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ABOUT THE SOUTH EAST EUROPE PROGRAMME

The South-East Europe Programme of the Hellenic Foundation for European
& Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) was set up in October 2011. Research and policy
analysis on Balkan affairs has a long tradition in ELIAMEP going back to its
founding in 1988. The Programme intends to follow that legacy of high quality
scholarly and policy work. More specifically, the Programme aspires to:

= Provide structure to ELIAMEP’s diverse work on South-East Europe and
to systematise its approach.

= Enrich ELIAMEP’s work on regional international relations with a
thorough investigation of the domestic context of Southeast European
states.

= Combine policy analysis skills with theoretical knowledge and rigorous
methodology to achieve research excellence.

* Promulgate policy recommendations for the promotion of security,
democracy and economic development in South-East Europe.

= Publish policy reports, briefing notes, background guides, academic
articles and other relevant publications.

= Communicate research findings to wider audiences and raise awareness
about ELIAMEP’s research on Balkan affairs.

= Build collaborations with important organizations and think tanks.

The South-East Europe Programme promotes the debate on key Southeast
European issues by frequently organizing and participating in high profile
events. In the context of the forum ‘Debating South-East Europe’ the Programme
organizes closed sessions under Chatham House Rule in which diplomats and
policy makers, academics and journalists brainstorm on important regional
problems. The Programme also organizes international conferences in Greece,
while its members frequently give lectures and speeches in conferences held in
South-East Europe and beyond.

The South-East Europe Programme publishes policy analyses and research
findings through the standard publishing outlets of ELIAMEP. It also reaches
wider audiences by publishing short articles and op-eds in prominent Greek and
international media and its news are communicated to 15,000 subscribers
through the mailing lists of ELIAMEP and the South-East Europe Programme
itself.

For more information, including recent and forthcoming reports and
analyses, on the Programme, please click here.


http://www.eliamep.gr/en/descriptions/project-descriptions/%CF%80%CF%81%CF%8C%CE%B3%CF%81%CE%B1%CE%BC%CE%BC%CE%B1-%CE%BD%CE%BF%CF%84%CE%B9%CE%BF%CE%B1%CE%BD%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%BF%CE%BB%CE%B9%CE%BA%CE%AE%CF%82-%CE%B5%CF%85%CF%81%CF%8E%CF%80%CE%B7%CF%82/
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PREFACE

Dr. Ioannis Armakolas
“Stavros Costopoulos” Research fellow & Head of ELIAMEP’s South-east Europe
Programme

This report is the output of the project focusing on relations between Greece and
FYROM, funded by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Sweden, and implemented
by Analytika (Skopje) and ELIAMEP. The two teams from Athens/Thessaloniki
and Skopje had a joint planning and methods workshop in Thessaloniki in
December 2016. During that workshop the scope of the investigation was agreed
upon, the data to be collected and the method of analysis were initially discussed
and the preliminary list of projects to be studied was made. After this planning
workshop, however, each side was alone in deciding the details of the data
collection and analysis and in conducting the actual analysis itself. The partners
did not also have the opportunity to discuss project results.

With regards to case selection, the reader can familiarise herself with the various
EU cross border projects by perusing the list to be found in the Appendices.
Needless to say, the team had to be eclectic when deciding what to study. The
selection was made together with our partner institution Analytika. When
selecting the cases to be investigated we had three criteria in mind: firstly,
geographical dispersion; secondly, variety in project themes so that both
potentially more and less politically sensitive projects were identified; and,
thirdly, ability to collect meaningful data. Especially the latter point was crucial
and made us change course after the start of the project and drop an earlier
selected case in favour of a project that was more ‘promising’ in terms of
available material.

With regards to the Greek side of the project, a methodological note is due here.
We have tried to emphasise more data collection from the stakeholders
themselves. This was necessary because very little secondary literature existed.
But it was also a conscious decision, acknowledging the reality that in most cases
the best evaluators of cooperation are the grassroots actors involved in it
themselves. That said, we have used standars research and analysis tools and
techniques for cross-checking data, evaluate claims and perspectives. What we
present is a view from below (from the stakeholders) as much as our expert
opinion based on our scientific analysis and own Balkan experience.

Last but not least, we should mention here the different parts of the analysis and
the report, which corresponds to the main avenues of our research design. In
what follows, the reader will first familiarise herself with the general political
relations between Greece and FYROM and the institutional/EU context of
cooperation. Subsequently the reader will have access to extensive information
about the EU projects that we have examined. The analysis will then enter the
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investigation of nine thematic strands that form the basis of our analysis of the
selected projects. The following section focuses on higher education; we first
provide an overview of cooperation on educational issues and then present four
thematic areas that form the basis of our analysis. Subsequently, we present
extensive verbatim sections of interviews with stakeholders so that the reader
can have a close understanding of the discourse and ideas of the project partners.
We finalise the report with a series of appendices which offer useful info about
our analysis and the projects that were selected.
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PART I

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE ANALYSIS

Section 1: The state of relations between Greece and
FYROM

Despite their geographical and cultural proximity, bilateral relations between
Greece and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), since the
latter declared its independence in September 1991, have never been fully
normalized or reached their full potential, as they have been dominated by
disagreements around identity and history, centered around the so-called “name
dispute”. As it is well known, when the ex-Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
became independent Athens’ diplomatic response was hostile as the great
majority of Greeks were more than certain that the new state had irredentist
pretensions towards Greece’s northern part of territory; that the state’s
irredentism was expressed via the name Macedonia, articles in the Constitution
as well as symbols; and finally that the name Macedonia belonged to Greek
historical and cultural heritage and that the Slavs living in that state had no right
in using it. For the following years Athens will use its diplomatic might and its
privileged position, as a member of the EU and NATO, in order to block the
international recognition of the new state until it had effected a change upon its
constitutional name.

The signing of the so-called Interim Agreement of New York in September 1995
signifies a major step towards normalizing bilateral relations.! Economic
sanctions were abandoned, diplomatic relations were re-established, while
bilateral economic relations took off (with the growth of Greek investments and
bilateral trade being nothing less than impressive).2 After September 1995, the
controversial issue of the “name dispute”, was in effect sidelined, although a
number of attempts took place to find a solution, with Athens modifying its

1 The one contracting part (Greece) agreed to recognize the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, to lift the trade embargo against it, and to allow FYROM to join international
organizations under its provisional name. The other (the Republic of Macedonia) made a binding
interpretation concerning all the “controversial clauses” of its Constitution (the preamble, article
3 and article 49) and agreed to remove the star of Vergina from its flag. Both sides recognized the
territorial integrity and sovereignty of the other, agreed to take measures in order to forbid
hostile or propaganda activities, while there is a number of clauses concerning bilateral co-
operation. The controversial issue of the name was not dealt with in the agreement. For an
analysis of the Interim Agreement see Xpriotog Polakng, lToAitikés kat Nouikés Alaotdoels tng
MetaBatikic Zvupwviag tne Néag Yopkng, (Z18épng: ABrva, 1996).

2 For a Greek analysis of the course of bilateral relations between Greece and the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia since 1995 see EvdyyeAog Kw@adg, BAdong BAacidng (edit.),
ABnva-Xxoma.H Entdaypovn ZvuBiwon (1995-2002) (lManaliong: ABnva, 2003).
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position, abandoning the so-called maximalist position it had officially adopted in
April 1992, that was excluding any use of the term Macedonia, and seeking
instead a compromise solution, that would allow for an inclusion in any
agreement of the term Macedonia.3

VMRO-DPMNE’s dominance of the political scene in FYROM, since the elections
of June 2006, and the formation of various governments under Nikola Gruevski,
signified a clear deterioration of bilateral relations. Gruevski’s policy agenda on
identity issues, with a series of initiatives (such as the renaming of airports and
highways, the erection of statues, etc) antagonized Greek public opinion,
strengthening even further public perceptions in Greece about an “aggressive
SlavMacedonian nationalism” that is challenging parts of the Greek identity. In
addition, FYROM diplomacy under Gruevski toughened its position vis-a-vis
Greece, raising issues, such as recognizing a “Macedonian minority and language”
in Greece and seeking to include them in the negotiations about the name
dispute.* In April 2008 during NATO’s summit meeting in Bucharest, FYROM
failed to get an invitation to join the alliance, due to Athens opposition, while a
few months later, in November 2008, FYROM lodged an appeal against Greece at
the International Court of Justice in The Hague, accusing Greece of violating the
Interim Agreement of 1995. The deadlock in bilateral political relations was
confirmed by the failure of the negotiations held under the aegis of the UN for a
solution of the “name dispute”, or high-level meetings, like the one held in
Brussels in October 2009 between Prime Ministers G. Papandreou and N.
Gruevski, when the former underlined that without a previous solution to the
“name-dispute” FYROM could not aspire to join the EU.

It was only in June 2015 that a new diplomatic initiative appeared to bring
something new, moving bilateral relations ahead. During the visit of the Greek
Foreign Minister Nikos Kotzias in Skopje (24 June), a list of cooperation
measures were agreed, with his FYROM counterpart, Nikola Popovski “aimed at
strengthening mutual confidence and advancing overall bilateral relations,
thereby contributing to creating a favorable climate for settling the name
difference in the spirit of European values and our common interests”.> The so-

3 Since 1995 there have been a few, unsuccessful attempts to reach an agreement on the issue of
the name. In the beginning of 2001, for example, there were frequent media reports that Athens
and Skopje were “close” in reaching an agreement on the issue. According to the media reports,
Athens was offering a package of “substantial” economic and diplomatic incentives to the
government of Liupjo Georgievski, in order to accept a compromise on the name issue.
Surprisingly, the Greek government of Kostas Simitis was ready to accept a compromise on the
name-issue. “Gornamakedonja” (Uppermacedonia), was one such possible compromise. The
outbreak of hostilities however, in FYROM, in the spring of 2001, put an end to all speculation of a
possible compromise. See Nikog Mapakng, «Ztnv teAkn| evbeia n ovouaciar, To Bijua, 21
Iavovapiov 2001, Taxn Atapavty, «[IpdTaocm pe TTpoc@opEég kat Ovopar», EAcvfepotumia, 9
deBpovapiov 2001, Nikog Mapdaxng, «To mapacknivio Tov ovopatog g FYROM», To Brjua, 18
deBpovapiov 2001, ABavaoiog EA, “Kat to 6vopa avtnig ‘Gornamakedonia” (Avwpoaxedovia)”,
Kabnuepwvn, 13 Maiov 2001.

4 See Mapiréva Kommd, «IITA MaxeSoviag: ol SuckoAies ev teAeiwoav akoun...», in 1. Appakoiag,
0. Ntokog (ed.), Ao ta BaAkavia oty Notioavatodikt) Evpdmn: [IpokAoELS kKat TPOOTTIKEG GTOV
21° Atva (1. Z18épm: ABrjva, 2010), 0. 124-25.

5 “Strengthening Mutual Confidence and Bilateral Relations. Athens-Skopje”, Skopje, 24 June
2015.
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called Confidence Building Measures (CBM’s) include 11 measures for practical
cooperation in areas of mutual interest: A. Political & EU Affairs (including 1.
Political consultations of the Foreign Ministries on international, multilateral,
regional, horizontal, security and consular issues, as well as on regional
cooperation initiatives; 2. Bilateral cooperation on EU Affairs and strengthening
bilateral cooperation in the [PA II Programs, cooperation in cross-border
programs, twinning and TAIEX; 3. Cooperation between the National Center for
Public Administration in Athens and the Agency for Administration in Skopje). B.
Education & Culture (including 4. Cooperation between Universities, Research
Centers and Institutes; 5. Exchange university students’ scholarships; 6.
Encourage measures for cultural cooperation and exchange). C. Trade &
Economic cooperation (7. Strengthen economic, trade and commercial ties -
Business Forums). D. Connectivity (including 8. Improve Energy connectivity/gas
- line; 9. Improve Bitola - Florina railway connection). E. Justice and Home Affairs
(10. Consultations between representatives of the competent Ministries on
internal affairs, border police and customs administration with a view to
exchanging information and enhancing the fight against organized crime,
corruption, terrorism, illegal migration and drug trafficking). F. Miscellaneous
(11. Cooperation in Health sector).6

The recent political developments in FYROM, with the formation in May 2017 of
the new coalition government in Skopje, led by SDSM with Zoran Zaev as Prime
Minister, has fed a new optimism about the future of Greek-FYROM relations.
The new reform-minded government is strongly committed to the Euroatlantic
integration of FYROM, and has shown that it realizes that in order to achieve this,
it has to deal with difficult and controversial issues in FUROM’s bilateral
relations: a first significant step was the rapprochement achieved in relations
with Bulgaria, centered around the signing of the Treaty of Friendship, Good
neighborhood and Cooperation on 1 August 2017.7 Thus, when on 31 August
2017, Kotzias visited Skopje and met with Prime Minister Zaev, the two sides
expressed their “satisfaction about the course of the Confidence Building
Measures, that have been proved a particularly useful instrument for promoting
cooperation and establishing confidence (while they also expressed) their will
for cooperation and for creating conditions that would facilitate the solution of
problems...”8 Thus, diplomatic sources talk about a new window of opportunity in
bilateral relations and, especially, in solving the “name-dispute”.

6 Ibid

7 For more on that see Yorgos Christidis, “A new Balkan rapprochement. Skopje accepts Sofia’s
positions allowing for bilateral relations to move ahead”, ELIAMEP Briefing Notes 55/2017,
November 2017

8 «H 8uaBeon vmapxet, o §popog dpws etvat pakpvg», Efsyn.gr, 31 Avyovotov 2017,
http://www.efsyn.gr/arthro/i-diathesi-yparhei-o-dromos-omos-einai-makrys (last accessed

31/8/2017)


http://www.efsyn.gr/arthro/i-diathesi-yparhei-o-dromos-omos-einai-makrys
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Section 2: The background of cross-border cooperation
between Greece and FYROM

L. Co-operation in the context of EU programs

Cross-border cooperation witnessed a significant development in Western
Europe, initially in the 1980s, thanks to the role played by organizations like the
Council of Europe and the European Community. After 1989, the European Union
(EU), with programs like PHARE (Poland and Hungary: Assistance for
Restructuring their Economies), Tacis (Technical Assistance to the
Commonwealth of Independent States) and in particular Interreg (Interreg
Community Initiative) provided the necessary financial instruments for the
development of cross-border cooperation throughout Europe. Interreg in
principle financed local cross-border programs that involve public authorities
and other entities that are situated in neighboring border areas. Interreg’s initial
phase was in 1990-1994, continued as Interreg II (1995-1999) and as Interreg III
(2000-2006)

The violent disintegration of the SFR of Yugoslavia (1991-1995), in combination
with the “diplomatic confrontation” between Greece and FYROM, did not allow
for the development of any cross-border cooperation programs between the
latter two countries until 1995. However, even after the normalization of
bilateral relations, under the Interim Agreement of New York (September 1995),
participation in cross-border cooperation programs, like Interreg II, was rather
meagre, numbering a limited number of initiatives (for example in the area of
entrepreneurship).

Interreg IIl A “Greece-FYROM (2000-2006)"

It was only after 2000 under Interreg III that cross-border cooperation between
Greece and FYROM witnessed, what could be described as a “substantial
development”. The Interreg III A “Greece-FYROM (2000-2006)” was approved by
the European Commission in 2002, with a total budget of EUR 103,3 million. The
program included 4 so-called “Action Priorities”: Priority 1: Cross-border
infrastructure”. Key actions included upgrading connections of the border areas
with FYROM, creating and modernising border crossing installations, customs
facilities and border control, and security installations. Priority 2: Economic
development and employment. Key actions included encouraging co-operation
between firms, promoting cultural and tourist resources and new employment
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opportunities. Priority 3: Quality of life, environment and culture. Key actions
included measures to protect and improve the natural environment and improve
the quality of public health services. Priority 4: Technical assistance”.® Territories
eligible to participate to the program were the prefectures of Thessaloniki, Pella,
Florina and Kilkis in Greece and 23 municipalities in FYROM, from the regions of
Pelagonia, Vardar, Southeast, Southwest.

The New Neighborhood Instruments

On 1 July 2003 the European Community announced a new policy instrument,
under the title New Neighborhood Instrument, which build “on the experience of
promoting cross-border co-operation within the PHARE, Tacis and INTERREG
programmes”, and aimed “to develop a zone of prosperity and a friendly
neighbourhood ... with whom the European Union enjoys close, peaceful and co-
operative relations.” (European Commission 1.07.2003). It was envisaged that
the new policy instrument would be introduced during two phases: an initial
phase from 2004-2006 while various financing instruments, like the Interreg III,
would continue to operate, and the second phase from 2007 and after, when it
would be supported by two new programs, the European Neighborhood
Instrument and the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA).

IPA “Greece - former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 2007-2013"

On 5 September 2008 the European Commission approved the cross-border Co-
operation program IPA “Greece - former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 2007-
2013”, with a total budget of EUR 31,549 million. The program had three so-
called “Priority Axes”. “Priority axis 1: Enhancement of Cross-border Economic
Development. Priority Axis 1 aimed at promoting sustainable economic
development through common interventions, in addition to facilitating cross-
border relations, and was implemented through four measures: promotion of
entrepreneurship, the enhancement of Human Resources, the development of
sustainable tourism and protection of public health through cross-border
activities. Priority axis 2: Enhancement of environmental resources and the
cultural heritage of the program area. The aim under Priority Axis 2 was to
promote common actions for protecting the natural and cultural environment
and the mobilisation of natural and cultural resources. Priority Axis 2 was
implemented through two measures focusing on the promotion and protection
of environmental resources and the natural and cultural heritage of the area.

9 (http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/hr/atlas/programmes/2000-2006/european/interreg-
iii-a-greece-fyrom).


http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/hr/atlas/programmes/2000-2006/european/interreg-iii-a-greece-fyrom
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/hr/atlas/programmes/2000-2006/european/interreg-iii-a-greece-fyrom
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Priority axis 3: Technical Assistance”.10 Territories eligible to participate to the
program were the regional units of Florina Pella, Kilkis and Serres (Greece) and
the regions of Pelagonia, Vardar and Southeast (FYROM). The Greek regional unit
of Thessaloniki and the Southeast region from FYROM could take part in projects
as an adjacent area, i.e. receiving a maximum 20% of the funding allocated to the
program.

Interreg IPA CBC "Greece-FYROM 2014-2020”

The current program of cross-border cooperation is the Interreg IPA CBC
"Greece-FYROM 2014-2020” with a total budget of EURO 45,470 million. Eligible
to participate are the regional units of Florina, Pella, Kilkis, Serres and
Thessaloniki (Greece) and the regions of Pelagonia, Vardar, Southeast, Southwest
(FYROM). The program has two Priority Axes: “Priority 1: "Enhancement of
cross-border economic development”, aiming at the promotion sustainable
economic development through common interventions and facilitate cross-
border relations. Priority 1 will be implemented by four Measures focusing on
the promotion of entrepreneurship, the enhancement of Human Resources, the
development of sustainable tourism and protection of public health through
cross-border activities. Priority 2: "Enhancement of the environmental resources
and cultural heritage of the Programme area" aiming to promote common
actions for the protection of the natural and cultural environment and the
mobilisation of the natural and cultural resources: Priority 2 will be
implemented by two Measures focusing on the promotion and protection the
environmental resources and natural and cultural heritage of the area”. (Interreg
IPA CBC "Greece-FYROM 2014-2020")

I1. Cross-border synergies beyond the EU cross-border
cooperation programs: the example of the Prespa
Transboundary Park (PTP)

The Prespa Park, the first transboundary protected area in the Balkans, was
established on 2 February 2000, with a joint declaration by the Prime Ministers
of Greece, Albania and FYROM, following a proposal from the Society for the
Protection of Prespa and the World Wilde Fund. In 2003 a project, entitled
“Support for institutional collaboration between the states of Greece, Albania and
FYROM in the context of the Prespa Park”, was initiated seeking, among others,
to strengthening trans-national cooperation between the local governments and
fire authorities of the three countries (Society for the Protection of Prespa 2016).

10 http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/en/atlas/programmes/2007-2013/crossborder/greece-

the-former-yugoslav-republic-of-macedonia-ipa-cross-border-co-operation-programme-2007-

2013.


http://www.spp.gr/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=11&Itemid=16&lang=en
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/atlas/programmes/2007-2013/crossborder/greece-the-former-yugoslav-republic-of-macedonia-ipa-cross-border-co-operation-programme-2007-2013
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/atlas/programmes/2007-2013/crossborder/greece-the-former-yugoslav-republic-of-macedonia-ipa-cross-border-co-operation-programme-2007-2013
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/atlas/programmes/2007-2013/crossborder/greece-the-former-yugoslav-republic-of-macedonia-ipa-cross-border-co-operation-programme-2007-2013
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On 27 November 2009, the Prime Ministers of the three countries met in Prespa
and agreed on the signing of a binding agreement for the protection and the
sustainable development of the Prespa Park. In the declaration, among others, it
was underlined the “common responsibility for the conservation of the Prespa
ecosystem, its services and functions, as a basis for the sustainable development
of the area, including its environmental conservation and viability, economic
development and sustainable livelihoods of its inhabitants, constituting a
catalyst for stability and prosperity of the area” (Joint Statement 2009). While on
the tenth anniversary of the Prespa Park, 2 February 2010, the three states and
the European Union signed an international agreement, laying “the ground for an
effective conservation of the Prespa ecosystem as a basis for the sustainable
development of the Area” (Joint Statement 2010).


http://www.spp.gr/agreement_02.02.10.pdf
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PART 11

CROSS - BORDER COOPERATION

Section 1: Key information about the projects

i. PEEBRE (Promotion of Energy Efficiency in Buildings
and Protection of the Environment)

Name of the
Project

Promotion of Energy Efficiency in Buildings and Protection of the
Environment - PEEBRE

Promote and Protect
the Environmental

Enhancement of the Resources of the Area —
Priority Axis 2 Environmental Resources and | Priority Measures 2.1 | “Greece-the former
Cultural Heritage. Yugoslav Republic of

Macedonia, IPA Cross-
Border Programme
2007-2013.

Project’s Partners | -

Technological Educational Institute of Western Macedonia (TEIWM) — Lead
Partner 1, Greece.

The Municipality of Resen — Lead Partner 2, FYROM

The Municipality of Prespa — Greece

Association for Sustainable Architecture and Urban Development Atmosphere
(ARCHAM) — FYROM.

Project Duration

Start Date: 22 February 2013
End Date: 21 February 2015

Total Budget

Total: 674,999 €

225,965 - Technological Educational Institute of Western Macedonia (TEIWM)

Budget = 115,060.5 - The Municipality of Resen

Distribution to all = 230,795 - The Municipality of Prespa

Partners » 103,178.5 - Association for Sustainable Architecture and Urban Development
Atmosphere (ARCHAM)

Website http://peebpe.eu/?lang=en

Scientific Responsible

Dimitrios Stimoniaris

Distinctions/Awards

One of the best INTERREG Programs Run in Greece —
Received from the Managing Authority in Thessaloniki
in the second half of 2015.

16



http://peebpe.eu/?lang=en
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PROJECT DISCRIPTION

As it was set out in its internet page: “The municipalities of Prespes and Resen belong to the Region of
Western Macedonia, Greece and Region of Pelagonia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
respectively and are situated in an area of very cold climate where winters can last for up to nine months.
Thus, there is a huge consumption of energy to cover mainly heating requirements. However, the only
available fuels for heating are diesel and wood and in lesser degree the locally extracted lignite, which
contribute to the pollution of the area significantly. Additionally, due to economical crisis in Greece, the tax
over fuel prices increased considerably, turning heating expenses an extremely heavy economical burden
for the local population. It is worth mentioning that in winter 2011/12, 50% of the households in the
region of Western Macedonia stopped purchasing diesel as heating fuel and adopted cheaper alternative
heating methods...! The general objective of this project is to inform local societies and authorities on the
great potential that public, corporation and residential buildings have in decreasing energy consumption
and consequently on the environmental benefit of such a reduction. Therefore, this project focuses on
proposing possible interventions in these buildings in order to cover a significant part of their consumption
with environmentally-friendly or renewable energy technologies. Additionally, PEEBPE facilitates the
inclusion of bioclimatic studies as part of the improvement of existing buildings or the construction of new
ones. The main project activities include: - Energy Audits... of twenty-five public buildings in each country,
delivery of technical studies with the exact CO2 footprint and energy consumption for each building and
issuance of Energy Efficiency Certificate - Study and implementation of energy efficiency and renewable
energy technologies in three buildings (the elementary school and the kindergarten in Municipality of
Prespes, as well as a high-school in Resen).”*?

The project had 4 technical objectives: “Objective#1: Inform local societies and authorities on the great
potential that public, corporation and residential buildings have in decreasing energy consumption and
consequently on the environmental benefit of such a reduction- Objective#2: Energy Audit with detailed
in-situ measurements of 50 public buildings (25 at each country) that will be pointed out by the two
municipalities. A well-established technical study with the exact CO, footprint and energy consumption of
each building will be prepared- Objective#3: The study and implementation of energy efficiency and
renewable energy technologies at three of the above buildings (2 in Greece and 1 in the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia). The aim is to make this building almost zero-emission buildings: Objective#4: The
inclusion of bioclimatic studies and implementation of energy efficiency measures as parts of the
improvement of existing buildings and in the design and construction of future buildings.™

While among the expected results, three specific ones are being pointed out: “Result#1: International
cooperation between scientific organizations, local private and the public sector will be established, as well
as exchange of best practices and experiences in the field of buildings energy efficiency from both cross-
border regions and from abroad- Result#2: The derivation of Energy Efficiency Certificates for the 50
buildings is considered very important, since these buildings can be exploited by the municipalities’
authorities, directly after obtaining the Certificates: Result#3: Two public building in Prespes (the
Elementary School and the Kindergarten) and one in Resen (High School) will become energy efficient”.**

11 Peebre Home Page, h eebpe.eu/?lang=en (last accessed 28/4/2017)
12 PEEBPE / Promotlon of Energy Eff1c1ency in Bulldlngs and Protection of the Environment
- s?view=item&id=33 (last accessed

28/4/2017)
eebpe.eu/?page id=48&lang=en (last accessed 28/4/2017)
14 http:[[peebpe.eu[?page id=61&lang=en (last accessed 28/4/2017)


http://peebpe.eu/?lang=en
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=33
http://peebpe.eu/?page_id=48&lang=en
http://peebpe.eu/?page_id=61&lang=en
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During the implementation course of the project the following meetings, workshops,
seminars and conferences took place:

Seminars - Seminars -

m

2nd Meeting, Bitola

Technical Chamber
== of Greece - 28-

Greece

TEIWN Kozani -

TEIWN Kozani -

™ 30/04/2014

FYROM

1st Kick-off || TEIWN Kozani - 12- u _ Municipality of
= Meeting, Kozani - 13/3/2014 17-17/03/2014 IS International
12/12/2013

ARHAM Bitola -

~117/06/2014

29/04/2014 =
Bl 17-18/12/5013 /04/. 1-3/06/2014
—
) TEIWN Kozani - || TEIWN Kozani - | ARHAM Bitola -
?Ird Meetlng, = 04/06/2014 17/07/2014 18/06/2014
= Florina -
National
L1/07/2018 Conference on
Energy Efficiency
on Buildings ,
Final Meeting, Prefecture of || TEIWN Kozani - || ARHAM Bitola - Bitola -
Resen - == Florina - 05/05/2015 19/06/2014 u
16/07/2014 10/07/2014 10-11/06/2014
=
http://peebpe.eu/ r— http://peebpe.eu/c
meetings/?lang=en Technical Chamber Municipality of onferences/?lang=
e/ of Greece/Division ] Total: 4 Seminars Resen - €n
of West Macedonia, 20/06/2014 \ )
Grevena - -
3 == 23/102014
== Total: 4 Meetings http://peebpe.eu/s
eminars/?lang=en | Total: 2
http://peebpe.eu/w e Conferences
orkshops/?lang=en
== Total: 5 Seminars
== Total: 5 Workshops

Conferences

—_—

Conference on
Buildings Energy
L Efficiency and
Renewable Energy
Sources, Kozani -
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ii. DECIDE (Decision Support System for Disaster Emergency

Management)
::o?:c:f the Decision Support System for Disaster Emergency Management - DECIDE
Promote and Protect the
Environmental
Enhancement of the Resources of the Area —
Priority Axis 2 Environmental Resources and Priority Measures 2.1 | “Greece-the former
Cultural Heritage. Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, IPA Cross-
Border Programme
2007-2013.
= Municipality of Amyntaio - lead partner 1, Greece
= Centre for Development of the Vardar Planning Region, Veles — lead partner 2,
FYROM
= Centre for Research and Technology Hellas - Hellenic Institute of Transport
(CERTH-HIT), Thessaloniki, Greece
Project’'s = Center for Sustainability and Advanced Education, Bitola, FYROM
Partners

The two partners from FYROM who had fully participated at the preparatory stage of
the program, failed following the approval of the program to get the necessary finance
from the central government and thus could not fully participate in the execution of
the program: there was only what could described as minimal participation by them,
that was made possible thanks to financial support from the Greek partners.™

Start Date: 1 April 2015

End Date: 30 September 2016

Project Duration

Total Budget 507.930,00 €

Budget

Distribution to = 210,620 € - Municipality of Amyntaio

all Partners = 296,310 € - Centre for Research and Technology Hellas - Hellenic Institute of

Transport (CERTH-HIT)

Website
http://www.decide-project.eu

I . Evangelos Mitsakis
Scientific Responsible g

15 Interview with an official of CERTH


http://www.decide-project.eu/
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PROJECT DISCRIPTION

As it was set out in its internet page: “"Due to the dangers and emergency situations as a result of natural
and manmade hazards in the cross-border area, there is an evident need to develop and deploy powerful
tools and advanced processes, to facilitate the optimal management of such events by the responsible local
entities, as well as to enhance cooperation mechanisms in both countries. This project contributes to the
managerial capacity of local authorities for civil protection towards the effective response to natural and
manmade disasters... Specific targets of DECIDE include: 1. (reinforcing) local authorities’ capabilities for
effective and efficient coordination of prevention and response processes against natural and manmade
hazards, using innovative, state-of-the art technologies; 2. (strengthening) the capabilities of local societies,
in order to act immediately and effectively during the first critical hours after an emergency event, so as to
avoid its turning to a disaster. Towards this direction, all local data, knowledge and entities that can
contribute to avoiding the disaster will be exploited (public authorities, non—governmental and voluntary
organisations, private companies, media, etc.); 3. (achieving) active participation of both the local
authorities and the local societies members into the process of planning and response of disasters through
effective information sharing and training; 4. (contributing) to economic and social development of local
societies in a reliable, effective and affordable way, through the creation of synergies, multiplying actions
and benefits derived from the use of technologies and the assimilation of both national and international

experience in the civil protection fields”.®

The main objective of the project was “to develop and deploy an Intelligent Decision Support System (iDSS)
that enhances the efficiency and managerial abilities of local civil protection authorities to effectively respond
to natural and manmade disasters.’

Among the expected results it was specified that “"The main outcome of the DECIDE project is an Intelligent
Decision Support System (iDSS) that will enhance related authorities’ and bodies’ capabilities in the effective
prevention, preparedness and response to catastrophic events and thus in effective civil protection. The pilot

area for DECIDE was the Municipality of Amyntaio”.®

16 “DECIDE / Decision Support System for Disaster Emergency Management”, Transport Research
and Innovation Portal, http: //www.transport-research.info/project/decision-support-system-

disaster-emergency-management (last accessed 9/4/2017)
17 Tbid



http://www.transport-research.info/project/decision-support-system-disaster-emergency-management
http://www.transport-research.info/project/decision-support-system-disaster-emergency-management
http://www.transport-research.info/project/decision-support-system-disaster-emergency-management
http://www.transport-research.info/project/decision-support-system-disaster-emergency-management
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During the implementation course of the project the following meetings, workshops and
seminars took place:

Meetings Visits
4 N - f . (
CERTH Thessaloniki - CERTH Thessaloniki - CERTH Thessaloniki - The experts of CERTH-
28/01/2016 17/09/2015 16/03/2016 HIT visited local
government authorities
1 http://www.decide- = http://www.decide- (S hi://www.decide- L?vfl\(:gx’cggi“:r%dwnh
project.eu/index.php/el/ project.eu/index.php/el prmect.eu/mde)_(.php/el/ disaster management -
component/k2/item/34 /component/k2/item/33 component/k2/item/34 02-03/09/2016
2-1st-project-meeting 9-decide-workshop-in- 0-03-2016-1st-
y thessaloniki Leducational—seminar
. ~ http://www.decide-
project.eu/index.php/el
Municipality of [ D [ ) /component/k2/item/33
Amyntaio -28/01/2016 |7-de|°'det:tu.fy-‘/'§'t;ltq°-
. . ocal-authorities-in-the-
== Total: 1 Workshop === Total: 1 Seminar Foeniempsar sy
= http://www.decide- republic-of-macedonia
project.eu/index.php/el L J L y
/component/k2/item/34
1-decide-project- \ y
meeting-in-amyntaio
\_ S
Total: 1 Visit
Total: 2 Meetings
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iii. Lhi-Lna (Living History, Living Nature)

Name of the

. Living History, Living Nature — Lhi-Lna
Project

Promote and Protect
the Environmental
Enhancement of the Resources of the Area
Priority Axis 2 Environmental Resources and | Priority Measures 2.1 — “Greece-the former
Cultural Heritage. Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, IPA Cross-
Border Programme
2007-2013.

