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Executive Summary 
 
This paper is a small part of the results from a contract between the Lake Ohrid Conservation 
Project (Pogradec, Albania) and the Institute for Contemporary Studies (ICS)(Tirana, 
Albania), entitled, Assessment of the Present Environmental Policy and Related 
Administrative and Enforcement System.  The paper was prepared under a subcontract 
between ICS and LakeNet (Annapolis, Maryland, USA).  The paper was conceived and 
produced as a very short—four days—project without reference to the other work products 
from the contract.  These circumstances have compelled us to draw exclusively from 
materials at hand, supplemented by a general familiarity with the participatory watershed 
management component of the Lake Ohrid Conservation Project. 
 
Part I of this paper, Management of Transboundary Lakes, presents a short description and 
evaluation of three overarching environmental, legal, management/administrative and 
enforcement frameworks for environmental and lake management in UN Economic 
Commission for Europe (UNECE) and European Union (EU) regions.  Albania is a signatory 
to the UNECE Convention on Transboundary Watercourses and International Lakes (the 
“Water Convention”) and to the Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in 
Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (the “Aarhus Convention”).  
The European Union Water Framework Directive, which has just entered force of law, offers 
the most comprehensive and advanced framework for integrated water management. 
 
These framework descriptions are followed by four very brief case studies of transboundary 
lakes in the ECE region:  Lake Champlain (United States and Canada), Lake Constance 
(Germany, Austria and Switzerland), Lake Peipsi/Chudskoe (Estonia and Russia), and Lake 
Ohrid itself (Albania and Macedonia). 
 
Part II, Recommendations for Lake Ohrid, offers our recommendations for watershed 
management and transboundary cooperation between Albania and Macedonia, with emphasis 
on the remaining 12-18 months of the Lake Ohrid Conservation Project.  They are: 
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1.  Adopt the EU Water Framework Directive as Albania’s guidebook for water management 
in the Lake Ohrid region 
 
2.  Begin to establish Lake Prespa, Lake Ohrid, and the River Drin as a River Basin District 
 
3.  Albania and Macedonia should revise and extend the Lake Ohrid Memorandum of 
Understanding 
 
4.  Albania and Macedonia should revise and extend the composition and responsibilities of 
the Lake Ohrid Management Board 
 
5.  Begin now to create the organization that will succeed the LOCP Project Implementation 
Unit. 
 
 

I.  Management of Transboundary Lakes 
 
This paper restricts the models to the member states of the United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe, which include the United States and Canada, Western and Eastern 
Europe, and the former Soviet Union. Within this huge geographic area, and over the course 
of more than a century, a model of integrated watershed and river basin management is 
gradually emerging.   
  
A.  Legal Framework for Environmental Management of the United 

Nations Economic  Commission for Europe 
 
The ECE legal environmental framework includes two treaties that provide useful legislative, 
regulatory, policy and implementation frameworks that support effective lake conservation.  
The first treaty, known as The Water Convention, addresses pollution of transboundary 
watercourses and international lakes. The second, The Aarhus Convention, deals with citizen 
access to environmental information, effective public participation in environmental decision-
making and access to justice issues.   
 
1. The United Nations Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary          

Watercourses and International Lakes (The Water Convention) 
 

This convention, commonly known as the UNECE “Water Convention,” was signed on 17 
March 1992.  Albania ratified it in 1994. 
 
The Water Convention seeks to protect transboundary watercourses and international lakes 
from transboundary impacts on human health and safety, flora, fauna, soil, air and water.  
Ratified by 26 countries, the Water Convention entered into force in October 1996.  The 
Convention provides a model for international cooperative efforts to conserve lakes within a 
framework of sustainable development.   
 
The Water Convention appropriately stresses the integrated management of water and related 
ecosystems, and calls for the development of harmonized policies, programs and strategies 
focused at the river basin scale.  It promotes a holistic approach that addresses both the 
quality and quantity of lake water, and both surface and groundwater.  
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The Water Convention lays out the need for Riparian Parties to establish joint bodies to 
implement monitoring and assessment of water quality and quantity, exchange information, 
develop early warning and alarm systems and programs for mutual assistance and public 
information.  Joint bodies will cooperate in order to harmonize their work and to prevent, 
control and reduce transboundary impacts on lake ecosystems. 
 
Signatories to The Water Convention pledge to prevent, control and reduce, at source, the 
emission of pollutants by applying low and non-waste technologies.  Each Party agrees to set 
emission limits for discharges from point sources or industries using or creating hazardous 
substances. Best available technologies are applied to reduce nutrient inputs from industrial 
and municipal sources. 
 
The Water Convention also stresses, as does the Aarhus Convention, the role of broad public 
participation in effective environmental decision-making. An ECE-wide water partnership 
promotes communication between government representatives, public and private sector 
organizations, NGOs and the scientific community.   
 
