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|I. Executive summary

Kosovo Law Institute (KLI) and Initiative for Progress (INPO), within the Project “Demand for
Transparent and Accountable Municipalities: Monitoring public procurement and empowering citizens
to lead positive change”, have monitored the municipal budget planning process for 2021 and
citizen inclusion during this process in nine (9) municipalities — Vushtrri/Vucitrn, Pristina,
Pej/Pe¢, Gjilan/Gnjilane, Gjakova/Djakovica, Rahovec/Orahovac, Degan/Decane, Junik and Han
i Elezit/Elez Han. In this case, KLI and INPO monitored in detail the budget procedure and
standards applied by these municipalities in public consultations for drafting and adopting the
budget.

According to Administrative Instruction No.06/2018 on Minimum Standards for Public
Consultations in Municipalities, municipal institutions are obliged to hold public consultations
on the draft-budget proposal for the coming year, including the phase of the Mid-term Budget
Framework. According to this Instruction, “written and electronic consultation, published on
the municipality web-page and the Governmental Platform for Public Consultations, and at
least one consultative meeting with interested parties are obligatory in the public consultation
process.” Also, based on this Administrative Instruction, municipalities are obliged to publish
a report regarding the public consultation process, at the end of public consultations.

During the drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework, written and electronic
communication as a method of obligatory public consultation was not implemented by any of
the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring, while the obligation to publish the draft
documents, notification for public consultations, and publication on the official webpage of the
municipalities and the public consultation platform of the address for where comments should
be sent were only partly fulfilled by two (2) municipalities. Of the nine (9) municipalities under
monitoring, four (4) of them organized public hearings during the drafting of the Mid-term
Budget Framework, while this obligation was not fulfilled by five (5) other municipalities.

Regarding budget hearings in the case of drafting the budget by the Mayor’s Office, of the nine
(9) municipalities under monitoring, four (4) of them did not organize budget hearings, whilst
five (5) municipalities did organize public hearings. Some of these municipalities’ budget
hearings were held virtually, due to the situation created by the COVID-19 pandemic.

The Law on Management of Public Finance requires that municipal assemblies hold public
hearings after receiving the budget proposal from the Mayor’s Office. Municipal assemblies in
nine (9) municipalities under monitoring by KLI and INPO held budget hearings regarding the
municipal draft-budget, where eight (8) of the municipalities organized these budget hearings
in cooperation with KLI and INPO. With the purpose of increasing transparency, all budget
hearings organized by KLI and INPO, in cooperation with relevant municipalities, were directly
transmitted through the social media platform “Facebook”. The number of citizens that
followed the budget hearings on the official web page of KLI and INPO through Facebook
varied between [,300 and 2,400 viewers. All the budget hearings together reached about
63,000 viewers. Also, citizens that were present in the meeting and citizens that followed the
meeting through Facebook had the opportunity to present questions and budget requests.



Regarding budget hearings, KLI and INPO found that low citizen participation in public
hearings remains a challenge in public consultations.  Public hearings with the largest citizen
participation were organized by the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢ in villages such as Qyshk, Bllagaj,
Lutogllave, Llabjan, Trestenik, Ruhot, Nabérgjan and New Village where 39 citizens took part.
In the Municipality of Pristina, in five (5) organized budget hearings, only three (3) citizens
took part. Respectively, of the five (5) budget hearings organized by the Municipality of
Pristina, in three (3) of them there was no citizen participation; at one of the budget hearings
there were only two (2) citizens that participated; and at the remaining budget hearing, only
one (1) citizen participated. KLI and INPO also found that the biggest challenge with budget
hearings is gender representation.

However, in regards to budget hearings, the majority of the municipalities under monitoring
did not perform well with written consultations. Of the nine (9) municipalities under
monitoring, KLI and INPO found that only the Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn developed the
process of written consultation during their draft budget process for 2021.

Simultaneously, municipalities under monitoring still struggle with the publication of their draft
budgets. Its publication during the public consultation phase for the municipal draft-budget of
the coming year enables an increase in quality for these consultations, since the citizens have
the opportunity to see how the draft-budget is designed for the relevant year. Yet, from the
monitoring of the budgeting process of the nine (9) relevant municipalities, KLI and INPO
found that, during the budgeting phase, only the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han published
their draft-budget.

KLI and INPO also monitored the publication of reports on the consultation process after
the conclusion of the public consultation process on the drafting of the budget for 2021. In
this case, KLI and INPO found that, apart from the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac and
Gjakova/Djakovica, none of the other municipalities published such a report.

Pursuant to the Law No. 03/L-048 on Public Financial Management and Accountability, the
mayor of the municipality is obliged to submit to the Chair of the Municipal Assembly the
budget proposal for the upcoming year, on September |* of the current year. Consequently,
this deadline was not met by any of the municipalities under monitoring. This is because six
(6) days prior to this deadline, August 26, 2020, the Ministry of Finance addressed the mayors
of the municipalities with a request to not proceed with the municipal budget proposal for
2021. This request was justified due to the change of circumstances caused by the COVID-
|9 pandemic. In this manner, the request of the Ministry of Finance on August 26, 2020 not
to proceed with the municipal draft-budget until the Ministry of Finance receives the budget
circular, which was submitted by this Ministry on September 14, 2020, has narrowed the time
of the municipal assemblies for discussions and review of the municipal draft-budget, including
the difficulties created for the municipal assemblies in organizing budget hearings with citizens.

Regarding the inclusion of citizens' requests in the municipal budget approved by the
respective municipality, KLI and INPO found that the level of inclusion of citizens' requests in
the approved budget is very low. One municipality did not include any of the citizens' requests
in the budget.



Beyond the inclusion of citizen’s requests in the municipal budget and the monitoring activities
that are explained below, KLI and INPO implemented an information campaign to ensure
larger citizen participation and, consequently, an effective monitoring process. Concretely,
KLI and INPO produced an informative video for citizens to show the importance of active
participation in the budget process. Furthermore, through this video, citizens were invited to
participate in the budget process by informing them on the ways in which they can be part of
the decision making. This video was produced and made available in the Albanian, Serbian
and English languages. Apart from these videos, citizens were informed about the time and
the manner of the budget hearings via the official KLI and INPO websites.

2. About the project

Transparency and accountability in the public procurement process in the Kosovo
municipalities, continues to be brittle. Regardless of the fact that legislation in force in the field
of public procurement fulfills adequate standards for developing public procurement activities
based on good-governance principles, in practice these principles are always violated, including
transparency, accountability, non-discrimination, integrity etc.'

Specifically, there are continuous problems regarding planning the value of public contracts;
violations of the law by missing fixed deadlines; publication of public notices (regarding
procurement processes) with basic and technical errors; signing of public contracts without
specifying the date of contract conclusion; violations of the validity of securing contract
execution, etc. Furthermore, municipalities engaged in specified public procurement activities
restrict operators in employing former municipality employees.’

A considerable amount of work must be done to prevent irregularities and corruption during
the procurement phase. Kosovo must address the fragile capacity of the municipalities in
administering public procurement processes, address insufficient monitoring of municipalities
in this process, and address all municipalities which are vulnerable to corruption in the case
of public procurement.

Therefore, through this project, KLI and INPO aim to address the current and complex issues,
that public procurement is facing in Kosovo at the municipal level. KLI and INPO aim to
improve the objectivity, transparency, and accountability of Kosovo municipalities through
monitoring the public procurement process at the municipal level. KLI and INPO also seek
to ensure active citizen participation in the process, focusing in the nine selected
municipalities: Vushtrri/Vucitrn, Gjakova/Djakovica, Pejé/Pe¢, Pristina, Gjilan/Gnjilane, Junik,
Decan/Decane, Hani i Elezit/Elez Han and Rahovec/Orahovac.

A team of experts, a number of resources, and extensive experience in this field were
implemented in the activities for this project, building an effective monitoring process in the
nine municipalities; empowering active citizenship through awareness-raising activities and
through the direct inclusion of citizens in monitoring contracts; addressing findings and

'INPO in partnership with KLI, “Vindicated” Procurement in Kosovo Municipalities”, Pristina, 2019. p.8.

2 |bid, p.9.



recommendations to institutions at a central level; empowering recent law graduates to lead
positive change on the ground; promoting best practices within procurement processes; and
finally increasing discussions, participation and cooperation between institutions, CSO’s, and
citizens.

The active role of the citizens and civil society organizations is a key factor in securing
transparent, effective, and accountable institutions. The more citizens and CSO’s are aware
of and empowered by the active role that they can play in monitoring the work of institutions
and reducing corruption, the more sustainable the results will be. Therefore, KLI and INPO
have afforded special focus to securing active citizen participation in monitoring contracts, in
budget sessions etc.

Apart from this, KLI and INPO held awareness raising activities where citizens learned more
about their role in the process and their importance in reducing corruption in public
procurement.

Regarding the role of the citizens, project activities include: ensuring and facilitating discussion
between citizens and elected officials, ensuring that citizen’s requests are included in the
procurement planning process; promoting and increasing citizen participation through
awareness raising actions; ensuring citizen participation in the monitoring of contracts through
observation, and ensuring there is an online channel where citizens can always address their
concerns, problems and questions.

Due to the circumstances surrounding the COVID-19 pandemic, all monitoring activities
concerning citizen participation were realized through virtual platforms and other online
methods.

Implementation of this project was realized in partnership between the Kosovo Law Institute
(KLI) and the Initiative for Progress (INPO) both organizations with great experience in
monitoring public procurement.

INPO is an organization trained by USAID through the Transparent, Effective and Accountable
Municipalities project, KLI on the other hand has extensive experience monitoring, identifying
and when needed, finding cases of abuse and discrimination in public procurement activities
and the judicial and prosecutorial system through both a strong monitoring system and
research team.

3. Methodology

For the purpose of fulfilling project objectives and the drafting of a detailed report, KLI and
INPO initially realized a series of foreseen activities, starting with completion of a six-month
process of monitoring procurement procedures in four different phases of their development.
Next, KLI and INPO ensured active citizen participation in the monitoring process via online
and direct contact and awareness raising and advocacy activities, addressing the findings and
recommendations from the monitoring process to central level institutions.

Regarding the monitoring process of the budget planning, apart from monitoring activities that
are explained below, KLI and INPO implemented an information campaign to ensure larger
citizen participation and, consequently, an effective monitoring process. Concretely, KLI and



INPO produced an informative video addressed to citizens, emphasizing the importance of
active participation in the budget process. Furthermore, through this video, there was an
invitation to citizens to participate in the budget process, informing of the ways in which they
can contribute to decision making. This video was produced in the Albanian, Serbian and
English languages®.

Apart from these videos, citizens were informed about the schedule and manner of budget
hearings through posts of this information on the official KLI and INPO Facebook page. The
monitoring process regarding budget planning was implemented through participation in
budget hearings. Due to the situation created by COVID-19, participation was ensured only
through virtual budget hearings, whereas, in other cases, monitoring was done through
minutes of the meetings which were provided through access to official documents request,
presented pursuant to Law No.06/L-081 on Access to Public Documents.

The monitoring was concentrated on the legal basis that refers to organization of public
consultations with citizens during the drafting phase of Mid-term Budget Framework and
municipal budget, whereas, for every hearing/minutes of the meetings, monitors have filled a
monitoring form designed only for that particular phase of the budget planning. In this form,
monitors filled in the data that had to do with the organization of the budget hearings, number
of budget hearings organized by the municipality, the date and time of the public hearings
organized by the municipality, whether the municipalities kept to the budget hearings
schedule, the organization of these budget hearings according to locality and topic of
discussion, the number of participants at budget hearings (including gender representation at
the budget hearings), municipal officials that took part in the budget hearings, the presentation
of the municipal draft-budget by the finance directorate, and the citizen requests.

The monitoring process was focused on the following items: municipalities fulfilling the legal
obligations during the organization of the budget hearings, participation of the municipal
officials at the budget hearings, gender representation at budget hearings, whether the
presentation was on time or not on time for the draft budget at the municipal assemblies, the
inclusion of citizens requests in the budget, and good practices that can be used in similar
situations.

Moreover, after the approval of the budget by the municipality, monitors have noted if citizen
requests (proposals/suggestions) have been included in the final budget. In this case, KLI and
INPO monitors registered every citizen request during the budgeting phase and, after the
2021 budget was adopted for the respective municipalities, analyzed and proof read the
adopted budget to see if the requests were included or not. Regarding the process of
identifying these requests, with an eye on accuracy in the data, KLI and INPO gave the

3 Link to the video in Albanian:

https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/244450833572080/? __so___=channel_tab& rv__ =all_video
s_card; (Last accessed on November 21, 2020).

Link to the video in Serbian: https://www.facebook.com/Kosovolawlnstitute/videos/61006753967866|/.(last
Last accessed on November 21, 2020).

Link to the video in English:

https://www.facebook.com/Kosovolawlnstitute/videos/7479969927 10468/ .(Last accessed on November 21,
2020).
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opportunity to municipalities to submit their comments that were then addressed and
included in this report. Apart from this, KLI and INPO in this report have analyzed for
comparative aspects of how many of the projects included in the final budget concern capital
projects on municipal administration, how many of the projects have to do with issues
assigned for different municipal localities, and how many of the projects are new as of this
year.

Lastly, the data collected from the process of direct monitoring and data ensured through
requests for access to public documents and information (minutes of budget hearings,
municipal draft-budgets, information if the Municipal Assembly accepted the municipal draft-
budget on time etc.) as a result of this monitoring process for each municipality were analyzed
and served in the drafting of this report.