* The municipality of Novaci - overall lead partner-LP1, FYROM

*= The municipality of Almopia - lead partner 2-LP2, Greece
Start Date: 01 January 2013
End Date: 25 September 2015

Project’s Partners

Project Duration

Total Budget 545.321,97 €
Budget

Distribution to all = 267,214.50 € - The municipality of Novaci
Partners = 278,107.47 € - The municipality of Almopia

http://www.lhilna.eu/?page id=22957&lang=el

Website

PROJECT DISCRIPTION

The internet page of the project contains abundant information on various aspects of the project such as its
background, its objectives, its expected outputs and results, its structure as well as its progress. One detects
two core ideas in the description of the project's background: firstly, the acknowledgement that both the
municipalities of Novaci and Almopia need to better document and restore an important part of their natural
and cultural heritage and secondly, the idea that such an effort will strengthen the touristic appeal of both
regions. As it is noted: “The two border Municipalities of Almopia and Novaci are characterized by rich
landscapes and plenty of cultural and historical monuments, which can be enhanced and act as a key driver
for the socio-economic development of the whole area. However, a great nhumber of these places are not
sufficiently documented and stay unexploited even though they have been characterized as particularly
important by local and government authorities. Additionally, there is an apparent lack in the adoption of
master plans and actions towards a coordinated and joint promotion of cultural and natural places and an
even greater need for the restoration of places of historical interest. Thus, the main problem that the project
tries to face is the exploration of the dynamics that natural and historical heritage concentrates and the
promotion of them as a whole...”*°

When it comes to the main objectives of the project, one finds a more clear and direct correlation between
the cultural and historical heritage and the notion of development: “The main objective of the project is the
realization of common interventions by the partners in order to jointly raise the awareness on the historical

19 Lhi-Lna Homepage: http://www.lhilna.eu/?lang=el (last accessed 30/08/2017)


http://www.lhilna.eu/?page_id=22957&lang=el
http://www.lhilna.eu/?lang=el
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and natural resources of the cross border area and present them in a form that can re-enforce local-driven
sustainable development. This will be mainly achieved through the documentation and exploration of the
connection between the historical monuments, and between the natural sites of each area and the revealing
of their dynamics as valuable attraction sites”?. More specifically, the project's objectives include :the need
for coordinated actions that will valorize the monuments and natural places (...) through the involvement of
artists and the creation of relative work of art, the creation of electronic databases and the use of
applications for the documentation and presentation of the monuments, the presentation of new tourism
products, the enhancement of socio-economic development on the basis of the already existent flows of
cultural, religious and eco- tourism and also the enhancement of the cross border cooperation of the two

regions “in an attempt to promote the diversities and similarities of the areas”.*

The expected outputs of the project, as stated in the documents available on the Homepage of Lhi-Lna, are
numerous (17 in total) and they imply a wide range of different activities and fields. They are as follows:
1l.one communication package for the promotion of the project and its objectives. Development of
brochures, cds, banners, newsletters, press releases and videos, 2. Four project meetings, 3. A project
portal, 4. One communication plan, 5. Two open to the public conferences, 6. Two field researches for the
documentation of the historical monuments (one per country), 7. Two field researches for the
documentation of the natural heritage places (once per country), 8. Four electronic data bases recording the
information gathered through the field researches (uploaded to the portal), 9. Two residential programs and
two group of artists for the artistic representation of the defined places of interest, 10. Twenty eight works
of art produced during the two residential programs, 11. Three historical monuments restored in the
Municipality of Novaci, 12. Signs for the paths, 13. Two digital exhibitions for the art pieces (one per
country), 14. One electronic 3D application for the presentation of the most attractive places included in the
paths, 15. Two multilingual tourist guides, 16. One project fulfilling the criteria of joint
development/implementation/staffing and financing, 17. One project contributing to the enhancement of
environment and natural and cultural resources.?

The section of the expected results restates the key goal of the project, the documentation of sites of
significant cultural and natural value and the economic development which will follow the project's
successful conclusion.

20 Jbid
21 Ibid
22 [bid
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1t kick-off Meeting,
Aridea (Municipality of
Almopia) -24/10/2013

2n Progress Meeting

™ Novaci - 07/03/2014

34 Progress Meeting
Novaci - 06/10/2014

Final Progress
Meeting, Aridea
(Municipality of
Almopia) -
05/12/2014

http://www.lhilna.eu/
?page_id=15971

Total: 4 Meetings

Workshops and Field

Trips

According to the final progress report of the project (date of submission 10/2015) as well as
the information provided by the project's Homepage the following meetings, workshops,
fieldtrips and conferences took place:

Conferences

5-day field trip of familiarization with key

cultural and natural sites for a total of 19 artists

from both Greece and FYROM (Almopia, July
2014)

5-day field trip of familiarization with key

cultural and natural sites for a total of 19 artists

from both Greece and FYROM (Novaci, August
2014)

10-day stay for all 19 artists from both Greece
and FYROM destined to the production and
finalization of their artistic representation of

cultural and natural sites (Almopia, August 2014)

10-day stay for all 19 artists from both Greece
and FYROM destined to the production and
finalization of their artistic representation of
cultural and natural sites (Novaci, August-
September 2014)

The opening of the artistic exhibition was in
Aridea (Municipality of Almopia in September
2014

http://www.lhilna.eu/?page_id=15971

= Final conference in Novaci - 16/12/2014

The minutes of the final conference held in
Almopia stress out the successful completion
and implementation of the project and its
objectives. In the case of the Municipality of
Novaci this meant the restoration of three
historical monuments (Bridge of Jovic, the
House of Kalesh Anja in Staravina and the
church of St. Dimitrij in Gradesnica). In the
case of Almopia, the key results discussed
were: the creation of a data base for the
historical heritage of Almopia, the creation of
a data base for the natural heritage of
Almopia, the artistic cooperation and
exchanges between artists from both Greece
and FYROM which resulted in the creation of
numerous works of art, a museum and a
digital exhibition, the creation of thematic
routes (3D touring, digital maps, road signs)
which combine sites of natural and historical
value

Source: Final Progress Report for the project

Total: 4 field Trips and 1 Open Ceremony

(inal conference in Almopia - 06/04/2015 \

th-Lna" (Submission date: 20/10/2015 )

Total: 2 Final Conferences

24
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iv. KAIMAK (Kaimaktsalan Gastronomy Routes)

Name of the Project Kaimaktsalan Gastronomy Routes — KAIMAK
Enhancement of cross- Promote Sustainable
border economic Tourism of “Greece — the
Priority Axis 1 development Priority Measures 1.3 former Yugoslav Republic

of Macedonia IPA Cross-
Border Programme 2007-
2013"

*= The municipality of Edessa - overall lead partner-LP1, Greece

Project’'s P
roject’s Partners = The municipality of Kavadarci - lead partner 2-LP2, FYROM)

Start Date: 22 March 2012

Project Duration End Date: 22 September 2013

Total Budget 248.928,00 €

Budget Distribution = 180.000,00 - The municipality of Edessa

to all Partners = 69.000,00 - The municipality of Kavadarci
Website www.visitkaimak.com?®

PROJECT DISCRIPTION

The internet page of the Municipality of Edessa (http://edessacity.gr) provides sufficient information on the
KAIMAK project, particularly when it comes to its background, its objectives and its results. The core idea of
the project regards the cross-border cooperation between Edessa and Kavadarci on the issue of gastronomy
and its capacity to enhance tourism: “The main objective of the project is to enhance convergence in the
cross-border area, by promoting sustainable local development and by assisting co-operation on addressing
common challenges in food and tourism sector. The target group of the project includes a large number of
institutions, affiliated organizations, SMEs ) in agro-food and tourism sector), entrepreneurs and other
stakeholders”**. Among the many objectives mentioned in the conception of the project, one may refer to
the following: “1. the promotion, development and adoption of agreed interventions in order to support
sustainable economic development in rural areas; 2. the reinforcement of the political efforts to promote
agro-tourism image of the region, through the creation of House of Taste and bilateral expositions; 3. the
stimulation of entrepreneurship, and especially the reinforcement and upgrade of the food and tourism
sector; 4. the development of clusters among the stakeholders of the food and tourism sector, to create a
pool of knowledge and streams of knowledge between the actors, resulting in an increasing innovation
competence of the region, leading to competitive advantage on the international market; 5. the
establishment of permanent cooperation between Greece and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia in

23 The Homepage of KAIMAK project is no longer accessible online. In the course of our research
(late 2016-late 2017) it was never accessible. The date marking the end of its availability is
unknown.

24 EU Homepage of the KAIMAK project: https://www.keep.eu/keep/project-

ext/27974 /Kaimaktsalan%20Gastronomy%20Routes

25
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the field of gastronomy tourism sector, 6. the experience and know-how exchange”.?

According to information provided in the Homepage of the Municipality of Edessa and also the last progress
report submitted with regard to the implementation of the project (9/2013), numerous goals were
successfully satisfied: “During the implementation of the project, a number of actions were fulfilled such as
the creation of The “Mill of taste” in Edessa and the “House of Taste” in Kavadarci, which provide the
possibility of presentation for local products, the creation of “Gastronomy Information Centers”, which
provide information on local products and also on numerous restaurants in every village, the publication of a
common “Gastronomy Guide” with many references to God Dionysus, tastes related to the mountain and the
festivities that combine traditional music, drinks and wine. The Guide also contains information aiming at the
encouragement of cross-border cooperation in the food and tourism sector. Moreover, two exhibitions were
organized for the promotion of the products of the two areas. A Homepage (www.visitkamak.com) aims at
the promotion of local gastronomy. The educational material which was created will aim at introducing the
students to the ecology and gastronomy in an effort to enhance health nutrition. Lastly, the program ended

with the inauguration of a photograph exhibition”.%

According to the latest progress report of the project (date of submission 9/2013) as well as
the information provided by the project's Homepage, the following meetings, dissemination
events and seminars took place:

Meetings Seminars

r3—day seminars and

15t kick-off Meeting,
Edessa (Municipality of
Edessa) - 25/6/2012

"

2" Progress meeting,
Kavadarci - 08/09/2013

34 and final meeting,
Edessa - 18/05/2013

\ v

Total: 3 Meetings

Dissemination event in
Kavadarci (8/9/2012)

Final event, Edessa

1 (09/2013)

\ v

Total: 2 Events

exhibitions on
Gastronomy and
Tourism, Edessa -

17-18-19/5/2013

Total: 1 Seminar

25 Homepage of the Municipality of Edessa, http://edessacity.gr,( last accessed 1/9/2017), and

information indicated in the KAIMAK application form.
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Section 2: Analysis

For the analysis section we relied on publically available project material and
documents (see bibliography) and, especially, on interviews we conducted with
project stakeholders. A total of 16 interviews were conducted during the
fieldwork of the project (end of June - September 2017, see relevant
Appendix).2”

We structure the analysis around 9 thematic issues are as follows:

1. The overall experience of cooperation in projects and the work method
adopted

2. Obstacles and facilitating factors in project implementation

Experience of trouble shooting during project implementation

The ‘name issue’ as challenge in cooperation and project

implementation - The‘problem’ and the ‘solutions’ reached

Public visibility of the project and public reactions

The role of agency/individuals and the extent of institutionalization

Overall impact and assessment of importance and usefulness

Assessing the progress from Interreg III to IPA

Beyond existing cooperation - Assessing the need for follow up actions

and the prospects of future cooperation

W

R Sl B

For each of the thematic issue areas we present the experience of the four
projects that we have investigated. The experience relies heavily on the self-
assessments of the stakeholders themselves. But our analysis attempted also to
draw conclusions based on crosschecked information and print material. These
insights are juxtaposed to or engaged with the views of stakeholders, while more
general conclusions about the implementation of the projects are offered in the
final section of this part of the report. Throughout the analysis, verbatim quotes
from interviews are provided in order to make the points of stakeholders and the
analysis more vivid. Extensive parts of the interviews, but highlighting different
themes and issues, are presented in Part IV of this report.

27 It should be noted that a number of additional interviews that were initially scheduled did not
materialize as the interviewees themselves proved unavailable.
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THEME 1

The overall experience of cooperation in projects and
the work method adopted

Rationale

In this theme we examine two separate but inter-connected issues: a) the
stakeholders’ and project partners’ general assessment of the projects
implemented, and b) their perception about whether the actual implementation
of the work was done ‘together’, i.e. with active cross-border cooperation and co-
organisation of activities by partners in the two countries, or work was done ‘in
parallel’, i.e. that both sides implemented a set of project actions without much
involvement of partners from the other side of the boarder. This theme is
important for understanding the overall satisfaction of stakeholders with the
projects that were implemented, but also for discerning whether the
implementation entailed and necessitated intensive joint work and the
development of a work ‘ethos’ of active coordination and cooperation ‘every step
of the way’.

PEEBRE: Both Greek partners that participated in PEEBRE expressed their
satisfaction with the whole experience of working together with the two
partners from FYROM. One interviewee, with no previous experience of working
with partners from FYROM, pointed out how they “overcame their fears” and
their “bias”, enjoying an exceedingly good level of cooperation, and even
submitting new proposals to the Interreg Managing Authority following the
completion of PEEBRE: “We fell in love with the project. To tell you the truth it
was the first time [ was going there. We had initially a fear. What should we
expect, what would happen... However we had a really good cooperation. We
have already submitted new proposals”.

The element of trust existing between the two municipalities participating in the
project was underlined by another interviewee: trust built on the strength of
working together previously and on the knowledge that the Greek partner-
municipality has the professional capacity to put forward and run proposals to
the Managing Authority of the Interreg. As it was pointed out, “I can tell you that
they trust us... When we go to discuss about the Interreg they tell us: “what
would like to do together”... Of course they know that we are ahead at the level of
planning and that we have the instruments and the knowledge to succeed. And I
as I told you they really trust us”.

DECIDE: As it was pointed out in Section 1 (see profile of DECIDE), the two
partners from FYROM who had fully participated at the preparatory stage
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T
(cooperating in preparing and submitting the application) did not participate
during the implementation phase of the program - with the speculation from the
Greek partners being that the FYROM partners failed to secure the necessary
financing from the central government (FYROM). Thus, following the initiation of
the program, the Greek partners had a limited experience of working together
with their two partners from FYROM: during the one and a half year of
implementing the project, from 1/4/2015 until 30/9/2016, there were no more
than four meetings with partners from FYROM. Still, the interviewees had
experience from other projects and related that experience. All rated cooperation
with partners from FYROM as being “particularly positive” even “excellent”.

Lhi-Lna: Greek project partners expressed their satisfaction with the experience
of cooperating with their partners from FYROM - describing it, for example, as
“good experience”, “positive”, or “very good”. Moreover, three of the five
interviewees emphasized the fortunate opportunity that they had to familiarize
themselves with the neighboring country's people and its culture, underlying in
particular the fact that “cooperation on cultural issues could open the way for
improved bilateral relations on other fields”. On the other hand, one detects
rather divergent views when it comes to the question of the character of this
cooperation (“together” or “in parallel”). In fact, only one of the interviewees
considered that the cooperation between Almopia and Novaci was not simply a
work in parallel but a very close and effective cooperation throughout all the
phases of the project, starting with the initial conception and until the successful
conclusion of various actions: The majority of the interviewees stressed the
“autonomy” that each municipality enjoyed when it came to the implementation
of various actions.

KAIMAK: The project participants’ assessment of cooperation with their
colleagues from FYROM has been quite positive, with remarks describing the
cooperation “productive”, “problem-free”, “very satisfactory”. Furthermore, two
of the interviewees emphasized not only the very good relations that they
enjoyed with their counterparts from the Municipality of Kavadarci, but mainly
the long-term experience of the Municipality of Edessa when it comes to the
implementation of Interreg programs, which began at late 1990’s and has
continued ever since. As it was noted, the Municipality of Edessa has

collaborated on numerous occasions with the Municipality of Kavadarci.

With reference to the character of this cooperation (“together” or “in parallel”),
most of the interviewees were of the opinion that it combines both elements; it
was much more a joint activity during the initial conception of the project and
also during activities such as progress meetings and dissemination events; but
also rather in “parallel” in the case of actions and measures that each
Municipality had to implement separately.

It is worth noting that one of the interviewees emphasized the very productive
cooperation between the Municipality of Edessa and municipalities in FYROM
and in particular the assistance, the transfer of know-how, and the “training” that
the Municipality of Edessa provided to municipalities in FYROM already in the
early 2000's and the initial phase of Interreg programs. In the view of this



GREECE-FYROM: THE EXPERIENCE OF COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF EU-FUNDED CROSS-BORDER 30
PROJECTS AND HIGHER EDUCATION | Research Report_December 15, 2017

stakeholder, during the late 1990s and early 2000s, municipalities in FYROM-
due to the long-lasting aim of FYROM to integrate the EU and their little or non-
existent experience in Interreg programs - regarded Greek municipalities
perhaps as their most important and crucial partners in this effort.

THEME 2

Obstacles and facilitating factors in project
implementation

Rationale

This theme attempted to identify as many as possible of the problems and
challenges that manifested themselves as obstacles and potential ‘blockages’ to
project work. This theme also points to the factors that made project work easier
or elements that prevented obstacles and ‘blockages’. Given that cross-border
cooperation had to develop between areas that were in the distant and recent
past, burdened by political and security problems, it was important for us to
understand the types of problems, but also facilitating factors that project
partners encountered and identified.

PEEBRE: Cross-border cooperation involving the Municipality of Prespes is a
particular case as that specific municipality has a record of cooperating with
neighboring municipalities from FYROM and Albania in the context of the so-
called Prespa Park; the latter was the first transboundary protected area in the
Balkans, established in February 2000 by Albania, Greece and FYROM, an
initiative that has been widely recognized as quite successful.28 The necessity to
protect the fragile ecosystem of the two lakes, the small and the large Prespa,
have encouraged contacts and cultivated a mentality of cooperation between the
Municipalities of Prespes and Resen, thus creating a favorable environment for
cross-border cooperation that was further promoted through the Interreg
programs. A specific issue that was mentioned as a factor that could facilitate
even further cross-border cooperation is the opening of a border-crossing in the
area, a permanent request of the local inhabitants towards the central
government in Athens. As it was underlined “we don’t ask for a customs. (We
want) a border crossing... We don’t want to trade goods. (We want) people to be
able to communicate”.

28 For more information on the establishment of the so-called Prespa Park see “Prespa Park”,
Society for the Protection of Prespa,
http://www.spp.gr/index.php?option=com content&view=article&id=10&Itemid=15&lang=el?&



http://www.spp.gr/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=10&Itemid=15&lang=el?&lang=en
http://www.spp.gr/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=10&Itemid=15&lang=el?&lang=en
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DECIDE: Bureaucracy and the inefficient public administration in Greece were
seen as the prime problems affecting cross-border cooperation. It is remarkable
that public administration in Greece, at all levels - central government, regional
authorities, municipalities - was criticized by stakeholders as not having
acquired yet, 36 years after Greece joined the European Community, the
technical abilities to take full advantage of the opportunities offered by EU
programs, including those concerning cross-border cooperation. The limited
technical capacities of local authorities in northwestern Greece, were also
singled out for criticism, as “the technical capabilities of the Greek public
authorities, and in particular those in small Greek cities, here in regions of
northwestern Greece that have the right to participate at the program, i.e. the
Interreg, are really limited”. The fact that partners from FYROM have less
experience in running EU programs was not seen as an obstacle to the
cooperation, but rather as an “advantage”, in the sense that it was making them
even more prone to cooperation with the Greek partners, seen by and large as
more experienced and technically advanced.

Lhi-Lna: None of the stakeholders interviewed identified major obstacles in the
experience of previous cooperation in the context of Interreg programs.
According to most of stakeholders, the cooperation was so effective that they
could not single out any major problem. However, most of them referred to
seemingly minor problems, such as the “distance”, the “limitations and problems
linked to the Greek economic crisis” and the “differences in legislation and
bureaucracy”. When it comes to the question of distance, one of the interviewees
mentioned that the factor of distance, or in other words the “difficulty to meet in
person” in order to resolve various issues, created at some points a difficult
context. One of the interviewees advanced the idea that the Greek economic
crisis did not permit a much more effective cooperation between the two
municipalities, since the lack of a more specialized staff rendered the Greek side
unable to fully profit from the project and the cooperation with Novaci. Three out
of five interviewees referred to the “differences in legislation and bureaucracy”
that complicated at some points the cooperation. More specifically, due to these
differences the two Municipalities had trouble in implementing a similar action
in a comparable time frame, with the Greek municipality quite frequently taking
more time. When it comes to the facilitators of the cooperation, all of the
interviewees referred to the very effective communication and coordination of
the two sides whenever there was a need to overcome a difficulty.

KAIMAK: Most stakeholders referred to the previous experience that their
municipality has had in the implementation of Interreg projects with various
municipalities in FYROM. As some interviewees explained, the Municipality of
Edessa has taken full advantage of this experience by establishing long-term
contacts with municipalities in FYROM when it comes to the design and the
implementation of Interreg projects). From this perspective, all of the
interviewees were of the opinion that the most important facilitator during the
implementation of the project was the very satisfactory and pre-existing
networks of cooperation, particularly at staff-level. On the other hand, one of the
interviewees did refer to certain obstacles such as the difficulties that
municipalities in FYROM face in their effort to adjust to European legislation and
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procedures, the differences in legislation between Greece and FYROM, the
frequent changes in legislation in FYROM and also the impact of the Greek
economic crisis.

THEME 3

Experience of trouble shooting during project
implementation

Rationale

This theme can be seen as a logical continuation of the previous one. If project
partners encountered more or less problems and challenges it is worth
examining the nature and types of solutions they developed in response to them.
Trouble shooting or problem solving instruments are crucial parameter in every
project implementation, and, of course, even more significant in projects that had
the potential to generate politically sensitive issues and questions.

PEEBRE: No major problems during the implementation of the projects were
reported by the stakeholders. The only issue that was alluded to by one
stakeholder concerned the behavior of mayors of a certain political party in
FYROM that had the tendency to accompany the presence of their Greek
colleagues with cultural symbols seen as “nationalist” in Greece: “At times they
would create some minor issues, like those I mentioned you. With the ‘names’,
with some events accompanied by certain songs that you were forced to listen
to... They would play it... We would leave... Or (in other times) we would enter a
hall and would come across specific photos...”.

DECIDE: The one serious problem that arose concerned the non-participation of
the FYROM partners during the implementation stage of DECIDE, that forced the
Greek partners to alter part of the activities (seminars, workshops etc.),
envisaged in the initial scheduling of the program, as well as their budget.
Seeking to alleviate the negative consequences of that development, the
Managing Authority of Interreg in Thessaloniki, asked the Greek partners of the
project to cover the travel expenses of experts from Skopje to Greece for a
limited number of meetings.

Lhi-Lna: All stakeholders interviewed regarded the very effective co-ordination
and communication as the most important means of overcoming various
problems of difficulties. In fact, all of stakeholders referred to the problems and
the issues that arose as “easy to manage and resolve” while none of them
referred to a particular problem that caused a dysfunction of some sort. Two of
the interviewees elaborated a bit further on the issue of the “effective and
constant co-ordination and communication”. They indicated that this could be
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attributed to two factors, namely the “very good relationship” that was
developed between the project managers of the two municipalities and also the
capacity of both municipalities to “stick to the timeline and the agreed agenda of
actions and measures to implement”.

KAIMAK: All stakeholders interviewed noted that the single most important
means of resolving pending issues and problems during the implementation of
the project was the intensive co-ordination and the constant contacts between
the two municipalities. One of the stakeholders specified that such co-ordination
was enhanced by the very good level of inter-personal relations which often
surpassed the formal context of cooperation, both at staff-level and at political
level. As it was characteristically stated, “We live in the Balkans. Here problems
are being solved not only through formal means. We also need interpersonal
relations and contacts. This is why it's particularly important to have good
relations not only between the administrative personnel but also between
Mayors”.

THEME 4

The ‘name issue’ as challenge in cooperation and project
implementation - The ‘problem’ and the ‘solutions’
reached

Rationale

Among the various existing of potential issues that could trouble cooperation
between partners, the ‘elephant in the room’ could not but be the major political
dispute between the two countries. We sought to clarify to what extent this
obvious potential problem was actually omnipresent or not as a ‘problematic’
parameter in project work. Was it really a problem? Was it a small or a bigger
issue? We were also interested to know what were the solutions devised or
adopted by project partners in order to ensure that this major political problem
will not hinter project work.

PEEBRE: Although very much omnipresent, for no one of the interviewees the
dispute between the two states over the constitutional name of FYROM created
any practical problems to cooperation, on issues like official correspondence or
the organization of seminars and conferences. The partners have found a modus
operandi on how to call each other in written and oral communication, based on
the experience accumulated for more than two decades, since FYROM joined the
UN, the instructions of the Managing Authority of the Interreg in Thessaloniki, as
well as the relative guidelines of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs. As it was
pointed out “even with the problem of the name-dispute cooperation has
continued... We never put it on the table of cooperation”. A stakeholder also
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underlined the positive effect that a potential solution of the name dispute would
have upon bilateral cooperation between the two countries, “as it would create a
much better framework among the people of the two countries”.

DECIDE: None of the Greek stakeholders thought that the so-called name-
dispute between the two states caused any essential problems in the bilateral
cooperation. Although everyone was conscious of its existence, no one wished to
obstruct cooperation with the other side. The same approach - i.e. “to deal with
the situation practically” and to concentrate on cross-border cooperation itself -
the Greek interviewees generally witnessed from their FYROM interlocutors. As
it was put by one stakeholder, “I think that for people who are professional in
their field these problems, i.e. the “name-dispute”, do not affect them. I mean that
as | am trying to do my job, so they are also trying to do theirs. For some
politicians, whose job is to get elected, they feel that they have to say certain
things in their audience..”. The regional Managing Authority of Interreg, in
Thessaloniki, has also assisted in dealing with the issue, having specific
guidelines on how to address FYROM in documents and official correspondence.
Thus, as far as the Greek side was concerned, “high-politics” did not obstruct in
any meaningful way the development and execution of cross-border cooperation
programs.

Lhi-Lna: All stakeholders interviewed were of the opinion that this dispute did
not in any case affect or put in jeopardy the effective implementation of the
program and particularly its joint activities. A common observation was that this
was achieved mainly due to the respect of both sides for the protocol put in place
by the Managing Authority of the Interreg. Some stakeholders did refer to
problems linked with the name dispute but stressed that at the level of “official
meetings and events”, problems “were dealt with discretion”, while the
Municipality of Novaci was praised for making a particular effort of being
discreet on the issue. Another interviewee confirmed the impression of a
“measured attitude” shown by the Municipality of Novaci with regard to the
name dispute and emphasized the legacy of friendship that the project Lhi-Lna
left behind, since “we developed a particularly good relationship based on a good
understanding free of any communication problems. I am convinced that they
will look for us (again) as partners in future programs”.

KAIMAK: None of the stakeholders referred to any complications caused by the
dispute between Greece and FYROM. As they noted, the norms and the
procedures established by the Managing Authority were fully respected by both
sides and this left little space for eventual tensions. From their different
perspectives, most of the interviewees were of the opinion that the Interreg
programs constitute a very effective means of bridging differences and
establishing better relations even in the context of unresolved and pending
disputes, “as we followed all the rules and procedures set by the Managing
Authority of the Interreg”. Furthermore, one of the interviewees referred to the
very good record that the Municipality of Edessa presents when it comes to
international relations. Another interviewee emphasized the very friendly
relations between municipalities in FYROM and the Municipality of Edessa since
the early 2000's and the complete absence of political tensions, as “they always
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viewed Greece as a friend, and supporter and not as a competitor in their
European ambitions”.

THEME 5

Public visibility of the project and public reactions
Rationale

Given the political sensitivity of cross-border contacts and collaboration in the
geographical areas under investigation it is important to know how project
partners managed the question of project visibility. Were they open about
project work and project outputs? Did they publicise enough and unhindered, as
they would if the project was taking place in an area (or with partners) less
“politically burdened”? And what were the public reactions to project work and
project activities?

PEEBRE: Publicity is an integral and necessary part of any Interreg program and
in that sense, PEEBRE had the publicity expected according to the technical
requirements of the program. One interviewee described the publicity campaign
of the project as “quite successful” thanks also to the support of the local
community. While, in the case of the local communities making up the
Municipality of Prespes, their acute interest in local affairs and their activism
was seen as having played an important role in identifying the needs of the
community, part of which PEEBRE sought to address.

DECIDE: Stakeholders of DECIDE implemented the publicity expected according
to the technical requirements of the program. Still, some expressed the feeling
that the project “did not have the publicity that it deserved”, as it was argued that
one of the stakeholders involved did not advertise the project as energetically as
it should and could have done. The response of the local community, the
administrative region of the Municipality of Amyntaio, was described as positive
but also as “indifferent”, an attitude that, according to an interviewee, pervades
local mentality on many issues, with a negative effect on the development of the
region. As it was succinctly put, “the local community carries a big responsibility
about whether their area will progress or not... It is the mentality of the people,
possibly they were raised like that, or simply they don’t care”.

Lhi-Lna: Most stakeholders were of the opinion that the visibility of the project
can be regarded as quite satisfactory both in terms of the local media coverage as
well as the response of the local population. All interviewees pointed out that
one of the most important aspects was the effort of the municipality to present
the project in most of the schools in its jurisdiction. All stakeholders also agreed
that the municipality satisfied all the prerequisites described in the project.
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There was a great deal of satisfaction on that matter. However, one finds a few
but noteworthy variations. One of the interviewees expressed the opinion that
Almopia Municipality did more that it was expected in terms of visibility, while
another one thought of the outcome as rather “poor” due to the burden of the
economic crisis both on the municipality's priorities and also on the general
public's interest: “people... have their own problems. Citizens... have been
absorbed by their problems”. Also, one of the interviewees referred to the choice
of Almopia Municipality not to emphasize- in the context of the actions.
Moreover, with regards to negative public reactions, one stakeholder mentioned
sporadic cases of a “negative response” on the part of few citizens of Almopia:
“unfortunately there was vandalism. Boards of the program were vandalized
because they illustrated FYROM'’s flag together with the Greek and the European,
i.e. the EU, flag”. However, in such cases “Almopia Municipality followed the
protocol, the specifications and the guidelines of the Managing Authority of
Interreg”.

KAIMAK: With regard to this question, the interviewees expressed rather
divergent views. They all expressed their satisfaction with the fact that the
project was presented in many schools and that a very significant number of
students of various educational levels visited the facilities created by the project
(i.e. the Mill of Taste in Edessa). On the other hand, different opinions were held
with regard to the visibility of the project at a more general level and the
response of the local community. One of the interviewees noted that the
Municipality of Edessa should promote and communicate more actively such
projects. Another interviewee argued that it takes time for the local community
to digest and respond to such projects and that the municipality needs to
maintain a very active dissemination policy in order to preserve the general
public’s interest. Another interviewee did refer to tensions caused by very few
“nationalist and extremist elements”, especially in the early 2000s. As he
remarked, “there were unfortunately a few, extreme, nationalist elements that
they tried to boycott the project. We are talking about a few sad examples of
behavior. However (the rest of) society is moving into a completely different
context”.

THEME 6

The role of agency/individuals and the extent of
institutionalization

Rationale

One of the key problems that Balkan countries, whether old democracies and
states like Greece or newer like FYROM, are facing is the lack of comprehensive
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institutionalization of public administration and public policies. The same
applies to the overly influential role of individuals in all aspects of public policy
making. We were interested to know whether this perennial problem manifested
itself strongly in the projects that we investigated or whether its impact was
limited. Did, for example, change in political personnel and staff impact
negatively on project work? Or were various leaderships fully committed to the
projects and actively ensured that work would continue unobstructed despite
the change in personnel?

PEEBRE: Cross-border cooperation between the municipalities of Prespes and
Resen has been a “success story” with all mayors supporting it, and not seeking
to distance themselves or undermine programs that their predecessors had won.
Most stakeholders interviewed argued that individuals have the capacity to
significantly affect the course of cross-border cooperation. As one interviewee
put it: “I think that personalities, and how open minded are looking towards the
idea of cooperation play a dominant role. I don’t believe that structures are so
solid that can function beyond personalities”.

DECIDE: There has been in principle “universal support” for cross-border
cooperation in the project. But, as admitted by stakeholders involved in the
implementation of the project, individuals that are in a leading position (like
mayors or heads of NGOs) can affect the development of cross-border
cooperation by intensifying it (for example by seeking actively involvement in
cross-border cooperation programs) or, on the contrary, undermining it (by, for
example, not participating as actively as they should in the implementation of
cross-border cooperation programs). As it was habitually put “it’s irrelevant if
you change the technical programmer (of the project). (However) if you change
me and someone else would come in my place who did not understand the
importance of the project and why we do it, then it would be hugely
consequential... That would affect what happens next with the project...”

Lhi-Lna: None of the stakeholders interviewed referred to issues related with
the changes of personalities (i.e. election of Mayors) and in particular to the
eventual effects that such changes could have on the level of cooperation. In fact,
judging by the high degree of satisfaction that most of the stakeholders
communicated about their cooperation with Novaci, one might assume that they
regard these networks of cooperation as a valuable structure, i.e. institution that
has the capacity to function independently of particular leadership, for the
implementation of new projects.

