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Executive Summary

The Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2023, an essential component of the DEMOS III project,
plays a significant role in understanding Kosovo citizens’” views on local governance and
services. By delving into their viewpoints and perceptions, this survey provides invaluable
insights that are pivotal in bolstering Kosovo’s efforts towards improved democratic gov-
ernance. An analysis of the data gathered from the Citizen Satisfaction Survey conducted
in 2021 and data gathered from the 2023 survey reveals interesting trends in satisfaction
levels and perceptions regarding the quality of services, local administration, municipal as-
sembly, and the work of the mayor. By comparing the results of both surveys, it is possible
to identify areas of improvement as well as areas where satisfaction levels have remained
consistent or declined.

Structured across six sections, the report covers Access to Information, Citizen Partici-
pation, Role of Municipal Assembly, Municipal Management, Service Delivery, and
General Satisfaction. Combining quantitative and qualitative data offers a comprehensive
understanding of citizen perceptions.

Key Findings

The following summarizes the primary findings from the quantitative survey and focus
group discussions.

B While 67% of respondents in 2023 remain aware of their municipality’s decisions,
there has been a noticeable decrease from the 78% reported in 2021. On the other
hand, the percentage of respondents indicating a lack of information has risen to
33%, up from 21% in 2021. Municipal decisions are mainly communicated through
word-of-mouth (49%), Facebook (47%), and local TV /Radio (44%). Most of the par-
ticipants participating at focus group discussions also reported using TV /Radio and
social media to become informed since they perceive the municipality’s website as
untrustworthy. When probing the motives for visiting municipal online platforms,
job openings emerge as the predominant reason, cited by 58% of respondents. Sub-
sidies follow closely at 30%, and public hearings garner attention from 30% of the
surveyed population.

Despite the majority being informed about municipal decisions, 83% of sur-
vey participants reported no interaction with their municipality in the past
12 months, compared to 74% in 2021. Participation in public meetings de-
creased significantly from 16% in 2021 to 5% in 2023, and individual meetings
declined from 13% to 7%. Joint community initiatives decreased from 12% to
5%, reducing collaborative community efforts.

B Digital engagement is embraced by more than half of the respondents (64%), indi-
cating a willingness to use online platforms for municipal interactions and informa-
tion access.

B Local infrastructure concerns, such as roads and lighting, remained a priority, in-
creasing from 53% to 65%. Conversely, environmental issues decreased from 47%



to 20%. Notable shifts were observed in education, health, public safety, and cul-
tural/recreational concerns over the two years. Simultaneously, 56 % stated that
the municipality did respond to their raised issues. The latter faced an average
waiting period of 17 days to receive a response. Overall satisfaction with municipal
responses increased from 61% in 2021 to 69% in 2023.

B Perceptions that municipalities are considering citizens” suggestions increased
from 75% in 2021 to 84% in 2023. In contrast, focus groups revealed that citizens do
not interact with the municipality as much due to previous disappointments with
issues they had faced wherein the municipality did not help resolving them or con-
sider at all their suggestions.

B Information on municipal budget allocation decreased from 23% in 2021 to 17%
in 2023. Overall satisfaction with project priority setting in the municipal budget
increased from 77 % in 2021 to 82% in 2023.

B A noteworthy decline in awareness regarding the role and responsibilities of Mu-
nicipal Assembly members is observed, with 26% of respondents claiming to be not
at all aware in 2023, compared to 10% in 2021.

B A substantial decrease in respondents meeting with municipal assembly members
is evident, dropping from 29% in 2021 to 16% in 2023.

B Attendance at Municipal Assembly sessions experiences a significant decrease,
from 14% in 2021 to 6% in 2023. Lack of interest becomes the predominant reason for
non-attendance, increasing from 43% in 2021 to 58 % in 2023.

B A decline in the perception of the Municipal Assembly’s ability to hold the execu-
tive accountable is noted, with 64% agreeing/strongly agreeing in 2023, compared
to 71% in 2021. Additionally, participants attending the focus groups emphasized
that this is due to the fact that most assembly members are only active during elec-
tions for the purpose of gaining votes and being elected.

While only 56% perceive their municipality as being inclusive to all to some
degree, 17% express negativity, and 8% remain uncertain. Only 18% perceive
their municipality completely inclusive. Generally, respondents see opportu-
nities for leadership positions for women (68%), the elderly (52%), persons
with disabilities (563%), and ethnic minorities (59%). However, focus group
discussions reveal that typically, for most marginalized groups, the inclusion
rate is only correspondent to the legal margin of inclusion in municipal em-
ployment. Whereas for private sector employment, most participants perceive
that opportunities for marginalized individuals remain low with an excep-
tion from Prizren/ Prizren where perception is that people with disabilities
and ethnic minorities are hired in different positions.

B Participants from focus group discussions believe that assembly members are in-
fluenced by political party affiliations meaning that their political party principles/
beliefs are more of a priority than the citizens they represent. They also noted that
family connections may influence their work within the Municipal Assembly. The
latter is due to the perception that assembly members’ family members may re-
ceive preferential treatment when it comes to resolving particular issues they may
face.
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Satisfaction with municipal budget management remains stable at 63% in 2023.

Political affiliation and family connections continue to be perceived as significant
criteria in the recruitment process, with 63% and 64 % in 2023. Education and work
experience maintain their importance, with slight variations.

Administrative services witnessed a decrease in usage from 77% in 2021 to 66%
in 2023. Primary health services experienced an increase from 69% to 73%, while
public spaces significantly rose from 49% to 68%. Pre-university education services
remain relatively stable (47% to 49%), public transport usage increases from 40% to
44%, and construction permits decrease notably from 15% to 6%. Road infrastruc-
ture services, specifically local roads and sidewalks are consistently utilized by 86%
of respondents.

According to most of the focus group participants, administrative and healthcare
services have seen the most improvement with notes to digitalization for the ad-
ministrative services (eKosova). In contrast, road infrastructure remains an issue
for some municipalities, and construction permits are problematic and not transpar-
ent, according to participants from Pejé/Pe¢.

80% of respondents were satisfied with the overall performance of munici-
palities in 2023, compared to 75% in 2021. In 2023, 83% of respondent were
satisfied with municipal services up from 78% in 2021. Satisfaction with local
administration increased from 75% (2021) to 78% in 2023, and Mayor sat-
isfaction increased from 66% (2021) to 73% in 2023. Municipal Assemblies
satisfaction slightly decreased from 71% in 2021 to 69% in 2023. When evalu-
ating combined satisfaction levels (imunicipal assemblies, municipal services,
local administration, and the mayor), the average satisfaction rose to 76% in
2023, marking an increase from 73% in 2021.

Examining gender disparities, women exhibit lower satisfaction levels with the
mayor, with only 29% being completely satisifed, in contrast to men, among whom
35% report being completely satisfied. Only 14% of women express complete sat-
isfaction with municipal assemblies, contrasting with 17% of men who report the
same level of satisfaction. Equally, when it comes to municipal services, only 27%
of women indicate complete satisfaction, whereas men show a higher rate at 35%
complete satisfaction with similar services.

There are significant differences in satisfaction levels between respondents in the
municipalities, where residents of Shtérpce are extremely dissatisfied with the
Mayor (98%) and the Municipal Assembly (96%). Ranillug shows an obvious divi-
sion, with 75% of dissatisfaction with the Municipal Assembly. In Graganica, 73%
of respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the local administration, while in
Ranillug the level of dissatisfaction is 64%.

The participants of the focus group from Gjakova are mostly satisfied with the
Mayor of the Municipality as they talked about the mayor’s transparency and his
continuous work on projects. This is in contrast to the participants from Peja who
were not satisfied with the Mayor since they directed responsibility for most ser-
vices directly to the Mayor.

Respondents have expressed a moderate level of satisfaction regarding various as-
pects of the living environment: air quality (average score: 3.34 out of 5); traffic
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(average score: 2.94 out of 5); waste management (average score: 3.29 out of 5), en-
vironmental protection efforts (average score: 3.10 out of 5), and disaster manage-
ment (average score: 3.03 out of 5).

B Focus group participants in Pristina presented air quality and traffic as a growing
problem due to major changes (reorganization of main squares) in the capital that
have a major impact on traffic. Meanwhile, the participants in Peja emphasized the
dissatisfaction with disaster management in the municipality.

B A significant majority (78%) expressed optimism about the future trajectory of
their municipality, believing it is headed in the right direction for improvement.

B Only 29% of respondents were aware of the existence of local councils in their
municipalities, 60% unaware, and 11% uncertain. Rural areas demonstrate higher
awareness (35%) than urban areas (19%). Around 65% of respondents did not inter-
act at all with their respective local councils in the past 12 months.
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Introduction

The Citizen Satisfaction Survey serves as a comprehensive exploration of the attitudes and
perceptions of Kosovo citizens regarding public services and local governance. By analyz-
ing the trends and level of citizen satisfactions policymakers and municipal authorities gain
valuable insights into areas of strength and opportunities for improvement. These insights
can inform targeted interventions aimed at enhancing service delivery, improving gover-
nance practices, and ultimately bolstering citizen satisfaction. Moreover, the longitudinal
aspect of the survey allows for a nuanced understanding of trends and shifts in citizen
perceptions over time. By tracking changes in satisfaction levels and attitudes towards lo-
cal governance, stakeholders can adapt strategies and policies to better meet the evolving
needs of the population.

Within the DEMOS program, the Citizen Satisfaction Survey delves into critical aspects
of municipal functioning, offering insights obtained through survey responses and focus
group discussions and comparing results with the 2021 survey. By presenting the most per-
tinent results, this report aims to provide their perceptions on the performance of munici-
palities and their elected officials. The underlying assumption is that highlighting pressing
issues can incentivize municipalities to respond proactively. The ultimate goal of this study
is to drive improvements in service quality, thereby enhancing the overall quality of life for
all citizens across Kosovo.

Structured into six main sections, Access to Information, Citizen Participation, Role of Mu-
nicipal Assembly, Municipal Management, Service Delivery, and General Satisfaction with
Municipalities - this Citizen Satisfaction Survey Report combines quantitative and qualita-
tive data to provide a comprehensive understanding of the perceptions and expectations of
Kosovo citizens.



Methodology

The survey was conducted using a mixed methodology, using quantitative and qualitative
methods of data collection. Details of the methodology are described below.

Quantitative Methodology

The survey was undertaken via face-to-face interviews, employing the CAPI technique
(computer-assisted personal interviews). The survey is representative at the municipal lev-
el, encompassing a substantial sample size of 6,700 respondents, with a 1% margin of error.
This extensive survey covered 38 municipalities across Kosovo, engaging respondents from
various backgrounds, including Albanians, Serbians, and other minorities. Specifically, Al-
banian participants were interviewed in 35 municipalities, while Serbian respondents were
represented in 17 municipalities. Data processing utilized survey management software.

The sampling framework was derived from the 2011 census, a standardized format in public
opinion research. Utilizing population structure and distribution, quotas were established
based on ethnicity (with an overestimation of minority communities), municipalities, and
type of settlement (urban and rural). This structure facilitated a stratified alignment at the
lowest level of sample organization according to population.

To pre-emptively address potential issues during questionnaire administration, UBO Con-
sulting conducted a pilot test to validate content and logic. This test assessed the ques-
tionnaire’s reliability and gauged the time needed for a successful interview, prompting
necessary modifications.

UBO Consulting conducted survey fieldwork between October 9th and November 20th,
2023. Representatives of all communities living in Kosovo were included, ensuring equal
coverage of urban and rural areas.

Qualitative Approach

Following up on quantitative data, UBO Consulting also included qualitative methods and
techniques for data collection to verify and expand the data. Mixed-methods research de-
signs are crucial as they allow for generalization from the quantitative data and verification
and breadth through qualitative data. Through focus group discussions, the team was able
to understand better citizens’ personal experiences, beliefs, and perceptions regarding their
respective municipalities.

Seven (7) focus group discussions were conducted utilizing a geographical coverage ap-
proach. This means six (6) focus groups were conducted throughout Kosovo’s regions.
Whereas one (1) focus group discussion was conducted with an ethnically Serbian minority
in Gracanicé/Gracanica. The discussions were conducted as follows:

1. FGD in Prishtiné/Pristina - covering the Prishtiné region.
2. FGD in Pejé/Pe¢- covering the Pejé region.

3. FGD in Gjakové/Pakovica- covering the Gjakové region.
4. FGD in Prizren/Prizren- covering the Prizren region.
5

. FGD in Gjilan/Gnjilane- covering the Gjilan region.
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6. FGD in Mitrovicé/Mitrovica - covering the Mitrovicé region, excluding Mitrovicé e
Veriut/Severna Mitrovica.

7. FGD in Graganicé/Gracanica- covering the ethnically Serbian minority.

It should be noted that due to external factors, some municipalities within these regions
were not fully represented, such as Prishtiné/Pristina. However, other regions were mainly
covered by larger municipalities such as Pejé/Pe¢ (villages and Klin¢); Gjakové/Pakovica
(Junik, Degan); Prizren/Prizren (Malishevé, Dragash); Gjilan/Gnjilane (villages and Vitia);
Mitrovicé/ Mitrovica (villages and Vushtrri).

FGDs were conducted throughout November 2023. These focus groups aimed to gain in-
depth information and insight regarding citizens” perceptions of the work done by their
municipalities as well as specific actors and services. For that purpose, in collaboration
with the DEMOS team, the research team drafted a guideline with a set of questions within
topics that were of interest to the assessment.

12 CITIZEN SATISFACTION SURVEY 2023



CITIZEN
PERCEPTIONS




Access to Information

This section of the report, among others, provides both qualitative and quantitative data on
respondents” awareness and perception levels regarding municipal decisions, the commu-
nication methods employed for these decisions, the challenges associated with locating and
comprehending such information, and related aspects.

In analyzing the data concerning the level of information regarding the decisions their mu-
nicipality takes, shifts between 2021 and 2023 were apparent. The percentage of respon-
dents who were “Not informed at all” rose from 21% to 32%, implying potential dissatis-
faction or a transparency deficit. Conversely, those feeling “Somewhat informed” increased
from 43% to 53%. Consequently, a substantial decrease was observed from 2021 to 2023 in
the proportion of feeling “Pretty well informed” (28% to 11%) and “Completely informed”
(7% to 3%).

The percentage of respondents who consider themselves “Not at all informed” about mu-
nicipal decisions increases progressively with age, reaching its top at 44% among respon-
dents aged 65 and above. Conversely, the majority of respondents across all age groups cat-
egorize themselves as “Somewhat informed,” with the highest percentage (57%) observed
in the 18-24 age group. The category “Pretty well informed” ranges from 9% to 14%, with
the 25-34 age group registering the highest percentage. Younger individuals tend to consid-
er themselves “Somewhat informed,” whereas older age groups show elevated percentages
in the “Not at all informed” category. In this context, it is important to highlight that the
“Completely informed” category consistently registers lower percentages. Segregated by
communities, a higher proportion of Serb participants (45%) indicated being well or fully
informed, contrasting with Albanian (12%) and Other (28%) respondents.

Regarding municipalities, respondents from Shtérpcé/Strpce (73%) and Mamushé/
Mamusa (63%) indicated the lowest levels of information about municipal decisions. In
contrast, respondents from Leposaviq/Leposavi¢ (84%) and Dragash/Dragas (53%) re-
ported the highest levels of information, expressing that they are pretty well/completely
informed.

Data collected across all focus group discussions showed that participants were not in-
formed regarding decisions taken by their respective municipalities. When discussing deci-
sions, throughout all discussions, most participants reported only finding out about certain
decisions (related to urban planning, construction, etc.) once the work had been underway.

Additionally, there was a duality between participants regarding the reasons behind their
level of information or lack thereof. For example, many participants would shift the blame
toward the municipalities for not being transparent. Whereas fewer participants expressed
that citizens are not as interested in finding such information.
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53% W 2021 [l 2023

Not at all informed Somewhat informed Pretty well informed Completely informed
Figure 1. How informed are you about the decisions your municipality takes?

The findings from the survey illustrate how respondents receive information about munic-
ipal decisions in 2021 and 2023. Word-of-mouth remains the predominant method, experi-
encing a slight increase from 47 % to 49 %. There are also increases in reliance on Local TV/
Radio (44% to 47%) and Facebook (39% to 44%). A higher percentage of men respondents
(51%) declared getting information through Facebook compared to women respondents
(43%). Conversely, dependence on the municipality’s webpage slightly declined from 29%
to 25%, while communication via mail decreased from 8% to 2%. When analyzed by ethnic-
ity, there is a significant difference in communication via mail, with the highest percentage
among Serb respondents (19%) and the lowest among Albanians (2%).

Segregated by municipalities, almost all respondents from Malishevé /MaliSevo stated that
municipal decisions are communicated through local TV or radio (99%) and word-of-mouth
(94%). Notably, word-of-mouth remains a prevalent method for disseminating information
about municipal decisions. This trend is also evident in other municipalities, such as Junik/
Junik (94%) and Decan/Decani (91%), where many respondents rely on word-of-mouth to
stay informed about their municipality’s decisions. Additionally, 96% of respondents from
Kliné/Klina reported that these decisions are communicated through Facebook.

The qualitative data almost fully complements the abovementioned responses as most of
the participants explained how they will typically use means such as TV media and social
media to gather information on decisions of the municipality. Although fewer participants
mentioned word-of-mouth, it was still a prevalent answer among the focus group discus-
sions for municipalities such as Junik/Junik and Kliné/Klina. However, a greater number
of participants declared using local TV or Facebook groups/websites to gather information.

To scope further, participants from Gjilan/Gnjilane noted the citizens” Facebook group
“Gijilani Network” as their main source of information as they regarded any other source
as untrustworthy. Similarly, participants in Gjakové/Pakovica unanimously mentioned
TV Syri as their main source of information, although they thought highly of the munici-
pality’s website as well. Other regions were more frequently mentioned on the municipal-
ity’s website. However, this was always mentioned as a means of viewing job openings
and announcements instead of looking into decisions made by the municipality. In Junik/
Junik, particularly, the satisfaction with information transparency was high since one of the
participants reported that citizens can also follow public meetings online via the munici-
pality’s Facebook page. These meetings are publicized in real time so that the citizens may
comment or simply be in touch with what is happening.

CITIZEN SATISFACTION SURVEY 2023 15



“They [municipal meetings] are open, and ordinary citizens can participate by
following them live. I don’t want to be subjective. Here, everyone will speak as
citizens. The power of communal governance is crucial. In cases where decisions
are made, they are officially called. We have the official website of the munici-
pality, which is transparent.”

- Junik/Junik (Men)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

47%

Communicated through
49%

word-of-mouth

Communicated through

facebook 47%

Communicated through local
TV/Radio

Published in municipality’s
webpage

Communicated
by mail

8% W 2021 | 2023

Don't know/Refuse 7%

Figure 2. In what ways are these decisions communicated?

Further, the findings compare respondent visits to municipal online platforms in 2021 and
2023. Visits to the Municipal Facebook page slightly decreased from 45% in 2021 to 41% in
2023, while visits to the Municipal website significantly dropped from 26% to 16%. In con-
trast, the ‘None’ category increased from 49% to 54%, indicating a growing proportion of
people not engaging with these platforms.

Moreover, respondents from Kllokot/Klokot (62%) and Partesh/Partes (54 %) primarily ac-
cessed the municipal website in the last 12 months. In contrast, a noteworthy portion of re-
spondents from Junik/Junik (92%), Decan/Decani (89%), Leposaviq/Leposavi¢ (89%), and
Rahovec/Orahovac (84%) reported visiting the Municipal Facebook Page. Interestingly, all
respondents from Shtérpcé/Strpce (100%) stated that they had not visited any platforms.
While not universal, a significant share of respondents who have not visited any of the plat-
forms was observed in Ranillug/Ranilug (86 %), Kacanik/Kacanik (80%), and Novobérdé/
Novo Brdo (80%).

Analyzing respondent behavior regarding municipal platforms over the past 12 months,
the results reveal diverse engagement patterns. A substantial 40% reported rare visits, em-
phasizing the need to address barriers to regular engagement. Weekly visits were noted
by 26% and monthly visits by 21%, highlighting varying levels of consistent interaction.
Additionally, 13% reported daily visits, indicating a smaller but active group relying on
municipal platforms for frequent information access.
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Figure 3. In the last 12 months, have you visited the following?

When analyzed by municipalities, most respondents who reported visiting municipal plat-
forms daily are from Junik/Junik (40%). In contrast, respondents from Podujevé/Podujevo
(97%) and Gllogovce/Glogovac (67 %) predominantly visit municipal websites every week.
Monthly visits are most common among respondents from Kllokot/Klokot and Mitrovicé
e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica (54% in each municipality). Notably, respondents from Ranil-
lug/Ranilug reported rare visits to municipal platforms (100%).

45%
40% 40%
35%
30%
26%

25% 1%
20%
15% 13%
10%

5%

0%

Daily Weekly Monthly Rarely
Figure 4. How often have you visited municipal platforms in the last 12 months?

Respondents who affirmed their engagement with municipal platforms in the previous
question were further probed to elaborate on their motivations. The primary reasons cited
for visiting their municipality’s Facebook pages and/or websites included job openings,
accounting for 71% in 2021 and 58% in 2023. This was followed by subsidies (38% in 2021
and 42% in 2023) and information on public hearings (34% in 2021 and 30% in 2023). No-
tably, there is an increase in respondents opting for the ‘Other’ category, rising from 2% in
2021 to 13 % in 2023. When asked to specify, most respondents (306 out of 394) revealed
that their visits to municipal platforms were solely for obtaining general information about
their municipality.

Furthermore, all respondents from Ranillug/Ranilug indicated that their visits to munic-
ipal platforms were solely motivated by subsidies (100%). Respondents predominantly
chose the desire to obtain information about public tenders from Kllokot/Klokot (58%)
and Malishevé/Malisevo (54%). For respondents from Skenderaj/Srbica (72%) and Mitro-
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vicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica (63%), the primary purpose of visiting the platforms was
to gather information about public hearings. On the other hand, a significant portion of
respondents from Junik/Junik and Decan/Decani (83%), Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (80%),
Shtérpcé/Strpee (79%), and Podujevé/Podujevo (78%) visited municipal websites primari-
ly to search for job openings.

In addition, the data reveals distinct age-related trends in platform preferences. Notably,
interest in public tenders’ tops at 20% for the 55-64 age group and 19% for those 65 and
above, contrasting with a lower interest of 10% among 18-24-year-olds. Public hearings at-
tract significant interest across all age groups, with the highest levels observed in the 55-64
(39%) and 65+ (37%) demographics. Younger individuals, especially those aged 18-24 (59%)
and 25-34 (64%), express paramount interest in job openings. Subsidies maintain relatively
consistent interest across demographics, with the highest percentage being 54% in the 45-54
age group. Interest in municipal budget and spending increases with age, peaking at 47%
for the 65+ age group, while the 18-24 age group exhibits the lowest interest at 15%.

Similarly, the data unveils notable ethnicity-related trends in platform preferences. Spe-
cifically, interest in information regarding public tenders is highest among the Other com-
munities at 25%, contrasting with lower levels of interest among Serbs (8%) and Albanians
(14%). Public hearings, on the other hand, attract significant interest across all ethnicities,
with the highest levels observed among the Others at 52%, compared to 24% for Serbs and
29% for Albanians. When it comes to job openings, the findings indicate that Albanians
show the highest interest at 59%, followed by Serbs at 48%, and Others at 44%. Interest
in municipal budget and spending exhibits variations based on ethnicity, with Albanians
showing the highest interest at 23%, followed by Serbs at 16%, and the Others at 14%.

Men respondents predominantly use municipal platforms for various purposes, with high-
er percentages in accessing information regarding public tenders (17%), subsidies (46%),
and municipal budget and spending (25%). In contrast, women respondents demonstrate
a higher interest in job openings (63%), while their percentages in other categories, such as
public tenders (10%), subsidies (37 %), and municipal budget and spending (18%), are com-
paratively lower. Both genders express relatively equal interest in information regarding
public hearings (31% for men and 29% for women).

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Job 71%

openings
Subsidies

Information regarding public
hearings

Municipal budget
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Information regarding public
tenders
l 2021

Other W 2023

Figure 5. For what reason have you visited the specific platform?
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On the other hand, the study also explored why respondents haven’t visited municipal
platforms in the last 12 months, shedding light on factors influencing non-engagement.
The most prevalent reason, cited by 51% of respondents, is a lack of interest in municipal
updates. This suggests that a significant portion of the population may not find the con-
tent on these platforms sufficiently compelling or relevant to warrant regular visits. In a
more specific context, data shows that respondents who declared a lack of interest in mu-
nicipal updates come from Podujevé/Podujevo (94%), Dragash/Dragas$ (84%), Vushtrri/
Vucitrn (80%), Shtérpcé/Strpce (79%), and Ferizaj/ Urosevac (78%). Furthermore, another
22 % mentioned unawareness of the existence of these platforms as the reason for non-en-
gagement. This was more prevalent in Zvecan/Zvecan (77%) and Novobérdé/Novo Brdo
(58%). This finding underscores a communication challenge for municipalities in effectively
promoting and making residents aware of available digital resources. Preferences for ob-
taining information from alternative sources were expressed by 19% of respondents, while
a smaller percentage, 7%, find the platforms difficult to navigate. In terms of municipalities,
most respondents who prefer to obtain information from other sources are from Degan/
Decani (79%) and Malishevé/Malisevo (78%).