After the final draft report, the same was sent to the responsible officials in all nine (9)
municipalities under monitoring, which had the opportunity to present their comments on
the content. The report findings and eventual comments received by municipalities were
addressed in all and are included in this report.

4. Legal basis in the municipal budget process

The basic law for regulating the activity of municipalities, as the second level of government
in the Kosovo legal system, is Law No. 03 / L-040 on Local Self Government.

This law says that “Municipalities shall have their own budgets and finances to finance their
competencies®” and that the “municipal budget shall consist of own source revenues; grants from the

Government of Republic of Kosovo; donations and other revenues™.

The process of drafting the Municipal budget precedes the drafting and adoption of the Mid-
term Budget Framework. Article 4.5.3 of the Law No.05/L-063 on Amending and
Supplementing the Law No. 03/L-048 On Public Financial Management and Accountability
stipulates that “The Municipal Budget Division ensures support to municipdlities in fulfilling their
obligations defined in the legal framework and is authorized and responsible for “preparing part of
the Municipal Mid-term Budget Framework as an integral part of the MTEF.”

With regards to the Mid-term Budget Framework for 2021, the Ministry of Finance and
Transfers, through the circular released on May 15, 2020, obligated municipalities to prepare
and approve this document by June 30, 2020°

The process of drafting and approving the municipal budget is regulated by Law no.03/L-048
on Public Financial Management and Accountability, also has five (5) amendments.

According to this law, the process of drafting the municipal budget for the next year must
begin no later than July 1** of the previous year. This procedure is initiated by the Chief

Financial Officer, whom initially must send a budget circuit to all municipal departments with

* Law No. 03/L-040 on Local Self Government. Article 24.1.
5 Ibid. Article 24.2.

6

Ministry of Finance and Transfers. Circular 2021/01. 15.05.2020. (available at: https://mf.rks-
gov.net/desk/inc/media/2E5DA770-1 FB5-4DAD-85D7-7AEOFB53A905.pdf). (Last accessed on January 28, 2021

13



https://mf.rks-gov.net/desk/inc/media/2E5DA770-1FB5-4DAD-85D7-7AE0FB53A905.pdf
https://mf.rks-gov.net/desk/inc/media/2E5DA770-1FB5-4DAD-85D7-7AE0FB53A905.pdf

guidelines defined by law and must request, receive, and review the budget request of all the
municipal departments. After this, the Chief Financial Officer must prepare a budget proposal
for the next year and send the same to the Mayor of the municipality’.

After the Mayor of the municipality adopts the municipal budget proposal, the Mayor is
obligated to send the municipal budget proposal to the Municipal Assembly no later than

ISt

September |* of the current year.®

The Municipal Assembly of the respective municipality is obliged to approve the budget for
the next year no later than September 30" of the current year, and the budget must be
submitted to the Ministry of Finance. Regarding this, article 61.2 of Law No.03/L-048 on
Public Financial Management and Accountability stipulates that “Upon receipt of the proposed
budget, the Municipal Assembly shall hold public hearings in accordance with the applicable municipal
normative acts. Following such hearings, the Municipal Assembly shall, by the date specified in
paragraph 3 of Article 20 of this Law, review, modify as it deems necessary or advisable, approve and
submit to the Minister the proposed municipal budget.” The deadline is defined as September 30
by article 23.3 of this law, an article reformulated according to the Law No.03/L-221 in
Amending and Supplementing Law No.03/L-048 on Public Financial Management and
Accountability. On the other hand, according to the law and other sub legal acts, the drafting
and adoption process of the municipal budget must also include citizens, so that transparency
and participation by the general populace are guaranteed. Furthermore, such a budget
process enables the identification of real priorities and the needs of the citizens in a
municipality, and priorities and needs that must be reflected in the adopted budget.

Regarding the public consultation process, the Ministry of Local Government Administration
has adopted the Administrative Instruction No.06/2018 on Minimal Standards of Public
Consultation in Municipalities.

Pursuant to article 6 of this administrative instruction, “[. The Municipality shall be obliged to
provide public consultation for all the local policy documents as follows: ...1.2 Municipal draft budget
for the following year, as well as budget revision; |.3. Mid-term Budget Framework for 3 coming
years”.

Article 10 of this administrative instruction defines the form and techniques of public
consultations. Paragraph | of this article stipulates that a there is a total of |13 form and
techniques of public consultations, while paragraph 32 of the same highlights that “Written and
electronic consultation, publication on the municipal website and on the Public Consultation Platform
of the Government, as well as at least one public consultative meeting with the interested parties,
shall be mandatory in the public consultation process”.

With regards to holding public consultations, article 13 of this administrative instruction
stipulates that “Prior to the approval of the draft proposal, the proposing body shall take a decision
to open the public consultation process”. In the concrete case, public consultation on Mid-term-
Budget Framework and budget proposal according to the provisions of their administrative

7 Law No.03/L-048 on Public Financial Management and Accountability. Article 61.
¢ Ibid.



instruction must be done by the respective Mayor’s Office prior to proceeding with the
budget proposal to the Municipal Assembly of the respective municipality.

After the completion of public consultations on the Mid-term Budget Framework, the
respective Mayor’s Office is obligated to publish a report on the results of the public
consultation process. Article 5.5 of the Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on
the Minimal Standards of Public Consultation in Municipalities stipulates that “The municipality
shall be obliged to announce the results of the public consultation process, to publish a list of all the
proposals provided by the citizens, and to provide the necessary explanations regarding the reasons
for rejecting the requests of citizens or other interested groups”.

After the respective Mayor of a municipality proceeds to the budget proposal for the
respective year in the Municipal Assembly, the Municipal Assembly is obliged to hold public
hearings with the citizens, before approving the municipal budget proposal.

The obligation of municipal assemblies to hold budget hearings prior to the adoption of the
budget for the next year is regulated by legal provisions. In this case, Law No.03/L-048 on
Public Financial Management and Accountability stipulates that “Upon receipt of the proposed
budget, the Municipal Assembly shall hold public hearings in accordance with the applicable municipal
normative acts”. In this manner, the provisions in force oblige municipal institutions to, in the
process of drafting and adopting the municipal budget for the respective year, do so in
consultation with the citizens. Cooperation must be reached via public consultations, so that
the municipal budget presents real priorities and the needs of the citizens of a designated
municipality. In this area, Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No. 03/2020 on the
Transparency in Municipalities, article 6 governs and obligates municipalities to operate with
financial transparency, whilst the municipalities of the republic of Kosovo have adopted
regulations that refer to and aim to increase transparency.

5. Profile of municipalities under monitoring

KLI and INPO have monitored the budget process in nine (9) municipalities; findings from the
monitoring will be presented in this report.

The following represents the main data on the 2021 budget for the nine municipalities under
monitoring.

The Municipality of Pristina has the largest budget of the municipalities under monitoring while
the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han has the lowest.



The following table provides information on the budget amount and the sources through
which the municipal budget is built:

Municipali

ty

Pristina

Pejé/Pec

Gjakova/
Djakovica

Gjilan/Gnj
ilane

Vushtrri/
Vuéitrn

Rahovec/
Orahovac
Junik

Decan/De
¢ane

Hani i
Elezit/Ele
z Han

85,792,836
€

27,410,165
€

26,330,580
€

27,734,737
€

18,878,129
€

14,216,590
€

1,546,704€

9,942,300€

source
revenue

28,271,947
€

3,917,465€

3,378,258€

4,048,034€.

1,906,903€

1,061,093€

122,802€

646,165€

2,520,166 € 288,624 €

General
grant

18,508,057
€

9,810,724€

9,415,942€

8,616,947€

6,709,131€

5,458,685€

751,470€

4,175,457€

Education
grant

21,108,027
€

10,339,399
€

10,137,179
€

11,801,816
€

7,661,677€

5,745,764€

427,885€

3,730,296.0
8€

1,055,957 € 849,714 €

Table I: Data regarding budget revenues for municipalities.

Health
grant

6,950,006€

3,342,577€

3,283,258€

3,167,054€

2,425,419€

1,951,048€

244,547€

1,390,381€

325,871 €

Other
grants

10,954,800
€

(Law on
Capital City)

115,943€
(Financing of
a theatre)

100,886 €
(Financing of
theatres)

175,000
(Financing of
housing
services)

/



KLI and INPO found that in all municipalities, the highest category of budget expenditure
belongs to wages and salaries. In the following table, KLI and INPO presented the data of nine
(9) respective municipalities, according to the category relating to expenditures:

Subvention

. Wages and Goods and Municipal Capital

Municipality . . . ;

salaried services expenditures expenditures

transfers

Pristina 4.000.000

31,000,000 20,100,000 | 2,100,000€ €’ ' 28,592,836€
Pejé/Pec

14,813,275€  3,476,709€  748,455€ 374,500€ @ 7,847,226€
Gjakova/Djakovi
ca 14,150,978€  3,240,000€  586,800€ 550,500€ | 7,802,302€
Gjilan/Gnjilane

15,894,494€  4,112,000€ 671,500€ 790,000€ @ 6,266,743€
Vushtrri/Vuéitrn

10,691,340€  3,218,600€ | 309,035€ 600,000€ | 4,059,154€
Rahovec/Orahov
ac 7,622,634€ 1,715,477€  280,500€ 311,000€  4,281,979€
Junik

1,147,799€ 172,900€ 36,200€ 30,500€ 159,305€
Decan/Decane

5,556,738€ 1,582,859€  156,000€ 140,000€  2,506,703€
Hanii Elezit/Elez | (0)781€ 3352586 67,000€ 750006 440,127€

Han

Table 2: Allocation of municipal budget by category of expenditures.



6. Citizen inclusion in the drafting of the Mid-term Budget
Framework

During the monitoring process KLI and INPO found that all the municipalities adopted the
Mid-term Budget Framework.

At a minimum, standards of public consultation regarding the drafting of the Mid-term Budget
Framework require the municipalities to implement at least (3) methods of public
consultation.

I. Written and electronic consultation;

2. Publication on the official webpage of the municipality and the Government Platform
for Public Consultations;

3. At least one public consultation with interested parties.

In this regard, KLI and INPO monitored the implementation of these obligations in nine (9)
municipalities presented below.

6.1. Written and electronic consultation

According to the Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards
of Public Consultation in Municipalities, the proposing body provides conditions for
developing written and electronic consultation, including the providing of information
regarding the time, means, and deadlines of public consultations. The responsible officials for
public consultations in coordination with the responsible official in drafting the project
proposals, notify interested parties for written and electronic consultations. Article 15.3 of
this Administrative Instruction stipulates that “Written and electronic notice, shall contain:

3.1. Draft proposal for which the comments are required;
3.2. The exact address where the written and electronic comments should be sent;

3.3. Information (name, surname and email) on the person responsible for the admission of
the comments; and

3.4 Deadline for the submission of the documents”.

Whereas, paragraph 4 and 5 of this Article stipulate that “The municipality shall be obliged to
establish a separate menu within the official website for the public consultation process. Through the
official website and Government Platform for Public Consultation, the municipality shall provide the
publication of consultation announcements for draft proposals, the consultation deadlines, explanatory
memorandums, draft proposals for consultation, the address for the admission of comments, and the
publication of public consultation reports/results”.

However, regardless of this obligation on municipalities, an obligation that derives from the
Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards of Public
Consultation in Municipalities, KLI and INPO found that none of the municipalities developed
this type of public consultation during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework.

In this regard, KLI considers that the municipalities must approach the obligations arising from
this Administrative Instruction with more seriousness and commitment. Respectively, KLI
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and INPO emphasize the fact that provisions in this Administrative Instruction must be
implemented in every document of the municipality, stipulated in Article 6 of Administrative
Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards of Public Consultation in
Municipalities and according to the obligatory form for public consultation of which there is
written and electronic consultation.

6.2. Publication of notification and Draft-MBF on the official website and public
consultation platform

With regards to notification and draft Mid-term Budget Framework on the official website
and public consultation platform, a form that is obligatory for public consultations for each
municipality, KLI and INPO found that none of the municipalities under monitoring fully
implemented this form of obligatory public consultation during the drafting of the Mid-term
Budget Framework.

The Municipalities of Pejé/Pe¢ and Rahovec/Orahovac partly implemented this obligation. The
Municipality of Peje/Pe¢ published the draft Mid-term Budget Framework but not the
notification for public consultation and the official address to submit comments. While, in the
case of the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac, this municipality published the draft Mid-term
Budget Framework and the notification for public consultations, yet did not publish the official
address for citizens to submit their comments especially with this document.

6.3. Public meetings on drafting the Municipal MBF

One of the forms of public consultation during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget
Framework, obligatory for each municipality, is also holding at least one (|) public meeting
with citizens of the respective municipality.

Contrary to the two (2) prior obligatory forms for public consultation, the public meeting
during the drafting phase of the Mid-term Budget Framework has a higher level of
implementation by the nine (9) municipalities. However, the majority of the municipalities
under monitoring have not implemented this form of public consultation.

Of the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring, public meetings during the drafting of the
Mid-term Budget Framework have been held by four (4) municipalities: the Municipalities of
Peje/Pe¢, Rahovec/Orahovac, Junik and Hani i Elezit/Elez Han.

The obligatory form of public consultation during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget
Framework was not implemented by five (5) municipalities, Pristina, Vushtrri/Vucitrn,
Gjakova/Djakovica, Gjilan/Gnijilane and Degan/Decane.



Municipality Held budget hearings Did not hold budget
hearings

Pristina X
Pejé/Pec X

Gjakova/Djakovica X
Gjilan/Gnjilane X
Vushtrri/Vucitrn X
Rahovec/Orahovac X

Decan/Deéane X

Junik X

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han X

Table 3: Public meetings held during the drafting of MBF.

