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The Municipality of Decan/
Decane has not qualified for the
2019 Performance Grant

The Second Minimum
Requirement (level of budget 100% fYear 2016 | Year 2017
expenditure for capital 90%

investments in 2017 should be
at least 75%) for 2017 has not
been fulfilled. The municipality
has spent 65.90% of its budget  60%
for capital investments, whereas 5oy
in 2016 the level of expenditures
for this category was 91.00%.

In 2016, the Municipality has not 3%
qualified for the performance 20%
grant because the first minimum 4y
condition (auditing opinion,

at least unmodified, with an ' )
emphasis of the case) has not Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget

been fulfilled. The regularity least“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
audit opinion was qualified with anemphasis of matter”
an emphasis of the case.
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Overall performance
Performance of 2016 ~ Performance of 2017

The Municipality of Decan/ The Municipality of Decan/
Decane performance in the 19 Decane performance in the 19
assessed indicators is 22 points assessed indicators is 48 points
from a total of 62 points possible from a total of 90 points possible
(35.48%). (53.33%)
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

Year 2016

Year 2017

12 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(37.50%).

This includes three sub-fields:

® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
® 4 indicators

® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 10%
® 3 indicators

® Inclusiveness 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

45.64%.
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Role of the

Municipal Assemblyas
supervising body

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Citizens
participation and
Consultation

25 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(67.57%).

This includes three sub-fields:

® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 55.00%
® 5 indicators

® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
® 3 indicators

® Inclusiveness 57.14%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

Average of M. of
Decan/Decane
inField |

Inclusiveness

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

7 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(41.18%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
42.86 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0l Year 2017

14 points out of a total of 40
37 possible points in this field
(35.00%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 5%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 80%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Decan/Decane
Field I

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1ll - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016 Year 2017
3 points out of a total of 13 9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(23.00%). (69.23%).
This includes two sub-fields: This includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100% ® Access to information 100 %
® T indicator © T indicator
® Integrity 0% ® Integrity 60%
©® 2 indicators © 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.
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Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Decan/Decane in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 5- The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/ O out of 5

Indicator 9 - Level of women in politically appointed positions in
municipality / O out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance has been higher
for 30.70% compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Decan/Decane in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Application of the scheme in distribution of civil servants
performance appraisal / 1 out of 3

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline)/ 1 out of 3 points

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned activities ) O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation)/ O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Decan/Decane in the field of Transparency and

Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly/ O out of 4

Performance in the field of o Transparency and Integrity has been
higher for 46.00% compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of Dragash/
Draga$ has not qualified for

the 2019 Performance Grant. 100%
The first minimum condition g%
(unmodified audit opinion, 50%
at least, with an emphasis
of the case) and second
minimum conditions (level
of budget expenditures for 0%
capital investment in 2017 40%
should be at least 75%) have 30%
not been fulfilled. The audit 5
opinion on regularity for
2017 is a qualified opinion
with an emphasis of the case

0 Year 2016 [l Year 2017

70%
60%

10%

and the municipality has Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
"Unmodified with t ital investment
spent 58.80% of the budget e;&zs;ssf:;n;? Spenton capratimestments

for capital investments.
Whereas, the spending
level in 2016 for the same

category was 78.10%.
Overall performance

Performance of 2016

The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Dragash/Dragas Municipality of Dragash/Draga$
in the 19 assessed indicators is 37 in the 19 assessed indicators is 61

points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (59.68%). possible (67.78%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

Year 2016

19 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(59.38%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 100%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

45.64%.
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Municipal Assembly
as supervising body

0 Year2016 [l Year 2017

participation and
Consultation

27 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(72.97%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 85%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

Inclusiveness

Average of M. of
Dragash/Dragas
in Field |

e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicators
® Service delivery 100%
1indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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Human Resource Finance

Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 [l Year 2017

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(55%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
80%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 30%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 80%
3 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
44.50%.

Average of the M.
of Dragash/Dragas
in Field II

e Average of all municipalities in 2017

Service Delivery



Field 1ll - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016 Year 2017
7 points out of a total of 13 12 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(53.85%). (92.31%).
This includes two sub-fields: This includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100% ® Access to information 100 %
® T indicator © T indicator
® Integrity 40% ® Integrity 90%
® 2 indicator ® 2 indicator

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.
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Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Dragash/Draga$ in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 8 - Level of women participating in public meetings / O out of 4
Indicator 9 - Level of women in politically appointed positions / O put of 3

I Performance in the field of democratic governance has been higher
for 13.60 % compared to 2016

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Dragash/Dragas in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation/1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation /O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax) / O
out of 5

Indicator 19- Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

The Municipality of Dragash/Dragas has a high performance in this field.

Performance in the field of transparency and integrity was 38.46%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
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The Municipality of Ferizaj/
Urosevac have not qualified
for the 2019 Performance
Grant.

The first minimum condition
(at least an unmodified
audit opinion with matter
emphasis) has not been
fulfilled. The regularity
audit opinion for 2017 is a
qualified opinion with an
emphasis of the matter.

In 2016, the municipality
has spent 80.90% of 0%
the budget for capital
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10%

Annual Audit Report at least

0 Year 2016 [l Year 2017

At least 75% of the budget

investments. whereas in "Unmodified with an spent on capital investments
2017 spending amounted to emphasis of matter

89.00%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Ferizaj/Uro$evac
the 19 assessed indicators is 39
points from a total of 62 points
possible (62.90%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
43.08%.
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70%

The performance of the
Municipality of Ferizaj/Uro$evac
the 24 assessed indicators is 37
points from a total of 90 points
possible (41.11%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.
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Year 2016

17 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(53.13%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

20 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(54.05%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as

supervising body 40%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assembly  participation and Ferizaj/UroSevac
as supervising body Consultation in Field |

I Year 2016 [l Year 2017 e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%

Field Il - Municipal Management

19 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(47.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
40%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 25%

1indicator 5 indicators
® Service delivery 100% ® Service delivery 100%
1indicator 3 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

42.62%.
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0 vear 2016l Year 2017 e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1ll - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(84.62%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 33.33%
1indicator
® [ntegrity 100%

2 indicators

The average performance of

46.76%.
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0 Year2016 l Year 2017

all municipalities in this field is

6 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(46.15%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 33.33%
1 indicator
® Integrity 50%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Integrity Average of M. of Ferizaj/Uro3evac
North in Field I1l

e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Ferizaj/Urosevac in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 20.69 % lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Ferizaj/Urosevac in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS /1 out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with the
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments made within the
legal deadline) / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned) activities / 1 out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1 out of 5
Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due
to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity

(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Ferizaj/Urosevac in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public
documents /1 out of 3

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 38.46% lower
compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of Fushé
Kosové/Kosovo Polje has

not qualified for the 2019 100% B viti2016 [ Viti 2017
Performance Grant. 90%
The second minimum 80%
condition (level of budget 70%
spending of at least 75% 60%
for capital investments for 50%
2017), has not been fulfilled. 20%

The municipality has spent
51.60% of its budget for
capital investments in 2017.
For the same reason the
municipality has not qualified

30%
20%
10%

0%

Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
for the_l_2hO18 perforrfns nge “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
grant. e extent of budget anemphasis of matter”

expenditure for the same
category in 2016 was 62.20%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Fushé Kosové/ Municipality of Fushé Kosové/
Kosovo Polje the 19 assessed Kosovo Polje the 24 assessed
indicators is 26 points from indicators is 38 points from
a total of 62 points possible a total of 90 points possible
(41.94%). (41.11%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(34.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 20%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 60%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

11 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(29.73%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as

supervising body 15%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 60%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas
supervising body

participation and
Consultation

Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje
in Field |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

6 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(35.29%).

This field includes three sub-
fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 57.14%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 50%
2 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

Field Il - Municipal Management

18 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(45%).

This field includes three sub-
fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 50%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 25%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 80%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is

40.60%.

