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Abstract: Kosovo is a disputed territory, in conflict with Serbia, the country it declared independence from in 

1999. The two states share water resource, in the form of the Ibër river. Kosovo is facing issues of water scarcity 

and the water it has access to is heavily polluted with untreated wastewater metallurgy waste.  

Kosovo does not only have poor relations with Serbia, there are also conflict within Kosovo with communities of 

both Kosovo Albanian majority and Serb majority. These communities have shown different willingness to 

cooperate over the water management of the Ibër river basin. Cooperating over shared water resources have in other 

cases been used as a way to improve on relations in conflict affected societies, through environmental peacemaking. 

In this case study, the environmental and socio-political conditions for environmental peacemaking is investigated 

through interviews of municipal and regional stakeholders, involved in the management of the Ibër river basin.  

 

Interviews were conducted with two municipal employees and one representative from the regional river basin 

authority in Kosovo. These interviews were complemented with a comprehensive literature review. The findings 

were analysed, using a conceptual framework developed to analyse and compare different cases of environmental 

peacemaking. The conceptual framework consists of six elements: resource scarcity, interdependence, lack of 

environmental sustainability, mutual interests, shared values, and power (a)symmetries. External actions and 

interests was also included as an element to reveal in what way external actors can intervene and assist in improving 

relations through environmental peacemaking initiatives.  

 

The analysis concluded that the Ibër river basin is in a need of transboundary management to improve on the water 

quality in a more effective and efficient way. The resource scarcity that is currently facing the stakeholders could 

be used as a cooperative trigger between the different actors. And while there is a lot of complexity to within the 

socio-political conditions, the interviewees express the need and interest for increased cooperation. This indicates 

that increased collaboration could be possible, but most likely there would be a need for external interventions to 

create an ongoing dialogue, that in turn can build trust between the conflicting parties.  

 

Keywords: Sustainable Development, Water Resource Management, Transboundary Waters, Conflict Affected 

Societies, Environmental Peacemaking.  
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Summary: This thesis discusses if and how cooperation over a shared water resource can contribute to improving 

relations between two states in conflict, Kosovo and Serbia. It is a case study, investigating what environmental 

issues the Ibër river basin is facing and in what way increased collaboration could lead to improved relations between 

conflicting parties.  

 

With poor relations between Kosovo and Serbia for years, there is a need and will to improve it. Within Kosovo 

there is also conflict, as there are communities of Serb majority and Kosovo Albanian majority. In the past, it has 

been difficult for the different ethnic groups to collaborate. According to the theory of environmental peacemaking, 

increased cooperation over a water resource could lead to improved relations between conflicting parties. In this 

study, I have used interviews and a literature review to analyse what the current conditions are for environmental 

peacemaking in this case and if there cooperation is possible at the time.  

 

While the parties do express interest and need for increased cooperation, there is a lot of hinders. Therefore, 

external actions could provide a neutral space for increased dialogue which in turn can lead to building trust and 

benefitting mutual interests.  

 

Keywords: Sustainable Development, Water Resource Management, Transboundary Waters, Conflict Affected 

Societies, Environmental Peacemaking. 
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1. Introduction 

“We have to work together to improve standard for citizens and we are ready to cooperate with 

the Albanian community and international community. We have to be very honest with each 

other if we want to work together in this direction” – Interviewee B. 

 

Kosovo is struggling with meeting the water demands and providing sufficient amounts of water (Embassy 

of Sweden Pristina, 2017) and since Kosovo’s river basins are located in shared territories with disputed 

borders, it creates further barriers and adds complexity in managing these issues.  

 

Having access to sufficient amounts of clean water is a key development target globally and is essential in 

all societies to ensure food security and support basic livelihoods (Weinthal et al., 2011). The 17 Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs), along with their 169 targets, put water at the core of the United Nations 

development agenda. SDG 6 ‘Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for 

all’, includes target 6.5 aiming that by 2030, integrated water resource management should be implemented 

at all levels, with transboundary cooperation as appropriate (General Assembly resolution 70/1, 2015). The 

EU has established the EU Water Framework Directive, determining the best model for water management 

being by river basin and not according to political boundaries. This should be done through the development 

of river basin management plans (RBMP) for all river basins within the EU (EC, 2019) meaning that 

cooperation is needed for river basins situated in shared territories.  

 

Cooperation over shared waters can have several positive impacts, beyond the environmental ones. It can 

expand the level of regional integration and spur economic development. Water can serve as an entry point 

to cooperation when more difficult issues make dialogue between different parties challenging (SIWI, 2019). 

Water resource management (WRM) has an important role in facilitating the building of trust in conflict 

affected areas, as well as preventing the conflict from returning. Provision of water services it often viewed 

as critical for peace and it can also help to increase the state legitimacy (Weinthal et al., 2011).   

 

With increased pressures on transboundary water resources due to population growth, economic 

development and changing climate it becomes more difficult to manage the water resources. Different 

interests and conflicting needs among sectors and users create a complexity to solving these problems (Islam 

& Choudhury, 2018, pp 7-8). And even though there can be issues of physical water scarcity, the problem 

in managing transboundary water is mainly social, with obstacles to perform collective action to 

environmental issues (Zeitoun & Mirumachi, 2008).  

 

Fulfilling SDG 6 is of fundamental importance for Kosovo as they are facing several challenges including  

polluted water resources and water shortages due to non-functional irrigation systems, misuse of water 

resources, increased consumption and pollutions from mines, tailing areas, and municipal dumps and sewers. 

In addition to this, the rural waste water completely lacks treatment and only eight percent of the urban waste 

water is connected to sewers and being properly treated (Embassy of Sweden Pristina, 2017). For Kosovo 

to enter EU in the future, they will need a RBMP for the Ibër River Basin in accordance with the EU Water 

Framework Directive. To achieve a successful management plan, all interested parties has to be fully 

involved in the discussions of the RBMP.  

 

The Ibër River Basin, located in Northern Kosovo, has a drainage area of 4035 km2 in Kosovo, covering 

more than one third of the country. The river is highly polluted, mainly by industries and discharge of 

untreated wastewater. It is a transboundary river basin, situated in a shared territory with Montenegro and 

Serbia. It is also shared between ethnic limits within Kosovo, the river basin is situated in a territory with 

both Kosovo Albanian municipalities and Serbian municipalities (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019). 

The river flows from Montenegro, through the Gazivoda reservoir and dam, which belongs both to Kosovo 

and Serbia. It then flows through Mitrovica in Kosovo before turning north and flowing back into central 

Serbia, see map 1. Due to the river basin being in a shared territory, there are continued disputes regarding 

who should use the water first and in which direction the net should go. It is important to establish well-

functioning cooperation between the riparian states and the two nationalities within Kosovo to avoid further 

disputes between the two states and between the ethnicities (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019; WB, 
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2012).  

 

 
Map 1. The location of the Ibër River Basin and the Gazivoda reservoir (Freeworldmaps, 2020) 

 

Kosovo used to be an autonomous province in Serbia until 1990, when the autonomy was abolished. The 

Kosovo Albanian guerrilla, UCK, fought the Serbian government, which eventually led to war in 1998. 

NATO intervened the year after and fought on Kosovo’s side on the grounds that it was a humanitarian 

campaign. From 1999, when the war ended, Kosovo was governed under UN-protectorate until 2008 before 

declaring its independence. Kosovo has since then been recognised as independent by over 100 countries, 

but Serbia does not recognise their independence. The relation between the two nations are still poor, but 

there is no ongoing violent conflict, with the exception of some violent incidents in northern Kosovo (UI, 

2019; WB, 2018a). The relations between Kosovo and Serbia could be an issue when managing their shared 

water resources. It is important that both Serbian and Albanian communities and municipalities in Kosovo 

are involved in the management of the Ibër River Basin, to avoid further disconnect and conflicts. There is 

also a need to facilitate a transboundary cooperation between Kosovo and Serbia over their shared water 

resources.  

 

There is a need to understand the political mechanisms that connect WRM to reconstruction efforts in 

conflict affected areas. Recent peacemaking literature is promoting strategies of increased local ownership 

and involvement through local agency and capacity to build peace from the inside (Krampe, 2017). There is 

a need both to empower local government and to upgrading the existing water supply in Kosovo (Bernabé-

Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019). This case study of the Ibër River Basin has analysed the current situation of 

the WRM. There is a need to establish well-functioning cooperation among the municipalities and between 

the government and all municipalities, but to do that it is important to understand the status of the situation 

and the current opportunities and boundaries there are for cooperation. Analysing the biophysical and socio-

political environment of conflict transformation is crucial to understand the different parties perception of 
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conflict and cooperation. It is also key to have an understanding of how the different parties shape conflicts 

and cooperation, and in what way social identities and power distributions can affect their involvement in 

environmental peacemaking  (Dresse et al., 2019).  

 

1.1. Aim and research questions  
 

The aim of the study is to explore the conditions for cooperative transboundary water resource 

management of the Ibër River Basin in Northern Kosovo. The study focuses on municipal and regional 

actors in Kosovo and their view on the environmental and socio-political conditions for transboundary 

WRM, combined with a literature review exploring the same questions.  

 

The main research question is:  

• Under which environmental and socio-political conditions do countries cooperate over 

transboundary water resources?  

 

This will be answered through the following questions:  

- What are the environmental conditions for cooperative and TWRM of the Ibër River Basin?  

- What are the socio-political conditions for cooperative and TWRM of the Ibër River Basin? 

- Is there a discrepancy in the views of these conditions depending on the actors?  