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

| do not have an interest

in municipal updates 51%

| was not aware
of these platforms

| prefer to obtain information
from other sources

| find the platforms
difficult to navigate

Other

Figure 6. Why haven’t you visited any of the municipal platforms?

Consistent with the trends observed in 2021, more respondents confirmed successfully find-
ing the requested information or service when visiting municipal platforms. To be precise,
76% affirmed this in 2021, and a slightly reduced but still substantial 74% did so in 2023,
with the remaining respondents expressing opposition to this experience. The municipali-
ties where a notable percentage of respondents reported difficulties in this regard include
Shtérpcé/Strpee (69%), Zvegan/ Zvecan (61%), Graganicé/Gracanica (58%), Zubin Potok/
Zubin Potok (57%), Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (56%), Ferizaj/Urosevac (54%), and Mitrovicé
e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica (53%).

Yes No
Figure 7. Did you find the requested information/service?
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Moreover, the respondents consistently find it more convenient to locate the information
they need on the municipality’s Facebook page than the municipal website. As depicted
in the provided table, most respondents reported finding the required information either
“Easy” or “Very easy” on both platforms. Specifically, for the municipal website in 2021,
77% of respondents found it easy or very easy; in 2023, this percentage increased to 96%. On
the Facebook page, 84% of respondents in 2021 and 96 % in 2023 reported finding the infor-
mation easy or very easy. This pattern underscores a higher satisfaction level and perceived
ease of access when using the municipality’s Facebook page instead of its official website.

[ Municipal website

52%
[ Facebook page 52% -

3%

2021 2023 2023 2021 2023
Very difficult Pretty difficult Easy Very Easy

Figure 8. How easily did you find the information that you needed?

The data reflects respondents” perceptions of the ease with which they understood infor-
mation published by the municipality in 2021 and 2023. Most respondents in both years
reported finding the information understandable, with notable shifts in the distribution. In
2021, 28% of respondents indicated the information was very understandable, while 55%
found it somewhat understandable. However, in 2023, there was a significant increase in
respondents finding the information very understandable, rising to 52%, and a correspond-
ing decrease in those finding it somewhat understandable, dropping to 44% - a shift that
suggests an improvement in the clarity and comprehensibility of information published by
the municipality. Consequently, the percentage of respondents who found the information
somewhat not understandable decreased from 14 %in 2021 to 5% in 2023, indicating a posi-
tive trend in enhanced clarity.

H 2021 55%
H 2023
1%
Not at all Somewhat not Somewhat Very
understandable understandable understandable understandable

Figure 9. Did you easily understand the information you found published by the municipality?
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Additionally, it is noteworthy that respondents from specific municipalities, including
Gracanicé/Gracanica (100%), Ranillug (100%), Malishevé/Malisevo (100%), Suhareké/
Suva Reka (100%), Kling/Klina (100%), Shtime/Stimlje (100%), and Prishtiné/Pristina
(100%), universally reported finding the information published by the municipality to be
somewhat/very understandable. In contrast, in Novobérdé/Novo Brdo, a notable 58% of
respondents found the information to be somewhat not understandable, representing the
highest percentage in this category among all municipalities surveyed.

Scoping further, a few elderly participants from the focus group discussions expressed dif-
ficulties understanding the website or the jargon used. Apart from Kliné/Klina and Junik/
Junik, many participants regarded the websites as untrustworthy. They elaborated by stat-
ing that the information published is not transparent and is published only for formalities.
For that reason, citizens are keener to receive information via other means.
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Citizen Participation
(engagement)

This section of the report analyzes how Kosovar citizens engage with their respective mu-
nicipalities. Within this segment, readers will gain insights into the extent of respondent
participation in public meetings, the nature of concerns expressed by citizens, their satisfac-
tion levels with municipal responses, and pertinent information on the municipal budget.

The data further outlines respondents’ interactions with their municipality in the past 12
months, excluding electoral campaign periods, comparing results from 2021 to 2023. The
findings reveal notable changes in the patterns of engagement. Participation in public meet-
ings, including public hearings and meetings with the mayor, significantly decreased from
16% in 2021 to 5% in 2023. On the other hand, individual meetings involving interactions
with the mayor, director, or municipal assembly members decreased from 13% in 2021 to
7% in 2023. Engagement through joint community initiatives, such as village/neighbor-
hood councils and Civil Society Organizations, also declined from 12% in 2021 to 5% in
2023. This decrease suggests reduced participation in collaborative community efforts. As
a result, the majority of respondents, 74% in 2021 and an increased 86% in 2023, reported
having no interaction with their municipality in the specified period. Breaking down the
survey results in terms of gender, it is noticed that more women (93%) than men (80%) ha-
ven't interacted with their municipality in the past 12 months. Moreover, 88% of Albanian
respondents and 80% of those categorized as Other similarly indicated a lack of interaction
with their municipality. In contrast, 44% of Serb respondents reported not having interact-
ed with their municipality. This substantial increase implies a growing population segment
with limited engagement or involvement with municipal affairs.

As per the survey findings, individuals from Podujevé/Podujevo (100%) and Graganicé/
Gracanica (100%) reported no interaction with their municipality over the past 12 months.
Notably, public meetings saw higher attendance in Kllokot/Klokot (38%) and Dragash/
Dragas (30%) compared to other municipalities. Kllokot/Klokot residents were also prom-
inently involved in joint community initiatives, with 62% participation. It is worth high-
lighting that the top three municipalities with the highest respondent involvement in joint
community initiatives are predominantly Serb-majority areas, including Kllokot/Klokot
(62%), Leposaviq/Leposavic (49%), and Partesh/Partes (34%).

During focus groups, participants from Gjilan/Gnjilane, Kliné/Klina, Junik/Junik, and
Dragash/Dragas$ reported that they usually participate in public meetings. However, the
rest of the participants were unaware of public meetings in their municipalities. While it
was observed that they allocated this responsibility to their neighborhood/village leader
to inform them, not all neighborhood/village leaders do inform the rest of the citizens on
public meetings or any discussions they may participate in the interest of the citizens.

When further asked why they do not interact with their municipalities, a majority of
them informed that they become aware of decisions made by the municipalities after they
have been made. Another set of participants also informed this assessment that they had
previously participated in public or individual meetings. Nevertheless, due to the disap-
pointment they had faced with the lack of consideration for their suggestions, they had
withdrawn from participating altogether. According to them, this has had an impact on
lowering their level of interest in municipal matters.
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Figure 10. How did you interact with your municipality in the past 12 months (except during the
electoral campaign)?

Respondents who confirmed engaging with their municipality through individual meet-
ings were subsequently questioned about whether they raised specific issues during these
encounters. Based on the findings, half of the respondents (54%) acknowledged raising
concerns, while the remaining 46% indicated that they did not bring up any specific issues
during these meetings. Notably, participants from Decan/Decani (100%), Rahovec/Oraho-
vac (100%), and Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (100%) reported raising specific concerns during
meetings. In contrast, respondents from Ranillug/Ranilug (100%) and Gracanicé/Gracani-
ca (89%) indicated a lack of specific issue-raising during these sessions.

B Yes
B No

54%

46%

Figure 11. Did you raise any specific issues during these individual meetings? (n=467)

Likewise, among the respondents who confirmed involvement in joint community initia-
tives (5%) were asked about whether they raised specific issues during these endeavors.
The data reveals a notable trend, with most respondents affirming that they have raised
concerns (64%), while 36% indicated otherwise. Simultaneously, all respondents from Ra-
nillug/Ranilug (100%) and the majority from Graganicé/Gracanica (97%) did not raise
specific issues during the meetings. In contrast, participants from Decan/Decani (100%),
Rahovec/Orahovac (100%), and Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (100%) reported raising concerns.
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Figure 12. Did you raise any specific issues during these joint community initiatives? (n=360)

In 2021 and 2023, respondents raised various issues with the municipality, revealing nota-
ble trends. Local infrastructure concerns, such as roads, sidewalks, and lighting, remained
a priority, increasing from 53% to 65%. Conversely, environmental issues declined from
47% to 20%, potentially indicating perceived improvements. Education and health-related
concerns decreased from 45% to 19% and 35% to 18%, respectively. Public safety issues
decreased from 34% to 17%, suggesting potential improvements. Cultural and recreational
activities declined from 24% to 8%, and traffic-related issues decreased from 23% to 11%.
Finally, concerns about issues affecting marginalized groups decreased from 15% to 3%,
reflecting changing community priorities and perceptions over the two years.

The survey results indicate a low overall percentage (3%) of respondents, regardless of
gender, raising issues related to women and other marginalized groups. Notably, women
are more inclined than men to address environmental, education, and health concerns. In
contrast, more men (71%) report raising issues about local infrastructure, while a lower
proportion of women (46%) have done so. Separated by ethnic groups, the data reveals
that individuals from the Albanian and Other communities primarily expressed concerns
related to local infrastructure, with percentages of 72% and 52%, respectively. In contrast,
a higher proportion of Serb respondents, accounting for 54%, raised environmental issues.
Municipality-wise, there is a distinct pattern in the issues raised by respondents. All partici-
pants from Gjakové/Pakovica (100%), Gjilan/Gnjilane (100%), Gllogovc/Glogovac (100%),
Shtime/Stimlje (100%), and Shtérpcé/Strpce (100%) expressed concerns about local infra-
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Figure 13. For what kind of issues did you raise with the municipality?
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structure. In Novobérdé/Novo Brdo, respondents predominantly raised education-related
issues (100%). Conversely, a notable portion of respondents from Ranillug/Ranilug (68%)
and Kacanik/Kacanik (66%) addressed environmental concerns during the interactions.

The survey outcomes highlight the responsiveness of the municipality to issues raised by
respondents in 2021 and 2023. The findings indicate a significant increase in respondents
reporting that the municipality responded to their raised issues. In 2021, only 17% of re-
spondents stated that the municipality responded to the raised issues. However, in 2023,
this figure experienced a substantial increase to 56%. Analyzing responses by municipali-
ty highlights distinctive patterns in the responsiveness of local authorities. Municipalities
such as Prizren/Prizren (100%), Gjilan/Gnjilane (100%), and Shtérpcé/Strpce (100%) are
notable for their high rates of responses by their municipalities. Conversely, all participants
from Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok (100%), Graganicé/Gracanica (100%), and Novobérdé/
Novo Brdo (100%) reported that despite raising issues, their respective municipalities did
not respond.

In addition to the increased responsiveness observed, the survey provides information
about the average number of days it took for the municipality to respond to the issues
raised by respondents. In 2021, the mean number of days for the municipality to respond
was 16.8; in 2023, this increased slightly to 17.3 days. While the difference in mean response
time is marginal, it indicates that, on average, respondents experienced a relatively consis-
tent timeframe for the municipality’s responses over the two years. This information offers
context to the increased responsiveness noted previously, suggesting that despite a slight
incline in the average response time, the municipality continued to address raised issues
within a reasonable timeframe.

W 2021 83%

W 2023

Yes No

Figure 14. Since you raised an issue (from question 8a), did the municipality respond to the issue
you raised?

In 2021, 60% of respondents expressed satisfaction with the municipality’s response, with
12% stating they were completely satisfied and 49% indicating they were somewhat satis-
tied. Likewise, in 2023, 69% of respondents reported satisfaction. The percentage of satis-
tied respondents increased slightly to 17%, and those somewhat satisfied increased to 52%.
Conversely, dissatisfaction levels showed a minimal increase, with 28% of respondents in
2021 and 30% in 2023 expressing dissatisfaction.

Among respondents who raised concerns during meetings, those expressing satisfaction
with the municipality’s response were predominantly from Gllogovc/Glogovac (100%),
Prizren/Prizren (100%), Shtérpcé/Strpce (100%), and Skenderaj/Srbica (88%). In contrast,
dissatisfaction with the response was notably higher among respondents from Lipjan/Lip-
ljan (81%), followed by those from Viti/ Vitina (60%), Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok (55%), and
Kamenicé/Kamenica (51%).
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Figure 15. How satisfied were you with MUNICIPALITY’S response to the issue you raised?

Respondents who expressed dissatisfaction with the municipality’s response to the raised
issues were further asked to specify the reasons for their dissatisfaction. The most common-
ly cited reason for dissatisfaction was the lack of follow-up or ongoing support from the
municipality, with 39% of respondents expressing this concern. This indicates a significant
proportion of individuals who felt that the municipality’s engagement concluded prema-
turely or lacked sustained involvement in addressing the raised issues. Another notable
reason for dissatisfaction, reported by 24% of respondents, was that the actions taken by the
municipality were deemed insufficient to address the issues raised adequately. Nearly the
same proportion, 22%, indicated that the response took too long, and the issue remained
unresolved. Additionally, 12% of respondents cited dissatisfaction from the municipality’s
perceived lack of effective communication or clear information provision.

In terms of municipalities, respondents from Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje (100%), Zvecan/
Zvecan (100%), Malishevé/MaliSevo (100%), Gracanicé/Gracanica (100%), and Obiliq/
Obili¢ (100%) reported dissatisfaction because there was no follow-up or ongoing support
from the municipality. On the other hand, respondents from Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok
(100%), Istog/Istok (67 %), and Junik/Junik (67 %) indicated that the response took too long,
and the issue remained unresolved. Dissatisfaction due to ineffective communication or un-
clear information was expressed by respondents from Gjilan/Gnjilane (100%), Mamushé&/
Mamusa (100%), and Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (100%). Additionally, respondents from Pr-
ishtiné/Pristina (67 %), Leposaviq/Leposavi¢ (60%), and Dragash/Dragas (56%) stated that
they were unsatisfied because the actions taken by the municipality were insufficient to
address the issue.
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Figure 16. Why were you not satisfied with the municipality’s response?
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Examining respondents’ perceptions of the municipality’s engagement during public meet-
ings in 2021 and 2023 reveals noteworthy shifts in the types of interaction reported. In 2021,
most respondents (58%) felt primarily informed about past or upcoming events during
public meetings. However, in 2023, there was a significant decline in this perception, with
only 29% reporting one-way communication. Conversely, the percentage of respondents
who felt the municipality provided different options and sought feedback/opinions in-
creased from 32% in 2021 to 51% in 2023. This suggests a substantial shift toward more in-
teractive engagement, where the municipality actively seeks input from attendees. Further-
more, respondents who felt the municipality encouraged open feedback/opinions (without
providing options) increased from 10% in 2021 to 20% in 2023.

Analyzing communication methods, it is evident that Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (100%) and
Shtérpcé/Strpee (100%) municipalities primarily inform citizens about events and develop-
ments. Municipalities frequently seeking feedback and opinions through various options
are Pejé/Pec¢ (100%) and Istog (80%). In contrast, asking for open feedback without pre-
defined options is most prevalent in Gjakové/Pakovica, where 52% of respondents report-
ed experiencing this approach.
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Figure 17. How does the municipality engage you during public meetings?

Furthermore, the respondents were asked about the extent to which municipal authorities
took participants’ suggestions into account during public meetings in 2021 and 2023. The
findings indicate shifts in the levels of agreement over the two years. More specifically, in
2021, 75% of respondents agreed (48%) or strongly agreed (26%) that municipal authorities
consider participants’ suggestions during public meetings. However, in 2023, this percep-
tion experienced a notable increase, with 84% of respondents agreeing (60%) or strongly
agreeing (24%). Conversely, the percentage of respondents who disagreed (21%) or strong-
ly disagreed (3%) in 2021 decreased to a combined 16% in 2023.

When analyzed by ethnicity, it is noticed that a larger proportion of Serb respondents
agreed/strongly agreed that the municipal authorities consider participants” suggestions
during public meetings (45%), compared to Albanian (9%) and Other respondents (10%).
Furthermore, the findings indicate that individuals aged 65 and above exhibited the highest
level of optimism (90%) regarding the consideration of participants’ suggestions by munic-
ipal authorities during public meetings. In contrast, although not notably low, the lowest
percentage was observed among younger individuals, specifically those aged 18-24, with
75% expressing a similar sentiment. A higher percentage of men respondents (86%) ex-
pressed agreement or strong agreement, in contrast to 78% of women respondents.

Examining perspectives on whether municipal authorities consider participants” sugges-
tions during public meetings, respondents from Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (94%) and Viti/
Vitina (62%) express disagreement or strong disagreement with this notion. In contrast,

CITIZEN SATISFACTION SURVEY 2023 27



strong agreement on this matter is reported by respondents from Prishtiné/Pristina, Mi-
trovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica, Prizren/Prizren, Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok, Junik/Junik,
Mamushé/Mamus$a, Kamenicé/Kamenica, and Gjilan/Gnjilane.

In somewhat of a contradiction, this was one of the highlights of most focus group dis-
cussions. When participants were asked about this, almost all of the citizens taking part
unanimously agreed that citizen suggestions are not considered. Some even primarily sar-
castically answered yes, only to later reveal that they agreed with the majority that said
that. Those who were more predisposed to answer sarcastically to that question further
transformed their answers by describing how suggestions are heavily ‘listened to and con-
sidered” during the elections. However, this has not been the case once in the mandate.
This belief was prevalent in the focus group discussions since the participants brought their
own individual situations wherein, they had not been considered by their municipalities. In
example, many participants would make remarks regarding lengthy complaints processes,
whereby they had made complaints and not heard back from their municipalities. Some of
the complaints reported even went on for one to two years without ever being acknowl-
edged, according to the participants.

W 2021
H 2023

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

Figure 18. To what extent do you agree that municipal authorities take into account participants’
suggestions during public meetings?

Moreover, the study assesses respondents” willingness to engage with their municipality
using digital platforms, comparing responses from 2021 to 2023. In 2021, 62% of respon-
dents expressed a willingness to use digital platforms, which slightly increased by two per-
centage points - to 64% in 2023. Conversely, the percentage of respondents unwilling to use
digital platforms decreased from 38% in 2021 to 36% in 2023, indicating a minor reduction
in resistance or skepticism toward adopting digital channels for municipal engagement.
The data collectively underscores a persistent openness among respondents to embrace
digital platforms for interacting with their municipality.

Significant age-related variations were evident in respondents” willingness to use digital
platforms for municipal engagement. Notably, 78% of those aged 25-34 expressed a strong
inclination, compared to 34% among those aged 65 and above. The gender-segregated data
reveals a 10% distinction. To be specific, 69% of men respondents express a willingness to
engage with digital platforms, contrasting with 59% of women respondents who share the
same inclination.

Analyzing the data, it is evident that respondents from Ferizaj/ Urosevac (87 %), Junik/Junik
(85%), Kllokot/Klokot (84%), Prishtiné/Pristina (81%), Rahovec/Orahovac (80%), and Is-
tog/Istok (80%) express a higher willingness to use digital platforms for engagement with
their municipalities. In contrast, respondents from Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica
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(78%), Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (71%), Mamushé/Mamusa (66%), Shtérpcé/Strpce (66%),
Podujevé/Podujevo (64%), and Leposaviq/Leposavi¢ (63%) are less inclined to do so.

62% 64% H 2021
W 2023

Yes No

Figure 19. Would you be willing to use digital platforms to engage with your municipality?

Regarding the respondents’ awareness of the municipal budget split, 23% of respondents
in 2021 claimed to have information on the municipal budget allocation, whereas by 2023,
this figure decreased to 17%. Simultaneously, the percentage of respondents stating they
do not possess such information increased from 77% in 2021 to 83% in 2023. The data in-
dicates that a notable portion of respondents from Leposaviq/Leposavi¢ (58%) claimed to
have information on how the municipal budget is split. However, respondents from oth-
er municipalities, especially Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok (100%), Ranillug/Ranilug (100%),
and Shtérpcé/Strpce (100%), reported lacking information regarding the municipal budget
split. This decline in the proportion of individuals with knowledge about the municipal
budget allocation suggests a potential decrease in public engagement or communication
efforts related to budget transparency. The increase in respondents without information
may indicate a need for enhanced strategies to educate and inform the public about how
municipal budgets are allocated.

B 2021 83%
W 2023
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Figure 20. Do you have information on how the municipal budget is split?

In addition, the findings on satisfaction with project priority setting in the municipal bud-
get, gathered in 2021 and 2023, demonstrate an overall positive trend. Most respondents ex-
pressed satisfaction, with a notable increase from 56% to 64% in the “Somewhat satisfied”
category. While there were minor fluctuations, such as a slight decrease in the completely
satisfied respondents (21% to 18%) and a small rise in those that are not satisfied at all (3%
to4%), these changes are relatively modest - especially considering that most of the respon-
dents reported not being aware of budget allocation within their respective municipalities.
The data reveals that a higher percentage of men respondents (84%) expressed satisfaction
than women respondents, of whom 78% indicated satisfaction. When examining satisfac-
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tion levels by municipality, a significant proportion of respondents across all municipalities
reported satisfaction with project priority setting in the municipal budget. The only excep-
tion is the municipality of Graganicé/Gracanica, where all respondents expressed being
somewhat/completely dissatisfied (100%).

64%

B 2021
W 2023

Not at Somewhat Somewhat Completely Refuse
all satisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied No opinion

Figure 21. How satisfied are you with project priority setting in the municipal budget?
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Role of Municipal Assembly

This section of the report is designed to offer insights into the awareness and perspectives
of Kosovar citizens regarding the Municipal Assembly. It aims to explore their level of in-
volvement in Municipal Assembly sessions and shed light on the underlying reasons that
drive their participation in these deliberations.

When asked about the extent to which the respondents are aware of the role and responsi-
bilities of the Municipal Assembly members, 10% of the respondents in 2021 claimed to be
unaware. However, by 2023, this percentage doubled to 26%, indicating a notable decrease
in awareness. The category of respondents who reported being slightly aware remained
relatively stable, with 31% in 2021 and 34% in 2023. Conversely, those who considered
themselves moderately aware decreased from 41% in 2021 to 29% in 2023, signifying a sub-
stantial drop in this category. Ultimately, the lowest percentage applies to the respondents
who consider themselves extremely aware, accounting for 9%.

Among respondents, those in Kliné/Klina (87%) demonstrated the highest awareness of
the role and responsibilities of their Municipal Assembly members, followed by Dragash/
Dragas (75%) and Junik/Junik (72%). In contrast, 94 % of survey participants in Shtérpcé/
Strpce expressed a lack of awareness about the role and responsibilities of Municipal As-
sembly members.

During the focus groups discussion, participants from Gjilan/Gnjilane, Prishtiné/Pristina,
and Mitrovicé/Mitrovica were more informed on the responsibilities of the assembly mem-
bers. At the same time, the participants from other regions were somewhat informed about
the responsibilities of the municipal assembly. In general, they all unanimously agreed that
the main duty of any assembly member is to represent the opinions of the citizens they rep-
resent depending on the neighborhoods or villages they cover.

41% H 2021
H 2023

Not at all aware Slightly aware Moderately aware Extremely aware Refuse/No opinion

Figure 22. To what extent are you aware of the role and responsibilities of Municipal Assembly
members?

In 2021, 29% of respondents reported meeting with municipal assembly members, while
71% indicated no such interaction. At the same time, by 2023, the percentage of respondents
who met with any municipal assembly members decreased significantly to 16%, and the
percentage of those who did not meet increased to 84%. When breaking down the study
results in gender, it shows that more men (22%) than women (9%) have met with any Mu-
nicipal Assembly members. In Kllokot/Klokot, 82% of respondents reported meeting with
municipal assembly members in the past 12 months to discuss common public issues. This
engagement was also notable in Rahovec/Orahovac (43%), Junik/Junik (42%), and Lep-
osaviq/ Leposavi¢ (41%). In contrast, no respondents from Shtérpcé/Strpce reported such
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meetings. This pattern was followed by 99 % of respondents in Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok,
98 % in Novobérdé/Novo Brdo and Podujevé/Podujevo, 96 % in Gjilan/Gnjilane, 95% in
Gracanicé/Gracanica.

A considerable number of participants from focus group discussions also noted that they
do not even know who their selected assembly members are. Instead, they began provid-
ing suggestions as to better means of communicating with them. Some suggested that the
assembly members continue the door-to-door approach, while others suggested that the
municipality create a database with contact information. The latter would provide them
with means of contacting their elected representatives on issues they or their collective
(neighborhood, villages) may be facing.

Although some participants revealed that some of their preferred (the assembly member
candidates they voted for during elections) were elected, they had become “quiet” once in
mandate. Particularly, one participant from the Prizren/ Prizren region admitted that she
had voted for a distant family member for the assembly. Holding the belief that her family’s
issues would be better considered, she was disappointed to find out that the elected assem-
bly member did not keep in touch with them - despite the fact that the assembly member
specifically communicated to her that they would be of aid, according to the participant.

W 2021
W 2023

Yes No

Figure 23. Did you meet any municipal assembly members in the past 12 months to discuss common
public issues?