With regards to the number of public meetings, all municipalities that organized public
meetings during the drafting phase of the Mid-term Budget Framework have held one (1)
public meeting with citizens. Also, these public meetings were not separated according to
topic of discussion or locality, but were open for all citizens.

Municipality Date held Time
Pejé/Pec 06.18.2020 12:00°
Rahovec/Orahovac 06.25.2020 14:00
Junik 06.03.2020 10:00
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 06.15.2020 [4:00-14:45

Table 4: Public meetings organized by municipalities during the drafting of MBF.

? Note: In some cases, the minutes of the public meetings did not specify the time when the public meetings ended, but
only the time when they started. For this reason, in certain cases within this table, only the hour when the public meeting
started is listed.
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6.3.1 Number of participants and gender representation in public meetings during
the drafting of MBF

Regardless of the public meeting organization, inclusion of citizens remains a challenge. This
challenge is presented in the majority of public documents found in public consultations.
Consequently, this challenge has been presented during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget
Framework.

With regards to the causes that have caused the low participation of citizens in these public
meetings, KLI and INPO estimate that they are the same causes as in the budget hearings for
drafting the municipal budget, which are addressed in the following part of the report.
Avoiding repetition, they will not be addressed here.

Regarding the number of participants at public meetings organized during the drafting of the
Mid-term Budget Framework, KLI and INPO found that the largest participation was at a
public meeting organized by Hani i Elezit/Elez Han, where a total of 28 citizens took part,
followed by the public meeting organized by the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢ with twenty-two (22)
citizens, the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac with ten (10) citizens and the Municipality of
Junik with nine (9) citizens.

Another challenge was gender representation in these public hearings. The number of women
participants in these public meetings was disproportionate to that of men. In the case of the
Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac, of the 10 participants in the public meetings organized
during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework, there were no women.

In the following table, detailed data is presented on citizen participation and gender
representation in public meetings organized by the municipalities under monitoring during the
drafting phase of the Mid-term Budget Framework:

Number of participants and gender representation
at the public meetings organized during the drafting of MBF

Jun|k

EEEETEEEN Rahovec/Orahovac N

10 partlmpants

19 | Pejé/Peé [ 3
22 participants

I Hani i Elezit/Elez Han I

28 participants

Table 5: Number of participants and proportion of gender representation at the public meetings
organized during the drafting of MBF.
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6.3.2. Participation of key officials in public meetings

Among other, KLI and INPO also monitored the participation of municipal key officials at the
public meetings organized during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework.

In this case, KLI and INPO found that the Mayor of the municipality took part in the public
meetings organized by the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢, Junik and Hani i Elezit/Elez Han.

The Chair of the Municipal Assembly took part in public hearings organized by the Municipality
of Pejé/Pe¢ and Rahovec/Orahovac.

Whereas, in all the public meetings that the municipalities under monitoring organized during
the drafting phase of the Mid-term Budget Framework, KLI and INPO found that the Director
of Budget and Finance of the respective municipality took part.

6.4. Publication of the report after the completion of the public consultation
process

Article 5.5 of the Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards
of Public Consultation in Municipalities creates an obligation for municipalities to, at the end
of each public consultation process, publish the public consultation report, in which the results
of the public consultation process, citizens proposals and reasons for refusing citizen
proposals are addressed.

Of the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring, KLI and INPO found that this report was not
published by eight (8) of the municipalities, while this report was published only by the
Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac. However, this report does not fulfill all the requirements
of Article 5.5. of the Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards
of Public Consultation in Municipalities, since this report talks about the public consultation
process concerning the Mid-term Budget Framework, yet does not present the citizen
requests and reasons for refusing citizen requests'’.

' Report on the procedures followed for holding the Public Debate on the Mid-term Budget Framework (MBF), for the
fiscal year 2021 and Early Estimates for the years 202-2023". Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac. July I, 2020.
(available at:  https://kk.rks-gov.net/rahovec/wp-content/uploads/sites/23/2020/|2/Raport-per-procedurat-e-
ndjekuara-per-mbajtjen-e-Debatit-Publik-per-Kornizen-Afatmesme-Buxhetore-KAB-per-vitin-fiskal-202 | -dhe-
Vleresimin-e-Hershe.pdf). (Last accessed on January 29, 2021)
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Municipality Published on the Does it fulfill the
official website? required criteria?

Pristina No

Decan/Decane No

Junik No

Gjilan/Gnjilane No

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han No

Pejé/Pec No

Gjakova/Djakovica No

Rahovec/Orahovac Yes Partly
Vushtrri/Vuditrn No

Table 6: Publication of public consultation reports for drafting the MBF.

6.5. Inclusion of citizen requests in the Municipal MBF

KLI and INPO analyzed the inclusion of citizen requests in the Mid-term Budget Framework
adopted by the respective municipalities.

With regards to the public consultation process during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget
Framework, as was also mentioned earlier, four (4) of the nine (9) municipalities under
monitoring held public meetings. In the public consultations organized by the Municipality of
Pejé/Pe¢ and that of Rahovec/Orahovac no citizen requests were submitted, while at the
public meetings during the drafting of MBF at the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han eight
(8) requests were submitted. At the public meetings at the Municipality of Junik only four (4)
requests were submitted.

In this manner, KLI and INPO found that during the public consultation phase for drafting the
municipal MBF there was a low number of requests. This was caused by the low number of
public meetings organized by the municipalities and the low amount of citizen participation at
these public meetings.

On the other hand, KLI and INPO found that citizen requests were very specific, while the
information presented in the municipal MBF was more general. This lack of specificity by the
municipal MBF made it impossible for KLI and INPO to evaluate effectively whether citizen
requests are considered and included in the municipal MBF.

23



In the following table, KLI and INPO present the data regarding the number of citizen requests
and the data regarding the inclusion of these requests in the MBF adopted by the respective

municipalities.

Hani i

Elezit/Elez 8 | 0 2 5
Han

Junik 4 | 0 | 2

Table 7: Inclusion of citizen requests in MBF.

1. Citizen inclusion in drafting the budget from the Mayor’s
Office

As in the case of the Mid-term Budget Framework, the minimum standards of public
consultation related to the draft budget incorporate the obligation of the respective
municipality to implement at least (3) types of public consultations.

I. Written and electronic consultation;

2. publication on the municipality webpage and Governmental Platform for Public
Consultations; and

3. at least one consultative meeting with interested parties.

In relation to this, KLI and INPO monitored the implementation of these obligations for nine
(9) municipalities, which are separately presented below, where public consultation meetings
(budget hearings) were given a detailed treatment.

7.1. Written and electronic consultation

Written and electronic consultation, as one of the minimal standards of the process of public
consultation in the case of drafting the draft budget, has not been implemented by all but one
of the municipalities. The exception is the Municipality of Vushtrri/Vuditrn, which implemented
this form of consultation.

According to the Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards
of Public Consultation in Municipalities, the proposing body provides conditions for
developing written and electronic consultation, including prior notification on public
consultation deadlines, whilst the official public consultation officer in coordination with the
responsible official on drafting the project proposals notifies interested parties for written and
electronic consultations. Article 15.3 of this administrative instruction stipulates that “Written
and electronic notice, shall contain:
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3.1. Draft proposal for which the comments are required;
3.2. The exact address where the written and electronic comments should be sent;

3.3. Information (name, surname and email) on the person responsible for the admission of the
comments; and

3.4 Deadline for the submission of the documents”.

Whereas paragraph 4 and 5 of this article stipulate that “The municipality shall be obliged to
establish a separate menu within the official website for the public consultation process, through the
official website and Government Platform for Public Consultation, the municipality shall provide the
publication of consultation announcements for draft proposals, the consultation deadlines, explanatory
memorandums, draft proposals for consultation, the address for the admission of comments and the
publication of public consultation reports/results”.

The following table reflects the application or non-application of written and electronic

consultation during drafting of the municipal budget for nine (9) municipalities monitored by
KLI and INPO:

Pristina X
Pejé/Pec X
Gjakova/Djakovica X
Gjilan/Gnjilane X

Vushtrri/Vudéitrn X

Rahovec/Orahovac X
Decan/Deéane X
Junik X
Hani i Elezit/Elez X
Han

Table 8: Written and electronic consultation during the drafting of the municipal budget.

71.2. Publication of the notification and Draft- Budget on the municipal webpage
and Governmental Platform for Public Consultations

The process of public consultations through publishing a notification and draft-budget on the
respective municipality webpage and platform for public consultations continues to be a
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challenge for municipalities. In this case, after a monitoring on the budgeting process in the
respective municipalities, KLI and INPO found that, from the nine (9) municipalities under
monitoring, only the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han published the municipal draft budget
before it proceeded to the Municipal Assembly.

However, the other part of the municipal budget drafting process, publication of the
notification and draft-budget on public consultations platform was not implemented by any of
the municipalities monitored by KLI and INPO. The online platform on public consultations
ensures the implementation of minimal standards for public consultation. This platform
provides the opportunity for all parties to be invited and included in the public consultation

process''.

Pristina X X
Pejé/Pec X X
Gjakova/Djakovica X X
Gjilan/Gnjilane X X
Vushtrri/Vuditrn X X
Rahovec/Orahovac X X
Decan/Decane X X
Junik X X
Hani i Elezit/Elez | v X
Han

Table 9: Publication of notification and draft-budget on the official webpage and public
consultation platform.

"' For more information, see link https://konsultimet.rks-gov.net/about.php. (Last accesses on November 21,
2020).
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7.3. Budget hearings

One of the forms of public consultations during the drafting of the municipal budget, obligatory
for each municipality, is to hold at least one () budget hearing with citizens of the respective
municipality.

This form of consultation with citizens is applied by municipalities in the case of developing
public consultations during the process of drafting the municipal budget; however, during the
monitoring of the budgeting process, KLI and INPO found municipalities that did not
implement this obligation.

Respectively, of the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring by KLI and INPO, the
Municipality of Pristina, Peje/Pe¢, Gjakova/Djakovica, Rahovec/Orahovac and Hani i Elezit/Elez
Han held budget hearings, while four (4) municipalities, respectively the Municipality of
Gjilan/Gnijilane, Vushtrri/Vucitrn, Degan/ Decane and Junik did not develop this form of public
consultations in the case of drafting the municipal budget.

Municipality Budget hearings held Budget hearings not held
Pristina X

Pejé/Pec X

Gjakova/Djakovica X

Gjilan/Gnjilane X

Vushtrri/Vuditrn X

Rahovec/Orahovac X

Decan/Deéane X

Junik X

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han X

Table 10: Budget hearings held.
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Regarding the manner in which the budget hearings are held, due to the situation created as
a consequence of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Municipality of Pristina and Municipality of
Gjakova/Djakovica'? organized their budget hearings in a virtual manner."

Below, KLI and INPO presented and analyzed in detail the budget hearings of the monitored
municipalities.

7.3.1. Number of budget hearings held by municipalities

With regards to five (5) municipalities that have held budget hearings during the draft budget
for 2021, the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han held the least budget hearings, with only
one () public hearing, while the most public hearings were held by the Municipality of
Rahovec/Orahovac, which held 15 budget hearings. The Municipality of Peje/Pec¢ organized a
total of nine (9) budget hearings, Gjakova/Djakovica held six (6) budget hearings, and the
Municipality of Pristina held five (5) budget hearings.

Regarding the organization of these budget hearings, the Municipality of Pristina budget
hearings were held according to topics of discussion, the Municipality of Peje/Pe¢ organized
them according to locality, and the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han held and open budget
hearings for all its citizens. The Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica held budget hearings
according to topics of discussion which were open for citizens, whilst the Municipality of
Rahovec/Orahovac organized their budget hearings according to locality and topics of

discussion.

Pristina 5 According to topic of discussion
Pejé/Pec 9 According to locality
Gjakova/Djakovica 6 According to topic of discussion and

open for all citizens

Rahovec/Orahovac I5 According to topic of discussion and
locality

Hani i Elezit/Elez | | Open for all citizens

Han

Table I I: Number of budget hearings held by municipalities.

12 Note: Of six (6) budget hearings held in the Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica, five (5) of them were held in a
virtual manner, while one (1) budget hearing was organized in physical form.

'* Note: With the support of DEMOS, the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac started holding public consultations
online or virtually. Similar meetings will be held during 2021 if the Governemtn of the Republic of Kosovo does
not ease measures. Answer given by the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac to KLI and INPO. January 13, 2021.
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In the following table, KLI and INPO presented the budget hearings of the municipalities under

monitoring according to date, time, topic of discussion or locality in which these budget
hearings were organized.