KAIMAK: Most of the stakeholders interviewed were of the opinion that changes
in individuals do present the potential to affect the course of projects. However,
they pointed out that the Municipality of Edessa has succeeded in maintaining -
almost without changes - the same team of people that began implementing and
managing Interreg Programs since the early 2000s. They all noted that changes
in the Municipality's administration did not affect such structures. There was
also the common perception that cross-border cooperation has become
“institutionalized” to a large extent, bearing in mind that the channels of
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communication with colleagues in FYROM have been maintained without
significant changes. As one stakeholder noted, he had the opportunity to work
recently with colleagues from a municipality in FYROM that he himself assisted
and helped in their effort to manage Interreg programs in the early 2000s. He
remarked that the progress of the colleagues from FYROM was “truly
impressive”.

THEME 7

Overall impact and assessment of importance and
usefulness

Rationale

This theme attempts to examine the first of a series of assessments of projects’
significance. We asked stakeholders to provide their overall assessment about
the significance, usefulness and impact of the projects they implemented or
participated in. This is important since it provides a backdrop to the overall
positive or negative inclination towards cooperation with potentially ‘difficult’
neighbours. It also offers insights about how stakeholders view EU-funded cross-
border cooperation in general.

PEEBRE: The project sought to decrease energy consumption and to promote
energy efficiency in public buildings in two regions of Greece and FYROM, where
winter temperatures can be quite harsh. The project itself is assessed by
stakeholders as “100 per cent useful”, and as “impressive” in its results, as “it was
the first time that the Municipality could actually improve the energy efficiency
of public buildings”. The fact that it also promoted, among public authorities in
FYROM, awareness about the need to strive for energy efficiency, was also
singled out as adding to its successful performance.

DECIDE: The project aimed to establish a logistical system, a software called
Intelligent Decision Support System (iDSS) that would enhance the coordination
capabilities of local authorities and all relative services in responding effectively
to disasters, such as wildfires. The project’s positive value - the strengthening
Civil Protection - was self-evident for people working at the local municipality,
“as when you have a wildfire, borders are irrelevant... you need the instruments
to be able to cooperate”. Its scientific “added value”, because of its innovative
technical character, was also a major advantage.

Lhi-Lna: The project aimed to promote economic development of the two
regions by means of an increase of the tourist flow on the basis of thorough
documentation and promotion of cultural and historical heritage. In that respect,
all of the stakeholders interviewed expressed their satisfaction with the overall
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impact of the project. It is noteworthy that all emphasized the important value of
the work that led to the creation of digital archives recording important aspects
of Almopia's cultural and historical heritage. Most of the stakeholders, and
especially the project's managers, who had knowledge of the data concerning the
operation of the Homepages created by the project, noted the impressive rise of
the demand for further information, both in terms of tourism and of general
knowledge about the region of Almopia after the project did promotional
activities on the Internet.

KAIMAK: All stakeholders interviewed expressed their satisfaction about the
impact and usefulness of the project. Their highly positive evaluation was linked
not only to its impact upon the region of Edessa and its tourist appeal but also
with the benefits stemming from cooperation with municipalities in FYROM.
With regards to the first aspect, a stakeholder noted the project’s important
legacy when it comes to raising the awareness of private entrepreneurs - hotel
and restaurant businesses - on the issue of the quality of the menus proposed to
visitors and tourists in the wider region of Edessa. Furthermore, the positive
legacy of the project for cooperation itself with municipalities in FYROM was
equally highlighted, particularly with regard to its cultural aspects and the
opportunity to obtain a better knowledge of neighboring countries and cultures:
“tourism can help in changing mentalities; the basic thing is to accept the Other;
only when you do that you can know your own self better”.

THEME 8

Assessing the progress from Interreg III to IPA
Rationale

This theme attempts to take advantage of the fact that many stakeholders have
either direct or indirect experience of EU cross-border cooperation over several
years and under different financing schemes. Given that EU initiatives need to be
improved based on ‘lessons learned’ from past implementation and, also, given
that potentially politically sensitive cooperation will tend to rely on past
experience to be more or less feasible, it's important to understand how
stakeholders understand the progress of cross-border project implementation
under different EU financing schemes. Moreover, local authorities, universities
and NGOs have been cooperating with partners from neighbouring countries
over many years; it is thus important to understand whether the trajectory of
their cooperation with politically sensitive neighbouring partners has been on
the whole more or less positive (or negative).

PEEBRE: The experience of cross-border cooperation, in particular for the
Municipality of Prespes, was overwhelmingly positive. Cross-border cooperation
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between the Municipality of Prespes and that of Resen was described as having
achieved “a very good level” with the two municipalities having developed a
“long-term (tradition) of cooperation” of working together in various areas, like
the protection of the environment and local folklore, and on submitting
proposals in programs like the Interreg. As it was succinctly put, “the two
municipal authorities share a common understanding” on working together. In
addition, the administrative personnel working in the two municipalities has
developed a particularly close working relationship: “we know each so well.
Particularly the administrative personnel that has remained in the same
positions enjoys a different kind of communication”.

DECIDE: All stakeholders interviewed underlined the positive effects of cross-
border cooperation, through the EU-financed programs, like the Interreg; in
principle, cross-border cooperation has always being supported by local
authorities. The programs have guaranteed financing, providing valuable funds
that cover local developmental needs. The necessity of cross-border cooperation
for a municipality situated at a border county like Amyntaion, is seen as self-
evident, while it was characteristically stated that “we are obliged to have a good
cooperation with neighboring countries. Nothing really divides people”. In
addition it was stressed that local authorities in Greece could learn from their
counterparts in FYROM, as “we are not always ahead. In some areas they are
ahead. I think that they have a different mentality. They are not afraid to try”.

Lhi-Lna: It is noteworthy that none of the stakeholders interviewed referred to a
previous experience of working in an Interreg project with FYROM. For most of
them it was the first experience of the sort. Nevertheless, they all acknowledged
the necessity of such programs and also stated their positive perception about
the capacity of such programs to promote a better understanding between
neighboring countries such as Greece and FYROM. Moreover, most of the
stakeholders noted that one of the most enduring and positive legacies of the
cooperation in the context of Lhi-Lna project is the strong ties of friendship that
were created with their counterparts from FYROM, be it at the political level (i.e.
Mayors) or at the administrative level (i.e. project managers). As a stakeholder
underlined: “Our relations became closer... I believe that this would be a
permanent feature and that many on both sides would continue to expand
cooperation”.

KAIMAK: All stakeholders interviewed noted their very positive evaluation of
the programs of cross-border cooperation. It is very indicative that nearly all of
them have had significant experience when it comes to designing and
implementing such programs with Municipalities from FYROM. Moreover, one
interviewee expressed his strong satisfaction with the overall legacy of the
Interreg programs when it comes to promoting channels of communication in
the Balkan region: “Our aim from the beginning was to consolidate cross-border
relations. And I can tell you that we have fully achieved it. We have developed
human contacts, we have jointly produced work, we have realized the potential
of our cooperation”.
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THEME 9

Beyond existing cooperation - Assessing the need for
follow up actions and the prospects of future
cooperation

Rationale

Given the assessments provided in the above themes, it's important to discern
whether partners involved in ‘difficult’ cross-border cooperation recognize the
need for further, and possibly, enhanced future cooperation. It is also important
to understand to what extent they would be willing themselves to take part in
future cooperation efforts, what do they see as priorities or if, and how, they are
willing to explore ideas for cooperation that go beyond and outside the well-
known EU-funding pathway.

PEEBRE: There was unanimous support in favor of expansion of cooperation. As
one stakeholder put it “it should (expand) in any case... I realized that... a
hundred years - a hundred and twenty years ago there weren’t any borders
(between us)... We can live very well together. They are very close... Fifteen
minutes away from Florina. You find Bitola. Half (of the population) in Bitola
speaks Greek. Their economy depends very much on us.. And (another)
interesting thing is that for our country the connection to Europe is through
there. Whether you like it or not”.

DECIDE: There was unanimous agreement on the need to expand cross-border
cooperation between the two countries, beyond the Interreg/IPA programs. A
stakeholder pointed out that “unfortunately” Greece still does enjoy the same
level of cross-border cooperation with its neighbors, as elsewhere in the EU,
while another stressed the important financial opportunities presented by the
development of cross-border cooperation with Albania and FYROM, as both
states are potential candidates to join the EU. Finally, there was the reminder
that for local authorities the present national, legal framework is rather
cumbersome, inhibiting in practice the development of cross-border
cooperation: “How can a Municipality take the initiative and come into contact
with the Bitola Municipality? It's not so easy to make contacts, for the
administrative personnel to move. Only through the Interreg programs... the
legal framework covers us, a team of administrative personnel can travel, meet
and exchange views. Otherwise it’s very difficult...”.

Lhi-Lna: Most of the stakeholders spoke in favor of the expansion of Interreg
programs in other areas. Two of the stakeholders had precise ideas on how this
very promising legacy of cooperation could be further enhanced. Their
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suggestion was that permanent channels of communication between the
permanent administrative personnel of the Municipalities would be important so
that future cooperation could be even more effective and swift. The most positive
response with regard to this matter regarded the necessity of an opening of the
cooperation scheme to many institutions from the two countries and the need to
overcome or modify the notion of “lead partner”. As it was pointed out, “it is
necessary to expand cooperation (by) including other entities, with more NGOs,
agricultural cooperatives, and why not even sports clubs”. On the other hand, all
of the interviewees held the pragmatic and realist view that such issues depend
mostly on the policies elaborated at a more central level as the one of the
Managing Authorities, the EU and national governments.

KAIMAK: All stakeholders held the opinion that Interreg Programs will
eventually change form and philosophy and that an expansion of cross-border
cooperation will be very important and productive. One of the stakeholders
suggested that such programs should be run by a larger community of partners
from both countries. Another interviewee emphasized the need for Greece and
FYROM to assume the “ownership” of cooperation and obtain a certain autonomy
in designing and implementing programs of cooperation. As he noted, “maybe in
our region municipalities could also acquire the freedom of movement existing in
other European regions, cooperating directly between themselves and finding
areas of common interest, (something) that will be the logical continuation of
Interreg”.
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Section 3: Comparisons

The four projects under consideration (PEEBRE, DECIDE, Lhi-Lna and KAIMAK)
involved 6 Greek partners (4 municipalities, 1 Technical University and one
governmental agency) and 6 partners from FYROM (3 municipalities, 1
governmental agency and 2 NGOs). The four projects had a total budget of
around 1.975 € million (with PEEBRE having the highest budget of around
675,000 €, and KAIMAK the lowest with around 248.000 €), in a total program
budget (i.e. for “Greece - the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia IPA Cross-
Border program. 2007-2013”) of around 31,549,723 €. The implementation
period of the four projects lasted around 4 and a half years - with KAIMAK
beginning the earliest, in March 2012, while DECIDE being the last one to be
concluded in September 2016. All four projects began with a considerable delay
given the fact that the program itself, “Greece - the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia IPA Cross-Border program. 2007-2013” was approved with a
considerable delay. Regarding the areas they were involved in, two projects
concerned the promotion and protection of environmental resources, one the
promotion and protection of the natural and cultural heritage, and another one
the promotion of sustainable tourism.

Moving on the implementation of the four projects themselves and the wider
experience of working in cross-border cooperation projects involving partners
from FYROM, the opinions of the Greek stakeholders could be summarized in the
following wide categories, based primarily on an analysis of the answers
provided by Greek stakeholders involved in the four projects:

The overall experience of cooperation in projects and the work
method adopted:

All stakeholders were satisfied and had positive feelings towards the whole
experience of working with partners from FYROM, with cooperation being
described for example as “productive”, “positive”, “very satisfactory”, or even
“excellent”, an assessment that corresponds with previous research done on

cross-border cooperation projects between the two countries,?® while many

29 See l'ewpylog Xpnotidng, «H dtacvvopiakt) cuvepyaoia aviaueoa oto Noué PAOpIvag kat tov
Anuo Movaotnpliov (Bitola) ato mAaioto Tov mpoypauuartos Interreg 111A EAAada-IITAM», (“Cross-
border co-operation between the County of Florina and the City of Bitola in the context of
Interreg IIIA Greece-FYROM Programme”), in . Koliopoulos, K. Hatzikonstantinou, V. Gounaris
(ed.), “Examining Cross-border Co-operation Between Greece and FYROM” in Greek, Epikentro
Publishing House, Thessaloniki, 2008, pp. 349-390; also I. Xpnotiéng, «H Stacuvoplakn
ouvepyaoia avapeoa otov Nopd PAnpvag kat toug Afpovug Bitola kat Resen (IIFTAM) ya
nuata teplfaArovtikng pootaciag» (“Cross-border co-operation between the County of
Florina and the Bitola and Resen Municipalities (FYROM) on issues of environmental
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stakeholders underlined the element of “trust” enjoyed between the partners. In
relation to the actual character of cooperation, i. e. working together or in
parallel, for some of the interviewees the experience combined both elements -
partners worked “together” during the initial conception of the project and
during activities, such as progress meetings and dissemination events, and
“parallel”, in actions and measures that each partner had to execute separately -
while a number of interviewees underlined the “autonomy” that each partner
enjoyed when it came to the implementation of the project. In any case, the
overwhelming feeling of the Greek partners concerning the experience of
working with their partners from FYROM was positive and highly satisfactory.

Obstacles and facilitating factors in project implementation:

The consensus among Greek stakeholders was that trust and a good working
relations were the most important “facilitators” of the whole process, as they
generated a favorable environment for cooperation. The elements of trust and
working relations in many cases had been cultivated from previous experiences
of working together in programs of cross-border cooperation or even in
environmental programs, like in the case of the Prespa Transboundary Park
involving the Prespes Municipality. Thus one can refer here to a cumulative
effect of positive impact as a result of these collaborations. Among the obstacles,
various issues were mentioned: difficulties faced by municipalities in FYROM in
their effort to adjust to European legislation and procedures, differences in
national legislation, frequent changes in legislation in FYROM, the impact of the
Greek economic crisis, Greece’s insufficient public administration, the limited
technical capabilities of Greek local authorities or even the factor of “physical
distance” that hindered the ability to resolve swiftly various issues that arose.
However, none of the above mentioned obstacles were deemed as too serious as
to threaten the implementation of any project or to derail the cooperation itself.

Experience of trouble shooting during project implementation:

No substantial problems were mentioned by the stakeholders for the majority of
projects. The exception concerned one project (DECIDE), where the non-
participation of the FYROM partners, an issue that emerged only after the
beginning of the implementation phase of the project, was a negative
development that forced the Greek partners to alter part of the activities
(seminars, workshops, etc), envisaged in the initial scheduling of the project, as
well as their budget. Another issue that was alluded to by an interviewee, and
was described as a “problem”, concerned the behavior of mayors of a certain
political party in FYROM that had the tendency “to accompany the presence of

protection”), in proceedings of the international conference “Western Macedonia: from its
incorporation to the Greek state until today”, organised by the University of Western Macedonia,
the Regional Authority of Western Macedonia and the Municipality of Florina, 8 to 11 November
2012, (Epikentro Publishers, 2014), pp. 39-57



GREECE-FYROM: THE EXPERIENCE OF COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF EU-FUNDED CROSS-BORDER 45
PROJECTS AND HIGHER EDUCATION | Research Report_December 15, 2017

their Greek colleagues with cultural symbols seen as nationalist” in Greece. Still
that did not appear to cause any problems to bilateral cooperation itself.

The ‘name issue’ as challenge in cooperation and project
implementation - The ‘problem’ and the ‘solutions’ reached:

The name dispute was very much “omnipresent” in the minds of all involved, as
an issue that separates and could potentially generate tension. However, none of
the stakeholders interviewed reported that the dispute obstructed cooperation,
even on practical issues, like official correspondence or the organization of
seminars and conferences. The partners found a modus operandi on how to call
each other in written and oral communication, based on the experience
accumulated for more than two decades since FYROM became a member of the
UN, the instructions of the Managing Authority of the Interreg in Thessaloniki as
well as the relevant guidelines of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs. No one of
the Greek partners involved with the four projects challenged the significance of
the dispute, although none was ready to allow the dispute to undermine or
obstruct cooperation with the partners from FYROM, provided that the
necessary mutually accepted ways (see above) were followed. Thus, it could be
argued that, although the dispute is recognized as a serious issue affecting the
whole context of bilateral relations, for the Greek stakeholders the prevalent
feeling was that it should not obstruct, in any meaningful way, the development
and implementation of the project they were involved in. For the dispute itself,
the consensus was that “is holding back relations”, with a settlement of the
problem would open up important opportunities for the development of bilateral
relations.

Public visibility of the project and public reactions:

Publicity is an integral and necessary part of any Interreg program and in that
sense all the projects had the publicity expected according to the technical
requirements of the program. Still, in some projects, some stakeholders
interviewed expressed the feeling that the project “did not have the publicity that
deserved”, arguing that the municipality involved “could have promoted” more
actively the concrete project, while the Greek economic crisis was mentioned, by
one stakeholder, as having affected negatively both media coverage and local
society response. Local media coverage was described as being “satisfactory”
only in one project. Concerning the response of local societies, answers varied: in
one case, intense local interest and activism was seen as having played an
important role in identifying the needs of the community, part of which the
program sought to address; in another, the response of the local community, was
described as “positive” but also as “indifferent”, an attitude that according to a
stakeholder pervades local mentality on many issues, with a negative effect on
local development; while in another case, it was underlined that “the local
community needs time to digest and respond to such projects” and thus that “the
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Municipality needs to maintain a very active dissemination policy in order to
preserve the general public’s interest”.

The role of agency/individuals and the extent of institutionalization:

Although it is assumed that the idea of cross-border cooperation enjoys
“universal support” among all stakeholders involved, like municipalities and
NGO’s, and thus it is “unopposed”, a prevalent opinion expressed by the
stakeholders was that individuals in a “leading position”, like Mayors, do have
the capacity to affect the development of cross-border cooperation: they can
intensify it, for example by seeking actively involvement in cross-border
cooperation programs or, on the contrary, they can undermine it by, for example,
not participating as actively as they should in the implementation of cross-
border cooperation projects. As it was characteristically stated “structures are
not so solid that can function beyond personalities”. At the same time, the idea
that in practice cross-border cooperation between the two countries has
become, to a large extent, “institutionalized”, irrespective of personnel changes
taking place, for example among Mayors, was widespread, due largely to the
positive experience accumulated until today and the good working relations
developed between administrative staff.

Overall impact and assessment of importance and usefulness:

All Greek partners rated, without any skepticism or doubts, as “highly useful”
and “valuable” the overall impact of the project they were involved in. The
projects addressed both specific, local needs - whether in energy efficiency, civil
protection, tourism or preserving cultural and historical inheritance, leaving in
some cases what was described as “an important legacy” - while they also
strengthened the bonds of trust and cooperation with partners from FYROM. One
of the projects even promoted awareness, among public authorities in FYROM,
about the need to deal with an important issue (energy efficiency), while another
was seen as having an “added scientific value’, due to its original character.

Assessing the progress from Interreg III to IPA:

The experience of cross-border cooperation has been overwhelmingly positive,
with all stakeholders interviewed underlining its positive effects. In principle
under its present form, cross-border cooperation has always being supported by
local authorities, as EU programs have guaranteed financing, providing valuable
funds that cover local developmental needs. The capacity of such programs to
promote a better understanding between neighboring countries, such as Greece
and FYROM, was also underlined, as well as the significant “capital” of trust and
friendship they have generated, particularly between the administrative staff of
municipalities (a common feeling across administrative staff, even for those with
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no previous experience in working with partners from FYROM). It was even
mentioned that local authorities in Greece could learn from their counterparts in
FYROM, as in certain aspects local authorities in FYROM are more advanced.
Legal constraints faced by local authorities and certain inefficiencies in the way
EU cross-border co-operation programs function were underlined: it was argued
that for local authorities the present legal framework in Greece is rather
cumbersome, inhibiting in practice the development of cross-border
cooperation, while other stakeholders stressed the necessity of an opening of the
cooperation scheme to more institutions from both countries, to a “larger
community of partners”, and the need to overcome or modify the notion of “lead
partner”. The necessity for Greece and FYROM to assume the “ownership” of
cooperation and obtain certain autonomy in designing and implementing
programs of cooperation, was also underlined.

Beyond existing cooperation - Assessing the need for follow up
actions and the prospects of future cooperation:

In all four cases there was unanimous support and solid argumentation in favor
of the expansion of cross-border co-operation between the two countries. The
need to have cross-border co-operation and to further expand it, is considered as
“self-evident” given the geographic location of the regions involved and the
financial benefits of the co-operation itself for the localities concerned, a
particularly important factor at a time when central budgetary financial support
for municipalities in Greece has decreased significantly due to the economic
crisis affecting the country.3? Furthermore, cross-border cooperation has been
an important policy instrument, generating significant capital of trust and good-
working relations among people involved with its projects, and thus it is
contributing to improved relations between Greece and FYROM, at a time when
bilateral relations are not fully normalized. Finally, as one stakeholder reminded,
Greece does not enjoy the same level of cross-border cooperation with its
neighbors, as it happens elsewhere in the EU, for example in Central Europe, and
it should strive to expand its cross-border cooperation with its neighbors.

30 [t is indicative that the percentage of EU budgetary participation for the GR-FYROM cross-
border cooperation programs increased from 75%, for the Programming Period 2000-2006, to
85% for the Programming Period 2007-2013, while there is talk of increasing European Regional
Development Funds participation even further, to 95%. Giorgos Papapostolou, “Territorial
Cooperation in South-East Europe & the Greece-FYROM Cross-Border Territorial Programme”,
Thesis, MA in Politics and Economics of Contemporary Eastern and Southeastern Europe”,
Department of Balkan, Slavic and Oriental Studies, University of Macedonia, Thessaloniki, 2015,

p. 35, https://dspace.lib.uom.gr/bitstream/2159/19400/9 /PapapostolouGeorgios MSc2015.pdf
(last accessed 12/11/2017)
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PART III

COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Introduction

The number of academic works dealing with the issue of the cooperation
between Greece and FYROM in educational and more generally cultural affairs is
quite limited. In light of the long-lasting name dispute and its various
implications, one notes a constant interest, from the standpoint of scientific
research, in the evolution of the political relations between the two countries
since the beginning of the 1990s and until the most recent period. Furthermore,
important attention has been devoted to the issue of the economic relations
between the two countries, which developed very rapidly after the Interim
Accord of 1995 and continue to be very strong even in the context of the long
economic crisis in Greece.3! It is well known that, in cases of long-lasting disputes
between countries, the role of education and cultural exchanges are of
considerable importance when it comes to changing negative stereotypes and
creating a climate favorable to dialogue. It is, therefore, the aim of this chapter to
map basic understandings on how the issue of cooperation in educational affairs
between Greece and FYROM has evolved and what will eventually be its future.

31 There are many publications that address this issue. We can refer to the following:
Haralambos Kondonis, “Bilateral relations between Greece and the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia”, in Athens-Skopje: An uneasy symbiosis (1995-2005), Edited by Kofos, E. and Vlasidis,
V., pp- 55-88, Athens: ELIAMEP, Christos Nikas, “The effects of the interim accord on the
economic relations between Greece and FYROM”, in Athens-Skopje: An uneasy symbiosis (1995-
2005), Edited by Kofos, E. and Vlasidis, V., pp. 89-123, Athens: ELIAMEP, Dimitri Mardas &
Christos Nikas, “Trading and investing in the name of ...economic relations between Greece and
FYROM”, in Southeast European and Black Sea Studies, 2008, vol. 8, n.3, pp. 253-267, Ritsa A.
Panagiotou, “Greece and FYROM: the dynamics of economic relations, in Southeast European and
Black Sea Studies, 2008, vol. 8, n.3, pp. 227-251, Maria Brozou, “Economic and political relations
between Greece and FYROM during the last 20 years: Did the economy affect politics or the
opposite?, (Master’s dissertation, University of Macedonia, Department of Balkan, Slavic and
Oriental Studies, 2012), retrieved from Psepheda- Digital Library and Institutional Repository:
http://dspace.lib.uom.gr/handle/2159/15967, Aristotle Tziampiris, “Greece and FYROM: A
partnership for stability in Southeastern Europe?”, in Southeast European and Black Sea Studies,
2002, vol. 2,n.1, pp.215-225.
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Section 1: Cooperation at the governmental level

As mentioned above, there has been little attention to the issue of cross-border
cooperation between Greece and FYROM in the context of the various and
successive forms and periods pertaining to the Interreg framework (2000-
today).32 When it comes to the specific issue of the cooperation in the educational
sector, one finds works that describe the difficulties that characterized the
period of the 1990s and, inversely, the significant progress as well as the
intensification and the diversification of various forms of cooperation since the
late 1990s and the early 2000s. According to Aristotle Tziampiris, during the
turbulent period of the 1990s there were few opportunities for cooperation in
educational and cultural affairs and, in fact, one could refer to unresolved
“educational and cultural disputes between Greece and FYROM”.33 The reversal
of this situation began modestly and gradually since the mid and late-1990s, in
particular after the signing of the Interim Accord (1995) and the intensification
of the political dialogue between the two countries. This Accord did not address
the issue of the “recognition by the Greek State of the diplomas granted by
FYROM'’s Institutions of Higher education” and more generally no Training
agreement was signed between Greece and FYROM until the late 1990’s and
early 2000s.3¢ As Haralambos Kondonis notes, this did not “prohibit increasing
co-operation among non-governmental organizations and universities focusing
on educational exchanges and educational and cultural programmes”.35> Thus, by
the mid-2000s, one may refer to a very different and encouraging landscape in
co-operation in education. However, as Haralambos Kondonis explains, “the
name issue obstructed co-operation initiatives” at a governmental level and such
initiatives developed mainly at “a non- governmental level”.36

As it will be shown later in this section of our report, the cooperation in
educational affairs did not change drastically in the period between the early
2000s and until recently at a governmental level. An important shift came in
2015 with the announcement by the governments of both countries of a series of
Confidence Building Measures (Greek: MOE, Métpa Owodounong
Eumotoovvng), which included the area of education and culture. These

32We are referring to the three following periods: 1) 2000-2006: Interreg I1I-A, Greece-the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 2) 2007-2013: GREECE - THE FORMER YUGOSLAV
REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA IPA CROSS BORDER PROGRAMME, 3) 2014-2020: Interreg- IPA CBC,
Greece- the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.

33Aristotle Tziampiris (2002), op. cit., p. 222.

34Haralambos Kondonis (2005), op.cit.,, p. 67

35Ibid, p. 67

361bid, p. 68. Two examples of cooperation that fit in the pattern of a governmental framework
were: 1) the Agreement on military co- operation (signed in December 1999) which gave the
opportunity to cadets from FYROM to attend military academies in Greece and 2) the SEELight
Project (South-East European Lambda Network Facility for Research and Education) a trans-
Balkan fibre-optics infrastructure project for the promotion of education and inter-university
links. The SEELight project was funded by the HiPERB (Hellenic Plan for the Reconstruction of
the Balkans. For more information see Ritsa Panagiotou (2008), op.cit. pp. 233-234.
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measures regarded the “cooperation between universities, research centers and
institutes, the exchange of students and the encouragement of cultural
cooperation and exchanges”.3” These measures have already reversed the
stagnant situation in educational and cultural affairs through the intensification
of cooperation between universities as well as the granting of scholarships
(Athens has granted 3 scholarships for the year 2016-2017 and FYROM is
supposed to grant 5 scholarships for the English-speaking department of
Informatics at the University of Ohrid).38

Section 2: Other forms of cooperation at various levels

One of the earliest frameworks of exchanges and cooperation in the education
sector was the choice of numerous students from FYROM to study in the private
colleges of Thessaloniki, given that it was “institutionally impossible” to study in
Greek State Universities.3? Apart from the political tensions and the absence of
an agreement regulating the cooperation in education between Greece and
FYROM, the choice of students from FYROM to study in the private colleges of
Thessaloniki can be also explained by the possibility to have undergraduate and
graduate courses in English. The rapid growth in the numbers of these students
was impressive: in 1997, “the two largest English-language colleges in
Thessaloniki, namely the American College of Thessaloniki and City Liberal
Studies counted 36 students from FYROM. In 2002, they increase to more than
220, corresponding to more than 15% of total registrations and comprising by
far the largest group of foreign students”.40 Recent data show that students from
FYROM continue to choose Thessaloniki’s private colleges in important numbers.

37Ayyelog ABavacomovAog, “Ta 11 Métpa Owkodounong Epmiotoolvng mov cup@wvnoav Abnva
kot Zkoma”, To BHMA, 24 Touvviov 2015.

38BaciAng Nédog, “Kivntikotnta pe [ITAM pe emikevtpo ta MOE”, H Kabnuepivn, 30 Zemtepfplov
2017.

39Christos Nikas (2005), op. cit., p. 105. Apart from the political tensions and the absence of an
agreement regulating the cooperation in education between Greece and FYROM, the choice of
students from FYROM to study in the private colleges of Thessaloniki can be also explained by the
possibility to have undergraduate and graduate courses in English.

40 Ibid, p. 105
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The International faculty of Sheffield, CITY College- Number of active

students from FYROM#
Academic year Bulgaria FYROM
2009-10 88 55
2010-11 74 47
2011-12 120 62
2012-13 158 56
2013-14 179 74
2014-15 187 97
2015-16 175 95

Along with higher education institutions of the private sector, cooperation
between Greece and FYROM was expanded in the 2000s by following three more
means: a) initiatives implemented by NGOs or international organizations, such
as the “Pericles Programme” for Greek language teaching in Bitola and Gevgeli,
funded by UNESCO42 and the “programme for combating unemployment through
training, carried out in FYROM in 2001-2002 by the Thessaloniki-based NGO
Humanitarian Defense in collaboration with local NGOs”,43 b) direct collaboration
between university faculties of the two countries for the realization of specific
projects, such as financial aid for the Computer Science Department of the Cyril &
Methodius University for the creation of a computer lab, and collaboration
between Cyril and Methodius University and the University of loannina in
natural sciences, in June 20014 and c) intensive and frequent collaboration
between universities and faculties of the two countries in the context of EU-
funded projects pertaining to the TEMPUS%5 and Interreg frameworks.

41Data provided by Nikos Zaharis, Director of the South-East European Research Center at CITY
College. We would like to thank him for his assistance.

42Haralambos Kondonis (2005), op.cit., p. 68. This programme was implemented with the joined
effort of the Florina Primary Education Department, the University of Bitola, the Aristotle
University of Thessaloniki, the Florina Municipal Agency for Social Development and the
Municipality of Bitola.

431bid, p. 67. There are other examples that fit in the same pattern. For instance, in 2004-2005,
the EAST/WEST Institute enhanced under its auspices intensive discussions between the
Department of Balkan Studies of the University of Florina (Greece), the department of Public
Administration of the St Kliment Ohridski University (FYROM) and the Department of Economics
of the University of Prilep (FYROM) in order to promote their cooperation in the context of the
“Euroregion /Prespa/ Ohrid”. These talks did not, however, result in a specific outcome.

441bid, p. 67

45Cooperation between Greece and FYROM in the context of TEMPUS, the European Union’s
programme supporting the modernization of Higher Education in partner countries of Eastern
Europe, Central Asia, the Western Balkans and the Mediterranean, regards mainly the TEMPUS III
(2000-2006) and the TEMPUS IV (2007-2013) periods. For more information on the TEMPUS
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This third category merits a special attention due to the important number of
projects and programmes that were realized jointly by educational institutions of
the two countries. When it comes to the TEMPUS framework, there have been
twenty-one (21) projects implemented, involving the cooperation between
higher education institutions of both countries in the following 3 periods
(TEMPUS II: 1994-2000, TEMPUS III: 2000-2006, TEMPUS 1V: 2007-2013).46 In
the TEMPUS II period only two projects by higher education institutions of the
two countries were implemented.+” In the context of TEMPUS III fourteen (14)
projects were implemented. In most of these projects, higher education
institutions of Greece and FYROM were the leading partners while in other cases
they participated in the larger consortia of partners. In this period (2000-2006),
one notes the diversification of the objectives of these projects. Apart from the
objective of curricula development, there were also-among others- the objectives
of the development of learning methods used in higher education institutions in
FYROM#8 and training enhancing the adjustment to EU norms and regulations.+°
In the TEMPUS IV period (2007-2013), our research has been able to identify five
projects.50 A difference worth noting with regard to the themes of the projects is
the frequency of projects with a clear regional (Western Balkan) character.5!

When it comes to the Interreg framework for cross-border cooperation, we have
been able to single out thirty-seven (37) implemented projects pertaining to the
two following periods: 2000-2006, Interreg III-A, 27 projects; 2007-2013, IPA
CBC, 10 projects. A factor which may explain the significant difference in the
number of education-related projects between the two periods may be the
explicit reference to the promotion of cross-border cooperation via the
cooperation of education-related institutions in the programming document of

programme and its successor the ERASMUS+ visit the programme’s Homepage:
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/tempus/

46 All corresponding information and data on the TEMPUS programmes involving Greece and
FYROM were retrieved from the TEMPUS official homepage:
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/tempus/participating countries/fyrom en.php (last assessed on
November 20 2017)

47Due to the fact that these were- to the best of our knowledge- the first joint education
programmes between Greece and FYROM within an EU framework, it would be worthwhile to
mention them in detail. Both projects-accepted in 1999- had the objective of developing or
establishing new academic curricula in FYROM with the assistance of Greek Universities: 1)
“Modernization of Public administration and Public Policy in the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia” (Partners: University of Macedonia- Greece- University St. Kliment Ohridski-Bitola),
2) “Distributed Information Technologies: New Curricula and Flexible Education” (Partners:
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki and Sts. Cyril and Methodius University of Skopje).