45.64%.
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Management Management Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje
and Audit inField Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1ll - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(69.13%).
This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100%
©® 3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
® T indicator
® Service delivery 100%
® T indicator

IThe average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

46.76%.
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I Year 2016 I Year 2017

9 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(69.23%).
This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
40%
© 4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 25%
© 5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
© 3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Integrity Average of M. of
Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje

in Field I1l
o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje in the field of Democratic
Governance has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the
Municipal Assembly / O out of 5

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality/1 out of 3

Indicator 5- The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/ O out of 5

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public
meetings /1 out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 4.65 % lower
compared to 2016.
Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje in the field of Municipal
Management has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) /1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax)/1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due
to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Fushé Kosové/Kosovo Polje in the field of Transparency

and Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of Gjakové/
Pakovica has not qualified
for the 2019 Performance 100%

0 Year 2016 [l Year 2017

Grant. 90%
The second minimum 80%
condition (level of budget 70%
spending of at least 75% 0%

for capital investments for
2017), has not been fulfilled.
The municipality has spent
73.40% of its budget for 0%
capital investments in 2017. 2%

50%
40%

For the same reason the 0%

municipality was not eligible 0%

for the 2018 performance Annual Audit Report at least Atleast 75% of the budget
grant. The level of spending "Unmodified with an spent on capital investments
for capital investments in emphasis of matter"

2016 was 73.30%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016

The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Gjakové/ Municipality of Gjakové/Pakovica
Pakovica the 19 assessed the 24 assessed indicators is 35

indicators is 13 points from a total ~ Points from a total of 90 points
of 62 points possible (20.97%). possible (38.89%).

The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

6 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(18.75%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 60%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

13 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(35.14%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 40%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 14.29%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assembly  participation and Gjakové / Dakovica
as supervising body Consultation in Field |

I Year 2016 [l Year 2017 e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

4 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(23.53%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
0%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%

Field Il - Municipal Management

14 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(35.00%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
30%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 15%

1indicator 5 indicators
® Service delivery 100% ® Service delivery 80%
1indicator 3 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

42.62%.
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0 vear 2016l Year 2017 e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 11l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® T indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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0%
Access to information

0 Year2016 [l Year 2017

8 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 50%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

| 12

Integrity

Average of M. of Gjakové / Dakovica
North in Field Ill

e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Gjakové/ Dakovica in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the
Municipal Assembly / O out of 4

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year/O out of 4

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public meetings /1
out of 4

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / 1 out of 3
Performance in the field of democratic governance is 16.40 % higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Gjakové/ Pakovica in the field of Municipal Management has

shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of performance
appraisals for civil servants/1 out of 3

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly of the
annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the previous
year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with the
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments made within the legal
deadline) / 1out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within the
legal deadline) / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings based
on legislation /1 out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO/O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.
Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)
Municipality of Gjakové/ Pakovica in the field of Transparency and Integrity has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 38.46% lower

compared to 2016.
Decentralisation
D EMos and Municipal Support
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The Municipality of Gjilan/
Gnjilane has qualified for

the 2019 Performance Zz; 0 Year 2016 [l Year 2017
Grant. o
The level of budget o
spending on capital 0%

investments in 2016 was s0%
81.10%, whereas in 2017 0%

for the same category 30%
the level of spending was 2%
75.30%. 10%
0%
Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
"Unmodified with an spent on capital investments
emphasis of matter"
Overall performance
Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane
the 19 assessed indicators is 43 the 24 assessed indicators is 54
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (69.35%). possible (60%).
The average performance The average performance
I of all municipalities is I of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

20 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(62.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

20 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(45%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as

supervising body 55%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 25%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assembly  participation and Gjilan in Field |
as supervising body Consultation

I Year 2016 [l Year 2017 e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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0%

Field Il - Municipal Management

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(55.00%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
40%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 25%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery  Average of the M.
Management Management of Gjilan in Field Il
and Audit
0 vear 2016l Year 2017 e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

12 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(84.62%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® T indicator
® Integrity 90%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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0 Year2016 [l Year 2017

Integrity

12 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(46.15%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 90%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Gjilan
North in Field 1l

e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality /1
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 8.45 % lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) /1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1 out
of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO/O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

The performance of the municipality of Gjilan/Gnjilane in this field is high.

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn
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The Municipality of
Gllogovc/Glogovac has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.

The level of budget
spending on capital
investments in 2016 was
71.50%, whereas in 2017
for the same category
the level of spending was
78.10%.
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Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Gllogovc/Glogovac
the 19 assessed indicators is 35
points from a total of 62 points
possible (56.45%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
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0 Year 2016 [l Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at least
"Unmodified with an
emphasis of matter"

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Gllogovc/Glogovac
the 24 assessed indicators is 51
points from a total of 90 points
possible (56.67%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.
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Year 2016

23 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(71.88%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

20 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(54.05%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as

supervising body 55%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 71.43%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assembly  participation and Gllogovc/Glogovac
as supervising body Consultation in Field |

I Year 2016 [l Year 2017 e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2017

5 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(29.41%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
14.29%
® 3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
® 1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
® 1 indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

23 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(57.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
70%
® 4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 30%
® 5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
® 3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

42.62%.
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Field 11l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

7 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 33.33%
® T indicator
® Integrity 60%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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0 Year2016 [l Year 2017

8 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 50%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Integrity Average of M. of Gllogovc/Glogovac

North in Field I1l
e Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance
(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Gllogovc/Glogovac in the field of Democratic

Governance has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year/O out of 4;

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / 1
out of O

I Performance in the field of democratic governance is 17.82% higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management
(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Gllogovc/Glogovac in the field of Municipal
Management has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO/O out of 6.

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Gllogovc/Glogovac in the field of Transparency and

Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4 points

I Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 7.69%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of
Gracanica/Gracanicé has
not qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.

The second minimum
condition (level of budget
spending of at least 75%
for capital investments
for 2017), has not been
fulfilled. The municipality
has spent 74.00% of

its budget for capital
investments in 2017,
whereas in 2016 the level
of expenditures for this
category was 92.40%.

100%

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Grac¢anica/
Gracanicé the 19 assessed
indicators is 7 points from a total
of 62 points possible (11.29%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
43.08%.
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Il Year 2016 ]| Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at
least”Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Gracanica/
Gracanicé the 24 assessed
indicators is 45 points from a total
of 90 points possible (50.00%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.
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Year 2016

O points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(0%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Role of the Citizens

Field | - Democratic Governance

16 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(43.24%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 55%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 14.29%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

B

Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas
supervising body

participation and
Consultation

(Gracanica/Graganicé
inField |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

4 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(23.53%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
0%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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Field Il - Municipal Management

23 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(50.00%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
20%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 40%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management (Gracanica/Graganicéin
and Audit Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 11l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® T indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 60%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Gracanica/Gracanicé
North in Field 1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Gra¢anica/Gracanicé in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year/O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality/1 out of 3

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / 1
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 43.24% higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Gracanica/Gracanicé in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants / O out of 1

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) /1 out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO/O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity

(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Gracanica/Gracanicé in the field of Transparency and

Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4 points

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 46.15%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of Hani
i Elezit/Elez Han have
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.

The level of budget
spending on capital
investments in 2016 was
81.10%, whereas in 2017
for the same category
the level of spending was 2%
77.30%. 10%

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez
Han in the 19 assessed indicators
is 37 points from a total of 62
points possible (59.68%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
43.08%.
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least”Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

The performance of the
Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez
Han in the 24 assessed indicators
is 52 points from a total of 90
points possible (57.78%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.
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Year 2016

19 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(59.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 100%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Role of the Citizens

Field | - Democratic Governance

20 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(54.05%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as

supervising body 70%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Hani i Elezit/Elez Han
inField |

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017
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Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

Field Il - Municipal Management

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(55%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
70%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 25%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

42.62%.
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
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40%
30%
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10% .

0%

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of

Management Management Hani i Elezit/Elez Han

and Audit Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han
North in Field 1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance
(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han in the field of Democratic
Governance has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted/ O out 6

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality /
Tout of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 5.32% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han in the field of Municipal
Management has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 15 = Financial discipline in payments (payments made within the
legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned activities) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1 out
of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6
The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Hani i Elezit/Elez Han in the field of Transparency and

Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

I Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of Istog/
Istok has qualified for the
2019 Performance Grant.
The level of budget
spending on capital
investments in 2016 was
88.20%, whereas in 2017 4,

I Year 2016 Il Year 2017

for the same category 20%
the level of spending was 3%
76.40%. 20%
10%
0%
Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
least“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
anemphasis of matter”
Overall performance
Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Istog/Istok in Municipality of Istog/Istok in
the 19 assessed indicators is 50 the 24 assessed indicators is 63
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (80.65%). possible (70.00%).
The average performance The average performance
I of all municipalities is I of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Performance in Year 2016 Performance in Year 2016

e Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

29 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(90.63%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 100%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 57.14%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

27 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(72.97%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 85%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Istog/Istok
supervising body Consultation inField |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

Field Il - Municipal Management

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(55%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
70%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 25%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

42.62%.
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management Hani i Istog/Istok
and Audit Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

12 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(92.31%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® T indicator
® Integrity 90%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
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20%
10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

12 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(92.31%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 90%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Istog/Istok
North in Field Ill

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Istog/Istok in the field of Democratic Governance has

shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

I Performance in the field of democratic governance is 17.65% higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Istog/Istok in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments made within the
legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax)/1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

The performance of the Municipality of Istog/Istok in this field is high.