Additionally, 14% of respondents reported attending Municipal Assembly sessions, while
the majority (86%) indicated no attendance. However, by 2023, the percentage of respon-
dents who attended such sessions decreased notably to 6%, and those who did not attend
increased to 94%. In terms of municipality breakdown, respondents from Novobérdé/
Novo Brdo, Gracanicé/Gracanica, Shtérpcé/ étrpce, and Ranillug/Ranilug unanimously
stated that they did not attend any Municipal Assembly sessions in the last 12 months.
Conversely, 68% of Kllokot/Klokot respondents reported attending such sessions the past
year, while 34% of Leposaviq/Leposavié¢ respondents indicated the same.
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Il 2021 94%

Yes No

Figure 24. Have you attended any Municipal Assembly sessions in the last 12 months?

Respondents who attended Municipal Assembly sessions in the last 12 months reported di-
verse frequency patterns. A notable 30% attended once a year, while 26% attended several
times yearly (but less than monthly). Monthly or more frequent attendance was reported by
7%, while 23% attended rarely. Additionally, 11% attended only once, and the remaining
3% attended multiple times but not regularly.

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Monthly or more often 7%

Several times a year
(but less than monthly)

Once a year 30%

Rarely
Only once

| have attended multiple times
but not on a regular schedule

Figure 25. How frequently have you attended these sessions?

Comparing responses from 2021 to 2023, there is a notable shift in the reasons provided
by respondents for not attending Municipal Assembly sessions. In 2021, 43% attributed
their non-attendance to the lack of interest, while this percentage increased to 58% in 2023.
Conversely, the percentage citing lack of information decreased from 37% in 2021 to 18%
in 2023. Reasons for being busy remained relatively stable, with a slight increase from 20%
to 23%. In a detailed breakdown, the majority of respondents from Podujevé/Podujevo
(95%), Mamushé/Mamusa (84%), Ranillug/Ranilug (83%), and Vushtrri/ Vucitrn (81%) in-
dicated a lack of interest in attending Municipal Assembly sessions. Approximately half of
the respondents in Zvecan/Zvecan (55%), Decan/Decani (52%), and Partesh/Partes (50%)
reported being uninformed about such sessions.

There was some frustration regarding this particular topic as a considerable number of
participants would regard the assembly members as active only during elections. They
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described in detail how candidates for the municipal assembly would have a door-to-door
approach when collecting votes and hearing the citizens out, but in the participants” terms,
they disappeared once elected. Apart from Pejé/Pe¢, all regions regarded the assembly
members as heavily politically influenced by their political party and less in tune with the
citizens’ needs. They would further elaborate that another factor influencing the assembly
members is their relatives who receive specific benefits. Thereby, it was noticeable that the
participants were disappointed and were also not motivated to look into Municipal Assem-
bly sessions or participate in them.

| was not interested | was not informed | was busy
Figure 26. What is the reason?

Furthermore, the respondents were asked if the Municipal Assembly manages to hold the
executive accountable. That said, 71% of the respondents in 2021 agreed/strongly agreed
with the Assembly’s accountability, while in 2023, this percentage decreased to 64%. In a
more specific context, the majority of respondents who agreed or strongly agreed were
from Dragash/Dragas (96%), Kliné/Klina (95%), and Pejé/Pe¢ (94%). Conversely, those
who disagreed or strongly disagreed were mainly from Shtérpcé/Strpce (87%) and Gragan-
icé/Gracanica (70%).

57%

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree  Refuse/No opinion

Figure 27. To what extent do you agree that the Municipal Assembly manages to hold the executive
(Mayor and directors of municipal directorates) accountable?

34 CITIZEN SATISFACTION SURVEY 2023



Municipal Management

This segment provides a comprehensive overview of the data collected from all munici-
palities in Kosovo concerning citizens” opinions on municipal management. Survey partic-
ipants express their satisfaction levels with various aspects, including managing the mu-
nicipal budget, public infrastructure projects, and their views on the recruiting processes
within municipalities.

Satisfaction levels with the municipal budget management remained relatively the same
within two years. Specifically, a combined 67% of respondents in 2021 expressed satis-
faction with the management of municipal budget - while a combined 28% reported the
opposite. Likewise, 63% of the respondents in 2023 reported satisfaction levels, while the
remainder were dissatisfied (27%). Respondents in Junik/Junik (88%), Suhareké/Suva
Reka (84%), Malishevé/Malisevo (83%), Rahovec/Orahovac (82%), and Istog/Istok (80%)
expressed the highest levels of satisfaction. Conversely, respondents in Shtérpcé/Strpce
(94%), Ranillug/Ranilug (73%), and Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (67%) were the least satisfied
with the management of the municipal budget.

On several occasions, the participants noted that the municipality’s budget has increased
this year (2023) (Prishtiné/Pristina, Viti/ Vitina). However, these would be contradictory
since, throughout the discussion, almost all participants reported not being informed about
the municipal budget. However, they took responsibility for this lack of information.

56% 549

Not at Somewhat Somewhat Completely Refuse
all satisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied No opinion

Figure 28. How satisfied are you with the management of the municipal budget?

Based on the results, there was a slight reduction in the percentage of respondents express-
ing dissatisfaction with the quality of work within their municipality from 30% in 2021 to
26% in 2023. Conversely, satisfaction levels experienced a minor increase from 69% in 2021
to 72% in 2023. Respondents from Ferizaj/Urosevac (94%), Leposaviq/Leposavi¢ (93%),
Suhareké/Suva Reka (91%), Partesh/Partes (90%), and Dragash/Dragas (90%) were most
satisfied with the quality of works in their municipality.

On the other hand, when analyzing the duration of work, there was a modest rise in dis-
satisfaction, increasing from 34% in 2021 to 40% in 2023. Meanwhile, satisfaction levels
remained relatively stable, with a decrease from 64 % in 2021 to 58% in 2023. Respondents
in Suhareké/Suva Reka (89%), Malishevé/Malisevo (89%), Ferizaj/Urosevac (87%), Mitro-
vicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica (86%), and Partesh/Partes (81%) displayed the highest
satisfaction levels with the duration of work in public infrastructure projects.
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Regarding environmental protection efforts, the 2023 data indicates some dissatisfaction at
27%, while satisfaction levels at 70%. The aspect of environmental protection efforts within
the municipalities received the highest satisfaction levels in Suhareké/Suva Reka (94%),
Malishevé/Malisevo (94%), Istog/Istok (91%), and Pejé/Pec¢ (90%).
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Not at all satisfied Somewhat dissatisfied | Somewhat satisfied Completely satisfied Refuse No opinion
Figure 29. How satisfied are you with the public infrastructure projects/ works in your municipal-
ity?

Environmental

. Quiality of the work . Duration of work protection efforts

However, during the discussions, infrastructure projects had a more negative light. Al-
though a majority of participants across focus group discussions were seemingly satisfied
that work was being done, there were several mentions of the lack of follow-through with
projects.

Such a case was noted in the Gjilan/Gnjilane region, whereby most participants report-
ed that many of the capital investments planned were not followed through as discussed
during elections. They particularly noted such a case for particular connecting highways
and streets. One participant revealed how their complaints about one particular street were
not taken into consideration until the citizens blocked the road in protest.

Similarly, a case was noted in Gjakové/Pakovica and surrounding villages. There were
particular complaints from Rugové village where the entrance to the village is through
a misaligned street. In addition, some others raised the issue of the lack of protection of
the cultural heritage, such as cobblestones (brick-lined streets) that are being demolished.
Participants regarded this as a loss of authenticity to the village and the region, and their
complaints were not heard. This influenced their satisfaction.

However, these were very specific cases mentioned during the discussions that did not
fully impact the participants” satisfaction levels. This was noted since the participants all
reported that the most work is done in infrastructure throughout all cities. However, it ap-
pears that the work is predominantly done in city centers and excludes villages in need of
better roads and pavements.

“Yes, they [the municipality] focus on the aesthetic of the main center. But this
fading of neighborhoods full of identity in the center, and building 5+ floor build-
ings, without no adequate infrastructure. This is unacceptable.”

- Pejé/Pe¢ (Women)
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Employment per Municipality

An addition to the data collection was a more in-depth view of the situation with employ-
ment in the respective regions and their municipalities. Quantitative data collection only
gathered data on the citizens” perceived criteria in recruitment processes for municipal em-
ployees. However, qualitative methods scoped further to understand better citizens’ per-
ception and satisfaction with employment within their municipalities.

General observations across all focus group discussions highlight that the discussions pre-
dominantly focused on employment regardless of the topic. When discussing general em-
ployment, most participants connected the youth’s tendency to leave the country to the
lack of employment opportunities and other opportunities for professional development.
The only exception region was that of Prishtiné/Pristina, where participants did not further
elaborate on unemployment as an issue and were generally satisfied.

“Employment, both here and in every part of Kosovo, is a problem. And migra-
tion is the consequence of this unemployment.”

- Dragash/Dragas (Men)

Younger participants in Prizren/Prizren also noted how this influences their motive to stay
in the country and live their lives in Kosovo, particularly in Prizren/Prizren.

“How can the youth not be demoralized now? Because if one wants to inquire
about a job, they go to the municipality. Because before the votes, they prom-
ised to employ, only for their own interest. Now, all the youth go, make a com-
plaint, and it’s not taken into consideration. Why should one be interested now
in something else when no one pays attention to you?”

- Prizren/Prizren (Men)

The highest dissatisfaction rate appeared to be in the region of Pejé/Pe¢, Prizren/Prizren,
and Gjakové/DPakovica. For Gjakové/Pakovica, participants also agreed that besides the
unemployment of the general population, there is not a lot of inclusivity and diversity
in the current workforce. They noted that diversity may only be noticed in customer ser-
vice-based private businesses and not so much in higher managerial positions. Addition-
ally, the largest gender gap was noticed in Gjakové/Pakovica since most women did not
report a particular interest in working. Then, this was particularly noticed in women of
older age.
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“For women with hijab [practicing Islam], especially in public places with citi-
zen entries and exits, like supermarkets, I haven’t seen any except in small mar-
kets. In large shopping centers, I haven’t seen any veiled women. There might
be minorities, and it’s entirely normal to be part of various companies, but I
haven’t seen them in good positions, only as maintenance staff.”

- Gjakové/Dakovica (Women)

Moreover, participants were also asked to expand on the employment within the munici-
pality and how they believe the recruitment process goes. There was a disbursal of answers
whereby participants generally believed that municipal officials may be selected on a merit
basis or be politically affiliated in some way. For this subtopic, the exception was the region
of Prishtiné/Pristina since they did not further elaborate on this apart from opportunities
offered to marginalized groups to be a part of the municipality staff. Regarding the latter,
participants in Prishtiné/Pristina generally agreed that opportunities are offered to most
marginalized groups, emphasizing Roma, Ashkali, and Egyptian communities.

On a quantitative aspect, regarding the criteria considered during the recruitment process
for municipal employees, most respondents in 2021 and 2023 (64% and 63%) believed that
political affiliation was a significant criterion. Family connections were considered import-
ant by 54 % in 2021, and this percentage increased by ten percentage points in 2023 (64 %).
While work experience was identified as another criterion, there was a slight decrease in
their perceived significance. In 2021, work experience was deemed important by 43% in
2021, which decreased to 37% in 2023. Education levels remained similar in both waves
(44% in 2021 and 43% in 2023).

Predominantly, respondents from Malishevé/Malisevo and Podujevé/Podujevo said that
education level (95% and 93%) and work experience (89% in each municipality) are the
main criteria considered in the process of recruiting employees. Political affiliations were
considered the main criteria in Shtérpcé/Strpce (100%), Gjakové/ / Pakovica (97%), Degan/
Decani (96%), Partesh/Partes (96%), Junik/Junik (95%), Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (93%), and
Rahovec/Orahovac (92%). Likewise, family connections were considered the main criteria
in Shtérpcé/Strpce (98%), Gjakové/ /Pakovica (92%), Malishevé/Maligevo and Ferizaj/
Urosevac (88%).

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Political affiliation 64%

Family connections 64%

Education level

43% W 2021
W 2023

Work experience

Figure 30. In your opinion, what criteria are taken into account during the process of recruiting
employees in the municipality?

Respondents were also questioned about their perception of their municipality’s commit-
ment to fostering an inclusive and accepting environment, irrespective of gender, ethnicity,
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or disability. A predominant 56% recognize ongoing efforts in promoting inclusivity but
feel there is room for improvement. In contrast, 18% hold a positive view, believing their
municipality actively cultivates a completely inclusive environment. Conversely, 17% ex-
press a negative sentiment, stating their municipality falls short of fostering genuine inclu-
sivity. Additionally, eight % remain uncertain about their municipality’s inclusivity efforts.

In municipalities actively fostering inclusivity, Kliné/Klina leads with 80 %, followed by
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica at 76% and Zvecan/Zvecan at 74%. For municipali-
ties with room for improvement, Lipjan/Lipljan tops at 80%, followed by Gllogovc/Glogo-
vac at 74%, and Ferizaj/ Urogevac at 73%. Shtérpcé/Strpce has the highest percentage (70%)
of respondents believing their municipality does not effectively foster inclusivity, followed
by Podujevé/Podujevo at 54% and Novobérdé/Novo Brdo at 52%. In terms of uncertainty
about municipality efforts, Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok leads at 53%, followed by Vushtrri/
Vucitrn at 30% and Shtérpcé/Strpce at 28%.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Yes, my municipality actively fosters a
completely inclusiveand accepting environment.

Yes, but to a degree

. . 56%
(there is room for improvement). °

No, it does not effectively foster a
genuinely inclusive and accepting environment.

| am unsure about the municipality's
efforts in this regard.

Figure 31. Do you think your municipality fosters a municipality that is inclusive and accepting of
all (irrespective of gender, ethnicity, (dis)ability, etc.)?

The findings further reveal respondents’ perceptions of equal opportunities for various
marginalized groups in securing leadership positions across the municipality’s education,
health, cultural institutions, and political roles. The following graph shows that the munic-
ipalities generally offer leadership opportunities for various marginalized groups to an ex-
tent. For women, 43% of the respondents believe there are somewhat equal opportunities,
while 25% see great extent opportunities. Older people face skepticism, with 23% stating
no opportunities and 22% perceiving very little. Persons with disabilities encounter mixed
perceptions, with 35% seeing somewhat equal opportunities and 18% believing in a great
extent. For ethnic minorities, 36% stated somewhat equal opportunities, and 23% believe
there are great opportunities for leadership positions.

When analyzed at the municipal level, the survey underscores a strong consensus on the
need for gender equality in leadership roles, with nearly unanimous agreement among re-
spondents in Kliné/Klina (98%), Dragash/Dragas (97 %), Kllokot/Klokot (95%), Suhareké/
Suva Reka (94%), and Leposaviq/Leposavi¢ (90%). In the context of affording leadership
opportunities to older people, notable percentages favor this across various municipalities,
particularly in Kliné/Klina (97 %), Kllokot/Klokot (95%), and Suhareké/Suva Reka (93%).
Regarding leadership opportunities for individuals with disabilities, Kllokot/Klokot takes
the lead with 95%, followed by Suhareké/Suva Reka at 92%, and Kliné/Klina at 91%. A
prevailing sentiment across diverse municipalities is the commitment to providing equal
leadership opportunities for ethnic minorities. Once again, Kliné/Klina (96%), Kllokot/
Klokot (95%), and Pejé/Pe¢ (91%) emerge with substantial agreement, reflecting positive
attitudes toward inclusivity and diversity in these regions.
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Figure 32. Do you consider that your municipality offers various marginalized groups equal oppor-
tunities for leadership positions (education, health, cultural institutions, and political positions in
the municipality)?
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Service Delivery

This section of the report will present the study findings regarding the municipal services
utilized by Kosovar citizens and their corresponding levels of satisfaction with these ser-
vices.

According to the survey findings, there are changes in the utilization of various municipal
services over the last 12 months, comparing responses from 2021 to 2023. Administrative
services experienced a decrease in usage from 77% in 2021 to 66% in 2023. Notably, 72%
of men respondents utilized administrative services, in contrast to 60% of women respon-
dents. Contrarily, primary health services saw an increase from 69% to 73%. Public spaces,
such as parks and theatres, significantly increased usage from 49% to 68%. Pre-university
education services remained relatively stable, slightly increasing from 47% to 49%.More-
over, public transport usage increased from 40% to 44%. Construction permits experienced
a notable decrease in usage from 15% to 6%.

Analyzing municipal service utilization in the last 12 months highlights diverse patterns
across municipalities. Notable findings include high engagement with administrative ser-
vices in Dragash/ Dragas (98%) and Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica (97%), contrast-
ing with lower usage in Pejé/ Pe¢ (26%) and Shtérpcé/ Strpce (27%). Construction permit ser-
vices see significant adoption in Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica (90%) and Zvegan/
Zvecan (86%), while Podujevé/Podujevo and Shtérpcé/Strpce report no usage. Primary
health services observe active participation of respondents from Mitrovicé e Veriut/Sever-
na Mitrovica, Ranillug/Ranilug, and Kacanik/Kacanik (all at 96%), but a significantly low-
er utilization in Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok (10%). Public transport witnesses” high usage in
Shtérpcé/Strpee (99%) and Prishtiné/Pristina (96%), with minimal use in Skenderaj/Srbica
(0%) and Podujevé/Podujevo (2%). Pre-university education sees substantial engagement
in Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica and Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (96% and 87%) but
limited participation in Kliné/Klina (3%) and Zubin Potok/ Zubin Potok (2%). The re-
spondents actively use public spaces in Ranillug/Ranilug (100%) and Podujevé/Podujevo
(99%), while Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok and Kliné/Klina stand way lower (1% and 5%).

Focus group discussions extracted the administrative services as the most used across all
municipalities, with healthcare services being next as the most used. These were the same
services most mentioned across all regions and municipalities. Particularly for Gjilan/Gn-
jilane, the healthcare services were praised as most of the participants explained how the
treatment from healthcare staff has improved immensely. When further asked regarding
why they thought this had come about, they were not aware of any reasons that may have
had an impact.
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Figure 33. Have you used the following municipal services in the last 12 months?

The highest satisfaction with services was similar to all municipalities, and it was for ad-
ministrative services for various documents, with several participants nodding and prais-
ing the digitalization of most procedures. A majority of participants across all municipal-
ities revealed that there have been major improvements in public healthcare institutions,
with factors such as attitudes towards patients and general conditions having improved.

Additionally, the satisfaction levels with various municipal services, rated on a scale from 1
to 4, have shown shifts from 2021 to 2023. For pre-university education, there is a decrease
in the dissatisfied respondents (21% and 16%) and an increase in those satisfied (72% to
84%) from 2021 to 2023. In health services, there is an increase in the respondents who
expressed satisfaction from 2021 to 2023 (68% to 79%). Administrative services declined in
those somewhat satisfied (52% to 48%) and an increase in those completely satisfied (30%
to 43%) from 2021 to 2023. The percentage of respondents that are completely satisfied
with road infrastructure remained the same (24% in 2021 and 2023). Public transport ex-
perienced a small decrease in those not at all satisfied (10% to 7%) and an increase in those
completely satisfied (24% to 32%) from 2021 to 2023. Lastly, 74 % of respondents showed
satisfaction levels regarding construction permits. Furthermore, a higher percentage of
men participants indicated contentment with construction permits (77%) and public spaces
(76%) compared to women respondents (69% and 70%).

In terms of administrative services, Gracanicé/Gracanica has a somewhat/complete satis-
faction rate of 32 %, while Shtérpcé/Strpce and Zvecan/ Zvecan show complete satisfaction
at 100 %. Construction permits evoke complete dissatisfaction in Graganicé/Gracanica and
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo (100%), while multiple municipalities, including Gllogove/Glogo-
vac, Lipjan/Lipljan, Hani i Elezit/Elez Han, Malishevé/Malisevo, Shtime/ St1m1]e, Kling/
Klina, Mamushé/Mamusa, Pejé/Pe¢, Skendera] /Srbica, and Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Pol]e
report 100% satisfaction. Primary health services generate a dissatisfaction rate of 74% in
Ranillug/Ranilug, while Shtérpcé/Strpce and Suhareké/Suva Reka indicate hlgher satis-
faction at 98% and 99%, respectively. Public transport dissatisfaction is noted in Kliné/
Klina (69 %) and Graganicé/Gracanica (58 %), contrasting with complete satisfaction in Mal-
ishevé/Malisevo, Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok, Suhareké/Suva Reka, and Pejé/Pe¢. Pre-uni-
versity education dissatisfaction varies, with Ranillug/Ranilug and Shtérpcé/Strpce show-
ing the highest dissatisfaction level (72% and 85%). On the other hand, Suhareké/Suva
Reka (98%) showed somewhat/complete satisfaction. Dissatisfaction with public spaces
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is prominent in Ranillug/Ranilug (86%) and Shtérpcé/Strpce (85%), while Zubin Potok/
Zubin Potok records 100% satisfaction. Concerning road infrastructure, Mitrovicé e Jugut/
Juzna Mitrovica and Ranillug/Ranilug exhibit dissatisfaction rates of 73% and 68%, respec-
tively, while Istog and Suhareke report lower dissatisfaction rates at 3% and 4%.Whereas
municipality specific services with the least satisfaction were engagement of youth in Priz-
ren/Prizren, Pejé/Pe¢, Gjakové/Dakovica, and Gjilan/Gnjilane. The most mentioned in
Prizren/Prizren and Gjilan were sports facilities. Younger participants within the focus
group in Prizren/Prizren noted that there is only one gym in the entire city, and it is in-
sufficient. Meanwhile, in Gjilan/Gnyjilane, they attributed the lack of activities to the youth
being the main contributor to the youth leaving the country.

In contrast, the least satisfied with services in Pejé/Pe¢ was construction permits since res-
idents of Pejé and surrounding villages did not regard construction permits as being trans-
parent and of integrity. They elaborated on that by stating how familial relations and polit-
ical interests may influence the municipality’s services permissions for construction where
there should not be.

Table 1. On a scale from 1 to 4, where 1 - not at all satisfied, 2 - Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 -
Somewhat satisfied, and 4 - completely satisfied, please rate your level of satisfaction with
the following municipal services.

Not at all Somewhat ~ Somewhat Completely Refuse/No
satisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied opinion
o . 2021 4% 18% 45% 27% 6%
Pre-university education
2023 3% 12% 56% 28% 1%
. 2021 4% 25% 42% 26% 3%
Health services
2023 5% 17% 47% 32% 0%
Public spaces (parks, theatres, 2021 5% 17% 49% 23% 6%
sports fields, etc.) 2023 7% 20% 47% 26% 0%
o _ 2021 5% 1% 52% 30% 3%
Administrative services
2023 3% 6% 48% 43% 0%
Road infrastructure (local roads 2021 5% 17% 47% 24% 6%
and sidewalks) 2023 7% 18% 49% 24% 1%
) 2021 10% 17% 42% 24% 7%
Public transport
2023 7% 17% 44% 32% 0%
Construction permits 2023 7% 17% 42% 32% 2%

The satisfaction levels with spatial planning, encompassing municipal development and
land use planning, have shown marginal shifts from 2021 to 2023. Notably, there is a slight
increase in respondents expressing complete dissatisfaction (5% to 8%), a decrease in the
respondents somewhat dissatisfied (21% to 16%), and a minor increase in the respondents
completely satisfied (11% to 10%). Most respondents in both years indicate a level of sat-
isfaction, with “Somewhat satisfied” being the most prevalent response (58% in 2021 and
59% in 2023).

Regarding spatial planning, Shtérpcé/Strpce stands out with the highest dissatisfaction
rate at 99%. Following closely is Ranillug/Ranilug, displaying a notable dissatisfaction lev-
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el of 87%. Conversely, Kliné/Klina and Mamushé/Mamusa stand out for their positive
reception, with 94% and 93% satisfaction rates, respectively.

58% 99% H 2021

Not at Somewhat Somewhat Completely Refuse
all satisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied No opinion

Figure 34. How satisfied are you with spatial planning (municipal development and land use plan-
ning)?
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General Satisfaction
with Municipalities

Among other aspects, this study allowed respondents to assess and rate their satisfaction
levels concerning the overall performance of the municipality, mayor, municipal assembly,
local administration, and municipal services.

The assessment of satisfaction levels in municipal governance, specifically focusing on re-
spondents expressing “Somewhat satisfied” or “Completely satisfied,” indicates an aver-
age satisfaction rate of 76%, which shows a slight increase from 73% in 2021, excluding
overall performance metrics. Examining specific dimensions, satisfaction with municipal
services rose from 78% in 2021 to 83% in 2023. Similarly, satisfaction with local administra-
tion increased from 75% in 2021 to 78% in 2023. However, the Municipal Assembly saw a
slight decrease from 71% in 2021 to 69% in 2023.

Conversely, satisfaction with the mayor increased from 66% in 2021 to 73% in 2023. There
is a generally positive sentiment toward the Mayor among various age groups, with the
older demographic (65+) expressing the highest satisfaction levels (76%). The age group
55-64 stands out as having a relatively higher proportion of dissatisfaction compared to the
others (27%).

Across municipalities, satisfaction with key municipal entities and services varies signifi-
cantly. Shtérpcé/Strpce residents express overwhelming dissatisfaction with the Mayor
and Municipal Assembly, at 98% and 96%, respectively.

