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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In this report we aim to assess the support providg the Swiss Development
Corporation (SDC) to Macedonia’s decentralizatiomcpss in order to suggest possible
future strategies for continuing such support. Weus on two specific institutions
through which SDC has sought to support and stnemgtlecentralization: Community
Forums, and the support provided to the Associatbrthe Units of Local Self
Government (ZELS). The assessment is based ondatmeeassess SDC’s involvement
with decentralization in Macedonia beyond 2014 mndot a full technical assessment
of SDC’s support. Instead, the recommendationsepted in this report are based on
providing policy guidelinegor SDC’s new strategy for supporting decentraioain
Macedonia beyond the current on-going interventiding also based on the need to
position SDC more centrally within the process e€ehtralization, to which, according
to some respondents, it remains marginal.

This study is not a formal evaluation or a techihaeissessment of SDC’s support to
decentralization in Macedonia. It bases its findirapd recommendations on, (a) an
engagement with the literature on decentraliza#iod citizen participation, (b) review
of SDC'’s internal project and programmatic materia); review of relevant laws and
official documents of the Government of Macedonfd) review of project and
programmatic material produced by other internaiaonors in Macedonia; and most
importantly, (e) conducting a one week field missio Macedonia during which a team
of three consultants (2 international and 1 natjor@onducted semi-structured
interviews with key respondents from various ingiitns within the government,
regional centres, municipalities (mayors and statfyariety of NGOs, research think
tanks and donor organizations. The field missiaruitbed interviews both in the capital
Skopje and in six municipalities that representedhia of urban and rural areas,
demographic composition (Albanian and Macedonianjontegs, or a mixed
population), and varying experience with SDC coapen. The data has been analyzed
through a systematization of the evidence generttemligh the interviews, and a
triangulation of this evidence with a broad rangevitten sources listed above.

The recommendations in this report are based omaim finding that the process of

decentralization in Macedonia is not yet coherand that the local governance system
is not fully integrated. Based on this we recommé#rat SDC can play a much more

active role to advocate for greater coherence atefiation across the various units
involved in decentralization, and can also workdois greater integration through the
interventions it chooses to initiate in supporiMEcedonia’s decentralization process.

At present, Macedonia’s large number of monotypenimpalities work individually
with a host of national and regional institutiohsittare not fully integrated with one
another, and that do not coordinate their indivijudefined responsibilities with one
another to make the process of decentralizatiomkess. These include the Ministry of
Local Self-Government (MoLSG) that has a coordimgti responsibility for
decentralization, ZELS that represents all maydns, Ministry of Finance that is
responsible for fiscal transfers, and various hmaistries from which block transfers
are made to municipalities. As far as the day-tp-fiactions of municipalities are
concerned, there is minimal coordination acrossdahetional institutions to make the



system coherent. Instead, each municipality is teftindividually negotiate and
coordinate with each national institution from &ijtion of obvious disadvantage.

More recently, a layer of Regional Councils haverbadded to this mix that are made
up of the same municipal mayors that constitute ZEYet, there appears to be minimal
coordination between ZELS and the Centres for tleelbpment of the Planning
Regions (CDPR), the administrative bodies that supihe Regional Councils. This is
true even of the CDPR of Skopje, which lies in elgshysical proximity to ZELS.
Therefore, as things stand at present, municipalgpend a lot of time negotiating with
multiple, uncoordinated national institutions ird@mn to carrying out their daily tasks.

Given this situation, we suggest in this report that there is a role for SDC to play in
rationalizing this process. We draw out the recommladons one piece at a time
through this report, but in essence, we are recamdmg the following integrated
structure.

1. SDC should work with ZELS to further the processirtdtitutionalisation of
citizen participation and to incentivise participat within the working of
municipal governments. It is extremely importantfitad a way to ensure that
decisions reached through the forums or other qipatiory mechanisms are
reflected in municipal actions. We also recommelnat tSDC should set up
training courses within ZELS on participatory gawemnce for mayors and
municipal staff.

2. SDC should concentrate the bulk of its support ewetbping the new planning
regions as a coherent and effective upper tier ovatier system of local
governance, in order to rationalize what resporgdealled an unsustainable
decentralized system that has spread administraipacity too thin across a
large number of units.

3. Inthis, it should work to improve the coordinatibeatween MoLSG, ZELS and
the Regional Councils. ZELS and the Regional Cdsratie constituted by the
same members — the mayors of municipalities — wdseiRegional Councils
fall under the purview of MoLSG. Yet, each institut complained of a lack of
coordination with the others. These three insbii represent an important
opportunity for effective integration.

4. In working with the regions, SDC should continue poomote greater
coordination with the MoLSG and ZELS for draftingw laws that will see
some competences moving up from the municipalibethe regions, and some
additional competences moving from the centre @ régions. In doing this,
MoLSG could play an important role in rationalizirfgnances for these
competences with the Ministries of Finance andrdihe ministries.

5. While developing the planning regions as an upper df local governance,
SDC should follow the GIZ model of concentrating developing local
enterprises through the mandates of the planniggpms. This will lead to the
generation of greater revenue by municipalities tfegir administrative and
development needs, especially in the highly pimed area of tourism
development.



This tiered system of governance is also fully gné¢ed into the EU NUTS 3
system of territorial classification, and will edalsDC to play a role in another
high priority area in an integrated manner — th#ection of quality data on
local governance and equitable, balanced regiomnaeldpment within
Macedonia. This will not only help SDC improvadvocacy and policy
influence, but will also help it develop a singkrrative of what decentralization
is, how to secure political commitment for thisdamow to measure progress
towards it. SDC should help develop ZELS abilitycwllect and disseminate
transparent information on regional and intra-raglanequality.

Vi



Introduction

Decentralization in Macedonia presents a ratheguenicase. Most interviews with
stakeholders across a wide spectrum of sectord stdh the fact that the

decentralization reforms that came out of the Olidmework Agreement of 2001
were a response to an important need — the resnlofiethnic conflict and continuing
ethnic tensions. This, however, is quickly followday the observation that
decentralization in Macedonia has been accompadmyedontinuing centralization in

which the central state has held on to the mosbrtapt functions and decisions. The
general opinion appears to be that while decem&itiddin was certainly needed, the
process that followed the 2001 Agreement has pealitbr limited and incomplete

local government.

The limited nature of Macedonia’s decentralizatisnexplained by the fact that the
main impetus for it came from the need to end &mietconflict and resolve tensions
between its two main ethnic groups — MacedoniamsAlbanians — rather than from
an expressed need to devolve power away from thieecer to improve the delivery of
public services. Therefore, the reforms soughtlltmnafor power-sharing between the
main ethnic groups by sub-dividing the country iB&®units according to demographic
considerations that would allow minority groupss@f-govern in those parts of the
country where they are in a majority. The refornt ribt, however, seek to empower
these units vis-a-vis the central state, and sy limited functions and finances were
transferred to these newly created sub-units. lherotwords, while political
decentralization has been accomplished, adminigtrdecentralization appears to have
happened only in a limited manner, and fiscal deaémation has yet to be tackled in
earnest, and has not kept pace with the devolati@ministrative functions.

In this report we aim to assess the support provibdg the Swiss Development
Corporation (SDC) to Macedonia’s decentralizatiomcpss in order to suggest possible
future strategies for continuing such support. Weus on two specific institutions
through which SDC has sought to support and stnhemgtlecentralization: Community
Forums, and the support provided to the Associabbrthe Units of Local Self
Government (ZELS). The assessment is based ondatmeeassess SDC'’s involvement
with decentralization in Macedonia beyond 2014 mndot a full technical assessment
of SDC’s support. Instead, the recommendationsepted in this report are based on
providing policy guidelinegor SDC’s new strategy for supporting decentraioain
Macedonia beyond the current on-going interventiding also based on the need to
position SDC more centrally within the process e€ehtralization, to which, according
to some respondents, it remains marginal.

In undertaking this assessment, we employ a palieBconomy perspective in order to
understand the broader political dynamics of thecess within which these reforms
occurred, and within which most actors relatechsprocess, including donor agencies,
have to operate. Such a perspective is also helpfubentifying the actors and
institutions that are central to the decentral@atprocess, both as champions and
opponents. More importantly, a political economypraach allows for these actors and
institutions, and their specific priorities, to pkaced at the centre of both the analysis of
decentralization, and of strategizing effective andtainable interventions. In the case
of Macedonia, this requires attention to be focusedthe central government and its
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priorities; various line ministries along with tiMinistries of Local Self Government
and Finance; the four main political parties of ti@vernment and the opposition;
ZELS; municipal mayors and administrative stafie fRegional Councils; and various
donors.

To guide SDC'’s future strategic orientation in Mdaeia, we identify four main
interventions. The first of these considers an agjmn and strengthening of support
within the currently existing modalities — the Conmmity Forums and ZELSThe
second suggests a reorientation of SDC supportrtsmegional development centres
in order to rationalize a process of decentralimathat by most accounts has spread the
state’s administrative capacity too thin, and Hastmade it ineffective. The third new
strategy points out the importance of systematta dallection as an effective tool for
ensuring greater transparency especially in theagwment of public finances. The
report suggests that SDC can play a significard tolsupport local institutions for the
collection, maintenance and analysis of reliabledadan decentralization and
development in Macedonia. Promoting the disclosune use of decentralization data is
also a concrete mechanism to empower local govertsma&nd civil society
organizations to advocate for an effective and priapnal devolution of administrative
and fiscal resources from the central government.

Methodology

Since this study was not a formal evaluation aechnical assessment of SDC’s support
to decentralization in Macedonia, it bases itsifigd and recommendations on, (a) an
engagement with the literature on decentralizaéiod citizen participation, and some
comparisons with other country contexts, (b) revieivSDC'’s internal project and
programmatic material; (c) review of relevant laasd official documents of the
Government of Macedonia; (d) review of project gmdgrammatic material produced
by other international donors in Macedonia; and tnmagortantly, (e) conducting a one
week field mission to Macedonia during which a tean three consultants (2
international and 1 national) conducted semi-stmgct interviews with key respondents
from various institutions within the government,gignal centres, municipalities
(mayors and staff), a variety of NGOs, researchkthianks and donor organizations.
The field mission included interviews both in thepital Skopje and in six
municipalities that represented a mix of urban amdal areas, demographic
composition (Albanian and Macedonian majoritiesa@nixed population), and varying
experience with SDC cooperation. The data has baealyzed through a
systematization of the evidence generated throhglnterviews, and a triangulation of
this evidence with a broad range of written soufistsd above.

Outline

This report is divided into the following sectior®ection 2 looks at the historical and
political background of decentralization in Mace@grand the main rationale for it. It
also provides a brief history of its various phases well as the previous forms of
decentralization that existed in Macedonia underYbgoslav regime and in the period
immediately after independence. This section alsawviges a brief overview of the
political economy of decentralization in Macedoraad the role of SDC within this. In



particular, it considers the role played by variag$ors in this process in order to point
out an incongruence between national and municgmbrs and institutions that

explains the current limited nature of decentrditrain Macedonia. Section 3 then

focuses entirely on SDC’s on-going support to teeethtralization process through two
specific institutions: the Community Forums and ZEUt assesses the strategy for
support and then provides recommendations on hoveddent this support beyond

2014. Section 4 suggests new interventions thatesemmend should constitute the
package of SDC’s support within its new cooperattrategy after 2014. Section 5
concludes.




SECTION 2

History and Political Economy of Decentralization in Macedonia

2.1. History of Decentralization in Macedonia

The development of local self-government (LSG) he Republic of Macedonia has gone
through three distinct phases since the couningsgendence in 1991

» The first phase includes the period from 1991 ufi®5. During this time there were 34
large municipalities that were based on the terat@rganization inherited from former
Yugoslavia.

* The second phase includes the period from 1995-20@P was based on a Law on
Local-Self Government passed in 1$%hd one on municipal boundaries passed in
1996 Under this law the number of municipalities reésd 23, plus the City of Skopfe,

» The third phase includes the period from 2002 yrgkent. The new Law on Local-Self
Government was passed in 2002, while a law on npaliboundaries was passed in
2004 that reduced the number of municipalitiesap@us the City of Skopje.

There is very little writing on local self-governntan the period 1991-1995. There appears,
however, to be a consensus on the fact that lasadrgance at this time was characterized by
the recentralization of competences at the nati@val, compared to the period before 1991.
The new constitution of independent Macedonia irvédiober 1991 established local self-
governance as a constitutional category and prdvide a single tier of LSG. The second
phase started in 1995 when the new legal frameviorkLSG was created, with new
municipal boundaries that increased the number whiapalities to 123. The aim was to
bring decision-making as close as possible to esiszbut the new municipalities were
extremely small and had limited finances. They hasumber of competences devolved to
them while remaining entirely dependent on finagdimm the centré, so that they operated
largely as administrative districts.