Municipality

Pristina

Pristina

Pristina

Pristina

Pristina

Pejé/Pec

Pejé/Pec

Pejé/Pec

Date held

07.24.2020

07.25.2020

07.26.2020

07.27.2020

07.28.2020

08.17.2020

08.17.2020

08.18.2020

Time held
10:14-10:35
11:15-11:40
10:05-11:40
11:10-10:40
10:00-10:30
17:00 - 18:10
18:30 - 19:30
18:00 - 19:30

According to  topic of
discussion/locality

According to topic of discussion:
Identifying the requests from
sportsmen, youth and CSO’s on
projects and subventions for
budget planning for 2021

According to topic of discussion:
Identifying  the requests of
nurseries, primary education and
needs of students and parents for
budget planning for 2021

According to topic of discussion:
Identifying the requests of the
primary health sector and their
needs for the budget planning for
2021

According to topic of discussion:
Identifying the requests and needs
of the citizens for budget planning
for 2021

According to topic of discussion:
Identifying the requests and needs
of citizens for budget planning for
2021

According to locality: City

According to locality: Villages of
Zahaq, Ramun, Gllavicica, Leshan,
Klicina and Jabllanica e Leshani

According to locality: Villages of
Radavc, Novosella, Jabllanica e
madhe and Jabllanica e vogél

29



Pejé/Pec 08.19.2020 18:00 - 19:30 | According to locality: Villages of
Lugu i Baranit, Raushiq and Lybeniq

Pejé/Pec 08.20.2020 18:00'4 According to locality: Villages of
Vitomerica, Cige and Brestovik

Pejé/Pec 08.21.2020 17:00 According to locality: Villages of
Gorozhdec, Millavanc, Pogestg,
Vragoc, Pishtan and Kerrstovc

Pejé/Pec 08.21.2020 18:30 According to locality: Villages of
Loxhe, Llozhan, Doberdol and
Grabovc

Pejé/Pec 08.24.2020 17:00 - 18:30  According to locality: Villages of
Rugova

Pejé/Pec 08.24.2020 19:00 - 20:00  According to locality: Villages of
Qyshk, Pavlan, Bllagaj, Lutogllava,
Llabjan, Trestenik, Ruhot,
Nabérgjan and Katundi i Ri

Gjakova/Djakovica 08.21.2020 10:00 Meeting with the Chairmen of the
Local Councils

Gjakova/Djakovica 08.24.2020 11:00 - 11:45 Open's

Gjakova/Djakovica 08.25.2020 14:07-14:36 Open

Gjakova/Djakovica 08.26.2020 I1:16 —11:34  Open

Gjakova/Djakovica 08.27.2020 11:02-11:31 Open

Gjakova/Djakovica 08.28.2020 11:09-11:58 Open

Rahovec/Orahovac 07.06.2020 19:00 According to locality: Villages of
Krushé e Madhe, Celiné and
Nagavc

Rahovec/Orahovac 07.06.2020 20:00 According to locality: Villages of

Nagavc, Hogé e Vogel and Brestoc

'* Note: In some cases, the minutes of the budget hearings did not specify the time when the budget hearings
ended, but only the time when they began. For this reason, in some cases this table shows only the time when
the budget hearings started.

'> Note: Open budget hearings mean budget hearings that were not organized according to locality or topic of discussion,
but were open to citizens in general.
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Rahovec/Orahovac 07.07.2020 19:00 According to locality: Villages of
Fshatrat Malési e Vogél and Gexhé
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.07.2020 20:00 According to locality: Villages of
Ratkoc, Dejné, Vrajak and Bratotin
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.08.2020 19:00 Sipas Lokalitetit: Fshatrat Cifllak,
Polluzhe dhe Dobidol
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.08.2020 20:00 According to locality: Villages of
Kramovik, Guri i Kug, Mrasor
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.09.2020 19:00 According to locality: Villages of
Fortesa, Sapniq, Pataqan i Ulét dhe
Pataqan i Eperm
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.09.2020 20:00 According to locality: Xérxé
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.10.2020 18:00 According to locality: Villages of
Drenoc, Pastaselle, Senoc, Zatriq,
Kaznik and Nushpal
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.10.2020 18:00 According to locality: Villages of
Optreusha, Zogisht, Retija and
Retij e Epérme
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.13.2020 15:00 According to topic of discussion:
Gender budgeting of NGO’s
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.14.2020 16:00 According to topic of discussion:
Businesses
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.15.2020 15:00 According to locality: Villages os
Hogé e Madhe
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.15.2020 17:00 According to topic of discussion:
Youth
Rahovec/Orahovac 07.16.2020 19:00 According to locality: Residents of
neighborhoods |, ILILIV and V City
of Rahovec/Orahovac
Hani i Elezit/Elez 08.26.2020 15:00-16:08 Open

Han

Table 12: Budget hearings organized by municipalities according to schedule and topic of
discussion or locality.
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7.3.2 Number of participants in budget hearings

With regards to public hearings as a way of public consultation on drafting the budget, the
biggest challenge was shown to be citizen participation in these budget hearings.

It seems that the lack of public information on the right and importance of participation during
the budgeting phase is one of main reasons citizen participation is low at budget hearings. In
this case, KLI and INPO consider that the insufficiency of the public in this process must be
addressed in an institutional and strategic manner to inform the public of the right and
importance of the opportunity for participation in budgeting.

Low citizen participation in such public hearings decreased the effect intended from this
manner of public consultation, turning a form of general consultation into a discussion with a
small group of citizens.

In this case, compared to other challenges, due to the situation created by the COVID-19
pandemic some of the municipality budget hearings were held in a virtual manner, a fact that
due to technical difficulties of access, among others, also influenced a low number of citizen
participation in these public hearings.

Furthermore, KLI and INPO during the budget monitoring process in nine (9) municipalities
evidenced three (3) budget hearings where there was no citizen participation.

Moreover, the lowest number of citizen participation in budget hearings was seen in the capital
city. The number of budget hearings in this municipality is larger than the number of citizens
that took part in these budget hearings.

The public hearings with the highest citizen participation were organized by the Municipality
of Pejé/Pec for villages of Qyshk, Bllagaj, Lutogllave, Llabjan, Trestenik, Ruhot, Nabérgjan and
Katundi i ri, in which a total of 39 citizens took part in the hearing.
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Number of participants in
budget hearings held by municipalities

: : Total number of
Number of public hearings citizen participants

36 498
5 | Pristina 3
I Hani i Elezit/Elez Han [THFCE
B Gjakova/Djakovica

I Rahovec/Orahovac
9 Pejé/Peé 265 |

Table 13: Number of participants in budget hearings held by municipalities. !¢

Precisely, of the five (5) budget hearings organized by the Municipality of Pristina, in three (3)
of them, no citizen took part, in one (1) hearing only one (1) citizen took part and in another
budget hearing only two (2) citizens took part. Therefore, of the five (5) budget hearings
held, only three (3) citizens took part.

On the other hand, at the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han, which is smaller than Pristina,
there was a relatively higher amount of citizen participation at budget hearings, since, in the
one budget hearing held by this municipality, 28 citizens took part.

In this manner, the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han shows progress compared with other
municipalities. While a small municipality at its only budget hearing, it had the largest number
of participants. Based on INPO monitoring of the budgeting in the previous years, it was
evident that budget hearings at the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han were successful. In
regards to this municipality, it is clear that there are two (2) main reasons that affect the
increase in the number of participants at budget hearings in Hani i Elezit/Elez Han. Initially in
this municipality, the community itself is more homogenous, compared to, for example, the
community in the Municipality of Pristina. On the other hand, for many years now it is clear
that citizens of the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han have cultivated a rapport over many
years with respect for the municipality and the Mayor of the municipality, who has shown
dedication in this regard.

In the nine (9) budget hearings organized by the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢, the number of
citizens that took part in these public hearings varied from 19 to 39. On average in these
budget hearings, approximately 30 citizens took part.

'® The list of participants at the Hani i Elezit/Elez Han public hearings on drafting the draft budget for 20201 and
budget forecast for 2022-2023, was signed by a total of 30 people; however, 2 of them were Municipality officials.
Since in the table we only noted the number of citizens, we therefore have identified a total of 28 persons.
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The lowest number of participants in budget hearings was shown in the Municipality of
Gjakova/Djakovica. In this municipality, this number varied from one (I) up to fifteen (15)
citizens. On average, in budget hearings of the Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica
approximately 6 citizens took part.

The Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac, of the nine (9) municipalities monitored by KLI and
INPO, held the largest number of budget hearings. The number of citizens that participated
in budget hearings varied from four (4) to 22, whilst on average, approximately || citizens
took part in each budget hearing.

In this case, these findings divulged by KLI and INPO monitoring find that budget hearings as
an important public consultation method, are not being used as much as they should be. The
lack of public hearings makes these consultations seem as a meeting with a particular group
of citizens rather than general consultation with citizens, of whose interest must be reflected
in the adopted budget. For this reason, KLI and INPO consider that all municipalities and
other central institutions must appeal to the citizens by informing them of their right and
opportunity to participate in this form of public consultations and by reflecting the importance
of this participation. Furthermore, taking into account the citizen request, they must send a
message that citizens can be an active part of decision making.

7.3.3 Gender representation in budget hearings

With regards to gender representation in budget hearings, KLI and INPO found that there is
a significant imbalance. The gender structure of participation in budget hearings shows that
the majority of the participants are men and only a small number of participants are women.
Of all the participants at budget hearings in the municipalities under monitoring, which held
budget hearings, KLI and INPO found that the number of male participants was six (6) times
higher than the number of women participants. Accordingly, of all the participants in these
budget hearings, 428 were men, while only 70 were women.

Gender representation in budget hearings

Men

428
I Z B Pristina e
EEEEYEE Gjakova/Djakovica N
I Hani i Elezit/Elez Han |

-E- Rahovec/Orahovac -_
222 Pejé/Pe¢

Table 14: Gender representation in budget hearings.
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7.3.4. Participation of key officials in budget hearings

KLI and INPO have also monitored the participation of key municipal officials in budget
hearings.

KLI and INPO found that only the Mayor of the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han took
part in the budget hearings, while the deputy Mayor took part in budget hearings in the
Municipality of Pejé/Pec.

The Chair of the Municipal Assembly participated in the budget hearings in the Municipality
of Pejé/Pe¢, Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac and the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han.
Also, from the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac, members of the Politics and Finance
Committee took part.

The Budget and Finance Directorate took part in each budget hearing organized by the
Municipality of Pristina, Pejé/Pec¢, Gjakova/Djakovica, Rahovec/Orahovac and Hani i Elezit/Elez
Han.

7.4. Publication of a report after the conclusion of the public consultation process

KLI and INPO have also monitored the publication of consultation reports by the Mayor’s
Office of the nine (9) respective municipalities during the budget monitoring process after the
conclusion of public consultation process on the draft budget for 2021.

Regarding this obligation, KLI and INPO found that only the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac
' and Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica'® published the required report that partly holds the
requests defines in article 5.5. of the Administrative Instruction No.06/2018 on Minimal
Standards of Public Consultations at Municipalities. These two (2) municipalities have partly
fulfilled this obligation, as their reports include data regarding the public consultation process
and proposals given by citizens, but not the reasons for refusing citizen requests.

This obligation was not fulfilled by the Municipality of Pristina, Peje/Pe¢, Gijilan/Gnjilane,
Vushtrri/Vucitrn, Degan/Decane, Junik and Hani i Elezit/Elez Han.

'7 "Short report on the procedures followed on the organisation of public hearings with citizens for budget of 2021".
Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica. July 17, 2020. (available at: https://kk.rks-gov.net/Rahovec/Orahovac /wp-
content/uploads/sites/23/2020/08/Raporti-i-shkurter-mbi-proceduarat-e-ndjekura-per-organizimin-e-degjimeve-
publike-me-qytetare-per-buxhetin-e-vitit-202 | -3.pdf). (Last accessed on December 21, 2020).

'8 “Report on public hearings for 2021 — 2023 budget of the Municipdlity of Gjakova/Djakovica with citizens of the
Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica”. Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica. (available at: https:/kk.rks-
gov.net/gjakove/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/09/Degjimet-buxhetore-202 | -Procesverbali.docx). (Last
accessed on December 21, 2020).
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https://kk.rks-gov.net/gjakove/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/09/Degjimet-buxhetore-2021-Procesverbali.docx

Municipality Was it published on Were the required
official webpage? criteria fulfilled?

Pristina No /
Decan/Decane No /

Junik No /
Gjilan/Gnjilane No /

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han No /

Pejé/Pec No /
Gjakova/Djakovica Yes Partly
Rahovec/Orahovac Yes Partly
Vushtrri/Vuditrn No /

Table 15: Publication of public consultation report.

8. Submiission of the municipal draft-budget to the Municipal
Assembly

Pursuant to Law No.03/L-048 on Public Financial Management and Accountability, the Mayor
of the municipality is obligated, by September |* of the respective year, to submit to the Chair
of the Municipal Assembly the budget proposed for next year. However, this deadline was
not met by any of the municipalities. For the reason, six (6) days prior to the deadline,
respectively on August 26, 2020, the Ministry of Finance addressed all the Mayors of the

municipalities with a request to not proceed with the municipal budget proposal for 2021.

This was justified by the fact that from the beginning of 2020, the country was faced with the
COVID-19 pandemic and, as a result, there was a decrease in budget revenues for 2020. For
this reason, this request highlights the fact that municipal finance needs to be re-reviewed for
2021-2023, where the Mayors of the municipalities are required to not precede with
submission of the budget proposal until the Ministry of Finance receives the Municipal Budget
Circuit for 2021-2023. This budget circuit was sent to the Mayors of the municipalities by the
Ministry of Finance on September 14, 2020, after which date the Mayors of the municipalities
have proceeded with budget procedures and followed the budget proposal to the chairs of
the municipal assemblies.

In the following table, KLI and INPO show the dates of the municipal draft budget submission
to Chairs of the municipal assemblies:
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Date of receipt of the draft municipal budget by the Chairpersons of Municipal Assemblies

Municipality Submission date for the municipal draft-budget to the Chair of the Assembly
Pristina Date of receipt not available.!?

Pejé/Pec September 18, 2020

Gjakova/Djakovica September 16, 2020

Gjilan/Gnjilane September 21, 2020

Vushtrri/Vuéitrn September 21, 2020

Rahovec/Orahovac September 08, 2020

Junik September 24, 2020

Decan/Decane September 15, 2020

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han September 21, 2020

Table 16: Date of receipt of the draft municipal budget by the Chairpersons of Municipal
Assembilies.