In terms of Local Administration, Graganicé/Gracanica and Ranillug/Ranilug show dis-
satisfaction rates of 73% and 64 %. In comparison, Kliné/Klina and Shtime/Stimlje exhibit
higher satisfaction levels with the Local Administration at 98% and 95% respectively.

Regardmg Municipal Services, residents of Ranillug/Ranilug (80%) and Graganicé/Gracan-
ica (73%) are predominantly dissatisfied, while Lipjan/Lipljan (98%) and Shtime/Stimlje
(97%) show high levels of satisfaction.

Apart from the quantitative findings, the local administration was highly praised during
the discussions alongside municipal services. At the same time, there were vast differences
concerning mayors. Participants from the municipality of Gjakové/Dakovica were gener-
ally more satisfied with their mayor as they consistently applauded him for the work he
has done thus far. This satisfaction was followed by Mitrovicé/Mitrovica and Kliné/Klina,
who reported being more satisfied overall with all aspects but made sure to specify the
mayors’ efforts to improve services and performance.

Meanwhile, in Pejé/Pe¢, participants were generally displeased and dissatisfied with the
mayor as they referred to the infrastructure, urban planning, and disaster management.
They attributed this to the mayor since they widely believed that all of the above follow a
chain, the top of which is the mayor. In Viti, there were some displeasures with the mayor
since he has been there for three mandates and has not followed through on many projects
during these mandates despite his election period promises. Thus, this lack of fulfillment of
goals/ promises set out by the mayor left citizens feeling disappointed.
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Figure 35. Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following:

Municipal residents generally express moderate satisfaction with various aspects of their
living environment, as indicated by mean scores on a scale from 1 to 5. Air quality receives
a relatively higher satisfaction rating, with a mean score of 3.34, suggesting a notable level
of contentment. However, traffic satisfaction is lower, with a mean score of 2.94, indicat-
ing a less favorable sentiment. Waste management and environmental protection efforts
both receive moderate satisfaction, with mean scores of 3.29 and 3.10, respectively. Disaster
management, with a mean score of 3.03, also falls within the moderate satisfaction range.

Regarding this, participants in focus groups were mostly satisfied with waste management,
which complements quantitative data. They particularly noted that the municipalities have
improved with the companies they contract. However, they specifically mentioned the lack
of awareness and consideration of other citizens on littering, which makes it harder. There-
fore, they agreed by pointing out the duality of this and how much the citizens impact
waste management.

In Prishtiné/Pristina, participants were generally dissatisfied with the air quality and the
traffic while mentioning that the new adjustments to the city’s square have tremendously
impacted moving around the city. Whereas in Pejé/Pe¢, there was high dissatisfaction with
disaster management. Participants from the region of Pejé/Pe¢ particularly reference the
recent floods in recent years. According to them, the municipality’s efforts have not been
noticed as much since these floods are frequent, and they require a more permanent solu-
tion.

Data segregated by municipality shows that Kliné/Klina leads in air quality satisfaction
with the hlghest score of 4.86, followed closely by Shtérpcé/Strpce and Istog/Istok at 4.83.
Regarding air quality, Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok is notably the least satisfied municipality,
with the lowest score of 1.43, followed by Obiliq/Obili¢ (1.72) and Prishtiné/Pristina (2.20).
Istog/Istok is the most satisfied with traffic management, scoring 3.97, followed by Dra-
gash/Dragas (3.81) and Malishevé/MaliSevo (3.65). On the other hand, Ranillug/Ranilug
and Prishtiné/Pristina are the least satisfied municipalities with traffic, scoring 2.07 and
2.20, respectively, with Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje not far behind at 2.32. Further, Kliné/
Klina takes the lead in waste management satisfaction with an impressive score of 4.97,
followed by Istog/Istok and Pejé/Pe¢ at 4.78 and 3.97. Meanwhile, Kllokot/Klokot and
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Ranillug/Ranilug tie for the least satisfied in waste management, both scoring 2.09. More-
over, Istog/Istok leads in satisfaction with environmental protection efforts, scoring 4.51,
followed by Kliné/Klina and Suhareké/Suva Reka at 4.20 and 3.90. In this aspect, Shtérp-
cé/Strpce is the least satisfied municipality, scoring 1.89, followed by Zubin Potok/Zubin
Potok and Kllokot/Klokot at 1.95 and 2.01. Ultimately, Dragash /Dragas is the most satis-
fied with disaster management, scoring 4.14, followed by Lipjan/Lipljan and Istog/Istok
at 3.89 and 3.85. Shtérpcé/ Strpce is the least satisfied municipality in disaster management,
scoring 1.70, followed by Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok (2.13) and Graganicé/Gracanica (2.14).
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Figure 36. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 indicates “Not at all satisfied” and 5 indicates “Completely
satisfied,” please rate your satisfaction with the following aspects of living in your municipality:

A significant majority of respondents, 78%, express optimism about the future trajectory
of their municipality, believing it is headed in the right direction to become a better place
five years from now. On the contrary, 22% hold a pessimistic view, indicating concern or
skepticism about the municipality’s future development. Among those with a pessimistic
outlook, a larger percentage comprises Serb respondents (78%), while the majority of Al-
banian (80%) and Other (75%) respondents” express optimism regarding the direction of
their municipality, believing it is headed towards improvement in the future. Podujevé/
Podujevo stands out as the municipality where the largest percentage of residents, 9%, be-
lieve their municipality is heading in the right direction towards becoming a better place.
On the other hand, Serb-majority municipalities - such as Leposaviq/Leposavi¢, Zvecan/
Zvecan, Shtérpcé/Strpce, Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica, Novobérdé/Novo Brdo,
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok, Kllokot/Klokot, Ranillug/Ranilug, and Graganicé/Gracanica -
rank at the bottom, with the lowest percentages of residents expressing confidence in the
positive trajectory of their municipality.

Complementarily, all regions participating in the focus group discussions reported that
they are still hopeful for the future of their municipalities. After discussing potential is-
sues, they may be facing, they would still let the positive outweigh the negative. In most
discussions, they attributed this to the mentality of the generally more hopeful and positive
population. Concretely, they also attributed this hopeful attitude to the improvements in
infrastructure, healthcare, and administrative services they have witnessed thus far.
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Figure 37. Do you think your municipality is in the right direction to be a better place 5 years from
now?

The awareness of local councils in the municipality varies among respondents. A portion
of respondents (29%) know their existence, indicating knowledge of this local governance
structure. However, a majority (60%) are unaware of local councils in their municipality,
suggesting a potential gap in public awareness or engagement with this aspect of local gov-
ernance. On the other hand, 11% express uncertainty about the existence of local councils.
A notable observation emerges when examining settlements; respondents from rural areas
demonstrate a higher awareness of local councils in their municipalities (35%), surpassing
19% among urban residents. Additionally, the majority of respondents who were aware of
local councils were from the municipalities of Junik/Junik (81%), Decan/Decani (80%), and
Rahovec/Orahovac (79%).

A noteworthy finding emerges among those who were aware of the existence of local coun-
cils (n=1920). When asked if they had heard about or interacted with their local council in
the last 12 months, 35% of respondents affirmatively stated that they had, indicating a cer-
tain level of engagement or awareness. However, a significant majority, 65%, did not report
hearing or interacting with their local council in the specified timeframe.

B VYes
B No

60%

Figure 38. Are you aware of the existence of local councils in your municipality?
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Conclusion

The Citizen Satisfaction Survey has provided invaluable insights into Kosovo citizens” per-
spectives on public services and local governance. This study structured around six critical
dimensions: Access to Information, Citizen Participation, the Role of Municipal Assembly,
Municipal Management, Service Delivery, and General Satisfaction, has explained various
aspects of municipal governance.

Access to information emerged as a critical factor influencing citizen awareness, with most
respondents expressing awareness of municipal decisions. However, a significant portion
still faces challenges in accessing information, pointing to potential gaps in communication
channels. The reliance on traditional mediums like word-of-mouth, Facebook, and local
TV /Radio underscores the need for diversifying communication strategies to ensure wide-
spread and inclusive dissemination of information.

Citizen participation faces a decline, particularly in public meetings and joint community
initiatives, which reflects evolving community needs. While there is a positive trend in mu-
nicipal responsiveness and satisfaction through digital platforms, participants cite a lack of
interest due to delayed information from the municipality and past disappointments.

Although some awareness was noticeable regarding the role and responsibilities of the
Municipal Assemblies, citizens perceive them as low in engagement and accountability.
Reduced attendance at Municipal Assembly sessions and growing disinterest among re-
spondents underscore the challenges in maintaining an informed and engaged citizenry.
Municipal management satisfaction remains stable; however, there is a disconnect between
satisfaction and information levels. The latter occurred since participants were seemingly
satisfied with the municipal budget, however they also reported not being informed.

Service delivery experiences variations, with some services witnessing improvement and
others declining. Overall satisfaction with municipal governance sees a slight increase, re-
flecting positive sentiments among respondents. However, notable disparities across mu-
nicipalities indicate the need for tailored strategies to address specific concerns and en-
hance overall satisfaction.

Unemployment remains a pressing concern, particularly among youth, driving some to
seek employment outside their municipalities or abroad. Limited diversity and inclusivity
in marginalized groups were noted in most municipalities, except Prizren/Prizren. Par-
ticipants expressed dissatisfaction with the recruitment process, citing political affiliations
and nepotism. However, opportunities for leadership positions for women, older people,
persons with disabilities, and ethnic minorities were viewed positivrely.

Despite these issues, participants generally expressed satisfaction with local administration
and municipal services due to recent improvements. Mayors received criticism in some
municipalities, as they were closely associated with other municipal processes and proce-
dures (local administration, procurement, municipal services, etc.). The survey also high-
lighted areas of moderate satisfaction and concern in the living environment, emphasizing
the importance of addressing traffic, waste management, environmental protection efforts,
and disaster management issues.

The optimism expressed by a significant majority regarding the future trajectory of their
municipality is encouraging, signaling a collective belief in positive change and improve-
ment. This detailed analysis, conducted through quantitative and qualitative data, provides
a comprehensive overview of municipal governance, citizen engagement, and satisfaction
in Kosovo. These identified trends and challenges can serve as a foundation for informed
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decision-making, policy adjustments, and community-driven initiatives to enhance the
overall well-being and satisfaction of Kosovo’s residents.
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ANNEXES

Crosstabulations
with municipalities




1. How informed are you about the decisions your municipality takes?

1-Notatall 2-Somewhat 3- Pretty well 4-Completely 9- Refuse/No

informed informed informed informed opinion

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 371% 51.5% 9.7% 1.7% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/ JuZna Mitrovica 30.4% 53.3% 11.8% 3.9% 0.6%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 48.3% 43.9% 4.7% 2.4% 0.8%
Pejé/Pec 31.8% 62.5% 4.8% 0.8% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 44.6% 45.2% 50% 41% 11%
Gjakové/bDakovica 13.9% 55.3% 30.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 49.5% 481% 24% 0.0% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 22.6% 58.5% 13.0% 5.8% 0.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 36.3% 476% 1.2% 4.9% 0.0%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 00% 15.8% 55.9% 28.3% 0.0%
Kliné/Klina 15.5% 74.9% 4.2% 4.6% 0.7%
Istog/Istok 10.6% 79.2% 6.2% 41% 0.0%
Decan/Dec¢ani 8.0% 614% 30.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 3.7% 43.6% 24.0% 28.7% 0.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 1.3% 73.0% 10.0% 57% 0.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 19.8% 46.7% 32.8% 0.7% 0.0%
Viti/Vitina 53.3% 38.4% 5.3% 11% 2.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 44.2% 35.6% 11.4% 8.9% 0.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 35.8% 57.7% 5.7% 0.8% 00%
Shtime/Stimlje 421% 56.3% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 391% 53.9% 2.0% 4.3% 0.7%
Kacanik/Kacanik 38.5% 54.5% 6.0% 1.0% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 50.3% 40.7% 70% 2.0% 0.0%
Obilig/Obili¢ 50.4% 40.6% 7.3% 1.7% 00%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 55.5% 26.8% 14.9% 2.0% 0.8%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 261% 58.4% 15.5% 0.0% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 72.9% 25.6% 0.0% 0.0% 15%
Zvegan/Zvecan 17.6% 59.5% 21.2% 1.0% 0.7%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 38.6% 55.8% 2.6% 3.0% 00%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 0.9% 891% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Junik/Junik 9.8% 49.2% 38.8% 2.3% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 62.9% 27.3% 8.3% 1.5% 0.0%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 33.4% 50.8% 131% 21% 0.5%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 381% 55.3% 6.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 32.2% 67.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 270% 36.0% 29.6% 74% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 33.0% 39.4% 21.6% 5.6% 04%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 1.7% 38.7% 40.4% 81% 1.0%
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2. In what ways are these decisions communicated?

© = S
= g B jp go 2
=2 8 88 S8 8sg B
5% 23 E%. 2% 283 5 =3
55§ EL EEB% EE3 EEf £ i3
a E= o8 ofEsoe oS oE ? S o
RowN%  RowN% RowN% Row N % RowN% RowN% RowN %
Prishtiné/Pristina 357% 06%  36.5% 51.5% 230% 07% 4.9%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/ Juzna Mitrovica 42.2% 26% 625% 304% 56.2% 1.0% 71%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 26.2% 23% 405% 29.4% 270% 00% 19.3%
Pejé/Pec¢ 531% 00% 577% 31.7% 88% 05% 183%
Prizren/Prizren 104% 16% 359% 38.0% 512% 07% 11.3%
Gjakové/Dakovica 2.8% 08% 744% 89.6% 93.9% 05% 0.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 2.0% 00%  419% 676%  835% 00%  00%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 26.4% 03% 52.9% 24.9% 69.9% 35% 80%
Skenderaj/Srbica 26.9% 09% 516%  486% 611% 00% 6.6%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 39.9% 504% 68.0% 36.5% 4.6% 0.0% 0.9%
Kliné/Klina 88.8% 00%  95.6% 7.3% 6.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 59.6% 144% 78.9% 52.8% 270% 08% 1.6%
Decan/Dec€ani 1.7% 42%  84.0% 91.2% 85.6% 00% 0.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 61.5% N.3% 483% 16.1% 337% 00% 2.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 277% 1.6% 461% 731% 600% 4.6% 7.2%
Rahovec/Orahovac 2.5% 6.9% 842%  812% 89.7% 00%  04%
Viti/Vitina 25.8% 15%  53.2% 48.2% 21.3% 00% 187%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 18.0% 00% 396% 32.2% 333% 17% 209%
Lipjan/Lipljan 183%  04% 523% 228%  408% 10%  74%
Shtime/étimlje 11.5% 07%  464% 214% 322% 2.5% 6.9%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 23.5% 16%  178% 3.3% 654% 06% 4.8%
Kaganik/KacCanik 277% 06%  391% 53.7% 473%  00% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/ Kosovo Polje 12.0% 05% 318%  359% 653% 00%  41%
Obilig/Obili¢ 36.7% 00% 297% 44.9% 43.6% 0.0% 51%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 51% 00% 20.7% 23.5% 526% 00% 309%
Zubin Potok/ Zubin Potok 20.2% 00% 13.8% 52% 547% 00%  101%
Shtérpcé/étrpce 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 89.9% 00%  101%
Zvegan/Zvecan 151% 40% 19.3% 4.7% 339% 00% 23.9%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 17.3% 00% 427%  345% 291%  31% 41%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 121% 07%  197% 99.3%  944% 24%  00%
Junik/Junik 1.0% 44%  89.3% 93.9% 828% 00% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 1.6% 00% 36.3% 0.4% 788% 06% 1.0%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 388% 04% 401% 36.6% 576% 1.2% 0.7%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 35.8% 43% 51.7% 51.6%  485% 00% 54%
Ranillug/Ranilug 379% 00% 526%  478%  422% 00% 53%
Partesh/Parte$ 561% 97%  54.6% 41% 424% 00% 106%
Kllokot/Klokot 65.5% 28% 449% 1.5% 446% 00% 14.3%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 91% 202%  311% 20.0% 92% 00% 12.8%
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3. In the last 12 months, have you visited the following?

M\Alljgl;gli?: ! Fa(ﬂltl)glt‘):lip:;ge Other None

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 121% 27.8% 00% 66.1%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/ JuZna Mitrovica 32.8% 61.7% 0.0% 33.9%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 12.9% 34.7% 0.0% 58.2%
Pejé/Peé 51% 30.8% 0.0% 66.9%
Prizren/Prizren 18.9% 30.9% 00% 65.4%
Gjakové/Dakovica 6.7% 75.3% 0.0% 23.8%
Podujevé/Podujevo 1.3% 41.0% 00% 58.4%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 21.0% 52.0% 0.0% 42.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 25.6% 48.0% 0.0% 45.6%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 46.2% 89.0% 00% 5.6%
Kliné/Klina 10.9% 44.4% 00% 53.6%
Istog/Istok 20.8% 58.0% 0.0% 352%
Decan/Decani 75% 89.0% 0.0% 9.9%
Dragash/Draga$ 36.0% 481% 00% 28.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 30.2% 41.9% 00% 574%
Rahovec/Orahovac 1.2% 83.9% 00% 13.0%
Viti/Vitina 4.8% 36.0% 0.0% 62.9%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 10.4% 41.4% 00% 56.1%
Lipjan/Lipljan 23.8% 421% 0.0% 52.3%
Shtime/étimlje 13.8% 40.9% 0.0% 571%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 19.3% 22.7% 0.0% 66.3%
Kacanik/Kacanik 10.6% 14.7% 00% 80.4%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 10.8% 20.2% 00% 73.5%
Obilig/Obili¢ 4.5% 1M1.3% 00% 86.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 3.6% 16.2% 00% 80.2%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 350% 13.8% 0.0% 51.2%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 00% 00% 100.0%
Zvegan/Zvetan 75% 38.0% 0.0% 54.5%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 201% 41.0% 00% 55.2%
Malishevé/Malisevo 18.2% 21.4% 00% 777%
Junik/Junik 10.6% 92.6% 0.0% 5.8%
Mamushé/Mamusa 2.6% 32.2% 0.0% 661%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 28.5% 29.7% 00% 62.2%
Graganicé/Gracanica 1.2% 14.9% 0.0% 771%
Ranillug/Ranilug 0.0% 4.2% 00% 95.8%
Partesh/Parte$ 54.3% 42.6% 0.0% 374%
Kllokot/Klokot 621% 40.7% 0.0% 33.7%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 14.9% 61.0% 00% 26.6%
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3a. How often have you visited municipal platforms in the last 12 months?

Daily Weekly Monthly Rarely
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 0.0% 78% 377% 54.5%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 170% 341% 20.4% 28.5%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 10.2% 6.2% 8.8% 74.8%
Pejé/Pec¢ 8.9% 28.4% 14.5% 481%
Prizren/Prizren 14.0% 231% 19.7% 43.2%
Gjakové/Dakovica 16.6% 191% 18.2% 461%
Podujevé/Podujevo 1.6% 96.8% 1.6% 00%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 00% 3.3% 20.6% 761%
Skenderaj/Srbica 15.9% 33.9% 29.9% 20.2%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 0.7% 34.7% 49.3% 15.4%
Kliné/Klina 271% 29.0% 81% 358%
Istog/Istok 30.9% 351% 17.9% 16.2%
Decan/Decani 391% 8.3% 7.8% 44.9%
Dragash/Draga$ 2.9% 22.5% 38.9% 35.7%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 8.3% 29.5% 291% 331%
Rahovec/Orahovac 38.2% 14.8% 1.4% 35.6%
Viti/Vitina 13.6% 16.4% 0.0% 70.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 151% 18.0% 15.2% 51.7%
Lipjan/Lipljan 9.3% 54.3% 26.0% 10.4%
Shtime/Stimlje 10.9% 50.0% 15.7% 23.4%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 8.3% 17.8% 34.5% 39.4%
Kacanik/Kacanik 2.5% 17.2% 34.3% 46.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 0.0% 21.4% 472% 31.5%
Obilig/Obili¢ 8.8% 22.2% 34.5% 34.5%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 00% 79% 00% 921%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 00% 00% 9.0% 91.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.7% 42.3% 511% 5.9%
Zvegan/Zvecan 0.0% 15.8% 38.2% 461%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 1.9% 66.6% 121% 19.4%
Malishevé/Malisevo 12.6% 36.0% 23.4% 279%
Junik/Junik 39.7% 181% 8.0% 34.2%
Mamushé/Mamusa 15.2% 391% 15.4% 30.3%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 16.6% 19.8% 18.2% 45.4%
Graganicé/GraCanica 74% 00% 20.6% 72.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 1.7% 19.2% 35.0% 441%
Kllokot/Klokot 3.3% 22.9% 54.0% 19.8%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 1.9% 19.7% 53.8% 24.6%
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3b. Why haven’t you visited any of the municipal platforms?

| find the plat- | preferto obtain |donothavean |wasnotaware  Other
forms difficult to  information from interest in mu- of these plat- (please

navigate other sources nicipal updates forms specify)

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 00% 20.6% 44.5% 34.9% 00%
L DTN 26.0% 23.2% 32.5% 15.5% 2.8%
Juzna Mitrovica
Gijilan/Gnijilane 00% 171% 56.2% 26.7% 00%
Pejé/Peé 15.8% 9.8% 31.8% 41.9% 0.6%
Prizren/Prizren 11.3% 16.1% 491% 23.5% 00%
Gjakové/Dakovica 3.2% 40.6% 52.5% 1.8% 1.8%
Podujevé/Podujevo 1.6% 1.8% 93.6% 31% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vuitrn 4.3% 6.5% 80.2% 56% 3.4%
Skenderaj/Srbica 21.6% 279% 30.2% 18.2% 21%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 00% 11.6% 52.5% 35.9% 00%
Kliné/Klina 25.4% 251% 270% 20.4% 21%
Istog/Istok 10.2% 17.8% 481% 16.8% 7.2%
Degan/Decani 11.6% 79.4% 9.0% 00% 00%
Dragash/Draga$ 1.3% 59% 84.0% 8.9% 0.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 1.8% 41.5% 36.8% 91% 06%
Rahovec/Orahovac 276% 31.9% 28.5% 11.9% 0.0%
Viti/Vitina 1.0% 13.8% 55.2% 30.0% 0.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 2.5% 171% 431% 374% 00%
Lipjan/Lipljan 6.3% 24.7% 56.1% 74% 5.5%
Shtime/étimlje 151% 18.3% 49.8% 12.6% 4.2%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 41% 3.2% 78.5% 14.2% 0.0%
Kaganik/Kacanik 00% 16.8% 53.9% 29.3% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/ Kosovo Polje 1.0% 6.7% 441% 48.2% 0.0%
Obilig/Obili¢ 00% 19.6% 51.9% 28.5% 00%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 0.0% 13.5% 280% 58.5% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/ Zubin Potok 47% 29.9% 45.4% 20.0% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 1.56% 00% 78.8% 19.7% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 57% 4.6% 12.7% 76.9% 0.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 9.2% 5.2% 69.0% 12.5% 41%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 1.2% 779% 20.4% 0.5% 00%
Junik/Junik 13.8% 56.9% 29.2% 00% 00%
Mamushé/Mamusa 25.6% 11.0% 36.4% 25.2% 1.7%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 00% 12.4% 521% 355% 00%
Graganicé/Gracanica 0.0% 25.5% 46.3% 28.2% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 8.0% 23.5% 391% 29.5% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 74% 13.2% 69.2% 10.3% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 2.7% 23.5% 42.0% 31.9% 0.0%
(e 16% 171% 68.3% 13.0% 00%

Severna Mitrovica

56 | CITIZEN SATISFACTION SURVEY 2023



4. For what reason have you visited the specific platform?

Information Information Job Subsi- Municipal
regardlng regardlng public openings dies budget'and Other
public tenders hearings spending

Row N % Row N % RowN% RowN % Row N % RO;: L
Prishtiné/Pristina 8.3% 14.3% 603% 13.2% 16.8% 13.6%
mj'gr?;"mfoﬂ/:’c%“ﬂ 10.3% 62.6% £92% 247%  94%  00%
Gjilan/Gnjilane 12.0% 3.8% 482% 28.8% 41% 351%
Pejé/Pec 255% 20.3% 519%  775% 29.6% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 29.7% 46.0% 453%  28.8% 201% 29.5%
Gjakové/bDakovica 91% 33.7% 712%  65.0% 50.8% 00%
Podujevé/Podujevo 74% 28.6% 783% 63.7% 7.6% 4.6%
Vushtrri/Vuitrn 12.0% 12.4% 670%  395% 19.0% 231%
Skenderaj/Srbica 13.8% 71.6% 470%  370% 9.6% 1.5%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 8.2% 37.3% 69.6%  481% 20.0% 00%
Kliné/Klina 28.5% 39.6% 754%  584% 54.0% 3.3%
Istog/Istok 9.7% 41.9% 39.7% 33.3% 171% 9.2%
Decan/Decani 17.2% 39.5% 83.0% 68.8% 54.6% 0.5%
Dragash/Draga$ 33.4% 34.8% 584%  201% 13.9% 2.2%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 36.6% 241% 640% 473% 278% 14.9%
Rahovec/Orahovac 9.2% 401% 778%  756% 41.0% 1.3%
Viti/Vitina 10.9% 18.8% 63.7% 12.7% 91% 38.2%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 11.0% 23.0% 516%  19.4% 17.2% 39.2%
Lipjan/Lipljan 8.5% 71% 275%  32.2% 6.2% 34.5%
Shtime/étimlje 8.6% 12.7% 179%  28.8% 6.8% 521%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 9.6% 25.6% 56.9%  48.6% 18.8% 8.2%
Kacanik/Kacanik 13.7% 13.5% 578%  43.6% 15.9% 6.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 0.0% 18.8% 689%  26.5% 18.6% 2.6%
Obilig/Obili¢ 0.0% 270% 534% 36.2% 9.9% 55%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 41% 0.0% 80.3% 51% 0.0% 391%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 1.0% 20.5% 454%  43.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Shtérpcé/étrpce 31% 52.5% 788% 353% 2.5% 0.0%
Zvecgan/Zvedan 15.8% 6.9% 309%  25.6% 20.7% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 3.0% 16.5% 310%  171% 51% 43.0%
Malishevé/Malisevo 54.3% 20.5% 475%  63.3% 52% 00%
Junik/Junik 12.4% 48.3% 83.0% 708% 48.0% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 16.8% 1.8% 103%  46.2% 41.9% 270%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 13.8% 18.9% 53.7%  63.6% 11.4% 1.9%
Graganicé/Gracanica 13.4% 29.0% 428%  356% 13.4% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 0.0% 0.0% 00%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 34.7% 321% 502% 458% 241% 00%
Kllokot/Klokot 58.3% 34.8% 620% 57.5% 36.7% 0.0%
Mitrovice e Veriu/ 2.6% 18.7% 361% 332%  135%  00%
Severna Mitrovica
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5. Did you find the requested information/service?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 531% 46.9%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 871% 12.9%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 66.2% 33.8%
Pejé/Pec 85.2% 14.8%
Prizren/Prizren 87.8% 12.2%
Gjakové/Dakovica 72.0% 28.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 60.9% 391%
Vushtrri/Vucitrn 80.7% 19.3%
Skenderaj/Srbica 90.7% 9.3%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 65.0% 35.0%
Kliné/Klina 86.7% 13.3%
Istog/Istok 83.2% 16.8%
Decan/Decani 65.4% 34.6%
Dragash/Draga$ 69.0% 31.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 91.6% 8.4%
Rahovec/Orahovac 761% 23.9%
Viti/Vitina 64.7% 35.3%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 65.4% 34.6%
Lipjan/Lipljan 91.9% 81%
Shtime/Stimlje 86.3% 13.7%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 46.4% 53.6%
Kacanik/Kacanik 66.3% 33.7%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 65.6% 34.4%
Obilig/Obili¢ 511% 48.9%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 43.6% 56.4%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 43.2% 56.8%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 314% 68.6%
Zvegan/Zvecan 38.7% 61.3%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 86.7% 13.3%
Malishevé/Malisevo 100.0% 0.0%
Junik/Junik 74.5% 25.5%
Mamushé/Mamusa 72.7% 27.3%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 86.0% 14.0%
Graganicé/Gracanica 41.6% 58.4%
Ranillug/Ranilug 100.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Partes$ 72.0% 28.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 72.8% 27.2%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 470% 53.0%
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6. How easily did you find the information that you needed? Rate from 1 to 4, where
1 - Very difficult, 2- Pretty difficult, 3 - Easy and 4 - Very easy; 9 - Refuse/No opinion.