48See for instance the following project: “Multilingual Internet: Step-by-step Math for all”
(Partners: The University of Macedonia- Greece and the University of St. Kliment of Ohrid).
49See for instance the following project: “Towards EU copyright and neighboring rights
standards” (Partners: The University of Macedonia- Greece- the University of Sts. Cyril and
Methodius).

50This figure regards the projects accepted in the 1st call for proposals (2008).

51See for instance the following project: “Harmonizing Sport Science Curricula in the Balkans in
the EU perspective” (Leading partner: Rome University of Movement Sciences, Partners: National
and Kapodistrian University of Athens, Ministry of Education and Science of FYROM, State
University of Tetovo).


http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/tempus/participating_countries/fyrom_en.php

GREECE-FYROM: THE EXPERIENCE OF COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF EU-FUNDED CROSS-BORDER 53
PROJECTS AND HIGHER EDUCATION | Research Report_December 15, 2017

the Interreg I11-A, 2000-2006.52 It should be specified that the basic criterion for
defining an Interreg project as educational in character in the context of this
research was the participation and explicit involvement of education-related
institutions from both countries.53 However, there was also a smaller group of
projects whose subject could be characterized as educational (i.e. professional
training, student exchanges, joint seminars and workshops) even if they did not
necessitate the participation of education-related institutions.>+

In both periods (2000-2006 and 2007-2013), seventeen (17) out of the thirty-
seven (37) implemented projects involved the cooperation of education related
institutions of both countries. In other words, the Interreg framework has clearly
functioned as a very important channel and facilitator of cross-border
cooperation in the field of education in a manner similar and comparable to the
TEMPUS framework. It is observable that in both periods of the Interreg
framework (2000-2013), such projects covered a wide variety of objectives,
which included transfer in know-how, curricula development, professional
training (i.e. the tourism sector), the health-care system, the protection of the
environment or the promotion of cultural heritage, among others.5> The projects
that did not involve an education-related Institution focused frequently on
professional training and cultural affairs and exchanges.5¢

In summing up the general context of cooperation between Greece and FYROM in
educational affairs, it is clear that due to the absence of direct and
intergovernmental frameworks and agreements the EU frameworks have proved
to be one of the most decisive factors enabling, channeling and shaping the
cooperation between Greece and FYROM. In all appearances, it permitted the
establishment of networks of cooperation engaging the public Universities and
somewhat counterbalanced the difficulties and the complications relating to the
governmental level. The Institutions of the private-sector (particularly those of

52We are referring to the measure n. 4 (Cooperation of education-related Institutions for the
promotion of cross-border cooperation) of the priority axis n.3 (Quality of life-environment). For
more see the corresponding programming document at the homepage of the Managing Authority
for the Interreg Programmes:
http://www.interreg.gr/en/programmes/bilateral-cooperation-programmes/greece-former-
yogoslav-republic-of-macedonia.html (Last assessed, November 20, 2017)

53See for instance the following project from the 2000-2006 period: “Cross-border cooperation
between Universities and Education Institutions in the area of natural disasters and
environmental education” (Partners: Aristotle University of Thessaloniki- University of St.
Kliment Ohridski of Bitola)

54See for instance the following project from the 2000-2006 period: “Enhancement of cross-
border cooperation via the implementation of programmes for professional training of
unemployed persons from Greece and FYROM in the area of alternative tourism” (Partners:
Municipality of Cherso- Greece- Municipality of Gevgeli- FYROM)

55See for instance the following project from the 2000-2006 period: “Programme of Post-
Graduate studies on Informatics in FYROM-development of joint educational activities- transfer
of know-how” (Partners: University of Macedonia- Greece- University of St. Kliment Ohridski at
Bitola- FYROM).

56See for instance the following project of the 2000-2006 period: “Promotion and dissemination
of elements of cultural heritage and exchange of know-how in the area of traditional music”. This
project did not directly involve education-related Institutions. It did however propose joint
seminars and workshops for students of music studies and also student exchange between the
two countries.


http://www.interreg.gr/en/programmes/bilateral-cooperation-programmes/greece-former-yogoslav-republic-of-macedonia.html
http://www.interreg.gr/en/programmes/bilateral-cooperation-programmes/greece-former-yogoslav-republic-of-macedonia.html
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Thessaloniki), also seem to have provided a very stable framework for
educational exchanges and cooperation.

Section 3: Analysis

In order to process the above analysis in a more informed and up-to-date
manner, we interviewed academic and administrative personnel from both the
public and private Institutions of higher education in Thessaloniki. In total, five
interviews were conducted in relation to the issue of cooperation between
Greece and FYROM in higher education. The effort was made to include both
academic and administrative staff from public and private education and
research-related Institutions in the city of Thessaloniki.5>”

We structure the analysis around 4 thematic issue areas:

1. Background and generic aspects of cooperation in the field of higher
education Obstacles and facilitating factors in project implementation

2. Assessment of cooperation - evolution, obstacles, facilitators

3. Assessment of regional aspects of cooperation - Comparative
dimension: How does cooperation measure against cooperation with
other neighbouring countries

4. The legacy of cooperation and future prospects

We have opted for a presentation of the findings from the interviews according
to the four above-mentioned themes. Furthermore, we made the choice to
present the responses of the stakeholders by distinguishing between public and
private institutions in order to measure differences and similarities in their
experience.

" All interviews were conducted in Thessaloniki on November 1 and 2,2017. Two professors
were interviewed from the University of Macedonia (these interviews took place in the main
building of the University of Macedonia at 156 Egnatia Av. in Thessaloniki on November 1, 2017
at 13.00 and 15.00 pm). One (1) senior administrative officer and research coordinator was
interviewed from the IHU (International Hellenic University), which happens to be the only
Greek University that offers both undergraduate and post-graduate studies in English (this
interview took place in the main building of the IHU at Thermi-Thessaloniki on November 2,
2017 at 12.00 pm. One senior administrative officer from the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki
responded to our questions in writing on November 2, 2017. Finally, one senior administrative
officer and research coordinator was interviewed from CITY College, the Greek branch of the
prominent British University of Sheffield (official title: The University of Sheffield International
Faculty); this interview took place on November 1, 2017 at the offices of the CITY College at 24,
Proxenou Koromila in Thessaloniki at 13.00 pm.
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THEME 1

Background and generic aspects of cooperation in the
field of higher education

Rationale

In this theme we explore the background and generic aspects of cooperation in
higher education. Issues like when did the cooperation with FYROM start, which
were its forms, and what are the current trends in this cooperation are among
the issues we examined. We also attempted to collect data and assessments
about whether cooperation is becoming more frequent or, in contrast, whether it
is becoming less frequent or even stagnant. Generic aspects form the backdrop
for our subsequent analysis.

Public Higher Education Institutions: All interviewees from public institutions
of Thessaloniki confirmed that the cooperation of their respective institutions in
FYROM can be regarded as recent, limited and rather sporadic. In terms of
determining the period it began we noted different responses according to the
specificities of each institution. In the case of the University of Macedonia, one
interviewee stated: “to the best of my knowledge this type of cooperation began
around 2004-2005 in two forms, firstly with the frequent and enthusiastic
participation of academics from FYROM in conferences in Greece and secondly
with the participation of our University in Interreg programmes”.58 In the case of
the Aristotle University the interviewees emphasized the very recent character
of this cooperation: “Our cooperation began under the auspices of our
department of International Relations in 2013 with the signing of two
agreements on scientific cooperation, one with the Ss. Cyril and Methodius
University in Skopje in 2013 and one with the St. Kliment Ohridski University of
Bitola in 2016. The agreements include the exchange of academic staff, the
development of joint scientific projects and the co-organization of conferences”.5
In the case of the International Hellenic University the beginning of the
cooperation was traced back to 2008 with the organization of educational
exhibitions and other presentations.

As to the different types of this cooperation, the responses provided indicate the
long-lasting difficulties in developing synergies and various forms of
cooperation. Apart from the two above-mentioned agreements of the Aristotle
University®?, the University of Macedonia has signed only one similar agreement
with the Ss. Cyril and Methodius University in Skopje in 2014. Also one common

58Interview with a professor of the University of Macedonia in Thessaloniki.

59Interview with a senior administrative officer of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.
60With regard to these two programmes of the Aristotle University we were provided with the
information that in both cases the cooperation among the institutions of the two countries did
not really materialize.
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trait of cooperation is the reception of post-graduate students from FYROM.
These numbers however do not seem be very significant. For instance, we have
been provided with the information that the English-speaking Post-Graduate
Programme of the Department of Balkan, Slavic and Oriental Studies of the
University of Macedonia has since its inception year 2008 received only six
students from FYROM; in contrast, the same programme has hosted dozens of
students from other Balkan countries.

Private Higher Education Institutions: In the case of CITY College, the findings
were completely different. The interviewee indicated that the cooperation with
FYROM can be traced back to the early 2000s and that it can be divided in two
categories: 1) cooperation in EU-funded research programmes and 2) reception
of students in undergraduate and post- graduate studies. As it was explained, the
cooperation in research programmes is quite recent, yet it has already included
most frameworks (i.e. FP7, H2020, and Interreg). The interviewee explained that
when it comes to research there seems to be a very good record of cooperation
between Greece and FYROM: “There have been studies- I know of one that dates
back to 2012- which show, on the basis of statistical data on FYROM'’s
participation in EU-funded research programmes, that Greece has been a
privileged partner for FYROM, certainly the most privileged in the Balkans”.6!

When it comes to students from FYROM that choose CITY College, the
interviewee stressed the “smooth” and ‘uninterrupted” flow: “The students from
FYROM constitute the biggest part of our cooperation. In 2002, the presidency
and the ministry of education of FYROM provided 20 scholarships for CITY
College. And of course, there are those who come by their own means. This has
continued ever since without problems. Despite the different governments in
FYROM, the programme was never halted. This shows their satisfaction with
what we offer.62 This Thessaloniki-based private university has an astonishing
track record in attracting students from FYROM: “In total, there must have been
around 500 alumni from FYROM since the first year we received students from
there. Our alumni include ministers, CEOs of major banks and other enterprises,
and also university professors”.63

61Interview with a senior administrative officer/ research co-coordinator of The University of
Sheffield International Faculty, CITY College

62Ibid.

63Ibid.
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THEME 2

Assessment of cooperation - Evolution, obstacles,
facilitators

Rationale

This theme attempts to identify the core dimensions of the project with regards
to obstacles to cooperation or facilitation of it. The stakeholders provide
information how cooperation evolved and whether it unfolded without serious
problems. Questions we sought to investigate were: How did the cooperation
with FYROM evolve? Which were the difficulties, the advantages and the benefits
of this cooperation? How did the long-lasting name-dispute affect this
cooperation?

Public Higher Education Institutions: The most optimistic view on the
evolution of the cooperation in education between Greece and FYROM was
expressed by the interviewee of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki: “Our
cooperation did progress and led to exchanges of academic staff, joint
publications in scientific journals and common participations and presentations
in international conferences”s*. The same firm view regards the view on the
effects of the long-lasting name dispute on cooperation in education: “Our
cooperation in educational and academic affairs was not affected”ss.

The interviewees from the University of Macedonia and the International
Hellenic University gave a very different view on the matter, in the sense that
they all held the opinion that the name dispute did affect the cooperation
between the two countries, both in terms of the general climate in the relations
between institutions and academic staff and also in specific issues and policies.
In the case of the University of Macedonia, one interviewee regarded the name
dispute as one of the main factors obstructing not only an Erasmus agreement
but also a more intense cooperation at other levels: “There was and still exists an
important will for cooperation on both sides. But there is also a lot of fear. Even if
we secured that the stamps wouldn’t contain symbols that may pose us
problems, there could be problems with the content of the courses. For instance,
a course on the evolution of the diplomatic relations between Greece and FYROM
could create problems. And also, there is the issue of language. The Greek
students would have to take courses in “Macedonian”. The Greek Universities are
official sector legal entities. How could they accept to sign such provisions? |
could never sign that. There is a great deal of hesitation on behalf of the Greek
academics. No one would like to see his/her career jeopardized (as a result of

64Interview with senior administrative officer of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.
65Ibid.



GREECE-FYROM: THE EXPERIENCE OF COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF EU-FUNDED CROSS-BORDER 58
PROJECTS AND HIGHER EDUCATION | Research Report_December 15, 2017

such a collaboration seen as controversial)”.66 Furthermore, the interviewee
noted that apart from the name issue, another obstacle for developing ERASMUS
agreements with FYROM is its inclusion in the group of the partner/candidate
countries, which are eligible only under certain conditions.6”

In the case of the International Hellenic University, the interviewee noted that
the response from the population in FYROM towards various initiatives of the
university in FYROM (educational exhibitions and presentations) was “very
positive” and that “particularly in the Southern parts of the country the
population has been very friendly”. However, he specified that there were also
problems: “I would say that, in general terms, those who are not related to the
state authorities in FYROM are much friendlier towards Greece. We had some
issues with certain Institutions in FYROM”.68

Private Higher Education Institutions: In the case of the CITY College, the
interviewee indicated a generally “problem-free” cooperation but with certain
exceptions at the level of the student population: “We never had any problems
with the presidency, the ministries or other formal institutions in FYROM. It is
rather they who manifest a certain fear due to the tension that has been. They
really love our country. They love our country very much. We offer them a very
good combination of high-quality British education and a city in which they enjoy
to live in. There have been some students that have experienced verbal abuse.
We estimate that this might have reduced somewhat the number of those who
want to come to Greece. We never had any such problem in our classrooms
which, by the way, are all multi-cultural and multi-ethnic”.6® Furthermore, the
interviewee advanced the idea that bilateral relations in education will flourish if
the name issue is resolved: 'If the name issue is resolved, we'll experience a
drastic improvement in our relations and a growth in the flow of students. Even
the problems have not prevented us from doing so much. We never had any issue
when we referred to their country as FYROM. They seem to understand the
Greek choice”.70

66

Interview with a professor of the University of Macedonia

67 For more information see the Homepage of the ERASMUS+ Programme:
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/erasmus-plus/about/who-can-take-part_en
68 Interview with a senior administrative officer of the IHU.

69 Interview with a senior administrative officer and research coordinator of the CITY College.
70 Ibid.
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THEME 3

Assessment of regional aspects of cooperation -
Comparative dimension: How does cooperation with
FYROM measure against cooperation with other
neighbouring countries

Rationale

Having assessed above the merits of cooperation with FYROM’s institutions, this
theme attempts to assess ‘horizontally’ by comparing it with relevant
collaborative schemes that developed with other neighbouring and Balkan
countries. The importance of this investigation is obvious: if all other issues, such
proximity, funding opportunities, educational needs etc, remain equal, then the
differences in outputs, whether positive or negative, could be linked more
plausibly with the political ‘baggage’ of relations with FYROM. Moreover, the
comparative dimension can offer ‘glimpses’ into the potential for future
cooperation with FYROM, provided that the political environment becomes less
prohibitive. Among other issues that we wanted to examine here were:
similarities and differences in cooperation with FYROM and with other South-
East European countries; whether cooperation with FYROM started earlier or
later; whether cooperation with FYROM had similar characteristics et.al.

Public Higher Education Institutions: The responses of the interviewees from
public Institutions present mainly views which regard cooperation in education
as a means of improving the relations among countries as well as enhancing the
international appeal of Greek institutions. In the case of the Aristotle University
of Thessaloniki, the interviewee noted that there are “no differences” pertaining
to the cooperation with FYROM in relation to other SEE countries: “Regarding
the region as a whole, we believe that the cooperation between Institutions were
not affected by the political relations between different countries. On the
contrary, they have contributed and still contribute in the improvement and
normalization of relations”. The Aristotle University is highly esteemed and this
is proved by the numerous proposals for cooperation that it receives on a daily
basis”.”1 However, if we take into account the number of agreements signed
between the Aristotle University and other countries it is clear that there
appears to be a significant difference in numbers. Most agreements were signed
with Bulgarian Institutions: 11 (6 completed, 5 active), Romania: 9 (3 completed,
6 active), Turkey: 8 (2 completed, 6 active), Serbia: 7 (2 completed, 5 active) and
Albania: 5 (5 active). In the case of FYROM there are 2 active agreements, in the

71 Interview with a senior administrative officer of the Aristotle Univeristy.
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case of Bosnia-Herzegovina 1 completed and lastly in the case of Croatia 1
completed.”2

Number of agreement signed by Aristotle University with individual Balkan

countries

Country Number of agreements
Bulgaria 11
Romania 9
Turkey 8
Serbia 7
Albania 5
FYROM 2
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1
Croatia 1

In the case of the University of Macedonia, the interviewee stressed the
beneficial role of the ERASMUS programme when it comes to improving
relations between countries: “Its basic characteristic involves the potential for a
better knowledge and familiarization with other countries. It helps to smooth
points of tension between countries. But in the Balkans, this is not always easy to
achieve”.”3 The data corresponding to the active ERASMUS agreements between
the University of Macedonia and other countries of SEE bear important
similarities with those pertaining to the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki in
the sense that the highest number of agreements are regard Turkey (23),
Romania (11) and Bulgaria (8). In the case of Croatia, there are three active
agreements and one in the case of FYROM.74

72 All the above mentioned data were retrieved from the Homepage of the Department of
International Relations of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki at the following address:
http://international-relations.auth.gr/en/completed-agreements (last assessed on November 21,
2017).

73 Interview with a professor from the University of Macedonia.

74 The University of Macedonia provided us with the information the ERASMUS agreement with
FYROM has not been implemented yet.
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Number of agreement signed by the University of Macedonia with
individual Balkan countries

Country Number of agreements
Turkey 23

Romania 11

Bulgaria 8
Croatia 3

FYROM 1

In the case of the International Hellenic University, the interviewee emphasized
that there are no differences when it comes to cooperation with FYROM and
elaborated on the general policy of the Institution towards SEE countries: “There
are important possibilities for enhancing our cooperation with FYROM. In
general, all of our neighbors have many talented people, many of whom have,
unfortunately, made the choice to emigrate to other Western countries. Our
Institution aimed at attracting such people, many of whom have already obtained
high-ranking positions in their respective countries and act as ambassadors of
Greece”.75

Private Higher Education Institutions: In the case of CITY College, the
interviewee did not differentiate in any way the characteristics of cooperation
with FYROM when compared to other countries. Furthermore, he specified-when
it comes to the flow of students- that accordingly to its size, FYROM holds a very
important share.

THEME 4

The legacy of cooperation and future prospects
Rationale

This final theme attempts to explicate the legacy that existing, extensive or
limited, cooperation has left and what that means for the future. Stakeholders
were asked to describe the legacy of cooperation between the two countries and
also predict how this will evolve in the future.

75 Interview with a senior administrative officer of the IHU.
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Public Higher Education Institutions: With regard to this theme, all
interviewees expressed similar views in the sense that they hoped for a widening
and strengthening of the cooperation with FYROM in the area of higher
education. In the case of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, the interviewee
stated that the institution “hopes for a continuation and the increase of relevant
synergies and joint activities”.”¢ In the case of the University of Macedonia the
interviewee emphasized the need for confidence building between Greece and
FYROM: “Such agreements and frameworks of cooperation demand continuity,
consistency and mutual trust. In the case of Greece, we need a more effective
legal framework that will make Thessaloniki more attractive for students coming
from the Balkans”.””

In the case of the International Hellenic University, the interviewee referred
extensively to the positive legacy of cooperation with FYROM but also to the
challenges that lay ahead: “Thessaloniki needs to apply more effective policies in
order to increase the numbers of students from the Balkans. These will become
its more effective ambassadors. Unfortunately, it seems that many students from
Bulgaria, Romania and perhaps FYROM are turning their back to Greek academic
institutions. Cooperation in education calls for reciprocity between the
institutions. Greece needs to do more. For instance, the activities of major Greek
enterprises in FYROM- generally speaking- created a good climate in economic
relations and the motivation for students to choose Greek academic institutions.
Unfortunately, the prolonged Greek economic crisis has affected such
expectations. We need to develop policies that will counterbalance such
trends”.”8

Private Higher Education Institutions: The interviewee from CITY College
emphasized the important legacy of promoting mutual understanding and better
knowledge among Balkan countries through education and also the necessity for
more effective Greek policies: “We have contributed to a better understanding
and familiarization among Balkan countries. Unfortunately, there still exists the
difficult relation of Greek governments with the so-called private colleges. Greek
authorities must seize the potential for a more effective internationalization of
education that can have economic benefits and help to improve Greece’s
relations with its neighbors”.”®

76 Interview with a senior administrative officer of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.
77 Interview with a professor from the University of Macedonia.

78 Interview with a senior administrative officer of the IHU.

79 Interview with a senior administrative officer and research coordinator of CITY College.
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PART IV

THE EXPERIENCE OF COOPERATION BETWEEN GREECE
AND FYROM - THE VIEW FROM BELOW

In what follows, we have selected a noteworthy number of characteristic
verbatim quotes from interviews conducted with stakeholders for the purposes
of the analysis for this project. We have fully anonymised the views in order to
protect the identity of our interviewees. The verbatim quotes offer a nuanced
picture of the grassroot views, the stakeholders’ perspectives, of various aspects
of collaboration between the two countries, its problems and challenges, its
strengths and prospects for the future.

VERBATIM QUOTES

“Epels ayamoape mdpa moAD autd to £pyo. Na oag Ttwg tnv aAndela ntav 1
TPWTT QOPA OV TN yava kat eyw ekel. Elyape éva @o6fo otnv apxn. Ti katl Ttwg,
Tt Oa elvat ot iAol EEeAlxOnke OpwG, elxape pia TApa TTOAD KAAN ouvepYyaoia...
['lvape @Aol, va cov tw v aAnbela... 'Hon katefdoape kal AAAEG TPOTACELS
uadi... To peyado epmoddia dtav Eekviioape otnv apyn, Kal LAGwW O€ TIPOCWTILKO
emimedo, NTav N apvnTikn) TpokatdAnym. AnAadr, tt Ba Bpolue kol Tws Ba
TPOXWPNOEL auTN 1 ouvepyaocia. BéBawa, eyw elya g avnovyia péoa oe 60
QUTO — MUOUV KOl EMIOTNUOVIKOS LTEVOLVOG — Staopa SladikaoTika Bépata
Tw¢ Ba mepmatnoovy pall Tovg... Epelg amd v mpwTn cuvAavinon mou eiyope
LLE TOVG avOpwWTOUG eKel, oL oTroloL €8e1Eay KaAdTIoTOL”

"We loved this project very much. To be honest, it was the first time [ went there.
We were afraid at first. We didn’t know the “what” and the “how”, what the
others would be like? But it evolved, we cooperated very well ... We have become
friends, to tell you the truth .. We have already made other proposals together ...
The big obstacle when we started at the beginning, and I speak on a personal
level, was the negative prejudice. In relation to what we would find there and
how this cooperation would proceed. Of course, | was worried about all of that,
because [ was also scientifically responsible, and about how various procedural
issues would work for them ... From the first meeting, we had with the people
there they showed good faith. "
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T,
)k

“MTopw va TwG OTL pag epmiotevovtal. Omote oe OTL kAvouve pag Balovv
umpootd. ‘Otav mape va pAnoovue yw to Interreg poag Aéve: «tL Bédete va
kavoupe pali cagy». BEBawa yvwpilouve 6Tl ot Stadikacies ylo ™ xpnuatodotnon
elval péoa otnv EAAaSa amd v Evpwmn v (81a, e TIG KOLWVES YPAUUATELIEG TIG
SLLOLVVOPLAKEG TTIOU VTTAPXOUVV OTL EILACTE TLO UTPOOTA GE AUTO TO EMITESO TOV
oxedlaopov Kot £Yovpe Ta epyaAeia Kot TIg peBO6doug yia va to emitvxovpe. Kat
OTIWG AVEPEPA LAG EUTILOTEVOVTAL TIPAYUATIKA...”

“I can say that they trust us. So, in whatever they do they put us ahead. When we
go to discuss about Interreg, they say, "What do you want us to collaborate on
with you?" Of course, they know that the procedures for funding go through
Greece from Europe itself, with the common cross-border secretariats that exist,
and that we are ahead at this level of planning and we have the tools and
methods to achieve it. And as I said they really trust us ..."

)k

“To TL elpaote ota oVVOPA ONUALVEL OTL elyape OXECELS KAl TTAAXLOTEPEG KAL
LOTOPIKEG PE TOUG Opopous S1povg... Twpa, To Baikavikd Iapko [peomwv Sev
NTave Tuxaio ylatl ot Alpveg ival kKowég, Tig popalopaocte: T Mikpn Ipéoma n
EAAGSa pe tnv AABavia kat T MeydAn kat ol Tpeis xwpes. OTMOTE avAYKAOTIKA
éxovpe kowa onueio. Kat to vepd agov dev xwpilet... apa Ba TPEMEL Pe KATIOLO
TPOTIO VX BPOUVUE TN OLUVEPYAOIA, WOTE VA TIHPAUEIVOUHE 0€ KAAX Ao, KOl
0TI oLVVEPYAOLa, AAAA KoL € aUTO IOV AEPE TTOLOTNTA {W1)G o€ éva S1I0 TTov OAOL
@avtalopal BéAovv va TETUXOULV Yl TOV SIKO TOUG KOOUO, HEoQ amo v (Sla
Stadikaoia. Eite aut) agopa to mepfdAiov, eite a@opd TNV avaTTLEN UECW
vmoSopwyv, 1 oTdNTOTE GAA0 Xpelaletal Apa To Baikavikd IMdpko ntav éva
EQPUATNPLO VA KABIOOVIE 0TO TPATEL YIA VA TX KAVOULE, KOl VA TIAWE UTIPOCTA...
Kal étoL Tpoomadnoape kal avamtuEape aQUTH T1 CUVEPYACIX KAl LECA ATIO QUT)
TNV apXLKN ouvepyacia Tov BaAkavikoy, 0 AfHoG UTTOPECE va avamTuyOel Kat o€
A Bépata, OTIwG elval Ta Tpoypapupata Interreg. Bpnkape €topo to TpamédL
™G ouvepyaoiag, kaBloapue Kal avamTUEAIE KOl TTAPATIAVW OXECELS”.

“Eml g ovoiag, LMAPYOUV KATOl TPAYMATX Vo HoS StevkoAvvouv. To
ONUAVTIKOTEPO AT’ OAX €ival 1] TTOAD ONUAVTLKY] XPNULATOSOTIKY) CUVELGQOPAE TOU
mpoypappatog Interreg-IPA EAAGSa-FYROM... Ao ekel kal mépa VTTAPXOLVY Ol
Alpveg mov potpalopacte. Kowva cup@épovta mov €XoUV va KAVOUV 0€ GXEOT WUE
™V mpootacia Tou mePPdAAovToG... Kot epelc edw mépa eUTAEKOUAOTE,
OUUUETEXOVUE EVEPYA OTOV (POPEX SLaxelplon G KATL. Mag evSLa@EPEL TO KOUUATL
NG LYElag TNG ALVNG, TIOU €XEL VO KAVEL KAL [LE T XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TNG AlUvng,
dnAadn kabapa ta vepd...”

“The fact that we are at the border means that we had relations both old and
historic with the neighboring municipalities ... Now, the Prespa Balkan Park was
not accidental, because the lakes are on common land, we share them: Small
Prespa is shared by Greece and Albania and Great Prespa by all three countries.
So, we unavoidably have common points. And the water doesn’t separate ... so we
must find a way to cooperate somehow, so that we can be in a good situation,
both in terms of cooperation and of what we call quality of life in a municipality
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where everybody, [ imagine, wants to succeed for their own people, through the
same process. Whether this process relates to the environment or to the
infrastructure development or to whatever else is needed. So, the Balkan Park
was a springboard to get together and do it, and to move forward ... And so, we
tried and developed this partnership and through this initial collaboration for
the Balkan (Park), the municipality was able to make progress on other issues as
well, such as the Interreg programs. We found the groundwork for cooperation
laid, we sat down and developed more relationships"

"Overall, there are some things that make it easier for us. The most important of
all is the very significant financial contribution of Interreg-IPA Greece-FYROM ...
From there on, there are the lakes that we share. Common interests in relation to
environmental protection ... And we are involved here, we are actively involved
in the management sector, etc. We are interested in the lake's preservation,
which also has to do with the features of the lake, specifically clean waters ... "

)k

“Agv  €YOUUE QVTIUETWTIOEL KATOLO ONUAVTIKO, O0ULOWWOEG €UTOSI0 0T
ovvepyaoia. Ymapxouvv Sud@opa TPAyHATA TOL €4V ylvouv pmopovv va
StevkoAvvouv TN ouvvepyaaoia. To o amAd eival 11 Stacvvoplakn Stafaocn otov
Aapo 1 omoia B kavel TOAD o VKOAN TNV Sl {wong emikowvwvia...” Official of
Prespes Municipality; “KaAol ot 6eopol, kadol ot dnpot, 0cAA& 0 KOGHOG Sev
Epxetal oe ema@rn. 0 KOGUOG £PXETAL OE EMAPN OTAV YIVOVTUL Ol EKONAWOELS
eKaTEPWOeV. Aev KouBaAlETal OpwS o0 k6opog Tov Afjpov Ipéomag oVTe oTo Afjpo
Péoev oute oto KoVoteverg. Kat autd eival éva PEOVEKTNHX Kol AOYw TwWV
ouvopwv. Agv £xovpe Stafaon. I va TTapE AUECH KAL VA EXOVLE AUTT) TNV ETTAEN
Kal v emikowwvia. Kat o koopog to 0éAel. Eivar éva {ntovpevo... Epeig dev
(ntaue teAwveio. Zuvoplakn SuaBacn. To oo amAd. Aev BéAovpue va SLAKIVOUUE
eumopevpata. O k6oUoG va €pxetal oe ema@n. Kat ekel vmapxouvv kat GAAa
Bépata. Etvat kat 0épa avamtuéng avt n Stafaon. Avti ™ otryun otnv Oxpida
XOVEpIKA, OTIwG pag Aéve kal amd to Anuo Péoev, katefaivouv kabe xpdvo
200.000 dvutikosvpwTaiol I'a Tovplopd. Avtol to va €pbBouv amd Oxpida otnv
[Ipéoma, eival oxedov éva TETAPTO amootact). AAAG Sev £xouv T SuvatdéTnTa (va
¢pBouv 0To EAANVIKO KOUUATL). ‘OTav akoVV OTL TIPETEL VA KAVOUV TOUAQYLOTOV
U0 wpeG HETW GLVOPWYV, aTd TO TEAwVELo NikNg, elvat amoTpemTikd YU avtovs.”

"We have not encountered any significant, essential obstacle to cooperation.
There are several things that, if done, can further facilitate cooperation. The
simplest is the cross-border passage to Laimos, which would make in person
contact much easier... "Official of Prespes Municipality; "The institutions are
good, the municipalities are good, but people are not communicating. People
connect when events take place on both sides. However, the people of Prespa
Municipality don’t travel to Resen Municipality or to Kustenets Municipality. And
this is also due to the borders. We have no border crossing. To go directly there
and have this contact and communication. And the people want it. It is a demand
.. We do not ask for customs. (We want a) border crossing. The simplest thing.
We do not want to move goods. People want to get in touch. And there are other
issues. This border crossing is also a development issue. Currently, as the Resen
Municipality informs us, roughly 200,000 Western Europeans visit Ohrid each
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year. For tourism. For them to cover the distance from Ohrid to Prespa it would
take almost a quarter of an hour. But they do not have the possibility (to come to
the Greek part). When they hear they have to travel at least two hours across
borders, through the Nike customs, it's deterrent to them. "

k%

“Epelg 8ev eiyape mpofAnuata ocvvepyaoiag pall tovg... Epds pag éuewve pa
Tdpa oAV kaAn aicOnom amd tnv vAomoinon tou project. Kat dev vmdpyet
TEPIMTWON v VTAPEEL Twpa TPOypapuua Kot va pnv kKatéBfouvpe pall oe
mpotaon...”

"We did not have any problems working with them ... We were left satisfied with
the completion of the project. And there is no way that a program would exist
now and we would not come up with a proposal together ..." Professor of the TEI
of Western Macedonia”

)k

“Ze emimedo SNuwv, ev £xovv pokLYPeL TpoAnpata cuvepyaoiag. [TpofAnuata
ouvvepyaoiag TPOKUTITOVV o€ SOUEG TAVW Ao TOV dnpo... ['atl elyape kamoleg
TETOLEG TIEPITITWOELS TIOV €lyape Kamoloug Snudapyovs amd ) FYROM mov ntave
KPATIKOL... XTO TVEUHX TOU KPATOUG (Tpo@avwg evvoel Tou KufepvwvTog
KOUUATOG...), TNG KUBEpvnone. OmoTe akoAovbBolvoav T ypauur tns KuEpvnong
KalL OYL TNV TOTIKN. AuTtol Snovpyovoay KATA KALPOU§ KATIOLA BEUATAKLA, OTIWS
QUTA TIOV 0AG AVEPEPA. ME T OVOUATQ, PE KATIOLEG EKONAWOELG TIOU OTAV AKOUG
TO TPAYOUS|, YTl TPEMEL VA TO akoUG ylati eloal mapwv, elvat éva Béua. To
Balave kat dnuovpyovvtav €tol mpoPfAnuata. Pedyaue 1 dev ovveyilape. 'H
Tyaivape o aibovoes OV LTPYAV KATIOLEG PWTOYPAPIEG TIOV SeV ETIPETE VA
UTIAPXOLV...