2. The Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making 

and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (the Aarhus Convention) 
 
The Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and 
Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (the Aarhus Convention) was adopted in June of 
1998 at the fourth Ministerial Conference “Environment for Europe”.  Thirty-nine countries 
and the European Community have signed the Convention.  Both Albania and Greece signed 
the Convention in June of 1998.   
 
The Aarhus Convention identifies three fundamental rights it deems necessary to safeguard 
current and future citizens rights to live in an adequate environment. The Convention calls on 
each Party to guarantee their citizens’ rights in environmental matters to: access to 
information, public participation in decision-making, and access to justice.  
 
Access to environmental information provisions 
 
The Aarhus Convention is an effective model for the collection of environmental information 
and its dissemination to the pubic.  Aarhus provisions increase the likelihood that useful and 
timely information will exist to inform both the government and public prior to decisions that 
affect the environment. The Aarhus Convention requires mandatory systems to be established 
so that there is an adequate flow of information to public authorities about proposed and 
existing activities that may significantly affect the environment. Each Party is asked to take 
steps to establish “coherent, nationwide systems of pollution inventories or registers on a 
structured, computerized and publicly accessible database compiled through standardized 
reporting.”  The Convention also requires parties to publish and disseminate a national report 
on the state of the environment no less often than every four years. 
 
The Aarhus Convention requires that practical arrangements be established and maintained 
including publicly accessible lists, registers or files, and identified points of contact.  
Information should be shared in a rapid and transparent way. The Convention also commits 
each Party to ensure that environmental information becomes progressively available in 
electronic database format that is easily accessible through public telecommunications 
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networks.  Available information needs to include reports on the state of the environment, 
legislative texts, policies and plans relating to the environment, and international 
environmental treaties, conventions and agreements. 
 
Public authorities will make information available as soon as possible and at the latest within 
one month after a request has been submitted.  A “reasonable” fee may be required by public 
authorities to supply the environmental information. Requests for environmental information 
can be refused only if the information does not exist, is confidential due to national security 
issues or infringes on intellectual property rights.   
 
Public participation provisions 
 
The Aarhus Convention provides a model for how to effectively inform the public regarding 
environmental decision-making processes, and how to structure decision-making to facilitate 
meaningful public input. The Convention outlines specific types of information that need to 
reach the public early in environmental decision-making processes such as the significant 
effects of the proposed activity on the environment (in non-technical summary form), an 
outline of the main alternatives, the public authority responsible for making the decision, and 
opportunities for the public to participate. Procedures for public participation allow the public 
to submit in writing or at a public hearing, any comments, information, analyses or opinions 
that it considers relevant.   
 
Public participation provisions are applicable to all plans, programs, policies, and regulations   
or other legally binding instruments on environmental matters. Detailed appendices are 
provided which list the types of programs within mineral, chemical and other industries, 
which fall under Convention provisions. 
 
Access to justice provisions 
 
Access to justice provisions in the Aarhus Convention provide a model for the establishment 
of provisions for citizen access to a review procedure before a court of law or other impartial 
body in cases where their request for information under the Convention has been ignored, 
wrongfully refused, or inadequately answered.  The process must be expeditious and free of 
charge or inexpensive.  The review process is established within the framework of each 
party’s national legislation.  
 
Implementation Taskforces 
 
The Aarhus Convention signatories have established Task Forces to address compliance 
mechanisms, pollutant release and transfer registers and public participation in procedures 
relating to deliberate releases of genetically modified organisms.  A different country leads 
each task force. 
 
Meeting of the Parties 
 
Signatories of the Aarhus Convention meet at least once every two years to review progress 
on access to information, public participation in decision-making and access to justice in 
environmental matters. Parties exchange information on experience gained in concluding and 
implementing bilateral and multilateral agreements and to review.  Qualified non-
governmental organizations may participate as observers. 
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B.  The European Union Water Framework Directive 

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) reforms EU water legislation by introducing a new 
model for water management. It was officially adopted by the EU decision-making bodies in 
September 2000 and was expected to enter into force late in the year 2000. 
 
From an environmental point of view, the WFD's ultimate aim is preventing further 
deterioration and achieving "good status" in all waters. The WFD' s management approach -- 
integrated water management at the river basin level -- aims at ensuring overall coordination 
of water policy in the EU.  

Being a "framework", the Directive focuses on establishing the right conditions to encourage 
efficient and effective water protection at the local level, by providing for a common 
approach and common objectives, principles, definitions and basic measures. The WFD 
replaces several pieces of EU water legislation, developed over the past 25 years, that have 
often lacked consistency, and were not designed for sustainability but mainly for pollution 
control in certain waters or by certain pollutants.  The mechanisms and specific measures 
required to achieve "good status" will take place at the local level and are the responsibility of 
competent (national, regional, local, or river basin) authorities.  

The implementation of the WFD should lead to a more rational water protection and use, to 
reduced water treatment costs, to increased amenity value of surface waters and to a much 
more coordinated administration of waters. The ultimate benefit is that the sustainability of 
water use should be ensured. 