Municipal website Facebook page Other

Mean Mean Mean
Prishtiné/Pristina 3.44 3.48
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 3.52 349
Gjilan/Gnijilane 3.05 3.39
Pejé/Pec 3.71 342
Prizren/Prizren 3.52 3.45
Gjakové/Dakovica 3.26 313
Podujevé/Podujevo 4,00 3.84
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 318 316
Skenderaj/Srbica 3.65 3.58
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 3.51 340
Kliné/Klina 3.91 3.92

Istog/Istok 3.67 3.78 3.63
Decan/Decani 314 3.08
Dragash/Draga$ 3.38 3.49
Suhareké/Suva Reka 3.80 3.81
Rahovec/Orahovac 318 3.08
Viti/Vitina 305 3.36
Kamenicé/Kamenica 3.79 3.36
Lipjan/Lipljan 342 3.4
Shtime/Stimlje 3.34 319
Ferizaj/UroSevac 343 3.50
Kacanik/Kacanik 3.46 3.58
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 3.80 3.38
Obilig/Obili¢ 3.40 3.85
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 4,00 3.00
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 2.82 2.58
Shtérpcé/Strpce 3.90 3.20
Zvegan/Zvecan 2.63 2.39
Gllogovc/Glogovac 3.39 3.41
Malishevé/Malisevo 3.92 3.81
Junik/Junik 3.02 3.08

Mamushé/Mamusa 3.05 3.58 4,00

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 3.32 3.39 4,00
Graganicé/Gra¢anica 2.61 3.00
Ranillug/Ranilug 3.563 4,00
Partesh/Partes$ 342 3.38
Kllokot/Klokot 3.32 3.58
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 3.06 3n
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7. How easily did you understand the information published by the municipality?

1-Notatall ~2-Somewhat 3-Somewhat 4-Veryunder- 9 - Refuse/

und:rbsl’:aand- 2?;#;3&; undglezand- standable; No opinion

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 00% 0.0% 41.4% 58.6% 0.0%
mjgr?;"mfoji“c%“t/ 0.0% 19% 26.7% 713% 0.0%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 00% 3.5% 42.9% 53.7% 0.0%
Pejé/Peé 00% 1.8% 49.7% 48.5% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 1.5% 1.2% 50.8% 46.5% 0.0%
Gjakové/Dakovica 00% 5.3% 671% 276% 00%
Podujevé/Podujevo 0.0% 2.7% 10.9% 86.4% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 0.0% 77% 46.1% 46.3% 0.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 00% 1.6% 27.2% 711% 00%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 00% 18.7% 55.4% 26.0% 00%
Kliné/Klina 0.0% 0.0% 12.7% 87.3% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 0.8% 0.6% 25.7% 73.0% 0.0%
Decan/Decani 00% 9.9% 761% 141% 0.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 00% 2.6% 47.3% 501% 0.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 0.0% 0.0% 11.0% 89.0% 0.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 0.0% 12.0% 75.2% 12.8% 00%
Viti/Vitina 00% 22.8% 48.2% 29.0% 0.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 15% 9.5% 37.5% 51.4% 00%
Lipjan/Lipljan 0.0% 3.4% 41.9% 54.7% 0.0%
Shtime/Stimlje 00% 00% 32.8% 67.2% 00%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 00% 41% 56.8% 391% 0.0%
Kaganik/Kacanik 00% 10.2% 21.2% 68.6% 00%
Fushé Kosové/ Kosovo Polje 0.0% 8.5% 32.8% 58.7% 00%
Obilig/Obili¢ 0.0% 55% 24.9% 69.6% 0.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 0.0% 581% 41.9% 00% 00%
Zubin Potok/ Zubin Potok 0.0% 31% 78.8% 151% 2.9%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 26.5% 53.3% 20.3% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 0.0% 23.6% 61.3% 151% 0.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 00% 1.6% 35.5% 62.9% 0.0%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 00% 00% 6.0% 94.0% 00%
Junik/Junik 00% 12.9% 73.8% 13.2% 00%
Mamushé/Mamusa 2.6% 0.0% 28.4% 69.0% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 0.0% 5.8% 58.0% 36.2% 0.0%
Graganicé/Gracanica 0.0% 00% 100.0% 0.0% 00%
Ranillug/Ranilug 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 00% 2.3% 49.7% 48.0% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 1.7% 81% 51.5% 38.8% 0.0%
ARIE= O L) 3.6% 23.5% 56.7% 16.3% 00%

Severna Mitrovica
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8. How did you interact with your municipality in the past 12 months?

| participated in pub-  Through individu-

Through joint com-

lic meetings (public  al meetings (with munity initiatives | didn't
hearings, meetings ~ Mayor, Director,  (village/neighborhood  have any  Other
with the municipal municipal council, Civil Society  interaction
officials, etc.) officials) Organizations, etc.)
Row N % Row N % Row N % RowNd% o
Prishtiné/Pristina 58% 4.5% 6.7% 887% 00%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 41% 5.3% 4.2% 909% 0.0%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 14% 1.8% 1.2% 965% 00%
Pejé/Pec 3.6% 50% 6.0% 901%  11%
Prizren/Prizren 1.9% 3.2% 11% 96.0% 0.0%
Gjakové/Dakovica 1.3% 1.9% 81% 90.2% 00%
Podujevé/Podujevo 0.0% 0.0% 00% 100.0% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 70% 14.7% 8.8% 707% 81%
Skenderaj/Srbica 4.2% 1.3% 21% 846% 00%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 25.5% 69.9% 48.9% 33% 00%
Kliné/Klina 10.8% 1% 15.0% 744% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 7% 7% 4.4% 851% 0.3%
Degan/Decani 11% 1.7% 14.3% 82.9% 00%
Dragash/Draga$ 301% 1.7% 15.9% 565% 00%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 2.3% 17.56% 3.7% 770%  00%
Rahovec/Orahovac 1.8% 4.5% 1.3% 833% 13%
Viti/Vitina 31% 2.9% 1.2% 944% 08%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 10.0% 5.8% 9.4% 801%  0.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 3.6% 5.5% 1.4% 89.3% 06%
Shtime/étimlje 2.2% 6.5% 0.5% 924% 00%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 2.9% 6.2% 0.8% 916% 0.0%
Kacanik/Kacanik 4.8% 6.5% 3.5% 89.3% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 2.0% 8.8% 0.0% 90.2% 00%
Obilig/Obili¢ 3.9% 3.6% 6.0% 902% 0.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 0.0% 14% 1.6% 970% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 0.7% 18.7% 0.7% 79.9% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 976% 00%
Zvegan/Zvec€an 12.7% 2.0% 6.4% 789% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 31% 4.0% 31% 900% 1.0%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 11% 19.0% 6.5% 75.9% 0.0%
Junik/Junik 2.0% 71% 12.3% 80.7% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 4.5% 2.5% 0.5% 936% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 121% 10.8% 101% 82.9% 00%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 0.0% 00% 00% 1000% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 10.9% 78% 00% 812% 00%
Partesh/Parte$ 13.5% 21.0% 34.3% 538% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 382% 171% 61.6% 337% 00%
TS (O el 22.0% 31.3% 16.2% 320% 00%
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9. For what kind of issues did you raise with the municipality?

(ie. roads, sidewalks,
public lighting and

Local infrastructure
signalling)

Education

Environment (waste
lity, etc.)

management, air

qua

Health

Cultural/recreational
actiViti/Vitinaes

Public safety (policing,
;/dogs,

crime, stra
vandalism

Traffic (parking,
g paths, public
transport)

walkin

inlaised

Issues affecting women
groups (pleaséJ specify)

and other mar

Other

Row N % RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

Prishtiné/Pristina 54.5% 555% - 264%  335%  94% 2.2% 6.5% 00% 00%
Yiirovice.e Jugutf 0%  B% 9% 5% B8%  00%  190% 9%  00%
Gjilan/Gnjilane 100.0% 00% 00%  560%  00% 00% 00% 00% 00%
Pejé/Pe¢ 95.0% 6.5% 00%  192%  00% 00% 00% 00% 50%
Prizren/Prizren 378% 396%  1B2%  309%  378% 396% 132% 314% 0.0%
Gjakové/Dakovica 100.0% 00%  302%  00%  T7% 33.6% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 00% 00% 00%  00%  00% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0%
VushtrriVugitrn 80.7% 0.0% 36% 49% 0.0% 20.2% 25.7% 00% 8.9%
Skenderaj/Srbica 56.0% 25%  36%  542%  48% 49% 98% 00% 98%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 2.7% R5%  59% 0%  67% 188% 25.4% 107% 0.0%
Kliné/Klina 55.2% 3%  Am%  00%  66% 00% 00% 00% 236%
Istog/Istok 52.2% 96%  198%  00%  57% 57% 12.7% 00% 141%
Degan/DeCani 85.6% 00% 48% 00% 9% 326% 106% 47% 80%
Dragash/Draga$ 18.3% B0%  369% 8% 325% 75% 23.7% 00% 00%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 306% 216% 0.0% 39% 39% 70% 53% 0.0% 46.3%
Rahovec/Orahovac 86.4% % 95%  00%  57% 416% 136% 00% 81%
VitiVitina 83.3% B7%  00%  00%  00% 00% 00% 00% 00%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 83.3% 00%  167%  180%  00% 00% 184% 00% 16.7%
Lipjan/Lipljan 747% 53%  00%  00%  136% 00% 13.6% 00% 0.0%
Shtime/Stimlje 100.0% 00% 00%  00%  00% 00% 15.5% 00% 1.3%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 745% 91% 7% 9% 0.0% 25.5% 205% 0.0% 0.0%
Kaganik/Kacanik 42.5% 305%  695%  628%  131% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
F”S-Qé Kosove/Kosovo 8% 8% 195%  288%  307% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21%
Obilig/Obilic 821% B6%  665%  355%  79% 15.6% 35.5% 00% 100%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 00% 1000%  00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 0.0% 699%  261%  739%  00% 301% 00% 00% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpoe 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
Zvegan/Zvetan 61.8% 8%  00%  00%  00% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 100.0% 00% 00%  00%  00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 72.5% 00% 57% 00%  00% 00% 57% 00% 219%
Junik/Junik 75.4% 00% 97% 00%  310% 395% 8.9% 121% 00%
Mamushé/Mamusa 00% 00% 00%  B24%  476% 0.0% 476% 00% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 88.2% 195%  455% 8%  296% 15.9% 34.2% 58% 0.0%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 00% 582%  00%  00%  00% 118% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 502% 00% 8% 6%  196% 2.7% 16.3% 39% 00%
Partesh/Parte$ 546% A% 504%  238%  98% 41.2% 36.0% 5.3% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 611% 9% 5% 82%  437% 32.5% 173% 1.8% 00%
ltrovice e Veriut 0.0% 1% W% B5% 30% 00% 0.0% 00% 00%

everna Mitrovica
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8. How did you interact with your municipality in the past 12 months?
I participated in public meetings (public hearings, meetings with the
municipal officials, etc.)

No Yes

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 94.2% 5.8%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/JuZna Mitrovica 95.9% 41%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 98.6% 14%
Pejé/Pe¢ 96.4% 3.6%
Prizren/Prizren 981% 1.9%
Gjakové/Dakovica 98.7% 1.3%
Podujevé/Podujevo 100.0% 00%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 93.0% 70%
Skenderaj/Srbica 95.8% 4.2%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 74.5% 25.5%
Kliné/Klina 89.2% 10.8%
Istog/Istok 92.3% 77%
Decan/Dec€ani 98.9% 11%
Dragash/Dragas 69.9% 301%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 97.7% 2.3%
Rahovec/Orahovac 98.2% 1.8%
Viti/Vitina 96.9% 31%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 90.0% 100%
Lipjan/Lipljan 96.4% 3.6%
Shtime/Stimlje 978% 2.2%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 971% 2.9%
Kacanik/Kacanik 95.2% 4.8%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 98.0% 2.0%
Obilig/Obili¢ 96.1% 3.9%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 100.0% 00%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 99.3% 0.7%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 100.0% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zve€an 87.3% 12.7%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 96.9% 31%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 98.9% 11%
Junik/Junik 98.0% 2.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 95.5% 4.5%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 87.9% 121%
Graganicé/Gra¢anica 100.0% 00%
Ranillug/Ranilug 891% 10.9%
Partesh/Parte$ 86.5% 13.5%
Kllokot/Klokot 61.8% 38.2%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 78.0% 22.0%
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10. Since you raised an issue (from question 8a), did the municipality
respond to the issue you raised?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 42.8% 57.2%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 66.2% 33.8%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 100.0% 0.0%
Pejé/Pet 63.3% 36.7%
Prizren/Prizren 100.0% 00%
Gjakové/Dakovica 391% 60.9%
Podujevé/Podujevo 00% 00%
Vushtrri/Vuéitrn 50.7% 49.3%
Skenderaj/Srbica 78.9% 211%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 46.9% 531%
Kliné/Klina 43.0% 570%
Istog/Istok 71.7% 28.3%
Decan/Decani 61.0% 39.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 54.0% 46.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 66.4% 33.6%
Rahovec/Orahovac 51.4% 48.6%
Viti/Vitina 22.9% 771%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 26.0% 74.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 44.0% 56.0%
Shtime/Stimlje 44,9% 551%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 57.3% 42.7%
Kacanik/Ka&anik 40.9% 591%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 80.5% 19.5%
Obilig/Obili¢ 44.5% 55.5%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 00% 100.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 00% 100.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 100.0% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 61.8% 38.2%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 63.7% 36.3%
Malishevé/Malisevo 69.2% 30.8%
Junik/Junik 66.9% 331%
Mamushé/Mamusa 52.4% 476%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 73.0% 270%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 0.0% 100.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 33.2% 66.8%
Partesh/Parte$ 59.3% 40.7%
Kllokot/Klokot 58.6% 41.4%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 577% 42.3%
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12. How satisfied were you with the municipality’s response to the issue you raised?

2 - Some-

3-Some-

4 -Com-

| Sglt(i);f?‘t’;” dissv:?iitﬁed savtvigﬁzd szlt?stﬁgd ﬂ" ngﬂ?:'ﬁ

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishting/Pristina 9.7% 19.9% 70.4% 0.0% 0.0%
%gﬁ;ﬁf&ﬁw 00% 246%  381%  373%  00%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 22.0% 00% 78.0% 0.0% 00%
Pejé/Pec 5.2% 25.0% 28.9% 40.9% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 0.0% 0.0% 60.4% 39.6% 00%
Gjakové/Dakovica 234% 23.6% 52.9% 0.0% 00%
Podujevé/Podujevo 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 14.7% 15.3% 59.0% 7.3% 3.6%
Skenderaj/Srbica 4.9% 6.7% 21.0% 67.4% 00%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 2.7% 21.0% 62.9% 13.4% 0.0%
Kliné/Klina 281% 11.0% 44.4% 10.0% 6.6%
Istog/Istok 141% 71% 33.2% 45.7% 0.0%
Decan/Dec¢ani 19.3% 19.2% 614% 0.0% 00%
Dragash/Draga$ 101% 25.8% 431% 21.0% 0.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 00% 35.7% 28.4% 35.9% 0.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 81% 18.2% 68.5% 5.3% 0.0%
Viti/Vitina 39.5% 20.9% 16.7% 22.9% 0.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 18.0% 33.4% 39.3% 9.3% 0.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 50.6% 307% 18.7% 0.0% 00%
Shtime/étimlje 16.7% 28.0% 34.3% 211% 0.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 6.8% 26.4% 36.6% 301% 0.0%
Kacanik/Kacanik 0.0% 35.0% 42.5% 22.6% 0.0%
Fushé Kosoveé / Kosovo Polje 19.5% 0.0% 59.4% 211% 0.0%
Obilig/Obili¢ 19.9% 0.0% 721% 79% 0.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 48.0% 00% 52.0% 00% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 401% 15.0% 30.5% 00% 14.4%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 00% 00% 100.0% 00% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 0.0% 38.2% 61.8% 0.0% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 00%
Malishevé/Malisevo 24.8% 71% 441% 24.0% 0.0%
Junik/Junik 4.4% 13.7% 73.8% 81% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 476% 00% 0.0% 52.4% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 00% 23.6% 60.5% 15.9% 0.0%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 41.8% 00% 58.2% 00% 00%
Ranillug/Ranilug 57% 31.6% 570% 57% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 10.5% 13.9% 61.3% 14.3% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 10.8% 13.8% 67.8% 7.6% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 0.0% 35.9% 54.8% 9.3% 0.0%
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12a. Why were you not satisfied with the municipality’s response?

$8y33 Z:52585 22:.53s 85253 =

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 00% 00% 671% 32.9% 00%
Mitrovicé e Jugut / Juzna Mitrovica 50.0% 00% 50.0% 00% 00%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 0.0% 100.0% 00% 0.0% 00%
Pejé/Pec 59.4% 0.0% 40.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
Gjakové/Dakovica 24.9% 00% 00% 751% 00%
Podujevé/Podujevo 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 16.3% 51.0% 16.3% 16.3% 0.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 42.4% 00% 00% 576% 00%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 10.5% 13.2% 59.6% 16.7% 00%
Kliné/Klina 24.6% 91% 6.7% 51.2% 8.3%
Istog/Istok 66.7% 0.0% 00% 33.3% 0.0%
Decan/Dec€ani 18.7% 22.8% 22.8% 35.7% 0.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 0.0% 0.0% 56.3% 43.7% 0.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 00% 00% 34.5% 65.5% 0.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 41.7% 201% 00% 38.2% 0.0%
Viti/Vitina 37.9% 0.0% 34.6% 276% 0.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 32.5% 00% 0.0% 00% 67.5%
Lipjan/Lipljan 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 83.3% 00%
Shtime/étimlje 0.0% 0.0% 37.3% 62.7% 0.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 411% 38.3% 0.0% 20.6% 0.0%
Kaganik/Kacanik 0.0% 50.0% 00% 50.0% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Obilig/Obili¢ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 00% 100.0% 0.0% 00% 00%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 00% 219% 301% 479% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 00% 00% 0.0% 100.0% 00%
Junik/Junik 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 0.0% 100.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 24.5% 24.5% 0.0% 51.0% 00%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 00% 00% 00% 100.0% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 21.2% 54.3% 24.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 37.7% 22.8% 10.8% 28.6% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 15.5% 10.9% 291% 44.5% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 8.5% 8.5% 477% 35.2% 00%
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13. How does the municipality engage you during public meetings?

The municipality

| am only informed what The municipality asks for

is going to happen or og{%‘:]'g?ng'gsg%r open feedbgc_k/opini_on
has already happened feedback/opinion (without providing options)

Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 20.8% 52.8% 26.4%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/ Juzna Mitrovica 579% 421% 0.0%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 73.7% 9.2% 171%
Pejé/Peé 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 64.8% 261% 91%
Gjakové/Dakovica 36.8% 1.4% 51.7%
Podujevé/Podujevo 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 49,5% 40.8% 9.8%
Skenderaj/Srbica 21.3% 74.9% 3.8%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 12.2% 63.9% 23.9%
Kliné/Klina 175% 771% 5.3%
Istog/Istok 9.6% 79.7% 10.7%
Decan/Decani 31.2% 331% 35.7%
Dragash/Draga$ 17.8% 72.2% 9.9%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 13.4% 51.4% 35.2%
Rahovec/Orahovac 10.4% 591% 30.5%
Viti/Vitina 41.3% 29.5% 29.2%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 58.7% 23.3% 18.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 27.3% 26.6% 461%
Shtime/Stimlje 20.4% 46,6% 33.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 576% 24.2% 18.2%
Kacanik/Kacanik 22.3% 69.9% 77%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 771% 5.3% 17.6%
Obilig/Obili¢ 457% 50.3% 4.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 84.5% 15.5% 0.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 100.0% 00% 00%
Zvegan/Zve€an 62.7% 14.2% 231%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 35.4% 45.3% 19.3%
Malishevé/Malisevo 181% 55.4% 26.4%
Junik/Junik 16.6% 51.5% 31.9%
Mamushé/Mamusa 70.5% 10.8% 18.7%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 20.8% 75.0% 4.2%
Graganicé/Gracanica 28.7% 66.6% 4.7%
Ranillug/Ranilug 30.0% 281% 41.8%
Partesh/Partes$ 18.5% 52.4% 291%
Kllokot/Klokot 35.7% 36.7% 276%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ 12.0% 20.9% 179%

Severna Mitrovica
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14. To what extent do you agree that municipal authorities take into account participants’
suggestions during public meetings?