The third and most recent phase in local self-gavent began with the Ohrid Framework
Agreement (OFA) in 2001, which ended the confindthie war in the country, and laid

down the principle of decentralization as a new ehddr inter-community relations in

Macedonia. The new Law on Local-Self Government was adopte2002, whereas the new
law on municipal boundaries which reduced the nurobenunicipalities to 84 was passed in
August 2004. A series of other pieces of legistaticas passed in order to effectively start
the real handover of competences, including assetpersonnel from the central to the local

! Official Gazette of the Republic of Macedonia r2/95 of 1 November 1995.

2 The full name of the legal act is Law on Territbfévision of the Republic of Macedonia and Detening
the Areas of the Units of Local Self-GovernmeDdificial Gazette no. 49/96f 14 September 1996.

3 Official Gazette of the Republic of Macedonia na/%5 of 1 November 1995,

* Competences devolved at this time included: refiaind use of construction land, collecting fargniand
charges, building and maintenance of local straetsroads, water supply and sewage, public hygaraic
parks, local and city public transportation, cemietg public markets, and some extremely limited
responsibilities in the area of education.

® The most famous and widely quoted provision (Ir@nfthe OFA is that “there are no territorial sios to
ethnic issues.”
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level. Critically important among these was the Law Financing of Units of Local-Self
Governmenf. Based on this long period of institutionalizatidkecentralization in Macedonia
is officially dated from 2July 2003.

2.2. Political Economy of Decentralization in Macedonia

Decentralization is recognized as an important acomept of political development. By
bringing governance, decision-making and implententaof basic services closer to
the people, decentralization promises both greafBiciency and more responsive
government based on more accurate information. progimity between people and
state can foster greater understanding and a hmdteeption of the needs at the local
level. At the same time, the closer contact promigeeater transparency of decision-
making processes and greater accountability otedeafficials to the general populace.
Most importantly, it has the potential to allowinéns to play a direct role in decision-
making and implementation at the local level. Where&lecentralization requires a
simple act of legislation to alter the structureguoivernance, its success depends on
much more. Successful decentralization is, in fadifficult outcome to achieve when
assessed in terms of sustainability, local andonati ownership, equitable regional
development, and effective citizen participation.

Our main finding regarding decentralization in Mdawia is that the process is not yet
complete. While political decentralization has beaccomplished, administrative
decentralization appears to have happened in a nhorgded manner. Fiscal
decentralizatin, on the other hand, has yetlie tackled in earnest, and has not kept
pace with the devolution of administrative funcg8oin other words, decentralization in
Macedonia is accompanied by continuing centraliratf finance, economy and many
important administrative functions, includingetbwnership of most natural resources.

The 2001 ethnic conflict in Macedonia led to the reatiian of the need for self-
governance by the country’s ethnic groups. The lt@asu2002 Law of Local Self-
Government was more a response to this confliat tbathe needs of effective local
governance. Therefore, the country was divided mtgingle tier of decentralized
government based on monotype units, or municigalifif hese units, according to many
respondents, did not account for demographic, Gi@nand resource differences
between municipalities and, instead, devolved umifocompetences to each one
regardless of size or type. An important consege@fchis uniform decentralization is
the fact that rural, small, remote and unequalljosved municipalities are operating in
ways that are considered unsustainable by somendspts who have worked within
the system, such as current and ex-mayors.

® Official Gazette no. 61/0df 13 September 2004.

" The (first draft of theProgram for Implementation of the Process of Dewgization 2008-2010 (PIPD)of
the Ministry of Local-Self Government (MLSG) fromrle 2007 operates with a number of over 40 pietes o
legislation which were passed in order to implentkattransfer of competences defined in articlefthe Law
on Local-Self Government (p.6). The list of lawdtwadopted was defined in the Operation Program fo
Decentralization 2003-2004 (OPD), a government dwmnt from 2003. The PIPD reads that the “laws @eh f
in the OPD were passed by 1 July 2005. With thesssry normative and institutional foundationslate, the
process of decentralization of competences andiress began on 1 July 2005”. This is the year wrianost
often taken as the official start of decentralizatiThe recent OSCEecentralization Assessment Report 2006-
2011 (February 2012) notes that “more than 80 laws wa€l@pted or amended (p.4)”. It also notes, however,
that most of the legislative work was completed®b95 (p. 4).

5



Another consequence of th&ngle-tiered system of local self-governance iat th
Macedonia’s large number of small, monotype muiaidiies work individually with a
host of national and regional institutions. Theselude the Ministry of Local Self-
Government (MoLSG) with coordinating (albeit weak)esponsibility for
decentralization, ZELS as a non governmental opgaioin that represents all mayors,
the Ministry of Finance that is responsible forcék transfers, and various line
ministries that allocate block transfers to muratiies. Coordinating this broad
network of institutions is a difficult job, considieg that these national institutions have
diverse responsibilities, different technical capes and uneven access to resources.
From the perspective of municipalities, there issmgle focal point where mayors can
come to in order to address their needs or demesalrces. We find that in practice,
each municipality is left to individually negotiatend coordinate with each national
institution from a position of obvious disadvantageor example, ZELS tlfe
Association of the Units of Self Local Governmends the responsibility to negotiate
with national institutions and actors on behalfnoefinicipalities, but ZELS tends to
reproduce a representation bias in favor of the tmafluential mayors and
municipalities, which tend to be urban more thamliumore government oriented than
opposition, and of Macedonian descent rather thdmie Albanian. Similarly,
municipal mayors are in a weak bargaining positiaa-vis the Ministry of Finance,
given that all of the budgetary allocations areeadty assigned without an explicit
formula to facilitate a more equal redistributidir@sources.

In the case of the Ministry of Local Self Governmeihis is a weak but formally
important institution in charge of coordinating tthecentralization process. The MLSG
has formal oversight capacity over thentre for the Development of the Planning Regions
(CDPR), an administrative body that supports thekwafr the Regional Council of
mayors. The Ministry is also part of the Nationalu@cil for Regional Development,
with representatives from the eight regions, ZEUfl @even other line ministries,
including Economy, Finance, Transportation, Enuwnemt, Health, Education and
Social Work. In practice however, the MLSG has torkvhard to maintain a central
place in the decentralisation scheme in at least ways. Horizontally, the Ministry
needs to reassert itself vis-a-vis the role of otie ministries who do not have
incentives to share information or policy programgwith the Ministry given its weak
technical capacity and shortage of funds. Vertygcdhe MLSG appears to be in direct
competition with ZELS for political influence, pragmme design, and access to
resources for activities, as reported by represigetaof both institutions. Cooperation
agencies also reported and confirmed the weak obléhe MLSG for effectively
representing mayors at the national level or daligenational level programmes at the
local level. Despite their weak positionality, wensider that the MLSG still has an
important role to play in helping to balance anduadigze the representation of
municipalities at the national level, especiallggsh that represent Albanian majorities.

Finally, in some cases, mayors can gain some gqalliteverage at the national level
through their representative at the National Asdgmbut the brokerage of MPs
between the central and local government is raiparadic and very much along
partisan lines.

In recent times, a layer of Regional Councils ha&erb created to facilitate the
decentralization process. But the RC are made upeosame municipal mayors that
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constitute ZELS, thus creating an overlap of fumtdi and attributions. Further, it is
reported that there is minimal coordination betwedl.S and the Centres for the
Development of the Planning Regions (CDPR), theiadtnative bodies that support
the Regional Councils. This is true even of the ®Di# Skopje, which lies in close
physical proximity to ZELS. Figure 1 illustratesetlextent of the fragmentation of the
decentralisation architecture. Currently, munidiped spend a lot of time negotiating
with multiple, uncoordinated national institutiomsaddition to carrying out their daily
tasks.

Figure 1: Integrated structure of local governaindglacedonia

PARLIAMENT Ministry of V‘E‘Tious
: ine
(Govt of Macedonie Finance Ministries
National L
MoLSG ZELS

Regional

Local

Key: Blue arrows indicate existing coordination.
Red arrows indicated suggested coordination thr@&Ig6 support.



2.3. Administrative vs. Fiscal Decentralization

Fiscal decentralization is, for the majority oflsholders interviewed for this study, the
most visible and concrete face of the current deakration process in Macedonia,
which is generally dated from the 2005 passinghef ltaw of Financing Local Self-
Government. There have been multiple efforts to oblevy competences and
responsibilities from the central to local govermisesince independence in 1991 and
the drive to decentralize was reinforced with thgning of the Ohrid Framework
Agreement in 2001, as a way to give local goverrtserore authority and resources to
avoid escalating of ethnic conflict. However, stonly with the adoption of a Local
Authority Financing Act of 2004 and the Law of Fmténg Local Self-Government of
2005 that the process of fiscal decentralizatiors wexopened and brought to the
national debate (Maksimovska-Veljanovski 2007). rkrats conception, fiscal
decentralization was always framed in terms of mapd service delivery but as we will
further expand, there were no explicit referenoegndates or mechanisms intended to
redress socioeconomic inequalities or bridge tHwmmrand rural gap between local
governments.

To implement fiscal decentralization, the IMF recoended a two-stage process.
During Phase | (starting in July 2005) the goal waslevolve greater responsibilities
for delivering public services from the nationalvgmment (ministries) to local
governments. In this phase, local governments gemen earmarked grants to pay for
the costs of maintaining primary and secondary afilue, cultural institutions, sports
facilities, old age homes, and fire protection siniln 2006, earmarked grants for
education made 13% of total local government regendror stage Il (starting in
January 2008) the goal was to endow local govertsneith the authority to benefit
from more revenues to finance those services a$ agelto pay for the wages of
employees of the facilities stated in phase |I. S@aenarked grants in the form of
sectoral block grants were transferred so that lga@ernments could decide and spend
on the most appropriate mix of education packageshe time of transition, only 40
(out of 85 municipalities) qualified for stage dind approximately 90% (76/84) of them
gualified in January 2011. In practice, most stakgers concurred that the additional
monies transferred in stage Il were no more thass4tlarough income given the
additional burden of wages.

Different stakeholders and analysts concur thatdéeentralization process has made
very slow progress and when it took place, it rdpoed existing socioeconomic
inequalities. These outcomes are explained by akfaators. One element has been the
lack of technical capacity of municipal governmetdsmanage greater spending or
collect more revenue. While this capacity gap wasamh to be addressed through the
two-stage process and multiple training initiativess practice there are many gaps in
terms of human capital and technical expertise stiitremain in Macedonia (Levitas
2009).

The other deterrent factor cited by stakeholdedsaralysts was the fear of government
elites that fiscal decentralization would increatienic tensions, especially by making
concessions to and empowering Albanian municigalifBeyta and OSCE interviews].
Pearson (2009) succinctly writes: “Ethnic Macedosidear that these and related
aspects of decentralization are the first step tdwaderalization or partition of the
country. They view the use of the Albanian langutigeughout the country as a threat
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to their national identity and believe that ethwtbanians will simply refuse to
communicate in Macedonian. Thus, Macedonians feat they will be at a distinct
disadvantage in a new bilingual environment, gitreat almost no ethnic Macedonians
can speak Albanian”. While it is true that alleingtethnic tensions were central to the
spirit of the Ohrid Framework Agreement, we fouhattthere are no existing legal
frameworks with specific provisions to leverage fiseal structure of opportunities for
ethnic Albanians or Macedonians. The following ®ett illustrates the main
components and consequences of fiscal decentratizaind identifies some entry
points for future intervention.

Piecemeal devolution

The Law on Local Self-Government Finances (LSGFpeptember 2004 established
three sources of funding for local governmentsirtben revenue, transfers from the
central government budget and the national funnis,|@ans (art. 3J. Key stakeholders
and analysts agree that the breath and pace af tisvolution has been insufficient to
ensure that local governments can keep up wittdétieery of services. In the best of
cases, additional revenues have been transferredvier increased competences but
without room for savings or further investments.other cases, some gradual reforms
have been bargained between municipalities andcéiméral government but remain
insufficient to fulfil the potential of more fiscalutonomy.

