussed
as a current priority aspect of biodiversity conservation.
3.2.2.1. GAP ANALYSIS
The following management gaps have been identified for forests, with contributing factors
presented according to the key given in the introduction to this chapter:
1. Gaps in scientific knowledge or understanding of forest ecosystem functions, integrity and
connectivity
1.1. Lack of transboundary assessment of forest conservation status, including the impacts of
unsustainable management, and of alternative sustainable practices - LPW, LIS
1.2. Lack of implementation of a common forest monitoring system across the basin, in order
to collect data meaningful for both national and transboundary management - LPW, LIS
1.3. Lack of NATURA 2000 habitat type mapping according to the EU Habitats Directive
(92/43/EEC) in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia to indicate the important stands and habitats
(including in non-protected areas in the basin) and to serve as a tool for supporting
conservation of priority habitats and advocating against illegal and/or potentially destructive
development works - LC
2. Gaps in the institutional framework, legislation or governance
2.1. Forestry public services are weak (lack of resources, capacity and personnel) and cannot
develop, apply and maintain ecosystem-oriented forest management - LC, LF, LPW
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2.2. Non-integrated approaches in forestry management plans, which are focused solely on
logging for income and do not include environmental considerations such as habitat values,
watershed management values, and biodiversity enhancement values - LC, LF
2.3. Lack of alternative management practices in order to avert forest homogenisation, which
leads to a decrease in undergrowth complexity, less open spaces and a decrease of available
food resources for wildlife - LC, LF
2.4. Forests are under different management regimes with different aims in the 3 countries; a
unified approach is lacking - LPW, LIS
2.5. In Greece and Albania illegal logging needs to be significantly limited and wardening is
insufficient; actually illegal cutting in Albania - also by loggers from outside the basin - spills
over to Greece, where parts of the border forests have been degraded; the problem requires a
transboundary approach for effective wardening and law enforcement - LC, LF, LPW, LIS
2.6. Forest management policies and practices need review and adjustment regarding grazing
as a management tool, grazing pressure, forest regeneration and maintenance of mature
stands and individual trees - LC, LPW
3. Gaps in nature or resource management, conservation measures or infrastructure
3.1. In Albania, uncontrolled logging by local communities that depend on firewood for fuel is
creating high pressure at certain locations; alternative solutions are still in their infancy - LC,
LF, LPW
3.2. Lack of management of Grecian juniper forests in Albania and the fYR of Macedonia - LF,
LIS
3.3. Alternative sources of revenue, such as developing the sustainable exploitation of nontimber forest products and ecotourism initiatives, are needed for the national parks - LC
4. Gaps in engagement and participation of local actors
4.1. Loggers’ co-operatives and other local stakeholders lack awareness of the impacts of
unsustainable forest practices, coupled with lack of awareness of sustainable alternatives - LC
4.2. Lack of organised initiatives on sustainable exploitation of non-timber forest products
(apart from Pelister NP) - LC
3.2.2.2. POTENTIAL AREAS OF INTERVENTION
In relation to the gaps mentioned above the following potential areas of intervention have
been identified:
1. Research and studies on
 Transboundary assessment of forest conservation status, including the impacts of
unsustainable management and proposals on alternative sustainable practices;
 Transboundary Strategic Document for Forestry, focusing on guidelines for sustainable
forest management;
 Transboundary assessment of forest ecosystem services;
 Assessment of the conservation status of forests using bird species as indicators;
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 Assessment of NATURA 2000 habitat types according to Habitats Directive (in Albania
and the fYR of Macedonia), including the non-protected areas of the basin.
2. Policy, lobbying and advocacy actions on
 Implementation of a transboundary forest monitoring system;
 Transboundary co-operation of forestry services in order to improve forest
management targets, regimes and wardening;
 Improved forest management plans, including provisions for the increase of
heterogeneity, improved management practices, new management objectives such as
habitat values, biodiversity enhancement, forest regeneration and protection of
mature stands and individual trees;
 Improved enforcement of regulations and laws on forest protection and management;
 Review and adjustment of forest management policies regarding grazing as a
management tool.
3. Concrete pilot projects or activities, community-based projects, awareness-raising
campaigns and capacity-building activities such as
 Actions for conservation and a sustainable wood supply through sustainable forest
management inside the Prespa National Park (AL);
 Revision and implementation of the Grecian juniper forests Action Plan at
transboundary level;
 Intensive forestation activities for firewood production (AL);
 Continuation of pilot projects on alternative energy sources and energy saving for
heating;
 Community-based projects on the use of alternative energy sources and energy saving
devices;
 Community-based projects for the sustainable exploitation of non-timber forest
products;
 Local awareness-raising campaigns aimed at local stakeholders and decision-makers on
the value of the forests of Prespa, the use of grazing as a forest management tool and
the sustainable use of the non-timber forest products;
 Capacity-building projects for managers on sustainable forestry management and
monitoring, including the sustainable exploitation of non-timber products.

3.2.3. SUSTAINABLE

AGRICULTURE AND PROTECTION OF HIGH NATURE VALUE

(HNV )

FARMLAND

The WWF PCTFFS does not identify specific conservation priorities per country with regard to
agriculture and grazing, however it does conclude upon the following thematic area as a
funding priority for the PONT: Advance a new development paradigm and enhance
opportunities for local communities.
This funding priority is directly linked with sustainable agriculture, as communities in the
Prespa basin are largely engaged in primary sector activities. In order to promote human
wellbeing the development of this sector should take conservation priorities into
consideration. In particular, sub-priority b – Support the sustainable socio-economic
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development of local communities – emphasises the need to leverage opportunities in
agriculture for the benefit of both biodiversity and people.
The TSF identifies sustainable and traditional farming as one of its priority strategies with the
following goals:
1 – For states to identify HNV farmland systems in the Prespa basin, using appropriate
indicators, in accordance with national or EU provisions;
2 – To increase the agricultural area on which environmentally friendly agricultural practices,
including grazing, are implemented;
3 – To identify and increase the local varieties cultivated in the basin, and to maintain nucleus
herds of the Prespa Dwarf cattle and establish new ones.
In chapters 1 and 2 conventional agriculture was presented as a top threat to many elements
that should be conserved in the WPA, HNV farmland was also discussed as a current priority
aspect of biodiversity conservation.
3.2.3.1. GAP ANALYSIS
The following current management gaps have been identified for this priority area for
conservation, with contributing factors presented according to the key given in the
introduction to this chapter:
1. Gaps in knowledge or understanding
1.1. Lack of mapping of HNV farmland at basin level - LF, LPW, LC
1.2. Lack of transboundary assessment of HNV farmland ecosystem services - LF, LC
1.3. Lack of identification of local varieties cultivated or local animal breeds in the basin and of
proposals for their use and preservation - LC, LF
2. Gaps in the institutional framework, legislation or governance
2.1. Lack of a revised Transboundary Strategic Action Plan on conservation and sustainable
development - LPW
2.2. Lack of policy measures that will substantially support the ‘green’ identity of products of
the National Parks in the WPA and conservation-friendly primary sector initiatives at basin
level - LPW, LC, LIS
2.3. Decision-makers are unaware of the impacts of under-grazing on biodiversity and the risk
of wildfires from the resulting accumulation of biomass - LC
2.4. Lack of inter-sectoral co-operation of the environmental and agricultural state authorities
in all three countries – LC, LPW
2.5. Grazing management plans do not take conservation into account and do not support the
use of grazing as a conservation management tool for HNV areas - LC, LF
2.6. Inadequate wardening for illegal agricultural practices - LPW
2.7. Lack of spatial planning in the basin (AL and GR) - LF, LPW
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2.8. Inadequate implementation of the CAP in Greece and no effective control on the
implementation of cross compliance regulations. CAP implementation in the country does not
yet adequately support the use of grazing as a management tool in protected areas. Generally,
Greece appears to be lagging behind in the preparation of specifications necessary for
implementation of the CAP, including measures for the sustainable management of natural
resources in agriculture - LPW, LF, LC
2.9. Weak producers’ governance schemes hinder engagement and consequently the
promotion of newly introduced perspectives on the implementation of environmental friendly
activities - LC
3. Gaps in nature or resource management, conservation measures or infrastructure
3.1. Lack of sufficient incentives for farmers to diversify their crops and implement
environmentally friendly activities at basin level - LF, LC
3.2. Lack of site-specific pilot cultivation of alternative crops in order to promote agricultural
diversification - LF, LC, LPW
3.3. Lack of long-term systematic and integrated initiatives that will increase the overall
capacity of farmers (environmentally friendly practices, organisation of groups of producers,
promotion and marketing of products etc.) - LC, LF
3.4. Lack of a successful application of an environmentally friendly agricultural model in
practice at basin level - LC, LF
3.5. Under-explored alternative sources of income other than from the primary sector - LF, LC,
3.6. Grazing infrastructure, such as shelters and water-troughs, is insufficient to support
adequate grazing in areas where under-grazing is a problem - LF
3.7. In Albania, increases in land cultivation due to rural development policies conflict with the
conservation objectives of the park. Generally across the WPA, economic development takes
precedence over biodiversity conservation as the latter is assumed to involve a sacrifice in
wellbeing; there is a lack of understanding of modern ideas of the environment as natural
capital - LC
4. Gaps in the engagement and participation of local actors
4.1. Lack of ‘green’ identity and labelling of Prespa Park products - LPW, LC
4.2. Organic production is low, as are new forms of environmentally friendly production in all 3
countries, and so faces problems, both in establishing a new activity and in the marketing of
small quantities of produce; infrastructure for small-scale processing and marketing does not
support producers in meeting demand for sustainable produce - LF, LC
4.3. Lack of successful pilot efforts that will provide alternative crops to current monocultures LC, LIS
4.4. Lack of pilot implementation of alternative farming measures that will contribute to
biodiversity, such as hedgerows for example - LC, LIS
4.5. Lack of adequate promotion of traditional stockbreeding products contributes to
decreasing employment, resulting in land abandonment or reduction of land management - LC
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3.2.3.2. POTENTIAL AREAS OF INTERVENTION
In relation to the gaps mentioned above the following potential areas of intervention have
been identified:

1. Research or studies on





Mapping of HNV farmland and determining HNV indicators at basin level;
Protection of agro-biodiversity of Prespa basin (local plant varieties, local breeds);
Certification system for Prespa Park products;
Assessment on the present and long-term impacts of monocultures and existing nonbalanced economic activities on society, economy and biodiversity.

2. Policy, lobbying and advocacy actions on
 Revision of Strategic Action Plan for the sustainable development of the Prespa Park
and implementation thereof;
 Adequate grazing management plans that will take into consideration the role of
grazing in habitat conservation and management;
 Improved, or completion of, spatial planning in all three countries;
 Incorporation of conservation needs and ecosystem services approach in rural
development policies; seeking sectoral co-operation among ministries and state
authorities;
 Promotion of incentives for traditional stockbreeding and HNV farming to decisionmakers;
 Establishment of a certification system for the Prespa Park products;
 Proper inclusion and implementation of measures to support conservation in the CAP
in Greece;
 Strengthening participation of the staff of the national parks in the implementation of
conservation-friendly primary sector initiatives.
3. Concrete conservation pilot projects or activities, community-based projects and capacitybuilding activities such as
 Pilot demonstration of cultivation and marketing of alternative organic crops;
 Pilot ecotourism and/or agro-tourism initiatives;
 Community-based projects for infrastructure required for sustainable agricultural
management and grazing;
 Community-based projects for small-scale processing and marketing infrastructure;
 Community-based pilot projects aiming at environmentally friendly practices,
sustainable alternative sources of income, organisational setting of groups of
producers, marketing techniques and alternative crops; study on best marketing
techniques for organic produce in Prespa;
 Capacity building for national park staff to support conservation-friendly primary
sector initiatives;
 Capacity building for local stakeholders and co-operatives on the certification of
Prespa Park products and its use for the promotion of their products;
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 Capacity building for local stakeholders on ecosystem services and HNVF values at
basin level.