- Are there currently conditions for cooperative TWRM of the Ibër river basin?  
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2. Theoretical framework 

Integrated transboundary water resource management (TWRM) and environmental peacemaking has been 

used as the theoretical frameworks for this study. In the following section, firstly the general concept of the 

two theories are described and in what way they are relevant for the study, followed by an explanation of 

how environmental peacemaking has been used as conceptual framework.  

 

Integrated transboundary water resource management is used to explain in what way cooperation over shared 

water resources should be done to achieve sustainable results for both the cooperation and relations, as well 

as to sustainably manage the shared water resource. Environmental peacemaking explains why 

transboundary cooperation is important and what effects it might have for improving relations and building 

peaceful relations.  

 

2.1. Integrated Transboundary Water Resource 
Management 

Transboundary waters and the tensions over them are complex issues, with conflict and cooperation very 

often co-existing alongside each other. Their co-existence should be considered when analysing TWRM 

issues to nuance both the conflicts and cooperation, and to avoid overlooking political aspects of the 

interaction between riparian states (Zeitoun & Mirumachi, 2008). Within the river basin there are often 

issues of power asymmetries, both economic and political. To successfully operationalize cooperative and 

integrated TWRM, the key is to understand the political economy of water resources and the relations over 

water, not only focus on the hydrology and status of the water (Allan & Mirumachi, 2010, pp.19-24). In 

cases where relations between the riparian parties are very poor, external involvement can be required to 

manage their dispute (Zeitoun & Mirumachi, 2008).  

 

Sharing the benefits of a shared water resource can offer a way to cooperation that is politically more feasible 

than sharing the transboundary resource itself (Zeitoun & Mirumachi, 2008). It can help reduce conflict and 

can be done through establishing river basin authorities that geographically cover the entire river basin and 

deals with the multiple uses of water. The benefits that are shared can be of both monetary and non-monetary 

value. One example of a benefit can be a trade between water resources and electrical power, but deciding 

on what type of benefit sharing that is suitable has to be decided in each case, due to the complex nature of 

the issue. It is important to make sure that the benefits reach all levels of stakeholders, at both state and non-

state level (Daoudy, 2010, pp. 43-54).  

 

Cooperation over transboundary water resources can be viewed from different perspectives and achieved 

on different levels. Dialogues can be held between officials or through unofficial bodies with the 

involvement of officials, but it can also be done through unofficial interactions. Unofficial dialogue can 

occur through members of adversary groups or through grassroot-level diplomacy undertaken by individuals 

and civil society. Although cooperation between officials from the riparian states can be viewed as the most 

logical, it can be hindered by factors such as historical rivalries. Focusing on dialogue between unofficial 

actors can therefore offer an opportunity for, and result in, increased cooperation on multiple levels (Baura 

et al., 2019). Usually, intergovernmental water negotiations focus on state-centric water diplomacy, 

overlooking the local realities and the intrastate conflicts. This creates a disconnect, which can be further 

amplified when a state is in conflict with its society (Grech-Madin et al., 2018). 

 

Cooperation is most effective when there is equal participation and decision-making among all parties. 

Bottom-up approaches is essential to achieve successful cooperation (Jäkerskog & Zeitoun, 2009). Strong 

community involvement has been pointed out as a key success factor in cases where the government do not 

have the capacity to build up reliable water supplies. With inclusive and community-driven interventions, 

it is less likely that inequities in access to and control over water resources are exacerbated (Weinthal et al., 

2011; Burt & Keiru, 2011). 

 

Involving the communities and using bottom-up approaches reduces the risk of increasing inequalities 

regarding access to water and control over water resources (Weinthal et al., 2011). However, one should 
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not rely only on community based water projects, with the risk of them having built-in unequitable 

structures. Therefore, it is important that stakeholders at different levels should all be involved to achieve 

the best possible understanding of the situation in that particular context. Public authorities working together 

with local communities foster trust and increases partnership with local communities (Weinthal et al., 2011).  

 

Creating a joint water commission through treaties can have several positive effects and have in other cases 

provided a place for building confidence and resolving conflict. It can serve as a channel for negotiation 

and have helped to build trust between parties through frequent and regular meetings, data collection and 

sharing. Having a third-party involved have also proven to facilitate cooperation. The cooperation over the 

Sava River basin was sustained through the European Union’s continuous involvement and the cooperation 

had positive effects on other, more political areas and created long-term sustainable cooperation between 

states (Weinthal et al., 2011; Beck, 2015). This case can serve as a good example of when transboundary 

water cooperation provides positive effects on other parts of society. 

 

The Sava River Basin connects four nations, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), and Serbia 

and Montenegro. When the Yugoslav conflict ended and focus shifted to political and economic 

reconstruction, the ecological reconstruction of the Sava River Basin became a priority. The basin provided 

economic opportunities, as well as being an important source of water and sanitation services. The basin 

has a potential for creating disputes over water, but instead it has provided an opportunity for transboundary 

cooperation in the region (Stec et al., 2011).  

 

The cooperation was supported through an international initiative where representatives from the riparian 

countries met to discuss the cooperation of the river basin. With support from the international community 

and organisations, a draft and entry into force of the International Framework Agreement on the Sava River 

Basin (FASBR) was achieved. It was the first voluntary agreement between Slovenia, Croatia, BiH and 

Serbia in any field.  This led to the International Sava River Basin Commission being established. The 

lessons learned from the Sava River Basin case is that there are several dimensions to the connection 

between peacemaking and the environment in conflict affected settings. WRM can often serve as a way of 

re-establishing trust and cooperation after a conflict. Rehabilitation of natural resource can create positive 

economic effects to the society, through job creation (Stec et al., 2011).  

 

One of the key factors for success was the establishment of a variety of connections and cooperation across 

borders, both between governments, grassroots movements and intergovernmental initiatives, as well as the 

involvement of international organisations. Involving local stakeholders could have provided a better 

picture of what to prioritise and what needs there were for environmental knowledge as well as mapping 

conflicting interests to design activities for reconciliation of interests. It was important to have both bottom-

up and top-down approaches since all stakeholders can be involved and create a solid ground for dialogue 

(Stec et al., 2011). To increase the effectiveness of local initiatives and their contribution towards national 

objectives for integrated TWRM, it is important to establish formal links between grassroot community 

organisations and government institutions (Burt & Keiru, 2011).  

 

However, creating a treaty does not automatically create ‘good’ cooperation. There can be components of 

the agreement that favour one actor at the expense of another or components are not implemented as 

planned. Some actors can be excluded from treaties, leading to power asymmetries in citizen’s participation 

in cooperative processes. The existence of cooperation is often celebrated without examining their impacts 

and the cooperation and agreements are often the goal, not the improved management of the water (Zeitoun 

& Mirumachi, 2008).  

 

 

2.2. Environmental Peacemaking 
 

Dresse et al. (2019) defines environmental peacebuilding as “the process through which environmental 

challenges shared by the (former) parties to a violent conflict are turned into opportunities to build lasting 

cooperation and peace”. This definition has been used for the thesis. If Kosovo and Serbia could work 

together with the management of the Ibër River Basin, this could serve as way to achieve cooperation and 
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putting differences aside.  

 

The theory of environmental peacemaking arose as a shift from the theory of environmental scarcity and its 

cause of violent conflict. It challenges the idea that a scarcity of natural resources acts as an important driver 

of violent conflict. It started as the idea that if it’s true that it can cause conflict, it should also be an 

opportunity for transboundary cooperation and a way to strengthen the conditions for peace (Conca & 

Beevers, 2018, pp. 54-55; Conca & Dabelko, 2002, pp. 1-4; Dresse et al. 2019). As environmental issues are 

stretched over human-made boundaries it is not possible to address these issues without collaboration across 

human boundaries. It is difficult to monitor and interpret environmental data without cooperation and this 

could be used as an opportunity for collaborative understanding that in turn can build trust (Conca & Beevers, 

2018, pp. 54-55).  

 

The claims of environmental peacemaking is that environmental issues can be strategically exploited to build 

or enhance peace. To do this, the specific characteristics of the initiative will determine if this is successful 

or not. One important question is if the trust-building effects on one side of the river bank will be the same 

on the other side (Conca & Beevers, 2018, p. 60).  

 

The way that cooperation over shared natural resources can enhance peace is through dialogue around the 

environmental and resource issues that can provide a channel for ongoing communication. Environment can 

be perceived as an area of “low politics” and can therefore act as a safe operating space for dialogue, even if 

there are ongoing conflicts (Conca & Beevers, 2018, p.63). If the cooperation is done through an interactive 

process, the situation can be turned from a destructive into a productive one. This is due to the mutual will 

to address an issue and turning the focus to mutual problem-solving mechanisms. In other words, when states 

and groups cooperate over the management of a water resource, it can create a positive effect for peace 

building (Swain, 2016). Transboundary environmental issues provide an opportunity for partnership through 

switching from administrative, political-territorial borders to ecosystem borders (Dresse et al., 2019).  

 

The approach of environmental peacemaking is to focus on the shared natural resources as a tool for conflict 

prevention and peacemaking after conflict. It is based on the notion that mutual benefits of cooperation 

outgrows the self-interests of the shared resource. This cooperation can contribute to mutual gains and 

promote reconciliation through dialogue over borders and it can build trust between state and non-state actors 

(Dresse et al., 2019).  

 

To understand what drives and motivates environmental cooperation, it is vital to understand the variety of 

interests and values underlying the interactions between humans and environment. There can be issues of 

conflicting interests and different perceptions of different local groups on a conflict situation and the way to 

achieve peace (Dresse et al., 2019). Several actors are involved when reconstructing and building peace, 

which can lead to competing interests. To avoid results that are unsustainable and will not last, there is a need 

to integrate and coordinate with experts in these issues and across sectors (Weinthal et al., 2011). 