Own revenues made up 29% of total LSG revenue i Z0evitas 2011). The LSGF
(art. 4) considers differerypes of own revenues, including: 1) local taxes (property
tax, property transfer tax, inheritance and gitt, @nd other taxes provided for by law);
2) local charges (communal charges, administratnagges, other charges provided for
by law), 3) local fees (land development fees, comah fees, urban planning fees,
other fees provided for by law), 4) revenue frorogarty, 5) revenue from donations, 6)
revenue from fines, 7) revenue from self-contribng, 8) other revenue defined by law.
Also municipalities collect 3% of the personal ine® tax (PIT) from their residents,
and 100% of the PIT paid by artisans. In termstr@insfers from the central
government budget, these include: 1) a share in the value added(VaXT), also
referred to as a “general grant”, 2) earmarked tgreB) capital grants, 4) block grants,
and 5) grants for delegated competences. As disduslsewhere, local governments
receive 3% of VAT but have successfully lobbied temtral government to increase
their take towards a gradual raise of 4,5% by 2an% 2010, the shared revenues from
PIT and VAT accounted for 6% of LSG revenue (Levi201l1l). In terms of the
earmarked grants, these are given by the central government torcimrehe operating
costs of the facilities transferred to them in thiest and second phases of
decentralization as described abdveWith most of the municipalities in the country

8 Official Gazette No. 61/04

® Official Gazette No. 159/09. The law raises the LSf@re to 3.4% in 2010, 3.7% in 2011, 4% in 2008, a
4.5% in 2013.

10 At the occasion of his re-election for a conse@iflvyear term as president of the association of
municipalities (ZELS) in July 2011, the mayor oétBity of Skopje, Koce Trajanovski said that ZElegains
at its position that the share of VAT to local-sgdfvernment should be 6%. He also repeated théqoshat
the share of the personal income tax going to nipaities should be 30%. (Karajkov Risto, Contexatéh for
Swiss Development Cooperation, Skopje, See fomel@Tpajarnoscku yuime 06e 2odunu na uexo na 3EJIC
[Two More Years at the Helm of ZELS for TrajanopsRinevnik, 13 July 2011.

™ The rationale of the block grant is that municifiedi have autonomy in allocating these funds in the
respective sectors, for example, education, clite of culture. According to Levitas (2011): “thiswever is
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having entered the"2phase of decentralization, LSG revenue from blgnts has

increased significantly accounting for 53% of theat in 2010? (Levitas 2011). Most

of this increase is accounted for by teachers’ wage general, “more than half of all
local government revenues are earmarked for edurcaiurposes” (Levitas 2011).
Finally, the 2011 law on management of state owaad-has given municipalities the
right to directly manage (sell) public constructitend. Since 2009, the central
government has shared the revenue from construlaimhin a 80/20 ratio with local
governments.

Recurrent biases, pending issues

The empirical evidence documenting the extent aagmtude of fiscal transfers shows
that for the most part, decentralization has nathed its full potential due to the small
volume of transfers from the central to local goweents, the incipient capability of
municipalities to collect and administer funds, ahd impact of existing devolution
mechanisms which tend to reinforce existing inetjeal in favour of urban
municipalities that are generally associated witiegnment parties.

In an assessment of fiscal decentralization prepfeUSAID in 2009 and 2011, Tony
Levitas has made the most compelling analysis ®fbiases resulting from the current
system. Levitas documents an important but ingefiic increase in revenues for
municipalities since the adoption of the LSGF. Bsmw 2005 and 2010, local
government revenues as share of GDP rose from dl.3% and of total public
expenditures rose from 5.4 to 15.3%. These inceeasspond to some extended
taxation schemes, increased take of VAT rates mogkases in local fees, but at 5%
GDP, Macedonian municipalities remain below theeeted revenues of 8% or 9%
GDP needed to cover the new assigned functions d&bentralization process has not
improved the equity of Macedonia’s intergovernmefiteance system either. In 2006,
the richest 25% of municipalities had 3.2 times enoer capita revenue than the poorest
municipalities; this ratio increased to 5 time2008. The problem of unequal revenues
is tangible within Skopje municipalities as welleflitas 2011). This growing inequality
is due to some structural factors as well as duba@bsence of effective instruments of
fiscal equalization. Regarding structural factongst sources of income (Transfer Tax,
Land Development Fee, and share of the value osale of urban construction land)
depend on fluctuations of the real estate markeictwhaffect (benefit) urban
municipalities for the most part. The current dédization structure also does not
contemplate equalization mechanisms. For examipéedistribution of VAT and Road
funds tend to distribute revenues in a way thahgaio not correspond to the yield of
taxes collected. There are further rigidities asged with the way the grants given to
municipal governments during second phase areaaéfldc(eg. If there was no state
financed kindergarten before decentralization,eheill be no money sent out for this
functionafter decentralization).

not really happening. On the one hand, insteadsirigle block grant for education, we have threekblgrants,
one each for primary and secondary education, aathar one, administered by the Ministry of Labiod a
Social Welfare, for kindergartens.. Similarly, eatl of a single block grant for culture we haveasaje
programs within the grant for culture for Librarid@duseums and Theaters, that can only be spetitdor
specific programs. On the other hand, it seemddleat governments have limited administrative atitl to
change the employment patterns in the instituttbeg have been assigned. As a result, most locargments
are little more than the payroll agents of theiingons.”

12| evitas, Chart 4; not counting 5 more municipaditighich entered the"? phase in 2011.
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There are currently no plans or mechanisms to dpvah effective way of equalizing
fiscal decentralization in Macedonia in a way tHatal governments receive
appropriate funding to fulfil decentralized so@aktor functions or to prevent increased
differences in public service provision across mipalities over time (Levitas 2011).
The challenge is significant as the most infludrtllampions of fiscal decentralization
in urban, wealthier areas are precisely those likatfit from the existing bias in the
allocation of funds.



SECTION 3

Recommendations for Current SDC Support Decentralization in Macedonia

In this section we assess the support providedhdysiviss Development Corporation (SDC)
to Macedonia’s decentralization process in ordesuggest possible future strategies for
continuing such support. We evaluate two specitfistiiutions through which SDC has

sought to support and strengthen decentraliza@emmunity Forums, and the support
provided to the Association of the Units of Loca&lfSsovernment (ZELS). The assessment
is based on a need to reassess SDC'’s involvem#ntiecentralization in Macedonia beyond
2014, and is based on the assumption that whilesdipport to ZELS may continue over a
longer period, the Community Forums will be phasatislowly.

This section does not provide a systematic evalnaif SDC’s work to date. Instead, it looks

at its current involvement with the decentralizatmrocess through the support to ZELS and
the Community Forum only to assess its future atjiat orientation, and to get a clearer
picture of the vehicles through which SDC’s invehent with the decentralization process

may be most effective. The section, therefore, dogisassess SDC'’s interventions, but
rather, assesses how to sustain them and how te faovard.

3.1. SDC’s Donor Profile in the context of Decentralisation

SDC has a unique role to play both within Maced@md within its decentralisation process.
As various donors have departed one by one ovedastefew years, and with GIZ’s
imminent exit, SDC will soon be the only bilateddnor left in Macedonia. Multilateral
donors such as UNDP, OSCE and the EU, howeverincento work in Macedonia. Within
this group SDC is an influential actor that is adased to have a lot of influence especially
within ZELS. It is largely because of this that maespondents suggested that SDC should
take on a greater advocacy role through ZELS td poismore legislative and legal changes
at the national level in order to both deepen atobmalise the decentralisation process in
Macedonia. In fact, when asked for recommendation§DC, many municipal level actors
indicated that they needed an actor that couldspiarspolicy changes to complete the as yet
incomplete decentralisation process, and they fietit SDC was well-placed in its
relationship with ZELS to be able to take on thisrenpolitical role. Some of these policy
changes are discussed at various points in tha@atep

SDC is particular well-known and respected withimilcsociety organisations, many of
which it has funded through its Community ForumedPamme. It is also well regarded by
mayors. However, many of these have not benefitedtty from SDC and do not consider it
a major actor at the municipal level. This is des@DC’s involvement with municipalities
through the Community Forums. One mayor went s@$aro say that SDC had made itself
marginal to the real issues of decentralisatiortdaycentrating entirely on the national level
(ZELS) and on participation. He recommended a mnewtve role for SDC that would
directly impact the functioning of municipal goverants. Our recommendations in Section
4.1. are aimed at dealing with this.

There are two particular roles that SDC can pldgotizely within decentralisation in
Macedonia. The first is in rationalising the stwuet of local government in Macedonia, and

12



making the system better integrated and more efficiln terms of interventions, this
requires policy-level advocacy, lobbying for changed conducting studies on the particular
requirements of decentralisation in Macedonia. Téas either be done directly, or by
funding civil society organisations, researcherd armedia organisations who are able and
willing to lobby the state for more effective detratisation. From the point of view of
municipal authorities and officials, this was theshimportant and effective role that SDC
could play.

The second is through support to various actorsimvihe system of local governance, such
as MoLSG, ZELS, CSOs, Regional Bodies. Of thesdérétady works closely with ZELS and
some CSOs, and in this study we suggest maintamingrking relationship with MoLSG
and the Regional Development Centres. The inteimentequired here is either project or
budgetary support. Many CSOs supported this roteSIDC. They pointed out that SDC
could provide them with project or budgetary supgorlobby for changes to municipal
statutes and local rule books; to be the contindmisbetween successive governments to
ensure they all work according to the needs ofeits; to work with citizen and community
groups to deepen the demand from citizens for gred¢centralisation; and as oversight
groups that monitor the work of municipal governisen

General Recommendations to Strengthen SDC role in the Decentralisation process

The recommendations in this report are based ommaim finding that the process of

decentralization in Macedonia is not yet coherant that the local governance system
is not fully integrated. Based on this we recommé#rat SDC can play a much more

active role to advocate for greater coherence atefiation across the various units
involved in decentralization, and can also workdois greater integration through the
interventions it chooses to initiate in supporiMEcedonia’s decentralization process.

Given this situation, we suggest in this report that there is a role for SDC to play in
rationalizing the decentralization process in Maced. We draw out the
recommendations one piece at a time through thpertebut in essence, we are
recommending the following integrated structuregpipically represented in Figure 1
below.

1. SDC should work with ZELS to further the processimgdtitutionalisation of
citizen participation and to incentivise participat within the working of
municipal governments. It is extremely importantfitad a way to ensure that
decisions reached through the forums or other qipatiory mechanisms are
reflected in municipal actions. We also recommenat tSDC should set up
training courses within ZELS on participatory gawence for mayors and
municipal staff.

2. It should concentrate the bulk of its support oneligping the new planning
regions as a coherent and effective upper tier ovatier system of local
governance, in order to rationalize what resporgdealled an unsustainable
decentralized system that has spread administraipacity too thin across a
large number of units.

3. Inthis, it should work to improve the coordinatibatween MoLSG, ZELS and
the Regional Councils. ZELS and the Regional Cdsratie constituted by the
same members — the mayors of municipalities — wdseiRegional Councils
fall under the purview of MoLSG. Yet, each institut complained of a lack of
coordination with the others. Despite their diffetréechnical capabilities and
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different political influence, these three instituts need to be effectively
integrated to facilitate the decentralization pesce

4. In working with the regions, SDC should advocate domore central role for
MoLSG (in coordination with ZELS) in drafting nevaws that will see some
competences moving up from the municipalities te tlegions, and some
additional competences moving from the centre @ régions. In doing this,
MoLSG would also play a role in rationalizing fircas for these competences
with the Ministries of Finance and other line miness.

5. While developing the planning regions as an upper df local governance,
SDC should follow the GIZ model of concentrating developing local
enterprises through the mandates of the planniggpms. This will lead to the
generation of greater revenue by municipalities tfegir administrative and
development needs, especially in the highly pimed area of tourism
development.

6. This tiered system of governance is also fully gné¢ed into the EU NUTS 3
system of territorial classification, and will edalsDC to play a role in another
high priority area in an integrated manner — th#ection of quality data on
local governance and equitable, balanced regiomraeldpment within
Macedonia. This will not only help SDC improvadvocacy and policy
influence, but will also help it develop a singkrrative of what decentralization
is, how to secure political commitment for thisdamow to measure progress
towards it. SDC should help develop ZELS abilitycmllect and disseminate
transparent information on regional and intra-raglanequality.

3.2. Citizen Participation and the Community Forums

Within both political science and development ségdhe concept of popular participation by
citizens in the political process has become symmus with political development.
Governance reforms have increasingly come to beactexized by a need to develop closer,
more direct and more responsive relationships bEiwle state and its citizens. This is
considered an important part of “deepening demgtréGaventa 2002), and is the idea
behind “co-governance” (Ackerman 2004). These eamhave led to a greater emphasis on
including citizens in decision-making processes andnoving towards more participatory
governance. They have highlighted that “citizensusth have direct roles in public choices or
at least engage more deeply with substantive palitssues and be assured that officials will
be responsive to their concerns and judgments” ¢8@md Fung (2004) in Gaventa 2006).

Decentralization reforms in particular have theawdfy to bring governance processes closer
to the people, and to create both representativk garticipatory (or direct) forms of
governance. While representative decentralizatiequires that citizens participate in
governance by electing their representatives to emd&cisions for them, participatory
decentralization requires much more off its citeeit requires them, and not just their
representatives, to become an active part of decisiaking itself. To this end, it requires the
state to provide an enabling environment withinalkhtitizens can play out this role, and it
requires citizens to exercise active social agency.