There are three key environmental elements:  (1)  Water and aquatic ecosystems are 
considered from the point of view of the whole river basin; (2) “Water" means both surface 

and groundwaters, which are considered in both qualitative and quantitative terms; and (3) 
environmental objectives requiring EU countries to prevent deterioration of present "status" 
and to protect, enhance and restore all waters, with the ultimate aim of achieving (at least) 
"good status" by 2015.  

The WFD has six key managerial elements: 

(1) Integrated river basin management across administrative and political borders with 
coordinated (national) programmes of measures to achieve "good status, " drafted in 
the context of River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs). 
 

(2) Emissions and discharges of all pollutants into surface waters must be controlled (by 
2012) by a "combined approach" which takes into account both how much pollutant is 
emitted, and also the actual concentration of the pollutant in the receiving aquatic 
environment.  
 

(3) Specific controls for pollution by certain ("riskier") pollutants on a priority basis. 
Priority substances will be identified for either a progressive reduction of their 
emissions, or the phasing out of their discharges, emissions and losses to water. The 
identification has started recently and the first "phase outs" should happen within 20 
years of the adoption of proposals by the EU decision-making bodies. 
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(4) Introduction of water pricing policies. These have to provide adequate incentives for 
water use efficiency (by 2010) contributing to fulfilling the WFD's objectives - and 
take account of the principle of recovery of the costs of water services, including 
environmental and resource costs. However, EU countries can "opt out" under certain 
conditions. Guidelines to assist the implementation of the economic aspects of the 
WFD will soon be developed at the EU level. 
 

(5) Registration of "protected areas" by 2004. These are areas identified in EU legislation 
(e.g. Nitrates and Birds/Habitats Directives); areas for drinking water abstraction; and 
any additional identifications in national/local legislation. The water needs of these 
areas will be satisfied without any new obligations, although their "status" will be the 
subject of more stringent monitoring requirements.   
 

(6) Strengthened public participation into EU water policy, where - for example - the 
draft RBMPs will go through consultation with all interested parties a year before 
their adoption. The WFD also provides a sound basis for EU countries to report on 
progress towards achieving "good status". Further, it establishes a network of water 
professionals who will be able to compare and contrast working methods and 
exchange information and ideas, setting in place the procedures for ensuring 
coordination and transparency of measures.  

Status Categories.  The different "status" categories in the WFD (high, good, moderate etc.) 
are measures of the deviation of the status of the body of water in question from what would 
be expected of that body in "unimpacted" (reference) conditions.  "Surface water status" is 
the sum of the "ecological status" and the "chemical status" of a surface water body. Where 
"ecological status" measures the quality of the structure and functioning of aquatic 
ecosystems associated with surface waters, on the basis of a combination of biological 
elements (e.g. organisms, diversity); hydromorphological elements (e.g. flow) and physico-
chemical elements (e.g. temperature, oxygen). "Chemical surface status" is a measure of 
pollution. The "groundwater status" is a measure of the "chemical status" and the 
"quantitative status", which relates to abstraction.  

The WFP outlines a six-step process of river basin management: 

(1)  Set up River Basin Districts.  By 2003, EU countries must:  

• Identify the individual river basins lying within their national territory and assign 
them to individual River Basin Districts (RBDs). River basins shared by EU countries 
have to be assigned to an international RBD; 

• Set up the appropriate administrative arrangements, including the identification of the 
appropriate competent authority within each RBD. In the case of international RBDs, 
each EU country has to set up the relevant administrative arrangements within the 
portion of international RBD lying within its territory;  

• Ensure that the measures to achieve the environmental objectives of the WFD are 
coordinated for the whole of the RBD. In case of international RBDs, coordination of 
measures may be carried out through existing structures stemming from international 
agreements. Where a River Basin District extends beyond the territory of the EU, the 
country/ies should establish appropriate coordination with the relevant non-EU 
countries so that the WFD's objectives can be achieved throughout the RBD. 
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However, the EU-countries will only by obliged to implement the WFD within their 
territory.  

(2)  Catalogue the characteristics of the area or RBD. For surface waters, by 2004, EU 
countries must:  

• Categorise the different water-bodies in each RBD (e.g. lake); 
• Differentiate the water-bodies into types (e.g. Alpine lake - based either on ecoregions 

or physical/chemical factors); and  
• Establish the type-specific reference conditions for each water-body type and an 

initial "status" classification. 

(3)  Identify the environmental stresses. By 2004, EU countries must, for each RBD:  

• Review the impact of human activity on water "status" by identifying pressures and 
assessing impacts, leading to the identification of those waters at risk of failing to 
fulfill the WFD's objectives and 

• Carry out an economic analysis of water use to support the development of sound 
pricing policies, and to identify the most cost-effective measures for achieving the 
WFD's objectives. 

(4) Design and implement "basic" and supplementary" measures.  "Basic" (compulsory) 
measures are those required in order to achieve the WFD's objectives, such as: Measures 
to implement existing EU legislation for the protection of water; pollution controls; 
incentives for water use efficiency; controls on water abstraction; etc.  