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas:
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The Municipality of Junik/
Junik has qualified for the
2019 Performance Grant.
The level of budget
expenditure on capital
investments for 2016 was
84.70%, whereas in 2017
the level of expenditures
for the same category
was 90.10%.

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Junik/Junik in
the 19 assessed indicators is 41
points from a total of 62 points
possible (66.13%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

I Year 2016 Il Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at least
“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

Performance of 2017

The performance of the
Municipality of Junik/Junik in
the 24 assessed indicators is 65
points from a total of 90 points
possible (72.22%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.

40%
30%
20%
10%

43.08%.

Performance in Year 2016

0%

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

27 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(84.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 100%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

29 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(78.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 85%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Junik/Junik
supervising body Consultation inField |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

7 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(41.18%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
42.86 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

42.62%.

100%
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Field Il - Municipal Management

23 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(57.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 40%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management Junik/Junik
and Audit Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 11l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

7 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(53.85%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® T indicator
® Integrity 40%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
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0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

13 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(100%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 100%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Junik/Junik
North in Field Ill

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance
(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Junik/Junik in the field of Democratic Governance has

shown poor performance in the following indicators

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance was 6.00 %
lower compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Junik/Junik in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline)1 out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax ) / 1
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO /O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Performance of the Municipality of Junik/Junik in this field was very high.

I Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 46.15%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of

Kacanik/Kacanik has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.

The level of budget

spending for capital 0%
investment in 2016 was s0%
85.40%, whereas in 2017 o4
the spending for the same 3%
category was 78.90%. 20%

Overall Performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Kacanik/Kacanik
in the 19 assessed indicators is 41
points from a total of 62 points
possible (66.13%).

I The average performance of

all municipalities is
43.08%.

100%
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70%

Il Year 2016 Il Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at
least”Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Kacanik/Kacanik
in the 24 assessed indicators

is 60 points from a total of 90
points possible (66.67%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is
45.50%.
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Year 2016

24 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(75.00%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 100%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

29 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(78.38%)

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 85%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Kacanik/Kacanik
supervising body Consultation inField |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

Field Il - Municipal Management

18 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(45.00%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 15%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is

42.62%. 44.50%.
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Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management Kacanik/Kacanik
and Audit Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 11l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

8 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® T indicator
® Integrity 50%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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Integrity

8 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 50%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Kacanik/Kacanik
North in Field Ill

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance
(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Kacanik/Kacanik in the field of Democratic Governance

has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 3.38 % higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Kacanik/Kacanik in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline)/ 1 out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned activities) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1 out
of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.
Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Performance of the Municipality of Kacanik/Kacanik in this field was
high.

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 38.46%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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Minimum conditions
The Municipality of Kling/Klina

has not qualified for the 2019  100% Bvear o016 Wvearzons

Performance Grant. 90%
The first minimum condition 80%
(the audit opinion must be 70%

at least unmodified with
an emphasis of the matter)
has not been fulfilled. The
regularity audit opinion for
2017 is a qualified opinion with  39%

60%
50%
40%

emphasis of matter. 20%

During 2017 the municipality 10%

has spent 83.00% of its 0%

budget on capital investments, Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
whereas in 2016 the level of least“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
budget spent for this category anemphasis of matter”

was 78.90%

Overall Performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Kling/Klina the Municipality of Kling/Klina the
19 assessed indicators is 34 24 assessed indicators is 47
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (54.84%). possible (52.22%).
The average performance of The average performance of
all municipalities is all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Performance in Year 2016 Performance in Year 2016

e Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

15 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(46.88%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

16 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(43.24%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 65%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 10%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Kliné/Klina
supervising body Consultation inField |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

42.62%.
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Field Il - Municipal Management

24 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(60%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
80%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 30%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management Kliné/Klina
and Audit Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016
8 points out of a total of 13 7 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(61.54%). (53.85%).
This field includes two sub-fields:  This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100% ® Access to information 33.33%
1indicator 1indicator
® Integrity 50% ® Integrity 60%
2 indicators 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.
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North in Field Ill

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Kliné/Klina in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year/O out of 4

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public
meetings /1 out of 4

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 3.63% higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Kliné/Klina in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants /1 out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments made within the
legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned) activities /1 out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1 out
of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO/O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
Municipality of Kliné/Klina in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public
documents / 1 out of 3

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4 points

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 7.69%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of Klokot
Vrbovac/Kllokot Vérbovc

has not qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant. 100%
The first minimum condition 90%
(audit opinion is at least
unmodified with an emphasis
of the matter) and the second 70%
minimum conditions (the budget
spending level for capital
investment in 2017 is at least 50%
75%) have not been fulfilled. The
regularity audit opinion for 2017

is a qualified opinion with an 30%
emphasis of the matter and the 20%
municipality has spent 18.40% of

the capital investment budget. 10%
The municipality of Klokot 0%
Vrbovac/Kllokot Vérbovce did not
qualify for the 2016 performance
grant for the same reasons. The
spending level for the same

category was 57.00%.

80%

60%

Overall Performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Klokot Vrbovac/
Kllokot Vérbovc in the 19
assessed indicators is 4 points
from a total of 62 points possible
(59.68%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is
43.08%.

100%

90%
80%
70%
60%

50%

I Year 2016 Il Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at
least“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Klokot Vrbovac/
Kllokot Vérbovc in the 24
assessed indicators is 17 points
from a total of 90 points possible
(57.78%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is
45.50%.

40%
30%
20%
10%

Performance in Year 2016

0%

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

O points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(59.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

45.64%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

Field | - Democratic Governance

O points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(54.05%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

0%

Role of the Citizens

Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas
supervising body

Klokot Vrbovac/Kllokot
Vérbovcin Field |

participation and
Consultation

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Year 2016

4 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(23.53%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
0%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1 indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1 indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

Field Il - Municipal Management

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(27.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
0%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 15%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 80%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

10% .

0%

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management Klokot Vrbovac/Kllokot
and Audit Vérbovcin Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

O points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 0%
® T indicator
® Integrity 60%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

6 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 60%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of
Klokot Vrbovac/Kllokot Vérbovc
in Field lll

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017

Integrity



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)

The Municipality of Klokot Vrbovac/Kllokot Vérbovc in the field of
Democratic Governance has shown poor performance in all indicators.

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of democratic
governance remains the same.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

The Municipality of Klokot Vrbovac/Kllokot Vérbovc in the field of
Municipal Management has shown poor performance in the following
indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS / O out of 3

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) /O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/0 out
of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

Indicator 21 - Project managers are appointed to monitor contract
implementation / 1 out of 3

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

The Municipality of Klokot Vrbovac/Kllokot Vérbovc in the field
of Transparency and Integrity has shown poor performance in the
following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public
documents / O out of 3

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

I Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 46.00%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn
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The Municipality of
Leposavié/Leposaviq has

not qualified for the 2019 100%
Performance Grant. 00%
The first condition (audit
opinion, at least unmodified,
with an emphasis of

the case) has not been
fulfilled. The audit opinion 50%

0 Year 2016 W Year 2017

80%
70%
60%

of regularity for 2017 is a 40%
qualified opinion with an 30%
emphasis of the case as 0%

was in the 2016 as well.
The municipality has spent .
90.7% of the budget for Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget

capital investments in “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
2017, whereas the level p P

10%

of expenditures for this anemphasis of matter

category during 2016 was

78.90%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016

The performance of the The performance of the

Municipality of Leposavi¢/ Municipality of Leposavi¢/

Leposaviqg in the 19 assessed Leposaviq in the 24 assessed

indicators is 19 points from a total indicators is 33 points from a total

of 62 points possible (30.65%). of 90 points possible (36.67%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