The Community Forums Programme
Participatory decentralisation is usually very idiift to achieve and there are many more
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cases of local governments around the world makigsions without the participation of
their citizens than there are of fully participgta@yovernance. In Macedonia, however, an
extremely interesting instrument for citizen papation was developed through SDC
support. This is called the Community Forums Progre (CFs), whose main objective is
“to support participatory community developmentotigh direct citizens’ participation in
local governance, through accountable, trustedcapdble local administration and increased
citizens’ identification with the newly establishéacal institutions” (Parvex 2009; SDC
TORs). Community Forums seek to promote citizertiggpation at the local level by
creating spaces within which citizens can commuaidarectly with their mayor, and engage
in a dialogue with the municipal administrationv@arious community-based issues.

This programme has a unique structure. It is oggghiand run by a set of civil society
organisations that are supported by SDC. Munidipsliare expected to apply to the
programme, in which the CSOs support four type€©$; (a) project forums, (b) budget
forums!* (c) inter-municipal forum$? and (d) topical forum& CFs were organised in a total
of 25 municipalities through the: &and 2 phases of the programme (2006-2010), of which 17
had project forums, three had budget forums, Fad inter-municipal forums, and only one
had a topical forum’

Each of these types of forums have certain comraatufes. They are actively moderated by
the CSOs and bring together the community to dsdasal issues, review the budget,
prioritise between required projects and discusgisos for common problems. Many of the
projects decided upon are then jointly funded ey rtiunicipality and SDC. The forums are
organised as successive sessions over the perical felv months, with each session
consisting of ‘working tables’ of 5-10 participargach. Each of these tables are organised
according to the social and economic interestdhefgarticipants and there is an attempt to
ensure both gender and ethnic balance in ordee tioilly inclusive. Through the successive
sessions participants short-list, prioritise argtdss issues and projects.

The chart below lays out the basic steps and pwresdnvolved in the Community Forum
modality® It starts with the state bodies and regulationstom, and SDC and the
implementing CSOs at the bottom, coming togetheghécentre to jointly organise the CFs
with the participation of citizens, who are brougigether by the CSOs. At the very top of
the chart is the Legal Act, which ensures thatrttayor and municipal council organise the
Community Forums. This is because in collaborattn ZELS SDC was able to have a
new section and ordinance added to the law thailiegalidates the CF process within the
statutes of the municipalities. 37 municipalitiesé so far added this section to their statutes,
which now compels the mayors and municipal counoilsrganise a forum during the budget
process for the following year, and to set priestfor capital investments in their regions. A
manual is available to help municipalities set ups@®n their own, along with certified
moderators to run these forums through the CSQsthee been engaged in this process over
the last six years.

13 Organised to review and discuss multiple projetisterest to the community, and to prioritise atetide
which to implement from amongst these.

% Organised to review and discuss next year's budget.

15 Organised to review and discuss projects of muniaftest and concern to municipalities that lielwse
proximity to one another.

16 Organised to review a specific, pertinent issu¢ idquires a discussion within the community.

7 http://forumivozaednicata.com.mk/content/view/2 B8f&8ng,en/

18 Based on CP Community ForumMacedonia: Community Forums Programme — Sustaiitatithase
March 2001-Aug 2014
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Figure 2: The Communitiforums modalit

Phase 3 of the Community Forums programme, whiok from 2011 to 2014, seeks larg
to consolidate and institutionalise the forums witthe municipalities that were a part of
first two phases, and to expand these to othericipalities that have not yet used them
order to allow municipalities to be able to use @ modality on their own, there has bt
an attempt during this phase to make the procefis &asier and cheaper through
introduction of Assisted forums d a simplified version of the full forum proce

A basic assessment of the CFs

This study was nateant to be a formal assessment of the Communitynk® programme
However, a number of strengths and weaknessesgirtgramme became apparent du
our interviews with various stakeholders. Our anaysfithe CFs does not differ greatly fr
the midterm review conducted by Parvex (20C

Most respondents that we spoke with were very sdppoof the Community Forum
modality and the role that fitad played in including citizen groups in municigavernance
Mayors were especially appreciative of the chanceommunicate with their constituenc
over their needs and priorities. Many respondewmisited out that these forums allow
mayors to gai a clear idea of what the community requires, thiatl it was useful in makin
mayors more appreciative of the impact of partitgra on better decisi-making. A
respondent from a civil society organisation thaganises CFs pointed out that the prs
was also useful because it meant that despite somenunities being left out of tradition
electoral participation, a consequence of the digdgtem of elections, people could ¢
participate in local governance and deci-making.

Respondents algminted out that a major advantage of the processthat it results in vel
concrete, visible outputs in some of the regiongmht was implemented. Mayors in t
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municipalities immediately identified sports fattds (football stadiums), waste collection
improvements (the purchase of a waste collectiamck)r and public infrastructure
improvements (900 metres of pavement) that had dregap because of the CFs. Some
respondents from civil society organisations exmdi that while municipalities were
expected by law to include citizens within the beidgy process, the CF modality
implemented through CSOs added a very definiteevéduthis procedure by improving the
exchange of information between citizens and theniompality, raising awareness, and
ensuring greater participation through the useasitgrs and leaflets, and by publicising the
forums through schools and hospitals, and talkinggmmunity leaders. This is explained in
Box 1 below. A respondent from a CSO provided tkangple of a municipality that
attempted to organise a CF on their own withoutitivelvement of CSOs and managed to
get only seven people, three of whom were from G8©, two were from the media, and
only two were interested citizens. This they samsuargely because they advertised only
through newspapers and put little effort into peiblng the event beyond that.

Box 1: Citizen participation in the budgetary prese

Citizen participation in budgetary process by law
1. Citizen groups to send in proposals by Sept
2. Draft documents prepared
3. Budgetary debates with citizen groups organissdeen 18 Oct and 18 Nov to discuss these draft
documents
4. These are followed by 20 days of discussionkiwihe Municipal Council
5. Budget planned within Municipal Council from"Nov to Mid-Dec
6. Budget finalised and adopted by"IBec

Value added to this process by Community Forums
7. 1. Municipalities tend to not send out backgrounduinents to citizen groups well before
discussions. Community Forums and the NGOs thaagmthese ensure that documents reach people
in time to make informed decisions.

8. 2. The Community Forum process helps explain tdesements to people, and ensure that
they are understood by all, and can be used asis foa contribution.
9. 3. Outreach activities to ensure wider participatiy both urban and rural groups, men and

women, various neighbourhood group, and all releiratitutions. This is done by visiting homes,
organizations aniMesni Zaednicpresidents to ensure greater participation.

On the other end of the spectrum, the most obweeekness of the CF modality is the issue
of sustainability. This came through very clearly interviews with some mayors in
particular. Many respondents pointed out that desfan initiative from ZELS” to make
these forums permanent, few municipalities haveedem Even in a municipality that had
used CFs in the past, the mayor pointed out tiegt were not planning any forums on their
own just yet and would consider them possibly ie foture if some new interest was
expressed by citizens. He said that besides thel@@shey had used in the past, there were
no other formal process through which to involvézens in the work of the municipality.
“When a need arises”, he said, “citizens form tlesun forum, and we send an officer who
deals with communicating with citizens. He is resgr@ed in their meetings and brings back
their project proposals for consideration. But wendt discuss our budget with citizens”.

Many respondents pointed out that the lack of suastéity of the forums even in areas that
had experience with these was based on two facfa)scchange of politicians within
municipalities with each election, so that new extare less aware of the process and its
strengths and advantages; and (b) the lack of esmfoent mechanisms for citizen
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participation within the additions to the statutdhis second point is central, and also
explains why the process depends so heavily onnteeest and commitment of individual
actors. While the new statutes compel mayors tolugvcitizens in the budgetary process
according to the procedure laid out in Box 1 abeveas a respondent that works with
convening Community Forums explained, the law nexguthat between 1®ct and 15Nov

of each year each municipality must include the maomity in the budgetary process, either
by calling people to a meeting or by visiting th@renunity organizations called tiesni
Zaednics, in order to openly debate the budget — therenathing that holds them
accountable if they do not do so. The failure t&cdss the budget with the community does
not affect the municipality’s ability to continue function. Therefore, some respondents
pointed out that many mayors choose to forego titoet ©f convening budget forums during
the budgetary process and, instead, take quiclsidesi within the local government offices.
At the most, they simply provide feedback on whettiGzen proposals were accepted or
rejected. A respondent from a CSO that organises &Bo pointed out that municipal
representatives are not incentivised within theepss, and deal with CFs only as a matter of
routine, without having any other interest in irag®g citizen participation. He explained
that officials remain adamant about mayors takiagiglons on all issues, and that much of
the struggle on the part of CSOs comes down toinomg municipal staff that decisions
should be made by citizens and not just the mayors.

The respondent from the CSO also pointed out timaajar limitation of the CF modality has
been the fact that nothing holds mayors to thesitets that are taken within these forums.
“Mayors just go ahead and cancel decisions that baen taken and also cancel budgets that
have been discussed and agreed. If you objectdoittis common for them to say, ‘Are you
trying to tell me I'm not in charge here?”. A piadlarly harmful impact of a system of
participation that operates without incentives anctions is that over time it can drive
citizens away if they realise that the effort thmyt into participating does not translate into
actions by the municipal governments. This can icemably weaken any initial gains in
terms of building a *habit’ of participation withim community. A study in the US argued that
citizens took to political activism after noticirigat while their input was sought by public
administrators, it was rarely included in officdans and decisions (Gibsehal. 2005).

Other mayors have chosen to forego the CF prooesaube they see them as unnecessary
additions to a system that has other available fhimdafor citizen participation. As the
mayor of a major town that had participated in @bmted out, “CFs were a good experience
but they were too limited and too small. It is haodinstitutionalise these. We will now
continue to include citizens, but we will do thisdugh their councillors on the Municipal
council, who are their representatives. We can gearhe process successfully through the
councillors, since each one has a political basd, tarough the community leaders in the
MesniZaednics. Through these we are in touch with the needsio€itizens”.

The literature also indicates that facilitated pgvation through CSOs is expensive and
unsustainable (Gibsoet al. 2005, Teague 2006), and suggests that “provisionghe

institutionalisation of people's participation” shd be made within the structure of
decentralisation, that these should be congruemhh available, sustainable sources of
funding, and that attention should be paid in patér to political and social obstacles to such
regular, institutionalised participation (Work 199t other words, the recommendation is to
institutionalise participation organically withiha system and then work in particular not on
participation itself, but on identifying and remoygi the obstacles to such participation by
citizen groups. SDC’s attempts to rationalise tHes @uring Phase 3 by making them
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simpler, cheaper and more integrated within muaicgmvernance processes is a step in this
direction. The outcome of this, however, is yebéoseen.

Recommendations for Community Forums

SDC expects to phase out CFs by 2016, and will theeperiod of the new strategic
engagement starting from 2014 to integrate the @Eaiity within municipal governance
and make it sustainable. Our challenge in this ntepleerefore, is to move beyond these CFs
and suggest other possible interventions througitlwS8DC could engage effectively with
local governance in Macedonia. However, there aréewa interventions that can be
considered with regard to CFs during the period4208, or even earlier.

1. SDC should work with ZELS to further the processinstitutionalisation of citizen
participation. There are two interventions to besidered here:

(a) Facilitate the process of expansion to othenionpalities through a legal stipulation
that requires that all municipalities include cleavdalities for citizen participation in their
work, and outline these modalities as simple preegshat can be adopted easily and at
little cost. This is especially important if the @todality during the new phase is going to
be demand driven. As seen in the comments aboges th at present little incentive for
municipal staff to respond to such demands fromaenis.

The law already stipulates certain benchmarks tme@mage citizen participation. Article
26 on civic initiatives stipulates that the munadipouncil has to discuss an issue put forth
by at least 10% of the voters in the municipalitymathin the community self-government
unit (Mesnior Urbani Zaednicj, while Article 27 on citizen assemblies stiputatkat the
mayor has to call a citizen's gathering if at |eE3% of theMesnior Urbani Zaednici
request it. In collaboration with ZELS, SDC may wda investigate what the main
obstacles are that keep citizens from using tresga provisions effectively.

(b) Incentivise municipal officials, especially theayors, to involve citizens in municipal
decisions, and apply some type of moderate sarsctmmunicipalities, especially if there
IS no obvious attempt to involve citizens in thalpeting process. In many countries the
transfer of central funds are dependent on cleigieace of citizen participation. However,
a simple measure such as the maintenance of ecpisblof municipalities that have high
levels of citizen engagement, and those that dptogéther with an annual award system,
may also be effective.