In this way, the Ministry of Finance request made on August 26, 2020 (concerning not
proceeding with the municipal draft-budget until the receipt of the budget circuit from the
Ministry of Finance, a circuit that was sent by this Ministry on September 14, 2020) narrowed
the time municipal assemblies had for discussion and review of the municipal draft-budget,
including the challenges created for the municipal assemblies in organizing budget hearings
with citizens.

Initially, this fact has narrowed the time available for discussion and the review of the draft
budget by the municipal assemblies, because the municipal assemblies have a legal deadline of
September 30 for the approval of the municipal budget. Also, it has negatively affected the
quality of budget hearings organized by the municipal assemblies. In some cases, the draft-
budget was not available during the time when the budget hearings were held, so municipal
stakeholders found it impossible to present the municipal draft-budget in the absence of
budget circular data. This problem was present at the Municipality of Pristina, Degan/Decane,
Junik and Gijilan/Gnijilane.

Furthermore, in the case of the Municipality of Pristina, the Ministry of Finance request also
influenced this municipality to approve the municipal budget after the end of the deadline set
by law.

' Note: Members of the Municipal Assembly received the Draft-Budget on September 29, 2020, but the Municipality of
Pristina did not provide information when they received the Draft-Budget.
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9. Budget hearings during budget review at municipal
assemblies

The municipal assemblies have a legal obligation to hold budget hearings upon receipt of the
budget proposal given by the Mayor’s Office.

Article 61.2. of the Law No.03/L-048 on Public Financial Management and Accountability
stipulates that “Upon receipt of the proposed budget, the Municipal Assembly shall hold public
hearings in accordance with the applicable municipal normative acts. Following such hearings, the
Municipal Assembly shall, by the date specified in paragraph 3 of Article 20 of this Law, review, modify
as it deems necessary or advisable, approve and submit to the Minister the proposed Municipal
Budget”.

In this case, different from the Mayor’s Office, municipal assemblies of the nine (9)
municipalities under monitoring by KLI and INPO held budget hearings regarding the municipal
draft-budget, where eight (8) of these budget hearings have been organized in cooperation
with KLI and INPO.

Within this project, KLI and INPO, in cooperation with municipal assemblies, organized
budget hearings in all municipalities under monitoring, excluding the Municipality of Hani i
Elezit/Elez Han, the Municipal Assembly of which municipality organized budget hearings
without the assistance of KLI and INPO.

Due to the situation created as a consequence of COVID-19 pandemic, KLI and INPO, in
cooperation with the municipalities under monitoring, organized online budget hearings
through “Zoom” a digital video conferencing platform.

With the purpose of increasing transparency and maximum citizen inclusion, all budget
hearings organized by KLI and INPO, in cooperation with respective municipalities, were
directly transmitted via the official webpages of KLI and INPO on the social media platform
“Facebook” *°.

2 Budget hearing organized by the Municipal Assembly of Pristina in cooperation with KLI and INPO. Available
at:https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/335068604498932/? so__ =channel_tab&_ rv__ =all_vid

eos_card. (Last accessed on November 21, 2020); Budget hearing organized by the Municipal Assembly in
Gjakova/Djakovica in cooperation with KLI and INPO. Available
at:https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/643608919600362/?  so__=channel_tab& rv__ =all_vid

eos_card. (Last accessed on November 21, 2020); Budget hearing organized by the Municipal Assembly of
Pejé/Pec in cooperation with KLl and INPO. Awvailable at:
https://www.facebook.com/Kosovolawlnstitute/videos/1268678936808821/. (Last accessed on November 21,
2020); Budget hearing organized by the Municipal Assembly of Junik in cooperation with KLI and INPO. Available
at: https://www.facebook.com/Kosovolawlinstitute/videos/832658400902875/. (Last accessed on November 21,
2020); Budget hearing organized by the Municipal Assembly of Decan/Decane in cooperation with KLI and INPO.
Available at: https://www.facebook.com/Kosovolawlnstitute/videos/3280106792027102/. (Last accessed on
November 21, 2020); Budget hearing organized by the Municipal Assembly of Vushtrri/Vuéitrn in cooperation
with KLI and INPO. Available at:
https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/326344388635144/? _so__=channel_tab& rv__=all_video

s_card. (Last accessed on November 21, 2020); Budget hearting organized by the Municipal Assembly of
Gijilan/Gnijilane in cooperation with KLI and INPO. Available at:
https://www.facebook.com/Kosovolawlnstitute/videos/361517905223444/. (Last accessed on November 21,
2020); Budget hearing organized by the Municipal Assembly of Rahovec/Orahovac in cooperation with KLI and
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https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/335068604498932/?__so__=channel_tab&__rv__=all_videos_card
https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/335068604498932/?__so__=channel_tab&__rv__=all_videos_card
https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/643608919600362/?__so__=channel_tab&__rv__=all_videos_card
https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/643608919600362/?__so__=channel_tab&__rv__=all_videos_card
https://www.facebook.com/KosovoLawInstitute/videos/1268678936808821/
https://www.facebook.com/KosovoLawInstitute/videos/832658400902875/
https://www.facebook.com/KosovoLawInstitute/videos/3280106792027102/
https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/326344388635144/?__so__=channel_tab&__rv__=all_videos_card
https://www.facebook.com/275739927244/videos/326344388635144/?__so__=channel_tab&__rv__=all_videos_card

The viewership of these budget hearings by the citizens through Facebook varied from 2,400
to 13,000 views. All budget hearings together reached about 63,000 views.

In these budget hearings, respective municipality representatives took part, such as
Chairpersons of the municipal assemblies, Mayors of municipalities, representatives in all
political parties within respective municipal assemblies, Municipal Directors, citizens etc.

Public hearings in each case started with the elaboration of the budget proposal of the
respective municipality for 2021, where participants of public hearings and other citizens that
followed budget hearings had the opportunity to be notified regarding the budget proposal of
the respective municipality for 2021.

In this case, citizens that were a part of these budget hearings had the opportunity to request
explanations from the Chair of the Municipal Assembly or political party representatives,
represented in the Municipal Assembly of the respective municipality. They also had the
opportunity to present budget requests, which were discussed during these public hearings.

Moreover, with the purpose of increasing citizen inclusion in these public hearings, KLI and
INPO ensured that all citizens submit their questions directly via social media “Facebook”
when hearings were conducted and also though an email address that was given prior to the
hearing, where municipal officials could answer the questions posed. Through the email
address or comments on Facebook, 18 requests were accepted regarding different issues and
needs in municipalities.

This method of organizing hearings, apart from the fact that it was relevant taking into account
the situation created by the COVID-19 pandemic, is very effective to use in the future as well.
In this manner, citizens that are not able to physically attend because of daily engagements
can be a direct or indirect part of online discussions.

10. Adoption and publication of the budget

Article 20.3 of the Law No.03/L-221 on Amending and Supplementing Law No.03/L-048 on
Public Financial Management and Accountability stipulates that “...The date by which
municipalities must complete and submit their proposed budgets and appropriations requests shall
be September 30 of that year...”.

In this case, as was analyzed earlier, despite the fact that the municipal assemblies of the
municipalities under monitoring did not receive the budget proposal as required by law, all
municipal assemblies managed to adopt the budget within the legal deadline, excluding the
Municipality of Pristina, of which the Municipal Assembly adopted its budget after the legal
deadline.

INPO. Available at: https://www.facebook.com/KosovolLawlnstitute/videos/3235949023167360/. (Last accessed
on November 21, 2020).
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Pristina

October 2, 2020

Pejé/Pec

September 30, 2020

Gjakova/Djakovica

September 29, 2020

Gjilan/Gnjilane

September 29, 2020

Vushtrri/Vucitrn September 24, 2020
Rahovec/Orahovac September 29, 2020
Decan/Decane September 25, 2020
Junik September 29, 2020

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han

September 30, 2020

Table 17: Date of municipal budget adoption.

After the adoption of the municipal budget, KLI and INPO also monitored the publication of

the municipal budget for nine (9) selected municipalities.

The Municipality of Pristina, Pejé/Pe¢, Gjakova/Djakovica, Gjilan/Gnijilane, Vushtrri/Vucitrn,
Rahovec/Orahovac, Degan/Decane and Hani i Elezit/Elez Han published their municipal
budget, while the Municipality of Junik did not publish it.

Pristina N4
Pejé/Pec v
Gjakova/Djakovica v
Gjilan/Gnjilane v
Vushtrri/Vudcitrn N4
Rahovec/Orahovac N4
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Decan/Decane N4

Junik X2

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han N4

Table 18: Publication of adopted budget.

I 1. Citizen requests and priorities during budget hearings

After the conclusion of budgeting procedures of all municipalities under monitoring, KLI and
INPO analyzed all the citizen requests that arose during budget hearings organized by the
mayor’s offices of the respective municipalities and budget hearings held by the municipal
assemblies of the respective municipalities.

KLI and INPO also extracted citizen priorities of the respective municipalities.

Following this report, for every municipality under monitoring, these priorities are presented
in infographics which depict citizen requests according to cities, residency, and type, including
the level of inclusion of the requests in the adopted budget by the respective municipalities.
These infographics are presented in Annex | of this report.

2 Clarification: The Municipality of Junik published the Budget Planning Appropriations for 2021 but not the
whole budget. The document published by the Municipality of Junik is available at: https://kk.rks-gov.net/junik/wp-
content/uploads/sites/39/2020/ | 2/Plani-i-ndarjeve-buxhetore-per-vitin-202 1 .pdf.
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021
BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF OF PRISTINA
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021
BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF PEJE/PEC
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Info-graphic 2: Citizen requests to be included in the budget of the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢ for
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021

BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF GJAKOVA/DJAKOVICA
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Info-graphic 3: Citizen requests to be included
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Gjakova/Djakovica for 2021.
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021
BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF GJILAN/GNJILANE
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021
BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF VUSHTRRI/VUCITRN
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Info-graphic 5: Citizen requests to be included in the budget of the Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn

for 2021.

CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021

BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF RAHOVEC/ORAHOVAC
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021
BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF DECAN/DECANE
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Info-graphic 7: Citizen requests to be included in the budget of the Municipality of Decan/Decane
for 2021.
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021
BUDGET OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF JUNIK
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Info-graphic 8: Citizen requests to be included in the budget of the Municipality of Junik for 2021.
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CITIZENS' REQUESTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2021 BUDGET OF
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Info-graphic 9: Citizen requests to be included in the budget of the Municipality of Hani i
Elezit/Elez Han for 2021.

12. Citizen requests included in the budget adopted by the
municipalities

KLI and INPO analyzed the citizen requests that were not included in the adopted budget of
the respective municipality and are presented in the following table.

In this regard, KLI and INPO have identified many projects presented in the budget of these
nine (9) municipalities that do not offer any guarantee that citizen requests are included in the
budgets and that the same requests will be implemented. In all of these cases, the projects in
the budget are presented in a general and unspecified manner. For this reason, they are
categorized in one special group (“cannot be identified”).

In this regard, the Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn has the largest number of citizen requests,
of which KLI and INPO were unable to identify within the budgets due to the lack of
specifications and ambiguities in the adopted budget®. 205 of 263 requests presented, or
77.94% of them are of this nature.

22 Note: For a hypothetical example of this ambiguity, is when, a citizen request may be “paving of road X” while
the budget foresees simply the “paving of roads”. In this case, the budget does not specify if it means the paving
of road X or some other road and therefore it cannot be concluded if such a request was included in the budget.
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E::i i Elezit/Elez % 3 0 10 13
Gjakova/Djakovica | 41 27 0 12 2
Rahovec/Orahovac | 226 88 0 39 99
Gjilan/Gnjilane 14 2 0 5 7
Vushtrri/Vucitrn 263 3 0 55 205
Pristina I5 3 I 7 4
Pejé/Pec 213 3 0 93 17
Decan/Deéane 10 | | 5 3
Junik 8 0 0 4 4

Table 19: Citizen requests included in the adopted budget.

When it comes to the balance of municipality projects between those projects that target
citizens and those that refer to administration, KLI and INPO found that the Municipality of
Pristina and Gjakova/Djakovica lead with the largest number of projects envisaged for citizens.
This is understandable based on the fact that these two (2) municipalities as a total have the
largest projects, as is evident in the table below.

However, if we treat projects foreseen for citizens and those for administration according to
the total value for each of these two (2) categories and percentage of budget allocation in
these two (2) categories according to the total budget for capital investment, then it is evident
that the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han has oriented its budget toward capital
investment for projects for citizens(100% of its municipal budget), while the Municipality of
Junik has directed 49.78% of the budget for capital investments for capital projects for citizens,
while the rest funds projects for administration. The following table shows the data for each
municipality.
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Pristina 98 6 94.23%
(28,082837€) | &0 000¢)

Decan/Decan | 26 | 94.02%

e (2356703€) | (|50000¢)

Rahovec/Ora | 80 3 99.46%

hovac (4,263,979€) | (23,000€)

Gjakova/Djak | 84 2 98.40%

ovica (7,677,302€) | (125,000€)

Hani i| 24 0 100%

Elezit/Elez (440,127€) (5,127€)

Han

Gjilan/Gnijilan | 26 2 94.97%

e (5:951.743€) | 315 000¢)

Pejé/Pe¢ 37 4 96.69%
(7,732,226€) | (265,000€)

Vushtrri/Vuéi | 55 3 99.26%

trn (4,029,154€) | (30,000€)

Junik 6 |23 49.78%
(79,305€) (80,000€)

Table 20: Balance of municipal projects for citizens / administration.