19 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(59.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 80%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 42.86%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
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80%
70%
60%
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30%
20%
10%

0%

Role of the Citizens

Field | - Democratic Governance

21 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(56.76%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 60%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 71.43%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas
supervising body

participation and
Consultation

Leposavi¢/Leposaviq

inField |
o= Average of all municipalities in 2017

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management
Year 2016

O points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(0%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
0%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 0%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

12 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(30%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
30%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 15%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 60%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

- _.
0%

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management Leposavic/Leposaviq
and Audit Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016
O points out of a total of 13 O points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field (0%). possible points in this field
(0%).
This field includes two
sub-fields: This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 0% ® Access to information 0 %
1indicator 1indicator
® Integrity 0% ® Integrity 0%
2 indicators 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.
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0% _— _—
Access to information Integrity Average of M. of Leposavi¢/Leposaviq
in Field Ill

0 Year 2016 0l Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Leposavié¢/Leposaviq in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor of the
Municipality/O out of 3

Indicator 5 = The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public was
consulted / O out of 6
Performance in the field of democratic governance was 2.62 % lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Leposavié¢/Leposaviq in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of performance
appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly of the
annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the previous
year/ O out of 2

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within the
legal deadline / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings based
on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax ) / O out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

Indicator 20 - Cases reviewed during the year / O out of

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to the
large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity

(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Leposavié¢/Leposaviq in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public documents /
O out of 3

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Indicator 27 - Suspension of civil servants against whom criminal charges have
been filed / O out of 6

Il Performance in the field of transparency and integrity is the same as 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project implemented by Helvetas
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The Municipality of
Lipjan/Lipljan has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.
The level of budget
spending on capital 0%
investments in 2016 was 0%
85.60%, whereas in 2017 404

B vear 2016 N Year 2017

for the same category 30%
the level of spending was 2%
83.20%. 10%
0%
Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
anemphasis of matter”

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Lipjan/Lipljan in Municipality of Lipjan/Lipljan in
the 19 assessed indicators is 39 the 24 assessed indicators is 63
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (62.90%). possible (70.00%).
The average performance The average performance
I of all municipalities is I of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

23 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(71.88%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 100%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 57.14%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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10%

0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

29 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(78.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 75%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 57.14%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Lipjan/Lipljan
supervising body Consultation inField |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(35.29%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 50%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0l Year 2017

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(42.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
70%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 25%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Lipjan/Lipljan
in Field Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 11l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

7 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(53.85%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® T indicator
® Integrity 40%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

12 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(92.31%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1T indicator
® Integrity 90%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Lipjan/Lipljan
in Field IIl

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Lipjan/Lipljan in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

I Performance in the field of democratic governance is 6.50% higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Lipjan/Lipljan in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/
1out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

The performance of the Municipality of Lipjan/Lipljan in this field is
high.

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 38.46%
lower compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
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The Municipality of
Malishevé/Malisevo has

not qualified for the 2019 100%
Performance Gran.
The first minimum
conditions (audit
opinion should at least
be unmodified with an
emphasis of the matter) 50%
has not been fulfilled. The 40%
regularity audit opinion for  30%

0 Year 2016 l Year 2017
90%

80%
70%
60%

2017 is a qualified opinion 20%

with an emphasis of the 10%

matter. 0%

The municipality has spent Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
86.50% of the capital least “Unmodified with an spent on capital investments
investment budget 2017, emphasis of matter”

whereas the level of
spending for this category
in 2016 was 89.90%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016

The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Malishevé/ Municipality of Malishevé/
MalisSevo in the 19 assessed Malisevo in the 24 assessed
indicators is 26 points from indicators is 39 points from
a total of 62 points possible a total of 90 points possible
(41.94%). (43.33%).

The average performance of The average performance of
all municipalities is 43.08%. all municipalities is 45.50%.
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Year 2016

15 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(46.88%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 53.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

45.64%.
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0%

Role of the Citizens

Field | - Democratic Governance

14 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(37.84%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 65%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Malishevé/Malisevo
inField |

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017

Municipal Assemblyas
supervising body

participation and
Consultation

I Year 2016 I Year 2017



Year 2016

2 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(11.76%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
0%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 50%
1indicator

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

42.62%.
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P |

0%

Field Il - Municipal Management

16 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(40.00%).

This field includes three sub-
fields:
® Human Resource Management
10%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 25%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Human Resource Finance Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Management Management Malishevé/Malidevo
and Audit in Field Il
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016
9 points out of a total of 13 9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(23.08%). (69.23%).
This field includes two sub-fields: This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100% ® Access to information 100%
1indicator 1indicator
® Integrity 0% ® Integrity 60%
2 indicators 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.
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Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
The Municipality of Malishevé/Malisevo in the field of Democratic
Governance has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public
meetings /1 out of 4

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 9.04% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
The Municipality of Malishevé/Malisevo in the field of Municipal
Management has shown poor performance in the following indicators

Indicator 11 = Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS / 1 out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / 1 out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due
to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
The Municipality of Malishevé/Malisevo in the field of Transparency and

Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
SDG project mplemented by  Holvas
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Minimum conditions

The Municipality of Mamushé&/

Mamusa has not qualified for

the 2019 Performance Grant. 100%

The first minimum condition 0% Bvear2016 I Year 2017
(audit opinion is at least

unmodified with an emphasis
of the matter) and the second 70%

80%

minimum conditions (the 60%
budget spending level for 50%
capital investment in 2017 0%

is at least 75%) have not

been fulfilled. The regularity 0%

audit opinion for 2017 is a 20%

qualified opinion with an 10%

emphasis of the matter 0%

and the municipality has Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
spent 70.90% of the capital “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
investment budget. Whereas, anemphasis of matter”

in 2016 the level of spending
for the same category was

75.90%

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Mamushé&/Mamusa Municipality of Mamushé&/Mamusa
in the 19 assessed indicators is 31 in the 24 assessed indicators is 29
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (20.97%). possible (32.22%).

The average performance The average performance

of all municipalities is of all municipalities is

43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

3 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(9.38%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 20%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
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70%
60%
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40%
30%

Field | - Democratic Governance

5 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(13.51%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 25%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

20%
10%
0%

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Mamushé/Mamusa
supervising body Consultation in Field |
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
42.86%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20%

10% .
0%

Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(32.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
10%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 20%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Mamushé/Mamusa

inFieldll

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
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70%
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10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 60%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Mamushé/Mamusa
in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
The Municipality of Mamush&/Mamusa in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the Municipal
Assembly / O out of 5

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the municipal
assembly for the previous year / 2 out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor of the
Municipality/1 out of 3

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public meetings /O
out of 4

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public was
consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality/O out of 3

I Performance in the field of democratic governance is 4.14% lower compared
to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
The Municipality of Mamushé&/Mamusa in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of performance
appraisals for civil servants /1 out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly of the
annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the previous
year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with the
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs. planned)
activities / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings based
on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/0 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority from
the NAO / O out of 6.

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to the
large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
The Municipality of Mamush&/Mamusa in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 46.15% higher
compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
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The Municipality of South
Mitrovicé e jugut/Juzna
Mitrovica has qualified
for the 2019 Performance
Grant

The level of budget
spending for capital
investments in 2016 was
82.80%, whereas in 2017
the level of spending for
the same category was
83.60%.
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Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the
Municipality of South Mitrovicé

e jugut/Juzna Mitrovica in the 19
assessed indicators is 7 points

from a total of 62 points possible

(11.29%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
43.08%.
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Annual Audit Report at least
“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of South Mitrovicé e
jugut/Juzna Mitrovica in the 24
assessed indicators is 21 points
from a total of 90 points possible
(23.33%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.