2. Work with CSOs and the media to improve awareradsthe forums and the modality,
manuals and moderators that are available for ysdl interested municipalities. A mayor of
a small rural town that lies just on the outskotsSkopje seemed to be entirely unaware of
any such modality. “There is no legal framework fomalisation or institutionalisation of
citizen participation. It is entirely dependenttbe mayor and | do what | can. | do not know
anything about Community Forums, or any donor waggkon this”. As a first step towards
institutionalised expansion across the countrys itnportant that all municipalities become
aware of the modalities that have been developedigh great effort and cost.

3. Set up training courses within ZELS on partitipy governance for mayors and municipal
staff, and to familiarise mayors with the importanand advantages of an engaged
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community. As a respondent from a CSO that runs jifsted out, “Municipalities mainly
want infrastructure, especially from donors. And wame in talking about participation.
They don’'t understand why”. The NGOs that currentiyordinate and manage the
Community Forums can be contracted by ZELS (andSiaf) to carry out these trainings
and conduct monitoring follow-ups.

As a final note it should be mentioned that a latkawareness of CFs, or an inability to
convene forums, does not mean that there is nacipation. By most accounts, there is
active interaction between municipal governments @mmunities, or at least their leaders.
Most mayors claimed to talk regularly with commuyndroups, calledviesni or Urbani
Zaednici The mayor of Skopje referred to their role repdbt with regard to communicating
and negotiating with business groups in the citg.atso pointed out that many complaints
and critiques of the local government are broughthtm through these community
organisations, and that he regularly discusseduihetions and future of public companies
with them. An ex-mayor of another city explainedttthe had convened formal citizen
participation mechanisms within his municipalityrihg his tenure long before the CF
modality because it helped him tailor his decisibmshe needs of his constituency. The
mayor who claimed to have no knowledge of CFs empththat he traveled around his
constituency regularly to meet with community leadand find out what their communities
needed. It would help, however, if these procesasse formalised and institutionalised, and
regulated through incentives and sanctions.

The prevalent role ofMesni or Urbani Zaednicis as local governance institutions

An unexpected finding during fieldwork in Macedomias the systematic and active presence of local
governance institutions that play an active rol@riomoting citizen participation in decision making

at the municipal level. Thiglesnior Urbani Zaednics (depending on whether they are rural or urban)
are a traditional form of sub-municipal, commuriysed self-government that are recognised|and
regulated in the 2002 Law on Local Self-Governméghtticles 82-86, Section XII). Municipal
statutes lay out their form, their relationship twithe municipality, the tasks delegated to the
president, and resources needed for their functiprirhey are legally recognised as forums where
citizens can come together to discuss issues, @ecidtrategies, and formulate proposals on issues

local significance. These institutions have presisi¢hat are elected by citizens for 4-year teras,
elect a community self-government council, and ltave resources allocated to them for certain tasks
delegated by the mayor.

These semi-formal institutions act as an orgaegitimate system of intermediation between citizens
and municipal governments. According to most of ititerviews we conductedviesni or Urbani
Zaednics provide a significant opportunity for sustainioigjzen participation. Almost all mayots
explained that they work closely with the electedders of these institutions, and that they arg yer
important local actors through which a mayor cahigrmation on the needs of communities,| A

civil society organisation that works on implemegtiCommunity Forums (CFs) explained that the
relationship between municipal mayors and commuleifders is usually a very close one because
they are both elected by the same people. Theyeftire, co-habit and work through one another.
Though their connection is not formal, it is strigngolitical — since the influence of the community
leader affects the electoral vote bank of the mayeorand moral, since these community elders
command respect, and exercise influence and atythaithin areas of the municipalities.

Various respondents also pointed out that thesemzomnty groups have legitimacy and command
respect, they are trusted, and are considereduaah&bcal point by citizens for the expression and
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representation of collective interests. As a sahoténted out, “they are there for a reason”.
However,Mesnior Urbani Zaednics are not integrated with one another or within waeking of
municipalities, and though they are active, theylnessentially outside the local government system.
Many respondents — from within municipal governnseas well as civil society organisations —
pointed out that their integration would greatlypimmve the working of municipal governments and
their ability to assess community needs. They pdirdut that these semi-formal institutions can be
used by municipal governments to negotiate withrooimities on certain issues, such as paying taxes,
to raise awareness on issues, such as environnmotaktion, to facilitate the implementation |of
projects, such as waste management, and to heipuhgipality manage inter-community relations
(pointed out in particular by a CSO that works bis issue). They explained that while this happens
already, there are no incentives built into tharfalr system to compel these semi-formal actors|and
institutions to work together with mayors on a astent basis. As a civil society organisation
explained, ifMesni or Urbani Zaednics were integrated within the system, not only coiliéir
capacity and professionalism be improved, but t@yd also play an important role in the budgeting
process in which municipalities often have to cdidate the needs of between 20-50 villages. The
respondent from the organisation added, “The CIes ddr central importance, but the way |to
institutionalise these is through tiMesni Zaednics. However, their work needs to be formally
budgeted”. The mayor of a major town made the saoiret, and added that the most effective mqgdel
of decentralisation was provided by the 1974 cautgdn, in whichMesni Zaednics were formally
included and had access to their own revenues, fnadkexpenditures, and managed their own land.
He added, “This worked well, as far as | am coneérand citizens were included”.

The systematic evidence collected in Macedoniardagg the legitimacy, effectiveness and important
political role of these indigenous local governaimitutions strongly suggests that MZ should|be
taken into account in the design and developmentfutire local governance initiatives. As
demonstrated by similar experiences in many otbanties, there is a growing scholarly and policy
awareness that these (semi-formal) institutionsehtremendous potential to strengthen citizen
participation, encourage inclusive decision making promote improved service delivery at the lgcal
level.

3.3. Support to the Association of the Units of Local Self Government (ZELS)

The Association of the Units of Local Self-Govermme@f Macedonia (ZELS) is a non
government organization that represents all 84 oipalities and the City of Skopjé.
According to their mission statement, “ZELS is dexbto building a local governance
system to the measure of the citizens, with loaalegnment units that are successful,
efficient, and financially independerf® Founded on April 26, 1972, ZELS is one of the key
actors of the decentralization process in Macedobah in terms of formal and legal
prerogatives to facilitate administrative and flsdacentralization, and in terms of their
political role in brokering power relations betwdenal and central government.

ZELS is a national association of all 85 mayorgl(iding the city of Skopje) who make up
its General Assembly (GA). The Managing Board (MB),charge of making executive
decisions, is made up of 19 members who are eldstelde General Assembly. The board is
led by a president who is a mayor from the govemtrparty (currently led by the Mayor of
Skopje) and two vice presidents: one from the Allarcoalition party and one from the

19 vAssociation of Local Government of the Republidvdcedonia- Zels." ZELS. Macedonia. Web. 22 Mar.
2012. <http://www.zels.org.mk/Default.aspx?id=0fB0d-1de3-4f90-85d0-fa2f62496171>.
% Seehttp://www.zels.org.mk/Default.aspx
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leading opposition party. It is argued that the Biging Board makes most of the decisions
by consensus, but this should not be surprisingesihis also noted that the Board heavily
represents pro government and urban mayors. B#tewManaging Board, there is a 5
member Steering Committee to supervise the exetwtialecisions made by the MB and
GA. In addition, ZELS is made of a 12-member Coneritof the Council or the concilliary,
and close to 13 additional working committees (maflé& to 7 mayors each) to address
diverse thematic issues such as finances, econdevielopment, environmental concerns,
energy, education, water management, etc.

ZELS is well placed to advance the technical anchiastrative as well as the political
aspects of the decentralization process. Accortbntheir own documents, ZELS has four
main functions:

a. Promote cooperation and information sharing amomgshbers;

b. Act as a lobby group and advisory body to the etmgiovernment;

c. Establish relations with national and internatioasdociation of local authorities;

d. Organize training and conference opportunitiestiomembers.

ZELS has played a critical role tacilitate the managerial and administrative capacities of
local governments to meet the responsibilities associated with egstdecentralization
legislation. Although Zels had been active for éhiecades already, this facilitating role
became especially important after the 2001 Ohrahfawork Agreements and the adoption
of a Local Self Government Law in 2002. During tlast decade, ZELS had received
significant financial support from USAID first artien from SDC to provide training and
capacity building, to design and develop administea software, and to help improve
municipal service delivery capabilities.

Between 2002 and July 2007, ZELS benefitted fron$14.5 million USD technical
assistance decentralization project from USAID @&phlocal governments become more
effective, responsive, and accountalleln the majority of municipalities, project fungjn
was aimed to improve the managerial and adminig&ratapacity of Macedonian
municipalities to assume their new responsibilities this extent, ZELS sought to:
1. Support the establishment of financial managemedtax administration capacities,
with a special focus on property taxes and relelagoa revenues;
2. Ensure regular utilization of citizen participatiorechanisms in public decision-
making through practicable IT solutions; and,
3. Assist in the implementation of one stop permittsygtems that result in improved
zoning, city planning, permitting, efé.

ZELS has been also involved with other capacitydig activities to help municipalities
gain increased financial independence, by traiming certifying local government officials
for the provision of communal services, improveathficial management and better customer
service. A USAID democracy and governance assedsf(eoenducted a as part of its
strategic planning process for the developmentto2010-15 country assistance strategy)
reported a positive contribution of ZELS to the elcalization process (Clavelle 2009).
More specifically, it highlighted ZELS’ potentiad &xpand the organizational, analytical and
policy capability of municipal governments.

L http://macedonia.usaid.gov/en/sectors/democracgfueaization.html
2 http://macedonia.usaid.gov/en/sectors/democracgfueaization.html
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SDC support to ZELS seeks to help municipalitiesobge credible development partners to
the central government (Clavelle 2009). To thiseektit is believed that strengthening the
role of ZELS can help to bridge the gap betweese fimited financial and human resources
of local self-government” and the expectations improved service delived’ As an
expression of this commitment, SDC provided on-lmidmd off-budget support to ZELS in
the magnitude of CHF 2.650 million (about USD 2.@ion) between 2007-201¢'

Over time, ZELS has continually expanded their ipgodtion as the (near exclusive)
providers of technical support to municipalities¢luding capacity development initiatives,
training of staff, examination and certification wfchnical abilities, and providers of the
necessary public management software. For exanZi®S has developed a software
application to assist municipalities with assesdnaérconstruction land, energy efficiency,
service provision, and other e-government initegivor declaring taxes and issuing building
permits (Interview with Dusica Perisic, Executivedator of ZELS). Similarly, ZELS claims
to have a growing role in the training of municigtff (1000 people trained in 2010, 1500 in
2011 and hopefully 2000 in 2012 according to th&. EMirector). But it is yet unclear how
this capacity training is directly contributing &m expansion of municipal capabilities given
the magnitude of the investment. In conversatiath wther cooperation agencies like OSCE
and UNDP, it emerges that ZELS is also beneficiafycapacity building and training
programs from these institutions. It would be adble to conduct an impact evaluation of
training programmes to assess the extent to whodldinvestments have produced value for
money over time.

Parallel to its technical and administrative cdnition to the decentralization process, ZELS
has played a key role fdwrokering effective political agreements between central and local
governments. This brokering role demands a delicate balanaeg to consolidate its
relationship with local governments and to repréesiam interests of the local governments at
the national level. On the one hand, ZELS has tamied its role as legitimate representative
of the interests of local government thanks toitfedusive governance structure (described
above) which ensures, at least in principle, a naemocratic decision making process.
ZELS has also tried to preserve its neutrality freantisan politics when the MB decided not
to influence the debate on which municipalities idobe abolished when the Law of
Territorial organization reduced the number of nrayioom 124 to 84 in 2004. ZELSW has
also cultivated good ties with mayors by servingagdatform to launch and advance their
political careers. This is the case of Nevzat Bgtéormer mayor, who benefited from his
national salience as Vice President of ZELS to thecome the current minister for Local
Self Government.

The question of whether ZELS is a valid countergartor an extension of the central
government interests remains a controversial puwiilh many stakeholders interviewed.
Some have openly questioned the extent to which&Z&an effectively be a representativce
of the interests of mayors vis-a-vis the centralggoment and not the other way around. The
belief that ZELS is “an extension of the centralgmment” was was supported by the fact
that the current president of ZELS, Koce Trajanauskalso the mayor of Skopje and one of

2 http://www.swiss-

cooperation.admin.ch/macedonia/en/Home/Facilitafrecentralisation/ZELS _Autonomy_and_Service_Projec
t

2 http://www.swiss-

cooperation.admin.ch/macedonia/en/Home/Facilitafirecentralisation/ZELS _Autonomy_and_Service_Projec
t
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the largest beneficiaries of government transféree Director of ZELS, Dusica Perisic has
ensured that they remain independent from the govent because most of their funding
comes from other (donor) sources and they have inemhafairly independent in their
advocacy and policy influencing work. Evidencegegjs that, for the most part, ZELS tends
to reproduce a representation bias in favour ofibst influential mayors and municipalities,
which tend to be urban more than rural, more gavemnt oriented rather than opposition,
and of Macedonian descent rather than ethnic Atimani

A recent example of this bias involved the 20045200licy campaign initiated by ZELS to
demand an increase of the Municipal take on thieced VAT, from 1% to 5%. While it is
true that all municipalities would benefit from reased share of tax revenues, VAT is not
the most redistributive tax but rather would tewdréproduce a bias that would favour
wealthier municipalities. What was interestingntate is that ZELS clearly articulated the
VAT campaign nationwide, it effectively lobbied mbers of parliament to participate on the
hearings, and brought the Finance minister to auctar the decision. In the end, ZELS
obtained a compromise solution with a 3% devolutddriVAT effective in 2009, with a
sliding and gradual scale of increments toward%odirb2013.