 
(5) Monitor progress. EU must carry out different types of monitoring of their waters and 

inform the European Commission of their monitoring arrangements and results 3 months 
after the completion of the first RBMP (by 2010); and  submit an interim report 
describing progress in the implementation of the planned programme of measures within 
3 years of the publication of the first River Basin Management Plan (by 2012) and 
subsequent updates.  

 
(6) Revise the measures (if necessary) on the basis of such progress. EU countries must 

review and update if necessary the first RBMP by 2015 and every 6 years thereafter. 
Further, the programme of measures contained in the plan provides a "feedback 
mechanism" for identifying where further action is necessary at a higher or cross-sectoral 
level.  

 
 
C.  Case Studies in Watershed Management of International Lake Basins 
 
1.  The Lake Champlain Model 
 
Lake Champlain is on the border of the Canadian province of Quebec and the U.S. states of 
New York and Vermont, a geographic location that attracted several major battles during the 
formative years of both nations, between 1755 and 1814.  Although efforts to create legal 
mechanisms to manage the lake began in the early 1900s, it was not until the late 1980s that a 
series of agreements and legislation created an effective institutional framework for 
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managing the lake’s watershed.  The progression of agreements and legislation leading to the 
adoption of the plan is summarized in the Figure 1, on page 9. 
 
Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 (International Joint Commission) 
 
This international treaty is the primary regulatory mechanism for water bodies on the 
boundary between the U.S. and Canada.  During the 1970s, a special board of the 
International Joint Commission was convened on Lake Champlain to resolve a dispute 
between Canada and the U.S. over the control of the Richelieu River at the outlet of Lake 
Champlain.  Quebec’s proposal to control the water levels of the lake was declined and to this 
day, Lake Champlain remains one of the largest unregulated lakes in the world.   
 
a. Memorandum of Understanding (Vermont-New York-Quebec) 
 
In 1988, the governors of Vermont and New York and the Premier of Quebec signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding for the Management of the Environment in the Lake 
Champlain Region.  The MOU has to be renewed every four years, and has been in 1992, 
1996 and 2000.  The MOU was amended and expanded in 1996 in response to 
recommendations contained in Opportunities for Action (see item d. below). 
 
Biosphere Reserve Designation in 1989 
 
In 1989, the United Nations Man and the Biosphere Programme designated Lake Champlain 
Watershed and the nearby Adirondack Mountain Region as a Biosphere Reserve.  Although 
some meetings were held to coordinate conservation and sustainable development activities 
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Figure 1.  Chronology of cooperative agreements leading to approval of Opportunities 
for Action. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1988 
 

Memorandum of Understanding 
Vermont, New York, Quebec 

 

• Signed by the Governors of Vermont and New York and the Premier of the 
Province of Quebec, Canada.     

• Established the Lake Champlain Steering Committee to guide cooperative lake 

1990 
 

Lake Champlain Special Designation Act 
Vermont and New York 

 

• Passed by U.S. Congress, this act created the Lake Champlain Basin Program, 
as a public-private partnership among local, state, and federal government and 
natural resource management entities.  

• Created the Lake Champlain Management Conference, a 31-member board of 
multiple stakeholders, to develop a management plan for the entire lake basin 
th t b l d t lit fi h i ildlif tl d ti l d lt l

1993 
 

Water Quality Agreement 
Vermont, New York, Quebec 

 

• Vermont, New York, and Quebec governments commit to a consistent approach 
for phosphorus management of Lake Champlain. 

• Established in lake phosphorus criteria (mg/l) that must be met for 13 segments

1996 
 

Opportunities for Action: 
An Evolving Plan for the Future of Lake Champlain 

Vermont and New York 
 

• Vermont and New York adopt Opportunities for Action, the comprehensive 
management plan for Lake Champlain and its watershed, developed by the 

1996 
 

Phosphorus Reduction Agreement 
Vermont and New York 

 

• Vermont and New York divide responsibilities for reducing phosphorus loading 
and establish loading targets in 19 subwatersheds of the Lake Champlain basin



 10 

 under this designation, no funding was available and the designation was quickly 
overshadowed by a national law (see below). 
 
Lake Champlain Special Designation Act of 1990 
 
In 1990, an important national law was passed: the Lake Champlain Special Designation Act.  
The Act, passed by the U.S. Congress, created a framework to study and understand the lake 
and its basin in order to develop a comprehensive plan to protect and restore it.  The Act also 
brought with it much needed federal funding to implement projects and to conduct studies.  
Funding authorization totaled $25 million over a five year period.  The Act called for a plan 
that was more than a water quality plan.  Careful attention to natural resources of the region 
as well as economic development and cultural heritage protection was required under the law. 
 

(1) Plan Development Phase 
 
The Special Designation Act created a 31-member board, the Lake Champlain 
Management Conference (LCMC), to develop a comprehensive pollution prevention, 
control and restoration plan in five years. 