"At the municipal level, no cooperation problems have arisen. Problems of
cooperation arise in structures higher than the municipality .. Because it
happened to have such cases, where some mayors from FYROM were
governmental... (They behaved) in the spirit of the state (obviously he means
the governing party ...), of the government. So, they followed the government
policy rather than the local one. They occasionally created some issues, like those
[ mentioned already. With the names, with some events, it becomes an issue,
when you must listen to the song, because you are there. They would play it and
create problems like that. We would leave or not continue. Or we would go to
different rooms, where there were some pictures that should not have been
there ...”

%k

“ATIO TIG TIPWTEG (POPEG IOV cLVAVTNONKAE ETTEce 0TO TPATEQL TO BENQ, SLOTL OL
avBpwTtot mpoomabovv va B&ouv cLVEXWS TO Ovoua UTPpooTd. Emiong epds pog
Eleyav «Anpokpatia tng EAAGS0G» yia vat Aéve Kal To avTioTol o To SIKO TOUG...
Epelg opwg, petadd pag 8w, elyape ocvup@wvnoel 0Tl dev Ba tapaytovue ot
auTto. ATAwG Ba {ntoovue va e@appocovpe TL vmapxel. Fatl dev eival 1
SovAeld pag avtn. OUTe va cup@wvnoovpe. AAAoL sival ot ldkol. Autn NTav 1
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e
Swkn pov n amoym. BeéBata. Eyw Ba ava@épw 0w Aéve Ta emionua £yypa@a:
[Tpwnv T'ovykooAafikn Anpoxpatia tg Makedoviag... Exel péoca kuplapyovoe
To Ovopa to O1kd TouG. Makedovia kat Makedovia. ESw Sev tav €tol Xto
OLVESPLO TTOV KAVAE E6W ) TAV TIPOCEKTIKOL. LTIG TAPOVCLACELS, TA papers, yLatl
Ntav ocuvvedplo emotnuoviko. To yupioape. To kavape epeic emotnuoviko. Kot
KpatnOnKe yevika éva moAv kaAo emimedo. I'ati; M'ati motedw 6TL oL avBpwToL
TEPA  TNG TOALTIKNG OSldoTtaonG Twv TPAYHATWY, oL AavBpwToL Tov
oLVVEPYALOUAOTE, TIOTEVW OTL TOUG EVSLAPEPEL TTAPA TIOAD VA GUVEPYAOGTOVVE

padi pag...”

“Eivatl yvwot n Stapdym mov vmapyel petadd EAAaSag kat [IAM yia to évopa.
Avuto. BéBawa oe emimedo duwv dev ayyilete. Kot to kpatdpe am’ £Ew. LOp@wva
ue OTL pag €xouve SWOEL KAl oL KUPBepVNoeLs, eKatépwhey. AkOun Kal LE TO
TPOBANUA TOU OVOUATOG SeV €XEL OTAUATNOEL 1) OLVEPYUOiA... cav ONUoG
akoAovBovpe TIG €OVIKEG YPAUMUES... AAAG auTd, OMWG oag elma, Ogv pag
Snuovpynoe mPoOPANUa oto va ocuvvepyaotoLpe. Nati eival oe aAdo emimedo.
OVTe To BdAape TOTE 0TO TPATEQL TNG oCLVEPYATLAG HAG...”

“... Exovpe ovvnBioel, €xovpe Bpel éva modus operandi, TwG amOKAAEL 0 £vag TOV
GAA0, €V TAOTM TEPLMTWOEL GTOV YPATITO KAL OTOV TPOPOPLKO AdYo. OmoTe
KAVOUUE TN SOVAELA HOG... BEV EXw AKOVOEL YW TOTE KATL TETOLO: «A aUTO Oev
UTTOPOUE VA TO KAVOUE YloTl TEPLUEVOUE va AVBEel To BEpa TOL OVOUATOG» 1)
yati £xovv Sel&etl kakn TLOTN 1] KATL TETOLO OL ATEVAVTL...”

"From the first time we met, the issue arose, because people continuously tried
to put the name above all other issues. Additionally, we were called the "Republic
of Greece", so that they could say their own name in the same way, respectively...
But, between us, we agreed that we would not be annoyed by it. We would just
ask to apply what exists. Because that is not our job. Neither is reaching an
agreement. Others are the experts. That was my opinion. Of course. [ will address
it the same way as official documents do: The Former Yugoslavic Democratic of
Macedonia. There, their chosen name dominated the conversation, Macedonia
and Macedonia. Here it was not like this. They were careful at the conference we
held here. In the presentations, the papers, because it was a scientific conference.
We turned it around. We made it scientific. And it generally remained at a very
good level. Why? Because I believe that people, beyond the political dimension,
the people we are working with, I believe that they are very interested in
working with us ... "

"The dispute between Greece and FYROM about the name is known. That’s it. Of
course, at municipal level, it is untouchable. And we avoid it. It's according to the
instruction given by both governments. Even with the name problem,
cooperation has not stopped ... as a municipality we follow the national policy ...
But that, as I said, did not create problems in working together. Because it is on a
different level. Nor have we ever brought it up at the table of our cooperation ...

"... We got used to it, we have found a modus operandi, how to call each other, in
any case in the written and spoken word. So, we do our work ... [ have never
heard anything like this: "Oh, we cannot do that, because we are waiting for the
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name issue to be resolved" or because they have shown bad faith or something
similar from the opposite side ... "

)k

“Mia AVom Ba SlevkoAVvel TApa TOAV TN ouvepyaaoia... Ba Snuovpynbel TpwTa
éva oAU KaAUTEpo TAaiolo ot Puxés twv avOpwmwv. AVAUESH OTOUG
avBpwToUG, amd TOUG AaoVG, aTo TIG V0 XWPES...”

"A solution will greatly facilitate our cooperation ... first, a much better frame will
be created in the souls of the people. Among the people, from the people, from
the two countries ...”

k%

“IIpwta am’ 0Ax To §eUTEPO TTAKETO o€ aUTA Ta Interreg eivatl  dSnuooloTTA.
Eloal vrtoxpewpévog dnAadn va €xels dnpoototnta... Epeis edw voullw OtL TO
EPY0 TO TEPTATNOAUE, 0G0 A@OPA TN OSNpooldTNTA, TApa TOAV kaAd. Kat
BAETOVTAG HOG EPAG VA ELAOTE TOGO LKAVOTIOWEVOL, OAO OL TOTILKOL €6 YVUPW
Hag ouvdpaupave...”

"First of all, the second part of these Interreg programs is publicity. You are
obliged to have publicity ... We here, I think, moved forward with the project, as
far as publicity is concerned, very well. And seeing us being so satisfied, all the
local people around helped us ... "

k%

“Kadwg 1 kakwg oav ANUoG €XOUUE QPKETA e€vePyoUS TOAITEG-SNUOTEG... Ot
OXOALKEG HOG ETITPOTIEG NTAV KL £V EQUATNPLO, YIXTL TO OoLINTOVOAUE Yl
TOAAQ XPOVLX, TNV KATAOTAON HE TO £€§060 TOV TETPEAN(OV, IOV T)TAV O TPOTOG
Bépuavong Twv Kmplwv avtwv.. O0mote yvwpilape To TPOLANUA Kol
mpoomabovoaue va Bpolue Avor.. OMOTE autd TOo TPOypauua pag npde €€
oVPAVOU YLX VX UTIOPOVE VX KAVOUUE Ta V0 KTpLa...”

"For better or for worse, as a municipality, we have quite active citizens... Our
school committees functioned also as a springboard, because we were discussing
it for many years... the situation with the price of oil, that was used for heating
these buildings ... So, we knew the problem and we were trying to find a solution
... This program came deus ex machina so that we can construct the two buildings

k%

Exato tolg ekato xpnoio. ‘Htav n mpwn @opd mov o ANHoG UTTOPECE VA KAVEL
eméufaon oe KMMpla Tov elyav TPOPBANUA EvePYELAKNG amOS00TMG, WOTE va
UELWOEL TO KOOTOG AELTOVPYLAG TOVG...

"Hundred per cent useful. It was the first time that the municipality was able to
intervene in buildings that had an energy efficiency problem, in order to reduce
their operating costs ...”

kx
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“Ta amoteAéopata oL lyape & amd TNV EAANVIKI] TAEUPA 1) TAV EVIUTIWOLUKE —
elval KoL To aVTIKEIPEVO pag epds auTo. Elvat evtumwolako yati: mapadwoape
S8U0 oxoldela oe eEUPETIKN EVEPYELAKN KaTAoTaot. AnAadn to oyoAelo, pe 70
TEPITOL TASLA — €XW KAl QWTOYPAPIKO VAKO TOAV evdla@epov — ékatye 20
TOVOUG TIETPEAQLO TO XpOVo. AAAGEae TO KEALVPOG. BaAape avtiies BepudtnTag...
Kat @pofopactav 0t A0Yo Twv Kalplkwv cuvBnkwv 0Tl dev Ba mael kaAd. Kat
Tdel mapa mOAV kaAd. To 8e vnmaywyeio elixe @ofepa mpofAnpata. Ta dvo
oxoAela é@tacav oxedov «KAdomn Ax». [ToAVv YymAd oe oxéon pe to Tt fTav... Kat
EXOLE Kol Ta 25 kTipLla amd v mAsvpa s EAAGSog (otov Anpo [Ipeomtwv), yia
T omola PydAape TIOTOMOMTIKA €VEPYELAKNG amodoonG... To @uokd
QVTIKE(LEVO TOU £pYou ylX EUAG, OO TNV TAELPA TNG XWPAS UG NTAV
evtutwolako. ‘Exovpe degdopéva yix meviivta dnpodoia ktiplx otn Bopelo
EAAaSa... AnAadt), 1o €pyo w¢ AMOTEAECUN, AT OOV KAl €AV TO TILACELS NNTAV
TLOAU TIETUXTUEVO...”

"The results we had from the Greek side were impressive - it is also what we do
here. It is impressive, because we delivered two schools in an exceptional energy
condition. So, the school with about 70 children - and I also have very interesting
photographic material - burned 20 tons of oil a year. We changed the shell. We
put heat pumps ... And we were afraid that because of weather conditions, it
would not work well. But it's going very well. The kindergarten also had terrible
problems. The two schools almost reached "Class A". That's very impressive if
you taking into account how they were ... And then we have the 25 buildings on
the Greek side (in the Prespa Municipality), for which we obtained certificates of
energy efficiency ... The physical issue of the project for us, for our country’s part,
was impressive. We have data for fifty public buildings in northern Greece ... So,
the work’s end result was very successful from every angle... "

k%

“Amo v TAevpd Toug S ekel, oL avBpwmoL Npbav Yy TPWTN @OPA
KOVTILETWTIOWM LE TNV EVEPYELXKN amOS00T TwV KTNpiwv. Eved euels tpéyape to
TpOypapua, evdla@épnke kat to Ymovpyeio Evépyelag tovg. Kamowx otiypn
NpOe Kal pag TapakoAoVONoe EVag EKTTPOCWTOG TOVGS. AKPLBWS Yo v UTTOVVE
olyd-olyd oto Bépa TG evepyelakns avafaduions Twv ktnpiwv. MéxptL tote Sev
elyav timote oAokAnpwuévo. Kat vopilw otL ouvéBaile Alyo autd to TTpdypapua
0TOo va, 8ev BéAw va vTepRAAAw... Toug dpeoe TAPA TOAD 1) AVTIUETWTILON TIOV
elyape. Epelg éyovpe xwploet v EAAGSa oe tpelg (evepyelaxég) {wveg. H
meploxn pag (n Avtikn Makedovia) eival otnv xelpotepn. Kavape pa {ovn kat
TouGg evtagape Kot autoVG. BydAave kot avtol evepyelakolg emBewpnTES.
Nouilw oOtL Bonbnoe (to TMPOYPAUUA) KATOLOUG avBPWTOUG va Souv TNV
EVEPYELAKT] ATIOS00T]... v SOUV TIWG XPTNOLUOTIOLOVUE EPELG TOUG EVEPYELAKOVG
EMBEWPNTES Kal avTioTolya Snuovpynoav Ty avaioyn dopn...”

"People from their side faced for the first time the issue of the energy efficiency
of buildings. We had already started running the program, when their Ministry of
Energy became interested. At some point, one of their representatives came and
observed us. So that they could slowly become active in upgrading the energy
structures of buildings. At that time, they didn’t have anything complete. And |
think this program aided to that, I do not want to exaggerate ...They liked the way
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we handled things. We have divided Greece into three (energy) zones. Our region
(Western Macedonia) is in the worst one. We created a zone and we included
them too. They also appointed energy inspectors. I think the program helped
some people to realize what energy efficiency means... it was helpful for them to
see how we use our energy inspectors so that they can respectively create the
appropriate structure ... "
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“H ovuvepyaoia pe tov opopo dnpo g [IF'AM, yuatl B’ autdv cuvepyalOUaoTe,
KATA BAom, HAAAOV ATIOKAELOTIKA... Elval o€ TTAPaA TOAV KaAd emimedo. Eival pa
ouvvepyaoia 1 omola elval HaKpoXpOVLA, EXEL KOL CUYKEKPLULEVT] TIOALTLKT] BAon, N
omola giye SlapopPwOel 6 TIPOTNYOUUEVES PACELS ATIO TIPOTYOUUEVEG ONUOTIKES
apxés. Ymapxovv dnAadn 600 pvnuovia cuvvepyaoiag PeTadld Twv SNUApYwV
(onu: evvoet Ipeomtwv kat Péoev), mov €xouv Slapop@waoeL pa cuvavtiAnym.
ETtiong mpaktikad ot Snpotl ocuvepyalovtal TOAV GUGTNUATIKA GTNV aTd KOLWVOU
StekSiknon xpNUATOSOTIKWY EPYAAELWY, oTNV a&loTolnoTn XPNUATOSOTIKWY
gepyadelwv  ywx  kowa mpoypdppata. Kot ovintave Siwdgopa  Ofpata,
AVTOAAAGOOUV ETIOKEPELS KOl GUUUETEXOUV OE OSLAPOPES, XAUNAOU TIPO@IA
KAUTIAVIEG TIOU €YOUV VA KA&vouv, Kol Wlwg, pe TNV Tpootacia Tov
TePBAALOVTOG. AAAG KAl TOTIKA, AXOYPA@IKAE KAT...”

"Cooperation with the neighboring municipality of FYROM, because it’s the one
we work with for the most part and rather exclusively... is at a very good level. It
is a long-lasting partnership that has a specific political base, which had been
already established by previous municipal authorities. So, there are two
memorandums of cooperation between the mayors (meaning of Prespa and
Resen) that have established a consensus. Additionally, in reality municipalities
collaborate very systematically on joint claims for financial instruments, on
utilizing financial tools for joint projects. They discuss various topics, visit each
other and participate in various, low-profile campaigns that relate, specifically, to
environmental protection. But also relating to local issues, folklore issues etc ... "

kx

“AykoAlalopaote OTav PPLOKOUACTE LE TOUG AVTIOTOLYOUG SNUAPYOUS KAl TO
TPOOWTIKO TWV AVTIoTOYWwV SNHwv. 'vwpllopacte Toco kada mAfov. Kat eldika
OLVUTIGAANAOL TIOV €OV E pelvel oTabepol, Exovpue AAAT oxéon eTKOVwWVIAG...”

"We embrace each other when we meet with the respective mayors and the staff
of the respective municipalities. We know each other so well by now. And
especially the employees that have been there for a long time, we have another
level of communication...”

k%

“Lto Ao lpeomwv dev €xel cupPel avuto. Kat Sev éxel oupfel, am’ 6Tl £xovue Sel
KOl 0TOUG Opopoug Snpovs. Agv to amadlwvouv. Toa-loa EEpouv OTL £xoUV pHdvo
va kepdioovv amo autr) ™ cvvepyaoia. Kat el8ikd amo ta mpoypappata. Kot unv
Eexvarte OTL lval kal auTa xprpata mov ta Staxelpiovtal Kat elvat evpwmaika
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XPMHaTa IOV £X0VV TOV OKOTIO TOuG. BonBave v tomiki) avdamtuén, o’ 0Aa ta
enimeda... Kat Ydyvouv tov kowvo okomo. Amagiwon Sev exovpe et movbeva...”

"This has not happened in the Prespa Municipality. And, from what we have seen,
it has not happened in neighboring municipalities either. They do not denigrate
it. On the contrary, they know they only have something to gain from this
collaboration. And especially from the programs. And let’s not forget that we are
talking about money they manage. European money that have a puprose. It helps
the local development, at all levels .. And they are looking for the common
purpose. We have not seen denigration anywhere ... "

)k

Te kamoto Baduo vay, mapa moAl. AnAad Staypovika 8w otov Ao Ilpeomwy,
OTIS TPELG TeEAevuTaleg oL elval Tpelg (evvoel ONUOTIKEG apyéG) elxe Kol plx
TETAPTN... CAAA €V TIAG TIEPITTTWOEL TA TEAELTAIX SEKATEVTE XPOVIX OAEG OL
SNUOTIKEG apXEG, TPELS SLAPOPETIKOL ST)HapPXOL, EXOUVV EPYAOTEL, 0 KABEVAG PE TIG
SuvaTOTNTEG TOV, AAG SV €XEL UTTOVOUEVCEL KAVEIG TN ouvepyacia, va Sel&el 6TL
dev BéAeL ) ovvepyaoia... va SlekSiknoel N mapatatn tov TN Sloiknomn Tovu
Anpov Tlpeomwv Aéyovtag 0Tl Sev B€Ael TN ocuvepyaoia. ‘OAol Aéve «val ot
ovvepyaoia kot Bédovpe va TN Sleuplvoupe». LTo TTAAICLO KOL 0TO KOUUATL IOV
avaAoYel Kol 0TS appoSLOTNTEG TV SNHwV...”

"To some extent yes, very much. Through the years here in the municipality of
Prespa, in the last three (municipal authorities) there was a fourth ... but in any
case, for the last fifteen years all municipal authorities, three different mayors,
have worked, each with his own capabilities, but no one has undermined our
cooperation or showed that they did not want cooperation... or seeking to win
the administration of Prespes Municipality, saying that they do not want
cooperation. Everyone says, 'yes to the partnership and we want to expand it". In
what of course belongs to the domain and jurisdiction of the municipalities ... "

kx

“Ey® motedw OTL Ta TPpOowTa Ttailovv peydAo poio. Auti ival n aiobnomn pov.
Nouilw OTL To TPOOCWTA KOl OF TETOLEG KOATAOTACELS, £Tol  Alyo
«TPOBANUATIKES»... Nopi{w OTL Ta TTPOCWTA KAl TO TTOGO AVOLXTA UTOPOUV VA
S0UV AUTEG TIG CUVEPYAOIEG KAl TI§ KATAOTACELS, Ttal{ovuv Kupiapxo poAo. Aegv
elval voul{w TOOO LoYUPEG Ol OOHEG QAKOUN WOTE VA €lval VTEPAVW TwWV
TPOCWTIWV..."

"[ believe that people play a big part. This is what I feel. I think that people in
such situations, that are, lets say, a little "problematic” ... I think the people and
how openly they can see these collaborations and situations play a significant
role. I do not think the structures are so solid that they are more important than
people ... "
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“Ye kabe meplmMTwoT... ouveldnTomoinoa OTL €KaTd Xpovia TPy Sev v pxaV
ovvopa... Agv vumpxav olvopa €KATO-eKATOV elkool xpovia Tpwv... Epelg
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e
umopovpe va {oovpe mapa oAV KoAd palli toug. ‘OAeg oL TePLOXEG €XOUV
evlla@épov. Epelg pmopovpe va noovpe kadd pali tous. Eitval moAd kovta. Eva
TéTapto amo ) PAwpwva. Bpiokeoatl ota Bitola. Ta pioa Bitola pidave eAAnvika.
H owovopia toug elda ommpiletat mapa moAV oe €nds... Kat to evdiapépov
eMioNG, va 00V Tw ALYaKL 1 xwpa pag cvuvdeetal pe ™ Evpwmn péow exel. Ogg
oev Beq....”

"In any case ...  realized that a hundred years ago there were no borders ... There
were no borders one hundred or a hundred and twenty years ago ... We can live
very well with them. All regions are interesting. We can live well with them. It’s
very close. A quarter of an hour from Florina. You are in Bitola. Half of Bitola
speaks Greek. Their economy, as I saw, is very much depended on us ... And the
interest thing is also, to explain shortly, that our country is connected with
Europe through them. Whether you want it or not ... “

kk
“Htav mapa oAy Betikol. [Iyape KAvape KoL TNV TP®WTN SIATPAYUATEVOT UE TN
Awaxelplotikny. [ye mMoAY kaAd. Me toug cuvadéd@oug amd ™ Yeltova xwpa
elyape aplotn ovvepyaoia, Sev eiyape Stapwvies...”

“OeTIkéG elval, KUPLwG, oL evTUTIWoElS. Elval oe kamola mpdypata PmpPooTd...
[evikdtepa MOTEVLW OTL SOVAEVOLV TOAU cuvoTnuatika. ‘Exouv gl oepd ot
avBpwTtol Autd Tou eimwnkav dev Ntav Adyla Tov agpa. Oswpnoa 0TL Ba Tav
ToAU KA 1 ovvepyaoia auth. Avotuxwsg dev mpoxwpnoe. Epewva wotdoo
€VOOVOLAGUEVOG LETA TNV ETMLOTPOPT] HOV..."

"They were very positive. We went and conducted the first negotiation with the
Management Authority (of the Interreg). It went very well. With our colleagues
from the neighboring country we had excellent cooperation, we did not have any
disagreements ... "

"The impressions are mainly positive, for the most part. They are ahead in some
things... As a whole, I believe they work very systematically. The people follow a
line. What was said was not empty words. I thought this cooperation would be
very good. Unfortunately, it did not go forward. However, | was left excited after
my return ... "

kx

“AVOTUXWG 1 YPOAPELOKPATIA 0T Ywpa LG eival eva BEpa, éva peyaio Béua,
KwAvolepyel. O 00G TwW CUYKPLTIKA OTOLXE(X, OTL TA YPAPELOKPATIKA Bépata
OTO ZKOTILX ETPEXQAV TILO YPNYOPA ATl OTL 0€ elag 8w, otnv EAAGSa. Apa autd
elvatl éva Bépa mov Ba TpEmEL va To TipooEEovpe WSlaitepa... ExTiuw otL Sev Ba
TPEXOVE AUTA TA TIPOYPAUUATA €QV OeV EMUEVApE gpelg, SnAadn ot dnuol. Kat
omolog Snuog dev empével, Sev €xel Interreg. Kai €dv koltagete to «xdpTn
eykploewv» Twv Interreg Oa Seite 6TL MoAAOL dnpol Sev €xouv Tapel Kavéva
Interreg... Apa Aowmov to TPOPAnua elvar Sikd pog, dnAadn TpEMEL elte 1
TEPLPEPELA EITE OL SNPOL va TPEEOVVE, KAL TA VTIOUPYELN, €V TTAOT) TIEPLTITWOEL, OL
vTmpeoies Ba TPEMEL va avtiAn@Bouv OTL Ba TpEMEL va SlEUKOAUVOULV TN
Stadikaoia. AvoTUXWG, 0 AUTO TO KOUUATL €(OVHE TPOPAnpa... Agv yivovtal
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EKTIALSEVTIKA TIPOYPAUPATA, £TOL WOTE KAL OL UTTAAANAOL VX EKTIALSEVTOVV YUPW
am’ outd, Yupw oamo TG Swdikaoileg Evtaing oto Interreg, yua va
evnuepwvovTtat...”

"Unfortunately, the bureaucracy in our country is an issue, a big issue, it is
obstructing. I will tell you comparative statistics that show that the bureaucratic
procedures in Skopje were running faster than here in Greece. So, this is an issue
that we must pay particular attention to ... I acknowledge that these programs
would not exist unless we, the municipalities, had insisted on them. And any
municipality that does not insist, does not have an Interreg. And if you look at
Interreg's "Approval Map"”, you will see that many municipalities have not
received any Interreg ... So, the problem is ours, meaning that either the region or
the municipalities must move along... and the ministries, in any case, the services
should realize that they should facilitate the process. Unfortunately, we have a
problem with that part ... No training programs are being carried out so that
employees can be trained for these things, for integration to Interreg processes,
for getting informed ... "
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“Tia va TPEEOLV TA OUYKEKPLUEVH TIPOYPAUUATA, OTIWG OaG E&(mMa, TO
ONUAVTIKOTEPO TPOPANUA YA péEVa elval oL SUVATOTNTEG TOU EAANVIKOU
dnuociov... Mpaypatikd eival va amopel kKavelg mwg avtéEape tO0a XpOvia Pe
TETOLO KPATOG. AnAadn elvat amibBavn 1 KATACTHON TNG AVOPYAVWOLAS LS.
Kapla oxéon pe v gvpwmaikn vootpotial To Interreg elvat éva evpwmaikd
TPOYPAUUQA, OTIOTE TO ATO THOW TO OKETTIKO elval TEAEIWS SLAPOPETIKO AT’ OTL
vAoTolelte TeAkd otnv EAAGSa. KaAd, Sev elvar povo otnv EAAadSa avtd. To
Baowkd mMPOPANHA ylx epéva, YLt TNV VAOTIOMOT TWV TPOYPAUUATWY £Vl TO
EAMNVIKO SNudcLo. YTAPXOUV TAVTA QWTELWVES e€alpéoels. AAAG SuoTuXWS, o€
auTéG TIG epLoxés ™S EAAGSag olyovpa €xovpe (nmuata. Kat v voui{w oTL
Sev LTAPXEL KOAAOG KOOHOG KAl LKAVA OTEAEXT). YTAPYEL ATAT] AVOPYAVWOLA.
AvevBuvomta... H mpoowmiky] pov amoym, edv to emMITPEMETE, ival OTL gival
TLAPA TTOAV TTHPAEEVO OTL 6TO EAANVIKO KPATOG G€ (POPEIG TOTILKNG AUTOSL0IKN oM,
TIEPLPEPELAG KOL Ol HEYAAEG TEPLPEPELEG, £XOUV  YPAPEIQ EVPWTATKWV
TPOYPAUUATWY, UETA OO TPLAVTA XPOVia TOU elpaote UEAN Kat Sivovtal
KoVvSUALA NG (8lag AoyiknG OTIwG To Interreg... Yapxouv ypa@ela Vpwaikwy
TPOYPAUUATWY, OTOV 1 avTIANYm TL elval éva eVPWTAIKO TPOypapua elval
«gvkalpla y ta&idia oto e€wtepikd Kal project management». AnAadn €xovpe
va  Swaxelplotovpe €éva project. Xe emimedo Opwg project management.
KataAaBaivete mwg 1o evvow; Kapia ovola, yia to tL eivatr to project. To
management pag volalel. e avtiBeoT Pe EKTTANKTIKOUG S1LOVUG TOU EEWTEPLKOV,
TIOU £X0VV HLX CAPESTATI GTOYXEVON KAL OTPATNYLKY, KAl KOITAVE TIWG UTOPOVVE
Vo EVTAEOUVE TIG AVAYKEG TOUG OTA gvpwTaikd €pya. Toug elval TANPwWG
fekabapo mwg T Saxelpllopaocte: Sev  XpelalOHAOTE YPAPED YIX VX
SlaxelpLOTOVE EVPWTIAIKG épya. AuTo elval aotelo... [Tdel va el TwG cov gival
SU0oKO0AO KAl £XELG Eval EL6IKO TUNHA, TO OTO(0 KAVEL AU TT] TN «SVOKOAN» S0VAELA.
Ta evpwmaikd Tpoypapupata eivat TOAY TO ATAQ AT TA EAANVIKA oLuVOWG.
'Exovpe axoun mpoAnpa mpooaployng oTa EVPWTAIKA deSopéva. AVGTUXWG KoL
oe kevipwko emimedo. Kat ota vmouvpysia ocvpfailvel autd mouv ocag Afw.
Avotuxwg. Metd amo 30 kat xpovia péAn g EE ta mpdypata avtipetwmifovrat
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pe Edikeg AtevBuvoelg ya ta evpwmaikd mpoypappata... Mo péva autd eival
aotelo...”

"For these programs to run, as I said, the most important problem for me is the
capabilities of the Greek state ... It is really astonishing how we survived for so
many years with such a state. It is bewildering how unorganized we are. There is
no comparison with the European mentality! Interreg is a European project, so
the thought behind it is completely different from what is ultimately being
implemented in Greece. Well, this is not happening in Greece. The main problem
for me, for the implementation of the programs, is the Greek government. There
are (of course) always bright exceptions. But unfortunately, in these regions of
Greece, we definitely have issues. And it is not that I do not believe that there are
good people there or capable employees. It is simply the issue of lack of
organization. Irresponsibility ... From my point of view, if [ may say so, it is so
strange that in the Greek state, in the local and regional sectors, and in the large
regions, we have offices for European programs, after thirty years of
membership and funds of the same logic such as Interreg ... There are offices for
European programs, where the understanding of what a European program boils
down to "an opportunity for travelling abroad and project management". Say, we
have a project to manage. But, at the level of project management. Do you
understand what [ mean? There is no understanding about the essence of the
project. We only care about the management. Contrary to (how) exceptional
municipalities abroad (operate), which have a clear target and strategy and they
care about finding a way to integrate their needs in European projects. It is
perfectly clear to them how we manage: we do not need an office to manage
European projects. That's funny ... It means that it would also be hard for you to
have a special department that does this "difficult” job. European programs are
usually much simpler than Greek ones. We still have problems adapting to the
European standards. Unfortunately, this is also the case at a central level. The
ministries have the same issue that I'm stating. Unfortunately. After 30 plus
years of EU membership, things are being dealt with by Special Directories for
European Programs ... For me this is a joke ... "
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“Emeldn yevikwg eipoat oto EOviko Kévtpo ‘Epevvag kat Texyvodoyikng Avamtuéng
elpal TOAY auotnpdg e TOAAG mpaypata. AAAOG o€ KATOOV GAAO OpPES Ba
UTTOPOoVUoE VA Elval TTAPA TIOAV €LUXAPLOTNUEVOG Pe TO TL oupPaivel. Kat va to
evvoovoe. Eyw Ba otabw Alyo xpitikd. TNt ta kodd eival ta tpoavy. Twpa,
Eva ONUAVTIKO BEpa, Y péva, elval ol SuVATOTNTEG TWV EAANVIKWY Snpociwv
aApXwVv Kal Wlwg auTwy oL elval 0 UIKPEG TOAELS, €8W OTIS TIEPLOXES TNG
Bopewodutikng EAAGSag, movu elval emAEEUEG Yyl VA GUUUETEXOUV OTO
OUYKEKPLUEVO TPOYPaAUUA... OL TEYVIKEG TOUG SUVATOTNTEG €lval eEAPETIKA
TIEPLOPLOUEVEG...”

"Because | am part of the National Center for Research and Technological
Development in general, I am very strict with many things. Another person could
at some other time be very happy with what's going on. And to mean what
he/she says. I will be a little critical. Because the good things are obvious. Now,
an important issue for me is the potential of Greek public authorities, especially
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those in small towns, here in the areas of northwestern Greece that are eligible to
participate in the specific program ... Their technical capabilities are extremely
limited ... "
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“H EAAGSa tav oe MAEOVEKTIKOTEPT B€0om amd Ta ZkOTLx Kot TV AABavia Kot To
evlla@Eépov Toug NTav évtovo. Apkel gueis va elyape ) BovAnon, ™ 0éAnon va
aocyoAnBovpe. IMotebw OTL AUTEG Ol YXWPES... O TOAU peyaro Pabud
€CAPTIOVTOVOAV ATIO EPAG KAL QUTO EUEIG TIPETIEL VA TO EKPETAAAEVTOVE. ANAadn
va eEavTANoovE OAQ TA TTPOYPAUUATA...”