Recommendations for making ZELS more accountable to local governments

While it is a well known fact that ZELS plays a tahrole in the decentralization process in
Macedonia, some questions remain as to whether ZEL# consistent agent of positive
change. On the one hand, many stakeholders agetegiven the internal governance
structure and the political affinity of its presidewith the ruling VMRO party, ZELS is no
more than an “extension” of the central governmernbcal government affairs. Similarly, it
remains unclear the extent to which ZELS is an @aton representing the interestsablf
mayors (including those from rural, poor or oppgositruled municipalities) or it is a
lobbying vehicle for the benefit of a selective gpaf influential mayors.

Despite some criticism, stakeholders agree that @VvBELS is a powerful gatekeeper, it is
also one of the few (if not the only) legitimatedagffective voices for local governments to
represent different regional, ethnic and econonmterests at the national level. The
advantage is that ZELS represents these interadtsavgingle voice, which facilitates the
bargaining and advocacy efforts with the centralegoment.

From the perspective of SDC interventions, theviaié question is: how to make ZELS a
more accountable, responsive and transparent ajetite decentralization process? And
more specifically, how can SDC support to ZELS haveaximum impact on the process of
Macedonian decentralization? We identify four spechallenges:

1. To make ZELS more accountable to the needs of all mayors. SDC is in a privileged
position to exert more leverage on the governaicgEwS given that it contributes
with nearly 80% of its total funding. One way tosare a broader representation of
marginalized municipalities is to ensure that ratgvfiscal information concerning
the existing inequalities and government transfedifferent municipalities is widely
shared with all mayors.

2. To make ZELS more accountable for the use of resources received from donors.
Given its centrality in the decentralization praeZELS benefits from important
contributions from different cooperation agencies darder to conduct capacity
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building, e-government initiatives and other supgdor municipalities. SDC would
need to coordinate with OSCE and UNDP to requesstgr accountability in the use
of resources, to ensure broader coverage, and poova the quality and visible
impact in the provision of these services.

SDC couldencourage greater transparency in ZELS operations as a way to improve
coordination with national level government bodiéhere are different government
institutions with diverse functions in charge ofcdetralization, including the
Parliament, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministifylmcal Self Government and other
line ministries. ZELS has the potential to playisiormal coordinating role between
these national level bodies and municipal governmeBut greater coordination
would also entail a combined design of programmatitvities to avoid duplication
of functions and maximize the use of resources.

To encourage ZEL S to work closely with Mesni or Urbani Zaednici in order to train
community leaders to work closely with municipaaftin the delivery of public
services, e-government and community participation.

Political influence

1.

2.

Fiscal reforms are quite difficult to achieve esalg in a fragmented and ethnically
sensitive context. SDC however, could demand frdeh & the disclosure, analysis
and utilization of existing datasets to target thest vulnerable municipalities.
Greater access to fiscal transfers data, currentlyhe hands of ZELS, should
empower mayors in the discussion and eventual desigbetter mechanisms for
distribution of resources according to needs ass&#S Or existing socioeconomic
indicators.

Analyzing and disseminating fiscal transfers data powerful way to lobby for more
inclusive distribution of fiscal resources, eititrough increasing the share of tax
revenues available to municipalities or increadimg access to pooled funding for
regional development. This work could be supporéed done by leading non
governmental organizations to liaise with mayotse general public and raise
awareness of existing fiscal inequalities. Othakaholders like media could be also
brought in to participate.

Building on the successful experience of the VAfoma led by ZELS, SDC could
also play a supporting role to build the capacityeading think tanks and NGOs to
lobby Members of Parliament in order to discuss @éeslgn proposed mechanisms to
minimize fiscal disparities across Macedonian mpaildies.

Further research

1.

An ongoing and updated analysis of fiscal decemttaibn in Macedonia is needed
building on good existing data produced by USAIMCScould play an important
role to strengthen the capacity of leading locailkhiianks and research institutions to
develop a long term research agenda to analyzgap®, possibilities and sources of
funding to genuinely strengthen the process oafidecentralization.



SECTION 4

Recommendations for Strategic Orientation Beyond 2014

In this report we identify four main strategies fature intervention by SDC. The first
of these considers a restructuring, expansion &netigthening of support within the
currently existing modalities — the Community Fomiand ZELS. This was discussed
in the previous section. In this section we lookhaee other strategies that SDC could
adopt to strengthen and support the process omttatieation in Macedonia. These
three strategies constitute new areas of interoeritr SDC.

The first of these suggests a reorientation of SD@port towards regional development
centres in order to rationalize a process of deakration that by most accounts has
spread the state’s administrative capacity too, @l has thus made it ineffective. The
second new strategy points out the importance td dallection and proposes that
either SDC should get directly involved in collegtj maintaining and analysing quality
data on decentralization and development in Madegan it should advocate for this

and enable other institutions to gather and anatysd data. The rationale for this
comes from the fact that comparative data on mpaiities, regions, ethnic groups and
classes can help build pressure for greater, mdiectee and more equitable

development in the country, with decentralizatisraa important tool through which to

achieve this. The final strategy suggests greateocacy efforts by SDC to push for
political changes that will allow greater admiraesive and fiscal decentralization to
deal with the current stalemate identified by vasioespondents.

4.1. Regional Development

Macedonia has eight planning regions — Vardar Regigast Region, Southwest
Region, Southeast Region, Pelagonia Region, PolegioR, Northeast Region and
Skopje Region. Each of these is managed by an Bxeduody called the Centre for
Development of the Planning Region (CDPR). Munilifigs fall within these planning
regions, the main aim of which is to enable baldmegional development (referring to
equity across municipalities) and inter-municipabperation. This is a new strategy for
dealing with development and is based on a new thagvLaw on Balanced Regional
Development that was passed in 2007. The law &sponse to various critiques of the
fact that Macedonia is an unequal country with vemgqual distribution of resources
and revenue, but that the law of decentralizatioesdittle to deal with this.

The law also set up a Regional Council that is magdeof the mayors of each
municipality within the region. The CDPR is an adisirative body that supports this
Council in its work and submits a monthly report ttee Ministry of Local Self-
Government (MoLSG). Within the Councils mayors waslwards cooperation with one
another, and discuss and prioritise projects ofrnominterest. At the national level a
National Council for Regional Development was fodntleat includes the eight regions,
ZELS and eight ministries, which include the MoLS&conomy, Finance,
Transportation, Environment, Health, Education Sodial Work.



To support the work of the planning region and Guluthe law stipulated that 1%
national GDP will be provided each year to the eiglanning regions for region
development through various ministries, such agalgure, transport and environme
However, given that these regions and the new nedjistrategy for development
rather new, the regions have a difficult workintatenship with ministries and are r
yet recognise them as being part of their finanaiegponsibilities. According a
respondent who heads one of the planning regiong, MoLSG is currently workin
with the ministries to gain greater recognition flee planning regions and their fundi
needs.

Our focus on suggesting a reorientation of SDC’ppsut away from Commnity
Forums and towards regional development is motivdtg four factors. First, ar
foremost, amongst these is the extreme inequdfhit exists between regions
Macedonia. This includes unequal development idisaand an unequal distributi
of resources across regions (Fig3 and Table 1 below). A recent study concluded
in Macedonia, “a wide variation in the quality d&lis observed at regional levels. T
finding emphasises the relevance and importancgewéloping regional polices at
could raise the quality of life in the more depdwvegions. It should be recognised,
course, that there is also substantial -regional variation, and that the issue of
quality of life at a municipal level is one whicHexts all regions 1 a greater or less:
degree” (Bartletet al. 2010: 157). This points to two aspects of regia®alelopment
(a) balanced and more equitable development aceagsns, and (b) more equitat
development and distribution of resources withmioas betwen urban and rural aree
In either case, a regional approach to developnatiter than one based on individ
municipalities, is called for.

Figure 3 Share of regions in Macedonia’s GDP in 2
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Source: Novkovska 2010

Table 1: Classification of the planning regionsvizEcedonia according to the development ind

Planning region Development inde Economic- social index] Demographic inde
1. Skopje region 1.48* 1.86 1.25
2. South-eastern region 0.89 1.38 0.58
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3. Pelagonija region 0.73 0.79 0.69
4. South-western region 0.72 0.50 0.86
5. Polog region 0.72 0.18 1.05
6. Vardar region 0.69 0.63 0.73
7. Eastern region 0.67 0.95 0.50
8. North-eastern region 0.56 0.33 0.70

Source:Novkovska 2010
*Index 1 = average national development level otbtionia

Second, many respondents who have been deeplyved/olith the process of
decentralization in different capacities were ad thpinion that ethnic concerns arising
from the 2001 conflict in Macedonia has resultedhie country being divided into a
single tier of decentralized government based omatype units. These units, they
pointed out, did not account for demographic, foiah and resource differences
between municipalities and, instead, devolved unifocompetences to each one
regardless of size or type. Furthermore, the sfzeach municipality has resulted in
municipalities suffering from diseconomies of scalbese respondents believed that
the state’s administrative capacity has spread ttoo, and has thus been made
ineffective, especially within smaller, poorer aminote municipalities. One ex-mayor
went so far as to call the current units “unsusthi@”. They suggested that to make the
system effective the unit of administration in Madgeia needs to be rationalised to a
more efficient and practical size, for which theyvacated the “regionalisation” of
certain administrative functions within the redgnéstablished planning regions,
accompanied with a greater devolution of some ffikgactions and responsibilities to
the regional level. This would accomplish two aimmake the system of local
governance more rational and effective, while atgame time maintaining the current
number of municipalities so as to not upset thécdtdly maintained ethnic balance in
the country.

Third, our focus is motivated by the fact that isdecentralization has failed to keep
pace with administrative decentralization, and roipailities are increasing restricted by
limited financing. Most interviews with municipalayors and staff revealed a great
interest in developing local business ventures.easafly in the area of tourism.
However, they are severely restricted in this byited capacity and even more limited
finance available for initial investments. At thanse time, the CDPR that have
responsibility under the law for supporting exadlych ventures and initiatives are as
yet unclear about their role. As one staff memkfea €DPR explained, “We will be
supporting business incubators, but we are not getrevhat we will be doing in this
area”. They explained that a lot more support, ciypauilding and finance is required
before the CDPRs can take on these roles. The iplamegions stand to provide
immense support to municipalities in an area ohhpgiority — the raising of own
revenue and a measure of financial self-sufficienreyput for this they themselves need
a higher level of support than is currently proddey the central government. This,
together with the need to rationalize governancgllghted above, provides a unique
opportunity for intervention by SDC in a high pitgrarea.

From the perspective of municipalities, one mayso @aised the point that an effective way
to help municipalities effectively deal with theoprsion of services is through a two-tiered
system of local government (like the city of Skopja its municipalities, he explained) that
would consolidate the responsibility for socialippland social services at the regional level,
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and will help build capacity and inter-municipalop@ration in these areas. While regions
take greater responsibility for health, educatogial policy, sports and culture, the centre
can then devolve more down to the municipalitiagshsas responsibility for roads and
transport, collecting and managing local taxes.

Finally, our focus on SDC involvement with the piarg regions and CDPRs is
motivated by the fact that the only donor who isrently supporting their work, GIZ, is
soon to exit Macedonia. GIZ has to date prioritileel business development aspect of
Macedonia’s regional strategy in their work, andéhdooked to improve capacity in
this area (G1Z 2008). However, with their impendagt they will leave a large gap in
a high priority area of intervention.

Recommendations for Support to Regional Development Centres

All of the reasons discussed above lead us to rewd that in their new phase of
support to Macedonia’s decentralization beyond 2@&IAC should focus their attention
at the regional level. In specific, we propose:that

1. SDC should partner with GIZ to develop an acticanpior working at the level
of regions to support the work of the Regional Riag Centres. GIZ’'s support
has three main components: (a) strengthening dgfaciregional development
on a national level and facilitating the drafting lyy-laws, (b) strengthening
capacity of regional centres for regional govergamnd (c) improving business
climate at the local level and developing tools sigpport local economic
development through local businesses (GIZ 2010)C S@n either adopt the
same model, or add to this model through specit@roregional initiatives it
may want to prioritise in accordance with its maeda with Geneva’s strategic
priorities.