 
The 31 members of the LCMC were specified in the Special Designation Act to 
ensure broad representation from both states, from local governments, non-
governmental organizations, academicians, and businesses, and from Citizen 
Advisory Committees established in both states.  The LCMC is unique among 
equivalent watershed management boards and commissions because a significant 
number of private citizens (10) and local government officials (6) served as voting 
members of the committee along with state and federal officials, and in fact, 
controlled a majority voting block for decision-making.  

 
At the same time, a Lake Champlain Basin Program (LCBP) was created under the 
administration of the Environmental Protection Agency (a national government 
agency) in cooperation with agencies of both state governments—the Vermont 
Agency of Natural Resources and the New York Department of Environmental 
Conservation.  Other national government agencies were required to coordinate their 
activities in the watershed under the umbrella of the LCBP.   

 
The LCBP is not a government agency, but a partnership of government agencies and 
nongovernmental organizations.  Working together under a cooperative framework 
with a strategic plan in place has made the Lake Champlain Basin Program (LCBP) a 
successful model for watershed management.  Each partner contributes expertise, 
perspective and funds to better understand and manage Lake Champlain and its 
resources.  A broad-based coordinating committee addresses a multitude of issues 
including water quality, fish and wildlife, and recreational and cultural resources. 

 
It took nearly six years for all of these stakeholder groups to learn how to work 
together and to complete the scientific studies needed to produce a comprehensive 
plan.  The final plan, entitled Opportunities for Action, was approved and published in 
October 1996. 
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(2) Implementation Phase 
 

With the adoption of the plan in 1996, Vermont, New York and Quebec also renewed 
the existing Memorandum of Understanding on Lake Champlain.  The 31-member 
Management Conference was dissolved as the governing body of the LCBP, and the 
existing Steering Committee expanded its membership and authorities to become the 
new oversight board for the LCBP.  The current organizational structure is shown in 
Figure 2, on page 12. 
 
As the LCBP focuses on implementation of the plan that was completed in 1996, new 
challenges are presented.  These include:  how to maintain and broaden public and 
financial support for management activities, how to evaluate progress, and how to 
address emerging issues without undermining past accomplishments.  The first major 
five-year review of plan implementation is currently underway and will be completed 
in 2001.  The authors of the plan anticipated that revisions would need to be made as 
new information became available which is why the plan’s full title is Opportunities 
for Action, An Evolving Plan for the Future of the Lake Champlain Basin. 

 
(3) Lessons Learned 

 
Now, after ten years of planning and implementation, the participating entities have 
learned many things about cooperative watershed planning and management, 
including: 

 
• Partnerships are essential and can be fostered through effective 

communication,  
 

• Local level implementation builds a sustainable program,  
 

• Pollution prevention is an important complement to command and control 
programs,  

 
• Broad stakeholder involvement is required for meaningful consensus,  

 
• Economic issues should be fully integrated into the planning process,  

 
• Planning must be based on sound science, and  

 
• Public involvement is essential for long term commitment to management 

decisions.   
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Figure 2 (see attached) 
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2.  The Lake Constance Model 
 
Lake Constance the most important and best-documented “success story” in lake restoration 
in Europe. At its worst state, in the mid-1970s, the lake was dying rapidly from pollution 
from the watershed in Germany, Austria, and Switzerland, but by the late 1990s, several 
measures of water quality had returned to levels found in the 1930s, before the obvious 
deterioration began.  The most obvious factors in this success were the very advanced legal, 
administrative and scientific capacity of the three countries surrounding the lake, a strong 
political will driven by public pressure to arrest the decline of the lake, and the wide range of 
institutions and laws that were created and mobilized to respond to the crisis. 
 
The joint International Commission for the Protection of Lake Constance (IGKB), founded in 
1959, is an international body that elaborates recommendations for the national governments 
of Germany, Austria and Switzerland to implement lake protection.  The IGKB works on 
consensus and produces sound scientifically based guidelines.  The Commission sponsors a 
Steering Committee which in turn sponsors a Supervising Expert Group and various 
specialized Expert Groups. 
 
3.  The Lake Peipsi Model 
 
With a surface area of 3,550 sq. km, Lake Peipsi is the fourth largest lake in Europe, located 
on the border between Estonia and the Russian Federation.  In addition to the two countries 
that share the lake itself, a small portion of the watershed is in Latvia.  The Narva River 
connects Lake Peipsi with the Gulf of Finland and the Baltic Sea.  For centuries, the lake 
marked the ethnic border between the Germanic and Baltic peoples and the Slavic peoples of 
Russia; it was the scene of the famous battle on the ice, in which the armored cavalry of the 
Teutonic Knights  fell through the ice of the lake while fighting Russian peasants under the 
leadership of Alexander Nevski, in the year 1242. 
 