3.2.4. CONSERVATION
BATS , WILD PLANTS

OF PRIORITY SPECIES

–

WATERBIRDS , FISH, LARGE CARNIVORES ,

As far as conservation priorities with regard to priority species are concerned, the WWF
PCTFFS identifies the priority of wildlife conservation for Albania, integrating biodiversity and
ecosystem services across sectors for the fYR of Macedonia and favourable conservation status
for the habitat types and species of the Prespa National Park for Greece.
The TSF identifies several strategies with regard to priority species, with the following goals:
Pelicans and other priority waterbirds
1 – The Dalmatian pelican, great white pelican and pygmy cormorant will maintain
favourable conservation status.
2 – The breeding populations of purple heron, squacco heron and night heron will have
increased.
3 – The following waterbirds will at least maintain their populations: ferruginous duck,
great white egret, little egret, grey heron, glossy ibis, greylag goose and goosander.
Important and endemic fish
1 – The populations of native fish species and carp will remain at least at current levels.
Large carnivores
1 – Research on the grey wolf has increased knowledge and a conservation action plan has
been elaborated.
2 – 75% of the goals and objectives of the existing brown bear conservation action plan will
be achieved.
3 – The level of the Balkan lynx population will be up to 50% of the carrying capacity of the
appropriate habitat of the area.
Bats
1 – Knowledge of the ecological requirements of bats allows the formulation of appropriate
conservation measures.
2 – Legal and physical protection for sites used by the colonies of Rhinolophus hipposideros
will be ensured.
3 – Bat requirements will be incorporated in all relevant management plans and practices.
Wild plants
1 – Knowledge of wild plants in the entire basin is improved and a common database is
established.
2 – The conservation status of important species is estimated on the basis of IUCN criteria
and threats for the most important ones are known.
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3 – The habitats of Aldrovandra vesiculosa in Great Prespa Lake are restored and the plant
reintroduced, while populations of other water and marsh species are maintained.
In chapters 1 and 2 it was also highlighted that conservation of priority species of flora and
fauna is one of the main priorities and long-term challenges in the WPA.
3.2.4.1. GAP ANALYSIS
The following current management gaps have been identified for this priority area for
conservation, with contributing factors presented according to the key given in the
introduction to this chapter
1. Gaps in knowledge or understanding of species ecological needs and population trends
1.1. Lack of knowledge on the distribution, movement patterns and ecology of large carnivores
at basin level - LF
1.2. Lack of knowledge on the population trends and ecological needs of selected waterbird
species, such as herons, ferruginous duck, glossy ibis etc. at basin level - LF
1.3. Lack of transboundary monitoring of rare wildlife species as has been specified in the TMS
- LPW, LF
1.4. Lack of study on the impacts of invasive fish species on endemic species - LF
1.5. Lack of knowledge of population and spatial distribution of plant species (especially for
those that are affected by wild plant collection) at basin level - LF
1.6. Lack of knowledge of the possible effects of climate change on the priority species of the
WPA and of the designing of mitigation measures - LF, LC
2. Gaps in the institutional framework, legislation or governance
2.1. Inadequate wardening results in illegal fishing, hunting and plant collection - LC, LPW
2.2. Limited capacity of national park staff to plan and implement conservation and monitoring
activities - LF, LPW
2.3. Lack of co-operation of national parks in management and wardening - LPW, LIS
2.4. Not all the catchment basin area is protected - LPW
2.5. Weak legislation does not protect all large carnivores (wolf hunting is not illegal in the fYR
of Macedonia) - LPW
2.6. Lack of co-ordination of competent authorities and/or unclear jurisdictional division
between authorities for dealing with illegal poisoning - LPW, LC
2.7. Lack of special requirements and restrictions regarding fish restocking - LPW
2.8. Limited number of transboundary action plans; the few which do exist are not
implemented adequately - LPW, LC, LF
3. Gaps in nature or resource management, conservation measures or infrastructure
3.1. Inadequate capacity for addressing illegal hunting pressures on wild ungulate populations
grazing on sub-alpine meadows - LPW, LC, LF
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3.2. Lack of support or infrastructure for breeding authentic shepherding dogs (the use of such
dogs is part of efforts to mitigate damage to livestock from large carnivores) - LF
3.3. Limited means for controlling wildfires in forests, wetlands and drainage ditches - LC, LF
3.4. Insufficient wetland vegetation management: Not enough wet meadows and open water
areas for waterbirds to feed and fish to spawn - LF, LC
3.5. Inadequate management of vegetation in drainage ditches - LF, LC, LPW
4. Gaps in the engagement and participation of local actors
4.1. Lack of awareness at transboundary level on the impacts of invasive fish species,
unsustainable plant collection and poisoning - LC, LF, LPW, LIS
4.2. Lack of alternative methods to tackle depredation by large carnivores at basin level - LC, LF
4.3. Insufficient compensation system for depredation by large carnivores at basin level - LPW,
LC
3.2.4.2. POTENTIAL AREAS OF INTERVENTION
In relation to the gaps mentioned above the following potential areas of intervention have
been identified:
1. Research, studies and other scientific activities on
 The distribution, movement patterns and ecology of large carnivores at basin level;
 Ecological preferences of selected waterbird species such as the ferruginous duck,
glossy ibis and purple heron;
 Implementation of transboundary monitoring for rare wildlife species, as specified in
the TMS;
 Population trends of endemic fish species and the potential impacts of invasive fish
species;
 Monitoring and evaluation of the conservation status of habitats and plant species of
Community Interest;
 Preparation of action plans for rare wildlife species at basin level.
2. Policy, lobbying and advocacy actions on





Co-operation of management bodies on species protection;
Improved enforcement of regulations and laws in protected areas;
All catchment basin area under protection status;
Improvement of legislation regarding wolf protection in Albania and the fYR of
Macedonia;
 Increase of capacity of national park staff on management and monitoring of rare
species;
 Improving compensation systems for damage caused by large carnivores;
 Promotion of special requirements -if not a ban- and restrictions regarding fish
restocking.
 Implementation of action plans for rare wildlife species, including the existing ones;
3. Concrete pilot projects and activities, community-based projects, awareness-raising
campaigns and capacity-building activities such as
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Wetland vegetation management for wildlife and biodiversity;
Management of vegetation in drainage ditches targeting biodiversity of HNVF areas;
Measures for prevention of wildfires in forests;
Mitigation measures for decrease of conflicts between animal grazing and large
carnivores.
 Local awareness-raising campaigns aimed at local communities and decision-makers
on the impacts of invasive fish species and unsustainable plant collection, the impacts
of poisoning and alternative methods to tackle depredation by large carnivores;
 Capacity building for national parks on planning and implementing conservation and
monitoring;
 Community-based projects on plant protection (cultivation of mountain tea or other
pharmaceutical plants, volunteer groups for monitoring and protection of plants etc.).

3.2.5 CONSERVATION
GRASSLANDS , CAVES

OF

LANDSCAPE

AND

PRIORITY

HABITATS

–

WETLANDS ,

The WWF PCTFFS identifies the following conservation priorities with regard to priority
habitats:
AL– Specific habitats of juniper and reeds;
GR – The management of wetland vegetation in Lesser Prespa Lake;
GR – The favourable conservation status for the habitat types and species of the Prespa
National Park;
GR – The quality of the landscape;
MK – Integrating biodiversity and ecosystem services across sectors;
The TSF identifies several focus points with regard to priority habitats, with the following goals:
Wetlands
1 – Critical wetland habitat types to be in good conservation status and at least of the same
extent as in 2015
Grasslands
1 – Priority grassland habitat types to be maintained at their 2015 level of extent in all three
countries
Landscapes
1 – Landscape mosaic to be maintained in accordance with a landscape study carried out by
2025
Caves
1 – Legal and physical protection for all important caves known to date to be used by
breeding colonies of Rhinolophus hipposideros is ensured
In chapters 1 and 2 it was also argued that the conservation of these habitats is one of the
main priorities, while conservation of wetlands is also one of the long-term challenges in the
WPA.
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3.2.5.1. GAP ANALYSIS
The following current management gaps have been identified for this priority area for
conservation, with contributing factors presented according to the key given in the
introduction to this chapter:
1. Gaps in knowledge or understanding of ecosystem representation, functions and trends
1.1. NATURA 2000 habitat mapping has not been applied across the entire basin, thus the
baseline coverage of priority grassland and wetland habitats (amongst others) is unknown LIS, LPW, LF
1.2. Lack of monitoring and evaluation of the conservation status of habitats at basin level - LF,
LC, LIS
1.3. Lack of knowledge about the provision of ecosystem services at basin level - LF, LC
1.4. Lack of a study on the landscapes of Prespa, focusing on prioritisation of aesthetic
importance, zoning for landscape preservation, important landscapes for tourism etc. - LF,
LPW
1.5. Lack of knowledge of the possible effects of climate change in the priority species of the
WPA, and of the designing of mitigation measures - LF, LC
2. Gaps in the institutional framework, legislation or governance
2.1. Lack of transboundary wetland and pasture habitat management plans - LPW, LF
2.2. RBMPs do not properly take priority habitats into account, particularly with regard to the
degradation of streams due to hydropower installations, amongst others (dams, weirs,
channelization, dredging etc.) - LC, LPW
2.3. Spatial plans are lacking, or are insufficient, allowing construction in sensitive habitats
and/or outside of settlements where it negatively impacts the landscape; developments or
change in land use also lead to loss, degradation or fragmentation of habitats LPW, LC
2.4. Inappropriate or lack of, zoning contributes to problems with illegal sand and gravel
extraction - LC, LPW
2.5. EIAs are frequently not of high quality and do not properly identify environmental impacts
- LF, LC, LPW
2.6. Construction and development has sometimes been allowed without EIAs, due regard to
laws and proper process - LPW, LC
2.7. Relevant authorities lack the capacity to provide properly informed opinions on EIAs - LF,
LPW
2.8. Lack of adequate solid waste management in the WPA; lack of management of building,
construction and demolition wastes leading to uncontrolled dumping - LF, LC
2.9. Wardening against illegal activities with negative impacts on habitats is inefficient - LPW,
LF
3. Gaps in nature or resource management, conservation measures or infrastructure
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3.1. Lack of suitable infrastructure for mechanical wetland and pasture vegetation
management - LF, LC
3.2. The impacts of ill-sited and inappropriate renewable energy installations are inadequately
monitored or not monitored at all - LF, LC, LPW
3.3. Lack of restoration in degraded river, streams and tributaries at basin level - LC, LF
3.4. Lack of proper management of drainage ditches results in uncontrolled wildfires
frequently threatening breeding waterbird colonies and reedbed habitat - LF, LC
3.5. Effective recycling systems are not in place across the basin - LF, LC
4. Gaps in the engagement and participation of local actors
4.1. Lack of understanding of ecosystem services across the basin and of their value for human
wellbeing - LF, LC, LPW
4.2. Stakeholders lack awareness on the impacts of sand and gravel extraction - LF, LPW, LC
4.3. Stakeholders and local communities lack awareness on the impacts of inappropriate waste
disposal - LF, LC
4.4. Local communities lack awareness on proper recycling methods - LF, LC
4.5. Lack of community-based volunteer projects for the implementation of site specific
concrete conservation actions - LF, LC, LIS
3.2.5.2. POTENTIAL AREAS OF INTERVENTION
In relation to the gaps mentioned above the following potential areas of intervention have
been identified:
1. Research and studies on
 NATURA 2000 habitat type mapping and development of monitoring and evaluation
system on conservation status of habitats at basin level;
 Transboundary wetland and pasture vegetation management plans;
 Landscape at the transboundary level;
 Spatial Plans, where needed;
 Socio-economic Impact Studies, to counteract unsustainable development claims;
 Ecosystem services assessment, indicators and mapping at basin level.
2. Policy, lobbying and advocacy actions on
 Proper consideration of habitats in RBMPs;
 Protection and restoration of important wetland habitats functioning as fish spawning
and waterbird feeding grounds;
 Improved spatial planning with application of SEA procedures;
 Improved enforcement of regulations and laws;
 Improved waste management and recycling systems.
3. Concrete pilot projects and activities, community-based projects, awareness-raising
campaigns and capacity-building activities such as:
 Implementation of wetland and pasture vegetation management activities;
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 Restoration of degraded streams;
 Revision and implementation of the existing transboundary Habitat Action Plan on
reedbeds;
 Monitoring the impacts of ill-sited renewable energy installations, mapping of areas
sensitive to such installations and support of mitigation measures;
 Local awareness-raising campaigns aimed at local communities and decision-makers
on the impacts of sand and gravel extraction, the negative impacts of unsustainable
development, correct waste disposal techniques and recycling methods, ecosystem
services and their value for human wellbeing;
 Capacity building for national parks and local authorities on assessing EIAs, wardening,
and integrating cultural and landscape values into habitat management;
 Community-based projects on waste disposal techniques and recycling methods.
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ANNEX I TABLE OF MAIN CONSERVATION PROJECTS IN THE WPA