2. If SDC chooses to follow the same model, it coulghort the process by
working in the four planning regions that GIZ hast et worked in. These
include Vardar Region, Pelagonia Region, North&agion and Skopje Region
(GlZz works in East Region, Southwest Region, Saaghdregion and Polog
Region). This would provide SDC with the opportyrior direct and detailed
involvement in the centre of the country from nddfsouth.

3. If SDC chooses to look at additional avenues opsupbeyond those in which
GIZ is currently involved, the following are othgroints of intervention
identified during interviews with planning regions:

[0  Greater coordination with ZELS, with whom Regioi@dbuncils share
the same mayors, but with whom they have almostaomtact. This
indicates that important and obvious synergy pomst within the
structure but are as yet unexplored.

(1 Capacity building of mayors in preparing common kvplans that will
benefit  various  municipalities  (infrastructure  dieyament,
environmental protection, water supply, tourism elegment, labour
fairs, industrial economic zones), including untemding complex
regional procedures;

[0 Institutional capacity building to prepare projedisr cross-border
cooperation projects;

1  Capacity building to support the development of Braad Medium
Enterprises;



(1  Evaluation of projects and monitoring of developmen

4. Eventually, as GIZ rolls back its activities to pagee for a possible transit out of

Macedonia, SDC may want to consider taking on tagerole of support to all
eight planning regions.

Political influence

1.

Respondents pointed out that the planning regiomswarently unable to live up
to their coordination potential because of restdcfunding. While the law
stipulates the transfer of 1% of GDP stipulatedy @nfraction of this is actually
provided. One respondent who has dealt with thgir@i proposals for regional
bodies pointed out that the 1% figure came to aB60tmillion but that only €3
million was actually disbursed (the government mkd that the rest came
through line ministries. See point 3 below). SD@ldause its influence to press
for a proper financing of the Regional Councils @BPRs. Over time the
money allocated to regions would also have to esxesince 1% is not enough
to meet the needs of all eight regions (e.g. theddi Veles alone would require
about €50 million for its high priority water pughtion needs).
Advocate actively to make Macedonia’s decentralisgdtem a two-tiered
system of local government that comprises of (gjores, and (b) municipalities
that fall within each region. In other words, raggoshould be recognised as a
formal tier of local government. Advocate also taka the planning regions
viable entities for planning and municipal supptimtough the devolution of
more administrative responsibility to this levebrin the centre. At present they
operate simply as councils made up of a numberayons.
This will also require fiscal disbursements to beisited. Since the 1% comes
to the CDPRs through various line ministries ratttean directly, when, for
example, the ministry of transport makes a regiawald, not necessarily in
consultation with the regional centres, they cosesitie finances to have come
out of the 1% earmarked for the planning regiomsl #neir responsibility thus
fulfilled. Thereafter if the CDPR comes to the msiny with a proposal
formulated by its member municipalities, there wilviously be no remaining
funds available.
Some municipal competences should be moved upvirnas municipalities to
these regions, while others should be devolved fiteencentre to the regions to
allow these planning regions to play the kind anpling and coordination role
between municipalities that would be played by progs or states in other
countries. Competences that are at present protongmuch for smaller
municipalities and could possibly be moved to thgional administrative level
could include:

1 Management and financing of secondary schools;

0  Student residences for secondary schools;

1 Regional roads and water supply systems;

1 Some social care functions;

1 Construction and inspections.
Respondents foresaw a reluctance on the part afethgal government to such
regionalisation, based largely on the secessiohistt in western Macedonia.
This threat, they felt, was exaggerated but it megquire SDC to deal with
carefully and in consultation with scholars anceeesh institutions that work on
the issue of ethnicity in Macedonia.



Further research

1. Commission research to identify competences thauldhbe moved from
municipalities to regions, as well as identify catgnces that should be
devolved from the centre to the regions to makentledfective entities. This
research can also look into the financing needthefplanning regions. This
piece of research can be used by SDC to applyigalitnfluence on the
government of Macedonia in the areas identifiedvabo

2. Commission research on the best way to integrateicipalities within the
Regional Development Centres, or at least to isedheir synergy with one
another. This research should also look at the stypfebusiness plans and
ventures that are highly valued by municipalitiesl ahat can be best provided
through cooperation the Regional Planning Cent&8.may already have some
of this available through its own work with the i@gs.

Advantages of these recommendations:

1. Involvement with economic development in line wiltle expressed priorities of
many municipal authorities.

2. Assist Macedonia in meeting EU regulation on NUTS.

3. Provide support to an important identified neeth country: “Regional policy
is becoming more and more important for the socimemic development of
the country. The main objective of the regionaligols the decrease of the
differences among the natural, economic, demogcaplsocial and
infrastructural characteristics of the municipastiin the country” (Novkovska
2010).

Associated risks: This is a new area of interven@md has not yet rendered great
results for those involved, such as GIZ, which had limited success over its 4 year
period of involvement.

4.2. Data Collection and Monitoring

Collecting, analyzing and communicating timely awturate data is a key element to
ensure greater transparency in the decentralizatiocess. Currently there are several
reporting mechanisms that keep track of diversecatdrs of decentralization, but they
are not interconnected, nor do they measure thes ghings. Some reports, like the
OSCE sponsored Report on the Fiscal Decentralizd®imcess in the Republic of
Macedonia looks at the legal competences and actusisfer of revenues,
intergovernmental transfers, and debt managefiéther documents such as the 2011
UNDP Local Governance and Decentralization, FYR &tinia account for different
indicators of service provisidfi. Other agencies like USAID and GIZ have also
produced detailed accounts of the decentralizapimtess. There are no compared
assessments however that link up indicators offfis@nsfers with service delivery

% See for example the OSCE sponsored “2006 REPORTIGRFISCAL
DECENTRALISATION PROCESS IN THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDQAY
http://www.osce.org/skopje/30746

% See for example

http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/Denatm%20Governance/Democratic%20Goverannce%20Th

ematic%20Trust%20Fund/dgttf-l-Macedonia-LGnD.pdf
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with quality of participatory mechanisms for exampthat could a) create a common
narrative around the meaning, the importance anidevaf decentralization in
Macedonia, and b) serve as a monitoring tool tesssprogress over time, and c) serve
as a coordination mechanisms to align advocacytsfieith political commitment and
policy reforms. The underlying assumption is thabd quality data on municipalities,
regions, ethnic groups and classes, that is reliabhtl produced in frequent intervals,
can help build influence for greater, more effeetand more equitable development in
the country.

One concrete way forward is to develop this setahprehensive set of indicators
according to EU regulations. For example, the NU&Ssification (Nomenclature of
territorial units for statistics) is a hierarchicgystem for dividing up the economic
territory of the EU for the purpose of the collecti development and harmonisation of
EU regional statistics. Following the existing Law Regional Development (Official
Gazette 63/07), more consistent data could be gathedong three levels of NUTS for
the 8 regions. NUTS 1 would cover major socio-ecoiccanalysis of regions, NUTS 2
would cover basic regions for the application afio@al policies and NUTS 3 would
look at small regions for specific sector diagnstiCurrently, the government does not
have real integrated accounting and tracking of re/hevestments come from and
where they go, although everyone is aware of ongrrtown area and constituency
(Adler GIzZ interview). Collecting data and monitogi capital investment per
municipality or per region should provide a veryidipicture not only of the extent of
inequality and unequal investment in regions, bilt also become a good advocacy
point for pressing for more balanced regional depelent (Adler GIZ interview).

Thinking ahead, more investment and research wbeldeeded to define the criteria
for balanced regional development, track progrepamately in each of the regions, and
use consolidated reports as advocacy tool to goesgreater regional integration and
cooperation.

4.3. Advocacy

Our final recommendation is that SDC should usantisience with the Government of
Macedonia to advocate for certain policy reformshimi the area of decentralization. We
have already discussed some areas that requiy pofiuence and advocacy efforts within
the preceding sections (those that have to do ®wmmunity Forums, ZELS and the
planning regions). Here we discuss these again,laoki at a few additional areas of
required change.

Administrative reforms

Respondents that worked within municipalities peihbut that to further the process of
administrative decentralization and to allow mupatities to function more effectively, a
few more competences should be devolved from tmtrecdo municipal governments.
These include the following:

Management of social work centres;

* Management and control of medical services;

*  Responsibility for secondary health care (alondnwlie current primary health care);

* Issuance of registration documents, such as benrttificates and driving licenses;
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«  Ownership and complete management of construciod?’l

 Management and ownership of agricultural land,pastand forests.
Many respondents believed that the fact that mpaiities had only partial responsibilities
within each of these areas — education, healthijas@are, land management — and
remained dependent on the centre and various linstnes for related activities means that
they are unable to take comprehensive decisiorarday these services at the local level.
Furthermore, this division of responsibilities beem the centre and local levels within the
same sector also restricts the ability of munidfjgs to undertake holistic planning. These
factors contribute greatly to making them ineffeetin delivering services.

Fiscal reforms, ZELS and Data Collection

1. SDC should ensure that ZELS publishes and disséesirthe existing and detailed
information regarding revenue collection and fist@ansfers to municipalities. In
principle, greater access to good quality dataulsh@mpower mayors, research
institutions and civil society organizations to bew aware of existing disparities, in
order to analyze, design and propose better mesinarfior the distribution of scarce
resources.

2. SDC could facilitate and encourage a greater diedognd coordination with the
Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Local Self Gesnment and cooperation agencies
like UNDP and OSCE to promote the discussion afaliseforms to reduce existing
fiscal inequalities through increasing the share tak revenues available to
municipalities or increasing the access to poaledling for regional development.

3. Building on the successful experience of the VAToma led by ZELS, SDC could
also play a supporting role to build the capacityeading think tanks and NGOs to
lobby Members of Parliament in order to discuss @éesign proposed mechanisms to
minimize fiscal disparities across Macedonian mipaildies.

4. Currently, the government does not have real iategr accounting and tracking of
where investments come from and where they gopadfih everyone is aware of only
their own area and constituency. Collecting datd mronitoring capital investment
per municipality or per region should provide ayeivid picture not only of the
extent of inequality and unequal investment in @agj but will also become a good
advocacy point for pressing for more balanced reglidevelopment.

Community Forums

1. Build on the current recognition provided in thevligo Mesnior Urbani Zaednici
(municipal council has to discuss an issue puhfost at least 10% of the voters in
the municipality or within the community self-gowenent unit, and the mayor has
to call a citizen's gathering if at least 10% o Mesnior Urbani Zaednicirequest
it) to advocate for the institutionalisation ofizén participation even further within
local governance processes by tying it to budgetgss formally. This will make
citizen participation sustainable, and will makégs dependent on the personality,
will and commitment of the mayor.

Planning Regions

1. Use political influence to advocate for the suffidi financing of the Regional
Councils and CDPRs.

2" Municipalities have only partial management andine at present, and no ownership.
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2. Advocate actively to make Macedonia’s decentralsedem a two-tiered system of
local government that comprises of (a) regions, émndmunicipalities that fall
within each region. In other words, regions shdaddrecognised as a formal tier of
local government. Advocate also to make the plapmeygions viable entities for
planning and municipal support through the devolutof more administrative
responsibility to this level from the centre.

3. Advocate to move some municipal competences upweawds municipalities to the
planning regions, while others should be devolvwexinfthe centre to the regions.
Competences that are at present proving too muclsni@aller municipalities and
could possibly be moved to the regional administeaevel include:

« Management and financing of secondary schools;
e Student residences for secondary schools;

* Regional roads and water supply systems;

* Some social care functions;

» Construction and inspections.

4. Work with scholars and research institutions teasshe secessionist threat from
western Macedonia since this has limited the safpleoth administrative and
fiscal decentralization. Based on this, advocategi®ater and more effective
decentralization.



CONCLUSION

Macedonia moved a great step ahead with the Lad&lG®vernment Act of 2002, especially
in terms of the political accommodation of its majethnic groups. However, many
respondents felt that the process of decentralisdias now reached a stalemate and that
major reforms in the areas of both fiscal and adstistive decentralisation are required to
further deepen this process. As one respondent,hatidoeen part of the design process and
had later served as a mayor of a major municipgity it, “decentralisation should be for the
benefit and interests of the people. Instead, iteoften feels like it is simply in place to
provide international legitimacy to the governmand politics of Macedonia”.

Given this situation, we suggest in this report that there is a role for SDC to play in
deepening this process and in making it more effeciWe suggest reforms that can be
implemented in the areas of intervention throughctvtSDC is already involved in the
decentralization process. However, we also go osuiggest possible other areas of
intervention that SDC is not currently involved iand that would allow SDC to
contribute as a more prominent and central actom#eking decentralisation more
complete, effective, sustainable, equitable, actaile and participatory.