40%
30%
20%
10%

Performance in Year 2016

0%

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

O points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(0%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

4 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(10.81%)

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

1

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Mitrovicé e jugut/Juzna

supervising body Consultation Mitrovica in Field |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016
4 points out of a total of 17 8 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(23.53%). (20%).
This field includes three This field includes three
sub-fields: sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management ® Human Resource
0% Management 0%
3 indicators 4 indicators
® Finance Management and ® Finance Management and
Auditing 0% Auditing 5%
1indicator 5 indicators
® Service delivery 100% ® Service delivery 70%
1indicator 3 indicators
The average performance of The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is
42.62%. 44.50%.
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0% — —
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Management Management Mitrovicé e jugut/Juzna

and Audit Mitrovica in Field Il

0 Year 2016 0l Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 60%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of
Mitrovicé e jugut/Juzna Mitrovica
in Field Ill

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

The Municipality of South Mitrovicé e jugut/Juzna Mitrovica has shown

poor performance in all indicators under the field of Democratic

Governance due to the non-reporting of data on KPMS to MLGA.
Performance in the field of democratic governance is 10.81 % higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management
(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of South Mitrovicé e jugut/Juzna Mitrovica in the field of

Municipal Management has shown poor performance in the following
indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year / O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned activities) / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation) / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax) / O
ngab

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

Indicator 20 - Cases reviewed during the year / 1 out of 4

I The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due
to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity

(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of South Mitrovicé e jugut/Juzna Mitrovica in the field of

Transparency and Integrity has shown poor performance in the following
indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 46.15%
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
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The Municipality of Severna
Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut

has not qualified for the 2019 100% Bvear 2006 B year 2017

Performance Grant. 90%
The level of budget spending  so%
on capital investments in 70%

2016 was 64.00%, whereas in 5%
2017 for the same category 50%
the level of spending was 0%
78.40%.

The Municipality of Severna
Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut
has not qualified for the
2018 grant due to the failure

30%
20%
10%

0%

to fulfil the first minimum AnnualAuditReportlatleast AtIeast75%0the budget
. . “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
CODdItlon. The au_d_ltor . anemphasis of matter”
opinion was qualified with an
emphasis of the matter.
Overall performance
Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Severna Mitrovica/ Municipality of Severna Mitrovica/
Mitrovicé e veriut the 19 assessed Mitrovicé e veriut the 24 assessed
indicators is 12 points from a total indicators is 12 points from a total
of 62 points possible (19.35%). of 90 points possible (13.13%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

12 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(37.50)

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 53.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

O points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(0%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut
supervising body Consultation inField |
I Year 2016 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016
O points out of a total of 17 12 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(0%). (30.00%).
This field includes three This field includes three
sub-fields: sub-fields:
® Human Resource ® Human Resource
Management 0% Management%
3 indicators 4 indicators
® Finance Management and ® Finance Management and
Auditing 0% Auditing 30%
1indicator 5 indicators
® Service delivery 0% ® Service delivery 60%
1indicator 3 indicators
The average performance of The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is
42.62%. 44.50%.
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Management Management Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut
and Audit Field Il

0 Year 2016 0l Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

O points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 0%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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Integrity

O points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(53.85%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 0%
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of
Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut
in Field lll

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance
(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

The Municipality of Severna Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut in the field of
Democratic Governance has shown poor performance in all indicators.
This has resulted from the failure to report on the KPMS to MLGA.

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 37.50% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management
(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Severna Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut in the field of
Municipal Management has shown poor performance in the following
indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS j / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax)/1 out
of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

Indicator 20 - Cases reviewed during the year / O out of 4

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

The Municipality of Severna Mitrovica/Mitrovicé e veriut in the field
of Transparency and Integrity has shown weak performance in all
indicators. This has a result of not-reporting data on KPMS in MLGA.

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.

Decentralisation
and M I S
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The Municipality of Novo
Brdo/Novobérdé has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.

The level of budget
spending on capital 0%
investments in 2016 was 0%
79.60%, whereas in 2017 .o

0 Year 2016 Il Year 2017

for the same category 30%
the level of spending was 2%
87.00% 10%
0%
Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
least“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
anemphasis of matter”

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Novo Brdo/ Municipality of Novo Brdo/
Novobérdé in the 19 assessed Novobérdé in the 24 assessed
indicators is 27 points from indicators is 33 points from
a total of 62 points possible a total of 90 points possible
(43.55%). (36.67%).
The average performance The average performance
I of all municipalities is I of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

15 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(46.88%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 60%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

10 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(27.03%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 20%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Novo Brdo/Novobérdé
supervising body Consultation in Field |
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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- J
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Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

14 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(35%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
Human Resource
Management 0%
4 indicators
Finance Management and
Auditing 20%
5 indicators
Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Novo Brdo/Novobérdé
inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 60%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Novo Brdo/Novobérdé
in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Novo Brdo/Novobérdé in the field of Democratic
Governance has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the
Municipal Assembly / O out of 5

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality / 1 out of 3

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO / O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 9 -fVVomen in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 19.85 % lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Novo Brdo/Novobérdé in the field of Municipal
Management has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year / O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) /1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 -fLeveI of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due
to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.
Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Novo Brdo/Novobérdé in the field of Transparency and
Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 46.15 higher

compared to 2016.
Decentralisation
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The Municipality of
Obilig/Obili¢ has qualified oo

for the 2019 Performance 92; BYear 2016 [ Year 2017
Grant. o
The level of budget o
spending on capital 0%

investments in 2016 was 0%
86.30%, whereas in 2017 4

for the same category 30%
the level of spending was 2%
75.00%. 10%
0%
Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
least“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
anemphasis of matter”

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Obilig/Obili¢ in Municipality of Obilig/Obili¢ in
the 19 assessed indicators is 31 the 24 assessed indicators is 40
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (50%). possible (44.44%).
The average performance The average performance
I of all municipalities is I of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Performance in Year 2016 Performance in Year 2016

e Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

12 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(37.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 40%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

12 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(32.43%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 30%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70.00%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Obilig/Obili¢
supervising body Consultation in Field |
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

6 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(35.29%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
28.57 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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10%
0%
Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

17 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(42.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
10%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 45%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 70%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Obilig/Obili¢
Field Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

13 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(100%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 100%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is

46.76%.
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Integrity

11 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(84.62%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 33.33%
1 indicator
® Integrity 100%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is

63.10%.

Average of M. of Obilig/Obili¢
North in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Obilig/Obili¢ in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the
Municipal Assembly / O out of 5

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 5.07% higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Obilig/Obili¢ in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants /1 out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

Indicator 20 - Cases reviewed during the year / 1 out of 4
The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
Municipality of Obilig/Obili¢ in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public
documents/ 1 out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 15.38%
lower compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
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The Municipality of Partes/
Partesh has not qualified

for the 2019 Performance 122; Year 2016 Year 2017
Grant. ’

The second minimum
requirement (level of
budget expenditure for
capital investments in 2017
should be at least 75%)
has not been fulfilled. The
municipality has spent
64.30 of its budget for
capital investments in 2017,
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0%

. Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
whereas 'r? 2016 the lelvel “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
of expenditures for this anemphasis of matter”

category was 64.70%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Parte$/Partesh in Municipality of Partes/Partesh in
the 19 assessed indicators is 36 the 24 assessed indicators is 40
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (58.06%). possible (44.44%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

18 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(56.25%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

13 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(35.14%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 45.00%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Partes/Partesh
supervising body Consultation in Field |
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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and Audit
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18 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(45%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 15%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Parte$/Partesh
inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field 1l - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
1 indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of
Parte$/Partesh
in Field 11l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance
(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Parte$/Partesh in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality / 1 out of 3

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO / O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

I Performance in the field of democratic governance was 21.11% lower
compared to 2016

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Parte$/Partesh in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned) activities) / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax) / O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due
to the large number of frozen indicators for 2076.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Parte$/Partesh in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.

Decentralisation
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The Municipality of Pejé&/
Pec has qualified for the
2019 Performance Grant.
The level of budget
spending on capital
investments in 2016 was
80.70%, whereas in 2017y,
for the same category
the level of spending was
86.80%.
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Overall Performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Pejé/Pec¢ in the 19
assessed indicators is 39 points
from a total of 62 points possible
(62.90%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is
43.08%.
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At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

Annual Audit Report at
least“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

The performance of the
Municipality of Pejé/Pec in the
24 assessed indicators is 54
points from a total of 90 points
possible (60.00%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is
45.50%.
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Year 2016

20 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(62.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 53.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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25 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(67.57%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 65%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Pejé/Pe¢
supervising body Consultation inField |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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20 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
60%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 20%
5 indicators
® Service delivery100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Average of the M. of
Pejé/Pe¢
in Field I

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017

Service Delivery



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

8 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 50%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Pejé/Pec
in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Pejé/Pec in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

I Performance in the field of democratic governance is 5.07% higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Pejé/Pe¢ in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS / 1 out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) /1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity

(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Pejé/Pec in the field of Transparency and Integrity has

shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

I Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 7.69
higher compared to 2016.
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The Municipality of
Podujevé/Podujevo has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.