 

Many argue that on a regional or local level, there is a connection between environmental change and violent 

outcomes, which in turn can spread across borders. In cases with existing social tensions based on e.g. 

ethnicity, environmental issues can be very triggering if these tensions are exacerbated (Conca & Dabelko, 

2002, pp. 1-4).  

 

Inclusiveness and integrated approaches are needed in WRM. All stakeholders need to participate in WRM, 

including the local actors to link their interest to the common water resources. Involvement of local 

stakeholders is of even higher importance in settings of conflict affected areas, as it can create local 

ownership. This have in other projects been successful in both providing water for irrigation and domestic 

use, as well as supporting bonding and bridging of communities. With local water management structures in 

place, there is a better capacity to manage incompatibilities over water use. Water development initiatives 

are more likely to succeed in the promotion of sustainable peace when they are infused at a local level and it 

gives communities the opportunity to be more involved (Swain, 2016).  
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2.3. Conceptual framework 
 

Environmental peacemaking was used as the conceptual framework for the study, the following 

sections are drawing on the framework created by Dresse et al. (2019).  

 

Dresse et al. (2019) provides three main building blocks of environmental peacemaking and 

establishes causal linkages between each of the building blocks and assembles them into a framework 

synthesis consisting of three generic trajectories: technical, restorative and sustainable environmental 

peacemaking. This enables the comparative analysis between case studies, which is needed to build 

up evidence on the environment-peace nexus while at the same time allowing room for each case’s 

individual complexity and contextuality.  

 

The three core building blocks address the following questions:  

1. Initial conditions: when do conflict parties resort to cooperation instead of competition over 

natural resources?  

2. Mechanisms: how do parties address shared environmental challenges?  

3. Outcomes: why do they do so and what are the expected v. actual benefits?  

 

The building blocks of the initial conditions covers two types of contextual conditions, both the 

environmental challenges which the cooperation is aiming to tackle, as well as the pre-existing 

relations between the conflicting parties. The second building block, mechanisms, focus on activities 

and their implementation. The last building block, outcomes, focus on the direct and indirect outcomes 

of the implemented activities. These two building blocks will not be included due to the limitations of 

the study. 

 

2.3.1. Initial conditions  
Within the initial conditions, there are two sets of conditions acting as cooperative triggers: the 

biophysical environment and natural resources, with either perceived or actual resource scarcity or 

abundance. The second set of conditions acting as a trigger are socio-political environment where 

conflict parties evolve. These triggers consist of mutual interest, shared values and level of power 

symmetry.  

 

Shared ecological values can trigger positive interactions through common language and objectives, 

while asymmetries in power can instead lead to decreased willingness and ability to negotiate and 

share equal benefits. Depending on the degree of inequality, this can severely hinder cooperation. The 

key to understanding the different parties’ perceptions of conflict and cooperation, as well as how they 

shape it, is through a comprehensive approach to the biophysical and socio-political environment of 

the conflict transformation. This is also vital to understand social identities, power distribution, and 

how they affect their involvement in environmental peacemaking, see figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Environmental peacemaking trajectories and building blocks. The three trajectories 

horizontally span over the three building blocks (Dresse et al., 2019). 

 

2.3.2. Trajectories 
In addition to the building blocks, Dresse et al.’s (2019) framework has three trajectories: technical, 

restorative and sustainable environmental peacemaking, all with different aims. The first trajectory is 

called technical environmental peacemaking, focusing on the technical solutions to the environmental 

issues through cooperating on implementation and coordinating actions. The coordination can be 

limited to agreement on division of labour, which minimises the transboundary contact. In general, 

this trajectory does not have that big of an impact on broader peacemaking, but it can be useful when 

there are still ongoing conflicts in other areas.  

 

The second trajectory is called restorative environmental peacemaking, focusing on the restorative 

dimension of peacemaking and providing a shared space for acknowledgement of past injustices and 

recognition of the other as a legitimate interlocutor. Communication and cooperation over shared 

water resources can be an opportunity for having positive interactions between the parties. This can 

create a neutral space for shared values, that in turn can lead to breaking down mutual stereotypes. If 

this is done correctly, this can lead to long-term cooperation and dialogue and support the creation of 

aligned policies. 

 

The third trajectory, called sustainable environmental peacemaking, focuses on the root causes of the 

potential conflicts through equitable resource distribution as a pre-requisite for sustainable 

development and peace. Establishment of joint management systems is possible when the involved 

parties accept the transfer of part of their influence to the collective to achieve a public good. Common-

pool resource management systems that are achieved through an inclusive and fair process, can 

constitute a key step towards sustainable development and peace. 
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2.4. Limitations to environmental peacemaking 
The assumptions underlying environmental peacemaking is that the positive effects of cooperation 

will spill over and contribute to peacemaking in other areas. This effect will, however, not necessarily 

occur since environmental peacemaking rarely follows the linear trajectories and inequalities and 

conflicts can be reinforced. For spill over across political border to take place it is required that the 

process of switching from socio-political to ecological boundaries is successful, which can be very 

difficult. Initiatives of environmental peacemaking need to be aware of the fluid interrelations between 

local, national, regional and international political spaces and scales, as well as identifying or 

establishing common ecological zones where these political scalar divisions can be broken down 

(Dresse et al. 2019).  

 

The negative side-effects of environmental peacemaking can be both intended and non-intended. Ide 

(2020) discusses theses as the six Ds: depoliticization, displacement, discrimination, deterioration into 

conflict, delegitimisation of the state, and degradation of the environment. These six effects are 

important to be aware of to avoid such negative effects of environmental peacemaking.  

 

Not all environmental peacemaking practices have negative effects, and if they do, they do not 

necessarily have all of them and some can co-exist with positive effects. The most realistic possibility 

is that there are both positive and negative effects at the same time, and there are some winners and 

some losers (Ide, 2020). 

 

When there are existing inequalities and cleavages between groups, there is a risk that these will 

escalate if the state facilitate the occurrence of one, or more, of the six Ds (Ide, 2020). This could be 

a risk in the case of the Ibër River Basin, with the Serb minority communities and the risk of them 

feeling or being marginalised.    

 

With solutions not being drafted according to the specific case and context, and instead using a one 

size fits all solution, the risks of facilitating depoliticization and conflicts are higher, as well as 

delegitimisation of the state. Despite the risks of environmental peacemaking, the positive effects have 

in several cases outweighed the negative. Measures such as environmental and social impact 

assessments, external monitoring, laws against discrimination, etc. can all mitigate or limit the 

occurrence of the six Ds (Ide, 2020). 
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3. Research methodology 

To answer the research question, a qualitative case study methodology has been adopted. Case studies can 

provide a deeper and holistic view of a research problem and can facilitate the understanding of a situation 

in context. A case study is relevant in this study because of the political situation and tensions which make 

the situation unique. To develop successful integrated TWRM, studies and strategies should be developed 

for each specific case (Baškarada, 2014). Therefore, this case study will focus on the Ibër River Basin 

within Kosovo to enhance the knowledge of this particular case. The aim is that the results from this case 

study can be used to enhance the cooperation of the Ibër River Basin in between municipalities and between 

Kosovo and Serbia.  

 

To begin with, a comprehensive literature review was done of both the specific area of the Ibër River Basin 

to identify gaps in the literature in relation to the research aim, as well as reviewing literature on similar 

cases to identify effective solutions in other areas which could be applied in this case. This was followed 

by semi-structured interviews with relevant actors.  

 

Semi-structured interviews have open-ended and theoretically driven questions, focusing on the 

participants experiences. Open-ended questions create space for the participants to narrate their 

experiences, and avoids guiding their answer. Semi-structured interviews also leave room for follow-up 

questions and allows freer interviews (Galetta, 2013, pp. 45-47). 

 

In both the theory and the literature review, integration and bottom-up approaches are highlighted as one 

of the keys for successful management. Therefore, the interviews have been conducted on different levels 

to try to achieve an understanding of the approach of the water management of the Ibër River basin, and if 

and how the integrated approach is used.  

 

For successful TWRM, locations of tension and protest around water is essential to take into consideration. 

This is especially important in intrastate conflicts over water (Grech-Madin et al., 2018). To locate these 

tensions semi-structured interviews of relevant actors have been conducted. On the local level, interviews 

of municipal employees were conducted in 2 municipalities in northern Kosovo located within the Ibër 

River Basin. The selected Serb majority municipalities were Leopsavic and Zubin Potok. On the regional 

level, interviews was conducted with one actor within the Regional River Basin Authority (RRBA).  

 

Interviews was conducted with:  

A. Interviewee A, Head of Division for Water Resources Planning, in the Regional River Basin 

Authority (RRBA). 2020-02-11.  

B. Interviewee B, Mayor of Leposavić Municipality. Used translator. 2020-03-03. 

C. Interviewee C, advisor to the Mayor at Zubin Potok, skype interview. 2020-03-23 

 

The interview guide was created in line with the framework by Dresse et al. (2019) as described in the 

theory section. The interview guide was designed to collect opinions and views on the elements within the 

first building block ‘initial conditions’ to receive an understanding of the environmental challenges and 

relations between the conflicting parties. Two different interview guides were used depending on whether 

the interview was at a municipality or at the RRBA, see appendix A for RRBA and appendix B for 

municipalities. 

 

After transcribing the interviews, they were coded in accordance with the themes from Dresse et al.’s 

(2019) framework: environmental challenges (resource scarcity; interdependence; and lack of 

environmental sustainability) and relations between conflicting parties (mutual interests; shared values; 

and power (a)symmetries). The findings from the interviews were then compiled and analysed, then 

compared to reveal if there are any correlations or disparities regarding opportunities and barriers for 

transboundary WRM between the different actors, still following the themes of the conceptual framework. 