From the end of World War II until 1990, Estonia and Russia were both republics of the 
USSR, and the ancient boundary became an internal administrative border.  Since the 
collapse of the Soviet Union,  Estonia and Russia have scrambled to avoid conflict over the 
lake’s great resources.  In 1994 the governments concluded the Estonian-Russian Agreement 
on Fisheries on Lake Peipsi, Lanmi and Pskov, which established an intergovernmental 
commission as a consultative body.  A second intergovernmental agreement was reached in 
1996, and in 1997 they signed an Intergovernmental Agreement on the Protection and 
Sustainable Use of Transboundary Water Bodies, in accordance with the UNECE Convention 
on Transboundary Waters.   
 
The 1997 agreement established a Joint Commission on Transboundary Waters, headed by 
the Deputy Minister of the Russian Ministry for Natural Resources and the Secretary General 
of the Estonian Ministry of the Environment.  Under the terms of the Agreement, the 
responsibilities of the Joint Commission are to coordinate the implementation of the 
Agreement by: 
 

(1) Organizing exchange of monitoring data between the Parties in accordance with the 
agreed monitoring program; 

 



 14 

(2) Defining priority directions and programs of scientific studies on protection and 
sustainable use of transboundary waters; 

 
(3) Agreeing on common indicators of quality for transboundary waters, methods of 

water testing, and conducting analyses; 
 

(4) In the case when an extraordinary situation occurs on transboundary waters, the 
Parties will inform one another immediately through the competent agencies and the 
Joint Commission; and 

 
(5) Facilitating cooperation between agencies of executive power, local governments, 

scientific, and public interest organizations, as well as other institutions in the field of 
sustainable development and protection of transboundary waters, and ensure publicity 
of discussions of questions related to the use and protection of the transboundary 
waters. 

 
The Center for Transboundary Cooperation and Sustainable Development (CTC) is an 
international non-political non-governmental umbrella organization expanding the work of 
two local NGOs:  the Lake Peipsi Project Tartu, which was registered in Estonia in 1994, and 
the Lake Peipsi Project Pskov, which was registered in Russia in 1997.  By 1997, the CTC 
had become a major player in promoting cooperative management of Lake Peipsi and the 
Narva River and had attracted funding from a wide range of bilateral and multilateral donors. 
 
4.  The Lake Ohrid Model 
 
As was the case in each of the three “thumbnail” case studies summarized above, the national 
governments of the countries surrounding Lake Ohrid have created formal legal organizations 
tasked with managing the lake.    In 1956, the former Federative People’s Republic of 
Yugoslavia and the People’s Republic of Albania signed the first Agreement on Management 
of Water Issues.  The Agreement established the Yugoslav-Albanian Water Management 
Committee, consisting of six members from each country.  The Committee established 
subcommittees and met once a year for some years, but it eventually became inactive. 
 
In 1990, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) was created to fund projects which could 
impact the global environment, including projects in international waters.  In 1994, the World 
Bank (one of the Implementing Agencies of the GEF) began preparing the Lake Ohrid 
Conservation Project, in cooperation with Albania and Macedonia.  Two friendly countries 
provided assistance during the project preparation phase.  Switzerland funded a Feasibility 
Study for the project, and a U.S.-based NGO, the Institute for Sustainable Communities, 
organized a study tour to Lake Champlain by a delegation from both sides of Lake Ohrid and 
a reciprocal study tour by a delegation from New York and Vermont, in September 1996.  
Just two months later, on 20 November 1996, in Tirana, representatives of the governments 
of Albania and Macedonia concluded a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) of the Lake 
Ohrid Conservation Project. 
 
The Lake Ohrid Conservation Project will fund a total of US$1.84 million to Albania and 
US$2.26 million to Macedonia during the three-year life of the project, which began in late 
1998. 
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The MOU between the Albanian and Macedonian Governments for the Lake Ohrid 
Conservation Project establishes a joint Lake Ohrid Management Board, which is 
“responsible for the preparation of the regulations related to its activities” (Article 2) and is 
authorized to approve projects “based on the previously prepared Feasibility Study” (Article 
3).  The Parties agreed to “coordinate and adopt laws and regulations necessary for the 
protection of Lake Ohrid with regard to pollution prevention, water use and fisheries 
management, etc.” (Article 5), to follow appropriate international pollution prevention 
regulations and standards (Article 6), to develop a long term plan (Article 7), to establish 
separate monitoring facilities (Article 9), and to strengthen and develop protection institutions 
(Article 10).  The Parties also agreed carry out the activities needed to implement the Lake 
Ohrid Conservation Project (Articles 3, 8, 11, and 12). 
 
As is true for Lake Champlain, Lake Constance, and Lake Peipsi, Lake Ohrid drains to the 
sea through an important river, the Black Drin.  A fundamental lesson from the other three 
lakes applies equally to Lake Ohrid:  the lake itself cannot be protected (“conserved”) without 
considering its river basin as a whole, both upstream and downstream from the lake. Since 
the 1960s, Lake Ohrid’s importance as a source of hydropower for electricity generation has 
grown rapidly as the Drin’s hydro-electric potential has been developed by both Macedonia 
and Albania. 
 