The level of budget
spending on capital
investments in 2016 was
85.70%, whereas in 2017 for
the same category the level
of spending was 78.50%.
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Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Podujevé/
Podujevo in the 19 assessed
indicators is 28 points from
a total of 62 points possible
(45.16%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is 43.08%.
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Annual Audit Report at
least“Unmodified with an
emphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Podujevé/
Podujevo in the 24 assessed
indicators is 36 points from
a total of 90 points possible
(40%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is 45.50%.
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Year 2016

10 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(31.25%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 40%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

Field | - Democratic Governance

10 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(27.03%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 30%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is

40.60%.

45.64%.
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0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three sub-
fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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19 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(47.50%).

This field includes three sub-
fields:
® Human Resource Management
30%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 30%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Podujevé/Podujevo
Field Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016
9 points out of a total of 13 7 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(69.23%). (53.85%).
This field includes two sub-fields:  This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100% ® Access to information 33.33 %
1indicator 1indicator
® Integrity 60% ® Integrity 60%
2 indicators 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.
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Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Podujevé/Podujevo in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality / 1 out of 3

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 3

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 4.22 % higher
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Podujevé/Podujevo in the field of Municipal Management

has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due
to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.
Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
Municipality of Podujevé/Podujevo in the field of Transparency and
Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public
documents /1 out of 3

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 15.38%
lower compared to 2016
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The Municipality of
Prishtiné/Pristina has

not qualified for the 2019 1o B vear 2016l Year 2017
Performance Grant. 0%

The second minimum
requirement (level of
budget expenditure for
capital investments in 2017
should be at least 75%)
has not been fulfilled. The
municipality has spent
56.50% of its budget for
capital investments in 2017,
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. Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
whereas 'r? 2016 the lelvel “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
of expenditures for this anemphasis of matter”

category was 58.40%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Prishtiné/Pristina  Municipality of Prishtiné/Pristina
in the 19 assessed indicators in the 24 assessed indicators
is 23 points from a total of 62 is 28 points from a total of 90
points possible (37.10%). points possible (31.11%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

13 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(40.63%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 40%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

4 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(10.81%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 20%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas participation and Prishtiné/PriStina
supervising body Consultation inField |

I Year 2016 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

4 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(23.53%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
28.57%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service Delivery 50%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

16 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(40%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
20%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 30%
5 indicators
® Service Delivery 80%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Prishtiné/Pristina
in Field Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

6 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(46.15%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 33.33%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 50%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of

46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

all municipalities in this field is

8 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 50%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Iy

Integrity Average of M. of
Prishtiné/PriStina
in Field 11l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Prishting/Pristina in the field of Democratic Governance has

shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2- Discussion of the budget report for the previous by the Municipal
Assembly / O out of 3

Indicator 3- Discussion of the Municipal Performance Report by Municipal
Assembly for the previous year/ O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor of
the Municipality / 1 out of 3

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/ O out of 5

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public meetings /
O out of 4

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public was
consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality/1 out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance was 29.81 % lower
compared to 2016.
Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Prishtiné/Pristina in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators
Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of performance
appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year / O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with the
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned activities) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings based
on legislation /1 out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax) / 1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
I the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Prishtiné/Pristina in the field of Transparency and Integrity has

shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

I Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 15.38% higher

compared to 2016.
Decentralisation
DEMOS st
DG project implemantad by Holvtas
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The Municipality of Prizren/
Prizren has qualified for the

2019 Performance Grant. 100% BYear2016 [ Year 2017
The level of budget 90%
spending on capital go%

investments in 2016 was 70%

76.30%, whereas in 2017 for 60:/°
the same category the level o
of spending was 89.60%.

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
least“Unmodified with an spent on capital investments
emphasis of matter”

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Prizren/Prizren in  Municipality of Prizren/Prizren in
the 19 assessed indicators is 21 the 24 assessed indicators is 26
points from a total of 62 points points from a total of 90 points
possible (33.87%). possible (28.89%).

The average performance of The average performance of
I all municipalities is 43.08%. I all municipalities is 45.50%.
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80%
70%
60%
50%
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30%

20%
10%
0%

Performance in Year 2016 Performance in Year 2016

e Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

12 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(37.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 53.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

10 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(16.22%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 75%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Prizren/Prizren
supervising body Consultation inField |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

6 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(35.29%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
28.57 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20%

10% .
0%

Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

12 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(30%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
20%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 15%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 70%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Prizren/Prizren

inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.8%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 60%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%

Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 50%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Integrity

Average of M. of Prizren/Prizren
in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Prizren/Prizren in the field of Democratic Governance has shown
poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the Municipal
Assembly / O out of 5

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the municipal
assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor of the
Municipality/1 out of 3

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public meetings/0
out of 4

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public was
consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings/0 out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality/ O out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 21.28% lower compared
to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Prizren/Prizren in the field of Municipal Management has shown
poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of performance
appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly of the
annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the previous
year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with the
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within the
legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within the
legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings based on
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority from
the NAO / O out of 6

Indicator 20 - Cases reviewed during the year / 1 out of 4

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Prizren/Prizren in the field of Transparency and Integrity has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 38.46% higher

compared to 2016.
Decentralisation
DEMOS st
DG project implemantad by Holvtas
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The Municipality of
Rahovec/Orahovac has
not qualified for the 2019 100%
Performance Grant. 90%
The first minimum 30%
condition (audit opinion at
least unmodified with an
emphasis of the matter)
has not been fulfilled. The 0%
regularity audit opinion for 4%
2017 is unqualified with an  30%
emphasis of the matter. 20%
The municipality has 0%
spent 88.30% of budget
for capital investment in

0 Year 2016 ll Year 2017

70%
60%

Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
2017, whereas the level of least“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
spending for this category anemphasis of matter”
in 2016 was 90.60%.
Overall Performance
Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Rahovec/ Municipality of Rahovec/
Orahovac in the 19 assessed Orahovac in the 24 assessed
indicators is 31 points from indicators is 28 points from
a total of 62 points possible a total of 90 points possible
(50%). (31.11%).
The average performance of The average performance of
all municipalities is all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Performance in Year 2016 Performance in Year 2016

e Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

14 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(43.75%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 40%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 57.14%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

10 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(27.03%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 25%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 14.29%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Rahovec/Orahovac
supervising body Consultation in Field |
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100%
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 50%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0% —-

Human Resource Finance

Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(32.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
40%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 10%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 70%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Rahovec/Orahovac

inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016
8 points out of a total of 13 5 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(61.54%). (38.46%).
This field includes two sub-fields:  This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100% ® Access to information 0%
1indicator 1indicator
® Integrity 50% ® [ntegrity 50%
2 indicators 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.

100%
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70%
60%
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10%

0%
Access to information Integrity Average of M. of Rahovec/Orahovac
in Field I1l

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
The Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 1 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the Municipal
Assembly / O out of 3

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the Municipal
Assembly / O out of 5

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the municipal
assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public was
consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / 1 out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 16.72% lower compared
to 2016

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
The Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 12 - Processing vacancies through the HRMIS / 1 out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly of the
annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the previous
year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with the
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within the
legal deadline) / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings based
on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/0 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

Indicator 20 - Cases reviewed during the year / 1 out of 4

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to the
large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
The Municipality of Rahovec/Orahovac in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public documents /
Ooutof 3

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 23.08% higher
compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
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The Municipality of
Ranilug/Ranillug has not
qualified for the 2019

100%

Performance Grant. 90%
The Second Minimum 80%
Requirement (level of 70%
budget expenditure for 60%

capital investments in 2017
should be at least 75%) 0%
has not been fulfilled. The
municipality has spent
59.00% of its budget for
capital investments in
2017, whereas in 2016 the
level of expenditures for

this category was 64.20%.

30%
20%
10%

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Ranilug/Ranillug
in the 19 assessed indicators

is 26 points from a total of 62
points possible (41.94%).

I The average performance of

all municipalities is
43.08%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

50%

0 Year 2016 [l Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at
least“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Ranilug/Ranillug
in the 24 assessed indicators

is 48 points from a total of 90
points possible (53.33%).

The average performance of
all municipalities is
45.50%.

40%
30%

e—
0% .