) ppsgee  3-ages Sy 8-l

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 0.0% 0.0% 81.0% 19.0% 0.0%
mj‘;‘]’;"mfoig“u 00% 00% 15.5% 84.5% 00%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 00% 00%
Pejé/Peé 16.3% 9.3% 31.2% 43.2% 00%
Prizren/Prizren 0.0% 0.0% 741% 25.9% 0.0%
Gjakové/bDakovica 00% 7.7% 92.3% 00% 00%
Podujevé/Podujevo 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 0.0% 15.3% 67.7% 170% 0.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 00% 4.9% 11.9% 83.2% 00%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 9.0% 28.8% 46.8% 14.8% 0.5%
Kliné/Klina 6.1% 4.9% 68.3% 20.7% 00%
Istog/Istok 3.3% 0.0% 60.2% 36.5% 00%
Decan/Decani 4.2% 0.0% 88.5% 7.3% 0.0%
Dragash/Dragas 0.0% 10.0% 43.7% 44.7% 1.6%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 0.0% 3.2% 731% 23.8% 0.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 00% 78% 84.5% 77% 00%
Viti/Vitina 52.0% 10.4% 376% 00% 0.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 00% 00% 83.6% 16.4% 00%
Lipjan/Lipljan 4.2% 5.3% 65.7% 24.9% 00%
Shtime/étimlje 0.0% 16.8% 574% 25.8% 0.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 0.0% 24.8% 382% 370% 00%
Kacanik/Kacanik 0.0% 8.3% 81.8% 9.9% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 23.0% 0.0% 770% 00% 00%
Obilig/Obili¢ 74% 38.8% 39.3% 0.0% 14.5%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 0.0% 93.7% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 0.0% 0.0% 79.6% 204% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 1.7% 25.6% 60.2% 12.5% 00%
Zvegan/Zve€an 00% 8.6% 91.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 0.0% 9.8% 67.3% 22.9% 00%
Malishevé/Malisevo 0.0% 1.8% 69.7% 28.5% 00%
Junik/Junik 0.0% 0.0% 83.5% 16.5% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 00% 00% 36.6% 63.4% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 0.0% 15.4% 64.0% 20.6% 00%
Graganicé/Gracanica 4.4% 40.7% 50.7% 41% 00%
Ranillug/Ranilug 59.8% 00% 40.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 0.0% 31.2% 50.7% 18.1% 00%
Kllokot/Klokot 0.0% 27.3% 56.2% 16.5% 0.0%
ALIARSO ALY 106% 46.0% 361% 5.3% 20%

Severna Mitrovica

68 | CITIZEN SATISFACTION SURVEY 2023



15. Would you be willing to use digital platforms to engage with your municipality?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 80.9% 191%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 75.7% 24.3%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 561% 43.9%
Pejé/Pec¢ 49.0% 51.0%
Prizren/Prizren 59.3% 40.7%
Gjakové/Dakovica 71.0% 29.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 35.9% 641%
Vushtrri/Vuéitrn 75.5% 24.5%
Skenderaj/Srbica 68.6% 314%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 36.9% 631%
Kliné/Klina 66.3% 33.7%
Istog/Istok 79.7% 20.3%
Decan/Decani 76.4% 23.6%
Dragash/Draga$ 64.8% 35.2%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 741% 25.9%
Rahovec/Orahovac 801% 19.9%
Viti/Vitina 58.2% 41.8%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 43.5% 56.5%
Lipjan/Lipljan 49.2% 50.8%
Shtime/Stimlje 54.6% 45.4%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 870% 13.0%
Kaganik/KacCanik 58.2% 41.8%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 52.2% 478%
Obilig/Obili¢ 57.4% 42.6%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 28.7% 71.3%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 64.0% 36.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 33.7% 66.3%
Zvegan/Zvecan 53.7% 46.3%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 511% 48.9%
Malishevé/Malisevo 71.8% 28.2%
Junik/Junik 85.4% 14.6%
Mamushé/Mamusa 33.5% 66.5%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 67.3% 32.7%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 61.6% 38.4%
Ranillug/Ranilug 55.0% 45.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 64.3% 35.7%
Kllokot/Klokot 83.9% 161%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 22.0% 78.0%
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16. Do you have information on how the municipal budget is split?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 9.0% 91.0%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 26.6% 73.4%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 4.3% 95.7%
Pejé/Pec¢ 31.3% 68.7%
Prizren/Prizren 121% 879%
Gjakové/Dakovica 26.8% 73.2%
Podujevé/Podujevo 81% 91.9%
Vushtrri/Vuéitrn 32.0% 68.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 24.0% 76.0%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 57.7% 42.3%
Kliné/Klina 44.8% 55.2%
Istog/Istok 33.6% 66.4%
Decan/Decani 28.9% 711%
Dragash/Draga$ 39.4% 60.6%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 12.5% 87.5%
Rahovec/Orahovac 34.9% 651%
Viti/Vitina 41% 95.9%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 19.8% 80.2%
Lipjan/Lipljan 13.5% 86.5%
Shtime/Stimlje 10.9% 891%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 4.9% 951%
Kacanik/Kacanik 6.9% 931%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 8.6% 91.4%
Obilig/Obili¢ 58% 94.2%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 2.6% 97.4%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 0.0% 100.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 00% 100.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 41% 95.9%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 9.8% 90.2%
Malishevé/Malisevo 4.7% 95.3%
Junik/Junik 33.4% 66.6%
Mamushé/Mamusa 5.5% 94.5%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 13.5% 86.5%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 52% 94.8%
Ranillug/Ranilug 0.0% 100.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 32.9% 671%
Kllokot/Klokot 23.9% 761%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 281% 71.9%
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17. How satisfied are you with project priority setting in the municipal budget?

1-Notat 2-Somewhat 3-Somewhat 4-Completely 9 - Refuse/

all satisfied  dissatisfied satisfied satisfied No opinion

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 45% 12.0% 43.3% 40.2% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 3.2% 8.6% 60.3% 279% 00%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 00% 9.5% 71.3% 00% 19.2%
Pejé/Pet 3.5% 88% 79.0% 8.7% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 13.4% 5.9% 52.9% 19.2% 8.5%
Gjakové/Dakovica 0.0% 20.3% 78.4% 1.3% 0.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 0.0% 22.7% 63.8% 13.4% 0.0%
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 1.0% 16.8% 56.2% 20.4% 57%
Skenderaj/Srbica 10.2% 6.5% 34.4% 49.0% 00%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 00% 30.6% 49.0% 20.4% 00%
Kliné/Klina 3.2% 101% 81.5% 5.3% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 2.7% 70% 72.9% 17.3% 00%
Decan/Dec€ani 00% 19.9% 801% 0.0% 00%
Dragash/Dragas 1.9% 13.5% 53.6% 31.0% 0.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 0.0% 00% 63.8% 36.2% 00%
Rahovec/Orahovac 1.9% 13.3% 83.8% 10% 00%
Viti/Vitina 19.5% 11.0% 42.7% 26.8% 0.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 45% 13.6% 68.7% 13.1% 0.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 10.2% 00% 82.2% 76% 0.0%
Shtime/étimlje 0.0% 4.4% 776% 18.0% 0.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 0.0% 0.0% 472% 391% 13.7%
Kacanik/Kacanik 70% 9.8% 49.8% 33.4% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové / Kosovo Polje 13.3% 241% 35.6% 270% 00%
Obilig/Obili¢ 12.6% 27.2% 278% 32.4% 0.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 40.9% 0.0% 591% 0.0% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 15.9% 67.5% 16.6% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zve€an 00% 39.4% 60.6% 00% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 6.5% 13.0% 67.3% 13.3% 0.0%
Malishevé/Malisevo 0.0% 0.0% 31.5% 68.5% 0.0%
Junik/Junik 11% 8.3% 90.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 26.3% 11.9% 314% 30.5% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 00% 41.6% 38.9% 19.5% 00%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 40.9% 591% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 0.0% 387% 35.6% 25.7% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 0.0% 16.2% 61.2% 22.6% 00%
Kllokot/Klokot 1.9% 11.0% 61.6% 255% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica ~ 16.8% 26.9% 32.8% 22.2% 1.3%
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18. To what extent are you aware about the role and responsibilities of Municipal
Assembly members?

1-Notatall ~ 2-Slightly 3-Moderately 4 -Extremely 9 - Refuse/

aware aware aware aware No opinion
Row Valid N % Row ValidN % RowValidN% Row ValidN % Row Valid N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 15.5% 470% 22.5% 13.4% 1.6%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 33.8% 25.0% 26.0% 1.5% 3.7%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 38.9% 42.0% 14.0% 51% 00%
Pejé/Peé 6.7% 34.8% 39.2% 19.3% 00%
Prizren/Prizren 37.7% 33.9% 18.4% 4.4% 5.6%
Gjakové/Dakovica 2.6% 41.0% 54.6% 1.8% 0.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 55.2% 201% 22.5% 1.8% 04%
Vushtrri/Vuitrn 1.4% 26.7% 44.4% 14.7% 2.8%
Skenderaj/Srbica 38.7% 24.8% 21.8% 11.8% 2.9%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 41% 278% 51.8% 16.0% 0.3%
Kliné/Klina 3.0% 9.9% 42.3% 44.7% 00%
Istog/Istok 5.0% 23.2% 45.2% 26.7% 0.0%
Decan/Decani 1.9% 31.2% 66.2% 0.7% 0.0%
Dragash/Dragas 1.8% 22.7% 48.9% 26.6% 00%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 170% 378% 37.3% 5.7% 2.2%
Rahovec/Orahovac 91% 35.6% 53.0% 2.4% 00%
Viti/Vitina 43.6% 33.6% 20.7% 1.0% 1.2%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 33.4% 34.6% 24.9% 6.5% 0.5%
Lipjan/Lipljan 48.0% 251% 19.7% 4.6% 2.6%
Shtime/étimlje 53.2% 25.9% 18.2% 2.3% 0.3%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 55.9% 211% 14.6% 58% 2.6%
Kacanik/Kacanik 15.3% 59.6% 21.3% 3.8% 00%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 25.4% 47.8% 21.7% 4.6% 0.5%
Obilig/Obilié 22.3% 47.3% 23.9% 4.5% 2.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 30.9% 314% 35.7% 00% 2.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 9.3% 421% 479% 0.7% 0.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 94.5% 55% 00% 00% 00%
Zvegan/Zve€an 13.2% 34.4% 48.6% 3.2% 0.6%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 461% 270% 161% 8.6% 2.2%
Malishevé/Malisevo 121% 52.8% 28.6% 4.4% 21%
Junik/Junik 2.2% 25.4% 70.3% 2.2% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 511% 26.8% 18.6% 3.5% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 18.6% 42.0% 29.9% 8.2% 1.4%
Graganicé/Gracanica 18.2% 661% 13.5% 21% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 28.2% 61.4% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 11.0% 26.4% 53.2% 9.4% 00%
Kllokot/Klokot 12.9% 30.3% 42.7% 12.4% 1.7%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 22.8% 30.3% 401% 57% 11%
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19. Did you meet any municipal assembly member in the past 12 months to
discuss common public issues?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 15.7% 84.3%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 13.6% 86.4%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 4.0% 96.0%
Pejé/Pec 8.7% 91.3%
Prizren/Prizren 12.7% 87.3%
Gjakové/Dakovica 29.2% 70.8%
Podujevé/Podujevo 21% 97.9%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 25.0% 75.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 10.9% 891%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 41.3% 58.7%
Kliné/Klina 23.2% 76.8%
Istog/Istok 24.6% 75.4%
Decan/Dec¢ani 33.4% 66.6%
Dragash/Draga$ 14.0% 86.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 276% 72.4%
Rahovec/Orahovac 43.4% 56.6%
Viti/Vitina 77% 92.3%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 18.3% 81.7%
Lipjan/Lipljan 1.2% 88.8%
Shtime/Stimlje 7.2% 92.8%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 6.7% 93.3%
Kaganik/Kacanik 13.4% 86.6%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 14.2% 85.8%
Obilig/Obili¢ 8.3% 91.7%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 2.0% 98.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 0.7% 99.3%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 00% 100.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 6.4% 93.6%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 6.0% 94.0%
Malishevé/Malisevo 27.7% 72.3%
Junik/Junik 42.0% 58.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 23.6% 76.4%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 21.0% 79.0%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 51% 94.9%
Ranillug/Ranilug 78% 92.2%
Partesh/Parte$ 39.0% 61.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 81.8% 18.2%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 21.0% 79.0%
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20. Have you attended any Municipal Assembly sessions in the
last 12 months?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 3.6% 96.4%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 2.6% 97.4%
Gjilan/Gnjilane 2.2% 97.8%
Pejé/Pec 3.5% 96.5%
Prizren/Prizren 3.5% 96.5%
Gjakové/Dakovica 9.8% 90.2%
Podujevé/Podujevo 3.7% 96.3%
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 2.3% 97.7%
Skenderaj/Srbica 1.56% 98.5%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 33.9% 661%
Kliné/Klina 3.9% 961%
Istog/Istok 70% 93.0%
Decan/Decani 4.4% 95.6%
Dragash/Draga$ 30.5% 69.5%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 6.2% 93.8%
Rahovec/Orahovac 7.3% 92.7%
Viti/Vitina 1.8% 98.2%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 13.3% 86.7%
Lipjan/Lipljan 6.8% 93.2%
Shtime/Stimlje 2.6% 974%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 5.2% 94.8%
Kacanik/Kacanik 3.5% 96.5%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 1.0% 99.0%
Obilig/Obilié 3.0% 970%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 00% 100.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 1.6% 98.4%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 100.0%
Zvegan/Zve€an 50% 95.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 6.0% 94.0%
Malishevé/Malisevo 1.9% 981%
Junik/Junik 6.2% 93.8%
Mamushé/Mamus$a 58% 94.2%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 7.3% 92.7%
Graganicé/Gracanica 00% 100.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 0.0% 100.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 29.8% 70.2%
Kllokot/Klokot 67.9% 321%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 314% 68.6%
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20a. How frequently have you attended these sessions?

ooy SEIoHUTESS oncea gy Oy mutpeines bt
often  thanmonthly) ~ Yar once Mot on a reqular

Row N % Row N % RowN% RowN% RowN % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 0.0% 170% 352% 478% 00% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 00% 63.5% 00% 210% 00% 15.6%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 0.0% 100.0% 00% 00% 00% 0.0%
Pejé/Pec 0.0% 19.3% 272% 535% 00% 0.0%
Prizren/Prizren 20.6% 48.9% 102% 203% 00% 00%
Gjakové/Dakovica 6.8% 15.2% 186% 23.9% 25.6% 10.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 0.0% 0.0% 326% 312% 188% 17.4%
Vushtrri/Vuitrn 0.0% 25.8% 276% 00% 46.6% 00%
Skenderaj/Srbica 0.0% 411% 00% 589% 00% 0.0%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 50% 1% 39.7% 219% 22.3% 0.0%
Kliné/Klina 31.8% 30.5% 378% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 51% 31.4% 454% 64% N7% 0.0%
Decan/Dec€ani 0.0% 25.0% 247% 401% 10.3% 0.0%
Dragash/Dragas 13.7% 27.3% 420% 82% 70% 17%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 00% 55.5% 445% 00%  00% 0.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 181% 6.5% 36.6% 155% 23.3% 0.0%
Viti/Vitina 0.0% 0.0% 00% 1000%  0.0% 00%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 6.8% 251% 281% 299% 101% 0.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 9.2% 20.5% 51.6% 187% 00% 00%
Shtime/étimlje 0.0% 13.56% 401% 00% 464% 0.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 0.0% 17.3% 248% 29.3% 6.5% 221%
Kaganik/Kacanik 00% 40.9% 133% 458% 00% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 0.0% 50.8% 00% 492% 00% 0.0%
Obilig/Obili¢ 0.0% 51.5% 485% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 25.7% 41.7% 146% 00% 9.0% 9.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 0.0% 381% 00% 619% 00% 0.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 4.7% 476% 340% 10.7% 3.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 88% 0.0% 714% 00% 19.8% 0.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 00% 18.5% 452% 00% 36.3% 0.0%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 0.0% 80.9% 191%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Junik/Junik 0.0% 21.2% 219% 197% 372% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 0.0% 270% 302% 1.9% 23.0% 79%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 457% 25.8% 00% 285% 00% 0.0%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 00% 00% 502% 44.3% 55% 0.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 5.9% 28.9% 258% 153% 00% 24.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 21% 441% 384% 46% 00% 10.7%
Kllokot/Klokot 18.7% 42.8% 280% 96% 09% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica ~ 2.5% 15.4% 29.8% 392% 131% 0.0%
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21. What is the reason?

el e sty O e

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 51.2% 26.9% 21.9% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 461% 271% 25.6% 11%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 59.9% 18.6% 21.2% 0.3%
Pejé/Pet 60.5% 161% 22.9% 0.5%
Prizren/Prizren 76.4% 7.2% 14.7% 1.7%
Gjakové/Dakovica 61.0% 33.8% 52% 0.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 95.0% 2.3% 2.0% 0.7%
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 81.0% 10.5% 79% 0.7%
Skenderaj/Srbica 52.2% 22.7% 24.3% 0.7%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 19.3% 20.0% 60.7% 0.0%
Kliné/Klina 55.6% 9.8% 32.6% 2.0%
Istog/Istok 48.9% 1.2% 38.2% 17%
Decan/Dec¢ani 39.6% 51.7% 8.7% 00%
Dragash/Draga$ 49.0% 231% 280% 00%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 58.9% 11.6% 29.5% 0.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 55.2% 40.0% 48% 00%
Viti/Vitina 63.0% 19.3% 17.7% 00%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 46.4% 22.9% 28.2% 2.6%
Lipjan/Lipljan 48.2% 3.0% 474% 1.4%
Shtime/étimlje 42.0% 2.2% 551% 0.7%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 541% 9.2% 35.8% 0.9%
Kaganik/Kacanik 61.6% 221% 16.4% 0.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 581% 17.8% 23.6% 05%
Obilig/Obilié 61.7% 18.8% 19.0% 04%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 46.6% 40.9% 12.5% 0.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 56.2% 34.7% 9.2% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 56.6% 29.7% 13.7% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zve€an 6.7% 551% 38.3% 0.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 43.8% 1.9% 48.0% 6.3%
Malishevé/Malisevo 56.9% 97% 32.5% 0.9%
Junik/Junik 46.7% 445% 8.9% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 84.5% 10.3% 52% 0.0%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 38.2% 24.6% 37.2% 0.0%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 48.6% 28.9% 22.5% 00%
Ranillug/Ranilug 83.4% 8.4% 8.2% 0.0%
Partesh/Partes$ 42.5% 504% 1% 00%
Kllokot/Klokot 52.0% 30.7% 17.3% 00%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 21.9% 37.3% 40.8% 0.0%
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22. To what extent do you agree that the Municipal Assembly manages to hold the
executive (Mayor and directors of municipal directorates) accountable?

liagree  2-Disagree  3-gee 7o 90RO

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 8.6% 22.9% 46.5% 12.6% 9.4%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/JuZna Mitrovica 13.2% 10.4% 46.0% 10.8% 19.6%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 13.7% 141% 45.8% 10.2% 16.1%
Pejé/Pec 0.0% 41% 66.2% 278% 1.8%
Prizren/Prizren 6.0% 16.4% 44.2% 41% 29.2%
Gjakové/Dakovica 0.8% 20.6% 72.0% 1.7% 50%
Podujevé/Podujevo 23.9% 18.0% 52.9% 3.9% 1.2%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 0.0% 13.3% 55.3% 7.2% 24.3%
Skenderaj/Srbica 15.7% 71% 39.0% 17.8% 204%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 10.2% 30.2% 45.7% 13.5% 04%
Kliné/Klina 0.5% 4.8% 45.4% 49.3% 00%
Istog/Istok 34% 9.4% 571% 301% 0.0%
Decgan/Decani 14% 24.4% 72.6% 1.7% 0.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 0.5% 2.9% 501% 45.9% 0.6%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 00% 3.2% 65.2% 12.0% 19.7%
Rahovec/Orahovac 00% 12.0% 85.2% 16% 1.3%
Viti/Vitina 14.0% 17.5% 50.9% 101% 7.6%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 151% 15.3% 38.4% 21.9% 9.3%
Lipjan/Lipljan 2.6% 4.7% 50.4% 6.3% 361%
Shtime/étimlje 5.3% 6.0% 49.4% 61% 33.2%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 2.3% 3.5% 66.3% 75% 204%
Kacanik/Kacanik 3.8% 42.8% 49.6% 0.0% 37%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 12.9% 30.8% 46.5% 21% 7.7%
Obilig/Obili¢ 9.7% 27.8% 451% 1.8% 15.6%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 24.3% 18.9% 52.4% 14% 3.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 4.2% 37.2% 56.6% 0.7% 1.3%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 581% 29.2% 1.6% 00% 11%
Zvegan/Zvecan 8.6% 41.9% 49.2% 0.3% 0.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 4.7% 10.0% 38.9% 4.8% 41.5%
Malishevé/Malisevo 0.0% 1.4% 710% 12.0% 15.6%
Junik/Junik 0.0% 18.2% 80.2% 1.6% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 6.4% 22.4% 53.4% 14.2% 3.6%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 8.0% 22.6% 570% 76% 4.7%
Graganicé/Gracanica 211% 48.7% 19.3% 3.8% 71%
Ranillug/Ranilug 214% 31.0% 37.2% 00% 10.4%
Partesh/Partes$ 4.4% 25.4% 60.8% 9.4% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 3.0% 44.0% 35.9% 10.2% 6.9%
AlLiE LT 19.9% 38.3% 29.9% 10.7% 12%

Severna Mitrovica
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23. How satisfied are you with the management of the municipal budget?

1-Notatall 2-Somewhat 3-Somewhat 4-Completely 9 - Refuse/No

satisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied opinion

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 77% 20.6% 51.4% 101% 101%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 20.8% 13.6% 472% 6.9% 1.5%
Gijilan/Gnijilane 13.9% 18.6% 42.0% 4.3% 21.2%
Pejé/Pec 4.9% 15.3% 72.3% 4.7% 2.9%
Prizren/Prizren 8.6% 17.7% 49.6% 100% 141%
Gjakové/Dakovica 10.3% 32.3% 54.5% 1.2% 1.7%
Podujevé/Podujevo 18.6% 19.7% 531% 7.7% 1.0%
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 3.0% 17.2% 472% 74% 25.2%
Skenderaj/Srbica 21.8% 9.2% 35.9% 17.5% 15.5%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 0.9% 26.4% 58.7% 14.0% 00%
Kliné/Klina 12.6% 101% 68.2% 4.7% 4.3%
Istog/Istok 5.8% 13.9% 60.0% 20.0% 0.3%
Decan/Decani 41% 20.5% 73.6% 1.8% 0.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 11% 79% 40.7% 25.3% 25.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 2.7% 50% 56.0% 28.4% 7.8%
Rahovec/Orahovac 2.4% 14.3% 80.7% 1.8% 0.8%
Viti/Vitina 18.7% 9.8% 531% 9.8% 87%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 14.2% 21.8% 34.6% 13.7% 15.7%
Lipjan/Lipljan 2.7% 9.6% 59.2% 10.5% 18.0%
Shtime/Stimlje 6.2% 7.8% 59.5% 9.7% 16.8%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 5.8% 6.2% 68.9% 3.7% 15.4%
Kaganik/Kacanik 4.8% 28.7% 51.4% 8.3% 6.8%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 11.5% 34.5% 42.4% 3.2% 8.4%
Obilig/Obili¢ 8.9% 14.9% 54.4% 4.2% 17.6%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 391% 276% 24.7% 0.0% 8.6%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 12.9% 38.7% 474% 0.7% 0.3%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 58.3% 35.9% 00% 00% 5.8%
Zvegan/Zvecan 10.8% 41.5% 46.3% 1.4% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 9.8% 9.4% 58.2% 9.2% 13.5%
Malishevé/Malisevo 1.7% 12.0% 59.8% 23.7% 2.8%
Junik/Junik 1.3% 10.5% 86.8% 1.5% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 9.6% 19.9% 55.7% 14.3% 04%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 2.6% 29.0% 54.5% 75% 6.5%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 21.5% 34.0% 28.8% 3.3% 12.4%
Ranillug/Ranilug 30.9% 42.7% 16.0% 0.0% 104%
Partesh/Parte$ 3.5% 270% 62.8% 6.7% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 9.7% 44.6% 374% 3.3% 4.9%
s 77% 33.9% 418% 14.9% 16%

Severna Mitrovica
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24. How satisfied are you with the public infrastructure projects/works in your

municipality?
awaltyftiowor DUt Eniornens,

Mean Mean Mean
Prishtiné/Pristina 2.54 247 2.63
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 2.58 2.0 2.66
Gjilan/Gnijilane 248 172 2.59
Pejé/Peé 2.84 2.81 312
Prizren/Prizren 3.00 2.83 292
Gjakové/bDakovica 2.58 1.98 2.20
Podujevé/Podujevo 2.81 2.63 2.49
Vushtrri/Vucitrn 2.77 2.76 2.69
Skenderaj/Srbica 2.85 2.45 313
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 3.50 2.85 312
Kliné/Klina 2.72 2.61 3.09
Istog/Istok 3.27 3.09 3.39
Decan/Decani 2.95 2.34 2.90
Dragash/Draga$ 342 2.76 3.30
Suhareké/Suva Reka 3.27 3.25 3.56
Rahovec/Orahovac 2.98 243 2.91
Viti/Vitina 2.85 214 2.97
Kamenicé/Kamenica 2.95 2.55 3.00
Lipjan/Lipljan 313 2.99 308
Shtime/Stimlje 2.89 2.80 2.86
Ferizaj/UroSevac 342 3.29 3.00
Kaganik/Kacanik 2.85 2.80 2.83
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 2.50 2.53 2.45
Obilig/Obili¢ 2.68 2.70 2.73
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 2.33 2.06 2.31
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 2.37 2.33 2.29
Shtérpcé/Strpce 2.79 2.81 189
Zvegan/Zvecan 2.34 243 2.34
Gllogovc/Glogovac 2.94 2.82 2.87
Malishevé/Malisevo 3.24 317 3.44
Junik/Junik 3.02 2.56 3.01
Mamushé/Mamusa 3.00 2.92 3.00
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 2.98 2.86 2.70
Graganicé/Gracanica 2.33 242 2.33
Ranillug/Ranilug 217 212 2.05
Partesh/Partes 313 2.98 2.90
Kllokot/Klokot 294 293 2.25
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 3.28 3.30 3.32
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25. In your opinion, what criteria is taken into account during the process of recruiting
employees in the municipality?