"Greece was in a better position than Skopje and Albania and their interest was
intense. It is enough for us to have the will, the will to get involved. [ believe that
these countries .. to a great extent depended on us and that we must take
advantage of it. That is to exhaust all programs ... "

)k

“... U1 UM-CUUUETOXN TOUG EIXE WG AVTIKTUTIO GTO £PY0 OTL ETIPETIE VO AAAGEOLE
TO TEXVIKO SeATIO KAl v pndeviocovpe Tl TG 0VolaG TO KOGTOG CUUHIETOXNS, AP
KOl T GUUUETOXN TwV V0 eTAlpwV TOV eiyape amd Ta TKOTLX OTIS SLAPOPES
Spaoelg Tov épyou. lNatl eiyape apketd. Eiyape mpodiaypapet 6TL Oa yaivape
EUELS APKETEG (POPEG Yo va SOUE TIwG AELTOUPYOoUV €Kel OAOL OL (POPEIS TTov
oxetilovtat pe ™ [MoAttikn [pootacia. Oa cvppeteiyave 6to oxedlaocud Kal o€
TOALTIKY) 8okl Tov €ywve tou software mou avamtOiape.. Emedn elyave
undevikd mPoUTOAOYIOUO, aUTO TOV GLVERN elval OTL avaAafape, olyovpa To
Ivotitouto Meta@opwy... TOAV TBavVOV Eva TooO Kot 6To ANjpo Apvvtaiov, pog
Mmoe N Awyeplotiky Apxn va avaddfoupe epels péow Touv SkoL pAG
TPOUTIOAOYLOHOV, va KaAUPovpe Ta €€08a €0Tw Kal Yl Kamola Altya ta&idia
OUUUETOXNG EKTIPOCWOTIWV QUTWYV TWV SV0 ETAPWV O€ KATIOLEG AlYEG CUVAVTNOELS
Kal 8pacels Tov épyou. OmoTe NpOapE € ETAE 6TNV TPAYUATIKOTNTA pali TOUG,
TPELG N TECOEPELS POPEG TOV evAuLon-6U0 xpovia. Emiong pua @opd, myav d0o
OUVASEAQPOL MOV UL ETIIOKEYT) TEXVIKY OTNV TOAN TwV ZKOTIWV, 6TO TAA(CGLO
auToV Tov £pyov. OTOTE €T TNG 0VGLAG 1) ETAPT] LG ) TAV APKETA HIKPT)...”

"their non-participation forced us to change the technical bulletin and to nullify
the costs of participation, hence also the participation of the two partners we had
from Skopje in the various activities of the project. Because we had enough
(activities). We had planned to visit several times to see how all civil protection-
related actors operate there. They would have participated in the planning and
political testing of the software we developed ... Because they had zero budget,
what happened was that we agreed, certainly, the Transport Institute, probably
some money were also provided by the Amyntaion Municipality, we were asked
by the Managing Authority to undertake with our own budget to cover the costs
of even a few trips involving representatives of these two partners in a few
meetings and activities of the project. So we actually came in contact with them,
three or four times a year or two. Also once, two colleagues went to a visit to the
city of Skopje in the framework of this project. So, in fact, our contact was quite
small ... "
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“MéxplL oTiyung Sev elyape moTE BEUA [LE OTIOLOVENTIOTE WAT|CUUE PE TNV GAA
TAELPA... Mag £xouve Swoel, To Interreg, odnyleg mpog Toug ‘EAAnves etaipoug va
unv xpnowpomolovpe 1o akpwvoplo FYROM, va to Aéue kavovika Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. Béfaiax petald poag 8ev €youvpe kavéva
TPOPANUa, SNAASN OTIS EMAPEG TIOV £Xw UE TOUG oLVASEAPOVG, cuVBwG Sev
TPOKUTITEL KLOAAG. Ot avBpwtol eival oAV Betikol. Toa-loa oL KAvoupe Kot
TAQKQ... LEXPL OTLYUNG HE OO0V elyape ETa@ESG SV lyape kamolo TTpofAnua...”

“Ava@épBnkav apketes @opés (oto ovopa Makedovia). To poomepacape. Aev
Edwoa onuacia. Asv £€woa CUVEXEL OE OTIOLX AVA@POPA o€ ovopacia. Avtol
BéBala mpoomabovoav pe kabe svkalpia va to Toviocovv. ATMAG Sev vmmpxE
Slabeomn €k PEPOULG HOU VA TO GLVEXIOW, VA SNUOVPYNOW KATIOWO TIPORANUA.
YefaotnKa TO YEYOVOG OTL UE PLAOEEVIOQV KAl OTL 1] PLAOEEVIA TOUG NTaV KAT
aAa apoyn...”

“TIpaypatika oL YE(TOVES PG KATIOU ekel BEAavVeE va To TpoTAgouve. ZTn SiKN Hov
eumelpia 5Vo PopEg cLVERN KAl TIS SV0 POoPES TOoVG e&nynoa OTL eav BEAoVVE va
EXOVLUE KAAN ouvepyaoia, KAAN oxEoT, AUTO VA TO LEXACOUVE. ALAQOPETIKA SeV
Bé AW kapla emagn pali tous. To kataAdBave Kat TIOTEVW ATO EKEL KAL TEPA SEV
Eavapépave TETOoo BEpa oTn ouvvepyaoia pag.. OEAw va Tw OTL elval éva
KOUUATL 0T0 omoio Slvoupe peyaAltepn onpacia, HeyaAvtepn €vtaon am’ 660
ExeL Aev Bewpw OTL Elval oNUAVTIKO Kal ISLAITEPA O AUTA TA TTPOYPAULATA TIOV
Exoupe P SLadnpotikn, Slacuvoplakn cuvepyacia OTL Ttailel kavéva poro. OUTe
umopovpe va otabovpe. Eida otL xal ot @idol ota Zxomia Sev Snulovpynoave
TETOLX KWAVPATA...”

“Nopilw oe eAAnvikd ToATkO emimedo vmpéav HLa-6V0 aAVAPOPES, KATIOLEG
(POPEG TIOL NTAV UTPOOTA GUVASEAPOL aTd TOUG eTAipovs pag otnv IT'AM.
AvaépOnke £tol KATwG To B€pa. ‘Opwg pe StabBeomn: OTL elval eva BEpa To omolo
TPETEL va AVBel. ATO TNV TAgupd Twv etaipwv g III'AM, dev vrapyel [IFAM,
Makedonija mavtov. Aev Bupapatl gqv elyape mpofAuata o £yypa@a, ylotl
auTol OTwG EEpeTe apvoLVTAL VX UTIOYPAPouV SNUOCLA £YYPa@ TIOU AVAQEPOUV
FYROM vyuati 8ev 1o §éxovtat AAAG auTd KATIWG T AVVEL 1] AlayelploTikn Apxm
tov Interreg... Nopi{w OTL yla TOUG avBpw®TOUG TOL €lval eMAyYEANATIEG OTO
XWPO TOUG, aUTA Ta TPofANuata §ev Toug a@opolv. AnAadn, OTWS Kal EYw
KOLTAW VA& KAVW TN SOVAELX OV, £TOL KAl AUTOL KOLTAVE Vo KAvouv TN SovAeld
Toug. Kdmolol mov elvat moAttikol, 1 S0VAELX TOUG elval va eKAgyoUV OTOTE
TIPETEL VA TIOVV TIPAYUATA TA OTola XOUV KOAQ 0€ €va PEYAAO QKPOATNPLO TO
omoio Ba toug ekAgel. [Nati avtn elvatl 1 dovAeld Toug Tedka. Elvatl moAttikol.
O£Aovv va Ta £X0VV KaAd e TTOAV KOOHO. Agv VOUIlw Vo LVTIpXEL KavEva pofepo
TPORAnpa oto B€pa g ovopaciag... Twpa, eivatl olyovpa éva Bpa to omolo apa
Eekvnoel ToAwvel. AnAadt), Apa UTTOVUE € AUTI] TN KOUBEVTA O€ LA CUVAVTNON
HoAwoape... Elyape ca@elg evtoAég 0tL omotednmote Snuovpynbel vmoPia yio
Koufévta mepl ovopaciag, IOV UTOPEL VA TTAEL TIPOG TA YVWOTA TIPOLANUATA, TNV
kOBovupe. Twtl ekel amla Ba podwoelg. Kamolog Ba el TNV MPOoWTIKY TOU
amoym, OTIWG KAl YW EXw TNV TPOOWTILKI] Hou amoym, aAAd Sev £xel onpacia
ol elvat. Eav pmelg o autiv TV kouBévta katevBelav TOAWVEL Kol
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katevBelav podwvelg. Kot elval ektog omoladnmote VONUATOS SLoUVOPLAKOU
Tpoypaupatog Interreg, KaAng KoAng yettoviag, cUo@IENG OXECEWV KAT...”

"So far we have never had a question with anyone we had spoken to on the other
side ... Interreg, has given instructions to the Greek partners not to use the
acronym FYROM, to call it Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. Of course, we
have no problem with each other, that is, in the contact I have with colleagues, it
usually does not come up. People are very positive. We even have fun with it ... so
far with whomever we were in contact we did not experience any problems...

"They mentioned it several times (the name Macedonia). We got over it. I did not
pay any attention. There wasn’t any more attention by me on the “name”. They,
of course, were trying at every opportunity to emphasize it. There was simply no
will from my part to continue, to create a problem. I respected the fact that they
hosted me and that their hospitality was otherwise impeccable ... "

"Indeed our neighbors wanted there to highlight it. In my experience it happened
twice and I explained to them both times that if they wanted to have good
cooperation, good relationship, they should forget about it. Otherwise, I do not
want any relations with them. They understood it and I believe that from then on
they did not bring it up in our cooperation ... | mean, it is an issue that we give
more importance, more intensity than it has. I do not think it is important, and in
particular in these programs, that we have an inter-municipal, cross-border
cooperation that it plays any role. Nor that we should insist on it. [ saw that
friends in Skopje did not create such obstacles ... "

"I think at a Greek political level there were a couple of references, sometimes
when colleagues from our FYROM partners were present. This is how the issue
was mentioned. But in a good mood: that it is a matter to be solved. On the side
of FYROM, there is no FYROM, but Makedonija everywhere. [ do not remember if
we had any problems with documents because they, as you know, refuse to sign
public documents mentioning FYROM because they do not accept it. But this is
somewhat solved by the Interreg Managing Authority ... I think that the people
who are professionals in their field are not concerned with these problems.
Indeed, just like me, the way I try to do my job, they too are also trying to do
theirs. For some who are politicians, their job is to be elected, so they have to say
things that sound good to a wider audience who will elect them. Because that's
their job in the end. They are politicians. They want to maintain a good
relationship with a lot of people. I do not think there is a terrible problem with
the issue of naming... Now, it's definitely a problem that from the moment it
begins it generates tension. Indeed, whenever we begin this conversation at a
meeting we will start to argue. We had clear instructions that whenever there
was suspicion of a discussion concerning the name issue, to terminate it because
it may lead to known problems. Because at that point you will just fight. Someone
will say his personal opinion, just like | have my own opinion, but it won’t matter
what that opinion is. If you come into this conversation, it directly polarizes and
you immediately argue. And it is beyond any meaning of Interreg cross-border
program, good neighborliness, tightening of relations, etc. "

k%
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“To kaAUTITOVVE YTl 0TO TTAQ(GLO TOU KABE TPOYPAUUATOG UTIAPYEL TO KOUUATL
™G dnuoodrag, Tpemel o Apog va Byadel ta deAtia TUTOL, TIPETEL VAL TOUG
kaAéoovpe. ‘Epyovtal mavta, Sev vmapyetl 0épa...”

"They cover it up because in the context of each program there is the piece of
publicity, the municipality must issue the press releases, we must call them. They
always come, there is no issue... "

)k

“AuTd SUOTUXWG EVTACCOVTAL OTIS VUTOXPEWOELS TWV VUTEPYOAABwVY, TwV
oVUBOVAWY TIOV €xel TO EAANVIKO Snuooto. Edv avutol ta k&vouv (€)ywvav, edv
autol 6ev Ta kavouv Sev (g)ywvav. Autd eival Ta mpoANuata TG VAOTOMONG
otV EAAGSa. £To ouykekpluévo €pyo, To ApOvTalo €lxe... TN SNUOCLOTNTA IOV
Empeme va Swoel. Agv vouilw 0tL acyoAndnke WSlaitepa. Evvow kat n etatpia mov
elxe avadafel vmoxpewoelg avtiotolxes. £to Babud mov 1 SnpocldTNTA NTAV
VTIOXPEWOT) SIKN UG, TIPOAO IOV SV E(LACTAV EPEIS TUTILKA OL GUVTOVIOTEG TOV
EPYOV, KL YEVIKWG UTIEVOUVOL YL TO €pYO0, VAl SNIUOGLOTIOLOVE, OTIWG OAX LAG TA
€pya, TOAV. AAAG TO akpoaTnplo To SIKO povu Sev elvat To (810 pe evog Anpou.
'EtoL Ko Sev eivat kat vrtoxpéwon pov... Eivat katt oto omolo vopilw Sev mnyape
KaAd. Av To Kpivw w¢ project. Aev £Tuxe TG SNUOCLOTNTAG TTOV Tov G&Lle. AuTta
elval KATOLX TIPAYUATA TIOV TIPETEL VA TA TPEEEL TTAVTA O ETUKEQUANG... ZEPETE
auTo elval éva (TNUA OV oXeTI(eETAL e TNV KAHOKAX Kol TTov vopilel o kabe
@opéag OTL mpémel va amevBuvOel. AnAady), SuoTuxw, OxL SuoTUXWS, 0 ANHOG
Apvvtalov amevBovetal otoug Snpoteg tov. Kat ekel Anyet...”

"These unfortunately are included in the obligations of the subcontractors, the
consultants of the Greek government. If they do their job, it will take place, if
(however) they don't, it will not take place. These are the implementation
problems in Greece. In this particular project, the Amyntaion (Municipality)
had... gave the publicity it had to give. I do not think that they paid particular
attention. | mean the private firm that had the obligation to do it. To the extent
that publicity was our own obligation, although we were not formally the project
coordinators and generally responsible for the project, yes we are publicizing it,
like all our works, a lot. But my audience is not the same as the audience of a
municipality. And it's not my obligation ... This (i.e. publicity) is something that I
think that we did not do well. If I judge it as a project. It did not get the publicity
it deserved. These are some things that always have to be run by the supervisor
... You know this is an issue that is related to the scale and to whom each carrier
thinks he needs to address. Indeed, unfortunately, not unfortunately, the
Municipality of Amynteou addresses its citizens. And there is where it ends ... "

k%

“Evvoeital 1 8k pag mAevpd; Agv vopilw va vmtdpyel kamotlo tétoo Bépa. O
KOONOG Sev Yvwpllel Kot TToAAQ Tipdypata. Agv vopilw va vtapxouv Kol oAAol
TIoV TO BAETOVY APV TIKA. Oa EAeya OTL €Gv oL piool eivat BeTikol, ot dAAol piool
amAd adta@opovve...”

"Do you mean our own side? I do not think there is such a thing. People do not
know much about it. I do not think there are many people who see it negatively. |
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T
would say that if half of them are positive, the other half are simply indifferent ...

)k

“AvoTUXWG, AUTO elval éva peya BEpa. To evBLAEPEPOV TWV TOTILKWY KOLVWVLWOV.
Eivat peyddo Bgpa, S10TL 1 TOTK Kowvwvia £xel pepidio evbBVNG yla eva toTo,
EQV TAEL PUmMpooTd M OxL. Eilvair n vootpomia twv avBpwmwv, 1 ywtl €tol
yoAouvxnOnkav 1 yati dev evéiagépovtat. BAETw dnAadr) otL Sev acyorovvtal pe
TO aUplo, 8EV AOXOAOVVTAL LE OVCLACTIKA TIPAYUATA, TO WG B 0lKOSOU|COVE
Y VO QVTIHETWTIICOVE TIG SUOKOALEG... OEAW va Ttw OTL OL TOTILKEG KOWVWVIES
EXouv peya evBuvn, £xovv tepdoTio pePLSLo YU 6TL Sev ovpfaivel ) avamtuén oto
Apovtalo. Aev  evlla@épovtat. Auto eival moAUV  apvnTikd. llpemel va
avtiAn@Bovpe OTL Sev elval €gouv povo €vBUVTN autol mou ekAéyovtal Tn
HeyaAUTepN VOVVN EYOVV AVTOL TTOV TOVG EKAEYOLV...”

"Unfortunately, this is a big issue. The interest shown by local communities. It is
a big issue, because the local community has a share of responsibility for a place,
if it will progress or not ... It is the mindset of people, perhaps because they
learned to act like that, or perhaps because they are simply not interested. I see
that they do not care about “tomorrow”, they do not deal with essential things,
for how to build foundations in order to cope with the difficulties ... | want to say
that local societies have a great responsibility, they have a huge share in the fact
that development does not happen in Amynteo. They are not interested. This is
very negative. We have to realize that it is not only those who are elected who
are responsible. The greatest responsibility lies with those who elect them ... "

kx

“... To DECIDE, 1o omoio teAika 8ev €tpete n mAgvpa ¢ FYROM, rjtav yw va
avTipetwmioovps pall kataotpo@és. IoAttikn mpootacia. ‘Otav €xouvpe pa
ewTLA, dev Ba koltael Ta ovvopa. OToTe Ba NTav KAAO va €(ouvpE TO (8l0
oVOTNUA EVTOTILONOV. DTIAYTNKE £V cLOTNHA Yl TN Slaxeiplon TS kpiong. Na
EEpels TG Ba SlayelploTelg pa kpiom, Eva GELoUO, P QWTLA, TOV ATIOXLOVIGHO.
‘Otav éyovpe ovvepyaoia Pe TOV akpLBwS YEITOVIKO dMuo - Ba EuTave Kat o
Anpog PAwpvag, Ba EpTavay Kat oL amEvavtl Aol TEP Ao Ta CUVOPA — 0TV
EMEKTAOEL Lot PWTLA £XELG TO EPYAAELD VIOt VO CUVEPYAOTE(S...”

"... the (project) DECIDE, which eventually did not have participation from the
FYROM side, concerned tackling disasters together. Civil protection. When a fire
breaks out, it will not take borders into account. So it would be good to have the
same tracking system. A system for managing the crisis has been prepared. To
know how to handle a crisis, an earthquake, a fire, the removal of snow. When
we cooperate with the neighboring municipality - the Florina Municipality would
have been included, the municipalities over the border would also have been
included - in case a fire expands, we have the tools to cooperate (work together)

%k
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e
“Epels mpoomaBnoape va toug Swoovpe Eva NAEKTPovikd epyaieio. Mdpa ToAV
amAo. Tatl v wpa mov Ba cupPel kATl Kakd, dev €xelg TOV XPOVO yla Vo
XPNOLUOTIOMOELS TEPITAOKA cuoTHUATA. MTOPEIS va KAVELS KATL Yl SVo-Tpla
Aetta. Tooo ypryopa. [lpoomabnoape AoLmOV va TOUG SWOOVE UL NAEKTPOVIKY
TAQT@OPUQ, 1 omoia Ba Toug Bonbovoe oe SLaopes PATELS, OOV ApXEG IOV
oxetilovtat pe v IMoAtikn Ilpootacio TMPEMeEL va KAVOUV KATL YA v
QVTATOKPLOOUV 0TO EKAGTOTE GUUPAV... VA EXOVVE LK EIKOVA TOU GUUBAVTOG...
ETtl Tou texvikoU (HEPOUG), OTIWE 0AG EITTA KAL TIPLV, EAV UTIEITE GTNV LOTOGEAISA
TOV £pYou VOUI{w OTL elval apKeTA {ekdBapo mepl TNG TOLOTNTA TNG SOVAELAG.
[I6oo SovAeltnke 1M OxL Asite kot ta GAAa Interreg. Koau Ba BydAete
CUUTIEPACUATA YL TNV TOLOTNTA TNG S0VAELds. Eyw wg epeuvntic oto EKETA ta
anoteAéopata tov DECIDE ta £xw aflomomoet mapa moAv. Kat B cvvexiow va
To Kavw. I'ati yuax ta Sikd pag eMOTNHOVIKA eVOLA@EPOVTA TAV TTOAV KAAD...”

"We tried to provide them with an electronic tool. A functional (tool). Because
when something bad happens, you do not have time to use sophisticated
systems. You must do something within two or three minutes. It is so fast. So we
tried to give them an electronic platform that would help them in various phases,
where Civil Protection Authorities have to do something to respond to the
incident ... to have a picture of the event ... On the technical part, as I said before,
if you enter the project website, I think that whatever concerns the quality of the
work is quite clear. How hard we worked on it or not. See other Interreg projects.
And you will draw conclusions concerning the quality of the work. As a CERTH
researcher, [ have used the results of DECIDE very much. And I will continue to
do so. Because it was a particularly good project for our own scientific interests ...

kx

“Nopilw otL 6AoL — dnpapyol, SNUOTIKA cUPPBOVALX — BAETOVV pE BETIKO TPOTIO TN
OLVEPYUOIA [E TIG YELTOVIKEG YwpPES. [ToTé dev v pEe KATOL0 EUTTOSI0 Va TTOUVE
«OTAUATO LE TO TIPOYPAUUO», 1] 6ev «Ba katefacovpe mpoTaon...”

"I think that all - mayors, municipal councils - see the cooperation with
neighboring countries in a positive way. There has never been an obstacle, to say
"stop with the program", or "we will not make a proposal ..."
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“Oewpw OTL YAV TTOAV PEYAAO ATOTEAECUA KAl OETIKO Yl TNV TIEPLOXT UOAG... TA
TPOYPAUUATA OUTA TPAYHATIKA Oivouv éva amotéleoua. Alvouv Kot
aVaTTUELaKO €Gv BEAeTE YapakTpa, SLOTL Elval XPNUATOSOTOVHEVH EKATO TNG
EKATO €VAG, 0AAL EVOG ONUAVTIKOTEPOG KL KUPLOTEPOG AOYOG TIOU TIPETEL AVTA
Vo T EEAVTAOVE VAL OTL EILAOTE EVAG TIEPLPEPELAKOG, TUVOPLAKOG STLOG KL E
AABavia, ZxOTA UTOPOVHE VX OCUVEPYAOTOUME KL VA €EAVTANOOVUE TOAAL
Xpruata peow tou Interreg kKot va €(OVUE €V OQEAOG OTIG TOTILKEG KOWVWVIES...
Mévo BeTikd amoteAéopata €xeLn Slaouvoplakn cuvepyaoia...”

"[ think they have had very considerable and positive effects on our region ...
these programs really do deliver. They also have a developmental character due
to the fact that they are funded a hundred percent, but one even more important



GREECE-FYROM: THE EXPERIENCE OF COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF EU-FUNDED CROSS-BORDER 81
PROJECTS AND HIGHER EDUCATION | Research Report_December 15, 2017

and cardinal reason for taking full advantage of them, is that we are a regional,
border municipality and with Albania, Skopje we can work together and exhaust
a lot of money through Interreg and have a benefit for the local communities ...
Cross-border cooperation brings positive results only ... "

k%

“IIpoowTiKN pOL AToYTn €lval OTL E(UACTE UTIOXPEWHUEVOL VA EXOVUE KOAT
ouvePYaoia PE TIG YEITOVEG XWPES... AeV EXOVHE VA YWPIOOVUE TITMOTE UE TOUG
avBpwmovg...”

"My personal opinion is that we are obliged to have good cooperation with our
neighbors ... We do not have anything to divide with these people ..."

kx

“Nat, 6ev elpaote mavToy TPWTOTOPOL Ze KATOLX BEPATA EXOUV TIPOXWPT|OEL
Nouilw 0Tl €xouv P SLOpPETIKY vooTpoTia. Agv @ofovvtal va ETLXELPT)OOLV.
Epeig elpaote mo palepévol. Auto éxw Slamiotwoel. Xto Anuo ¢ Oxpidag yia
mapdadetypa. To TOUPLOTIKO TOU KOUUATL TO EXEL TTPOXWPT)OEL TTOAV TIEPLOCOTEPO
amd ot epels. Epelg éxovpe téooepelg AlUves Kat «povo TG Kottdpe». ‘Exovve
uabel va SovAgvouvv (mOAV) pe ouvvepyaoies. ‘Exovve petald toug Siktua.
Tuppetéxovv oe evpwmaikd. ‘Exouvv Siagopetikn vootpomia. Epeis @ofouaocte
TIG oLVEPYAODIES. AUTO €Xxw SlamioTwoel.”

"Yes, we are not pioneers everywhere. In some issues they are ahead of us. I
think they have a different mindset. They are not afraid to try. We are more
reserved. That's what I've seen. In the Ohrid Municipality for example. The
tourism part has been developed more there than we have developed our own.
We have four lakes and "we only stare at them". They have learned to work (a
lot) through collaborations. They have created networks. They participate in
European affairs. They have a different mindset. We are afraid of collaborations.
That's what I've seen. "

k%

“OxL emnpealet. Eyw va ocag mw Otav €kava Ti§ MpoTacels o AABavia kat
TKOTILK, MOV ElTTOVE OTL TPWTN POPA EXYOVUE TETOLA TPOCEYYLOT... Apa Sev
evlla@épOnke kavelg va ekvnoel pa tétola Stadikaoia. Kat ocag eima 4tL ota
SLLOVVOPLAKA TIPOYPAULATA TOV TIPWTO A0Y0 ToV £xeL 1) EAAGSa, S10TL elval pédog
™¢ EE. Exel amevBelag ema@ég kal emikowvwvia pe Toug Oeopovg kal TIg
vmmpeoieg TG EE mou Sev umopovv va tig £xovv oUte ) AABavia, ovte Ta ZKOTLA.
Av 8ev xwnoouvpe epels to evdla@epov, ot Xxomiavol kat ot AABavol Sev
umopovve. Epelc mpémel autd TO KOUUATL, TO TAEOVEKTNHX VA TO
EKUETAAAEVTOVE...”

“ZuVNOWGE KAL TIPOG TO XEPOTEPO. ZTAVLA TIPOG TO KaAvuTepo. [Tapa moAv. I8iwg ot
(NTpata, ag TOURE 0 aUTA Ta projects Ta SlaoLVOPLAKE, Ta OOl €XOLVV va
KAVOUV [E TN YEVIKI KATAVONOT TOU TL TAUE VX KAVOUUE. XTO TAVW TAV®
emimedo. AnAadn epels tedka elyape va @Tagovpe éva software. O TeXVIKOG
TPOypappatiotig Sev €xel onuacio edv aAAddiel. Mopel va TpooAdfels kdmolov
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dAAo. AAAG éva E@evya eyw Kol epXOTOV KATOLOG GAAOG otn B€om pov mou Sev
UTToPOoVoE VA KATAAGBEL ylaTi Ta KAVOURE OAQ QUTA, KAl TL VO I £X0VV OAX QUTA
KAl va Ta amadlwoel KIOAaG OAd QuTd... Autd emmpedadel peTd KaBoAlkd Tu
ovppaivel o 610 TO £pyo. A@opa Tn oLVEXELX TTov oag eima o Tipv. Na, €xel
tepaotia emintwon... To DECIDE ativxnoe ylati aAdage 1 Sloiknon oto Anpo
Apvvtaiov, onuavtikn) aAdaymn, kat SUGTLXWS eV NTAV TPOG TO KXAVTEPO N TAV
TPOG TO XEPOTEPO. ANAadN 1 véa TTIOALTIKN NYEaia Tou Ajpov Apuvtailov amd Ty
TPWTN UAG GLVAVTINOT, 6w 0’ AUTO TO Ypaelo 0T BeocoaAovikn TAVE TOAV
EMLPLAAKTIKN YTl Sev E€pw TL VOULLE elpaoTe epeElg...”

"No, It does have an impact. I'm telling you that when I made the proposals to
Albania and Skopje, I was told that it was the first time that we had such an
approach... So (until then) no one was interested in starting such a process. And |
already told you that Greece has the first say in cross-border programs because it
is a member of the EU. It has direct contacts and communication with the EU
institutions and services that neither Albania nor Skopje can have. If we do not
attract their interest, the “Skopjans” and the Albanians cannot. We need (to do)
this part, to take advantage of it ..."

"Usually to the worst. Rarely for the best. A lot. Especially in matters, let's say in
these cross-border projects, which concern the general understanding of what
we are going to do. At the upper level. We finally had to create a software. It
doesn’t matter if the technical developer changes. You may hire someone else. .
But if I left and someone else would come in my place that could not understand
why we were doing it all, and what does it all means, (or) even devalue it ... This
all affects what happens in the whole project. It's about the continuation, of what
[ told you before. Yes, it has a huge impact ... DECIDE was unlucky because the
administration in Amyntaion (Municipality) changed, a major change, and
unfortunately it was not for the best, it was for the worst. The new political
leadership of Amyntaion Municipality was very sceptical from our first meeting
here at this office in Thessaloniki because I do not know what it thought we were
representing ..."
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“LZiyovpa eival w@éAun. Eivat avtovont. Avotuxws ota xepoaia cvvopa g
EAAadag 1 Stacuvoplakn cuvepyacia Sev eival TTOAAEG OPEG AUTOVONTN UE TNV
aAAn mAgvpa. Nay, mpémel va evtabel epattépw Katd v amoym pov. Kat va
EMEKTAOOVV QUTA. Aev €XOUHE GUVEPYAOIN HE TIG YELTOVIKEG HOG XWPEG OTWG
éxouve M Tepuavia pe v Avotpia. Kot autd ywx péva eivar to emBuunto.
AnAad) OTtwG auTol GUVEVVOOUVTHL QUTOVONTA, ONKWVOUV TO TNALQP®WVO KAl
HAave, Ta ovvopa eivat K&tL to apd&evo. Nat olyovpa Ba mpémel | ouvepyacio
va evtabel...”

"It is definitely beneficial. It is self-evident. Unfortunately, at the land borders of
Greece, cross-border cooperation is often not self-evident with the other side.
Yes, it must be further intensified in my view. And to expand it. We do not have
the same level of cooperation with our neighboring countries as Germany and
Austria have. This is what I would like to see. As they communicate
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automatically, they pick up the phone and talk, the borders become something
strange. Yes, surely, cooperation must be intensified ..."

)k

“ETiBaAAeTal va yivel eMEKTAON TWV TPOYPAUUATWY, SLOTL €lval VTTHPKTO TO
evlla@épov Twv Zkomiwv kal Twv AABavwv va pmovve otnv EE. Yrapxel €é8agog,
apkel 1 EAAada va avtidn@Bel kol va KAVEL TIPOTACELS TETOLEG IOV VX CUPEL KOl
auTtég TIg xwpes... H EE emelepyaletal omowa mpdtaon €xel €va Xapaktnpa
AVATITUELAKO € OTIOLXSTTIOTE EMIMESO - OIKOVOULKO, TEPIBAAAOVTIKO, KAT. Ap«
AOLTIOV €UEIG oAV XWPA, EQOCOV EXOVHE TO TAEOVEKTNHA AUTO £vavTL Twv 600
XWPWV, TPEMEL VA KAVOUUE TPOTACELS, VA ONULOUPYNOOVUE TPOTACELS, VL
yivouve nuepideg, péoa amod TIg NUePISES va KABLEPWOOVVE AUTEG TIG TIPOTACELS
KO VA TIG VTTOOTNPIE0VLE OTA EVPWTIATKA POPA, TIPOKELUEVOL Va SnovpynBovv
EBIKA TOpElR... OTA EVPWTAIKA TOUEIA VTTAPYXOUV TOAAQ XPNUHATA TA OTola
TLEPLUEVOLV TIPOTACELS YLIA VA ATIOPPO@NO0UV. ALOTL TTEPA ATIO TAL GUYKEKPLUEVX
TIPOYPAUUATA, TEPA ATIO TA CUYKEKPLUEVA PETPA, VTIAPYXOUV TIAEOVACUATA, IOV
TPOKUTITOUV A0  TPOYPAUUATA TIOU €xouv akvpwBOel kat J8ev  €xouv
amoppoenBel. Kat &€pete éva mpodypappa 6tav dev oAokAnpwBOel ta ypruota
emotpePovy otV EE. Autd elvat StaBéoipa yla tétotov eidovg mpotaocels. Epeig
EXOVLE TIOAV PEYAAN guKalpia, UTTOPOVUE VA KAVOUUE ATIELPES TIPOTACELS UETAED
Tkomiwv kot AABavwv yia véeg pedddovg avamtuing. Emeldn) avtég ot V0 xwpeg
elvat otov mpoBdAapo évraing otnv EE...”

"It is necessary to extend the programs, because Skopje and the Albanians are
interested in joining the EU. There is potential, if only for Greece to realise it and
to make proposals to draw these countries in as well ... The EU will examine any
proposal that has a developmental character at any level - economic,
environmental, etc. So, as a country, since we have this advantage over the other
two countries, we have to make proposals, create proposals, and arrange
workshops, through the workshops, to formulate these proposals and to support
them in European forums in order to create special funds... there are a lot of
money in EU Funds, waiting for proposals to be absorbed. Because, beyond the
specific programs, beyond the specific measures, there are surpluses resulting
from programs that have been canceled and have not been absorbed. And you
know if a program is not completed the finance returns to the EU. These are
available for such proposals. We have a great opportunity, we can develop many
proposals between Skopje and Albanians concerning new methods of
development. Because these two countries are at the forefront of joining the EU

”

k%

“Eyw Bewpw OTL 1 Slacuvoplakn cvvepyacia eivat moAD xproun kat 0Tl Ba
émpeme va emektaBel. AMAG vTtdpyxovv eumodia GAAov TUTOL: VOUIKA KWAVHXTA.
[Mwg évag dnuog Ba Ttdel va cuvepyaoTel pe Tov Snpo ota Bitola; Aev eival toco
€UKOAO va KAGvoupe eTa@eg, Sev elvat TOoO €0KOAO va MeTakivnBolv ol
VTIAAANAOL MOVO péow TwV SLLCLVOPLAOK®WV (TIPOYPAUUATWVY), OTTOV VTIAPXEL N
vopoBeoia Tov pag KAAUTTEL, UTopel va peTakivnBel gl opdda VTAAAAWY, va
de, va avtaAddEovpe amoPels. Ala@opeTikd, eivat moAD SVUokoAo, €dv Sev
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aAAGEeL To VOoULKO kaBeoTtwg Tov SiEmel ™ Asttovpyla twv SNpwv. Ot Etaipieg
Exouv GAAN (vouikn) Bdaom. MmopoUv To eUKOAX VX KAVOUV UL CUVEPYXOIX UE
TOUG «8ImAa». ATIAQ epElS elpaoTe TLO TIEPLOPLOPEVOL AV €XOUE TOOM eVEALEIA...