Bibliography

Ackerman, J. (2004) Co-Governance for AccountabiBteyond "Exit" and "Voice"World
Development32(3), p.447 — 463.

Bahloul, H., Gercheva, D., Mikhalev, V. (2009)ssion Report: Review of UNDP Activities Related
to Promoting Decentralization in MacedonBuratislava: United Nations Development
Program.

Bartlett, W., Hristina, C., Marjan N., and MiroljuB. (2010) The Quality of Life and Regional
Development in FYR Macedoni@roatian Economic Survey2(1), p.121-162.

Clavelle, P. (2009\ssessment of ZELS Autonomy and Services ProfSP)ZFinal Report.
Burlington: ARD, Inc.

Community Forums Programme. (2008pmmunity forums" program- FORUM's structujenline]
Available at: http://forumivozaednicata.com.mk/amttview/65/44/lang,en/ [accessed 16
April 2012].

Community Forums Programme. (2009hat is a budget Forum®@nline] Available at:
http://forumivozaednicata.com.mk/content/view/2 TBi@ng,en/ [accessed 16 April 2012].

Community Forums Programme. (2089hat is community Foruni@nline] Available at:
http://forumivozaednicata.com.mk/content/view/2 Bél@ng,en/ [accessed 16 April 2012].

Community Forums Programme. (20089hat is inter-municipal Forum[dnline] Available at:
http://forumivozaednicata.com.mk/content/view/2117¥@ng,en/ [accessed 16 April 2012].

European Commission. (2010he Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 2010 rRrsgyReport
accompanying the Communication from the Commigsitine European Parliament and the
Council Enlargement Strategy and Main Challenges022011.[Commission Staff Working
Document] Brussels: European Commission. [onlke]ilable at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documedit§ipackage/mk_rapport_2010_en.pdf

Forum Coordination Unit. (201Jommunity Forum Program 2007-2016nline] Community
Forums Programme Website. Available at:
http://forumivozaednicata.com.mk/component/optiomcdocman/task,doc_details/gid,117/Ite
mid,54/lang,en/ [accessed 16 April 2012].

Gaventa, J. (200Z)owards participatory local governance: six progmsis for discussion.
[Discussion paper] Sussex: Institute of Developn®&atlies.

Gaventa, J. (2006)riumph, Deficit or Contestation: Deepening theespening Democracy Debate
[IDS Working Paper 264] Sussex: Institute of Depetent Studies.

Gibson, P., Lacy, D., and Dougherty, M. (2005) loypng Performance and Accountability in Local
Government with Citizen Participatiofhe Public Sector Innovation Journalo(1).

GIZ. (2008)Cooperation For A Better Future: Regions Plannihgit DevelopmeniGIZ-REDEM,
Skopje.

GlZ. (2010)Cooperation For A Better Future: Regional Developirtrough Regional Projects
GlZ-REDEM, Skopje.



Herczyaski, J. (2011Financing Decentralized Education in Macedonia: iRewof the national
allocation systemWarsaw University: Center for Interdisciplinary Malihg ICM.

Isaac, T. (2000Campaign for Democratic Decentralisation in Kerabm assessment from the
perspective of empowered deliberative democr@eytre for Development Studies. [online]
Available at: http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/Ispaper.PDF.

Levitas, T. (2009).ocal Government Finances in Macedonia Today: RdsgReforms for
Tomorrow Macedonia Local Government Activity, USAID.

Levitas, T. (2011).ocal Government Finances and the Status of FiBeglentralization in
Macedonia: A Statistical Review 2008-20The Urban Institute: Macedonia Local
Government Activity, USAID.

Maksimovska-Veljanovski, A. (2007) Self-taxationaasource of funding for local units — The

Croatian and Macedonian experienCellected Papers of Zgreb Law Facul6i(2) p.391-
416°

McGee, R., Nebiu, B., and Scott-Villiers, P. (20C1yil Society Support Fund — Macedonia.
[Consultancy report] Sussex: Institute of Developtrgtudies.

Novkovska, B. (2010Regions of the Republic of Macedonia, 2(BiKopje: State Statistical Office
Of The Republic Of Macedonia. [online] Available at
http://www.stat.gov.mk/Publikacii/GodisnikRegionZ@ pdf.

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Eer@p011)Decentralization Assessment Report
2006-2011 Skopje: OSCE Mission to Skopje. [online] Avaikait:
http://www.osce.org/skopje/87514.

Parvex, F. (2009 ommunity Forums Programme- Up-Scaling (7F-02578.0d Term Review —
September 2009 esserete: SEREC.

Pearson, B. (200Putting Peace into Practice: Can Macedonia’s New&ament Meet the
Challenge?United States Institute of Peace 96. [online] Aafalié at: http://bit.ly/GIv4IA

Siljanovska-Davkova, G. (2009) Legal and Institn&ibFramework of Local Self-Government in the
Republic of Macedonialournal of Local Self-Governmem(2), p.107-127. [online] Available
at: Lex Localis [accessed 27 March 2012].

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation. §20@&cember 15ountry Programme
Macedonia 2005-2008PowerPoint slides] Presented at FDI Coordinathorkshop 2006 in
Istanbul.

Teague, P. (2006) Social Partnership and Local Dpueent in Ireland: The Limits to Deliberation.
British Journal of Industrial Relationgl4(3), p.421-443.

Tedeschi, R. (201Macedonia: ZELS Institutional SuppoB&kopje: Swiss Cooperation Office
(SCO).

Trajanovski, K. (2008pystematized PositionSkopje: Association of the Units of Local Self-
Government in RM- ZELS.

% As Cited in: Siljanovska-Davkova, G.



United Nations Development Programme. (20BStal Decentralization in Transition Economies:
Case Studies from Balkans and CaucaBuatislava: UNDP. [online] Available at:
http://europeandcis.undp.org/files/uploads/LG/HiSeaentralization2005.pdf [accessed 21
March 2012].

Urban Rural Consulting (URC). (200Report on the Fiscal Decentralisation Process & Republic
of MacedoniaSkopje: URC.

Work, R. (1999)The Role of Participation and Partnership in Decali$ed Governance: A Brief
Synthesis of Policy Lessons and Recommendatidtis®iCountry Case Studies on Service
Delivery for the PoorMimeo, UNDP New York. [online] Available at:
http://unpanl.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/docuts@m/unpan006230.pdf.



Annex 1: QUESTIONNAIRE

PART I: POLITICAL ECONOMY ANALYSIS OF THE DECENTRAISATION PROCESS

Background and current state

Opportunities and challenges

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

15.
Key attributes

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

What was the main rationale for decentralisatiohactedonia according to you?
Who were the main champions of this process?

In your opinion (judging from your experience) hawccessful has the process of
decentralisation been? How do you define this sgZe

Could you give examples of positive aspects of dizaization?
What were the key factors/institutions that enalledentralization to work?

What are the key remaining challenges? How do himk these can be addressed?

Have transfers from the central government beeriicirft to enable admin
decentralization? (Have administrative and fiselahtralisation kept pace with one
another?)

What are the main strengths and weaknesses ireldonship between the central
and local authorities?

Has decentralization helped to reduce inequality:
(a) between regions?
(b) between municipalities?
(c) between ethnic groups?

(Get details on how the inequity was manifested o it has been reduced or
increased)

How exactly was inequality reduced? (Possible otiorepresentative politics,
increased participation, better and more equitabigice delivery, fiscal devolution
or decentralised decision-making)?

Who decides on the formula for making fiscal trans? Who releases the monies?
Who authorizes payments?

- More importantly for municipalities: is money Hgareaching you? How large is
the accumulated debt?

What is the main criteria according to which thase allocated? (Possible options:
extent of poverty/backwardness, population size, oppsals/demands,
infrastructural/developmental requirements, paffijiation?

Main actors and incentives



22.

23.

24.

25.

Are all political actors equally committed to thgocess? Who are the most
interested, and why? Who are the most reluctauitydry?

Do relations between the centre and the municipalitary based on which political
party is in power?

What is the influence of business groups and o#ige groups in municipal
governments? (Possible options: diversion of resayr affecting the agenda,
disproportionate role within decision-making)

Would you recommend a role for “local community gpe” (Macedonian = Mesna
Zaednica, Albanian = Bashkasia Locpl@ local governance in cooperation with
municipal governments? What kind of role do youktthey can play?

Organisational contribution and role

What is the role of your organisation in this preg2

What are the main challenges that your organisdtias had to deal with in the
process of decentralisation?

Who were your allies/opponents in the process oéntalization.

PART II: RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF SDC SUPPORD DECENTRALISATION

INTERVENTIONS

Are you familiar with SDC’s support to decentraliea?

What do you think of their support to ZELS, or thénvolvement with the
Community Forums?

How would you evaluate this support? What moretbag do?
(For government) How long do you envisage the coaijmn with the Swiss to last?

In which sectors in particular do you think dondrave contributed effectively
(especially SDC), and in which sectors in particuda you think more effort is
needed?

In your opinion should donor support be in the foomshort-term project-based
interventions, or longer-term, programmatic intemi@ns.

To what extent do you think donors coordinate tke&wrts to support the process of
decentralisation?

What is the relationship between donors and themuoeent? And the opposition?

What remains in their ability to work with one ahet and with the government?
(We should be able to ask a more specific questiothis point about missing
interventions).



PART IIl: POSSIBLE NEW AVENUES IN SUPPORTING DECEIRRALISATION

How could SDC support to CSO'’s further be shapechdoe effectively sustain the
decentralization process in Macedonia?

Are there any other vehicles or institutions torpote effective decentralization that
should be supported by SDC?

What are the specific strengths of donors in trecgss? Comparative strengths of
SDC in particular?

To ask in ZELS interview

1.

o > 0D

How is political neutrality maintained? What aree tbhallenges in being able to
maintain neutrality?

What are the current capacity gaps at ZELS? Wiat &f training is required?
Do the current cooperation agreement with SDC ceverything that is required?
What is the future of SDC’s involvement with ZELS?

What is the possibility and future of ZELS’' involment with the Community
Forums? (Possible options: Future hosts? Institatisation?)

To ask in Community Forum / Municipality interviews

1.

(For municipalities only) What percentage of thaffshere is from central line
departments?

(For municipalities only) How did the territoriabarganization of municipalities in
2002 impact your capacity to deliver services? Wiatyou need as support now
(besides funds)?

(For municipalities only) What percentage of tof&T or Income tax do you raise
in this municipality? What do you get back?

(For municipalities only) How does the budgetinggass/sequencing work within
the municipalities?

Is your involvement with the Community Forums coatng? - If not, why not?
What kind of outreach activities are conducted?

How complicated or easy is it for municipalities $tart a Community Forum?
(Finances, procedures, management?)

Who generally participates in these? Who are thst fones to join? Which
individuals or groups participate most actively?

What is the future of SDC’s involvement with ther@ounity Forums? How can the
CFs be improved?
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To ask in CSO interviews

1.

Are you involved in the Community forums? Why, dnyanot?
- What is your incentive for involvement?

What is the role of CSOs in the facilitating thetjggpation of citizens in municipal
governments?

How interested are you in continuing with your itwement with Community
Forums?

- If yes, for how long? How can these be sustamext a longer period of time?

How can Community Forums be safeguarded from trengé of Governments?
How can they be institutionalised?



Annex 2: Stakeholders interviewed

Position

Organization

Sector

Mayor

Municipality of Saraj

Local government

Program Director

ADI (Community Forums)

Civil Society Organization

Mayor Municipality of Gostivar Local government

. Community Development L . N
Director Institute Civil Society Organization
Director Civil (NGO) Civil Society Organization

Executive Director

MCMS (Community Forums)

Civil Society Organization

Mayor Municipality of Zelenikovo Local government

L Ministry of Local Self- .
Minister Government National government
Scholar Expert on decentralisation Research

Program Director

OSI (Community Forums)

Civil Society Organization

Director Akcija Zdruzenska Civil Society Organization
Director CRD Skopje Region National government
President ZELS (Mayor of Skopje) Local government

Head of Governance Unit

UNDP

Cooperation

Municipal staff

Municipality of Veles

Local government

Head OSCE - Good Governance Cooperation
Director ZELS Civil Society Organization
Scholar Expert on decentralisation, ex- Research
mayor of Veles
Director GIZ - Regional programmes Cooperation

Deputy mayor

Municipality of Cair

Local government

Scholar Expert on fiscal decentralisation | Research
Scholar Expert on decentralisation Research
Director Focus (CSO) Civil Society Organization




Director

Centre for Research and
Policymaking

Research

Member of Parliament

National Assembly

National government

Director

Ministry of Finance - Budget

National government