After analysing the interviews, the findings from the literature review and the interviews were compared 

and discussed in the concluding analysis.  
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A literature review was conducted to synthesize and compare research findings within the conceptual 

framework of the study and compared with the findings of the interview study.  

 

3.1. Limitations 
 

Further studies would be needed in Serbia to receive all actors’ perspectives. It would also have been 

valuable to study the perspectives of the civil society and NGOs. This was not possible due to time 

limitations. This could have affected the results of the study and provided a valuable perspective. 

 

The study was delimited to actors at the regional and the municipal level involved in the management of 

the Ibër River Basin. Due to the corona virus and the effects it had on travel restrictions, the field study 

had to end early and interviews could not be conducted in all the municipalities and all the regional 

authorities as planned. This would be needed for a more thorough analysis of the views of the stakeholders. 

The study was conducted during a five week period, between 2020-02-09 to 2020-03-14.  

 

To mitigate the effects of the limitation to number of stakeholders interviewed, the study was 

complemented with literature, reports and studies to still create a good understanding of the case.  
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4. Results 

The results from the literature and interviews are analysed and compared in the following chapter. Firstly, 

the a literature is analysed and presented, followed by the interviews results and analysis. In the last 

segment, both literature and stakeholders perceptions of external actions and interests are presented. The 

section is structured by the elements within building block 1: initial conditions in Dresse et al., (2019) 

conceptual framework, see figure 1.  

 

4.1. Environmental challenges as described in the literature 
4.1.1. Resource scarcity 

Kosovo has limited groundwater reserves and indications show that climate change will increase the water 

scarcity in the region (Avdullahi et al., 2008; Kokollari, 2015). Kosovo is overall relatively water scarce 

with modest precipitation and low renewable water resources. With underdeveloped water storage and 

limited renewable water resources, the country is very vulnerable to changes in the climate (WB, 2018b, 

p. 29). To address constraints in access to water, five large reservoirs have been created. Among them is 

the Gazivoda reservoir that belongs to the Ibër river basin (Kokollari, 2015). Currently, there are no 

difficulties in the Gazivoda reservoir providing sufficient amount of water to central Kosovo (WB, 2016, 

p. 23). 

 

The Ibër River Basin is one of five river basins in Kosovo and has a drainage area of 8000 km2, with 4035 

km2 within Kosovo, covering more than one third of the country (WB, 2012). The river basin consists of 

highly polluted rivers and its available resources are close to the scarcity level. The basin has a much 

higher demand than its resources can cover (WB, 2018b, pp. 24-25). The main land uses of Ibër river 

basin are for grassland, cropland, and mixed forests. Urbanisation is not regulated and is therefore 

impacting the land, with houses being built on farm land, roads being paved on cropland leading to less 

runoff of rain water and cropland and irrigated land is being lost (WB, 2012).  

 

The Ibër Lepence canal supplies water to Mitrovica, Vushtrii and some other smaller towns and also to 

the two thermal power plants and the industrial development zone. It is now planned that the canal will 

provide bulk water to Pristina municipality and a third thermal power plant. The Gazivoda dam provides 

water to both the Ibër river and also to a hydro power plant (WB, 2016, p. 34). The dam also provides 

water to agriculture, a very important sector for Kosovo’s economy that contributes to 13 percent of the 

GDP and employs 42 percent of the population. There are plans for building irrigation fields in central 

Kosovo, counting on the water of Gazivoda. If the access to that water would be limited, it could pose a 

serious threat to Kosovo’s economy (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019).  

 

In order to secure future water needs, there is a need to construct new accumulations in the future (KEPA, 

2015, p.28). Kosovo will have an increased need of secured water supply to fulfil their plans of building 

new coal power plant and two new water treatment plants. To achieve these development objectives, their 

water quality and quantity has to be secured. They propose to do this through rehabilitating and 

modernizing the infrastructure of the Ibër Lepence canal and protecting and managing water resources in 

the Gazivoda-Ibër system (WB, 2016, pp. 6-8). 

 

4.1.2. Interdependence  
The Ibër river flows from Montenegro, through the Gazivoda reservoir and dam, which belongs both to 

Kosovo and Serbia, 15 percent of the reservoir belongs to Serbia (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019). 

The Ibër river then flows through the town of Mitrovica and then turns back north, reaches the Serbian 

border and after flows into the West Morava River (Zapadna Morava) in Serbia. Through the Morava 

River, the Ibër river flows into the Danube, meaning that the river is part of the large Danube International 

River Basin District (IRBD). In 2003, Serbia ratified the Convention on Cooperation for the Protection 

and sustainable use of Danube River, and became a part of the International Commission for the Protection 

of the Danube River (WB, 2012). Both countries are dependent on each other as the Ibër river first flows 

from Serbia into Kosovo and then turns and flows back into Serbia. There are continued disputes on what 

direction the nets should go and on who should use the water first (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019). 
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The Gazivoda reservoir is the most important reservoir, bringing water via the Ibër river to the highest 

populated area and the commercial and administrative centre of Kosovo (WB, 2018b, p. 31).  

 

The Kosovar government have been making plans to build a dam in the Ibër river basin, Mihaliq dam, 

which will have impacts on the Ibër river. One of the hydrological impacts that the dam will have is a 

change in flow velocity. There could also be a reduction of the flood, that would occur downstream (WB, 

2016, p.43). These impacts could in turn affect the water supply to Serbia which receives water 

downstream of the Ibër river. While the affected municipalities in Kosovo will be informed and included 

in decision making in this project, there is no mention in the World Bank report on how to involve the 

Serbian stakeholders and how they will be affected by their projects. Todić and Zlatić (2018) identifies 

the importance of interdependence between states and the mechanism it can serve as for improving 

cooperation.  

 

4.1.3. Lack of environmental sustainability  
Environmental degradation has a big impact on Kosovo’s economy. The cost has been estimated at 7.8 

percent of GDP in 2010, equal to 233 million euro. Unsustainable water management is one of the issues. 

The country is facing issues of water pollution and water shortage due to several events of severe drought. 

Since 2004, 80 percent of Kosovo’s municipalities have suffered from water shortages. Non-functional 

irrigation system has led to misuse of drinking water resources, leading to scheduled water supply 

restrictions being imposed. Increased consumption, leakages in badly maintained water pipes and 

extended irrigation have negatively impacted the water resources. In addition to this, the majority of the 

rivers are badly polluted by mines, tailing areas, municipal dumps and sewers from the bigger cities 

(Embassy of Sweden Pristina, 2017).  

 

The Ibër River Basin is the most polluted river basin in Kosovo. Pollution is caused by high economic 

and population pressures, combined with low water flows. This has led to high pressures on the 

environment and the health of the population, as well as large areas of degraded land. The main 

environmental issue is the lack of wastewater treatment and old mining and metallurgy waste that still 

pollutes the rivers (WB, 2018b, p. 32). There are wastewater discharge from agriculture and industry, and 

generally in Kosovo, there is no wastewater treatment at all (KEPA, 2015, p.89; KAS, 2017, p. 26).  

 

In the rural households surrounding the Ibër river, 33 percent do not have access to the public sewage 

system and 9 percent do not have sanitation at all. 22 percent have private sewage systems, of which 33 

percent are connected to a regular public sewage system. The private sewage systems often discharge 

directly into surface watercourses and the households that completely lack sewage system, discharge their 

wastewater anywhere (WB, 2016, p. 39).  

 

The river is heavily polluted both directly from Mitrovica and its industrial areas but also through the 

Sitnica river, the main tributary of the Ibër river in Kosovo. The pollution load discharge has decreased 

since the Trebča mine closed but the river is still heavily polluted by heavy metals. Many of the industries 

along the Sitnica river lack proper wastewater treatment plants or pollution prevention facilities and both 

industrial and domestic wastewaters are collected in the river basin without first being treated. The Sitnica 

river receives polluted water both from Pristina and several industries (WB, 2012). It is highly polluted 

and the levels of pollution exceed EU levels. Wastewaters are released directly into the river from one of 

the power plants and the other power plant has inoperative wastewater treatment facilities (WB, 2016, p. 

28). The water quality of Sitnica deteriorates between the starting point of the river and its end in 

Mitrovica before flowing into Ibër river, most likely caused by villages and towns that lie on the river 

(Shala et al., 2014). 

 

Since Serbia is situated downstream of the Ibër river, the poor water quality of the Ibër and Sitnica river 

could be a source of  further conflict between Kosovo and Serbia (WB, 2012). Therefore, there is a need 

to improve the water quality and not impair the water quantity in order to avoid creating more tension 

between the states. According to the World Bank (2012) all steps that are necessary to ease the tension 

for this transboundary water should be taken by Kosovar authorities.  

 

Kosovo still has insufficient institutional capacity to deliver on mandates and integrated water resource 
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planning is weak. There is poor infrastructure that cannot carry out the functions needed and constraints 

in the water sector are seen across all levels (WB, 2018b, p. 18). In the World Bank report (WB, 2016, 

p.18-19) they note a lack of capacity to implement and enforce legislation at central and local levels of 

water management institutions. They have low budgets allocated to the sector and the water management 

institutions lack both human, administrative and capital resources to implement and enforce the 

requirements stated in the Water Act in an effective way (WB, 2016, pp 18-19).  