"[ think cross-border cooperation is very useful and should be expanded. There
are simply other obstacles: legal impediments. How will a municipality cooperate
with the municipality in Bitola? It's not so easy to create contacts, it's not so easy
to transfer employees. Only through cross-border (programs), where the
legislation covers us, can a group of employees move, see, exchange views.
Otherwise it is very difficult, if the legal status that governs the functioning of the
municipalities does not change. Other entities have different (legal) basis. They
can more easily collaborate with the "next". We are simply more limited. We do
not have such flexibility...”

kx

“Elpoote ToAD guxaploTnévol PE TNV euKalpia oV elyape va avamtOEovpe TIg
ETMAPES PG LE TOUG STHOVG TN G YELTOVIKIG XWPAS KAL ETOL VX YVWPICOUHE aKOpX
KAAUTEPA TNV KOUATOUPQA, TOV TIOALTIONO KAl TNV otopia Tous. H moAltiotikn
TAEVPA TWV EMAPWV AUTWV KAL TNG OLVEPYATIA PaG PTTOPEL va atoTEAETEL KAL
TPOOTASLO YIo KAAVTEPEG OXETELS KAl 0 AAAQ emiTteda”

"We are very pleased with the opportunity that we had to develop our contacts

with the Municipalities of the neighboring country and thus to get to know their
culture and their history even better. The cultural aspect of these contacts and
our cooperation can also function as a preliminary stage for better relations at
other levels”.

k%

“H vAomoinon tTwv SloLVoPLAK®Y TIPOYPUAUUATWY HAG EQEPE TILO KOVTA ME
SLLOPETIKOVG SNUOVG TNG YELTOVIKNG XWPAS, TIG KOWWVIEG TOUG KAl TIG
VOOTPOTILEG TOVUG”

"The implementation of cross-border programs brought us closer to different
municipalities of the neighboring country, their societies and their attitudes"

k%

“OxL, o€ xopd mepimtwon 6e vouillw mMwg 1 ocvvepyacio pag NTav oamAd pa
TApdAAnAn  Slekmepaiwon Twv Spdoewv Kol Twv SpacTnploTHTwV TOU
avoAdBape va @epovpe 1§ TEPAG. Eiyape gl ovolaoTikOTaTn cuvepyacia o€
0Aa Ta otddl TOou TPOYpPAppatog, SNAad] amd TO OoxeSlaopd KAl TN
Stapdpewon TG MPOTAoNG HEXPL KAl TNV Ao Kowvol VAoTomorn Sta@opwv
Spacewv. Liyovpa, v pxav SPACELS KOL EVEPYELEG TIOU €K TWV TPAYUATWV
vAomomONKav aveEApTNTA 0AA& 0€ TTOAAEG TIEPLMTTWOEL CUUUETEXXE EITE ATTO
ATOOTAOT) EITE AUTOTIPOCWTIWG O SPACELS KAL EVEPYELEG TNG AAANG TIAELUPAS”

"No, I do not think that in any case was our cooperation simply a parallel
implementation of the actions and the activities that we set to accomplish. We
have had a substantial cooperation at all stages of the program, from designing
and formulating the proposal to the joint implementation of various actions.
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Surely, there were actions and initiatives that were de facto implemented
separately, but in many cases we participated either remotely or in person in
actions and initiatives of the other side”

k%

“Tn ovvepyaoia pe to Ao touv NOBatol Ba 1N Saywplow wg €€ng: Xto
avOpOTILVO KOUUATL IOV A@OPA TNV QAVATITUEN KOLVWVIKWV EMAQP®V KOl GTO
TEXVOKPATIKO KOUUATL TIOV 0POPA TNV OVCLACTIKY cuvepyaoia. X OTL apopd To
TPWTO UEPOG, TPAYHATL AvaTTUXONKAV OUOLXOTIKA SLATIPOCWTILKEG GYEDELS, OL
0T0(lEG OPWG TeEAElWOaV pE TN AN)EN TOU TIPOYPAUUATOG. TE OTL APOPA TO SEVTEPO
HEPOG, Bewpw OTLNTAV UL TIAPAAANAT] VAOTIOM 0T TWV HETPWV TA OTOIX OVTWG
apopovoav kabe Ao Eexwplotd”

"I will make the following distinction with regard to our cooperation with the
municipality of Novaci: The human part concerning the development of social
contacts and the technocratic part concerning the substantial cooperation. As far
as the first part is concerned, substantial interpersonal relations have actually
developed but ended with the end of the program. As far as the second part is
concerned, I believe that it was a parallel implementation of the measures that
regarded each municipality separately”.

Kk

“AVOTUXWG ElPAOTE aKOUA 0€ TIEPI0S0 Kpiong. Pofapal TwG 1 OLKOVOULIKY Kpiom
HOG OaVAYKOOE Vo €XOUME HLX SLXOUVOPLAKN] CUVEPYACIN ETLPAVELXKOV
xapaktpa. To i8lo Ba pmopovioa va Tw KL YIA TS CUVEVWOELS IOV EMERAAE O
“KaAAikpang”. Mapd v EAAewdm tpoowmikoV, 1 TpooTadela 1Tav ToA) BeTIK).
Oa ETPETE OUWG VA EXOVUE LOVIUO KAL TILO KATAPTIOUEVO TIPOOWTILKO YLO AUTA T
mpoypaupata. Topa amoktioape v eumelpia. To Novaci elxe avty v
eumelpia”

"Unfortunately, we are still in a period of crisis. [ am afraid that the economic
crisis has forced us to maintain a cross-border cooperation of a superficial
nature. The same could be argued about the mergers imposed by "Kallikratis".
Despite the lack of human resources, the effort was very positive. But we ought
to have permanent and better educated staff for these programs. We have
acquired the experience now. Novaci had this experience already. "

k%

“H SlaopeTikn) KOLATOUPA, OL SLAPOPETIKEG AVAYKES KAl TO ONUAVTIKOTEPO 1)
Staopetikn vopoBeaia dSnpovpynoav kamota {ntiuata. To peyaAvtepo €xel va
KAvel pe TN vopobBecia mepl Twv Snuociwv ocvpfdoewv, avabécewv Kal
TpounBelwv”,

“LZta ZKOTa €youv AAAN Sloiknon. ‘Exovpe peyaies Swagopég. Avtol Sev £xouv
TOAAOVG (POPElG KL TOUG AELTTEL 1] Ypa@elokpaTio Kal ot SIKAEISEG ao@AAElnG TTOV
gxovpe epels. Etvat @oBepo... ZEekivovoape padi pe to Novaci pa mapopola §paon
KOl EVW EUEIG AOYW YPAPELOKPATIOG NHAOTAV AKOUX GTOV SLAYWVIOUO YLoL TNV
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T
KQAUTEPT TPOOPOPA €KElvOL elyav Tpoxwpnoel amd v avabeon otnv
vAomoinon. Exovpe oAy ypagelokpatia otnv EAAGSa”

"Different cultures, different needs, and, most importantly, different legislation
created some issues. The most important regard public contracts and
procurement laws"

"The administration in Skopje is different. We have big differences. They have
fewer institutions, and also they lack the bureaucracy and the safeguards that we
have. That's terrifying... We started a similar action with Novaci at the same time
and while we were still at the stage of receiving offers due to the bureaucracy
regarding the procurement, they had advanced from the stage of sub-contracting
to the stage of implementation. We have a lot of bureaucracy in Greece”.

)k

“Eiyape Slapkws pia moAd koA emikowvwvic. [ToAAEG OPEG CUUUETEIXAUE OTIS
eKONAWOELG TOV GAAoL SMpov pe Sikd pag €€oda akOpa KL av autd dev NTav
VTIOXPEWTIKO KL QmapaitnTo Pe BAON TOV TPOYPAUUATIONO. Oa pumopovioa va
W TWG Ol EMAPEG UAG NTAV SLAPKELG, ATEKTNOAV TIPOCWTIKO XAPAKTNPA KoL
Eemépacay TNV TUTIKOTNTA TIOV Elyav otnv apxn”

"We always had a very good communication. We frequently participated in
events of the other municipality at our own expense even though this was not
mandatory and necessary according to the planning of activities. I could say that
our contacts were enduring; they acquired a personal character and surpassed
the formality they had at the beginning”

kx

“Nat, vmpéav mpofAHATA 0AAX QVTIHETWTIOTNKAY HE SLAKPLTIKO TPOTO. XE
Pépata OpWG EMONUWYV CUVAVTINOEWY, N A0 €Kel TAELPG MTAV OGO TILO
SlaxpLtikn umopovoe”

"Yes, there were problems but they were dealt with in a discreet way. But in
terms of formal meetings, the other side was as discrete as possible."”

k%

“Avotuxwg  vmpéav  BavSéaiiopol.  IMwvakideg  TOU  MPOYPAUUATOS
KATAoTpa@nkav akplBws emeldn avaypa@otav to évopa ™s FYROM kot
onpaio ™G padl pe TNV EAANVIKNY KAl TNV EVPpWTAiKN. QoT000, 0 ANpog AApwmiag
akoAoVONoE KATA YpAUUA TO TPWTOKOAAO, TIG TTPOSLAYPAPES KAL TIG 08NYIES TNG
AlaxelploTiKnG ApyNS o€ oXEoN HE QUTA Ta {NTNHaTa. ['evikdTepa, aUTO £YLVE Y
KaBe pop@n oaAAnAoypaeiag kat eyypa@wv. Kat amd tv mAevpd tov Novaci,
TEPA ATIO KATIOLEG OESOUEVEG AOTOXIEG, ATTOKOUIOA TNV EVTUTIWOT HLXG TTILOG
oTAOoNG.

"Unfortunately, there have been vandalisms. Program signs were destroyed
precisely due to the fact that FYROM's name and flag were mentioned along with
the Greek and the European flag. However, the Municipality of Almopia
respected fully the protocol, the specifications and the instructions of the
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Managing Authority concerning these issues. Generally, this was done for all
forms of correspondence and documents. And from Novaci’s side, apart from
certain mishandlings, I got the impression of a mild attitude.”

k%

“H evtOTwoT OV ATOKOULON ATIO TIG ETTAPEG POV UE AELWUATOVXO0UG KAL TIOALTES
Touv Anpov tou Novaci elval Twg oL TEPLOGATEPOL NTAV QIALKOL, PIAKOTATOL
Avamtioape pa mapa oAV KaAn oxeon mov PacileTal 0TV KaAn cuvevvonon
Xwp(s kapla SuokoAia otnv emikowvwvia. Eivat olyovpo wg Ba pag emdntioovv
WG ETALPOVS YLA LEAAOVTIKA TIPpOYPApHOTA”

"The impression I got from my contact with officials and citizens of the City of
Novaci is that most of them were friendly, very much so. We developed a very
good relationship based on good understanding without any difficulty in
communication. It is certain that they are going to seek us our partnership for
future projects”

k%

“Me Bdaomn Tig SuvatotnTteg TPoLoAnNG Twv Spdcewv og TOMkO emimedo, Bewpw
OTL AVTATIOKPLONKAUE OTI ATALTNOELS TOV TPOoypauuatos. H tomkn kowwvia
EYLVE KOWVWVOG TWV SPACEWVY KUl CUUUETEYE EVEPYQA O AUTEG”

"Based on the possibilities of promoting actions at a local level, I think we have
met the program requirements. The local community became a partaker of the
initiatives and actively participated in them. "

kx

“Agv vTMpe peydAn TpofoAn o€ emMimMESO TOTIKNG KOwwviag. AvoTUXWS, TO
Tpoypauua Sev mPofAnONKe apkeTd Kot @ofdaual kat €56 OTL QUTO O@EAETAL
OTNV OlKOVOWIKY kKpion kat tnv V@eon. Kat 0 kO6opog amd v HEPLA TOU £XEL
TOAAG TpofAnpuata. Ot TTOAITES KL 0 KOOUOG €xouv Xabel oTa TTPOPANUATA TOUG.
[a Toug TEPLOGOTEPOUG TIOAITEG Ol SPACELS TOU TPOYPAUUATOS TEPATAV
amapatnpnteg”

"There has not been much promotion at the local community level
Unfortunately, the program has not been promoted enough and I am afraid that
this is due to the economic crisis and the recession as well. The population has
many problems. The citizens and the society in general have been consumed
with problems. For most citizens, the program's actions went unnoticed.”

kk
“Eywe peydAn mpoomabela va mapovoiaotel To mpdypapua oe 660 To dSuvato
TEPLOCOTEPA OXOAELX. ETOUG HaBNTEG SOONKE Kol VALKO. € TTOAAEG TTAPOUGCLACELS
ovppeTelxe kat o opelfatikog oVAAOYOG Yl va Sivel aKOpX TEPLOCOTEPES
mAnpo@opies. To yevikdtepo kowod €8eie evdla@épov. AdOnNke peyaAvTtepn
EL@OON OTO €0 KOUUATL TwV SpACEWV Kal OXL TOGO OTn SLOUVOPLAKT)
ouvvepyaoia”
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“A great effort has been made in order to present the program to as many
schools as possible. The students were given material. In many presentations the
mountaineering club also participated to provide even more information. The
general public manifested its interest. More emphasis was given on the local part
of the initiatives and not on cross-border cooperation. "

)k

“To mpdypappa agpnoe mapakatabnkn v TPoLoAn TG TEPLOXNS KAL ETIONG TA
ynolakd Sedopéva ta omola elval Mpolka OTA XEPLX MG YL MEAAOVTIKN
atlomoimon. Emiong, 806nke 1 SuvatdéMTa 0€ EMOKEMTEG va KlvnBovv pe
UEYQAAVTEPO EVELAPEPOV GTNV TIEPLOYT] KAL VA EXOVV TNV TIEPLEPYELX VX YVWPICOLV
EVa AKOPA LEYAAVTEPO KOUUATL TNG”,

"The project has left as its legacy the region's promotion and also the digital data
that will rest at our disposal for future exploitation. It also incited visitors to
show a greater interest for the region and to have the curiosity to familiarize
themselves with a larger part of it.”

kx

“OL oxéoelg pag €ywav mo otevég. Omwodnmote. Kal avagépopal kot oto
SLmPoowTIKO eTIMESO. OeWpPw OTL AVTO B EXEL LOVILO XAPAKTIPA KAL TIOAAOL KL
amod ™ pla kat amwd TV AAAN TAEUpA Ba cuvexicovy Kol Ba ETEKTEIVOUV QUTH TN
ovvepyaoia. Q¢ Afuapxog emoké@TNka To NOBatol ToAAEG @opéc. 'vwplomka
He 6Aa Ta HEAN TOL SMUOTIKOU TOUG cLUBoVAioL kKal KatopBwoa va Slatnpriow
TNV EMA@N KoL TNV emMKowvwvia. Oa NBeda va €xw OAOKANPWOEL €YW TO

TpOypappua’”

"Our relations have become much closer. Definitely. And I also refer to the
interpersonal level. I believe that this will be permanent trait and that many
people, from both sides, will continue and extend this cooperation. As a Mayor, |
visited Novaci many times. [ met all the members of their council and I managed
to maintain these contacts and communication. I would like to have been the one
who completed the program”.

kx

“TIépa amod Tig oAU KAAEG Baoelg SESOUEVWY IOV HAG APNOE AUTO TO TIPOYPAUUA
QTIOKTNCOUE TIAPA TIOAD KOAEG ETTAPESG PUE TOUG oLVASEAPOUG pag atd ™ FYROM.
AovAéPape amd kowol Kal @TAcape o €va kowo amotédeopa. Elvat
XAPAKTNPLOTIKO OTL UOLPAlOUACTE TAEOV TOUG TPOOWTILKOUG AOYAPLACHOUG
NAEKTPOVIKNG oAAnAoypa@lag Tépa amd TOUG UTNPectakovs. Nopllw Twg
XPEWONAOTE AKOUA TIEPLOCOTEPEG SPATCELS YVWPLULIAG Kol E0IKEIWONG [UE TOUG
OUVASEAPOUG ATIO T1) YELTOVIKY XWPA. AUTO £ylve o€ eMIMESO OTEAEXWV OAAK
Vouilw Tw¢ B uTTopoVoE VA YIVEL TILO CUCTNUATIKA O€ €TILMESO TTapatnpnong”,

"In addition to the very good databases that this program has left us with, we
have also gained very good contacts with our colleagues from FYROM. We
worked together and achieved a common result. It is noteworthy that we now
share our personal and not only our business e-mail accounts. I think we need
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more initiatives to get acquainted with our colleagues from the neighboring
country. This was done at an executive level but I think it could take place more
systematically at an observation level.

k%

“Elval amapalitnto va dtevpuvBel 0 KUKA0G Twv avBpwTwv Tov cuvepyalovtal
amd TG dV0 YWPES. Oa EMPEME VA CUUUETEXOVV Kot AAAoL @opeis. Tatl va un
ovppetéxouvv meploootepeg MKO, aypotikol ouvvetalplopol 1 akopa Kot ot
aBAnTiKeg opddeg; Ou Anpol Ba PUTOPOVCAV VA CUUUETEXOUV OE TEPLOCOTEPQ
TPOYPAUUATA XWwPI§ va Tpémel va elval amapaitta lead partner. Ipémel 6Ao
QUTO TO TAX{OL0 CLVEPYATLAG VX aVOLEEL TIPOG TNV Kovwvia”,

"It is necessary to broaden the circle of people working together from the two
countries. Other players should also be involved. Why not involve more NGOs,
agricultural cooperatives or even sports teams? Municipalities could participate
in many programs without necessarily being lead partners. The entire
framework of cooperation must open towards society. "

kx

“OTtav oL TPOOKANCELS BYaivouv KEVTPLKA, TO Tl Bewpw eyw elval avev ovoiag”

"When invitations are planned centrally, my personal considerations are not of
substance,”

k%

“H 'Edecoa €xel tpegel moAAQ mpoypappata Interreg pe Anqpovg tg FYROM
Eekvovtag amd ta TEAN NG Sekaetiag touv 1990. H ovvepyaoia avty
mepAdupave kat to Anpo tov Kavadarci. Ztnv apyxn, n ovvepyacia pag nrav
TuTKY. BaBuiaia, yvwplot)kape moADd KOAG KoL £€TOL ) GUVEPYAGIA PG £YLVE
TOA) QTTOTEAEGUATIKY KAl OVOLAOTIKY. ATO TOAD vwplg, dnAadn amd TI§ apxEg
tov 2000, n 'ESecoa eméviuoe 0TV €E0IKEIWON TWV KATWTEPWV CTEAEXWV HE TA
Tpoypappata Interreg, wote va vmapyel Stapkng BeAtiwon kat eokeiwaon oyt
Huovo otn Slaxelplon AUTWV TWV TPOYPAUUATWV XAAQ KAl OTNV ETKOW®VIX HLE
TOUG oLVASEAPOVGS aTTO TOUG ouvepyalopevous Anpous. AkodovBroape dnAadn
UL TIPOCEYYLON «aTO T KATw» (bottom-up). Epeis OéAape va cUUUETEXOVIE OE
Interreg amo tig apxes Tov 1990 aAAd o Nopdg IMéEAAag e ocuumepAn@Onke ya
YEWTOALTIKOUG Adyoug”

"Edessa has implemented many Interreg programs with Municipalities from
FYROM, starting in the late 1990s. This cooperation included the Municipality of
Kavadarci. In the beginning, our cooperation was rather formal. Gradually, we
familiarized the one with the other and thus our cooperation became very
effective and substantial. Since early 2000s, Edessa has invested in familiarizing
the younger executives with Interreg programs in order to achieve continuous
improvement and adaptation not only in the management of these programs but
also in the communication with colleagues from the cooperating Municipalities.
We followed a "bottom-up" approach. We wanted to participate in Interreg since
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the beginning of the 1990’s but the Prefecture of Pella was not included for
geopolitical reasons. "

)k

“ITavta eiyape Sounpeves oxéoelg pe ta Lkomua. ISiaitepa otig apyxég tov 2000,
o0tav apxloape va tpeyovpe TMoAAQ Interreg, ot opddeg pag , emeldn ouvvnbwg
eueilc Nuaotav o Leader- eiyav to péAo Tov “ekmatdevty)” yia TOUG GLUVASEAPOUG
TOUG amd Ta LKOTIX WG TPOG TIG EVPWTAIKEG TIPAKTIKEG Kol TN vopoBeoia kot
YEVIKOTEPU WG TIPOG TN HETAPOPA TeYVOoyvVwaoiag. Nopilw Twe NTav po oxeon
apolBaiov o@élovg, euels emlnTovoapue TOPOLVS Kal ekeivol va BpeBolv 0600
ylvetat o kovtd otnv E.E.”

"We have always had structured relations with Skopje. Particularly at the
beginning of 2000, when we began to run many Interreg (programs), our teams-
given that we held the position of the lead partner- had the role of the "trainer”
for their colleagues from Skopje, regarding European practices and legislation
and generally regarding know-how transfer. I think it was a relationship of
mutual benefit; we were looking for resources and they were looking to be as
close as possible to the EU".

k%

“T'ia To ANpo ¢ ‘Edecoag ta mpoypappata Interreg amotéAlecav Kot amoteAovv
TUNHUOX TOV YEVIKOTEPOU AVATITUELKOU OoXeESLAGUOV. £TO TTAAIGI0 QUTO £YLVE KAl
ylvetar avdivon pe Anpovg ¢ FYROM wote va fplokovpe Toug TLo
TPOGPOPOVS TOUEIS ocLVEPYTiag”,

"For the municipality of Edessa, the Interreg programs have constituted, and still
do, part of the overall development plan. In this context, an analysis was made
along with FYROM Municipalities to find the most appropriate areas of
cooperation,”

kx

“H ovvepyaoia pag NTtav ovolaoTIKOTATN KAl 6gV avTIUETWTIoOAUE WSlaltepa
TPoBAHATA. ACTEIEVOUEVOS B EAEY X TIWG CUYVA AVTIUETWTI{OVLE TIEPLOCOTEPX
TpofAUATA 0T oLVEPYAOIiA pag e Afjuoug otnv Teployn pag. BéBaia, Oa aéile
VO ONUELWOW TIWG 1] OXETIKA Uikp1] eumelpia Tov ot Anjpot g FYROM eiyav wg
TPOG TNV EVOWHATWON KAl TNV evappovion pe v Evpwmaikny vopobeosia poag
Snuovpyovoe TEPLOSIKA KATOLX €UTOSIL TA OTIolX OpWG TA EEMEPVOVOALE
yp1yopa AGyw NG TOAU KAANG EMKOW®WVING. AUTO OUXVA LETAPPATOTAV O [
SLL@OPETIKI avTANPm wg TPoG TNV TIPNOT TWV XPOVOSLAYPAUUATWY 1) AAAWV
UTIOXPEWOEWV TOVU TIPOYPAUUATOG. Agv glval poévo to yeyovog ott ot FYROM
Exouv SlaopeTikn vopobeoia. Tnv aAAalovv Katl cuvexela! ATO TNV TAEVPA PAG
Kal PElG SuokoAsvTiKape Adyw Tov vPmAov PIIA kat Twv capital controls”

"Our cooperation was substantial and we did not have any particular problem.
Jokingly, [ would say that we often encounter more problems in our cooperation
with Municipalities in our region. Of course, it would be worth mentioning that
the relatively little experience that the Municipalities from FYROM had in terms
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of incorporating and adapting to European legislation, created periodically some
obstacles that we quickly overcame thanks to the very good communication. This
was often translated into a different perception of compliance with timetables or
other program obligations. It's not only the fact that they have different
legislation in FYROM. They also seem to change it all the time! For our part, we
also had issues because of the high VAT and the capital controls."

k%

“Yta BaAkavia sipaote. ESw ta mpofAnuata de AVvovtal Hdvo HE TNV TUTILKY
080. Xpeldletal Kat 1 SLAMPooWTIKN MA@ kat oxéon. ['U auTtd elval oNUAVTIKO
OXL HOVO T OTEAEYM QAAG kKal ol Apapxol va £X0UV TOAV KOAN E€ma@T Kal
emkovwvia. FAttwvoupe oAV TIHo xpovo Etol”

" We are in the Balkans. Here, problems are not solved only by following the
formal procedure. Interpersonal contact and relationships are also needed.
That's why it is important not only for executives but also for the Mayors to have
very good contact and communication. We save valuable time this way.”

kx

“OxL Agv avTipETWTIIOAUE KovEva TIPOLAN . AEV AN CAUE OE KAULA TIEPITTTWON

TO TOALTIKA TIPoPANUATA VX EMNPEAcOLVY To Tipoypappa. EEGAAov, kal ot Svo
Afpot  akodovbnoape OAEG TIC TPOSIAYPAPEG KOL TOUG KOVOVEG TIOU
mpoPAEmovTaL amd TN Awaxelplotikny Apxn. H ypagelokpatia eival Sopunuévn kat
OUYKEKPLUEVT). Z€ IpooTATEVEL KoL o€ BonBdel”

"No. We did not have any problem. We have not allowed the political problems
to affect the program in any way. In addition, both municipalities have followed
all the regulations and the rules laid down by the Managing Authority.
Bureaucracy is structured and specific. It protects and helps you. "

k%

“Agv v pEe kaveéva TPORANUa. MevikdTepa TTPETEL va 6ag Tw Twe 1 'Edecoa €xel
Ho oAU KoAn] mapadoon o€ OTL a@opd TN SIMAWUATIA TwV TOAEWV.
SUUUETEXOVUUE TOAU €VEPYA OTO SIKTLUO ASEAPOTIOMUEVWY TOAEWV TOGO GTNV
Teployn Twv BaAkaviwv 660 kat pe v Tovpkia. ‘Exovue emevdvoel o€ autod amod
T TEAN NG dekaetiag Tov 1990”7

"There was no problem. In general, I have to tell you that Edessa has a very good
tradition in terms of city diplomacy. We are very active in the network of
twinned towns both in the Balkan region and with Turkey. We have invested in
this since the late 1990s”

kk
“IToté Sev umnke B€ua TOALTIKN G oo To LKOTLA. Elpot amoéAvTtog. Ae ouvePn TOTE.

[Tavta otnv EAAGSa €BAemav éva @ido, Eva CUPTIHPAOTATN KAL APpWYO YLX TIG
EVPWTATKESG TOUG PLA0S0EIES KaL oL Evav avTaywvioty”
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"There has never been a policy issue from Skopje. I am certain. It never
happened. They always saw a friend in Greece and a supporter of their European
ambitions, not a competitor. "

k%

“Nopllw mwg Ba €mpeme va elyape KAVEL TEPLOCOTEPA OE OYEON HE TNV
EMKOLVWVIA Kal TNV TPOooAr] TOU TPOYPAUUATOS. Mag éAele auTO GE€ KATOLO
Babuo. H kowwvia to emilntd kat deiyvel evlla@epov, aAAd eEapTatal Kol amo
EUGS va mpofdAAlovpe KaAUTEPA TOCO TOUG OTOXOUG 000 KL TO TEALKO
QTOTEAEG A TOV TIPOYPAUUATOS”

" I think we should have done more with regard to the dissemination and the
promotion of the project. There was a certain omission in this matter. Society is
eager and shows its interest but it is up to us to better promote both the goals
and the final result of the program”

)k

“Evla@épov Otnua. Ocwpw Twe 1) TOTIKT KOowwvia §ev avTtidpa ypnyopa aAAd
otadlaKd. XpelAleTal CUVEXELA ATIO TNV TAEUPA TOU A0V OOTE VX TIPOKAAECEL
OTO KOO OoKOUX TILO €vTOVO evOla@Epov. Ziyoupa Kal TO QVTIKE(LEVO TOUL
TPOYPAUUATOG Tallel KAl auTO TOV PpOAO Tou. AAAG Vopllw TWG TA TIYOUE
APKETA KaAd. XTov MUAo Twv 'eboewv Npbav meplooodtepol amd 4.000 pabnteg.
To Béua Ntav n yaotpovouio aAAd moAAol Bprkav pia evkatpia va yvwpioouvv
KOl Vo €50IKELWOOVV [LE ULA YELTOVIKT) KOvATOoUpQA”

"Interesting issue. I think that local society does not respond quickly but
gradually. Consistency is needed on the part of the Municipality in order to incite
a more active interest in the public. Certainly, the subject of the program also
plays its role. But I think we did well enough. More than 4,000 students came to
the Mill of Flavors. The subject was gastronomy but many found an opportunity
to get acquainted and become familiar with a neighboring culture.”

k%

“Ymp&av SuoTuxwG Kol KATOLEG MEOVOTNTEG aKpalwVv Kol €OVIKIOTIKWV
OTOLYElWV IOV TIPOCTIAON GOV VA CAUTIOTAPOLY TA Tpoypapupata. [Ipokettal y
TPAYIKEG CULUTEPLPOPEG Kal HEOVOTNTEG. H Kowwvia Kwveltal gutuywg oe
EVTEAWG SLaPOpPETIKO TTAQ(o10”

"There were unfortunately some minorities of extreme and nationalist elements
who tried to sabotage the programs. These are tragic behaviors and minorities.
Fortunately, Society is moving in a totally different context".

k%

“IletOyoape MOAD ONUAVTIKA TPAYHaTa pE auTO TOo project. EpmAéaue xat
gvaLoOnToTOM o apE TTOAAOUG (POPELG KL LBLWTEG ETYELPTLATIEG KAL ATIO TO XWPO
™G eotiaong Kat Twv Eevodoyxeiwv. Ta oepvapla IOV TPAYHATOTIOWCAUE TOUG
Bonnoav va kataAdBouv mOCO oNUAVTIKG £lval 1 TOLOTNTA TWV TATWV TOV
TPOCGPEPOLV VA elval oTaBepn) aAAA Kal eTiong Ta peEVOL va TEpAaBAvouv 060
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ylvetat o moAA& otoyela amd tnv ToTiky kKouliva. O 0dnyog yaotpovouiag mov
eTagape elval egalpetikd xpnowos. Emiong, avadeixbnke péoa amd To
TPOYpaUUA 1 onuacia MG  €AGXLOTNG OUOLOHOP@ING OTA HEVOV TIOV
Tpoo@epovtal 6to oVVoAo Tou Nopov IMéAAag kat 6xL HOvVo otV TEPLOXN TNG
'Edecoag”

"We have achieved very important things with this project. We engaged and
mobilized many operators and private entrepreneurs both from the catering and
the hotel sectors. Our seminars helped them to understand how important it is
for the quality of their dishes to be consistent and for the menus to include as
many elements as possible from the local cuisine. The gastronomy guide we have
produced is extremely useful. Also, the program helped to stress the importance
of a minimum of homogeneity in the menus offered in the entire Prefecture of
Pella and not only in the region of Edessa.

k%

“AuTO TO TPOYPAUUAX XPOPOVCE TOV TOUPLOUO KAL T1 YAOTPOVORIa OAAQ €lxe Kal
XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TIOU a@opovVv yevikotepa (Mmmpata. Me 1o Kafavrtaptol
ETIAEape évav koo odnyd yoaotpovoplag. Auvtd amd puovo tou Seiyvel mwg
@TIAYVOUUE SopEg Yia va avadelyBel ouVOAIKOTEPA I TEPLOYN] HAG KOl OTA
BoaAkavia oAAa kat otnv Tovpkia. ‘Htav oOpwg kat pa evkoapioa va
OUVELST) TOTIO|COVE TIG OUOLOTNTES PAG OTIS YEVOELS Kol oTta €0pa. Kot miotevw
WG 0 Tovplopds Bonbael va aAAd&ouvv ol vootpoTies. To BaowkdTepo eival va
amodéxeoatl Tov AAAo. ‘Otav Tov amodéxecal TOTE LOVO UTTOPELS VX YVWPLOELS TOV
€UTO ooV”

"This program concerned tourism and gastronomy, but it also had features that
relate to more general issues. Along with Kavadarci we have created a common
gastronomy guide. This in itself shows that we are building structures to make
our region more visible both in the Balkans and in Turkey. But it was also an
opportunity to realize our similarities in tastes and customs. And I think that
tourism helps in changing mindsets. The most important thing is to accept the
Other. From the moment you accept him, only then you can begin to know
yourself."

k%

“AuTd Ta TpoypAppHaTA elyav auTod Tov ovopdlovue soft Spacelg, OTwG Ty O
TOUPLOUOG KoL 0 TOALTIONOG. O 0TOX0G NTAV AT TNV apyN 1 EUTESWOT TWV
Slaouvvoplakwy oxéoewv. MTopw va Tw TwWG AUTOG 0 OTOXOG ETMLTEVXONKE
TANPwG. 'Exouv avamtuyBel SlampoowTikeég oxéoels, €xel mapaybel kowd €pyo,
EXOLE EMyVWoN Tl TwV SUVATOTNTWV TNG HETAEY PLag cuvepyaoing”

"These programs included what we call soft actions, such as tourism and culture.
The goal was, from the outset, to consolidate cross-border relations. I can say
that this goal has been fully achieved. Interpersonal relationships have been
developed, joint work has been produced, we are already aware of the
possibilities of our cooperation. "

k%
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“OL aAAay€g TV MPOCWT®WV UTOoPoUV va mai§ouv poro. AAA& otnv ‘Edscoa
KATa@EPAUE va £xoupe oTtabepés Sopeg kal mpoocwma 6w Kot mepimov 20
xpovia. Ot dvo etaipot, and v EAAGSa kat tnv FYROM, mpémel va €xouv opadeg
IOV va elval otaBepég kat va e€etdikevovtat povo otn Staxeiplon SLacuvopLaKwY
TPOYPAUUATWY”

"Changes in characters can play a role. But in Edessa we managed to have stable
structures and actors for about 20 years. The two partners, from Greece and
FYROM, must have teams that are stable and specialize only in the management
of cross-border programs”.