KLI and INPO also analyzed municipal projects that were new and included in the budget and
how many projects were continued from the previous years*.

3 Explanation: This project includes building of service, infrastructure, and health capacities.

* Note: IKD and INPO identified as new projects, every case where a project started in 2021 and was not
foreseen as a project in the year 2020.
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The Municipality of Pristina has the highest percentage of new projects in relation to the total
number of municipal projects. 55.77% of projects for the Municipality of Pristina are new

projects, while only 33.57% of the Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane’s projects are new.

Pristina 58 46 55.77%
Pejé/Pec 8 34 19.05%
Gjakova/Djakovica | 41 45 47.67%
Gjilan/Gnjilane I 27 3.57%

Vushtrri/Vucitrn 32 26 55.17%
Rahovec/Orahovac | 16 67 19.28%
Decan/Deéane I 16 40.74%
Junik I 6 14.29%
:::i i Elezit/Elez | 10 14 41.67%
Total 178 280 38.86%

Table 21: Balance of new projects/continues municipal projects.
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13. KLI and INPO main findings in the municipal budgeting
process

In the following, KLI and INPO present the main findings of this report, a report that is a
result of monitoring the budgeting process of nine (9) municipalities.

e Written and electronic consultation, as a minimal standard of the public consultation
process in the case of drafting the draft-budget, is a method that is almost never
implemented. While this type of consultation is presented as obligatory, of the nine
monitored municipalities, written and electronic consultation was only applied by
the Municipality of Vushtrri/Vuditrn, as the only method of public consultation in the
case of drafting the municipal draft-budget. Whereas, in the case of drafting the Mid-
term Budget Framework, none of the municipalities developed this form of
obligatory public consultation.

e Publication of the notice and draft-budget on the official webpage of the respective
municipality and the Public Consultation Platform, as part of the public consultation
process, continues to be challenging for the municipalities.

e After monitoring conducted by KLI and INPO on the budgeting process in the
respective municipalities, it was determined that, of the nine (9) municipalities under
monitoring, only the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han published the municipal
draft-budget on their official webpage prior to being processed by the Municipal
Assembly, while eight (8) of the other municipalities did not do this.

e Another part of the obligation of the municipal draft budget process, the publication
of notice and the draft-budget on the Public Consultation Platform was not
implemented by any of the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring by KLI and
INPO.

e In the case of drafting the Mid-term Budget Framework, the obligation to publish
the draft documents, notification of public consultation, and the address for where
to submit comments on the official website and public consultation platform were
only partly fulfilled by the Municipality of Peje/Pe¢ and Rahovec/Orahovac, while this
obligation was not fulfilled by seven (7) of the other municipalities under monitoring
by KLI and INPO.

e Looking to budget hearings during the drafting of the budget proposal by the Mayor’s
Office of the respective municipalities, of the nine (9) municipalities under
monitoring by KLI and INPO, five (5) of them held budget hearings, while four (4)
municipalities did not develop this method of public consultations in the case of
drafting the municipal budget. Whereas, with regards to public meetings in the case
of drafting the Mid-term Budget Framework, KLI and INPO found that four (4) of
the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring held one () public meeting, while this
was not done by five (5) of the other municipalities.

e Of the five (5) municipalities that held budget hearings during the drafting of the
budget for 202l, the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac organized |5 budget
hearings, the Municipality of Peje/Pe¢ held nine (9) budget hearings, the Municipality
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of Gjakova/Djakovica held six (6) budget hearings, The Municipality of Pristina held
five (5) budget hearings, while the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han organized
one (1) budget hearing.

In contrast to the Mayor’s Office, municipal assemblies of the nine (9) municipalities
under monitoring by KLI and INPO, held budget hearings regarding the municipal
draft budget, where eight (8) of the municipalities, organized these budget hearings
in cooperation with KLI and INPO, within the project “Demand for Transparent and
Accountable Municipalities: Monitoring public procurement and empowering citizens to
lead positive change”.

When organizing budget hearings, the Municipality of Pristina held its budget
hearings according to topic of discussion; the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢ organized
them according to locality, whilst the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han held an
open budget hearing for all the citizens. The Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica held
its budget hearings according to topic of discussion and open for citizens, while the
Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac organized budget hearings according to locality
and topic of discussion. Whereas, all the municipal public meetings during the
drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework were open.

At the budget hearings during the drafting of the municipal budget and public
meetings during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework, the biggest
challenge was the low number of citizen participation.

Another challenge was that the majority of the municipal budget hearings and public
meetings held a disproportionate gender representation of participants, as there
was an extraordinarily low number of women participants.

At the budget hearings during the drafting of the budget by the Mayor’s Office of
the respective municipalities, KLI and INPO found that only the Mayor of the
Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han took part in the budget hearings, while, for the
budget hearings conducted in the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢, the Deputy Major took
part. Furthermore, in the budget hearings organized by five (5) of the municipalities,
the Budget and Finance Director took part in these hearings. Regarding public
meetings during the drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework, KLI and INPO
found that, at the public meetings, the Mayor of the Municipality and the Chair of
the Municipal Assembly from Pejé/Pe¢ and Rahovec/Orahovac took part, while at
each public meeting organized by the municipalities the Director for Budget and
Finance took part.

The Ministry of Finance request, dated August 26, 2020, to not proceed with the
municipal draft-budget until the receipt of the budget circuit from the Ministry of
Finance, which was sent by the Ministry on September 14, 2020, narrowed the time
for municipal assemblies to have discussion and review of the municipal draft-budget,
including the challenges created for the municipal assemblies in organizing budget
hearings for citizens. Furthermore, in the case of the Municipality of Pristina, the
Ministry of Finance request affected the municipality so that the municipal budget
adoption was completed after the deadline prescribed by the law.
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After the adoption of the municipal budget, eight (8) of the municipalities monitored
published the municipal budget on their official webpages, while the Municipality of
Junik did not do this.

Based on the monitoring of citizens requests and whether they were included in the
budget, KLI and INPO found that in the majority of cases it was difficult to identify
whether a citizen request was included or not because of the unspecific manner in
which municipal budgets were presented, providing no guarantee if the citizen
requests were included in the budget or if these requests will be implemented.

The number of citizens' requests included in the municipal budget was very low; of
the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring, one municipality did not include any of
the citizen’s requests in its municipal budget.

Simultaneously, in some cases the citizen requests were portrayed in an
extraordinarily general manner, which in turn makes it impossible to identify their
inclusion or not in the budget.

Of the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring, all of them included a large number
of projects dedicated to the citizens in relation to the number of projects that refer
to municipal administration. However, if we treat projects foreseen to be for
citizens and those for municipal administration according to the total value for each
of these two (2) categories and percentage of budget allocation in these two (2)
categories according to the total budget for capital investment, then it is evident
that the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac has most oriented its budget to capital
investment for projects for citizens, making up 99.46% of its municipal budget, while
the Municipality of Junik has directed 49.78% its budget for capital investments for
capital projects for citizens, while the rest is retained for projects for
administration.

Two (2) of the nine (9) municipalities under monitoring have more new projects
than the ones continued from the previous year. Seven (7) of the other
municipalities have more projects continuing from the previous year, of which the
Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane only has one (I) new project for 2021.
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14. Recommendations

I. Nine (9) of the municipalities under monitoring should implement the obligation of
holding written and electronic consultations in the case of drafting the Mid-term Budget
Framework. Also, these municipalities should implement the obligation for publishing the
draft Mid-term Budget Framework, notification for public consultation, deadline, and official
address for submission of comments to the official website of the municipality and public
consultation platform.

2. The Municipality of Pristina, Vushtrri/Vuditrn, Gjakova/Djakovica, Gjilan/Gnijilane and
Decan/Decane should organize public meetings during the drafting phase for the Mid-term
Budget Framework.

3.The Mayor’s Office of Pristina, Pejé/Pe¢, Gjakova/Djakovica, Gijilan/Gnijilane,
Rahovec/Orahovac, Decan/Decane, Junik, and Hani i Elezit/Elez Han should develop a
written and electronic public consultation process in conjunction with the Administrative
Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards of Public Consultation in
Municipalities in the case of drafting the municipal budget for the next year. In relation to
implementing this obligation, municipalities must define |) project proposal, 2) the correct
address of where to send the comments, 3) information on the person in charge of
accepting the comments and 4) the deadline for submitting comments. In this case,
municipalities along with their official webpage must also publish this information on the
public consultation platform. The deadline for public consultation should be at least 15
days, a deadline that must be completed no later than August |5" of the respective year,
so that from this date and until September |** of the respective year, the respective Mayor’s
Office can review the budget request.

4. The Mayor’s Office must organize budget hearings in every case. Regardless of the fact
that the Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards of Public
Consultation in Municipalities says that the Mayor’s Office has an obligation to hold at least
one (1) budget hearing, KLI and INPO recommend that municipalities must draft a plan for
budget hearings so that these hearings include a larger number of citizens and cover all
villages, neighborhoods, residencies, and urban areas. This plan must be adapted according
to the specifics of a certain municipality that aims for all citizen inclusion in the budgeting
process, to make it easier for citizens to participate in these budget hearings.

5. Based on the fact that, due to the situation created by the COVID-19 pandemic, holding
physical budget hearings presents a danger to public health, municipalities should organize
budget hearings in a virtual manner on their official online platforms and provide simple
information or short informative videos in relation to technical aspects of accessing these
virtual budget hearings.

6. All municipalities must present on their official online platforms information that can be
accessed easily on the right and opportunity for citizens to participate in public hearings.

7. The municipalities of Pristina, Pejé/Pe¢, Gijilan/Gnjilane, Hani i Elezit/Elez Han,
Vushtrri/Vucitrn, and Junik must draft and publish public consultation reports regarding the
drafting of the Mid-term Budget Framework pursuant to article 5.5 of Administrative
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Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards of Public Consultation in
Municipalities.

8. The public consultation report on hearings for the draft budget must be drafted and
published by the municipalities of Pristina, Degan/Decane, Junik, Gjilan/Gnjilane, Hani i
Elezit/Elez Han, and Pejé/Pec.

9. Municipalities are encouraged to apply other forms of public consultation, not obligatory
according to Administrative Instruction (MLGA) No.06/2018 on the Minimal Standards of
Public Consultation in Municipalities.

10. Municipalities must be engaged and provide different forms and methods to holding
budget hearings, which enable larger participation of women.

['1. Municipal assemblies must be proactive and implement legal obligation for public
consultation with citizens in the budget proposal review phase. In their work plan,
Municipal Assemblies must plan to hold budget hearings pursuant to specifications of the
respective municipality so that these budget hearings have a larger covering.

|2. The Municipality of Junik must publish the adopted budget for 2021.

| 3. The municipalities under monitoring must ensure that projects included in the budget
have concrete titles/names and are not generalized, with a purpose to make it clear to
citizens what investments and projects are waiting to be implemented according to the
budget for the respective year.
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15. ANNEX | (Citizens requests for the Municipal MBF,
according to residency and type)

In this part of the report, KLI and INPO present the number of requests submitted by citizens
in the case of drafting the Mid-term Budget Framework by the municipalities monitored.

The data below includes the number of citizens’ requests according to residency and the level
of inclusion of the same in the adopted MBF by the respective municipality. Public meetings
regarding the drafting of MBF were organized as open yet, because of the character of the
requests, KLl and INPO presented these requests also according to the respective residency.

Also, KLI and INPO in this part present the data on the number of citizens requests, separated
according to categories as well as the level of inclusion® in the MBF adopted by the respective
municipality.

5.1 Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han

Based on the presentation of concrete citizens requests, the following table reflects the
number according to residency in the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han and the inclusion
of these requests in MBF adopted by the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han:

5 These tables do not display information about the requests that were not included in the MBF.
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Residency

Secishté

Lac

Lagjja Meliq

Zona urbane

Other

TOTAL

No. of citizen
requests

N

8

No.
requests
included in
the adopted
MBF

of

No. of
requests
partly
included in
the adopted

MBF

0

No. of
requests that
could not be
identified if
they
included in
the adopted
MBF

were

Level

inclusion

the

requests

of
of
budget
by

percentage

00.00%

00.00%

00.00%

50.00%

00.00%

12.50%

Table 22: Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han citizens’ requests and their inclusion in the MBF
according to residency.

The following table reflects the number of citizens requests from the Municipality of Hani i
Elezit/Elez Han during the drafting of MBF according to the type of citizens request and
inclusion of such requests in the MBF adopted by the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han:
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No. of
No. of requests
T:'ilc):'it Gl citizen included in
P Y requests the adopted
MBF
Roads 3 0
Sewage | 0
Infrastructure 2 0

Environment 2 |

TOTAL 8 1

No. of
requests
partly
included in
the adopted
MBF

0

0

No. of requests
that could not be
identified if they
were included in
the adopted MBF

Level of
inclusion of
the budget
requests by
percentage
00.00%
00.00%
00.00%
50.00%
12.50%

Table 23: Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han citizens’ requests according to type of request.
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15.2 Municipality of Junik

Based on the presentation of concrete citizen requests, the following table reflects the number
according to residency in the Municipality of Junik and the inclusion of such requests in the
MBF adopted by the Municipality of Junik:

Residency

Rural Zones

Rodosh

City

Other

TOTAL

No. of citizen
requests

4

No. of
requests
included in
the adopted
MBF

No. of
requests
partly
included in
the adopted
MBF

0

No. of
requests that
could not be
identified if
they
included in
the adopted
MBF

were

2

Level of
inclusion of
the budget
requests by
percentage

100.00%

00.00%

00.00%

00.00%

25.00%

Table 24: Municipality of Junik citizens’ requests and their inclusion in the MBF according to

residency.