 

4.2. Relations between conflicting parties as described in 
the literature 

 

4.2.1. Mutual interests 
As described by Bernabé-Crespo and Peña-Ramos (2019) SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, 

and Threats) analysis, both Serbia’s and Kosovo’s interest in EU accession serves as a great opportunity 

for dialogue. This dialogue could help in normalising relations and be an opportunity to show common 

interests. As part of Serbia’s EU accession process, they have to normalise the relations with Kosovo 

(Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019). Kosovo has started the process of harmonising their legislation 

with the EU acquis and several environmental laws have been reviewed and adopted and in the 

Environmental Protection Strategy, among these are the drafting of strategy and management plans for 

river basins management included (KEPA, 2015, pp. 13-15). As Kosovo gets closer to the EU accession 

process, improved relations with Serbia will become more important. All stakeholders and the public need 

to be involved in implementation of the EU acquis, both at central an local level (WB, 2016, p. 19). 

Meaning that the municipalities have to be involved.  

 

Both countries belong to the Danube River Basin and Kosovo has an interest in becoming part of it 

(Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019). There is a plan to include the issues related to the Gazivoda dam, 

as part of the Pristina – Belgrade normalisation talks, that will be coordinated by the EU (WB, 2018b, p. 

35).  

 

4.2.2. Shared values 
The element of shared values is discussed mainly in the section of the concluding analysis, comparing the 

different views brought up in the case study.  

 

4.2.3. Power (a)symmetry 
Since 2008, over 100 countries have recognized Kosovo as an independent country, but Serbia is not one 

of them. Kosovo is still a disputed territory (UI, 2019; WB, 2018a) and Serbia seems to not want to let go 

of that piece of land (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019), which has clear implications on the potential 

of transboundary cooperation. Kosovo and Serbia have since 2013 established diplomatic relations and 

are working to normalizing relations through EU-facilitated dialogue (Embassy of Sweden Pristina, 

2017). 

 

The majority of the population in Kosovo are Kosovo Albanians, with Kosovo Serbs as one of several 

minority groups (UI, 2019; WB, 2018a; Embassy of Sweden Pristina, 2017). Out of Kosovo’s 38 

municipalities, ten are Serb majority. These have both Kosovar- and Serbian administrative structures, 

with four of the Serb majority municipalities in northern Kosovo not yet fully integrated in Kosovo 

structures. These municipalities receive continued financial support from Serbia, higher than those 

provided by Kosovo (Embassy of Sweden Pristina, 2017) and still remain under direct Serbian control 

(Bieber, 2015).  

 

There have been discussions of exchanging Albanian municipalities that are still located in Serbia, with 

the Serb municipalities in Kosovo. This suggestion has been put forward to be able to ensure the rights of 

civilians living. Currently the few Albanians living in Serbia struggle with high unemployment rates and 

their languages is used in a very restricted extent, such as in media cover and administrative documents. 

The Kosovar Serbs are also struggling with feelings of their rights not being respected in a new state that 

is ruled by Albanians. However, the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) has 
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no information on any kind of discrimination concerning water supply to Serbs in Kosovo, but it does 

warn about it being a risk if water scarcity becomes a permanent issue (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 

2019). 

 

Transboundary collaboration and management of the Gazivoda dam and Iber-Lepenc canal is strained and 

the use of hydropower infrastructure is a disputed issue between Kosovo and Serbia (WB, 2018b, pp. 17-

18). If a partition of the Serbian municipalities from Kosovo would be carried through, the Gazivoda 

reservoir would completely be in Serbian territory and under their influence which would impact the 

current plans for water supply. In addition to this, changes to these borders could lead to other minorities 

wanting to reunite with their states (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019).  

 

All the documentation on groundwater from the Yugoslavian times are not accessible for Kosovo 

administration (WB, 2018b, p. 34). Assessing long-term changes in the ecosystem is usually done through 

comparison of the present status to a defined baseline. Not having access to reliable historical information 

leads to unreliable identification of pressures on the ecosystem and makes it difficult to understand 

ongoing changes (Gatti et al., 2015).  

 

Being part of the Danube River Basin, Kosovo would be expected to join the International Commission 

for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR). But several of the members do not recognise Kosovo 

and can therefore not join the commission (WB, 2018b, p. 34). Due to Kosovos limitations in becoming 

a part of important agreements, they have less rights and obligations regarding transboundary water 

management (WB, 2018b, p. 71).  

 

4.3. Stakeholders perception of environmental challenges 
Three interviews were conducted. The first interview was conducted with the Head of Division for Water 

Resources Planning, at the regional river basin authority in Kosovo, marked as interviewee A. She 

represent the perspectives of the regional, Albanian stakeholders. The two other interviews were 

conducted with employees from Serbian municipalities, within Kosovo. Interviewee B, Mayor of the  

Leposavić municipality and interviewee C, advisor to the mayor at Zubin Potok municipality. These two 

represents the perspectives of the municipal Serbian stakeholders. Under each headline, the views from 

the Kosovo Albanian interviewee will be presented first, followed by the views from the Serbian 

interviewees. 

 

4.3.1. Resource scarcity 
The main environmental issue with the Ibër river is, according to interviewee A, the pollution and 

discharges to the water, leading to shortages of clean water. Drought is another issue regarding scarcity 

of water that she brought up as it is becoming an increasingly important issue due to climate change. 

Availability of water of good quality for Leposavić municipality is an issue also brought up by interviewee 

B. He also brings up concerns of amount of water flow, due to the activities in municipalities in tributary 

rivers that could affect their water flow, as they are located upstream .  

 

This view is also supported by interviewee C, claiming that Kosovo is using the Ibër watershed in a way 

that is hurting the watershed more than they are contributing. They have such a high concentration of 

activities within the Ibër watershed that they are overconsuming and therefore behaving irresponsibly 

towards the economies that are downstream.  

 

4.3.2. Interdependence  
Interviewee A, working in the regional river basin authority is aware of the interdependence and need to 

cooperate over the management of the Ibër river basin. She acknowledges the need to collaborate with 

municipal actors, as well as with the other riparian states through transboundary agreements as they have 

started doing with other river basins. Regarding increasing the cooperation with the Serbian 

municipalities, interviewee A says: “I do hope in the future. What we can do? We try, never we will stop. 

Because we must have the cooperation with them”.  

 

According to interviewee B, there is no point for them to start managing the Ibër river and implementing 
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wastewater treatments, or other interventions to improve the water quality, until the other municipalities 

in southern Kosovo does the same thing. Any measures taken by Leposavić municipality would have to 

be taken by other municipalities as well, in order to create a circular system that would produce results. 

If the other municipalities do not care for the tributary rivers, it is useless to care for the Ibër river. There 

should be a systematic approach on finding solutions for the wastewater impact from other municipalities 

on Sitnica and other tributaries that in turn impact the Ibër river.  

 

4.3.3. Lack of environmental sustainability  
According to interviewee A, the discharges polluting the water is a big issue. They have started to create 

wastewater treatment plans, but the progress is still slow and there is a lot to be done. Protection of 

drinking water sources is needed and not all sources used for collecting drinking water are known. 

 

The Serbian interviewees expressed concerns regarding the water quality and the impacts it has on the 

Ibër rivers flora and fauna. Interviewee B recognized that part of the responsibility is on the northern, 

Serbian, municipalities but the majority of the pollution is caused by the more southern parts of Kosovo, 

as the Ibër river receives a lot of pollution from the rivers tributaries, such as the Sitnica river. He also 

says that the water flowing to Gazivoda reservoir is of much higher quality than the water that the 

Leposavić municipality receive, due to the pollution from other, Albanian, municipalities. He has also 

noted a difference in the management, comparing before and after the conflict in 1999. Before the conflict 

the management of the Ibër river was handled by a Serbian company, that interviewee B though was a lot 

more successful than the current management. That company was forbidden by the UNMIK 

administration and after that, the water quality has deteriorated.  

 

The factors recognized by Serbian interviewee B as the main issues of lack of environmental sustainability 

is that the Leposavić municipality do not have any wastewater treatment facilities and humans are 

currently the biggest influence on the quality on the river. Agricultural lands and properties are being 

flooded when the water level increases due to significant rainfalls and melting snow. The chemicals used 

in the agriculture pollutes the river when the flooded water withdraws from the land. 

 

 

4.4. Stakeholders perception of relations between 
conflicting parties 

 

4.4.1. Mutual interests 
From the Kosovar perspective, interviewee A emphasise the importance of the municipalities and their 

work, she says that the work with them is everything, because without them the regional authorities can’t 

collect data on the existing situation to prepare a river basin management plan or conduct risk assessments.  

 

Although collaboration would currently be very difficult, Serbian interviewee B sees the need to cooperate 

with the Kosovar authorities, regardless of Kosovo’s final status. He says “We have to work together to 

improve standard of citizens and we are ready to cooperate with Albanian community and international 

community. We have to be very honest with each other if we want to work together in this direction”.  

 

Besides the issue of the disputed border, another barrier for cooperation that is identified by interviewee 

B is the lack of funds. For cooperation to be possible, capacity for wastewater treatment has to be built in 

all municipalities, which would require a lot of funds. More funds need to be directed towards education 

for protection of environment and the river, as well as to preservation for the riverside of all the rivers in 

the basin. The local government does not have enough funds for this, and neither does the central 

institutions in Pristina. But despite these barriers, he stresses that cooperation is necessary.  

 

Interviewee B express the interest of using the rivers hydropower potential. Both that other municipalities 

in more southern parts of Kosovo are doing it and that Leposavić could build hydropower plants in several 

locations.  
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4.4.2. Shared values 
Interviewee A says that before any cooperation can be achieved, the primary political issues has to be 

solved, between the two states. Cooperation is necessary and they will keep trying and hope for future 

collaboration.  