 

II.  Recommendations for Lake Ohrid 
 
 
Recommendation 1.  Adopt the EU Water Framework Directive as Albania’s guidebook 
for water management in the Lake Ohrid region 
 
Quite independent of any political decisions by the Government of Albania whether or when 
to apply to join or not to join the European Union, our overarching recommendation is for 
Albania to use the EU Water Framework Directive as a guidebook for water management.  It 
is our judgment that the WFD is already the definitive statement of the principles and 
practices of water management in Europe, and it would be a waste of time and effort for 
Albania to try to develop a significantly different framework. 
 
Since Albania will not be a member of the European Union in the near-term future, there is 
no need for the Government of Albania to adopt the WFD as an “official” document.  The 
nation has no legal requirement to implement the Directive.  However, other countries in 
Europe are the most likely sources of external funds to improve the management of the 
waters of Lake Prespa, Lake Ohrid, and the River Drin.  Albania’s use of the WFD as a 
guidebook would offer them reassurance that Albania’s fundamental approaches and 
standards are generally consistent with the continent’s. 
 
Recommendation 1.1  Translate the EU WFD into Albanian 
 
As a first step to begin to use the WFD, we recommend that the LOCP PIU commission a 
translation of  the entire text, including annexes, into the Albanian language and to distribute 
widely the Albanian language version.  Everyone involved in implementing the LOCP should 
receive a copy, including members of the LOMB, national and local government officials 
(Component A), members of the Monitoring Task Force (Component B), members of the 
Watershed Management Committee (Component C), and concerned NGOs (Component D). 
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We suggest that the LOCP Macedonian PIU simultaneously undertake the translation of the 
WFD into the Macedonian language. 
 
Recommendation 2.  Begin to establish Lake Prespa, Lake Ohrid, and the River Drin as 
a River Basin District 
 
The Governments of Albania and Macedonia, and the GEF and World Bank, were absolutely 
correct when, in 1994, they began preparing the Lake Ohrid Conservation Project.  It is the 
crown jewel of the Balkans, a World Natural and Cultural Heritage site, and the obvious 
place to begin to promote joint cooperation in the watershed.  It is due to the success of the 
Lake Ohrid Conservation Project during its first two years that it is now clear that Lake Ohrid 
is profoundly affected by activities both upstream and downstream.  There are strong 
connections between conservation efforts on Lakes Prespa and Ohrid, in part because Lake 
Prespa drains into Lake Ohrid.  But there are only weak connections between managers on 
Lake Ohrid and on its distributary, the River Drin (Crni Drim).  There are hydropower and 
irrigation dams on both the Macedonian and the Albanian portions of the river—three in 
Macedonia and three or four (?) in Albania.  To control water flow to these dams, the former 
Yugoslavia diverted the Sateska River into Lake Ohrid and constructed a spillway at the exit 
from the lake, at Struga.  The dams are crucial to the economic development aspirations of 
both countries, but the diversion of the Sateska River has added a great deal of sediment to 
the lake, and the dams prevent the migration of eels from the Adriatic Sea to their ancient 
spawning ground on Lake Ohrid.  This is a trade-off between industrial and agricultural 
growth at the expense of the recreational and drinking water quality of the lake and its 
biological diversity. 
 
There is an urgent need for a dialogue among all the stakeholders of the Prespa-Ohrid-Drin 
River Basin, to assess and to reconcile their competing demands for water. 
 
There are at least two steps that the LOMB should take during the year 2001. 
 
Recommendation 2.1  Create and publish a map that delineates the watershed 
boundaries of the River Drin, including Lake Prespa, Lake Ohrid, and the River Black 
Drin and the River White Drin. 
 
An extremely crude illustrative example of a map of the Drin River Basin District is given in 
Figure 3, on page 17. 
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Recommendation 2.2  Organize a joint study tour of the Albanian and Macedonian 
LOMB and WMC, by road, following the Drin as closely as possible and stopping at the 
dams. 
 
Because of the potential interest in such a trip, it might be beneficial to bring a TV news crew 
from each country. 
 
Recommendation 3.  Albania and Macedonia should revise and extend the Lake Ohrid 
Memorandum of Understanding 
 
As was noted in the little case study of Lake Ohrid, the inter-governmental MOU regarding 
Lake Ohrid is tied very specifically to the GEF/World Bank Lake Ohrid Conservation 
Project.  It is not clear from the text of the MOU whether it was intended that the MOU 
should expire at the completion of the project or whether it was intended that the MOU 
should continue into the future, indefinitely.  A new MOU should be signed before the 
conclusion of the Lake Ohrid Conservation Project.  Although there is no obvious reason to 
change the overall tone of the MOU or most of its articles, it is very important that both 
governments reaffirm their commitment to the conservation of the lake in the future, 
irrespective of any externally funded projects. 
 