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

P.1. Two main transboundary
symposia, as well as four
congresses of Ecologists of
Macedonia with international
participation (TB)

1997, 2000

Not known

P.2. GFA Terra, 2005: Feasibility
Study Project Preparation &
Development of the
Transboundary Prespa Park
Project Part III Republic of
Albania, Project Concept Prespa
National Park (TB)

2004-2005

P.3. Support to the Society for
the Protection of Prespa (SPP)
(GR)

1991-2016

€760,000

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

PPNEA

PPNEA

MES,
Ecologists’
Movement of
Macedonia,
Aristotle
University of
Thessaloniki,
Greece,
Association
“Prespa” from
Resen

MES, Ecologists’
Movement of
Macedonia, Aristotle
University of
Thessaloniki, Greece,
Association “Prespa”
from Resen

The 1 Prespa Symposium, entitled “Towards Integrated
Conservation and Sustainable Development of Great and Small
nd
Lake Prespa” (Korçë, 1997), 2 Prespa Symposium on the topic
“Sustainable Development of Prespa Transboundary Region”,
(Oteševo, 2000)

KfW

GFA Consulting Group
GmbH

st

Aiming to explore various investment options in Albania and the
fYR of Macedonia to contribute as co-funding to the full GEF
regional project.
See more in the “Preliminary Hydrology Report, part of the KfW
Feasibility Study for the Project Preparation & Development of
the Transboundary Prespa Park project”

Approx.
€18,000,000

MAVA, the EU
LIFE
programme,
and various
other donors

See sub-projects below

See Annex III

PROJECT TITLE
P.3.1. Study on the interaction
between Lake Micro Prespa and
River Devolli (AL)

P.3.2. Development of a
Transboundary Environmental
Monitoring System (TMS) (See P.4.1)
(TB)

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2005-2006

€160,000

Hellenic Aid of
the Ministry of
Foreign
Affairs-GR and
MAVA

SPP, PPNEA

The artificial connection of the Devoll River with Lesser Prespa
Lake for irrigation of the Korçë plain in the 1970s was the most
destructive human intervention in Lesser Prespa Lake, which
over time caused extensive sedimentation of the lake.

MAVA, GEF

SPP, UNDP-MK, TdVFR and national and
international experts

2007-2012

SPP:
€563,000

The study documented for the first time the hydrological and
ecological effects of the diversion and proposed measures for
addressing them, including the cessation of the diversion.
The monitoring system addressed a variety of areas, such as fish,
birds and other biodiversity, aquatic vegetation, forest and
terrestrial ecosystems, water quality, land use and socioeconomic aspects. A transboundary monitoring study-document
and several reports on the pilot field monitoring activities
implemented per thematic area were produced. The TMS was
developed with the contribution of national and international
scientists and under the guidance of a multi-stakeholder working
group composed of representatives from all three countries.
Budget figures refer to SPP budget for the project. The scientific
and technical work was covered by this part of the budget, while
the trilateral consultations were funded and organised by the
GEF/UNDP project.

P.3.3. Monitoring of basic water
parameters (GR)

1991 to date

€115,000
SPP

MAVA

SPP and MBPNP

Measuring the water level and the water temperature of the lake
on a regular basis.
Measurements are used, among others, for the management of
the water level which is being done is done via the sluice of
Koula and is carried out according to the recommendations
produced in the framework of the LIFE02 NAT/GR/008494 (see
P.3.12).
The SPP has measured water parameters since 1991, while the
MBPNF has also done so (though on a sporadic basis, due to
various financial constraints since 2008)

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.3.4. Quick assessment of water and
sediment quality in the Prespa Lakes,
Greece (GR)

2012-2013

€10,640

MAVA

SPP, B-Ware Research
Centre/ Wageningen
Univ./ Radboud Univ.
Nijmegen - NL, TdV-FR

Assessment confirmed elevated nutrient levels in the lakes and
concluded that there was a need for in-depth research in order
to better understand the situation.

P.3.5. Eutrophication assessment of
Prespa Lakes using biochemical
indicators (GR)

2013-2017

€130,000

MAVA

SPP, B-Ware Research
Centre/ Wageningen
Univ./ Radboud Univ.
Nijmegen - NL, TdV-FR

The project focuses on Lesser Prespa Lake, aiming to investigate
the complex eutrophication processes and assess their severity
and root causes. Pilot interventions are currently being planned
for the limitation of nutrient inflows into the water, while
increased knowledge on ecosystem functioning will significantly
contribute to the specification of future conservation efforts. All
experimental work is covered by the research institutes on a pro
bono base

P.3.6. Study for the determination of
the fluctuation of the water level of
Lake Mikri Prespa (GR)

2000-2001

€11,500

MAVA

SPP, endorsed by the
Municipality of Prespa

Aiming to determine possible scenarios of the water level
fluctuation of Lesser Prespa Lake. This study formed the basis for
the construction of the sluice at Koula.

P.3.7. Support to the transboundary
Prespa Park and the Prespa Park Coordination Committee (TB)

1999 to date

€50,000 /
year

MAVA

WWF-GR,
Ramsar/MedWet,
national governments,
local authorities,
partner NGOs, UNDPMK

This project includes lobbying for the Prime Ministerial
Declaration on the Creation of the Transboundary Prespa Park,
work as the Secretariat of the PPCC, promotion of water cooperation, and lobbying for the 2010 Agreement. The PPCC was
an interim ten-member body composed of representatives of the
national environmental authorities, the local municipalities and
the environmental NGOs active in the region, as well as a
permanent observer from the Ramsar/MedWet Initiative.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.3.8. Strategic Action Plan for the
Sustainable Development of the
Prespa Park (TB)

2001-2002

€175,000

Bilateral
Development
Assistance
Programme of
the Ministry of
Environment GR, MAVA

SPP, PPNEA, MES,
WWF -GR , national &
international experts

The plan was the first joint project of the three neighbouring
countries and one of the first steps towards the formulation of a
common vision between the three peoples. Its target is to set the
basis for the discussion on the future of the area and form a
product of close collaboration of the NGOs actively participating
and of several independent experts. The aim of the plan is: to
outline the Prespa Park objectives in order to facilitate future
discussions; as well as to describe in the clearest possible way
the institutional, economic, management initiatives and
procedures that should be taken in order to enable the
accomplishment of these objectives.

P.3.9. Establishment and operation
of PrespaNet (TB)

2013 to date

SPP:
approx.
€250,000

MAVA

SPP, MES, PPNEA, and
international NGOs

PrespaNet is a network of environmental NGOs established in
2013 with the signing of an Agreement of Co-operation by the
NGOs the Macedonian Ecological Society (fYR of Macedonia),
Protection and Preservation of the Natural Environment of
Albania (Albania) and the Society for the Protection of Prespa
(Greece). It aims at enhancing co-operation and the flow of
information, and to influence environmental policies in the
region. Together with the Frankfurt Zoological Society,
EuroNatur, SAVE Foundation, Plantlife and KORA the PrespaNet
partners have worked on a transboundary conservation strategy
for the WPA.
The budget reference relates only to the funds spent by SPP. See
also P.38

P.3.10. SPP water policy strategy (GR
and TB)

2008 to date

Approx.
€35,000
/year

MAVA

Planning is undertaken
by the SPP, which
however seeks cooperation with
respective water
stakeholders (i.e.
MBPNP, PrespaNet
partners etc.) for the
implementation of
advocacy actions and
project activities

Facilitation, information exchange, lobbying and advocacy,
awareness raising and capacity building at the national and
transboundary level.
An important long-term activity in this strategy is lobbying and
technical support for the conversion of the existing irrigation
system into drip irrigation.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2003

€82,000

Hellenic Aid,
SPP

SPP, PPNEA

Financial support was provided for 1 year to the PPCC and its
Secretariat. In addition in the framework of this project, the firefighting authorities from the 3 countries met for the first time to
discuss problems and opportunities for emergency co-operation
to combat cross-border wildfires and a relevant research report
was produced. Finally, the mayors from the 3 sides of the basin
met for the first time to discuss issues of joint concern and
issued an important political statement.

P.3.12. Conservation of priority bird
species in Lake Mikri Prespa, Greece
(LIFE02 NAT/GR/008494) (GR)

2002-2007

€1,477,971

EU LIFE and
MAVA

SPP, Municipality of
Prespa, MBPNP

Through this project the SPP applied large-scale restoration of
wet meadows through the construction of the sluice connecting
Lesser Prespa Lake to Great Prespa Lake and the management of
littoral vegetation at the shallower parts. A guideline document
was prepared on the restoration and maintenance of wet
meadows regarding both water and vegetation management. A
full account of solutions on the issue of flooded farmland was
provided. All guidelines currently form the basis for wetland
management, including the purchase of inundated farmland and
the operation of the Wetland Management Committee (WMC).

P.3.12.1. Construction of a sluice
gate regulating Lesser Prespa Lake
outflow to Great Prespa Lake (GR)

2003-2005

€581,000

EU, MAVA

SPP

2007 to date

€56,000
from the SPP

LIFE EU, MAVA

SPP, MBPNP, local
regional and national
stakeholders

P.3.11. Support to the Prespa Park
Institutional Co-operation

P.3.12.2. Establishment and
Operation of the Wetland
Management Committee (WMC)
(GR)

Minor costs
are covered
by the
MBPNP from
the donors
in the next
cell

EU / European
Regional
Development
Fund and
national funds
“Green Fund”

A participatory advisory body, consisting of 10 local, regional and
national stakeholders. The WMC was established in 2008 under
the auspices of the MBPNP and is technically supported by the
SPP. The following are members of the WMC: MBPNP, the SPP,
Ministry of Environment, the Decentralised Authority for EpirusWestern Macedonia (Department of Water and Department of
Environmental Design of Western Macedonia), Municipality of
Prespa, Local Agency for Land Reclamation, local stockbreeders’
association and fishery associations. Currently, it forms the main
forum for decision-making on wetland management and its aim
is to propose annual measures, taking into account both the
development of productive activities and wetland conservation.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

P.3.13. International Pelican
Research and Conservation Program
(IPRCP) (INT-GR)

1980 to date

SPP:
€405,000
from 20082016

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

TdV-FR (19802000), MAVA
(2000 to date),
Management
Bodies - GR
(2013-to date)

TdV-FR, SPP, 12
management bodies of
national parks in
Greece, and Balkan
partners

At its beginning the project entailed work in many countries,
mainly in SE Europe. In the early 1990s the SPP undertook to
carry out the work in Prespa, and since the period 2010-2014 the
SPP has succeeded TdV in leading the project. At present the
goals of this project are to: carry on the monitoring and
conservation work in Prespa, provide technical support to
partners doing the monitoring work in other breeding colonies of
the species in Greece and the Balkans and promote networking
and collaboration between those working for pelicans, primarily
in SE Europe as well as across the global range of the species.