The following table reflects the number of citizens’ requests from the Municipality of Junik
during the drafting of MBF according to the type of citizens’ request and inclusion of such
requests in the MBF adopted by the Municipality of Junik.
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No. of

No. of No. of requests Level of
requests q .
No. of requests that could not be inclusion of
Type of . . partly . . .
.. citizen included in | . identified if they the budget
priority included in . .
requests the adopted were included in requests by
the adopted
MBF the adopted MBF percentage
MBF
Irrigation | 0 0 I 00.00%
canal
Closing of | 0 0 I 00.00%
canals
Cycling,
hiking and | I 0 0 100.00%
hiking trails
Subventions I 0 0 0 00.00%
TOTAL 4 I 0 2 25.00%

Table 25: Municipality of Junik citizens’ requests according to type of request.

16. Annex 11 (Citizen budget requests according to residency
and type)

In this part of the report, KLI and INPO presents the number of budget requests presented
by citizens in the case of drafting the budget by the municipalities under monitoring.

The data below includes the number of budget requests according to residency and the level
of inclusion of the requests in the adopted budget by the respective municipalities.

KLI and INPO present the data on the number of budget requests, separated into categories
and the level of inclusion® in the adopted budget by the respective municipalities.

16.1. Municipality of Pristina

The Municipality of Pristina did not separate budget hearings according to location, but
according to topic of discussion.

% These tables do not display information about the requests that were not included in the adopted budget.
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However, based on the concrete requests of the citizens, the following table reflects their
number according to residency in the Municipality of Pristina and the inclusion of their
requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality of Pristina:

No. of
No. of No. of requests that Level of
requests cannot be
No. of requests . . .. budget
. . . . | partly identified if
Residency citizens included in | . requests
included in they are
requests the adopted . . included by
budget the adopted included in .
8 budget the adopted P 8
budget
Barileva I 0 0 0 0.00%
Slivova I I 0 0 100.00%
City 12 2 I 4 16.67%
Other I 0 0 0 0.00%
TOTAL 15 3 | 4 20.00%

Table 26: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Pristina and inclusion according to
residency.

In total, during the budgeting process in the Municipality of Pristina, |5 citizen budget requests
were received, three (3) of which were included in the adopted budget by the Municipality of
Pristina, which serves 20% of the total of budget requests submitted by citizens.

The following table reflects the number of citizens’ requests in Pristina according to the type
of budget requests and the inclusion of these requests in the adopted budget by the
Municipality of Pristina.
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Type of No. of citizen No. of No.

priority requests requests requests
included in partly
the adopted included in
budget the adopted

budget

Roads 3 0 I

Gender I 0 0

equality

Agriculture I I 0

Economy I 0 0

Sewage I 0 0

Public I 0 0

lighting

Central I 0 0

heating

Parks I 0 0

Health I 0 0

Public I 0 0

transport

Other 3 2 0

TOTAL 15 3 |

of No. of

requests that
cannot be
identified if
they are
included in
the adopted
budget

2

0

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage

0.00%

0.00%

100.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

66.67%

20.00%

Table 27: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Pristina and their inclusion according to
the type of the request.
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16.2. Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica

The following table reflects the number of citizens’ requests according to residency of the Municipality
of Gjakova/Djakovica and the inclusion of these requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality of
Gjakova/Djakovica?:

Residency

City
Koronicé,
Devé,
Guské
Ponoshec
Planqor
Skivjan
Novosellé
Dallashaj
Brekoc

Kralan

Herec,
Dujaké

Qerim

No. of
citizens
requests

No. of
requests
included in
the
adopted
budget

10

No. of
requests
partly
included in
the adopted
budget

No. of requests
that cannot be
identified if
they
included in the
adopted
budget

are

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage

66.67%

100.00%

60.00%
1000.00%
0.00%
66.67%
0.00%
100.00%

0.00%

100.00%

100.00%

77 Clarification: KLI and INPO initially reported on only 7 citizen requests included in the budget for 2021, one
(1) request was partly included, 15 not included, while 18 requests were impossible to be identified if they were
included or not in the budget because of the unspecific labeling. However, after the submission of the report
for comments to all the municipalities, the Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica replied with comments regarding
all the requests that were included in the budget. As a result, the tables in this part include the classification of
the requests after addressing the comments received by the Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica.

62



Gérqiné I I 0 0 100.00%

Molliq,

Nivok

D::r:;” | | 0 0 100.00%
Paqaj

Other 6 2 0 0 63.41%
TOTAL 41 27 0 2 65.85%

Table 28: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica and inclusion
according to residency.

The following table reflects the number of citizens’ request in Gjakova/Djakovica according to type of
budget requests and the inclusion of these requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality of
Gjakova/Djakovica.

Type of No. of No. of No. of No. of Level of
priority citizen requests requests requests budget
requests included in partly that cannot requests
the adopted included in be identified included by
budget the adopted if they are percentage
budget included in
the adopted
budget
Roads 12 10 0 I 83.33%
Pavements 3 3 0 0 100.00%
Sewage 3 3 0 0 100.00%
Water 2 2 0 0 100.00%
supply
Sport I 0 0 I 0.00%
Culture I 0 0 0 0.00%
Bridge | ! 0 0 100.00%
repair
Parking I I 0 0 100.00%
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Public

lighting 3 3 0 0 100.00%
Waste 2 0 0 0 0.00%
Education 3 0 0 0 0.00%
Airport I 0 0 0 0.00%
Cemetery I 0 0 0 0.00%
Youth I I 0 0 100.00%
Elderly I I 0 0 100.00%
Business I I 0 0 100.00%
Other 4 I 0 0 25.00%
TOTAL 41 27 2 0 65.85%

Table 29: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica and their inclusion
according to the type of the request.
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16.3. Municipality of Pejé/Pec¢

The following table reflects the number of citizens’ requests according to residency of the

Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢ and the inclusion of these requests in the budget adopted by the

Municipality of Pejé/Pec:

Residency

Villages Lugi i
Baranit, Raushiq,
and Lubeniq

Villages of Rugova

Villages in
Vitomericé

Gorozhdec,
Millovanc,
Poqgesté, Vragoc,
Pishtan,
Kerrstovc

Llozhan, Graboc,
Loxhé, Doberdolé

Qyshk,
Bllagaj,
Lutogllave,
Llabjan, Trestnik,
Ruhot, Nabergjan,
Katundi i ri

Pavlan,

City

Radavc,
Novosellég,

Jabllanicé e

No.
citizens
requests

of

39

34

37

No. of No. of
requests requests
included in partly

the included in
adopted the adopted
budget budget

0 0

2 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

I 0

0 0

No. of
requests that
cannot be
identified if
they are
included in
the adopted
budget

I

23

5

9

13

29

9

18

Level of

budget
requests
included by
percentage

0.00%

5.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

2.94%

0.00%
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Madhe and
Jabllanica e Vogél

TOTAL 213 3 0 117 1.41%

Total 30: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢ and inclusion according to
residency.

The following table reflects the number of Pejé/Pec’s citizens’ budget requests and inclusion

of these requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢:

Type of No. of No. of No. of No. of requests Level of
priority citizen requests requests that cannot be budget
requests included in partly identified if requests
the included in they are included by
adopted the included in the percentage
budget adopted adopted
budget budget
Roads 57 I 0 51 1.75%
Education 9 0 0 5 0.00%
Electrical 6 0 0 0 0.00%
energy
Water 21 0 0 21 0.00%
canals
Sewage I5 0 0 13 0.00%
Gaming | 0 0 0 0.00%
corner
Culture 4 0 0 2 0.00%
Waste 3 0 0 0 0.00%
Protective
5 0 0 5 0.00%
walls

Constructio

0 0 0 0.00%
n of squares
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Public
lighting

Parking
Parks
Youth

Expropriatio
n

Sport
Pavements

Drinking
water

Bridges
Other

TOTAL

26

213

0

117

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

I1.11%

0.00%

0.00%

1.41%

Table 31: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Pejé/Pec¢ and their inclusion according

to the type of the request.

16.4. Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane

The following table reflects the number of citizen requests according to residency in the

Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane and inclusion of these requests in the budget adopted by the

Municipality of Gjilan/Gnijilane:
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No. of No. of
No. of requests . requests
Residenc citizens included in partly
Y Coaem the included  in
9 adopted the adopted
budget budget
Llasticé 2 0 0
Bresalcé 4 0 0
Cérnicé I 0 0
Livog I 0 0
City 2 I 0
Other 4 I 0
TOTAL 14 2 0

No. of
requests that

cannot be
identified if
they are
included in

the adopted
budget

2

7

Level of
budget
requests
included
according

by
percentage

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
50.00%
25.00%

14.29%

Table 32: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane and inclusion according

to residency.

The following table reflects the number of Gjilan/Gnjilane’s citizen requests according to type

of budget request and inclusion of these requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality

of Gijilan/Gnjilane:
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Type of
priority

Education
Sewage
Rivers/streams
Woaste

Roads
Pavements

Drinking
water

Others

TOTAL

No. of No. of No.

citizen requests requests

requests  included in partly
the adopted included in
budget the adopted

budget

2 I 0

2 0 0

I 0 0

I 0 0

I 0 0

2 0 0

2 0 0

3 I 0

14 2 0

of No. of requests

that cannot be
identified if they
are included in
the adopted
budget

0

7

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage
50.00%
0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

33.33%

14.29%

Table 33: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane and their inclusion
according to the type of the request.

16.5. Municipality of Vushtrri/Vuditrn

The following table reflects the number of citizen request according to residency in the
Municipality of Vushtrri/Vuditrn and inclusion of these requests in the budget adopted by the

Municipality of Vushtrri/Vuditrn:
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No. of
No. of No. of requests that

requests requests cannot be Level of
, No. W et o | ey identified  if Cudget
Residency citizens . . requests
N the included in they are included b
9 adopted the adopted included in S Z
budget budget the adopted P 8
budget

Akrashticé 4 0 0 2 0.00%
Bajské I 0 0 0 0.00%
Beciq 5 0 0 4 0.00%
Becuk 2 0 0 2 0.00%
Begaj 5 0 0 2 0.00%
Bivolak 2 0 0 I 0.00%
Bukosh 5 0 0 4 0.00%
Bukosh i Epérm I 0 0 I 0.00%
Ceceli 8 0 0 8 0.00%
Doberlluké 5 0 0 4 0.00%
Doluak I 0 0 I 0.00%
Dominic e llugés I 0 0 I 0.00%
Druar 6 0 0 5 0.00%
Duboc 3 0 0 3 0.00%
Dumnice € 8 0 0 8 0.00%
Poshtme

Dumnicé e Ulét I 0 0 I 0.00%
Gllavotin I 0 0 I 0.00%
Grac I 0 0 I 0.00%
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Karaq
Kollé
Maxhunaj
Mihaliq
Nadakovc
Novolan
Oshlan
Pantina
Pasomé
Prelluzhé
Reznik
Ropicé
Road "2 maji"

Road Shaban
Tahiri

Road Ferat
Novolani

Road Lidhja e
Lezhes

Road Nijazi
Badivuku
Road Ana Lin

Road Azem Bejta

Road Déshmorét
e Kombit

Road Ismail
Qemaili

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

20.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%
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Road Ismet Haliti
Samadrexhé
Sfaraqak

Sfaraqak i
Poshtém

Shalé
Shallcé
Shtitaricé
Sllatiné
Smrekonicé

Stanovc/Stanoc i
Epérm

Stanoc i Ulét
Strofc
Studime

Studime e
Eperme

Studime e Ulét
Vérnicé

Vilanc

Zekolli

Other

TOTAL

51

263

0

27

205

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

3.92%

1.14%

Table 34: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn and inclusion

according to residency.
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The following table reflects the number of citizen requests in Vushtrri/Vucitrn according to

the type of budget request and inclusion of such requests in the budget adopted by

Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn:

Type of No. of No. of No. of No. of requests
priority citizen requests requests that cannot be
requests included in partly identified if
the included in they are
adopted the included in the
budget adopted adopted
budget budget

Roads 57 2 0 52

Education 8 0 0 4

Agriculture | 0 0 0

Economy 2 0 0 0

Electrical 4 0 0 0

energy

Greenery 5 0 0 5

Sewage 32 0 0 30

Rivers I 0 0 I

Waste 4 0 0 0

Public 35 0 0 35

lighting

Parking 2 0 0 0

Parks 2 I 0 0

C:.Ieanmg of ) 0 0 )

rivers

Youth 3 0 0 0

Traffic lights | 0 0 0

Level of budget
requests
included by
percentage

3.51%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

50.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%
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Health 13 0 0 7 0.00%

Sport 9 0 0 9 0.00%
Bus stations 2 0 0 2 0.00%
Elderly I 0 0 0 0.00%
Pavements 22 0 0 22 0.00%
Bzitzlfng 34 0 0 33 0.00%
Bridges I 0 0 0 0.00%
Other 22 0 0 3 0.00%
TOTAL 263 3 0 205 1.14%

Table 35: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn and their inclusion
according to the type of the request.