The urgent need to update the MOU should not be understood as a failure, but rather as a 
mark of success.  The case studies of Lakes Champlain, Constance and Peipsi all highlighted 
the very rapid pace of reaching new agreements; on Lake Peipsi, for instance, Estonia and 
Russia signed expanding agreements in 1994, 1996, 1997, and 1999. 
 
Opening the MOU for revision may assist in identifying articles or paragraphs that could be 
strengthened on the basis of the successful experience during the past four years. 
 
Recommendation 4.  Albania and Macedonia should revise and extend the composition 
and responsibilities of the Lake Ohrid Management Board 
 
This recommendation follows logically from Recommendation 3.  Under the terms of the 20 
November 1996 MOU, the Lake Ohrid Management Board (LOMB) is established to 
“approve, initiate, promote, monitor and harmonize the implementation of projects.”   But 
based on the progress made during the past four years, the LOMB has already begun to look 
beyond the very narrow project management role described in the MOU, and it is touching 
several important legal and regulatory issues in water quality management, conservation, and 
sustainable development in both countries that have national significance beyond Lake Ohrid. 
 
The case studies of Lakes Champlain, Constance and Peipsi offer valuable suggestions for a 
clearer definition of the role of the LOMB.  Most important, each lake has created its own 
unique Board or Commission, and they differ in all details.  However, there are six basic 
functions that appear in some form in all three of the international lake commissions. 
 
(1) Planning.  This is a major ongoing task for the LOMB now, at the start of the pilot 

projects that will lead to the preparation of the Watershed Action Plan.  It took Lake 
Champlain six years (1990-1996) to accomplish what Lake Ohrid is set to do in just two 
years (1999-2001). 
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It cannot be stated too often that successful plans integrate environmental, economic and 
social considerations.  The LOMB responsibilities should be broad enough to serve as the 
institutional framework to achieve this integration. 

 
(2) Coordinating among the government jurisdictions at the national and local level.  This     

function places greater emphasis on policy and political issues than on actual project 
administration.  The joint lake commissions in our case studies are not intended to 
replace normal government departments and agencies, and they do not have a direct role 
in creating or enforcing regulations—but they often identify need for regulatory 
enforcement by specific agencies.  For example, on Lake Ohrid, the LOMB should 
follow-up on recommended legislative initiatives such as a phosphate detergent ban, 
harmonizing fishing regulations and enforcement, and phosphorus reduction from 
wastewater. 
 

(3)  Overseeing, monitoring and evaluating the implementation of the Plan.  The good plans 
have many projects implemented by many different stakeholders, underway 
simultaneously in the lake basin.  The joint lake commission (LOMB) should not be 
directly involved in implementing projects, but should ensure that work is being carried 
out in accordance with the plan. 

 
(4) Providing a mechanism for public education and involvement.  Community and public 

understanding and support are essential for successful watershed management.  An 
ongoing mechanism is needed to ensure that this remains a priority for the region. 

 
(5)  Ensuring that sound scientific and technical information is used as the basis for 

decisions.  If the joint lake commission (LOMB) does not solicit and use information 
from natural and social scientists, it can never understand what is happening well enough 
to make sound management decisions. 

 
(6) Participating in international forums, such as meetings related to the WFD, the 

management of international lakes, and networking with similar organizations within 
Albania and Macedonia and in the European region and globally as it relates to 
conservation of international lake basins. 

 
Recommendation 4.1  Establish the LOMB as the Competent Authority for the Prespa-
Ohrid-Drin River Basin District. 
 
The EU Water Framework Directive requires that a “competent authority” be established for 
each river basin district.  We recommend that any expansion of the role of the LOMB should 
take note of the competent authority role outlined in Article 3 of the WFD. 
 
Recommendation 5.  Begin now to create the organization that will succeed the LOCP 
Project Implementation Unit. 
 
The case studies do not point in one single direction about the relationship between a formal 
inter-governmental joint lake commission, such as the LOMB, and project-based, technical 
organizations such as the LOCP PIUs.  On Lake Champlain, the Management Conference 
dissolved itself when it published Opportunities for Action, and it left behind the Lake 
Champlain Basin Program, to be guided by a prior existing Steering Committee with 
expanded memberships and duties, which combine the functions of both the LOMB and the 



 20 

PIUs.  But on Lake Peipsi, there is a clear distinction between the Joint Commission on 
Transboundary Waters (an inter-governmental body) and the Center for Transboundary 
Cooperation (an international NGO).  On Lake Constance, there are also clear separations 
between the formal policy body (the IGKB) and the many implementation units. 
 
Overall, we conclude that the Center for Transboundary Cooperation (CTC) is likely to be the 
best model for the successor organization to the Albanian and Macedonian PIUs.  Staff from 
both sides of the LOCP have visited the CTC, and the CTC has the capacity to assist in 
creating on Lake Ohrid the special kind of organization that will carry out the practical 
measures to implement the Watershed Action Plan.  Although the CTC is formally a non-
governmental organization (NGO), it retains the fullest confidence and support of both 
Russia and Estonia, as well as many foreign donors. 
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