A small
contribution
was given by
the Green Fund
P.3.14. Water bird monitoring (GR)

1991 to date

€5,000/ year

WWF-Int,
MAVA

SPP

P.3.15. Endemic Fish monitoring (GR)

1985 to date

€5,000/ year

TdV-FR (19802000), MAVA
(2000- to
date)

SPP, TdV-FR

P.3.16. Protection of the Pygmy
Cormorant and the Lesser White –
fronted Goose in Greece LIFE96
NAT/GR/003217 (GR)

1997-2000

€195,984

EU, WWF-Int,
WWF-GR

SPP; WWF-GR;
Laboratory of Range
Ecology, Faculty of
Forestry and Natural
Environment (Aristotle
University in
Thessaloniki); and the
TdV-FR

A
National Action Plan on the conservation of pygmy
cormorants was completed.

P.3.17. Experimental programme for
the restoration of wet meadows (GR)

1997-2000

€120,000

WWF-Int, Gen.
SecR. of
Research and
Technology,
Ministry of
Development

SPP, Commune of Pyli,
TdV-FR, Aristotle
University of
Thessaloniki

An experimental project on the restoration and management of
the wet meadows of Lesser Prespa Lake, using specific
techniques such as cutting and grazing with water buffaloes or
combinations of these, was implemented. It aimed at the
investigation of the effects of grazing, cutting, burning and
management on the vegetation and the evaluation of its
productivity and nutritional value. The results prescribed the
techniques and costs for the restoration and conservation of the
wet meadows.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

P.3.18. Acquisition of inundated
farmland in Lesser Prespa (GR)

1997-today

Not possible
to be
determined

2016-2021

€1,768,906

P.3.19. Waterbird conservation in
Lesser Prespa Lake: benefiting local
communities and building a climate
change resilient ecosystem
LIFE15 NAT/GR/000936 (GR)

BUDGET

FUNDING

EU, MAVA,
TdV-FR,
National
Observatory
of Athens

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

SPP, MBPNP,
Municipality of Prespa
and local stakeholders

The SPP has been working both politically and technically on the
idea that the water level should be managed in a way that would
meet ecological as well as irrigation needs for almost two
decades. Under project P.3.6. the notion that farmland close to
the lake affected by this management should be bought out was
formulated. Despite the agreement of stakeholders that has
been secured through this work the whole issue has not been
resolved so far. The MBPNP had secured funds in the period
2012-2015 for land acquisition (approx. €450,000), but these
funds were not used due to a series of legal and bureaucratic
hurdles (see P.23.4)

SPP, TdV-FR, National
Observatory of Athens

The overall project aim is to improve the conservation status of
target bird species in the area by addressing the major threats
such as: a) limited foraging areas for wading birds, b) obstruction
by reedbeds of the potential foraging sites and spawning of fish,
and c) the potentially devastating impact of avian flu on pelican
meta-populations. The project's conservation actions will also
help the ecosystem adapt to climate change, while providing
benefits to the local community.
Specific objectives are: a) increase suitable feeding habitats of
the target species, b) minimise target species’ mortality risk and
breeding failure due to reedbed fires, c) increase knowledge and
capacity on how to respond to disease outbreaks in pelicans, d)
benefit the local community by providing reed biomass for
agricultural fields, e) enhance transboundary collaboration on
wetland management, and f) increase environmental awareness
of the local community.
Concrete conservation actions are: a) Assessment of wetland
vegetation dynamics; b) Guidelines for wetland vegetation
management and vegetation management; c) Technical studies
for the restoration of function of stream mouths and
interventions in mouths; d) Feasibility study for alternative uses
of reed biomass and pilot application; e) Guidelines for
responding to incidences of disease outbreak.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.3.20. Establish, maintain and
support an international network of
collaborating bodies for Dalmatian
pelican conservation (INT)

2013 to date

€29,000

MAVA

SPP, in co-operation
with 12 Greek
management bodies,
the Hellenic
Ornithological Society
and pelican experts

The SPP organises nationwide censuses in Greece to assess the
number of non-breeders and is also training the personnel of
management authorities of protected areas hosting pelicans in
Greece. It collects breeding statistics from all the nesting
colonies of the species in SE Europe and Turkey. It has also
organised the first SE European Census of pelicans to assess the
overall population size and the number of non-breeders

P.3.21. Restoration and Conservation
of priority habitat 9562*Grecian
Juniper Woods in Prespa National
Park, GreeceLIFE12 NAT/GR/539 –
JunEx (GR)

2013–2017

€1,047,939

EU, MAVA

SPP, Greek Wetland
Biotope Centre, TEI of
Thessaly, TEI of
Eastern Macedonia &
Thrace, NAGREF

The project aims at alleviating the threat of encroachment of
broad-leaved vegetation on GJWs through silvicultural
treatments, and supports the re-introduction of goat grazing in
the treated areas, in order to limit the re-growth of broad-leaved
vegetation. This project promotes traditional animal husbandry
and standard forestry practices as a means to apply conservation
measures for critical habitats

P.3.22. NATURA 2000 study:
Registration, Assessment and
Geographical Representation of the
Range and Forest Habitat Types of
the Natura 2000 Sites Prespa
National Park (GR)

2010–2011

€57,000

MAVA

SPP, TEI Larissa

49 different habitat types, with 29 important and 7 priority
habitat types (according to ANNEX I of the Habitats Directive)
were identified, as well as their importance and the threats that
each habitat faces in detail, focusing on specific proposals for
conservation for several forest and pastoral habitats. The
habitat types are not only within the Prespa National Park but
also outside its boundaries, as important and priority habitat
types were observed to extend beyond the existing boundaries
and were being affected by activities originating outside the
Prespa National Park were also assessed.

P.3.23. Action Plan for the Prespa
Trout (GR-MK)

2005-2009

€90,000

MAVA

SPP, TdV-FR, BIOECOMK, Society for the
Sustainable
Development of
Brajcino -MK

In order to document the threats to the species and propose
conservation measures a scientific survey was conducted and a
“Species Action Plan” (2008), was published in the two local
languages and distributed to the national and local authorities in
both countries. Notably, owing to the importance of the species
for conservation, the Prespa trout was included as one of the
species to be monitored at the transboundary scale; however,
due to the lack of funds and capacity of the Pelister National Park
staff, monitoring is being implemented only in the Greek part by
the SPP.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.3.24. Status survey and
Conservation Action Plan for the bats
of Prespa (TB)

2009-2011

€45,000

MAVA

SPP, volunteers from
Groupe
Mammalogique Breton
- FR, bat specialists

Transboundary research and preparation of a transboundary
action plan. The completed work was presented to national park
staff in transboundary training workshops, both during the
compilation of the action plan and afterwards. New species were
found and mapping of roosting and hunting areas, at Prespa
basin level, was carried out. This project left two important
products, the first is the integrated and updated information on
the bats of the transboundary Prespa area that can be used any
time in the future as a reference base for monitoring and
conservation. The second product is a complete set of guidelines,
with suggestions, recommendations and technical details for the
protection, management and conservation of these mostly
overlooked animals.

P.3.25. Fish, Fisheries and European
Policy in the Prespa Basin

2010 – 2013

€715,234

EU, MAVA

SPP

The implementation of the project offered the SPP the
opportunity for the development of large-scale communication
activities such as a TV campaign, a documentary film,
environmental education material, publications and others on
fish and fisheries in Prespa

P.3.26. Action plan for the Prespa
Barbel (GR)

1995-1997

€5,000

TdV-FR, WWFInt

SPP

The project focused on the biology and ecology of the endemic
Prespa barbel, concluding with the production of a Species
Action Plan that has been implemented by approx. 50%.

P.3.27. “Flora and Vegetation of the
Prespa National Park” publication
(GR)

2016-2018

€11,000

Aage V. Jensen
Charity
FoundationDK

SPP

Prespa is a meeting point for the Mediterranean and Central
European biogeographical regions, with a large proportion of
Balkan endemics. More than 2000 plant species have been listed
only in the Greek part of the basin, among them many endemics.
The SPP is preparing this publication aiming at raising public
awareness on the importance of flora in Prespa.

P.3.28. Rescue and conservation
programme for the Prespa dwarf
cow, an indigenous breed in the
Prespa basin (GR-AL)

From 1991
to date

€11,000

MAVA and
SAVE
Foundation

SPP, SAVE Foundation,

As a result of these efforts at present three new nucleus herds
exist in Greece and Albania, raising the number of pure animals
to almost 80.

LIFE09 INF/GR/319 (GR)

AlbaGene,
Sun of Liqenas

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2005-2009

€91,000

WWF-GR
WWF-NL

SPP, MBPNP

OEMN was put into pilot implementation with bean farmers on
the Greek side in spring 2007 and produced the protocol and
label Prespa Park Product (only for beans)

P.3.30. Strategic planning for funding
opportunities through the new
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
(GR)

2015

€28,000

MAVA

SPP, bean farmers cooperative ‘Pelekanos’

The study focuses on eleven topics that provide a complete
overview of the financial measures to be found in the new CAP.
Each chapter describes ways of implementing environmentally
friendly measures, together with the potential benefits from
doing so, their importance and how they are connected to
Prespa.

P.3.31. Establishment of Information
Centres (GR)

1992-1993

€17,000 for
establishment

SPP

During its years of operation the SPP information centre received
more than 132,000 visitors and organised thousands of guided
tours in Prespa.

Operation of the information centres

Aage V. Jensen
Charity
FoundationDK

1994 - 2012

P.3.29. One Europe More Nature
(GR)

€530,000

WWF-Int,
MAVA

P.3.32. Restoration of a traditional
watermill in Agios Germanos (GR)

2013-2015

€105,000

Stavros
Niarchos
Foundation,
A.G. Leventis
Foundation,
MAVA

SPP, Municipality of
Prespa

The watermill is operating in co-operation with other local
stakeholders in a newly established informal scheme

P.3.33. Prespa Walking Guide (GR)

2009

€77,000

Aage V. Jensen
Charity
FoundationDK

SPP

A guidebook to walking footpaths in Greek Prespa, popular with
tourists who wish to explore the area

P.3.34. Enhancing the Ecotouristic
Identity of Prespa (GR)

2016-2017

€114,500

Aage V. Jensen
Charity
FoundationDK

SPP

Includes activities such as trail marking, the creation of a
network of tour guides and the promotion of the area through
different media.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

4-year
project

€ 2,098,860

Stavros
Niarchos
Foundation,
MAVA,
Municipality
of Prespa

SPP, the Municipality
of Prespa, the
Pelekanos Bean
Farmers Co-operative,
Cultural Associations

The project has three basic goals: a. To strengthen human
capital, particularly amongst young people; b. To incorporate
environmental values in productive and social processes; and c.
To strengthen social and institutional capital.

1992-2016

€286,000

WWF-Int,
MAVA, EU LIFE
programme

SPP

Environmental education activities designed and implemented
for local schools in all three countries, for visiting schools, and for
schools throughout the country for which ‘the suitcase of Prespa’
was prepared and dispatched.

P.3.37. Publication: Prespa, a story
for Man & Nature, Catsadorakis G

1996

€42,000

National Bank
of Greece,
Aage V. Jensen
FoundationDK

SPP

P.3.38. Publication: Fish and Fisheries
in the Prespa basin, Catsadorakis G.

1996

€3,000

WWF-Int, SPP

SPP

P.3.39. Publication: The book of
Pelicans, Catsadorakis G.