 

From the perspective of a Serbian municipality, interviewee B express his regret that there is no 

cooperation between the municipalities. It is a result of everything that has happened in the area the last 

20 years, and since the situation is still unresolved there is still a legal vacuum.  

 

4.4.3. Power (a)symmetry 
According to interviewee A, Kosovo lacks the historical data for the Ibër River Basin, both monitoring 

and other documents, because those documents are controlled by the Serbian government. This makes the 

management of the river basin more difficult, as historical data is very important in WRM.  

 

Interviewee A identifies that the main barrier is that the Serb municipalities are unwilling to communicate 

with the Kosovar authorities. She says that the regional river basin authority keep trying to reach out to 

them to open up for cooperation through invitations, emails and visits, but that they never receive any 

response. After trying a lot, she seem to have given up on any sort of cooperation until the higher political 

issues are solved, and that after the political relations between the two state have become better, the issue 

of water management can be dealt with.  

 

Working together with Serbia is impossible, interviewee A says. Serbia refuse to work with them, they 

keep trying but do not receive any response. She also says that they have to be part of the Danube initiative, 

because they are part of the Morava and Danube river basin. But they are being ignored. 

 

Financial inequalities are another barrier for successful cooperation and interviewee A think that this is 

one reason for the Serbs unwillingness to communicate. Serbian municipalities receive funding from both 

countries, giving them less financial incentive to cooperate with the Kosovar authorities. Funding is often 

used as a means for making municipalities cooperate with the regional authorities, but since the Serbian 

municipalities already receive funding from Serbia, they do not have to collaborate with Kosovo’s 

authority to receive money.  

 

From the Serbian municipality’s perspective, there is a feeling of lack of control and ability to impact 

management of the Ibër river basin. Interviewee B express frustration over this and brings up the example 

of small hydropower plants being built along one of the Ibër’s tributary rivers, which led to negative 

impacts on the water in Leposavić. According to him, they had no ability to stop or influence the 

construction as they are on the upper flow of the river and the part of the river where the hydropower 

plant was constructed belongs to south Mitrovica, an Albanian municipality. 

 

The fact that Kosovo is not recognized by Serbia is the greatest barrier for cooperation. Interviewee C 

said: “The challenge about sovereignty is overwhelming and it is actually above all of the issues”. 

According to him, it is impossible for them to cooperate with Kosovo as long as they are not recognized. 

Serbia do not have to comply with rules that Kosovo set up and they do not care about them either. This 

view is shared by interviewee B. According to him, it would be disloyal for them to cooperate with the 

Kosovar authorities, it would be viewed as a sort of recognition of Kosovo’s independence.  

 

In addition to the issue of recognition of Kosovo, the northern municipalities are considered to belong to 

both states. By the Pristina institution, the Serbian municipalities are considered to be part of Kosovo, 

while the Serbian institutions still considers all of Kosovo to be part of Serbia. As interviewee B explains, 

this makes it impossible for the Serbian municipalities to collaborate with Kosovar institutions. However, 

he also states that this is no justification for the lack of cooperation with other municipalities, but the 

Serbian population is only focusing on its survival in the area.  

 

Interviewee C says that he has been trying to achieve cooperation on municipal level but has been 

unsuccessful. The EU has cross-border cooperation project that they have been eligible for but it has been 
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impossible because Serbia will reject any motion where a municipality in Kosovo will be represented or 

where a Serbian municipality within Kosovo will be represented through Kosovo. However, he does think 

that it could be possible to cooperate on some level, such as on tourism, but as soon as issues on water or 

energy is the topic, cooperation is not an option. Collaboration doesn’t work and nothing can be done on 

these issues on a municipal level.   

 

Interviewee C has also noted a lack of interest for cooperation from the Kosovar authorities and thinks 

that even if Kosovo would be recognized, they would not want to cooperate. They view the water as their 

own, since it is on their territory. The Gazivoda dam is viewed as a national treasure and the control over 

it is viewed as an asset. Ljubisa has tried to have several discussions on joint projects, but every time he 

has hit a wall, it is Kosovo property and there is no need for a debate. He says that: “Kosovo focus on 

control over the water resource, not cooperation”.  

 

According to interviewee C, Kosovo prefers to use water that would otherwise go to Serbia, instead of 

using water that could negatively impact Albania. He says that is because Kosovo wants to hurt Serbia 

since they are their enemies. It is an issue of control and the ability to hurt the other side.  

 

One future issue brought up by interviewee C is that Serbia has an option to protect their water resource 

and by establishing control over the Ibër river and drying out Kosovo. So far Serbia has acted responsible 

regarding the Gazivoda dam and the share water issue, but if Kosovo do not cooperate and improve on 

the management of their shared water resources, Serbia could divert the water. This would be very hurtful 

for Kosovo and interviewee C does not think that Serbia would do it just to hurt them, but if water 

shortages worsen, Serbia could have to secure their water supply and protect their own interest. This 

option could be further provoked if Kosovo choose to build dams that affect the Serbian economy and 

environment. There are already high pressures on the Ibër river basin from agriculture and other activities, 

which will only increase as the need to develop the economy grows.  

 

4.5. Literature and stakeholders perception of external 
actions and interests 

 

During the time that Kosovo was governed under UN-protectorate, United Nations Mission in Kosovo 

(UNMIK) was placed in control over the territory (Krampe, 2017). When UNMIK was in control, their 

responsibilities were divided into four pillars. The responsibility for Reconstruction and Economic 

Development was Pillar IV, which involved the reconstruction of the water utility sector that was poorly 

maintained after the war. However, they met several administrative issues and political difficulties in 

handling both Albanian and Serbian enclaves. Instead of using this as an opportunity for conflict 

resolution, they focused on solving the technical issues (Krampe, 2017).  

 

Cooperation between the northern and southern water companies had, and still has, a complex 

interdependence which forces them to communicate to some degree. However, there is no real cooperation 

between the water supply actors. In 2005, a monthly technical dialogue was initiated between the Albanian 

and Serbian  actors, but the initiative failed due to lack of commitment. The unwillingness to come 

together is one of the main constraints for cooperative WRM. In the reform process, local actors were 

excluded and incapacitated by international experts (Krampe, 2017).  

 

UNMIKs interventions created three main challenges: they separated the actors, avoided key 

responsibilities, and incapacitated local actors. UNMIK failed to enable contact and facilitate cooperation 

among Serbs and Albanians and therefore missed the opportunity to build trust between them and instead 

enhanced the ethnic divisions by accepting separate WRM governance structures and keeping the actors 

apart. However, it is important to keep in mind that the polarisations between Serbs and Albanians might 

have been too difficult and not in a state where conflict resolution was possible through WRM. That could 

have been a reason for separating the actors. For WRM to enable the process towards long-term peace, it 

has to identify political avenues towards conflict resolution (Krampe, 2017).  

 

The European Union has been involved as a mediator, both in former Yugoslavia and between Serbia and 
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Kosovo after the war. It has offered EU integration as an incentive for dialogue and cooperation, but the 

prospect of an EU membership is remote and has therefore not worked as a good enough incentive. In 

2011, negotiations began between Kosovo and Serbia. It culminated in the 2013 Brussels Agreement, but 

continued with further agreements after. The talks between the states did not have a defined goal for the 

process, but rather sought to promote a dialogue to reduce tensions. During their dialogue they had some 

success in reaching agreements between the states. At first, the negotiations were of a technical nature, 

handling less sensitive topics. In 2012, the negotiations shifted and started to focus on matters of high 

politics. The EU mediation has been a success, with 28 agreements being concluded, which has solved 

several issues and established a high-level dialogue (Bieber, 2015). 

 

Interviewee C does not agree with the EU accession process being part of the solution, he thinks that EU 

is part of the problem, dealing too much with holistic issues and holistic ideals. And while he thinks that 

there is a need for bilateral agreements, EU has no say in the agreements when the countries are not part 

of the EU. And for Kosovo, being a disputed territory, it is another problem that interviewee C think is 

not worth going into since it is an everlasting dispute. And that in everlasting disputes, local authorities 

and small companies have no say in the matter.  

 

At the same time, however, interviewee C also says that the only way to solve this issue is in Brussels and 

that it should be dealt with on a national level, not on a local level as it is not the responsibility of the 

municipality.  

 

The funding of Kosovo’s water sector is dependent on external actors. However, due to the country’s 

international status they miss out on important financing, and the financial status of the water sector has 

big impacts on the core functions of protecting the water, the ability to deliver reliable services, as well 

as managing risks (WB, 2018b, p. 18). Donor investments have mainly focused on improving water sector 

services and on feasibility studies for water treatment infrastructure (KEPA, 2015, p. 95). While 

improving the technical aspects of the water management is important and there is a need for it, the 

challenges of the ongoing conflict is still being ignored.  

 

According to interviewee C, the World Bank has been involved in several projects in Kosovo, and is one 

of the biggest donors of the water sector in the country, but they have not handled the projects properly. 

For an upcoming project to build a dam to create a buffer reserve, they have disregarded the procedures 

in OP 7.5, which state that they have to inform the Serbian authority about withdrawing water from Ibër 

water shed and justified this with saying that it is not a case of building new capacities, but renovating 

existing and therefore there is no need to inform Serbia.  

 

Interviewee C further states that the mayor of Zubin Potok would never work with the World Bank or any 

other organization dealing with the Gazivoda dam, if the organization has not asked for permission from 

the Serbian government. They would never accept a meeting without asking permission from their central 

government in Serbia.  