20%
10%
Performance in Year 2016

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Field | - Democratic Governance

Year 2016

15 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(46.88%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 86.67%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

45.64%.
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0%
Role of the Citizens
Municipal Assemblyas participation and
supervising body Consultation
I Year 2016 0 Year 2017

15 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(40.54%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 65.00%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 28.57%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Ranilug/Ranillug

inField |

= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

8 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(49.02%).

This includes three sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
28.57 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 33.33%
1indicators
® Service delivery 100%
1indicators

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

24 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(60%).

This includes three sub-fields:
Human Resource
Management 60%

4 indicators

Finance Management and
Auditing 40% / 23.3%

5 indicators

Service delivery 100%

3 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

I The average performance of

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Ranilug/Ranillug
in Field Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This includes two sub-fields:

Access to information 100%
® 1indicator

Integrity 0%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
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0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 60%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Ranilug/Ranillug
in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance

(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Ranilug/Ranillug in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality / 1 out of 3

Indicator 5- The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/ O out of 5

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public
meetings /0 out of 4

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions / 1 out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance was lower for
6.33 % compared to 2016%.

Municipal Management

(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Ranilug/Ranillug in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity

(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Ranilug/Ranillug in the field of Transparency and

Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicator:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly/ O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity has been
lower for 46.15% compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
and Municipal Support
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Minimum conditions

The Municipality of
Strpce/Shtérpcé has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.
The level of budget

100%
90%
80%
70%

spending on capital 0%
investments in 2016 was 0%
79.80%, whereas in 2017 20%
for the same category 30%
the level of spending was 20%
75.40% 10%

0%

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Strpce/Shtérpcé
in the 19 assessed indicators

is 34 points from a total of 62
points possible (54.84%).

of all municipalities is

The average performance
43.08%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

Bvear2016 N Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at least
“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Strpce/Shtérpcé
in the 24 assessed indicators

is 39 points from a total of 90
points possible (43.33%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.
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Performance in Year 2016

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

17 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(53.13%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 60%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

10 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(27.03%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 30%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40.00%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas participation and Strpce/Shtérpcé
supervising body Consultation in Field |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
100%
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0% —
Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

16 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(40%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 5%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Strpce/Shtérpcé
inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

6 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(46.15%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 33%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 50%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of

46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

all municipalities in this field is

13 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 100%

® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Integrity

Average of M. of
Strpee/Shtérpcé
in Field lll

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Strpce/Shtérpcé in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 2 - Discussing the budget report for the previous year by the
Municipal Assembly / O out 5

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted/O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings/0 out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality/O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 26.10% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Strpce/Shtérpcé in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) /1 out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
The performance of the municipality of Strpce/Shtérpcé is high.

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 53.85
higher compared to 2016.

Decentralisation
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Minimum conditions
The Municipality of
Shtime/Stimlje has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.
The level of budget 0%
spending on capital 0%
investments in 2016 was 40%
95.80%, whereas in 2017 30%

for the same category 20%
the level of spending was 1%
89.70%. 0%

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Shtime/Stimlje in
the 19 assessed indicators is 44
points from a total of 62 points
possible (70.97%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
43.08%.

100%
90%
80%

BYear 2016, Il Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at
least“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Shtime/Stimlje in
the 24 assessed indicators is 59
points from a total of 90 points
possible (65.56%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.

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

0%
Performance in Year 2016

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

26 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(81.25%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 100%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 14.29%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

10 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(72.97%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 75%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 71.43%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas participation and Shtime/Stimlje
supervising body Consultation inField |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

23 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(57.5%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 5%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Shtime/Stimlje
in Field I

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of Shtime/Stimlje
inField lll

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance
(Performance Indicators: 1-10)

Municipality of Shtime/Stimlje in the field of Democratic Governance

has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public
meetings /1 out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality /1
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 8.28% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management
(Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Shtime/Stimlje in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants /1 out of 3

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax) / 1
ngab

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity
(Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Shtime/Stimlje in the field of Transparency and
Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Il Compared to 2016, the performance in this field was the same.
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The Municipality of
Skenderaj/Srbica has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.
The level of budget
spending on capital 0%
investments in 2016 was 0%
96.40%, whereas in 2017 o

for the same category 30%
the level of spending was 2%
98.00%. 10%

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Skenderaj/Srbica
in the 19 assessed indicators

is 23 points from a total of 62
points possible (37.10%).

of all municipalities is

The average performance
43.08%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

] Year 2016
Il Year 2017

Annual Audit Report at
least“Unmodified with
anemphasis of matter”

At least 75% of the budget
spent on capital investments

The performance of the
Municipality of Skenderaj/Srbica
in the 24 assessed indicators

is 44 points from a total of 90
points possible (48.89%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.

40%
30%
20%

0% .

10%
Performance in Year 2016

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

Field | - Democratic Governance

Year 2017

11 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(18.75%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
® 4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
® 3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
® 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

21 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(56.76%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 55%
® 5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
® 3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
® 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas participation and Skenderaj/Srbica
supervising body Consultation inField |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10% .
0%

Human Resource Finance

Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

17 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(42.5%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
30%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 20%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Skenderaj/Srbica
in Field Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016
1 points out of a total of 13 9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(7.69%). (69.23%).
This field includes two sub-fields:  This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 33.33% ® Access to information 0 %
1indicator 1indicator
® Integrity 0% ® Integrity 60%
2 indicators 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Access to information Integrity Average of M. of Skenderaj/Srhica
in Field Ill

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Skenderaj/Srbica in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/ O out of 5

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 22.38% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Skenderaj/Srbica in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants /1 out of 3

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 16 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
Municipality of Skenderaj/Srbica in the field of Transparency and
Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 24 - Realization of citizens requests for access to public
documents / O out of 3

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 38.46
higher compared to 2016
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Minimum conditions

The Municipality of
Suhareké&/Suva Reka has

ifi 100%
not qualified for the 2019 Bvear 2016 [ vear 2017
Performance Grant. 90%
The first minimum condition 80%

(at least an unmodified audit
opinion, with an emphasis
matter) has not been
fulfilled. The audit opinion

70%
60%
50%

on regularity for 2017 is a 40%

qualified opinion with an 30%

emphasis of the matter. 20%

The municipality has spent 10%

84.90% of the budget 0%

on capital investments in Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
2017, whereas the level of “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
spending for this category in anemphasis of matter”

2016 was 79.10%.

Overall performance

Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Suhareké/Suva Municipality of Suhareké/Suva
Reka in the 19 assessed indicators Reka in the 24 assessed indicators
is 31 points from a total of 62 is 36 points from a total of 90
points possible (50%). points possible (40%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
100%
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60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Performance in Year 2016 Performance in Year 2016

e Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

15 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(46.88%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

12 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(32.43%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 40%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Suhareké/Suva Reka
supervising body Consultation in Field |
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

7 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(41.18%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
42.86 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20%

10% .
0%

Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

15 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(37.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
20%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 15%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Suhareké/Suva Reka

inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
1indicator
® Integrity 60%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of
Suhareké/Suva Reka
in Field 11l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Suhareké&/Suva Reka in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 1 = The municipal assembly approves the draft annual budget in time
/ O out of 3

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the municipal
assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 5 = The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/ O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public was
consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality/1 out of 3
Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of democratic governance
was 14.44% lower

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)

Municipality of Suhareké&/Suva Reka in the field of Municipal Management has

shown poor performance in the following indicators

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of performance
appraisals for civil servants /1 out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / 1 out of 3

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly of the
annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the previous
year / O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with the
legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 15 = Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within the
legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 16 - Implementation of the procurement plan (contracted vs.
planned) activities) /1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings based
on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax)/1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible due to
the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
Municipality of Suhareké/Suva Reka in the field of Transparency and Integrity
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity was the same.
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The Municipality of Viti/
Vitina has qualified for the
2019 Performance Grant.
The level of budget
spending on capital
investments in 2016 was 0%
99.90%, whereas in 2017
for the same category
the level of spending was
81.30%.

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Annual Audit Report at least

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the
Municipality of Viti/Vitina in the
19 assessed indicators is 20 points
from a total of 62 points possible
(32.26%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
43.08%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

50%

I Year 2016
0 vear 2017

At least 75% of the budget
“Unmodified with spent on capital investments

anemphasis of matter”

The performance of the
Municipality of Viti/Vitina in the
24 assessed indicators is 44 points
from a total of 90 points possible
(48.89%).