2002

€45,000

Aage V. Jensen
Foundation DK, MAVA

SPP

P.3.40. Capacity building of NGOs Establishment and operation of
Information Centre in Zagradec (AL)

2005 -2011

€335,000

MAVA

SPP, Women’s
Association of Lesser
Prespa

The operation of the information centre was undertaken by an
NGO which was established for this purpose, the Women’s
Association of Lesser Prespa. Local people were trained as ecoguides, and for five years a series of environmental education
activities followed and attracted more than 5000 students and
visitors.

P.3.41. Basic restoration work at the
St. Anna Byzantine church (GR)

2012

€9,000

MAVA

Ephorate of Byzantine
monuments of
Kastoria

Basic restoration of the Byzantine church dedicated to St. Anna,
on the shore of Lesser Prespa Lake in Greece, was paid for by the
SPP. The remnants of the church were recently discovered by
local people. This small project instigated a surprisingly vigorous
interest of locals in wetland management.

P.3.35. “The protected areas as a
vehicle for the sustainable
development of the Greek
countryside – The case of Prespa”
(GR)
P.3.36. Environmental Education (GR
and TB)

PROJECT TITLE
P.4. Integrated Ecosystem
Management in the Prespa Lakes
Basin of Albania, FYR of
Macedonia and Greece (IEMP)
(TB)

DURATION

BUDGET

2006-2012

$1,480,000
Allocated for
MK plus
$1,320,000
in total
allocated to
the project
activities in
Albania
$1,600,000
for the
cross-border
component
Budget
figures refer
to the total
amount
allocated to
the project
activities

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

GEF trust fund
& UNDP

UNDP-MK, Ministry of
Environment and
Physical Planning (FYR
of Macedonia), UNDPAL, Ministry of
Environment, Forests
and Water
Management –
Albania,

The Prespa Integrated Ecosystem Management (IEMP) project
was a Full-sized Project with total planned GEF support of $4.14
million and originally proposed co-financing was $8.64 million.
The UNDP was the implementing agency, and the project was
executed in three components, Albania and fYR of Macedonia
components, and the transboundary component. The overall
project goal was “The conservation and sustainable use of
globally significant biological diversity and trans-boundary water
resources of the Prespa lakes Basin.” The project objective was
“To catalyse the adoption of integrated ecosystem management
in the trans-boundary Prespa Lakes Basin of FYR-Macedonia,
Albania, and Greece to conserve globally significant biodiversity,
mitigate pollution of the trans-boundary lakes, and provide a
sustainable basis for the Basin’s further social and economic
development.” Although the project was technically structured
across five outcomes, in practice the project implementation
arrangements, with three separate project components (with
separate project management units, budgets, workplans, etc.)
meant that there were three individual sets of activities that
were intended to contribute to the outcomes, rather than one
set of activities for each outcome. The fYR of Macedonia
component is extensively discussed in the text (esp. section
1.2.1). Water-related activities of the Albanian project
component included actions for hydro-morphological
improvements (construction of a soil dam for blocking the
connection between Lesser Prespa Lake and Devolli River
system), small-scale pilot water monitoring activities and local
awareness activities. The transboundary project component
focused on strengthening the cross-border co-ordination
mechanism and fostering transboundary water conservation and
management. It also produced a Transboundary Diagnostic
Analysis and a Strategic Action Programme that are not
systematically implemented. The project included activities in
many other sectors, including capacity building.

SDC was also a
co-donor
during the
IEMP project
implementation period,
with separate
but
complementary projects

MBPNP and SPP-GR

PROJECT TITLE
P.4.1. Development of a
Transboundary Environmental
Monitoring System (TMS) (TB)

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2007-2012

GEF:

MAVA, GEF

UNDP-MK, SPP, TdVFR and national and
international experts

The monitoring system addressed a variety of areas, such as fish,
birds and other biodiversity, aquatic vegetation, forest and
terrestrial ecosystems, water quality, land use and socioeconomic aspects. A transboundary monitoring study-document
and several reports on the pilot field monitoring activities
implemented per thematic area were produced. The TMS was
developed with the contribution of national and international
scientists and under the guidance of a multi-stakeholder working
group composed of representatives from all three countries.

$80,000

(see P.3.2.)

Budget figures refer to the GEF budget for the project. The
trilateral consultations were funded and organised by this part of
the project, while the scientific and technical work was covered
by the SPP part.
P.4. 2. One-year surveillance water
monitoring (MK)

2010-2011

$70,000

GEF

UNDP-MK, Ministry of
Environment and
Physical Planning (fYR
of Macedonia)

P.4.3. Enhancing transboundary
cooperation in the water
management in the Prespa Lake
basin (TB)

2007-2008

$30,000

GEF

UNDP-MK and
consultant

P.4.4. Transboundary Diagnostic
Analysis and a Strategic Action
Programme (TB)

2006-2012

Unknown

GEF & UNDP

UNDP-MK

P.4.5. Prespa Lake Watershed
Management Plan (MK)

2009-2012

$120,000

GEF

The management plan
was developed by a
national consultant
company (GTI –
Geotehnicki Inzenering
doo), supported by a
team of national
experts.

Study on water management in the transboundary Prespa basin
and formulation of ToR for a trilateral working group on water
management. McIntyre, O. (2008): Enhancing transboundary cooperation in water management in the Prespa Lakes Basin,
Consultant Report.

Reflecting the pioneering character of the process of water
management planning in the country, in order to strengthen its
replication potential at a national level the project also
supported the drafting of guidelines for preparation of
Integrated River Basin Management Plans in accordance with the
WFD but adapted to the national context, as well as a Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the plan, in accordance with
the existing regulations and EU best practice

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

Implementing Agency:
UNDP-MK
Executing Agency:
Ministry of
Environment and
Physical Planning,
P.4.6. SEA for the Prespa lake
Watershed Management Plan, (MK)

P.4.7. Establishment of Prespa
Watershed Management Council
(MK)

P.4.8. Small-scale wastewater
treatment facility in village of
Nakolec (MK)

P.4.9. Construction of wastewater
treatment facility for the city of
Resen (MK)
Environmental Protection Lake
Prespa
P.4.10. Reducing environmental
impacts of agriculture project (MK)

2011-2012

$25,000

GEF

UNDP-MK, developed
with technical input of
international
consultants

Model SEA, first in the country to act as guidance for the
strategic assessment of other watershed management plans

2011

$10,000

GEF

UNDP-MK

A cross-sectoral participatory body consisting of all the national
stakeholders in the Great Prespa Lake area. This advisory body
enabled multi-stakeholder decision-making within the watershed
planning process, but is currently inactive.

2006-2012

$100,000

GEF

UNDP-MK

Facility constructed using artificial wetlands for wastewater
treatment; collection pipelines not completed during the GEF
project but under the SDC RPE project (P.5) and it is now
operational.

1985

€2,000,000

GKW

Initial construction

2004-2005

€1,500,000

KfW

Municipality of Resen,
Ministry of
Environment and
physical planning,
Ministry of transport

2006-2012

€220,000 for
Albania and
fYR of
Macedonia

UNDP

UNDP-MK

The project ran in parallel in both Albania and fYR of Macedonia
but its main results were achieved in fYR of Macedonia.
Consisted of an agrochemical laboratory, a system for
monitoring pests and diseases, training in sustainable
agrochemical use for farmers, pilot projects and awareness
material.

Upgrading and extension

PROJECT TITLE
P.4.11. Restoration of Golema Reka
(Phase I and II) (MK)

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2005-2009

3,000,000
CHF

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

The project included the removal of tons of waste material from
the streambed, and the connection of a number of illegal waste
discharge outputs in the industrial and residential areas located
along the river to the wastewater treatment system. One part of
this study focused on the demonstration of ecosystem-oriented
river restoration concepts and principles in one section of the
river and the production of a River Restoration Manual. Based on
this first ever country-level experience, guidelines for river
restoration were prepared and adopted by the faculty of civil
engineering at the Skopje University as part of its regular
curriculum.
The SDC funds were also used for improvement of the
hydrological and meteorological monitoring of environmental
parameters along the Golema Reka, as well as for the
reconstruction of regulated parts of the riverbed in the town of
Resen and also in non-urban sections

P.4.12. Extension of the Solid Waste
Management Service in the Rural
Communities of Prespa (MK)

2005-2009

472,000 CHF

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

Collection trucks bought for the municipality; illegal dumping
sites cleaned up

P.4.13. Feasibility study on
biodegradable waste management in
Prespa (MK)

2009-2010

$80,000

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

The study analysed the feasibility of establishing a centralised
system for biodegradable waste management (that would mainly
address the apple waste volumes) in the Municipality of Resen,
and was followed up by the project below.

2011 – 2013

760,770 CHF

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

The objective of this project was to support the establishment of
an efficient system for biodegradable waste management in the
Prespa region. New technologies have been introduced for waste
treatment and recycling resulting in reduction of the massive
quantities of waste previously discarded and also transforming
the biodegradable waste into products of intrinsic value, such as
natural fertilisers or compost. Composting facility managed by
the Municipality of Resen through its public enterprise
“Proleter”. Local farmers have been voluntarily bringing waste to
the collection locations. In addition, formal agreements have
been reached with the main local producers of organic waste,

P.4.14. Biodegradable Waste
Management in the Prespa Region,
(MK)

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

P.4.15. Study for revalorization of
Ezerani protected area (MK)

2011

$60,000

GEF

UNDP-MK, with
consultant team

P.4.16. Ezerani Nature Park
Management Plan (MK)

2012

$10,000

GEF

UNDP-MK, with
consultant team

COMMENTS
ensuring that a poultry farm, large apple traders and other
enterprises bring their biodegradable waste directly to the
composting station. The composting station has the capacity to
absorb up to 2,000 tons of waste per season and to transform
this into 1,000 tons of high-value compost. The station currently
functions well, although exceptions still exist and some apples
continue to be disposed of in natural areas.
Ezerani was initially proclaimed a strict nature reserve due to the
presence of rare water bird species. This proclamation was met
by strong opposition from the local population, due to their
inadequate understanding and involvement in governance and
management of the protected area. To improve the situation the
Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, opened a re–
proclamation process, initiated by a revalorisation study
prepared in the IEMP project. The study found that the ‘Ezerani’
protected area no longer fit the primary management objective
of a Strict Nature Reserve at any level, thus the study
recommended redesigning the protected area’s boundaries and
reclassifying it from IUCN Category I (Strict Nature Reserve) to
IUCN Category IV (Habitat/Species Management Area), which
according to the Law on Nature Protection corresponds to the
Nature Park type of protected area.
Preparation of a management plan for the ‘Ezerani’ protected
area in accordance to the findings / recommendations of the
revalorisation study. The plan was completed in a highly
participatory manner, through involvement of all relevant
stakeholders. The ‘Ezerani Council’ was set up and consists of:
MoEPP (nature sector), Municipality of Resen, Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Water Economy, local communities of
Ezerani, Perovo and Asamati, agricultural associations, public
forest enterprise, public utility management enterprise, Natural
Capital Resource Center, Hydrobiological Institute, Ohrid,
Community Support Center (NGO), Directorate for Rescue and
Protection and state enterprise for water management.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.4.17. Economic Valuation Report
for Ezerani (MK)

2013

$20,000

GEF

UNDP-MK, with
consultant team

Ecosystem services approaches were used, aiming to raise
awareness of the economic values of effective conservation,
evaluating the costs and benefits of specific habitat management
actions in order to inform conservation and public funding
decisions, generating participation and training opportunities for
conservation managers and decision-makers in economic
valuation for integrated ecosystem management.