 

These opinions that interviewee C discuss are contradictory in some ways, as the importance of external 

actors are brought up at the same time as they are critiqued. The only solution he sees is for this to be 

discussed in Brussels, but he does not think that the EU can help. As he also discuss the World Bank and 

their interventions within Kosovo, as being conducted in a poor manner, ignoring the needs of Serbia, this 

might explain his mixed feelings towards external interventions. While he acknowledges that might be 

the only way to improve relations, up until now, the interventions has not proven to help.  

 

In the Danube Initiative, there are countries that do not recognize Kosovo, meaning that Kosovo has no 

say in decisions that are made and approved there. This gives Serbia an advantage and interviewee C think 

that the Danube initiative could view changes in the water flow as beneficial because there would not be 

extensive use of water resources if Serbia would use the water resources more extensively. It would 

mainly hurt Kosovo, not the Danube river basin.  
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5. Discussion 

In the following section, the findings from the literature and interviews are compared and conclusions 

drawn in relation to the theoretical framework. The section is structured by the elements in building block 

1 of the conceptual framework, see table 1.  

 

5.1. Resource scarcity 
The main issue related to resource scarcity seem to be the pollution of the water in the Ibër river basin, 

leading to a shortage of water with high quality.  

 

What Avdullahi et al. (2008) and Kokollari (2015) brings up is the general lack of water in the region and 

the need for water that future economic investments will demand. There are concerns by the stakeholders 

regarding the waterflows coming to their municipality and claims that central Kosovo is overusing the 

resources, which negatively impacts the economies downstream, such as Leposavić municipality and the 

communities downstream located in Serbia.  

 

Drought and water shortages is an issue that will be furthered exacerbated by a changing climate. Water 

shortage will also increase as the demand for water increase and more pressure is put on the river basin. 

The available resources in the river basin is close to the scarcity level and the water is used with a much 

higher pressure than the resource can cover (WB, 2018b, pp. 24-25), supporting the expressed concerns 

regarding Kosovo’s overuse of the watershed. Modest precipitation and low renewable water resources 

causes this water scarcity, as well as being a country vulnerable to changes in climate (WB, 2018b, p. 29). 

There are many plans for developing the use of the water resource to support the economic opportunities 

that the river basin provides, risking the access and sufficient supply of water if not done in a correct 

manner. 

 

5.2. Interdependence 
 

As the Ibër river basin is a shared water resource, the riparian states are dependent on each other for the 

sustainable management of it. To be able to follow if there are changes in the water resources, 

environmental data has to be interpreted, which is a lot more difficult when the data is not shared with all 

the riparian states (Conca & Beevers, 2018, pp. 54-55). As the Ibër river flows both from Serbia to Kosovo 

and back into Serbia again, this provides an interdependence for both states and could be an incentive for 

more collaboration over the management, due to the fact that both countries will be poorly affected by 

the lack of management by the other.  

 

The Gazivoda reservoir is a high-politic issue, being located in both countries and being a very important 

resource. Changes in the water flow due to activities on the river basin will affect the downstream 

economies. Due to the interdependence between Kosovo and Serbia, it is a real possibility that the Serbian 

government will change the direction of the water to improve their situation, and in turn harming Kosovo. 

One solution he proposes is that the Gazivoda dam is entirely in Serbian control, making Serbia more 

economically dependent on Kosovo as they would in that case receive revenues from Kosovo and Kosovo 

would still receive their water but with less conflicts between the states.  

 

The interdependence is something hindering some of the municipality’s work to improve the Ibër rivers 

water quality, as it is perceived that the interdependence renders their efforts useless if they are not 

reciprocated in other municipalities. The river basin authority acknowledges the interdependence and 

priorities the need for collaboration with and between municipal actors. Interdependence can serve as an 

important mechanism for increased and improved cooperation between states (Todić & Zlatić, 2018) and 

should therefore be considered as something that can be positive for the relations between the involved 

parties. To do this, all stakeholders have to be truly integrated and involved, in order to build trust between 

them, something that seem to be one big issue.   
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5.3. Lack of environmental sustainability 
The Ibër river basin is highly polluted and is an issue frequently discussed. The problems of the polluted 

water and the complete lack of, or in some cases poorly functioning, wastewater treatment has brought a 

lot of issues to the river basin. In addition to the wastewater pollutions, the river basin is still polluted by 

old mining and metallurgy waste. 

 

Leposavić municipality completely lack waste water treatment and have no management at all of the Ibër 

river. The literature supports the fact that lack of wastewater treatment is a big issue throughout Kosovo, 

not just within the Ibër river basin. This is causing both environmental and health issues and there is a lot 

of development potential in this area. To improve on the environmental sustainability, there is a need to 

allocate a lot of funding to the municipalities. Infrastructure also need to be improved on, as well as the 

institutional capacity for delivering on mandates and integrated WRM planning.  

 

Water management needs to be improved on in all municipalities all over Kosovo. With the river basin 

being such a big water resource in Kosovo, it is an important source that needs to be properly protected 

and handled. To improve this in a sustainable manner, actions should be taken to improve bottom-up 

approaches. Municipalities see a need for improved water management, both for themselves as well as 

for other municipalities.  

 

The view that the southern (Albanian) municipalities are polluting their water could pose a future issue 

and problems. It can create a feeling that there is no need for the other municipalities to implement any 

activities to improve the water quality, as long as the other river basin municipalities do the same. While 

this could in some case be true, a circular and systematic change within the river basin would be more 

efficient and effective to improve on the water quality, the view that their actions are insignificant can be 

problematic if it is shared by all the stakeholders involved and therefore no actions are taken.  

 

5.4. Mutual interests 
All the stakeholders involved could benefit from more economic development and of using the water for 

monetary benefits. One way to increase the willingness to cooperate is to share the benefits of the shared 

water resource, such as monetary benefits for example (Zeitoun & Mirumachi, 2008). As Kosovo is 

planning to expand their use of hydropower, which might unfavorably affect Serbia and Serbian 

municipalities, this could be used to reach out towards cooperation. There is a risk if Kosovo keep using 

the water resource in a way that negatively affects Serbia, that Serbia could decide to divert the water for 

their own benefit. Sharing the benefits of the hydropower could therefore be a way for Serbia to reap 

some of the benefits and therefore be less inclined to divert the water.  

 

To successfully share benefits, it is important that all levels of stakeholders receive the benefits (Daoudy, 

2010, pp. 43-45), therefore, Leposavić municipality could be important in this aspect. Leposavić 

municipality have been negatively affected by hydropower plants built in Albanian municipalities. 

Sharing the benefits with that municipality would strengthen stakeholders at a local level, and at the same 

time benefiting both the Serbian and Albanian community, being a Serbian municipality located within 

Kosovo.  

 

The lack of environmental sustainability is costing Kosovo a lot of money, causing both environmental 

issues, as well as health issues. This is something affecting all of the municipalities and could also affect 

Serbia when their need to use the river from the Ibër river increases. Therefore, the monetary interest 

could be considered a shared interest.  

 

In addition, both countries are interested in joining the European Union, something that could provide a 

strong incentive for both parties to improve on their relations and increase collaboration. As Serbia need 

to normalise their relations with Kosovo for their accession process (Bernabé-Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 

2019) and the need for a river basin management plan needed to harmonise Kosovo’s legislation with the 

EU acquis (KEPA, 2015, pp. 13-15), there are plenty of incentives for increased cooperation.  

 

Cooperation within Kosovo is also expressed as an interest and it is something that is very important as 
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all stakeholders on both central and local level need to be involved. Data has to be collected on a municipal 

level for the regional river basin authority to prepare the needed river basin management plans or risk 

assessment. The need for cooperation is acknowledged to improve on the shared water resource, 

regardless of Kosovo’s final status. This indicates that the stakeholders involved really sees the need for 

cooperation, despite the status of the relations between them. If these points of views could be shared and 

realized as a mutual interest, it could be a way to increase the cooperation between them, putting their 

differences aside and focusing on managing their shared water resources in a way that is sustainable for 

them. As interviewee B says: “We have to be very honest with each other if we want to work together in 

this direction”.  

 

5.5. Shared values 
Both the Kosovo Albanian and Serbian stakeholders express a willingness to cooperate and all of them 

acknowledge the importance of collaboration, both between municipalities and between the municipalities 

and regional authorities. However, all of them have met a resistance when trying to collaborate, leading 

to the view that there is an unwillingness of the other actor to collaborate and that it is impossible to 

achieve successful cooperation at the time being. They also express the need to collaborate on a higher 

political level, either between states or in Brussels, and after that is successful, cooperation on a local 

level could be possible.  

 

Their shared resource and the sustainable management of it is something that is brought up by all the 

interviewees and is highly valued. They also recognize collaboration as crucial for managing and 

improving the quality of the river basin. Their shared views that cooperation is needed and that the river 

basin is a very important water resource for them could be a potential way to work towards cooperation. 

In the view of environmental peacemaking, the shared perception of the environmental challenges can be 

used as the opportunity to build lasting cooperation and peace (Dresse et al., 2019).  

 

5.6. Power (a)symmetries 
As stated by Allan and Mirumachi (2010, pp. 19-24), it is key to understand the issues of economic and 

political power asymmetries to successfully operationalize cooperative and integrated TWRM. The power 

asymmetries between the different stakeholders in the case of the management of the Ibër river basin is 

very complex, as discussed below.  

 

With historical rivalries and poor relations between riparian states, unofficial actors can serve as another 

possible opportunity for increasing cooperation at different and multiple levels (Baura et al., 2019) and in 

doing this, decreasing the likelihood of overlooking local realities and intrastate conflicts (Grech-Madin 

et al., 2018). Being that there is a great conflict between the two states, this could be a good option. 