Education Wo_rk qujtiqal FamiI_y Other
level experience affiliation  connections

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 22.8% 38.9% 58.6% 585% 0.7%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/ JuZzna Mitrovica 451% 42.5% 39.5% 71.3% 0.0%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 42.3% 191% 60.8% 54.4% 1.2%
Pejé/Peé 56.0% 314% 44.9% 531% 00%
Prizren/Prizren 51.5% 24.0% 66.4% 61.7% 0.7%
Gjakové/Dakovica 22.6% 28.2% 96.8% 91.9% 0.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 93.0% 89.2% 777% 82.8% 00%
Vushtrri/Vuitrn 59.9% 50.9% 591% 63.6% 0.8%
Skenderaj/Srbica 53.0% 52.8% 33.8% 65.7% 0.0%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 131% 39.9% 84.5% 62.7% 00%
Kliné/Klina 53.8% 46.6% 57.9% 69.9% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 36.0% 321% 40.6% 66.0% 0.0%
Decan/Decani 20.9% 16.7% 96.3% 774% 0.0%
Dragash/Dragas 44.2% 49.4% 60.5% 41.3% 0.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 67.7% 61.0% 82.3% 74.4% 00%
Rahovec/Orahovac 23.9% 21.2% 91.6% 82.3% 0.0%
Viti/Vitina 55.8% 301% 48.2% 43.8% 0.3%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 431% 24.7% 475% 46.8% 0.5%
Lipjan/Lipljan 52.9% 40.8% 28.5% 35.0% 9.0%
Shtime/étimlje 43.9% 24.2% 48.9% 49.2% 9.5%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 4.8% 4.5% 76.9% 878% 0.9%
Kacanik/Kacanik 52.0% 541% 551% 43.9% 00%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 46.8% 45.3% 521% 50.0% 00%
Obilig/Obilié 41.9% 48.9% 55.5% 48.6% 0.0%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 1.9% 00% 93.3% 42.3% 00%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 7.3% 18.3% 63.0% 45.3% 0.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 2.3% 100.0% 977% 0.0%
Zvegan/Zve€an 1.8% 19.4% 775% 1.3% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 43.0% 275% 40.0% 48.6% 14.2%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 95.5% 88.7% 90.6% 881% 0.0%
Junik/Junik 27.7% 25.6% 94.6% 69.9% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 68.9% 16.7% 16.6% 581% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 60.2% 61.6% 53.0% 48.2% 00%
Graganicé/Gracanica 311% 39.4% 62.4% 36.8% 21%
Ranillug/Ranilug 36.2% 34.0% 63.8% 451% 00%
Partesh/Parte$ 23.9% 36.5% 961% 79.4% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 25.3% 251% 85.2% 70.5% 0.0%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 6.6% 14.8% 61.0% 49.4% 0.0%
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26. Do you think your municipality fosters a municipality that is inclusive and accepting of
all (irrespective of gender, ethnicity, (dis)ability, etc.)?

Yes, my municipality ~ Yes, buttoa No, it does not | am unsure
actively fostersa  degree (there  effectively foster about the
completely inclu- isroomfor  agenuinelyinclu-  municipality’s

sive and accepting improve-  sive and accepting  efforts in this
environment, ment). environment. regard.
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 14.0% 64.9% 16.4% 4.7%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 31.5% 45.3% 5.2% 18.0%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 1.5% 59.4% 21.0% 81%
Pejé/Peé 370% 53.4% 85% 1.0%
Prizren/Prizren 14.2% 701% 12.0% 3.7%
Gjakové/Dakovica 0.0% 56.8% 30.2% 12.9%
Podujevé/Podujevo 13.7% 30.5% 54.3% 1.5%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 21.4% 44.0% 4.3% 30.3%
Skenderaj/Srbica 34.3% 45.4% 78% 12.5%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 8.6% 33.7% 46.3% 1.4%
Kliné/Klina 804% 171% 2.5% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 66.3% 19.7% 10.5% 3.5%
Decan/Decani 1.5% 475% 44.2% 6.9%
Dragash/Draga$ 36.2% 57.6% 3.0% 31%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 291% 63.5% 50% 2.4%
Rahovec/Orahovac 3.8% 58.5% 34.8% 2.9%
Viti/Vitina 15.0% 48.3% 15.6% 211%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 19.8% 42.5% 26.9% 10.9%
Lipjan/Lipljan 3.9% 80.4% 9.5% 6.2%
Shtime/Stimlje 3.8% 69.6% 16.9% 9.6%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 51% 72.9% 6.2% 15.8%
Kacanik/Kacanik 78% 63.7% 24.8% 3.7%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 41% 65.4% 26.9% 3.7%
Obilig/Obili¢ 8.4% 67.3% 18.6% 57%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 0.0% 28.2% 51.7% 201%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 19.4% 26.2% 0.9% 53.5%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 1.6% 70.2% 28.2%
Zvegan/Zvecan 73.8% 78% 14.2% 4.2%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 2.8% 73.8% 15.4% 81%
Malishevé/Malisevo 14.6% 70.6% 9.0% 58%
Junik/Junik 20% 551% 370% 5.8%
Mamushé/Mamusa 40.0% 50.3% 8.6% 1.2%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 9.3% 63.7% 22.0% 50%
Graganicé/Gracanica 0.0% 551% 36.0% 8.9%
Ranillug/Ranilug 78% 31.8% 44.7% 15.7%
Partesh/Parte$ 375% 32.3% 23.3% 6.9%
Kllokot/Klokot 70.8% 9.4% 81% 1.8%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 75.7% 9.5% 6.4% 8.3%
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27. Do you consider that your municipality offers to various marginalized groups equal
opportunities for leadership positions (education, health, culture institutions and political
positions in the municipality) ?

Persons with Ethnic

Women  Oldpeople " jicabilities  minorities  Ote"
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Prishtiné/Pristina 2.70 2.77 2.78 3.22
Mitrovicé e Jugut/ Juzna Mitrovica 2.82 2.47 2.56 2.73
Gijilan/Gnijilane 297 1.64 2.02 2.40 1.00
Pejé/Pet 304 2.97 3.01 3.37
Prizren/Prizren 2.84 2.74 2.78 2.90 1.00
Gjakové/Dakovica 1.95 1.31 1.61 1.98
Podujevé/Podujevo 2.09 1.90 1.91 168
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 3.20 2.73 2.60 2.95
Skenderaj/Srbica 2.85 2.57 2.59 2.69
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 340 2.52 244 2.75 2.76
Kliné/Klina 3.80 3.72 3.62 3.75
Istog/Istok 3.54 319 2.88 3.29
Decan/Decani 2.08 127 1.56 142
Dragash/Draga$ 3.67 3.09 2.89 3.03 4,00
Suhareké/Suva Reka 342 3.29 3.28 3.34
Rahovec/Orahovac 2.24 143 1.92 1.99
Viti/Vitina 3.20 2.06 2.36 2.65 1.00
Kamenicé/Kamenica 2.82 2.24 2.22 2.53
Lipjan/Lipljan 2.99 244 2.39 2.72
Shtime/Stimlje 2.79 2.39 2.25 242
Ferizaj/UroSevac 2.88 2.70 2.68 2.82
Kaganik/Kacanik 2.79 2.74 2.77 2.83
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 2.75 2.77 2.76 2.86
Obilig/Obili¢ 2.83 2.83 2.82 3.04 1.00
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 2.39 219 2.24 3.07
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 2.86 1.66 1.64 1.85
Shtérpcé/Strpce 156 144 146 149
Zvegan/Zve€an 2.59 2.68 2.59 2.60 1.00
Gllogovc/Glogovac 2.94 2.34 2.22 2.58
Malishevé/Malisevo 312 3.06 3.07 315
Junik/Junik 1.98 1.23 1.51 1.39
Mamushé/Mamusa 3.20 2.95 3.05 319
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 2.86 2.79 2.77 2.97
Gracanicé/Gracanica 2.46 2.36 2.56 2.54
Ranillug/Ranilug 214 21 193 2.28
Partesh/Parte$ 3.03 3.01 3,01 2.99
Kllokot/Klokot 3.79 3.76 3.82 3.81
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 3.58 3.52 3.50 3.56

82 | CITIZEN SATISFACTION SURVEY 2023



28. Have you used the following municipal services in the last 12 months?
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Prishtiné/Pristina 494% 506% 40% 960% 618% 182% 960% 40% 658% 342% 968% 32% 987% 13% 00% 1000%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/JuZna Mitrovica 863% 137% 75% 925% 394% 606% T18% 882% 166% B834% 460% 540% 486% 514% 00% 100.0%
Gjilan/Gnjilane 768% 232% 55% 945% B846% 154% 281% 719% 46.5% 535% 487% S13% 971% 29% 00% 100.0%
Pejé/Pe¢ 263% 737% 19% 981% 547% 453% B86% 914% 328% 672% 145% 855% 50.5% 49.5% 0.0% 100.0%
Prizren/Prizren 764% 236% 60% 940% 850% 150% 525% 475% 66.7% 333% 710% 290% 921% 79% 0.0% 100.0%
Gjakové/Dakovica 793% 207% 34% 966% 928% 72% 740% 260% 663% 337% 866% 134% 985% 15% 0.0% 100.0%
Podujevé/Podujevo 538% 462% 00% 1000% 684% 316% 23% 7% 100% 899% 991% 09% 1000% 00% 00% 100.0%
Vushtrri/Vugitrm 641% 359% 18% 982% 526% 474% 76% 924% 386% 614% 688% 312% 614% 186% 00% 100.0%
Skenderaj/Srbica 9% 281% 58% 942% 434% 566% 00% 1000% 99% 901% 355% 645% 457% 54.3% 00% 100.0%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 56.2% 438% 404% 59.6% 821% 179% 641% 359% 620% 380% 799% 200% 883% 1.7% 00% 1000%
Kliné/Klina 60.0% 400% 23% 9i7% 551% 449% 30% 970% 32% 968% 47% 953% 91% 909% 0.0% 100.0%
Istog/Istok 791% 209% 20% 980% 702% 238% 164% 836% 329% 671% 206% 794% 556% 444% 00% 100.0%
Degan/Decani 931% 69% 48% 952% 884% T16% 867% 133% 702% 298% B835% 165% 996% 04% 0.0% 100.0%
Dragash/Draga$ 979% 2% 301% 699% 662% 338% 303% 697% 587% A% 56.9% 431% 723% 2707% 0.0% 100.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 844% 156% 18% 982% 884% M6% 7% 923% 656% 344% 820% 180% 985% 15% 0.0% 100.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 936% 64% 53% 941% 925% 75% 705% 295% 640% 360% 678% 322% 971% 29% 00% 100.0%
Viti/Vitina 709% 291% 63% 931% 799% 201% 394% 606% 56.7% 433% 4.0% 530% 986% 14% 00% 100.0%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 66.0% 335% 78% 922% 601% 399% 396% 604% 343% 657% 332% 668% 738% 262% 0.0% 100.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 608% 392% 04% 996% 632% 368% 155% 845% 422% 578% 662% 338% 976% 24% 00% 100.0%
Shtime/Stimlje 617% 383% 07% 993% 584% 416% 248% 752% 398% 60.2% 59.2% 408% 916% 84% 0.0% 100.0%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 390% 61.0% 17% 983% 568% 432% T718% 282% 467% 533% 703% 297% 938% 62% 00% 100.0%
Kaganik/Kacanik 5% 428% 24% 976% 956% 44% 665% 335% 584% 416% 983% 17% 983% 17% 0.0% 100.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 404% 596% 239% 97% B825% 175% 794% 206% 598% 402% 934% 66% 962% 38% 00% 100.0%
Obilig/Obili¢ 432% 568% 17% 983% 924% 76% 862% 138% 580% 420% 983% 17% 995% 05% 00% 100.0%
Novobérdé/ Novo Brdo 909% 91% 24% 9i6% B847% 15.3% 641% 359% 866% 134% 445% 55.5% 1000% 00% 0.0% 100.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 2% 288% 102% 898% 104% 836% 83% 9% 22% 978% 11% 989% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 265% 735% 00% 1000% 485% 515% 985% 15% 410% 590% 353% 647% 9i3% 27% 00% 100.0%
Zvegan/Zvecan 893% 107% 858% 142% B864% 136% B818% 182% 830% 170% 883% T1.7% 820% 18.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 587% 413% 35% 96.5% 628% 372% 234% 766% 514% 486% 635% 365% 959% 41% 0.0% 100.0%
Malishevé/MaliSevo 80.2% 198% 1% 983% 861% 13.9% 105% 895% 442% 558% 933% 6.7% 1000% 00% 00% 100.0%
Junik/Junik 90.3% 97% 5% 943% 908% 92% 714% 286% 681% 319% 859% 141% 985% 15% 0.0% 100.0%
Mamushé&/Mamusa 819% 181% 04% 996% 9% B89% 441% 553% 720% 280% 7% 229% 914% 86% 0.0% 100.0%
Hani i Elezit/ Elez Han 654% 346% O07% 993% 6823% 177% 406% 534% 361% 639% 924% 76% 965% 35% 0.0% 1000%
Graganicé/ Gracanica 51.5% 48.5% 17% 983% 888% T2% 822% 18% 728% 272% 969% 31% 1000% 00% 00% 100.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug % 283% 00% 1000% 959% 41% 531% 469% 782% 218% 1000% 00% 1000% 00% 00% 100.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 80.9% 191% 82% 918% 369% 631% 290% 710% 619% 381% 616% 384% 903% 97% 00% 1000%
Kllokot/Klokot 780% 220% 243% 757% 519% 481% 146% 854% 285% 715% 56.9% 431% 922% 78% 0.0% 1000%

Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica  972%  28% 903% 97% 977% 23% 778% 222% 965% 35% 956% 44% 908% 92% 0.0% 100.0%
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29. On a scale from 1 to 4, where 1 - not at all satisfied, 2 - Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 -
Somewhat satisfied and 4 - completely satisfied, please rate your level of satisfaction
with the following municipal services. 9 - Refuse/No opinion:

1

pac-

©3 S 0 @ ‘EE G =)
gS  BE€ 58 S 8§ Bzfs- gE8S:
£8 55 8z =8 55 2858 53.¢:
22 §% T 5 g2 $8=g  E3e3
Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean Mean Mean
Prishtiné/Pristina 3.22 2.73 292 278 307 2.62 2.64
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 3.24 307 275 306 310 2.33 1.89
Gijilan/Gnjilane 3.01 1.50 286 250 282 2.51 2.4
Pejé/Pec 3.51 345 298 306 305 2.91 2.96
Prizren/Prizren 315 3.05 317 314 320 319 3.30
Gjakové/Dakovica 313 2.95 259 285 290 240 2.24
Podujevé/Podujevo 3.84 3.64 400 367 3.57 3.38
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 314 336 274 308 287 2.87 2.89
Skenderaj/Srbica 3.33 390 307 3.03 2.89 2.95
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 3.50 298 273 282 281 3.07 3.22
Kliné/Klina 3.61 3.60 306 240 3.21 3.37 3.30
Istog/Istok 3.63 223 330 300 3.21 3.76 3.61
Decan/Dec¢ani 3.34 297 273 327 290 2.86 2.79
Dragash/Draga$ 3.41 294 300 312 331 319 3.41
Suhareké/Suva Reka 3.57 262 362 304 355 3.52 3.40
Rahovec/Orahovac 344 304 283 327 291 2.78 2.87
Viti/Vitina 3.36 303 314 274 275 2.74 3.02
Kamenicé/Kamenica 3.36 291 320 340 312 314 2.90
Lipjan/Lipljan 333 400 313 281 320 340 319
Shtime/Stimlje 3.33 300 323 313 308 3.00 3.08
Ferizaj/UroSevac 3.41 400 297 351 315 2.78 2.83
Kacanik/Kacanik 3.27 341 322 308 310 3.01 2.96
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 3.27 384 316 31 287 2.53 248
Obilig/Obili¢ 3N 257 313 272 306 2.91 2.75
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 242 200 301 275 297 2.56 273
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 2.69 234 309 307 260 3.00
Shtérpcé/étrpce 3.06 3.49 314 259 303 2.09 2.30
Zvegan/Zvecan 2.40 255 251 245 246 246 2.50
Gllogovc/Glogovac 3.39 329 316 276 322 313 3n
Malishevé/Malisevo 3.86 4,00 380 387 3.80 318 3.24
Junik/Junik 3.46 281 283 323 307 2.93 2.91
Mamushé/Mamusa 3.53 400 364 355 342 3.41 3.50
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 344 3.00 315 293 314 315 312
Graganicé/Gracanica 2.24 200 225 243 262 2.33 2.32
Ranillug/Ranilug 2.56 3.02 227 236 214 1.98 212
Partesh/Parte$ 3.32 338 302 327 314 315 3.24
Kllokot/Klokot 3.04 313 31 326 313 2.87 2.88
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 347 346 348 354 353 3.56 3.65
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30. How satisfied are you with spatial planning (municipal development and land use

planning)?
1-Not at all 2 'viﬁ:,:e' 3 _VEI?;T’:G_ 4-Comple- 9 -Refuse/
satisfied dissatisfied satisfied tely satisfied ~ No opinion
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 11.0% 25.8% 49.5% 8.9% 4.9%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/ Juzna Mitrovica 17.2% 101% 46.4% 17.8% 8.5%
Gjilan/Gnjilane 14.0% 29.0% 28.6% 4.7% 23.7%
Pejé/Pec 0.4% 4.6% 84.2% 79% 2.9%
Prizren/Prizren 8.8% 16.4% 62.9% 9.7% 2.2%
Gjakové/Dakovica 211% 274% 48.5% 2.6% 04%
Podujevé/Podujevo 12.5% 10.7% 68.6% 8.2% 00%
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 1.9% 17.9% 51.4% 74% 21.3%
Skenderaj/Srbica 16.8% 77% 48.3% 23.4% 3.7%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 00% 39.8% 54.4% 58% 0.0%
Kliné/Klina 1.9% 41% 82.4% 11.6% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 1.2% 70% 66.6% 25.2% 0.0%
Decan/Dec¢ani 2.6% 19.3% 75.8% 2.3% 0.0%
Dragash/Dragas 00% 12.8% 69.7% 16.3% 1.3%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 2.3% 50% 61.4% 26.0% 54%
Rahovec/Orahovac 11% 121% 85.0% 1.8% 00%
Viti/Vitina 11.9% 22.0% 43.6% 9.0% 13.6%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 16.6% 18.0% 43.2% 14.2% 8.0%
Lipjan/Lipljan 13% 51% 641% 14.5% 15.0%
Shtime/étimlje 4.3% 9.5% 64.4% 41% 17.7%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 6.9% 8.8% 781% 2.4% 3.8%
Kaganik/Kacanik 3.4% 30.0% 55.9% 9.6% 1.0%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 251% 29.6% 35.7% 2.8% 6.8%
Obilig/Obili¢ 70% 23.8% 57.2% 3.5% 8.6%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 31.2% 31.3% 308% 0.0% 6.7%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 3.2% 34.8% 59.6% 2.5% 00%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 43.5% 55.0% 00% 00% 15%
Zvegan/Zvecan 1.3% 15.9% 821% 0.7% 00%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 3.5% 4.3% 68.7% 6.7% 16.8%
Malishevé/Malisevo 0.5% 10.2% 56.8% 26.4% 6.1%
Junik/Junik 0.0% 9.6% 88.4% 2.0% 0.0%
Mamushé/Mamusa 1.5% 52% 63.7% 29.6% 00%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 1.7% 23.4% 67.4% 5.8% 17%
Gracanicé/Gracanica 20.8% 43.3% 281% 1.6% 6.2%
Ranillug/Ranilug 18.0% 68.8% 13.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 0.9% 16.4% 64.3% 18.5% 0.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 1.7% 41.9% 49.2% 6.1% 11%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 2.6% 24.3% 52.3% 19.0% 1.8%
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31. Please rate your level of statisfation with: Rate from 1-4, where 1-Not at all satisfied,
2 - Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 - Somewhat satisfied and 4-Completely satisfied;
9-Refuse/No opinion:

Overall perfor-

manceofthe  Mayor Municipal Local Municipal

Assembly  Administration  services

municipality

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Prishtiné/Pristina 2.83 3N 2.72 2.77 2.97
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 2.66 3.05 2.60 2.73 2.88
Gijilan/Gnijilane 2.72 2.60 2.29 2.72 2.68
Pejé/Pec 2.93 316 3.00 312 3.07
Prizren/Prizren 3.07 3n 3.03 318 3.22
Gjakové/Dakovica 2.79 2.67 2.72 2.95 2.99
Podujevé/Podujevo 3.64 2.75 2.75 3.47 3.53
Vushtrri/Vugitrn 292 2.88 2.76 2.89 292
Skenderaj/Srbica 2.87 2.88 2.78 2.88 3.01
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 3.69 1.62 2.69 3.24 3.54
Kliné/Klina 2.96 317 3.08 3.33 3.22
Istog/Istok 317 3.37 3.06 3.27 3.29
Decan/Decani 293 2.59 2.85 3.20 317
Dragash/Draga$ 3.46 2.94 3.02 3an 3.38
Suhareké/Suva Reka 3.22 3.41 3.20 3.55 3.54
Rahovec/Orahovac 3.01 2.65 293 316 3.29
Viti/Vitina 2.93 3.25 2.76 316 2.85
Kamenicé/Kamenica 3.02 2.91 2.70 3.06 3.02
Lipjan/Lipljan 313 3.37 3.08 3.31 3.33
Shtime/Stimlje 2.97 3 3.02 317 3.28
Ferizaj/UroSevac 2.99 3.33 2.88 3.06 3.37
Kacanik/Kacanik 316 3M 2.86 2.97 3.08
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 2.80 2.57 244 2.70 2.84
Obilig/Obili¢ 3.05 3.29 2.85 2.91 3an
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 2.21 217 217 244 277
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 2.46 212 2.25 2.44 243
Shtérpcé/Strpce 1.71 1.02 141 213 2.9
Zvegan/Zve€an 243 2.56 248 2.51 2.54
Gllogovc/Glogovac 293 3.06 2.89 3.09 319
Malishevé/Malisevo 319 3.58 318 3.84 3.84
Junik/Junik 3.09 2.68 3.09 3.23 3.22
Mamushé/Mamusa 3.34 3.22 3.32 3.39 3.35
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 317 310 2.98 318 3.34
Gracanicé/Gracanica 213 175 2.07 2.00 2.06
Ranillug/Ranilug 2.34 2.05 192 2.23 1.99
Partesh/Parte$ 3.06 283 2.96 3.00 3.04
Kllokot/Klokot 2.75 253 2.67 2.82 3.22
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 3.34 3.23 3.22 3.26 3.35
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32. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 indicates “Not at all satisfied” and 5 indicates

“Completely satisfied,” please rate your satisfaction with the following aspects of living in

your municipality:

Ai( Traffic Waste Envirqnmental Disaster
quality management  protection efforts  management

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Prishtiné/Pristina 2.20 2.20 2.97 2.70 2.63
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 2.61 2.38 2.59 2.75 2.62
Gijilan/Gnijilane 3.07 2.68 2.69 2.90 2.79
Pejé/Pec 4.36 2.92 3.97 3.76 3.20
Prizren/Prizren 3.39 3.03 314 314 3.32
Gjakové/bDakovica 2.82 2.44 3.06 2.23 2.20
Podujevé/Podujevo 3.76 316 3.33 3.27 3N
Vushtrri/Vuéitrn 3.03 2.99 3.09 294 3.20
Skenderaj/Srbica 3.26 317 3.38 3.37 2.85
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 340 2.38 2.35 2.82 340
Kliné/Klina 4.86 343 4,97 4,20 3.57
Istog/Istok 483 3.97 4.78 4,57 3.85
Decan/Decani 3.58 2.89 3.49 2.98 2.89
Dragash/Draga$ 4.45 3.81 3.69 383 414
Suhareké/Suva Reka 412 3.55 3.83 3.90 3.59
Rahovec/Orahovac 3.44 2.87 3.33 2.88 2.83
Viti/Vitina 3.63 2.98 3.60 3.22 2.78
Kamenicé/Kamenica 3.70 315 3.24 3.25 3.08
Lipjan/Lipljan 3.53 3.25 3.53 3.75 3.89
Shtime/Stimlje 364 331 3.50 3.66 3.72
Ferizaj/UroSevac 3.50 3.39 3.27 2.64 2.72
Kaganik/Kacanik 3.563 2.94 340 3.09 3.02
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 2.25 2.32 2.80 2.36 2.51
Obilig/Obili¢ 172 243 315 2.66 2.80
Novobérdé / Novo Brdo 4,02 3.26 2.82 2.51 2.37
Zubin Potok / Zubin Potok 143 2.34 214 1.95 213
Shtérpcé / Strpce 483 2.69 340 1.89 1.70
Zvegan/Zvecan 2.35 2.51 2.46 2.47 2.49
Gllogovc/Glogovac 314 313 3.23 3.30 3.64
Malishevé/MaliSevo 4.47 3.65 3.75 3.69 3.27
Junik/Junik 354 2.86 3.32 3.06 2.92
Mamushé/Mamusa 3.75 3.53 3.79 3.71 3.64
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 2.96 272 3.6 2.83 2.92
Graganicé/Gracanica 2.53 2.53 2.52 210 214
Ranillug/Ranilug 2.65 2.07 2.09 210 2.20
Partesh/Parte$ 3.26 3.06 314 3.03 3.05
Kllokot/Klokot 2.83 2.52 2.09 2.01 2.4
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 3.38 3.28 3.30 3.31 3.44
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33. Do you think your municipality is in the right
direction to be a better place 5 years from now?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 81.3% 18.7%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 71.7% 28.3%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 72.4% 276%
Pejé/Pec 90.6% 9.4%
Prizren/Prizren 86.5% 13.5%
Gjakové/Dakovica 72.3% 27.7%
Podujevé/Podujevo 93.5% 6.5%
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 66.2% 33.8%
Skenderaj/Srbica 69.7% 30.3%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 50.4% 49.6%
Kliné/Klina 83.2% 16.8%
Istog/Istok 91.5% 8.5%
Degan/Decani 75.2% 24.8%
Dragash/Draga$ 66.5% 33.5%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 89.5% 10.5%
Rahovec/Orahovac 86.7% 13.3%
Viti/Vitina 72.3% 27.7%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 56.8% 43.2%
Lipjan/Lipljan 90.8% 9.2%
Shtime/Stimlje 84.8% 15.2%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 88.3% 1.7%
Kacanik/Kacanik 82.7% 17.3%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 561% 43.9%
Obilig/Obilié 741% 25.9%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 30.7% 69.3%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 35.6% 64.4%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 5.6% 94.4%
Zvegan/Zve€an 0.7% 99.3%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 80.8% 19.2%
Malishevé/Malisevo 921% 79%
Junik/Junik 85.5% 14.5%
Mamushé/Mamusa 775% 22.5%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 79.5% 20.5%
Graganicé/GracCanica 29.3% 70.7%
Ranillug/Ranilug 40.3% 59.7%
Partesh/Parte$ 78.0% 22.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 33.4% 66.6%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 3.4% 96.6%
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34.Are you aware of the existence of local
councils in your municipality?