P.4.18. Landscape Scale Conservation
in the Prespa Lake Basin:

2012

$57,062

GEF

UNDP-MK, with
consultant team

Included the completion of transboundary conservation action
plans for each theme. Action Plan on reedbed management was
never implemented. Proposals for the Grecian juniper stands in
the Prespa watershed included 9 main goals, while 11 objectives
were defined and 27 actions were recommended.

GEF

UNDP-MK

Output 2.2 Forest managed for native species composition and
forest stand heterogeneity in MK Prespa. The aim of the project
was the introduction of sustainable forest management at lakebasin scale and the provision of expert input to the process of
preparation of a forest management plan for one forest
management unit in Prespa, in accordance with international
best practices and models.

Conservation Action Plan for reed
beds, Grecian Juniper forests, brown
bear, caves and bats, mountain tea,
(TB)
P.4.19. Studies for sustainable forest
management (MK)

Four consultancy reports were produced “Assessment of the
current forest ecosystem in the Forest Management Unit Leva
Reka/Bigla”; “In-depth assessment of the currently forest
management practices in the Forest Management Unit Leva
Reka/Bigla and their impact on forest ecosystem”; “Sustainable
Ecosystem Oriented Forest Management Guidelines”, “Action
Plan for Sustainable Forest Management.
P.4.20. Transboundary fisheries
management plan (TB)

GEF

UNDP-MK, Ohrid
Hydrobiology Institute

Aiming at the development and co-ordination of a
transboundary management plan for fisheries. Production of a
plan, together with technical reports

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.4.21. Rapid Assessment of priority
species and habitats in the Prespa
lake basin

2009

$25,000

GEF

UNDP-MK, conducted
by DEKONS-EMA

This project mainly concerned the scientific assessment of
existing data from monitoring and national and international
directives and conventions. The aim of the project was to review
the existing documentation developed by the GEF project, other
existing studies, investigation reports and monitoring reports. In
addition, all the relevant European and international agreements
and conventions were also taken into consideration. The draft
assessment served as a basis for discussion with relevant
stakeholders, and improvements regarding the selected species
and habitats were proposed

P.4.22. Preparation of a Tri-lateral
Tourism Strategy and Action Plan for
the Prespa Region (TB)

2008

€60,000

GEF

UNDP-MK

The aim of the project was to assess the transboundary potential
for ecotourism development and propose relevant initiatives. An
ecotourism strategy and an action plan were completed.

GEF

UNDP-MK

The project produced multiple publications and public awareness
and communications materials and a Communication, Education
and Public Awareness Strategy was completed in October 2008.
The project’s communications successes came more directly as a
result of the engagement of a part-time communications
specialist by the UNDP-MK Country Office. A publication entitled
“Empowering Life, Building Resilience”, a book on the Fish of
Prespa, as well as a number of brochures and publications
covering the thematic areas of agriculture, biodiversity, fisheries,
forests, governance, tourism, and water were made. There was a
lack of a unifying project website to serve as a focal point to
bring together all stakeholders, provide updates on activities,
and to serve as a repository for project outputs. The project did
actually launch an initial stand-alone website in 2008 www.prespapark.org - to act as the official PPCC/Prespa Park
website, but this was later abandoned and is not currently
operational.

P.4.23. Preparation of public
awareness materials (TB)

2008-2010

PROJECT TITLE
P.5. Restoration of the Prespa
Lake Ecosystem (RPE) (MK)

P.5.1. Comprehensive Eutrophication
Study, Model Development and
Management Scenario Evaluation for
the Prespa Lake Watershed (MK)
P.5.2. Development of hydrogeological study for the Prespa Lake
Basin, (MK)

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2012-2018

5,000,000
CHF

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

The overall objective of the project is to significantly improve the
health of the Great Prespa Lake ecosystem and strengthen its
resilience. It includes actions for erosion control through reforestation in the upstream areas of Golema Reka, wetland
restoration and management for flood control, water filtering
and removal of nutrients from the Ezerani wastewater treatment
plant effluent, and the application of a payment for ecosystem
services scheme to help establish long-term financing
mechanisms for sustaining conservation efforts in the future.
One of the core project activities is water monitoring in Great
Prespa Lake, with systematic water monitoring, aligned to the
WFD requirements, having been conducted from December
2013 to July 2016. The Municipality of Resen is supported in
multiple ways as the manager of the Ezerani Nature Park and of
the Great Prespa Lake. A special department has been set up
within the municipality and a water monitoring station has been
equipped.

2012 to date

$120,000

SDC

UNDP-MK

A eutrophication model is being developed in order to evaluate
various water management scenarios for the fYR of Macedonia
part of Great Prespa Lake watershed.

$50,000

SDC

UNDP-MK

The study includes a network of 15 groundwater monitoring
stations (piezometer wells) that have been drilled in order to
estimate the status of groundwater bodies, and a feasibility
study is under way to determine the most appropriate irrigation
alternatives in the watershed. It is planned for the Municipality
of Resen to transfer these stations to the Hydro-meteorological
Institute (the state institution responsible for groundwater
monitoring), and for them to be included in the national
groundwater monitoring network.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2016

$50,000

SDC

UNDP-MK

As a follow up to the above assessment a feasibility study with a
list of alternative solutions for irrigation was prepared.

P.5.4. Feasibility study, conceptual
design and implementation of
wetland restoration measures within
the Ezerani Park of Nature (MK)

2012 to date

$300,000

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

Restoration of the Ezerani wetland through engineering works.
Canals connecting old ponds will be constructed to channel the
waters of the river, which currently empty directly into the lake,
redirecting them and creating a permanently flooded, though
fluctuating, area that will retain the river water, allowing it to
slow down and be filtered, as well as serving as a flood control
mechanism. The effluent from the Ezerani wastewater treatment
plant will also be channeled in this way and undergo a nutrient
removal process.

P.5.5. Production of River
Restoration Manual (MK)

2012 to date

$5,000

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

P.5.6. Spatial identification and
marking the terrain borders of the
Ezerani Park of Nature (MK)

2012 to date

$20,000

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen,
Ministry for local
development

P.5.7. Revalorization study for
natural values of the Prespa Lake
Monument of Nature protected area
(MK)

2012 to date

$30,000

SDC

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen

P.5.8. Management plan for Prespa
Lake Monument of Nature PA, (MK)

2012 to date

$30,000

SDC

P.6. Research on the Prespa and
Ohrid basins hydrogeology,
including the project:
Sustainable Management of
International Waters – Prespa
Lake (ΤΒ)

90s-2000s

Unknown

IAEA, NATO,
EU, UNESCO

2005-2010

€255,000

NATO

UNDP-MK,
Municipality of Resen
Research institutes
and scientists of the
three littoral states
Wessex Institute of
Technology -UK
University Sv. Kiril I
Metodij, Skopje,
Institute of Geology

P.5.3.Development of feasibility
study on irrigation options for the
Prespa Lake watershed (MK)

A multi-year basin-wide study that contributed a great deal to
the understanding of the hydro-geology of the basin and beyond
was carried out by a team of scientists from the three littoral
states. They were mainly concerned with the determination of
the water balance between the Prespa and Ohrid Lakes, which
they investigated using isotopes and artificial tracers and an
appropriate model. They also calculated the volume of the
underground aquifer below the mountains of Galičica. The latest

PROJECT TITLE

P.7. Our Way to Europe: CultureEnvironment Interaction and
Human Mobility in the Late
Quaternary:

DURATION

BUDGET

2009ongoing

€150,000

2012-2017

€1,450,000

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

and Mineral
Exploration -GR
Institute of Nuclear
Physics, Tirana,
Institute of
Hydrometeorology
Tirana

being a project supported by the NATO Science for Peace and
Security programme (Project No. SfP 981116)

German
Science
Foundation

University of Cologne,
Germany & national
specialists

The project outcomes were used to establish reference
conditions for the lake, which are necessary for the classification
of its ecological status, and were also used in the development of
the Lake Prespa Watershed Management Plan (see below).
Moreover, under the same project intensive interdisciplinary
research, combining geological, hydrological, sedimentological,
and climatic approaches was conducted in order to understand
the evolution of Ohrid and Prespa lakes, as well as the climate
dynamics and the driving forces for the high degree of
biodiversity

German
Federal
Ministry for
Economic
Cooperation
and
Development
(BMZ)

GIZ, Ministry of
Environment of
Albania

Regional Project in Albania, fYR of Macedonia and Montenegro,
which involves temporary water quality investigations for the
initial characterisation of the lakes Prespa, Ohrid and Skadar and
development of environmental objectives and programmes of
measures, aiming to contribute in the implementation of the EU
WFD. According to the results Great Prespa Lake in Albania is
categorised as eutrophic, mesotrophic or oligotrophic, according
to the parameters assessed; while the ecological status of the
littoral zone is classified as “bad”.

B2. Climatic and Environmental
History of the Balkans during the
Last Glacial Cycle (ΜΚ)

P.8. Conservation and
Sustainable Use of Biodiversity at
Lakes Prespa, Ohrid and
Shkodra/Skadar (CSBL) (AL and
MK)

(2012-2014)
& €900,000
(2015-2017)
Allocation
for Prespa
cannot be
estimated

Ministry of
Environment and
Physical Planning -MK
Ministry of Sustainable
Development and
Tourism of
Montenegro

In the fYR of Macedonia, the results indicate that Great Prespa
Lake is in the process of eutrophication and that the ecological
status of the littoral zone is “bad”, while they also reveal the
presence of some hazardous pollutants.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

P.9. National Water Monitoring
Programme (AL)

2012 to date

€280,000 for
the whole
country

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

Albanian
Government

National
Environmental Agency
& Institute of
Geosciences, Energy,
Water and
Environment (Tirana
University)

The monitoring programme was revised in 2016 so as to fulfil the
requirements of the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) and
includes sampling stations in both lakes and monitoring of
biological parameters in addition physicochemical ones. No
monitoring of specific pollutants is known to have been
undertaken in the Albanian part of the basin as yet.

Special
Secretariat for
Water/
Ministry of
Environment
and Energy

Institutions
responsible for water
sampling and analysis:
General Chemical
State Laboratory,
Greek BiotopeWetland Centre,
Centre for Marine
Research,
Land Reclamation
Institute,
Institute of Geology
and Mineral
Exploration.

Special Water Secretariat (Ministry of Environment & Energy) is
the competent authority that contracts research institutions for
sampling collection and analysis. The monitoring network
adequately covers the Prespa basin, and sampling of water
quality and quantity parameters was carried out within the first
water monitoring cycle from 2012 to 2015.

Special
Secretariat for
Water/
Ministry of
Environment
and Energy

The study was
assigned by the Special
Secretariat for Water
to a Consultant
partnership

Along with the development of River Basin Management Plans
for the 14 Greek river basin districts, the Ministry of Environment
requested the preparation of a discrete Prespa basin
management plan that would be incorporated into the Western
Macedonia River Basin District Management Plan. This has been
the only river basin plan to address a sub-basin nationwide and
was the outcome of intensive lobbying efforts by the SPP, on the
grounds of the environmental uniqueness and the
transboundary character of the basin.

Allocation
for Prespa
cannot be
estimated

P.10. National water monitoring
Programme (GR)

2012-2015

€28,000,000
covering all
freshwaters
in the
country
Allocation
for Prespa
cannot be
estimated

P.11. Prespa River basin
Management Plan (RBMP) (GR)

2012-2014

€1,906,305 The overall
cost of the
RBMPs for
WesternCentral
Macedonia.
The cost for
the Prespa
RBMP
cannot be
singled out

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.12. The Drin Initiative

2008 to date

Unknown

GEF, UNECE.
CEPF

GWP-Med, UNECE,
MIO-ECSDE

The initiative is implemented in support and within the
framework of the Drin Corda Process under the co-ordination of
MIO-ECSDE and GWP-Med.