The average performance
of all municipalities is
45.50%.

40%
30%
20%
10%

Performance in Year 2016

0%

Performance in Year 2016

Average performance of all municipalities



Year 2016

6 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(18.75%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 40%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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20%
10%

0% -

Field | - Democratic Governance

13 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(35.14%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 45%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 40%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Viti/Vitina
supervising body Consultation inField |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

11 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(64.71%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
100 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
100%
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80%
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50%
40%
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20%
10%
0%
Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

14 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(35%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 35%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Viti/Vitina
in Field Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

Year 2017

3 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(23.08%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
® 1indicator
® Integrity 0%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.
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0%
Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

Integrity

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
® 1 indicator
® Integrity 60%
® 2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.

Average of M. of
Viti/Vitina
in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Viti/Vitina in the field of Democratic Governance has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality/1 out of 3

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO)/O out of 5

Indicator 7 - Acts approved in Municipal Assembly, for which the public
was consulted / O out of 6

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4

Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 16.39% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Viti/Vitina in the field of Municipal Management has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year/ O out of 2

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation/ O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation/ O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax)/1 out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible

due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.
Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)
Municipality of Viti/Vitina in the field of Transparency and Integrity has
shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Performance in the field of Transparency and Integrity was 46.15
higher compared to 2016.
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The Municipality of
Vushtrri/Vucitrn has
qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.
The level of budget 0%
spending on capital 0%
investments in 2016 was 0%
83.60%, whereas in 2017 o

100%
] Year 2016 I Year 2017

90%
80%

for the same category 30%
the level of spending was 2%
75.20%. 10%
0%
Annual Audit Report at At least 75% of the budget
least“Unmodified with spent on capital investments
anemphasis of matter”
Overall performance
Performance of 2016
The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn
in the 19 assessed indicators in the 24 assessed indicators
is 38 points from a total of 62 is 43 points from a total of 90
points possible (61.29%). points possible (47.78%).
The average performance The average performance
I of all municipalities is I of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

21 points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(65.63%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 73.33%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 100%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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0%

Field | - Democratic Governance

13 points out of a total of 37
possible points in this field
(35.14%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 30%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 70.00%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of
40.60%.

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of

Municipal Assemblyas participation and Vushtrri/Vucitrn
supervising body Consultation in Field |

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

9 points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(52.94%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
71.43 %
3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
1indicator
® Service delivery 100%
1indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
100%
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80%
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50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

22 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(55.00%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
50%
4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 20%
5 indicators
® Service delivery 100%
3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery

Average of the M. of
Vushtrri/Vucitrn
inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016

8 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(61.54%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100%
1indicator
® Integrity 0%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
46.76%.

100%

Access to information

0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

9 points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field
(69.23%).

This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 100 %
1indicator
® Integrity 50%
2 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
63.10%.
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70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
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10%

0%

Integrity

Average of M. of Vushtrri/Vucitrn
in Field I1l

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)
Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn in the field of Democratic Governance
has shown poor performance in the following indicators:

Indicator 3 - Discussions on the municipal performance report by the
municipal assembly for the previous year / O out of 4

Indicator 4 - Meetings of the Municipal Assembly attended by the Mayor
of the Municipality/1 out of 3

Indicator 5 - The municipal assembly discusses the findings and
recommendations (including the actions plan) of the internal and
external audit reports (NAO) / O out of 5

Indicator 6 - Publishing notices on the organization of two public
meetings /1 out of 4

Indicator 8 - Extent of women participation in public meetings / O out of 4
Indicator 9 - Women in politically appointed positions in municipality / O
out of 3

Performance in the field of democratic governance is 30.49% lower
compared to 2016.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn in the field of Municipal Management
has shown poor performance in the following indicators

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants /1 out of 3

Indicator 14 - Use of special service contracts (SSC) in compliance with
the legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax )/ 1
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium
priority from the NAO / O out of 6

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Vushtrri/Vucitrn in the field of Transparency and

Integrity has shown poor performance in the following indicators

Indicator 26 - Reporting the annual plan of the Integrity Plan before the
municipal assembly / O out of 4

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency
and integrity was the same.
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The Municipality of Zubin
Potok/Zubin Potok has
not qualified for the 2019
Performance Grant.

The second minimum
condition (level of budget
spending of at least 75%
for capital investments for
2017), has not been fulfilled. “**
The municipality has spent ***
50.30 of its budget for 20%
capital investments in 2017, '™
whereas in 2016 the level

100%
Bvear 2016 W vear 2017
90%
80%
70%
60%

50%

0%

. . Annual Audit Report at least At least 75% of the budget
of expenditures for this “Unmodified with spent on capital investments
category was 53.80% anemphasis of matter”

Overall performance
Performance of 2016

The performance of the The performance of the
Municipality of Zubin Potok/Zubin Municipality of Zubin Potok/Zubin
Potok in the 19 assessed indicators  Potok in the 24 assessed indicators

is O points from a total of 62 is 13 points from a total of 90
points possible (0%). points possible (14.44%).
The average performance The average performance
of all municipalities is of all municipalities is
43.08%. 45.50%.
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Year 2016

O points out of a total of 32
possible points in this field
(0%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
4 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is

I The average performance of

45.64%.
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Field | - Democratic Governance

O points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(0%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Role of Municipal Assembly as
supervising body 0%
5 indicators
® Citizens’ participation and
consultation 0%
3 indicators
® Inclusiveness 0%
2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is
40.60%.

I The average performance of

0%

Role of the Citizens Inclusiveness Average of M. of
Municipal Assemblyas participation and Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok
supervising body Consultation inField |

I Year 2016 0 Year 2017 o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Municipal Management

Year 2016

Year 2017

O points out of a total of 17
possible points in this field
(0%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
0%
® 3 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 0%
® T indicator
® Service delivery 0%
® T indicator

The average performance of

all municipalities in this field is

42.62%.
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10% .
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Human Resource Finance
Management Management
and Audit
0 Year 2016 0 Year 2017

13 points out of a total of 40
possible points in this field
(32.50%).

This field includes three
sub-fields:
® Human Resource Management
30%
® 4 indicators
® Finance Management and
Auditing 20%
® 5 indicators
® Service delivery 60%
® 3 indicators

The average performance of
all municipalities in this field is
44.50%.

Service Delivery Average of the M. of
Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok

inField Il

o= Average of all municipalities in 2017



Field Il - Transparency and Integrity

Year 2016
O points out of a total of 13 O points out of a total of 13
possible points in this field possible points in this field
(0%). (0%).
This field includes two sub-fields:  This field includes two sub-fields:
® Access to information 0% ® Access to information 0 %
1indicator 1indicator
® Integrity 0% ® Integrity 0%
2 indicators 2 indicators

all municipalities in this field is all municipalities in this field is

The average performance of The average performance of
46.76%. 63.10%.
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Democratic Governance (Performance Indicators: 1-10)

The Municipality of Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok in the field of Democratic
Governance has had poor performance in all indicators due to the lack
of data reporting to MLGA on KPMS

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of democratic
governance remains the same.

Municipal Management (Performance Indicators: 11 -22)
Municipality of Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok in the field of Municipal
Management has shown poor performance in the following indicators

Indicator 11 - Implementation of the scheme for distribution of
performance appraisals for civil servants / O out of 3

Indicator 12 - Processing vacant jobs positions through HRMIS / O out of 2

Indicator 13 - Presentation for discussion before the municipal assembly
of the annual report of the Municipality’s Personnel Office for the
previous year / O out of 2

Indicator 15 - Financial discipline in payments (payments executed within
the legal deadline) / 1 out of 3

Indicator 17 - Updating the property tax register (resurveying buildings
based on legislation / O out of 3

Indicator 18 - Level of property tax collection (paid vs. invoiced tax ) / O
out of 5

Indicator 19 - Addressing recommendations with high and medium priority
from the NAO) / O out of 6

Indicator 20 - Cases reviewed during the year / O out of 4

The comparison of performance for 2016 and 2017 is not possible
due to the large number of frozen indicators for 2016.

Transparency and Integrity (Performance Indicators: 23-27)

Municipality of Zubin Potok/Zubin Potok in the field of Transparency
and Integrity has shown poor performance in all indicators due to the
non-reporting of data on KPMS to MLGA

Compared to 2016, the performance in the field of transparency and
integrity remains the same.
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