)k

“ATO TOAAEG amoPels vouilw Twg N Stacuvoplakn cuvepyaocio petagd EAAGSag
kat FYROM ntav moA) mapaywywkn. Exetvol wg vmoym@o pédog eldav ta o@EAn
¢ E.E. kot gpels kata@épape kal £Epya va KAVOUPE OAAQ Kol VO EETTEPACOVLE TO
adLE€odo g Sexaetiag Tov 1990. Autd oLV GULVERT e TNV Ovopaoia pag TYE
oAV Tilow. Elyape kata@épel va e(HAOTE 0 TLO ONUAVTIKOG OLKOVOULKOG ETALPOG
™G Yeltovikeg xwpoas. Eaptiotav amd epds. Auvtd to Suvaplkd Sev To
alomomoape. Towg KaL oTnv TEPLOYT] UAG VA YIVEL aUTO TIOU YIVETAL O€ AAAES
TepLoxEg ™S Evpwmmng, va vapyel dnAadn elevbepia kiviiong kat ot Afjpot amod
SLPOPETIKES YWPES VA UTTOPOVV VA oLVEPYAoVTaL aTEVOElAG KAl Vo oxeSLAlovV
TOUG TOMEIG KOWOU evlla@épovtog. Oa elvat VOul{w 1 AOYIKN) CUVEXELX TWV
Interreg”

"I think that cross-border cooperation between Greece and FYROM has been
very productive in many ways. They, as a candidate Member, acknowledged the
benefits of the EU. And we have been able to implement projects and also to
overcome the deadlock of the 1990s. What happened with the name issue was
counter- productive. We had managed to be the most important economic
partner of the neighboring country. It was up to us. We did not exploit this
potential. Perhaps what is taking place in other parts of Europe will happen in
our region as well, the fact that there is freedom of movement and that
Municipalities from different countries can collaborate directly and plan the
areas of common interest. It will be the logical continuation of Interreg. "

k%
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CONCLUSIONS

A general and widespread feeling of satisfaction with the experience of cross-
border cooperation can easily be discerned by the material studied and the
interviews conducted. The process of working with stakeholders from FYROM
“passed the test” of initial reluctance and uncertainty, leading to what can be
described as contentment with the overall experience of cooperation. For the
Greek stakeholders, as a result of the experience of cross-border cooperation, a
“spirit of partnership” with stakeholders from FYROM emerged.

It is specifically this trust and good working relations, which became clear only
after initial hesitation and was a result of the actual ‘doing’ the work, that
became the biggest “capital” of the projects: a “capital of trust and goodwill”. It’s
important to also note that previous experience of cross-border cooperation, in
the context of earlier EU financing schemes or other collaborative initiatives,
such as the Prespa Transboundary Park, became the springboard for building
trust. The cumulative effect of repeated cross-border collaborative efforts has
significant positive implications for the relations between the two sides.

However, the study revealed also a number of obstacles that the stakeholders
encountered in project implementation. Such obstacles may have tested the
longevity of the projects had there not been the above described newly built
“capital of trust”. Among the issues that stakeholders identified as negatively
affecting cross-border cooperation were the difficulties faced by municipalities
in FYROM in their effort to adjust to European legislation and procedures,
differences in national legislation, frequent changes in legislation in FYROM, the
impact of the Greek economic crisis, red tape and other bureaucratic problems in
Greece, the Greek public administration’s weak capacity, the limited technical
capabilities of Greek local authorities or even the factor of “physical distance”.

Clearly we may reasonably draw the conclusion that the obstacles were multiple
and could be identified in both sides of the border, in both the legal frameworks
and the prevailing political culture, pertaining to institutional malaise in the two
countries and at various levels of governance; in addition, all these enduring
factors were in recent years coupled with the negative consequences of the
severe economic crisis in Greece. However, it is important not to miss here the
point made by the stakeholders themselves; i.e. that none of the above problems,
whether individually or in combination, did actually manage to threaten or
seriously undermine cross-border cooperation itself. This is both a significant
and an optimistic finding of this study. It is also a quite optimistic finding of the
study that some stakeholders identified further and stronger cross-border
cooperation and communication as the adequate responses to obstacles and
other challenges. Partners seem to develop a cooperative problem solving
culture as a result of the experience of project implementation.
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When discussing problems and obstacles, nothing could potentially be more
damaging than the side effects of the name dispute. Although the dispute was
recognized as a serious issue affecting the whole context of bilateral relations,
the prevalent feeling of the Greek stakeholders was that it did not and should not
obstruct, in any meaningful way, the development and implementation of cross-
border cooperation. Mutually agreed patterns and processes helped prevent
potential “crises” that could result from fallouts of the name dispute. It is worth
mentioning here that the experience accumulated for more than two decades
since FYROM became a member of the UN, the instructions of the Managing
Authority of the Interreg in Thessaloniki as well as the relevant guidelines of the
Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs were instrumental in making the name issue a
“non-issue” in cross-border cooperation. Project partners utilized the rules and
procedures of cross-border programmes, the advice of the Managing Authority,
but also the “received knowledge” and the “capital of trust and good will” to deal
with the practical aspects of the issue, such as written and oral communication.

Similarly, adequate responses to the “political problem” and other similar
challenges were also the focus on the actual work to be done. A “do my job”
attitude was useful for seeing through the “cloud” of politically sensitive issues.
Professionalism, focus on the practical implementation of agreed tasks, following
mutually agreed protocols and rules were all important prescriptions for “not
being lost” in politics. Overall, a culture of professionalism and
institutionalization are recipes for success. Local organisations that implement
several projects, or wish to implement several in the future, tend to develop a
culture of professionalism and institutional cooperation that spreads across
border.

It's important also to stress here that the local reactions to project interventions
were not always positive - quite the contrary. Some project interventions
encountered the reservation or the indifference of the local communities; such
attitudes were not necessarily associated with the “political problem”
surrounding cross-border cooperation; instead they were linked to pathologies
of peripheral and rural communities that are for decades neglected by their
central governments. But there were also in some cases very negative and
aggressive reactions to some projects. None of these problems managed to derail
cooperation. This is important to stress. The projects did not unfold in a local
setting that was necessarily ideal for cross-border cooperation - far from it. But
the important lesson to be drawn here is that cooperation that is well designed,
professionally implemented and running on the “capital of trust and good will”
that is accumulated can overcome nationalist reactions in the localities.

Overall, the conclusion that partners involved in cross-border cooperation also
drew was that a future agreement on the name dispute will significantly
contribute the building better local relations and generate local growth. The
partners involved in the project do not downplay the significance of the issue -
quite the contrary. They also worked hard so that cross-border cooperation
becomes a success in spite of the “political problem”. But they could also draw
the conclusion that the dispute is “holding back relations”; a future resolution
will likely open up important opportunities for the development of bilateral
relations.
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The overall conclusion to be drawn is that implemented projects were a success
also because they tackled issues, which are important for local communities. This
built cooperation on a safer ground. Cross-border cooperation was not initiated
because the two sides needed the building of trust. Rather, the projects
implemented responded to real, and in some cases urgent, needs of the local
communities. These ranged from questions of energy efficiency in areas severely
challenged by winter weather conditions, civil protection from disasters that
necessitate coordinated responses by both sides of the borders, the development
of local tourism in border areas that are economically challenged, or the need for
protecting and promoting heritage as economic resource. Most projects also had
a noteworthy “added scientific value”. It's important to stress that it was the
successful implementation of interventions in such important for the local
community issues that consolidated the sense of success in cross-border
cooperation and also made the “capital of trust and good will” more meaningful.

Among the important benefits of cross-border cooperation was also the building
of capacity of local administrations in handling relations with neighbours,
recognize needs and opportunities and develop forward looking thinking in
developing solutions. Local authorities developed an understanding for the need
and a positive environment for the reception of EU programmes. The latter, in
turn, guaranteed financing, providing valuable funds that cover local
developmental needs. The above-mentioned “capital of trust” was developed also
among administrative staff of municipalities, even among people and institutions
that had never in the past had experience of cooperation. It was even mentioned
that local authorities in Greece could learn from their counterparts across
border, as in certain aspects local authorities in FYROM are more advanced. The
project stakeholders identified also in the legal organization and actual operation
of local authority in Greece: the legal framework in Greece makes administrative
affairs more cumbersome, inhibiting in practice the development of cross-border
cooperation. Overall, cross-border osmosis allowed for healthy competition and
positive comparisons, not influenced by national interests and high politics.

Another conclusion drawn by stakeholders was that the involvement of a larger
community of partners could be beneficial in the future. The necessity for Greece
and FYROM to assume the “ownership” of cooperation and obtain certain
autonomy in designing and implementing programs of cooperation were also
underlined as key conclusions. Overall, cross-border cooperation schemes could
and should be extended in the future and even expanded, if possible. The need to
have cross-border co-operation and to further expand it is considered as “self-
evident” to those involved in such efforts. The mollifying European context and
the EU instruments of cooperation policy are seen as generating practical
benefits to local communities, but also allowing the building of trust and good-
will between individuals and communities across borders; the overall outcome is
a contribution to improved relations between Greece and FYROM in general.
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Higher Education

The analysis of the literature, relevant documents and relevant data as well as
the interviews with stakeholders clearly shows that the potential for cooperation
with FYROM in the area of higher education has not been fully utilized. This can
be seen as a direct consequence of the long-lasting name dispute, in the sense
that it prevented the reaching of a comprehensive bilateral agreement that could
have facilitated and enhanced different forms of cooperation. The effects of the
absence of such a framework are more visible in public higher education
institutions, where cooperation with FYROM progressed primarily via the EU
frameworks (TEMPUS, Interreg); even there, however, it never really took off.
The frequent cooperation in the context in EU-funded projects is certainly a
matter that should be studied and documented in full detail. But the conclusion
of this study is that, despite best intentions and some collaborative efforts,
relations are nowhere near their actual potential.

The negative implications of the name dispute are also evident at the level of the
general perceptions and dispositions in the public higher education institutions
in Greece. The most counter-productive among these is a general sentiment of
hesitation when it comes to cooperation with FYROM. In this case, the difficulties
are not only related to the absence of a framework agreement, but also to the
general climate in relations between the two countries, which has evidently
shaped and maintained an attitude of cautiousness. One can expect that the
Confidence Building Measures agreed between the two countries will increase
interaction. But further research will be necessary in order to measure and
evaluate the implementation and effects of the CBMs.

In the case of private institutions, the cooperation between the two countries
appears to be more versatile and yet consistent. Moreover, it could be argued
that it has managed to take advantage of the benefits of cooperation much more
than public higher education institutions. Apart from the economic aspects and
the constant flow of students from FYROM in Thessaloniki, it has promoted a
better understanding and a stable environment of exchange and familiarization
between the two countries.

Lastly, it should be noted that the EU frameworks for cooperation in education
have proved very beneficial in the sense that they provided the incentives and
guarantees (financial, legal and institutional) for such cooperation to take place.
The mollifying EU context is also seen here as an important legacy to be
highlighted and preserved. It is certainly a legacy to be taken into account and on
which future policies and initiatives could be built.
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APPENDIX 1

List of interviews - Cross border cooperation
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Technological Educational
Professor Institution (TEI) of PEEBRE 3 July 2017
Western Macedonia

Official Prespes Municipality PEEBRE 20 July 2017
Official Prespes Municipality PEEBRE 20 July 2017
Official Amyntaion Municipality DECIDE 28 June 2017
Elected Official | Amyntaion Municipality DECIDE 28 June 2017
Ex-elected . C

official Amyntaion Municipality DECIDE 2 July 2017

Centre for Research &

Official Technology Hellas DECIDE 14 July 2017
(CERTH)
Official Almopia Municipality Lhi-Lna 7 July 2017
Elected official Almopia Municipality Lhi-Lna 7 July 2017
Ex-elected . L .
official Almopia Municipality Lhi-Lna 8 July 2017
Elected official Almopia Municipality Lhi-Lna 2 August 2017
External . L . 20 August
consultant Almopia Municipality Lhi-Lna 2017
Official Edessa Municipality KAIMAK 8 August 2017
Official Edessa Municipality KAIMAK ;g 1A7“g“5t
Elected official Edessa Municipality KAIMAK 9 August 2017
Ex-elected . 29 September
official Edessa Municipality KAIMAK 2017

Senior official 9 May 2017

Managing Authority of Overall
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European Territorial supervision of
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Programmes
Managing Authority of Slre:;?\l/lision of
Senior Official European Territorial Intr:e rreg 1 August 2017
Cooperation Programmes
Programmes
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Professor University f)f.Macedonla 1 November 2017
(Thessaloniki)

Professor University f)f.Macedonla 1 November 2017
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Senior Administrative The University of Sheffield

Officer and Research International Faculty- CITY 1 November 2017

Coordinator College (Thessaloniki)

Senior Administrative [HU-International Hellenic

Officer University (Thessaloniki) 2 November 2017

Ser}lor Administrative Aristotle U_n%ver51ty of 2 November 2017

Officer Thessaloniki
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APPENDIXII

Maps

Eligible Regions, IPA Cross-border Programme

“Greece - the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 2007-
2013”

IPA| IPA TTpdypappa Awaguvopiakic Zuvepyaoiac EAAada/TITAM 2007-2013 Aiapaveia 3
N
o
o
o
= |
o
S
2
o
H
N
o
Surcconsultants SA
Source:

https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpllWvytBo 8
kwXp2qHgCQ&g=EmAé&uec+meployéc+interreg+Greece+Fyrom&og=EmA£Euec+mepLo
éc+Interreg+Greece+Fyromé&gs I=psy-ab.3... (last accessed 1/12/2017)



https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpIlWvytBo_8kwXp2qHgCQ&q=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&oq=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&gs_l=psy-ab.3.
https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpIlWvytBo_8kwXp2qHgCQ&q=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&oq=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&gs_l=psy-ab.3.
https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpIlWvytBo_8kwXp2qHgCQ&q=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&oq=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&gs_l=psy-ab.3.
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Eligible Regions, IPA Cross-border Programme

“Greece - the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
2007-2013"

IPA Tipbypapya Aaouvopiakie Zuvepyaciac EAMGSa/TITAM 2007-2013 Aiapivera 2

EmAé§ipec TTeploxéc

+ Nopoi EAwpivag, TTéAAag, KiAkic, Zeppwy,

+ Nopog Ocooahovikng weg opopn mepioxn Pacer Tou apBpou 21
§ Tou KavoviopoU ETTTA,
§ « TTepipépeieg Pelagonia, Vardar, Southeast (Jugoistochen),
5 * TTepipépeia Southwest (Jugozapaden) wg opopn mepioxn

paoel Tou apBpou 97 Tou Kavoviopol IPA.

Eurcconsultonts SA
Source:

https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpllWvytBo
8kwXp2gqHegCQ&g=EmAéiusc+meployéc+interreg+Greece+Fyrom&oq=EmAéEiuec+mept
oyég+Interreg+Greece+Fyromé&gs I=psy-ab.3... (last accessed 1/12/2017)



https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpIlWvytBo_8kwXp2qHgCQ&q=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&oq=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&gs_l=psy-ab.3.
https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpIlWvytBo_8kwXp2qHgCQ&q=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&oq=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&gs_l=psy-ab.3.
https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=VpIlWvytBo_8kwXp2qHgCQ&q=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&oq=%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BB%CE%AD%CE%BE%CE%B9%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%82+%CF%80%CE%B5%CF%81%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%87%CE%AD%CF%82+Interreg+Greece+Fyrom&gs_l=psy-ab.3.
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Prefecture of Florina

Source: “Travel Greece, Florina-Northern Greece-Greece”,

DXAhXQDewKHXQgDr0Q AUICigB&biw=1366&bih=588#imgrc=]17uX6fUqqvEfM: (last
accessed 1/12/2017)


https://www.google.gr/search?q=Florina+map&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjFi4Xf-_DXAhXQDewKHXQqDr0Q_AUICigB&biw=1366&bih=588#imgrc=Jl7uX6fUqqvEfM
https://www.google.gr/search?q=Florina+map&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjFi4Xf-_DXAhXQDewKHXQqDr0Q_AUICigB&biw=1366&bih=588#imgrc=Jl7uX6fUqqvEfM
https://www.google.gr/search?q=Florina+map&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjFi4Xf-_DXAhXQDewKHXQqDr0Q_AUICigB&biw=1366&bih=588#imgrc=Jl7uX6fUqqvEfM
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Prefecture of Pella

TsAer KX Cw& ellatgreece+map&og=pella+tmap&gs l=psy-

ab.1.1.0i7i30k115j0i30k1.264577.266792.0.268735.12.12.0.0.0.0.129.1169.8j4.12.0....0...

1c.1.64.psy-ab..1.11.1085...0j0i19k1j0i7i30i19k1j0i8i30i19k1 (last accessed
1/12/2017)



https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=SJElWvuGG8-TsAer_KXgCw&q=pella+greece+map&oq=pella+map&gs_l=psy-ab.1.1.0i7i30k1l5j0i30k1.264577.266792.0.268735.12.12.0.0.0.0.129.1169.8j4.12.0....0...1c.1.64.psy-ab..1.11.1085...0j0i19k1j0i7i30i19k1j0i8i30i19k1
https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=SJElWvuGG8-TsAer_KXgCw&q=pella+greece+map&oq=pella+map&gs_l=psy-ab.1.1.0i7i30k1l5j0i30k1.264577.266792.0.268735.12.12.0.0.0.0.129.1169.8j4.12.0....0...1c.1.64.psy-ab..1.11.1085...0j0i19k1j0i7i30i19k1j0i8i30i19k1
https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=SJElWvuGG8-TsAer_KXgCw&q=pella+greece+map&oq=pella+map&gs_l=psy-ab.1.1.0i7i30k1l5j0i30k1.264577.266792.0.268735.12.12.0.0.0.0.129.1169.8j4.12.0....0...1c.1.64.psy-ab..1.11.1085...0j0i19k1j0i7i30i19k1j0i8i30i19k1
https://www.google.gr/search?biw=1366&bih=588&tbm=isch&sa=1&ei=SJElWvuGG8-TsAer_KXgCw&q=pella+greece+map&oq=pella+map&gs_l=psy-ab.1.1.0i7i30k1l5j0i30k1.264577.266792.0.268735.12.12.0.0.0.0.129.1169.8j4.12.0....0...1c.1.64.psy-ab..1.11.1085...0j0i19k1j0i7i30i19k1j0i8i30i19k1
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APPENDIX III

Examples of Project Outputs

Poster announcing a conference organized in the
context of the project PEEBPE.

APEEBPE AT

2ZEMINAPIA A MHXANIKOYZ ME OEMA:

- EZONAIZMOZ KAl MEOOAOAOIIA METPHZEQN

F1IA ENEPTEIAKEZ ENIGEQPHEEIXZ KTIPION

- ENEPTEIAKH ANABAOMIZH AHMOZION KTIPION BAZEI METPHZEQN
- ZYMITAPAIQrH ANO BIOAEPIO:

AIAAIKAZIA NAPATQIHE & NAPAAEITMATA

I- :’ .

& Npooracia vou MepifdAlovrog (PEEBPE)

Népmtn 17 lovAiov 2014

AiBovoa Anpotikov ZvpBouvdiov
Aijpov Fpepevav | Opa 18:00
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Poster for the project Lhi-Lna
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Digital application for the project Lhi-Lna

formotio_n

@ Search WEHFNSE | Attractions
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©Enjoy, o A S I fov

N v b Somone v | F Sarasams Taamaa s NG
T v Vigoder Srpadior o Spcotoese 1957 XU | Ol fwwymosiein) Jagrecm s iy Mexsdovin 007 2001




GREECE-FYROM: THE EXPERIENCE OF COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF EU-FUNDED CROSS-BORDER 114
PROJECTS AND HIGHER EDUCATION | Research Report_December 15, 2017

Poster for the project KAIMAK

KAIMAKTSALAN

‘ Gastronomy Routes
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Poster for the project KAIMAK

A /\\ Project KAIMAK
L FmATTghLA KAIMAKTSALAN
gastronomy \  GASTRONOMY ROUTES

/ routes
> V% Municipality of Edessa,

...' N N Municipality of Kavadarci
LR

EDESSA - KAVADARCI

INFO i

DOSSIER

KAIMAKTSALAN

GASTRONOMY ROUTES

mountain lines,

many traditions, NOTES
much more actions,

Don’t forget for KAIMAK :
one gastronomy,

a lot of benefits

... Keep the tips pleasel

Connect by Kaimak Project :

AN Project KAIMAK
p] KAIMAKTSALAN GASTRONOMY ROUTES
Municipality of Edessa, Municipality of Kavadarci

= T8
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Poster for the project KAIMAK.
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Poster for the project KAIMAK.

Kalimera
[106po yTpO

We wish you

Merry Christmas & Happy New Year

Municipality of Edessa
Municipality of Kavadarci

Spiros Kottos

Photo
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APPENDIX IV

Complete list of the approved projects of the “IPA Cross-
Border Cooperation Programme: Greece- The Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 2007-2013"

Acronym Title Measure Overall Lead Partner
Regional Certification of American Farm School Post -
i ) 1.2 Enhance ,
1. AT.C. Professional Skills on Agro Secondary Educational and
i Human Resources .. L
Tourism Sector Training Association
Cooperation for the
Establishment of a .
" . 1.1 Economic L .
2 BEC-TSB Business and Devel ) Municipality of Gevgelija
B Employment Centre” and a | ~€Ve'oPmen
“Trade Show and Bazaar”
in the Cross-border Area
1.3 Promote
3.CB Cross — Border Wheels Sustainable Serres Racing Circuit
Tourism
Center for Education and 1.2 Enhance
4. CENET Municipality of Demir Kapij
Networking in Tourism Human Resources unicipality of Demir Rapija
Using New Technologies Special Account for Research
5. to Promote Children 1.4 Protect human | Funds of Aristotle University of
CHILDRENHEALTH | Health in the Cross- life Thessaloniki (2nd Pediatrics
Border Region Clinic)
2.2P te and
Choirs and Orchestras: romote an
) ) ] protect the natural | Cultural and Intellectual
6. CONCERT innovative Cooperation e w .
and cultural Association “Korais
cross-paths )
heritage of the area
2.1 Promote and
) ) protect the
E tal High
7. E-HIGHWAY nvironmentat Highway environmental Egnatia Odos S.A.
Observatory
resources of the
area

118



http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=1
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=2
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=3
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=4
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=5
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=6
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=7
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Local Communities in
Environmental Action

2.1 Promote and
protect the
environmental
resources of the
area

Municipality of Delta

9. FIRESHIELD

Developing cross-border
joint fire-protection plan
“FIRESHIELD”

2.1 Promote and
protect the
environmental
resources of the
area

Center for development of
Pelagonija region

10. InCluDe

Promote Innovative
Entrepreneurship through
Development of an
Aromatic and
Pharmaceutical Plants
Cluster, to Succeed
Sustainable Development

1.1 Economic
Development

Chamber of Kilkis

11. InterAct

Interacting through
Acting: From drama to
contemporary arts

2.2 Promote and
protect the natural
and cultural
heritage of the area

Artistic Organization Andreas
Voutsinas

12. ISPROP FORGEN

Integrated Selection,
Protection and Promotion
of Balkan Forest Genetic
Resources with Aesthetic

2.1 Promote and
protect the
environmental
resources of the

Special Account for Research
Funds of Aristotle University of
Thessaloniki (Laboratory of
Forest Genetics and Plant

Value area Breeding)
Kaimaktsalan Gastronom 1.3 Promote
13. KAIMAK Routes ¥ Sustainable Municipality of Edessa
Tourism

14. NTheSSIS

Network of Thermal
Spring Sources as an
Integrated System

1.3 Promote
Sustainable
Tourism

Thermal Spring Sources
Association of Municipalities and
Communities

15. PROMO.CROSS

Integrated Plan for the
Promotion of the Joint
Architectural Heritage and
the Development of
Religious Tourism in the
Cross Border Area

2.2 Promote and
protect the natural
and cultural
heritage of the area

Kilkis Development Agency S.A.

16. RULAND

Interactive Farmers’
Support System for

2.1 Promote and
protect the

Region of Western Macedonia



http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=8
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=9
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=10
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=11
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=12
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=13
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=14
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=15
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=16
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Efficient Water Use
Management

environmental
resources of the
area

17. TELETHERM

Know- How Transfer for
District Heating
Applications in Bitola and
Novaci

2.1 Promote and
protect the
environmental
resources of the
area

Municipality of Bitola

18. WIN - WIN

Women In Network for
Innovation and
Entrepreneurship

1.1 Economic
Development

Ergani Centre for the Support of
Employment and
Entrepreneurship of Women

19. PROM-CULT

Promotion of the Vlachs'
cultural heritage in the
regions of Serres and
Konce

2.2 Promote and
protect the natural
and cultural
heritage of the area

Water & Sewerage Utility of
Serres

20. TOURISM

Developing Alternative

1.3 Promote

cross-border area

Development

DATA Tourism Aspects Susta.inable Region of Western Macedonia
Tourism
Improving of road network )
1.1 Economic . .
21. AGRAS for development of rural Region of Central Macedonia

22. E-AUCTION

Development of an e-auction
of agri-food products in the
cross-border area

1.1 Economic
Development

Greek -Italian Chamber of
Commerce of Thessaloniki

Trade without Borders for
the Companies of Greece -

1.1 Economic

Greek International Business

cross-border area

23.TRAWBOR | The former Yugoslav o
) ) Development Association
Republic of Macedonia
Interregional Area
24.70NESg | ndustrialzonesand 1.1Economic , ,
commercial roads in the Region of Central Macedonia
ROADS Development

25. BORDER.IN

Development of Border
Infrastructure between
Greece and the former

Yugoslav Republic of

1.1 Economic
Development

Decentralized Administration of
Macedonia and Thrace



http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=17
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=18
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=19
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=20
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=20
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=21
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=22
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=23
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=24
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=24
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=25
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the cross-border region
Pelagonija/Florina

resources of the
area

Macedonia
26. EARLY
Deliver Pre-School 1.2 Enhance Human | University St. Kliment Ohridski
CHILDHOOD . . . . .
CARE Alternative services Resources Higher Medical School - Bitola
1.3 Promote Association Aero club “MIRKO
27.FACT Flight and connect tourism Sustainable TODOROVSKI” - The Grant contract
Tourism has been terminated
Innovative educational 2.1 Promote and
h ing th tect th
28200 | o mental resources of | environmental | CSTeT for development o
INNOVATIVA Pelagonija planning region

29.1PA SHIELD

Joint Actions for the
protection and improvement
of public health in the Cross-
Border Area

1.4 Protect human
life

General Hospital of Kilkis

Recycling of organic waste

Protection of the
Environment

resources of the
area

30. SAFE and green entrepreneurship | 1.4 Protect human Municipality of Thessaloniki
WASTECYCLE in the urban web to secure life pality

public health

Cross-border collaboration 2.1 Promote and Decentralized Administration of

to fight illegal logging and protect the Macedonia & Thrace- General
31. AITOLOS timber trade to protect environmental Directorate of Forests & Rural

trans-boundary Greek- resources of the Affairs

F.Y.R.0.M ecosystems area

2.1P te and
) ) romotean Special Account for Research

Selection, Protection and protect the i , ,
32. FOOD Promotion of Balkan Food environmental Funds of Aristotle University of
FOREST PARKS _ Thessaloniki (Laboratory of Forest

Forest species resources of the ) _

Genetics and Plant Breeding)
area
, 2.1 Promote and

Promotion of Energy

Efficiency in Buildings and protect the
33. PEEBPE y & environmental Technological Educational Institute

(TEI) of Western Macedonia

34. PREPARING
FOR INTENSIVE

TORRENTIAL
PHENOMENA

Developing River Basins
Sustainable Management
Mechanisms (mainly by
infrastructures' restoration)

2.1 Promote and
protect the
environmental
resources of the

Development Agency of Pella S.A.



http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=26
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=26
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=26
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=27
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=28
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=28
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=29
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=30
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=30
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=31
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=32
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=32
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=33
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=34
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=34
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=34
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=34
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as Precautionary Measure
Against Intensive Torrential
Phenomena

area

Common support structures

2.1 Promote and

management of waste water
in the area of intervention -
Improvement of citizens'
quality of life

resources of the
area

for the quality monitoring of protect the
35. SAFE-WET q Y & environmental Region of Central Macedonia
water resources and the
_ ) resources of the
protection of public health
area
Transfer of know-how to
Dojran Municipality and
adaptation of DEYAK to the 2.1 Promote and
36 M new status created by protect the Municipal Enterprise for Water
U. AL “Kallikratis” for the environmental Supply & Sewerage of Kilkis

(DEYAK)

37. HERITAGE

Protection and promotion of
natural and cultural heritage
in the cross-border region of

2.2 Promote and
protect the natural

Municipality of Strumica

PROTECT . . and cultural
the Municipality of Strumica )
. o heritage of the area
and Municipality of Kilkis
2.2 Promote and
38. LHI-LNA Living history, Living Nature protect the natural Municipality of Novaci
' & . g and cultural pality
heritage of the area
2.1 Promote and
Sustainable Energy thematic | protect the
39. network of cross-border environmental Municipality of Florina
ENERGYNET . pallty
Local Authorities resources of the
area
40. PARK Networking of SMEs from | 1.1 Economic | Life Long Learning Level 2 Center of
Creative Industry in Cross | Development Region of Central Macedonia -
Border Region Regional Unit of Serres
41. REMEDIC Cross Border Stem Cell [ 1.4 Protect human | Aristotle University of Thessaloniki
Regenerative Medicine | life - Special Account of Research Funds
Center - School of Medicine
42. LHI-LNA 11 Living history - Living | 2.2 Promote and | Municipality of Novaci



http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=35
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=36
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=36
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=37
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=37
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=38
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=39
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=40
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=41
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=42
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nature II

protect the natural
and cultural
heritage of the area

43. TERRA-MED

Soil degradation assessment
and rehabilitation strategies
for sustainable land use
planning

2.1 Promote and
protect the
environmental
resources of the
area

Region of Central Macedonia

44, Microstars

Invest in People of the
cross-border area

1.2 Enhance Human
Resources

Business and Cultural Development
Centre (KEPA)

2.1 Promote and

development in the cross
border area

resources of the
area

Decision Support System for | protect the
45. DECIDE Disaster Emergency environmental Municipality of Amyntaio
Management resources of the
area
Support and Development
46. BEE- of the Bee-Products' 1.1 Economic Municialit of Negotino
CONOMY Economy in the cross- Development paity g
border area
Protecti fth
ro .ec fon ottie 2.1 Promote and
Environment through the
_ _ protect the . L _
Promotion of Biomass for ) Municipal District Heating Company
47. BIOFOSS L ) environmental :
Substitution of Fossil Fuels of Amyntaio
. . resources of the
in Heating and Power
, area
Generation
2.2 Promote and
New Prespas Festival: The protect the natural | Cultural Organization for Cultural
48. PRESPAS , I .
ladies of the Prespas Lakes | and cultural Activities at Prespas of Florina
heritage of the area
The quality of life 2.1 Promote and
prerequisite for progress protect the
49. ProlLife and sustainable environmental Region of Western Macedonia



http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=43
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=44
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=45
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=46
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=46
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=47
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=48
http://www.ipa-cbc-programme.eu/index.php/projects?view=item&id=49
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Check South East Europe Programme Reports and Analyses:

The Continuing Political Turmoil in Kosovo
Being Greek, Being Kosovar...A Report on Mutual Perception.
: The Western Balkan EU Accession Process and the Greek Presidency 2014.
@ u SE Europ e SYRIZA Victory in Greek Parliamentary Elections, January 2015: Perceptions of
3 < Programme Western Balkan Media & Opinion Makers.
wic Npodypuppa KFOR and Provision of Security in Northern Kosovo: Tracing the Sources of
CONAEvU PGS Protracted Insecurity.
Economic Crisis and the Greek Foreign Policy in the Balkans: The Results of an
Online Result.

"Babylution” — A Civic Awakening in Bosnia and Herzegovina?

2017 Presidential Elections in Serbia: One Victory “Clean as a Whistle” and one
Whistling Crowd.

Kosovo’s Tale of Discontent and Ongoing Political Crisis.

Will the EU abolish the Visa Regime for Kosovars Travelling to EU Countries?

The Beginning of the End for the Kosovo Problem? The Agreement on Normalisation
of Relations between Belgrade and Pristina and its Aftermath.

Kosovo Security Force: Quo Vadis?

Serbia’s Resolution on Kosovo and Metohija & the Belgrade —Pristina Dialogue: Is
there a Solution after the Resolution?

The Decision of ISG to End the International Oversight in Kosovo.
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