P.13. Improvement of Integrated
Solid Waste Management SouthEast Albania (AL)

2010-2016

€11,800,000
in total

SIDA

Local Government –
Pogradec
Municipalities and
Communes at Ohrid
and Prespa Lakes

Aiming at the establishment of a Regional Waste Management
Company and the necessary infrastructure, such as a landfill site
and vehicles, for the alleviation of uncontrolled dumpsites. The
project does not seem to have had any concrete results in Prespa
as yet.

P.14. Construction of sewage
treatment plants (GR)

Completed
for five
villages,
under
planning for
three more

Approx.
€2,000,000,
including
studies

Local
Development
Fund/
Prefecture of
Florina,
Regional
Operational
Programme –
national and
EU Funds

Municipality of Prespa
with consultants and
contractors

Wastewater treatment works serving 90% of the Municipality of
Prespa population

P.15. Towards transboundary
conservation of Lakes Ohrid and
Prespa (AL)

1996-2000

250,000 DM

GTZ (now GIZ)

EuroNatur, PPNEA,
Ministry of
Environment of
Albania

Establishment of the Prespa National Park covering the
catchment of both lakes. Legal protection of the wetland area,
pilot activities for reedbed management. Forest protection
measures. As part of this project, the renovation of houses and
their transformation into guesthouses was supported in the
Great Prespa Lake area.

Act4Drin project and the Drin
Project
(GEF project titled : Enabling
Transboundary Co-operation and
Integrated Water Resources
Management in the Extended
Drin River Basin) (TB)

Unknown for
Prespa

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.16.1 Survey on the possible sites
for the restoration of wet meadow
habitat on the shores of Lesser
Prespa Lake (AL)

2005

$5,450

GEF/SGP

Albanian Biologists’
Association

A detailed map of the sites suitable for the re-establishment of
the wet meadow was provided. Results were incorporated in the
following activities for the restoration of wetland at Lesser
Prespa Lake

P.16.2. Implementation of pilot
wetland management and public
awareness activities in Lake Micro
Prespa, Albania (AL)

2009-2011

$21,619

GEF/SGP

SPP, Women’s
Association of Lesser
Prespa

Project actions included different vegetation management
techniques, monitoring, the pilot manufacture of reed biomass
briquettes and the preparation of a guideline document on
wetland management in Lesser Prespa Lake

P.16.3. Reeds Management in Micro
Prespa Lake (AL)

2013-2014

$80,000

GEF/SGP

Farmers Association
Proger

Experimental harvest and processing of reeds for briquette
production as a measure to reduce the firewood consumption in
the area of Prespa National Park.

P.16.4. Human Sustainable
Development in harmony with
nature in Prespa (AL)

1999-2000

$11,520

GEF/SGP

Trans border Wildlife
and local communities

Restoration of four hectares of degraded forest, and intensive
public awareness and environmental education activities

P.16.5. Solar panels for heating
Administration and Education Center
at the Prespa National Park (AL)

1999-2000

$8,490

GEF/SGP

PPNEA/ ECAT-Tirana

The main aim of the project was to invest in the Administration
and Education Center - Prespa National Park with particular
attention to shifting to solar energy use for general heating as an
alternative for protection and renewal of natural resources.

P.16.6. Introduction of the efficient
stoves combined with simple low
cost thermal insulation of the village
housing in the Prespa National Park
(AL)

2005-2006

$46,500

GEF/SGP

Energy and
Environment for
Sustainable
Development

The aim of the project was to introduce high-efficiency stoves
combined with simple low cost thermal insulation of the village
housing for having a long-term and sustainable positive impact
on the forest resources in Albanian Prespa.

P.16.7. Construction of water
reservoirs in the alpine meadows of
Prespa National Park (AL)

2007

$11,800

GEF /SGP

Community Group
Bobolec

Restoration of infrastructure to facilitate animal grazing in the
alpine meadows. Two water reservoirs in the alpine meadow
were constructed and are still used effectively by cattle raisers

P.16. GEF SMALL GRANT
PROJECTS

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.16.8. Demonstration of silvicultural
techniques in a rotation scheme of
forest regeneration in the Prespa
National Park (AL)

2007-2009

$21,987

GEF /SGP

Association Awareness
for Progress

Project applied in a plot of 10 ha standard silvicultural
techniques that are aimed at speeding up the regeneration while
restricting access for a period of 2 years to the area.

P.16.9. Application of controlled
pasture in recovering oak forest in
the Prespa National Park (AL)

2009-2010

$26,630

GEF /SGP

Green and Clean

P.16.10. Improvements of pasture
infrastructure in the vicinity of the
Gorice village in the Prespa National
Park (AL)

2008-2009

$6,900

GEF/GSP

Society of Communal
Forest and Pasture
users of Pustec

Building new watering points for grazing animals

P.16.11. Cultivation of mountain tea
(AL)

2005-2007

$27,300

GEF/SGP

ALBAFLOR

Activities were continued under the SPNPA project (P.17)

P.16.12. In situ preservation of
autochthonous ‘Prespa Cow’ in the
Prespa National Park (AL)

2006-2007

$43,470

GEF / SGP

AlbaGene, SAVE

Establishment of a breeding organisation for purebred animals
only, awards, financial and technical support for breeders

P.16.13. Heritage trails, promotion of
biodiversity and encouragement of
agro- tourism development in Prespa
(AL)

2006-2007

$29,800

GEF/SGP, SPP

Women’s Association
of Lesser Prespa

The project aimed at promoting natural and cultural values in the
Prespa region through the participation of local residents trained
in eco-guiding.

P.16.14. Supporting the Introduction
of a Sustainable System for
Management of Biodegradable
Waste from Agricultural and Other
Activities in the Prespa Lake
Watershed (MK)

2013-2014

$54,626

GEF/SGP

Coalition led by the
Association of Fruit
Growers BLAGOJA A
KOTLAROVSKI

Creation of a system of organic waste management with a
network of 3 organic waste collection points. Support of civil
society networking and public awareness activities.

P.16.15. Support in the establishing
of the sustainable system for
management with solid waste from
package of pesticides and fertilizer in
the Prespa Lake basin (MK)

2009-2010

$109,112

GEF/SGP

Not known

Public awareness campaign, training, networking
stakeholders, construction of 5 pilot micro-stations

of

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION
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FUNDING
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P.16.16. Integral protection of the
apple production in Prespa (MK)

2006-2007

$24,419

GEF/SGP

Obedineti
Agroproizvoditeli

Establishment of pheromone traps and agro-meteorological
stations. Establishment of information system for local apple
producers through regular reports in the local media and
through the agricultural pharmacies in the region.

P.16.17. Modern methods for
management of organic waste in
Prespa (MK)

2006-2007

$2,218

GEF/SGP

Fokus (NGO)

Soil assessment in the areas near the river of Golema Reka;
undertaking practical steps by constructing and placing/
donating composting units/bins to interested local apple
producers; public awareness

P.16.18. Raising public awareness for
halting anthropogenic damages to
the Micro Prespa Lake (AL)

1999-2000

$7,790

GEF/SGP

Association Albanian
Freshwater and
Coastal Conservation

P.16.19. Preparation and printing of
the International Prespa Park
newsletter (TB)

2005-2006

$9,720

GEF/SGP

PPNEA

$16,551

GEF/SGP

Muzicka Mladina

KfW,
Government
of Albania

ÖBf, FZS, Ministry of
Environment, PNP,
ECO, WWF Austria,
Albaforest and team of
consultants

P.16.20. Adaptation of the area
“Fishing village” as pilot centre for
endangered fish stocks, including
monitoring station

2006-2007

P.17. Transboundary Biosphere
Reserve Prespa - Support to
Prespa National Park of Albania
(SPNPA) (AL)

2010-2015

€3,500,000

Implemented by the Albanian Ministry of Environment, Forest
and Water Administration (Project Executing Agency) within the
framework of Albanian-German co-operation. The project aimed
at the sustainable use and protection of biodiversity in the
Prespa National Park as well as the promotion of collaboration
between the two neighbouring NPs Prespa and Galičica. Project
components included: (i)Elaboration of a comprehensive park
management plan; (ii) Elaboration of a forestry management and
a forest function plan; (iii) Elaboration of a business plan for
sustainable financing of the operational cost; (iv) Development
of a monitoring system; (v) Support of community co-ordination
processes; (vi) Elaboration of CDM Project documents; (vii)
Identification of alternative income and energy sources for the
local population; (viii) Improvement of co-operation with fYR of
Macedonia regarding biodiversity issues.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.17.1. Assessment of impact in
biodiversity by reed harvesting and
manufacturing to pellets in the
Prespa National Park (AL)

2012

€20,800

KfW,
Government
of Albania

SPP

Assessment of appropriate wetland vegetation and habitat
management by experimental reed harvest, aiming at the
conservation of Lesser Prespa Lake, followed up by advanced
techniques of briquetting and pelleting.

P.17.2. Pilot implementation of reed
management (AL)

2013 - 2015

€80,000

KfW

PNP

Reed cutting of small plots

P.17.3. Monitoring study of impact of
reed harvesting on the habitat
quality of reedbed of Lesser Prespa
(AL)

2015

€10,000

KfW,
Government
of Albania

SPP

Evaluation of the results of the wetland vegetation management

P.17.4. Reforestation activities (AL)

2010-2015

$90,000

KfW

PNP

P.17.5. Action Plan for the forests
(AL)

2010-2015

€150,000

KfW

PNP, Ministry for
Environment, Forestry
and Water, ÖBFf, FZS,
ECO, WWF Austria,
Albaforest

P.17.6. Species monitoring plan
(included in the management plan of
the Park) (AL)

2010-2015

€10,700

KfW

PNP, Ministry for
Environment, Forestry
and Water, ÖBFf, FZS,
ECO, WWF Austria,
Albaforest

P.17.7. Establishment of Prespa
Marketing Organisation (AL)

2014-2015

€20,000

KfW

PNP, CNVP-Albania

An initiative for the formation and capacity building of a
Marketing Organisation and development of a Prespa brand as a
means to promote development in the Prespa National Park,
Albania. The organisation is composed of different
representatives of different producer groups and service
providers operating within the park area.

PROJECT TITLE
P.17.8. Public awareness activities
(AL)

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

2010-2015

€20,000

KfW

PNP

IPA MKGreece

Pelister National Park,
MES, MBPNP, SPP

Society of Communal
Forest and Pasture
users of Pustec, SNV
(now CNVP)
Society of Communal
Forest and Pasture
users of Pustec, SNV
(now CNVP)

Forest (mainly oak) rehabilitation in 250 ha.

KfW, Galičica NP and
consultant team

Specific and extensive proposals for the conservation and
monitoring of biodiversity of forest and pasture were included in
the management plan of Galičica National Park. The first
management plan for Galičica National Park (2011-2020) was
completed, including more than 10 activities for rare or endemic
species, which are to be implemented by 2020. Monitoring has
been partially implemented by the scientific staff of the park.

P.18. National parks without
borders - Together for Nature and
People” (MK, GR)

2016

P.19. Forest rehabilitation in both
Great and Lesser Prespa area (AL)

2002-2003

$60,000

World Bank
Forestry

2004

$40,000

Albanian
development
fund

2008-2011

€1,500,000

P.20. Forest rehabilitation in
Great Prespa area (AL)

P.21. Transboundary Biosphere
Reserve Prespa - Support to the
Galičica National Park (MK)

KfW

COMMENTS
The trained PNP nature guides were motivated to provide
educational activities to local and regional school classes and
young people, and to guide nature lovers coming to experience
the beauty of Prespa, whether domestic or international tourists.
The services of nature guides, complemented by other means,
such as visitor information centres, interpretive trails,
information boards, viewpoints, printed material and electronic
media, are considered to be indispensable and the most
effective means to inform and educate visitors.
Project under evaluation. The goal of the project is to contribute
to the sustainable management of protected areas through the
establishment of cross-border co-operation and by using shared
knowledge and experience, developing a nature monitoring
system for wild species, and management plans for conservation
actions and for the sustainable use of important species and
habitats. It includes also the revision of the management plan for
the Pelister National Park.