16.6. Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac

The following table reflects citizen requests according to residency in the Municipality of
Rahovec/Orahovac and inclusion of such requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality
of Rahovec/Orahovac® :

%8 Explanation: KLI and INPO initially reported only 7 citizen requests included in the budget for 2021, one (I)
request was partly included, 50 were not included, while 168 requests were impossible to be identified if they
were included or not in the budget due to the manner in which they were titled. However, after the submission
of the report for comments to all municipalities, the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac submitted comments
regarding the requests that were included in the budget and consequently the tables in this part include the
classification of requests after addressing the comments received by the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac.
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Residency

Bratorin

Brestoc

Celiné

Cifllak

Dejné

Dobidol

Drenoc

Fortesé

Guri i Kuq

Hoqé e Madhe
Hoqé e Vogél
Kramovik
Neighbourhood |
Neighbourhood Il

Neighbourhood
1]

Neighbourhood
v

Neighbourhood V

No. of
citizens
requests

6

3

No. of No. of
requests requests
included in partly

the included in
adopted the adopted
budget budget

2 0

2 0

3 0

4 0

3 0

3 0

4 0

4 0

0 0

3 0

4 0

I 0

3 0

5 0

5 0

0 0

2 0

No. of
requests that

cannot be
identified if
they are
included in
the adopted
budget

4

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage

28.57%
100.00%
42.86%
57.14%
42.86%
25.00%
66.67%
50.00%
0.00%
42.86%
40.00%
16.67%
25.00%

83.33%

83.33%

0.00%

66.67%

75



Malési e Vogél 10 3 0 5 30.00%

Mrasor 6 3 0 2 50.00%
Nagavc 4 I 0 2 25.00%
Opterushé 12 2 0 7 16.67%
Pastasellé 6 3 0 2 50.00%
Pataqan i Ulét 6 I 0 5 16.67%
Ratkoc 13 6 0 6 46.15%
Retijé e Poshtme || 4 0 5 36.36%
Senoc 5 2 0 3 40.00%
Sopniq 5 2 0 2 40.00%
Vrajaké 4 2 0 2 50.00%
Xérxé 7 3 0 2 42.86%
Zatriq 7 2 0 5 28.57%
Zogqisht 5 2 0 3 40.00%
Other I5 4 0 2 26.67%
TOTAL 226 88 0 99 38.94%

Table 36: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac and inclusion
according to residency.

The following table reflects the number of citizen requests in Rahovec/Orahovac according
to the type of budget request and inclusion of such requests in the budget adopted by the
Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac:
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Type of priority No. of No. of No. of No. of Level of

citizen requests requests requests that budget
requests included in partly cannot be requests

the included in identified if included by

adopted the they are percentage

budget adopted included in

budget the adopted
budget

Roads 67 30 0 30 44.78%
Education 13 I 0 7 7.69%
Agriculture 10 I 0 9 10.00%
Electrical Energy 2 0 0 0 0.00%
Greenery 5 I 0 4 20.00%
Water canal 2 0 0 0 0.00%
Sewage 24 20 0 3 83.33%
Culture 2 0 0 I 0.00%
Rivers/streams I 0 0 I 0.00%
Waste 4 3 0 0 75.00%
Protective walls I 0 0 0 0.00%
Public lighting 20 13 0 7 65.00%
Parks 7 0 0 6 0.00%
Youth 2 I 0 0 50.00%
Health 3 2 0 I 66.67%
Sport 10 I 0 6 10.00%
Elderly I 0 0 0 0.00%
Pavements I5 8 0 6 53.33%
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Drinking water 8 4 0 4 50.00%

Bridges 2 I 0 0 50.00%
Other 17 2 0 4 11.76%
TOTAL 226 88 0 99 38.94%

Table 37: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac and their inclusion
according to the type of the request.

16.7. Municipality of Decan/Decane

During the budget drafting process for 2021, the Municipality of Degan/Decane received ten
(10) budget requests. The table below reflects the number of citizen requests according to
residency in the Municipality of Degan/Decane and inclusion of such requests in the budget

adopted y the Municipality of Degan/Decane:

No. of
No. of No. of requests that Level of
requests cannot be
No. of requests . . .. budget
. .. , . . partly identified if
Residency citizens included in | . requests
included in they are
requests the adopted . . included by
budeet the adopted included in A
8 budget the adopted P 8
budget
Rural areas 5 | 0 3 20%
Other 5 0 | 0 0.00%
TOTAL 10 | | 3 10.00%

Table 38: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Decan/Decane and inclusion according
to residency.

Of these ten (10) requests, only one (I) of them was included in the budget adopted by the
Municipality of Degan/Decane that represents 10% of citizen budget requests.

The following table reflects the number of citizen requests in Degan/Decane according to the
type of request and inclusion of such requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality of
Decan/Decane:
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Type of
priority

Drinking
water

Agriculture

Gender
equality

Water
canals

Sewage

Public
lighting

Youth
Subventions
Technology

TOTAL

No. of No. of No.

citizen requests requests

requests  included in partly
the adopted included in
budget the adopted

budget

I 0 0

I 0 0

I 0 0

I 0 0

I 0 0

I I 0

2 0 I

I 0 0

I 0 0

10 I I

of No. of requests

that cannot be
identified if they
are included in
the adopted
budget

Level of
budget
requests
included
according
to
percentage

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

100.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

10.00%

Table 39: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Decan/Decane and their inclusion
according to the type of the request.
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16.8. Municipality of Junik

The following table reflects the number of citizen requests according to residency in the

Municipality of Junik and inclusion of such requests in the budget adopted by the Municipality
of Junik:

Residency

Centre
Miroc
Rural areas
Other

TOTAL

No. of
citizens’
requests

4

No. of
requests
included in
the adopted
budget

0

No. of
requests
partly
included in
the adopted
budget

0

No. of
requests that
cannot be
identified if
they are
included in
the adopted
budget

0

4

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%

Table 40: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Junik and inclusion according to

residency.

During the budget drafting process for 2021, the Municipality of Junik received a total of eight

(8) budget requests and none of them were included in the budget adopted by the Municipality

of Junik.

The following table reflects the number of citizen requests in Junik according to the type of

budget requests:

80



Type of priority No. of No. of
citizen requests
requests included in

the
adopted
budget

Roads 4 0

Sewage I 0

Gender equality I 0

Other 2 0

TOTAL 8 0

No. of
requests
partly
included in

the adopted
budget

0

0

No. of
requests that

cannot be
identified if
they are
included in

the adopted
budget

4

0

4

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%

Table 41: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Junik and their inclusion according to

the type of the request.

8l



16.9. Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han

The following table reflects the number of citizen requests according to residency in the
Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han and inclusion of such requests in the budget adopted by
the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han:

Residency

Dromjak

Gorancé

Lagjia "Uji i tharté

Lagjia e Re
Lajc
Pustenik
City
Krivenik
Other

TOTAL

No. of
citizens
requests

26

No. of No. of
requests requests
included in partly

the included in
adopted the adopted
budget budget

0 0

2 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

I 0

0 0

3 0

No. of
requests that
cannot be
identified if
they are
included in

the adopted
budget

13

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage

0.00%
15.38%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

11.54%

Table 42: Citizens’ budget requests for the Municipality of Junik and inclusion according to

residency.

The following table reflects the number of citizen requests in Hani i Elezit/Elez Han according
to the type of budget requests and inclusion of such requests in the budget adopted by the

Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han:
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Type of priority

Roads
Education
Electrical Energy
Greenery
Sewage

Public lighting
Parking

Parks

Sport

Drinking water
Other

TOTAL

No.
citizen
requests

26

of No.

of No. of No. of
requests requests requests that
included in partly cannot be
the included in identified if
adopted the adopted they are
budget budget included in
the adopted
budget
I 0 4
0 0 2
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 3
0 0 2
0 0 0
0 0 0
I 0 0
I 0 2
0 0 0
3 0 13

Level of
budget
requests
included by
percentage

20.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

50.00%

25.00%

0.00%

11.54%

Table 43: Citizens’ budget requests of the Municipality of Junik and their inclusion according to

the type of the request.
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17. ANNEX HllI - Municipality comments not included in the

report

17.1. Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han

Municipality comment

KLI and INPO explanation

| Two budget hearings were held, where one was
held by the Chair of the Municipal Assembly Mr
Qamush Brava, online through social media
platform “Facebook”. This hearing was held on

09.16.2020.
Link of the minutes:

https://kk.rks-gov.net/haniielezit/wp-

content/uploads/sites/37/2020/09/PROCESI-I-

DEBATIT-PUBLIK-PERMES-FESBUKUT.pdf

2 On page 29 Table 9. Gender representation in
budget hearings, according to the minutes of the
meeting, there were 6 women participants,
whereas 24 were men, therefore in total there

was a total of 30 participants.

3 At the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han you
noted 26 citizen requests, only 3 requests were
included in the budget, 13 could not be

identified, and 10 were not included.

We think that it is a mistake on your part
because we have included them in a general

form such as the following:

I. Paving of urban and rural zones,

2. Regulation of sewages in urban and rural

zones,

This hearing was held within the
Municipal Assembly and not as a
budget hearing of the executive of
the municipality, therefore is was
not included in the table where we
have evidenced budget hearings
held by the Municipality of Hani i
Elezit/Elez Han.

This hearing was identified in the
bottom part of the report, on
chapter 9 — Budget hearing during
budget review at municipal
assemblies.

This was addressed in the footnote
no. 16, where we explained that
the number of citizens that
participated in the hearing was 28,
while 2 were officials from the
municipality.

KLI and INPO did not manage to
find that there are more than 3
citizen requests included by the
Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez
Han in the budget. This because
citizen requests were specific (e.g.
Paving of roads in Gorancé), while
in the budget it is foreseen as
Paving of roads in urban and rural
zones of the Municipality of Hani i
Elezit/Elez Han, that does not
guarantee that the paving of roads
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3. Public lighting in rural and urban zones,

4. Construction and asphalting of roads in
rural and urban zones,

5. Construction of pavements in rural and
urban zones.

And all requests that were of this nature we
think that they were included in the budget,
therefore we think that inclusion in the budget
should be changed from 3 to 7.

Regarding the publication of the report after the
conclusion of the public consultation process,
the Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han
commented that: the municipality has published
the report. The links below:

https://kk.rks-gov.net/haniielezit/wp-
content/uploads/sites/37/2020/08/Draft-
Buxheti-202 | -2023-Hani-i-Elezit.pdf

https://kk.rks-gov.net/haniielezit/wp-
content/uploads/sites/37/2020/09/Procesverbal-
i-d%C3%ABgjimit-t%C3%AB-dyt%C3%AB-
publik.pdf

will be completed for e.g. in
Gorance.

The municipality has named the
minutes of the meeting as a public
consultation report. KLl and INPO
emphasize the fact that minutes of
the meeting cannot be considered
a public consultation report. The
report should clarify the public
consultation process as a whole, it
should list the citizens’ requests,
and the reasons for the eventual
refusal of any requests.
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17.2. Municipality of Gjakova/Djakovica

Municipality comments KLI and INPO explanation

| Regarding the request “Removal of waste The municipality has not confirmed the
in Ponoshec”, the municipality gave the inclusion of this request, but has only
following comment: This project is the given an explanation.
responsibility of the regional waste
company "Qabrati"

2 Regarding the request “More investments The municipality has not confirmed the
in Dallashaj, cemeteries are overloaded, inclusion of this request, but has only
the municipality must find a solution”, the = given an explanation.
municipality has given this comment: The
municipality has provided funds for the
project  "Expropriations" to  make
expropriation payments for the land
selected by decision of the Municipal
Assembly for this purpose.

3 Regarding the request “Investments in The municipality has not confirmed the

Kralan, Kralan road - Geérgoc”, the inclusion of this request in the 2021
municipality gave this comment: This budget, but has only given an
project is foreseen to be implemented in explanation.
2022 and is in the list of capital projects
“Construction and asphalting of Gergoc
road - Kralan" however, the residents
themselves gave priority to village roads.

4 Regarding the request “Activation of the The municipality has not confirmed the
American Economic Zone and Gjakova inclusion of this request, but has only
Airport”, the Municipality has given this given an explanation.
comment: This project is in the
competence of the line ministry.
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For the request “Inclusion of teachers'
budget ", the
municipality has given this comment: The

meals in next year's

realization of this request is not allowed by
the Law on Budget.

17.3. Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac

the written consultation
process, the Municipality of
Rahovec/Orahovac stated that they held

notes during the budget hearings.

Regarding

Regarding the recommendation No.l, the
Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac stated
that they published in various documents,
about the public consultation, in the public
consultation platform.

Regarding recommendation No.2 (now
recommendation No.3), the Municipality
of Rahovec/Orahovac stated that they
drafted a public consultation plan, calendar
for public hearings, notification of public
hearings and minutes.

The municipality has not confirmed the
inclusion of this request, but has only
given an explanation.

According to the Administrative
Instruction No.06/2018 on Minimal
Standards of Public Consultations at
Municipalities, the written consultation
process is a special form of public
consultation which is also obligatory.

On the public consultation platform, at
the Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac,
there are some municipal documents
that
consultation, however none of them
are the draft-budget for 2021, a
document that is the object of this

are released during public

recommendation.

of the fact that the
of

Regardless

Municipality Rahovec/Orahovac
undertook some actions in this regard,
the key object of this recommendation
has to do with the development of a
that  apart
implementing the provisions set out in
the Administrative Instruction
No.06/2018 on Minimal Standards of

Public Consultations at Municipalities,

special  plan from

municipalities aim to also increase

citizen inclusion in the public

consultation process.
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Regarding recommendation No. 4 (now
recommendation No.6) that requires the
municipalities to publish easily accessible
information on their official websites on
the right and opportunity of citizens to
public the
municipality sent their links from their

participate in hearings,

official website that provide information
on the budget.

The purpose of this recommendation
is not the information on the budget,
but information on the rights and
opportunity of citizen participation in
the  municipal  budget
publication of which information aims
in this

process,

to increase citizen inclusion

process.
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