Yes No Not sure
Row N % Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 4.6% 95.4% 00%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 581% 33.2% 87%
Gijilan/Gnjilane 10.6% 60.6% 28.7%
Pejé/Peé 16.1% 83.9% 00%
Prizren/Prizren 270% 65.8% 7.2%
Gjakové/Dakovica 68.5% 291% 2.4%
Podujevé/Podujevo 9.9% 89.5% 0.6%
Vushtrri/Vu€itrn 40.4% 54.8% 4.8%
Skenderaj/Srbica 581% 31.6% 10.3%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 471% 41.9% 11.0%
Kliné/Klina 387% 61.3% 0.0%
Istog/Istok 34.9% 61.3% 3.8%
Degan/Decani 80.0% 19.0% 10%
Dragash/Draga$ 91% 75.3% 15.6%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 46.2% 441% 9.7%
Rahovec/Orahovac 79.0% 18.9% 21%
Viti/Vitina 25.6% 44.4% 29.9%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 241% 64.2% 11.6%
Lipjan/Lipljan 361% 54.9% 9.0%
Shtime/Stimlje 251% 59.6% 15.3%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 5.6% 477% 46.7%
Kacanik/Kacanik 3.7% 95.6% 0.7%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 41% 95.2% 0.7%
Obilig/Obilic 3.4% 96.2% 04%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 10.3% 58.0% 317%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 8.5% 40.2% 51.3%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 0.0% 54.4% 45.6%
Zvegan/Zve€an 1.6% 94.7% 3.7%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 381% 51.2% 10.8%
Malishevé/Malisevo 41.8% 36.4% 21.9%
Junik/Junik 80.9% 16.4% 2.6%
Mamushé/Mamusa 8.8% 86.7% 4.5%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 21.0% 681% 10.9%
Graganicé/Gracanica 00% 93.4% 6.6%
Ranillug/Ranilug 00% 100.0% 0.0%
Partesh/Parte$ 29.5% 55.4% 151%
Kllokot/Klokot 55.8% 19.3% 24.9%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/ Severna Mitrovica 21.4% 32.6% 46.0%
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35. Have you heard about or interacted with your local council in the
last 12 months?

Yes No

Row N % Row N %
Prishtiné/Pristina 68.5% 31.5%
Mitrovicé e Jugut/Juzna Mitrovica 19.5% 80.5%
Gjilan/Gnijilane 24.0% 76.0%
Pejé/Pec 39.9% 601%
Prizren/Prizren 170% 83.0%
Gjakové/Dakovica 351% 64.9%
Podujevé/Podujevo 11.5% 88.5%
Vushtrri/Vuitrn 39.8% 60.2%
Skenderaj/Srbica 13.6% 86.4%
Leposavig/Leposavi¢ 81.7% 18.3%
Kliné/Klina 38.3% 61.7%
Istog/Istok 22.0% 78.0%
Decan/Decani 49.7% 50.3%
Dragash/Draga$ 45.0% 55.0%
Suhareké/Suva Reka 60.0% 40.0%
Rahovec/Orahovac 58.4% 41.6%
Viti/Vitina 17.2% 82.8%
Kamenicé/Kamenica 35.4% 64.6%
Lipjan/Lipljan 161% 83.9%
Shtime/Stimlje 10.5% 89.5%
Ferizaj/UroSevac 43.0% 570%
Kacanik/Kacanik 41.9% 581%
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje 531% 46.9%
Obilig/Obili¢ 11.5% 88.5%
Novobérdé/Novo Brdo 00% 100.0%
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok 9.4% 90.6%
Shtérpcé/Strpce 44.5% 55.5%
Zvegan/Zvecan 601% 39.9%
Gllogovc/Glogovac 17.7% 82.3%
Malishevé/Malisevo 60.6% 39.4%
Junik/Junik 51.8% 48.2%
Mamushé/Mamusa 0.0% 100.0%
Hani i Elezit/Elez Han 37.7% 62.3%
Graganicé/Grac¢anica 00% 100.0%
Ranillug/Ranilug 66.5% 33.5%
Partesh/Partes$ 75.0% 25.0%
Kllokot/Klokot 814% 18.6%
Mitrovicé e Veriut/Severna Mitrovica 32.3% 67.7%
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Survey Questionnaire

MUNICIPAL GOVERNANCE
Access to information

1. How informed are you about the decisions your municipality takes? Rate from 1 to 4,
where 1 = Not at all informed, 2 = Somewhat informed, 3 = Pretty well informed and 4 =

Completely informed; 9 = Refuse/No opinion.

2. In what ways are these decisions communicated? - Multiple choice question

Published in the municipality’s webpage

o 2

Communicated by mail

Communicated through Facebook
Communicated through local TV /Radio
Communicated through word-of-mouth
Other (please specity)

Don’t know / Ref.

@ =0 oo

3. In the last 12 months, have you visited the following? (multiple choice)

a. Municipal website (Continue with Q3a)

b. Municipal Facebook page (Continue with Q3a)

C. Other (please specify)(Continue with Q3a)

d. None (Go to Q3b and then Q8)

3a. How often have you visited municipal platforms in the last 12 months?

a. Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Rarely

3b. Why haven’t you visited any of the municipal platforms?

I find the platforms difficult to navigate

I prefer to obtain information from other sources
I do not have an interest in municipal updates

I was not aware of these platforms

o an ow

Other (please specity)

4. For what reason? (multiple choice)

a. Information regarding public tenders
b. Information regarding public hearings

c. Job openings
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d. Subsidies
e. Municipal budget and spending
f. Other, please specify

5. Did you find the requested information/service?

a. Yes (Continue with Q6)
b. No (Skip to Q8)

6. How easily did you find the information that you needed? Rate from 1 to 4, where 1 =
Very difficult, 2= Pretty difficult, 3 = Easy and 4 = Very easy; 9 = Refuse/No opinion.

Municipal website
1 |2 13 |4 E

Facebook page

1 2 E |4 |9
Other
1 2 [3 |4 E

7. How easily did you understand the information published by the municipality? Rate
from 1 to 4, where 1 = Not at all understandable, 2 = Somewhat not understandable, 3 =
Somewhat understandable and 4 = Very understandable; 9 = Refuse/No opinion.

Citizen participation (engagement)

8. How did you interact with your municipality in the past 12 months? Multiple choice
question

a. Iparticipated in public meetings (public hearings, meetings with the municipal
officials, etc.) (Skip to Q13)

b. Through individual meetings (with Mayor, Director, municipal officials)(Con-
tinue with Q8a)

c. Through joint community initiatives (village/neighborhood council, Civil Soci-
ety Organizations, etc.) (Continue with Q8a)

d. Ididn’t have any interaction
e. Other (please specity)

8a. Did you raise any specific issues during these interactions?

a) Yes (Continue with Q9)
b) No (Skip to Q15)

9. For what kind of issues did you raise with the municipality? Multiple Choice

a. Local infrastructure (i.e. roads, sidewalks, public lighting and signaling)
b. Education

c. Environment (waste management, air quality, etc.)
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Health

Cultural/recreational activities

Public safety (policing, crime, stray dogs, vandalism)
Traffic (parking, walking paths, public transport)

5@ e oo

Issues affecting women and other marginalized groups (please specify)

-

Other, please specify

10. If you raised an issue (from question 8a), did the municipality respond to the issue you
raised?
a. Yes (Continue with 11)
b. No (Go to 15)

11. If yes, how many days did it take the municipality to respond to the issue you raised?

12. How satisfied were you with the municipality’s response to the issue you raised? Rate
from 1 to 4, where 1 = Not at all satisfied, 2 = Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat satis-
fied and 4 = Completely satisfied; 9 = Refuse/No opinion.

12a. If 12=1 or 2 (not at all satisfied or somewhat dissatisfied), why were you not satisfied
with the municipality’s response?
1. The response took too long, and the issue remained unresolved.
The municipality did not communicate effectively or provide clear information.
The actions taken by the municipality were insufficient to address the issue.
There was no follow-up or ongoing support from the municipality

O PN

Other (please specify)

13. How does the municipality engage you during public meetings?

a. Iam only informed what is going to happen or has already happened

b. The municipality provides different options and asks for feedback/opinion
(Continue with Q14)

c. The municipality asks for open feedback/opinion (without providing options)
(Continue with Q14)

14. If 13=b or 13=c, to what extent do you agree that municipal authorities take into account
participants’ suggestions during public meetings? Rate from 1 to 4, where 1 = Strongly
disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree and 4 = Strongly agree; 9 = Refuse/No opinion.

15. Would you be willing to use digital platforms to engage with your municipality?

a. Yes
b. No

16. Do you have information on how the municipal budget is split?

Note for the enumerators (Municipal budget typically covers capital investments (infrastruc-
ture), operating expenses, social services, public safety, environmental initiatives, recreation
and culture, and debt servicing.

a. Yes (Continue with Q17)
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b. No (Go to Q18)

17. If yes, how satisfied are you with project priority setting in the municipal budget? Rate
from 1 to 4, where 1 = Not at all satisfied, 2 = Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat satis-
fied and 4 = Completely satisfied; 9 = Refuse/No opinion.

Role of Municipal Assembly

18. To what extent are you aware about the role and responsibilities of Municipal Assembly
members? Rate from 1 to 4, where 1=Not at all aware, 2 = Slightly aware, 3= Moderately
aware and 4=Extremely aware; 9=Refuse/No opinion

19. Did you meet any municipal assembly member in the past 12 months to discuss common
public issues?

a. Yes (Skip Q20a and then Q21)
b. No (Go to Q21)

20. Have you attended any Municipal Assembly sessions in the last 12 months?

a. Yes (Continue with 20a and then skip Q21)
b. No (Go to Q21)

20a. How frequently have you attended these sessions?

a. Monthly or more often

b. Several times a year (but less than monthly)

c. Once a year

d. Rarely

e. Only once

f. I have attended multiple times but not on a regular schedule

21. If no in 19 or 20, what is the reason?

a. I wasnot interested
b. Iwas notinformed
c. I'was busy

d. Other, please specify

According to the law on local government, the municipal assembly has the power to hold
accountable the municipal executive (mayor and municipal directors).

22. To what extent do you agree that the Municipal Assembly manages to hold the executive
(Mayor and directors of municipal directorates) accountable? Rate from 1 to 4, where 1 =
Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree and 4 = Strongly agree; 9 = Refuse/No opinion.
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Municipal management

23. How satisfied are you with the management of the municipal budget? Rate from 1 to
4, where 1 = Not at all satisfied, 2 = Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat satisfied and
4=Completely satisfied; 9 = Refuse/No opinion

24. How satisfied are you with the public infrastructure projects/works in your municipality?
Rate from 1 to 4, where 1 = Not at all satisfied, 2 = Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat
satisfied and 4=Completely satisfied; 9 = Refuse/No opinion

Quality of the work 1 2 3 4 9 - Ref.
Duration of the work 1 2 3 4 9 - Ref.
Environmental protection efforts 1 2 3 4 9 - Ref.

25. In your opinion, what criteria is taken into account during the process of recruiting em-
ployees in the municipality? (multiple choice)

o a0 o

Education level
Work experience
Political affiliation
Family connections

Other, please specify

26. Do you think your municipality fosters a municipality that is inclusive and accepting of
all (irrespective of gender, ethnicity, (dis)ability, etc.)?

a.

Yes, my municipality actively fosters a completely inclusive and accepting en-
vironment.

Yes, but to a degree (there is room for improvement).

No, it does not effectively foster a genuinely inclusive and accepting environ-
ment.

I am unsure about the municipality’s efforts in this regard.

27. Do you consider that your municipality offers to various marginalized groups equal op-
portunities for leadership positions (education, health, culture institutions and political
positions in the municipality)? Rate from 1 to 4, where 1 = Not at all, 2 = Very little, 3 =
Somewhat and 4 = To a great extent; 9 = Refuse/No opinion

1-Not | 2-Very |3-Some-| #7102 9-NA/
at all little what great Ref.
extent
Women
Old people

Persons with disabilities

Ethnic minorities

Other (specify)
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Service delivery

28. Have you used the following municipal services in the last 12 months?

Administrative services (various documents) Yes No
Construction permits Yes No
Primary health services Yes No
Public transport Yes No
Ezismversﬁy education (for you or your close family mem- Yes No
Public spaces (parks, theatres, sport fields, etc) Yes No
Road infrastructure (local roads and sidewalks) Yes No
Other, specify Yes No

29. On a scale from 1 to 4, where 1 = not at all satisfied, 2 = Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Some-
what satisfied and 4 = completely satisfied, please rate your level of satisfaction with the
following municipal services. 9 = Refuse/No opinion

Administrative Services
1 |2 13 |4 E

Construction permits
1 |2 |3 |4 |9

Health services
1 |2 13 |4 E

Public transport
1 |2 |3 |4 |9

Pre-university education
1 2 13 |4 E

Public spaces (parks, theatres, sport fields, etc.)
1 |2 |3 |4 |9

Road infrastructure (local roads and sidewalks)
1 |2 13 |4 E

30. How satisfied are you with spatial planning (municipal development and land use plan-
ning)? Rate from 1-4, where 1=Not at all satisfied, 2 = Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Some-
what satisfied and 4=Completely satisfied; 9=Refuse/No opinion.
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General satisfaction with municipalities

31. Please rate your level of statisfation with: Rate from 1-4, where 1=Not at all satisfied, 2 =
Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat satisfied and 4=Completely satisfied; 9=Refuse/No
opinion

Overall performance of the municipality

1 |2 E |4 |9 - Ref.
Mayor

1 |2 E |4 |9 - Ref.
Municipal Assembly

1 |2 13 |4 |9 - Ref.

Local Administration
1 |2 E |4 |9 - Ref.

Municipal services
1 |2 E |4 | 9- Ref.

32.On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 indicates “Not at all satisfied” and 5 indicates “Completely
satisfied,” please rate your satisfaction with the following aspects of living in your mu-
nicipality:

1-Not 5-Completely
satisfied at all satisfied

Air quality
Traffic
Waste management

Environmental protection efforts

Disaster management

32. Do you think your municipality is in the right direction to be a better place 5 years from
now?

a) Yes
b) No

33. Are you aware of the existence of local councils in your municipality?

a) Yes (Continue with Q33a)
b) No
c) Not sure

33a. Have you heard about or interacted with your local council in the last 12 months?

a) Yes
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b) No
Demographics

D1. Municipality:
Decan
Gjakové
Gllogovc
Gjilan
Dragash

Istog

Kacganik
Klina

Fushé Kosové

O 0 N o N

10. Kamenicé
11. Mitrovicé

12. Mitrovicé North

13. Leposaviq

D2. Name of street/village

D3. Location

a. Urban
b. Rural

D4. Do you consider yourself:

a. Albanian
b. Serb

c. Goran
d. Roma

D5. Gender

Male
Female
Other

aop o ow

Dé6. Age

DY7. Level of education

Prefer not to disclose

14. Lipjan
15. Novobérdé
16. Obiliq

17. Rahovec
18. Pejé

19. Podujevé
20. Prishtiné
21. Prizren
22. Skenderaj
23. Shtime
24. Shtérpce
25. Suhareké
26. Ferizaj

Ashkali

Turk
Bosnian

S a e

Egyptian

a. Several years of elementary
school

b. Elementary school
c. Several years of high school

98

27. Viti

28. Vushtrri

29. Zubin Potok
30. Zvegan

31. Malisheve
32. Junik

33. Mamushé
34. Hani i Elezit
35. Graganicé
36. Ranillug

37. Partesh

38. Kllokot

i. Other

®w e oo

High school
Student
University
Master or PhD
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h. No education

DS8. Status of employment

a. Unemployed,
a. If YES, do you receive social welfare

b. Employed in the private sector
c. Employed in the public sector
d. Self-employed

e. Pensioner

f. Stay at home parent

g. Student

D9. How many members are there in your family?

Write the total number of members Under 18 Over 65

D10. Do you suffer from any disability?

a. Yes
b. No
c. Do not wish to answer

D11. Do you own a smart phone?

a. Yes
b. No

D12. Do you have internet access?

a. Yes
b. No
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Focus Group
Discussion Guide

INTRODUCTION
Dear participants,

We would like to thank you for finding and taking the time for today’s discussion. Your
participation and opinions are crucial to this study. As you may have been informed, you
have been invited to participate in one of the discussions that are being held within the
project which has the main purpose of assessing citizens’ satisfaction with municipal ser-
vices. Within this project, UBO Consulting is also collecting data through questionnaires
across Kosovo regarding the topics we will discuss today. However, you have been spe-
cifically randomly selected from our panelists’ list as representatives of your municipality
(Prishting, Mitrovicé, Pejé, Prizren, Gjakové, Ferizaj, Gjilan) to participate in this discussion
regarding your satisfaction with municipal governance.

Some of the topics that we will discuss today are: Access to information; Citizen Participa-
tion/ Engagement; Role of Municipal Assembly; Municipal Management; Service Delivery;
Employment per Municipality; and General Satisfaction with your Municipality.

The discussion will have up to 10 participants and will last approximately an hour and a
half. Before we start with the discussion part, we would like to introduce you to some basic
rules of the format of these discussions, which help us to have a more productive and com-
fortable discussion.

Basic Focus Group Rules

B We would love to hear from each of you. We will not call up by your names.

B However, if we notice that someone has not spoken yet, we can turn up to you and
ask for his/her opinion.

B There is no need to raise your hand when you want to take the floor. Please do not
hesitate to express your opinion on any questions. There is no right or wrong an-
swer.

B Respect everyone's opinion and do not interrupt each other during the conversation.

B Please speak in order and raise your voice when speaking so that everyone in the
room can hear you.

B We would appreciate if you could turn off your cell phones, and also appreciate if
you could stay until the end of this focus group.

We also need your permission to record today’s discussion. However, we assure you that
your views will remain completely confidential and will be used for the purpose of this
study ONLY. The recording will be used to transcribe/describe the discussion which will
help us to report and analyze your thoughts. Once the discussion is transcribed, the record-
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ing will be deleted. In addition, the opinions and information resulting from today’s meet-
ing will not be reported in any way on the basis of your personal data, which may identify
you (e.g. name and surname). They will be reported only on the basis of ethnicity, gender
and municipality.

If you do not have any questions, we can start the discussion.

Access to information

Note for facilitators: Around 77% of survey respondents have stated that they are some-
what/not informed at all about decisions that their municipality takes.

1. How informed are you regarding decisions that the municipality takes?
B Probe questions:

a. How do you get informed regarding municipality decisions OR how are these
decisions communicated?

b. What about the municipality’s webpages (social media, official website)?
What are the reasons you visit the municipality’s website or Facebook page?

a o

. How easy is it to find information on the municipality’s website or social net-
works?

e. Do you think the information provided by municipality is easy to understand?

Citizen participation (engagement)

Note for facilitators: The majority of survey respondents (71%) did not have any interaction
with their municipality in the last 12 months.

2. How often do you interact with your municipality? (public meetings, individual meet-
ings, joint community initiatives)

B Probe questions:

a. How do you interact with your municipality? Please think of examples.

b. Have you ever taken part in public meetings organized by the municipality?
If yes, what were some of the issues raised and how did the municipality pro-
ceed?

c. How much do you think that citizens’” suggestions are taken into consideration
during public meetings?

Role of Municipal Assembly

Note for facilitators: Approximately, 67% of participants reported being slightly or moder-
ately aware of the responsibilities of the Municipal Assembly, whereas about 62% revealed
that they agree/strongly agree that the Municipal Assembly holds the executive account-
able.

3. What are the role and responsibilities of the Municipal Assembly members?

B Probe questions:
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a. How often do you contact your representative assembly member? On what
issues?

b. How do you interact with your Municipal Assembly?

4. According to you, does the Municipal Assembly hold the mayor and other municipal
directors accountable? Please think of any examples that come to mind.

B Probe questions:

m a How do they hold them accountable?

Municipal management

Note for facilitators: Management of the municipal budget is related to how this budget
is allocated to respective directorates/institutions/offices, how it is spent, and compiled.
Around 80% of survey respondents do not have information on how the municipal budget
is split, and over half of respondents said that they are satisfied with its management.

5. How informed are you on the municipal budget? Think of the past year (2023) and past
years before that.

B Probe questions:

a. Has there been a change in how informed you are? Why?

6. How satisfied are you with the management of the municipal budget, specifically related
on allocation, spending, and compilation?

B Probe questions:

a. What priorities are not included in the compilation of municipal budgets?
b. How has this changed throughout the years?

Service delivery

Note for facilitators: Per each service provided in the survey questionnaire, a majority of
respondents noted being only somewhat satisfied with the specific services.

7. Have you used any municipal services in the last 12 months? (This includes administra-
tive services, construction permits, health services, public transport, pre-university edu-
cation, public spaces, road infrastructure (local roads and sidewalks))

B Probe questions:

a. What services have you used?

b. How satisfied are you with these services? Is there a service that you are more
satisfied with more than any other services?

c. How satisfied are you with the spatial planning (municipal development and
land use planning)? Is there an aspect of spatial use planning that you are more
satisfied with more than any other services?

d. What causes your satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the abovementioned ser-
vices?
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Employment per Municipality

8. How do you view employment in your municipality?
B Probe questions:

a. Are there enough opportunities for employment?

b. What about marginalized group such as the elderly, women, ethnic minorities,
persons with disabilities?

9. How do you view official employment in the municipality?

B Probe questions:

a. What do you think about the recruitment process for recruiting employees
within the municipality?

b. What about opportunities for marginalized group such as the elderly, women,
ethnic minorities, persons with disabilities?

General satisfaction with municipalities

Note for facilitators: A majority of the respondents appear to be somewhat/completely
satisfied with each of the actors of the municipality.

10. In general, how satisfied are you with your municipality?

a. Regarding your municipality, how satisfied are you with the following actors:
i. Mayor? Why?
ii. Municipal Assembly? Why?
iii. Local Administration? Why?
iv. Municipal Services? Why?

B Probe questions:

b. Which institution are you most satistied with? Why?
c. Which institution are you less satisfied with? Why?

Note for facilitators: Most of the survey respondents are somewhat satisfied /satisfied with
the life in their municipality (e.g. air quality, traffic, waste management, environmental
protection efforts, disaster management).

11. When thinking about air quality, traffic, waste management, environmental protection
efforts, and disaster management, what is the role of the municipality?

B Probe questions:
a. How satisfied are you with life in your municipality?

b. Which of these are you more and less satisfied with? How come?

c. What do you think are the main reasons for the satisfaction with the quality of
life in the municipality?
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CONCLUSION

We have reached the end of this discussion. We thank you for sharing your thoughts on
today’s topic and your contribution to this discussion. Do any of you have any additional
comments regarding the issues we have discussed?
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