Forest (mainly oak) rehabilitation in 200 ha

PROJECT TITLE
P.22. Pelister Mountain
Conservation Project

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2000-2006

$490,000

SDC

Pro-Natura (Swiss) and
consultants

The management plan prepared for the park stresses the need
for transboundary collaboration for large mammals, as well as
the need for controlling tourism, due to its disturbance of rare
bird species. In addition, owing to the importance of the
endemic trout species an extension of the area of the park was
approved. The project also focused on building eco- and village
tourism attractions and supporting services in the village of
Brajcino, including accommodation, catering, mountain trails, an
information point and local guides, on promoting the project to
the tourist industry and the wider audience, and on capacity
building and organisational development through which an NGO,
the Society for Sustainable Development of Brajcino, was formed
in 2003, and was supported through training. The project also
developed a strategy for sustainable management of a
commercial plant species (Rosa canina), supported improved
practices for sustainable use of non-timber forest products, such
as blueberries (Vaccinium myrtillus), and the setting up of a label
for Pelister products.

Ministry of
Environment and
Physical Planning,
Pelister National Park

and
Conservation measures targeting
species included in the
management plan of the Park
(MK)

P.23. Establishment and
operation of the of the
Management Body of the Prespa
National Park (MBPNP)

P.23.1. Management Plan for the
Prespa National Park,

2003-2005

€25,000

2008-2015

€2,850,000
approx.

2016

€205,000

2011,
reviewed in
2013

€111,371
included in
the 20082015
programmes
above

ETERPS
(national)

MBPNP, Ministry of
Environment

EU / European
Regional
Development
Fund and
national funds
Green Fund
(national)
EU / European
Regional
Development
Fund and
national funds

MBPNP and consultant
teams

Funds provided for minimum operation covering basic personnel
wages and office running costs. Only in the period 2008-2015
were there substantial funds to carry out concrete actions and
studies but it proved too difficult to make full and proper use of
these funds due to the inherent problems in the set-up of these
bodies in the country.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

P.23.2. Monitoring and evaluation of
the conservation status of habitat
species, flora species and birds of
Community interest,

2015

P.23.3. Special grazing management
plan on pastoral and forest habitat
types in the jurisdiction of the
Management Body of Prespa
National Park (GR)

2015

P.23.4. Acquisition of inundated
farmland in Lesser Prespa (GR)

2012-2015

FUNDING

PARTNERS

€76,000
included in
the 20082015
programmes
above

EU / European
Regional
Development
Fund and
national funds

MBPNP and consultant
teams

€67,646

EU / European
Regional
Development
Fund and
national funds

MBPNP, Regional
Authority of Western
Macedonia

Spatially regulating grazing and designing relevant infrastructure
in Prespa Municipality. This study was based on the updated
habitat map, aiming at the regulation of spatial grazing activities
within the Greek Prespa National Park and, more importantly,
based on the capacity of each habitat type

EU / European
Regional
Development
Fund and
national funds

MBPNP

Despite the agreement of stakeholders on solutions for farmland
inundated when the water level is kept high, the whole issue has
not been resolved so far. The MBPNP had secured funds in the
period 2012-2015 for land acquisition (approx. €450,000), but
these funds were not used due to a series of legal and
bureaucratic hurdles

International
Bear
Association,
Alteris-NL

MES, Arcturos-GR,
PPNEA, Transboundary
Wildlife Society-AL

The main aim of the project was gathering information which
would provide a preliminary assessment of the status of the
brown bear in fYR of Macedonia and Albania, as well as
preparation for the effective protection and management of this
species in the future.
The project aimed at i) awareness raising on conservation issues
both for general public and local authorities, ii) educational
activities, and iii) exchange of know-how, information and
experience between the members of the network.

approx.
€450,000

P.24. Status of the Brown Bear
(Ursus Arctos) in Albania and fYR
of Macedonia and genetic
monitoring (INT)

2008-2009

$5.000 and
€7,500

P.25. BALKAN NET project (INT)

1997-1998

Unknown

Unknown

MES, Arcturos-GR
Bulgarian NGOs

P.26. Integrated Preservation of
the Balkan Wolf Population by
Diminishing the Human-Carnivore
Conflict and Altering the
Attitudes towards the Wolf (INT)

1999-2000

Unknown

REC,
BulgarianSwiss program
for
biodiversity
protection

MES, Fund for Wild
Flora and Fauna-BG,
Albanian Society for
Protection of Birds and
Mammals

COMMENTS

The aim of the project was to establish an integrated protection
of the wolf population in the Balkans by reducing the number of
conflicts among humans and large carnivores as well to change
the public opinion about the wolf. An action plan was developed
as part of the project.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.27. Public Awareness for the
Large Carnivores in South-West
Balkan (WEST BALKAN NET) (INT)

2005-2007

Unknown

Hellenic Aid of
the Ministry of
Foreign
Affairs-GR

MES, Arcturos-GR,
NGOs from Albania
and Bulgaria

The project launched a campaign for public awareness for large
carnivores in the South-west Balkans through the BALKAN NET
network and transboundary co-operation with similar
organisations.

P.28. Herpetological research on
the Island of Golem Grad (MK)

Since early
1990s to
date

Unknown

Institute for Biological
Research “Siniša
Stanković”, University
of Belgrade, Serbia
CNRS, Université de La
Rochelle -FR

P.29. Cross-border cooperation in
the Ohrid and Prespa Lakes
region (AL and TB)

2001-2003

Unknown

GTZ

Unknown

The ecotourism components of the project were focused on: a.
House renovation and adaptation to the tourist demand; b.
Nature-oriented tourism based on the scenic and natural values
of the transboundary protected areas, i.e. Prespa Park; c.
Identification of all the region’s capacities; d. Production of
promotional materials to be presented at national and
international tourism fairs; e. Creation of a website for the
region; f.
Fostering co-operation between foreign tour
operators, local stakeholders, NGOs, municipalities, the Prespa
Park Coordination Committee etc. Preparation of a Strategic
Action Plan on Tourism by the GTZ together with all cross border
stakeholders involved.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

P.30. NEST “Network for
sustainable tourism
development” (INT)

2006-2007

€250,000

EU (ERDF),
national
contribution

Comunità Montana del
Giovo-IT,
Cultural Triangle of
Prespes-GR,
Regional Agency for
the Development of
Florina-GR,
Waters and Forests
Department of the
High Atlas-MA,
Municipalities from
Italy,
Kozani Environmental
Centre-GR,
Vlora Regional CouncilAL

INTERREG IIIC /MEDITERRITAGE. Mainly aimed at strategic
planning and the development of action plans that have been
completed but not implemented.

P.31. BIOTOURISM “Innovative
Practices in Biotourism”(GR-AL)

2012-2013

€304,858

EU (ERDF),
national
contribution

Biopolitics
International
Organisation-GR,
Biologists of Albania
Organization,
Erymanthos-GR,
Cultural Triangle of
Prespa-GR,
Regional Council of
Korçë-AL

IPA Cross-border Programme “Greece-Albania 2007-2013”

P.32. GREEN BOAT ”From past to
future: The promotion of all the
beauties of natural & cultural
heritage of the Prespes Lakes
area with the use of technology
of the future (Solar Powered
Boats)” (GR-AL)

2012-2013

€439,672

EU (ERDF),
national
contribution

Municipality of PrespaGR,
Commune of LiqenasAL

IPA Cross-border Programme “Greece-Albania 2007-2013”

PROJECT TITLE
P.33. TOUR-ACT “Action Plan for
the Promotion of the Crossborder Area as a Competitive
Touristic Destination” (GR-AL)

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2012-2013

€421,468

EU (ERDF),
national
contribution

Region of Western
Macedonia-GR,

IPA Cross-border Programme “Greece-Albania 2007-2013”

Regional Council of
Korçë-AL,
Municipality of
Kastoria-GR,
Municipality of
Voskopoja-AL,
Municipality of PrespaGR

P.34. Regional Strategy for
Sustainable Tourism
Development with Special Accent
on Eco-Tourism and its
Development Opportunities in
the Prespa Region (AL-MK)

2004

P.35. East West Institute Project:
The Prespa Economic Task
Force(ETF): Promoting
Sustainable economic
Development (BL)

Unknown

Embassy of
the Federal
Republic of
Germany (MK)

REC

Unknown

Swedish
International
Development
Cooperation
Agency (SIDA)

East West Institute,
Center for Inter –
Balkan Co-operationGR,
Regional Enterprise
Support Center-MK,
Regional Development
Agency-AL

P.36. Preparation for
implementation of an area-based
development approach in the
western Balkans (BL)

2014-2015

Unknown

EU

South eastern Europe
regional development
standing working
group

Study of the Prespa Lake region in Albania and the fYR of
Macedonia: assessment of the current status and action plan

PROJECT TITLE
P.37. Development of an agroenvironmental measure for
Prespa
P.38. Establishment and operation of
the PrespaNet (TB)

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2016

€20,000

Municipality
of Prespa

Municipality of Prespa,
Bean farmers’ Cooperative ‘Pelekanos’,
SPP

2013 to date

MES:
€15,500

MES, PPNEA

MES, PPNEA, SPP, and
international NGOs

See also P.3.9

SPP, MES,
PPNEA

SPP, MES, PPNEA

Preparation of two transboundary newsletters per year, World
Wetlands Day activity for children, environmental education
programme in schools, annual calendar - all produced in all three
languages for the three countries.

EU –
EuropeAidIPA project
and co-funded
by Plantlife

Plantlife International,
MES, IUCN

This project had an important forerunning project (2007-2009)
by the same partners, “Identification of IPAs in Macedonia”,
during which IPAs were identified in the country, a list of species
and habitats according to IPA criteria was created and the
threats for these IPAs were assessed.

PPNEA: Sum
cannot be
calculated
P.38.1 Public awareness activities of
PrespaNet

2013 to date

€46,000
approx.

P.39. Natural Networks for Places
and People- Strengthening and
networking of Civil Society in
Macedonia

2012-2016

Unknown

During 2012-2013 the project ‘Natural Networks for places and
people’ was implemented in 3 pilot sites. During the second
phase (2014-2015) different education and promotion activities
were realised in 4 selected IPAs in co-operation with local CSOs.
The Prespa region was one of the selected IPA areas during the
third phase of this project (2015-2016) and local NGO activists
took active part in the identification and popularisation of the
existing important plants in the region. This last phase focused
on volunteering as a way to connect plants and people. Plantlife
worked with MES in Pelister to help volunteers to make their
own plans for plant conservation, tailored to their particular
skills, needs and conservation priorities.

PROJECT TITLE

DURATION

BUDGET

FUNDING

PARTNERS

COMMENTS

2013-2016

€14,083

MES

MES

Various awareness-raising and environmental education
activities have been organised in the Municipality of Resen by
MES in recent years, in addition to those of P.38.1. above, such
as celebrating Biodiversity Day, Migratory Bird Day, Green Belt
Day, “Spring Alive” activity (Birdlife) etc.

P.41. Study for the conversion of
the insufficient existing irrigation
network to a drip irrigation
system (GR)

2013 to date

€400,000

Ministry of
Agriculture

Consultant team

Technical study for the conversion of the existing irrigation
network into drip irrigation

P.42. Strengthening Sustainable
Communal Forest II Project in
Albania

2014-2018

Not known

SIDA

SNVP, Ministry of
Environment, Forest &
Water Administration,
National Federation of
Forest & Pasture Users

This capacity-building project aims to strengthen the capacity of
local forest and pasture user societies and local government, and
strengthen linkages between stakeholders for sustainable
communal forestry and pasture management.

P.40. Communication and
environmental education
activities