However the municipal actors do not seem to think that it is currently a viable option, due to the fact that 

the Serbian state is in conflict with Kosovo and the contested borders are such an infected issue, but 

bottom-up approaches are essential for achieving successful cooperation (Jäkerskog & Zeitoun, 2009).  

 

For the power asymmetries on a national level, as Serbia do not recognise Kosovo’s independence, and 

through that have had the power to exclude Kosovo from certain agreements, such as the Danube River 

Basin commission. Serbia also holds the historical documents from the Yugoslavian times, which are not 

accessible for the Kosovar administration (WB, 2018b, p. 34 & p. 71). This puts Kosovo in a difficult 

position as they do not have that much power to negotiate with Serbia, as they are currently in a lot of 

control regarding Kosovo’s final status.  

 

Although Serbia has more power on a national level, not recognising Kosovo’s independence, there are 

also power asymmetries within Kosovo. Kosovar Serbs are a minority in Kosovo and are struggling 

with feelings of their rights not being respected. There is also a risk of water scarcity affecting the 

Serbian communities through discrimination if scarcity would become a permanent issue (Bernabé-

Crespo & Peña-Ramos, 2019).  

 

With Leposavić municipality worrying about their water flow if activities change in the southern 

municipalities, their collaboration and involvement is of even higher importance. As pointed out by 
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Weinthal et al. (2011), inclusive and community driven intervention is a key success factor to build up 

reliable water supplies and decrease the risk of inequities in access to and control over water resources.  

 

There is a lot of potential for improving on the WRM of the Ibër river in Kosovo. Kosovo and Serbia 

both impact the other country’s water resources and there are power asymmetries favoring both the 

riparian states, depending on the view. Within Kosovo, the Serbian communities have less power in 

some ways, being in limbo between the two states as they are not fully integrated within the Kosovar 

system, thus have to, and want to, do as the Serbian state instruct them. But they are still highly 

dependent on Kosovo, as they share water resources, and they need to cooperate with them and 

cannot do so due to the Serbian state’s view on Kosovo’s independence. However, to some extent, 

they do have more power than the Kosovar authorities, as they can refuse to cooperate as they still 

receive funding from Serbia. A monetary incentive could otherwise be useful to enforce 

collaboration to some degree.  

 

According to the World Bank (2012) all steps that are necessary to ease the tension for this transboundary 

water should be taken by Kosovar authorities. As the regional authorities in Kosovo does reach out to the 

Serbian municipalities, trying to work with them, they are taking the first step within Kosovo. On a 

national level, the stakeholders agree that there are higher politics to be solved first, which cannot be 

solved at the central or local level. Concluding that they do not share the view of environmental 

peacemaking that the cooperation could lead to better relations and ways to solve the other, more difficult 

issues.  

 

5.7. External actions and interests 
The relations both between Serbia and Kosovo, as well as the relations between the regional authority in 

Kosovo and the Serbian municipalities, seem to be very poor. Although the need for cooperation is 

expressed by all interviewees, there are a lot of hinders that all of them agree has to be solved on a higher 

political level. In cases where the relations are this difficult, Zeitoun and Mirumachi (2008) recommend 

the involvement of external actors to manage the dispute.  

 

Involving a third party and creating a joint water commission through treaties have previously proven 

effective in building confidence and resolving conflict, as well as building trust between parties (Weinthal 

et al., 2011).  

 

As discussed by Grech-Madin et al. (2018), intergovernmental water negotiations usually focus on state-

centric water diplomacy and by doing so, overlooking local realities. To avoid this, municipalities have 

to be involved, as this would also decrease the risk of increasing inequalities of access to water (Weinthal 

et al., 2011), something that is worrying the Serbian stakeholders. One of the success factors in integrated 

TWRM is the increased involvement of local stakeholders can provide a better picture of what to 

prioritized and what environmental knowledge is needed. There is a big need for education on 

environment, something that might be able to be provided through external interventions if cooperation 

is achieved. Dialogue should be initiated, both on different levels as well as between the two states, on 

this particular matter. To do this, external action could be one starting point, as there are different 

perceptions from both parties side that the other party is not interested in an increased dialogue and 

cooperation.  

 

The creation of a joint water commission through treaties have been proven successful in other cases, and 

might be used here as well. As of now, the issue of the shared water seems to be put aside, in waiting for 

other political issues to be solved. Using a joint water commission might prove an efficient way to work 

forward with the water management issues in Kosovo, and at the same time use it to engage the 

municipalities and local communities. This type of meetings have helped to build trust, something that 

seems to be missing between the interviewed stakeholders. 

 

The key in environmental peacemaking is dialogue (Conca & Beevers, 2018, p.63) as this can help to 

realise the shared values and mutual interests between the riparian states. With transboundary water 

resources, any issues with the resource will affect both the riparian states and could therefore create a 

mutual will to create mutual problem-solving mechanisms.  
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There is a tendency of different levels of local government to dismiss the space or the leadership role in 

peacemaking. To illustrate, the municipal level does not think that these issues should be dealt with on a 

their level, as the issues are too complex. However, as Swain (2016) discuss, the involvement of local 

stakeholders is very important and especially in settings of conflict affected areas. Incompatibilities can 

be better managed with local water managements structures in place. In other cases, this has served as a 

way of bonding and bridging communities, something that is needed in Kosovo between the Kosovo 

Albanian and Serbian communities.  
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6. Conclusion 

There is a need to improve on the management of the Ibër river basin, as there are numerous 

transboundary environmental issues which need to be managed in order to reach SDG 6: ensuring 

availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all. All stakeholders would 

benefit from TWRM and more cooperation as it would simplify management and any actions taken 

could give more effective results. Successfully implementing transboundary cooperation would also 

help in reaching SDG target 6.5, to have integrated WRM on all levels and transboundary 

cooperation over shared waters.  

 

With current, and future, issues of resource scarcity, the scarcity could act as a cooperative trigger 

between the actors in the Ibër river basin. The socio-political conditions are complex but there is an 

expressed interest to increase the cooperation between the different stakeholders. The main obstacle 

seems to be the prejudice that the other stakeholders are not interested in collaboration, which could 

be improved on if dialogues increased. In this case, it would be suggested to do this through external 

actors. If the relations are still to infected for the more restorative dimensions of peacemaking, the 

technical solutions could be the initial focus to improve on the environmental issues and leaving the 

more complex relations until they can be handled.  
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9. Appendices 

Appendix A. Interview Guide: Regional River Basin Authority 
What is your name and age? 

 

Where do you work and what is your position? How long have you worked in this capacity?  

 

What is your role in the work with the Ibër river basin?  

 

What would you say are the main environmental challenges of the Ibër river basin?  

 

What are the biggest issues of the water management of Ibër river basin?  

 

What actors are important regarding the management of the Ibër river basin? 

 

Are there any external actors involved? Such as donor agencies, international & non-

governmental organisations?  

 

What are the local water management structures of the Ibër river basin?  

 

How much of the power and decision making is put on your department? What areas are the 

municipalities responsible over and what areas can or do they influence?  

What responsibilities are given to the municipalities? 

 

Do the municipalities cooperate with other municipalities?  

 

Do you cooperate in the same extent with all of the municipalities? 

 

Is there any difference in your work with municipalities depending on if they are Kosovo-

Albanian majority or if they are Serb majority? Is the cooperation easier or more difficult with 

any of them?  
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Would you say that the different municipalities have the same power and authority regarding 

the management of the river basin?  

 

Do you cooperate with any community organisations?  

 

How is the local community involved in the water management? Do you have approaches that 

are both bottom-up and top-down?  

 

With the Ibër river basin being shared with Serbia and Montenegro, is there any ongoing 

cooperation with them on the management of the river basin? In what way is this cooperation 

done?  

 

If not – is there any possibility to create shared treaties or a third party water commission to 

conduct regular meetings?  

- What are the opportunities for creating such a commission or cooperation?  

- What are the boundaries?  

 

If there is – how is that cooperation going? What positive effects and cooperation do you see? 

What negative effects do you see?  

 

Is any of the Authorities obligations done in cooperation with municipalities or 

Montenegro/Serbia?  

 

How does MESP cooperate in regards to the Ibër river basin?  

 

What international agreements do you have for the Ibër river basin?  

 

Is there a management plan for the Ibër River Basin? Was it drafted in cooperation with 

municipalities or any authorities in Serbia or Montenegro?  
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Appendix B. Interview Guide: Municipalities 
What is your name? 

 

Where do you work and what is your position? How long have you worked in this capacity? 

 

What is you role in management of the Ibër river basin?  

 

From your perspective, what would you say are the main environmental challenges of the Ibër 

river basin?  

 

What are the biggest issues of the management of Ibër river basin?  

 

What actors do you work with regarding the management of the Ibër river basin? 

 

What responsibilities does your municipality have over the management?  

 

Do your municipalities cooperate with other municipalities? Which municipalities? In what 

way? 

 

Do you cooperate in the same extent with all of the municipalities? 

 

Do you cooperate with any community organisations or NGOs?  

 

How is the local community involved in the water management?  

 

How do you cooperate with the government regarding management? Both in Kosovo or Serbia. 

Do you work in the same extent with both?  

Would you like to cooperate more? Why/Why not? 

 

If not – is there any possibility to create shared treaties or a third party water commission to 

conduct regular meetings? Cooperate with all municipalities 
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What are the opportunities for creating cooperation?  

 

What are the boundaries?  

 

If there is – how is that cooperation going? What positive effects and cooperation do you see?  

What negative effects do you see?  

 

Do you think cooperation could lead to better relations between Kosovo and Serbia?  

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


