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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
EVALUATION PURPOSE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

This is a report on the Final Performance Evaluation of the Development Initiative for 
Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine (DIALOGUE) Project funded by the United States 
Agency for International Development (USAID) Mission in Ukraine. DIALOGUE is being 
implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities (AUC) during May 2010 – November 2015.    

The evaluation of DIALOGUE was conducted during December 2014 – February 2015, by a 
team of two experts – one international and one local. Details about team members are found 
in Annex C. The main objective of the evaluation was to: 1) assess the relevance and 
effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities intended to advance decentralization in Ukraine; 
and 2) discuss approaches for potential follow-on programming.  

The evaluation covered the period of May 2010 – December 2014. The evaluation questions 
focused primarily on Objectives 2 and 3 of the project. These questions are presented in 
Section 4 of this report as well as in Annex A. The findings and conclusions reached by the 
Evaluation Team (ET) could be used by USAID/Ukraine to design future interventions in the 
field of decentralization and local government reform in the country. 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Ukrainian local governments face a high degree of centralized decision-making and limited 
resources, hindering their ability to be sufficiently responsive to their citizenry.  DIALOGUE 
was designed to advance decentralization in Ukraine. The project has four objectives that 
correspond to specific problems it aimed to address:  

 Objective 1: Improved legal framework for effective and transparent local governance. 
 Objective 2: Institutional arrangements for more effective coordination of municipal and 

central government policies and actions. 
 Objective 3: Increased public support of local government reforms. 
 Objective 4: Increased legal protection of local government institutions and officials. 

EVALUATION DESIGN, METHODOLOGY, AND LIMITATIONS 

Data for the evaluation was gathered by employing five methodologies: document review, key 
informant interviews (KIIs), focus group discussions (FGDs), a survey, and site visits to 
municipalities in administrative regions in Western Ukraine (4) and Northern Ukraine (3).  

The ET interviewed a total of 105 KIs who included AUC staff, city officials, staff in other 
USAID- or other donor-funded projects, and national officials, and conducted 2 FGDs with 
members of Regional Advisory Boards (RABs), which included 4 discussants under the RAB 
AUC member cities and 8 discussants under RAB non-AUC members.  The ET also conducted 
a survey with 136 local government officials, of which 28 said that they were not aware of 
DIALOGUE/AUC’s collaboration with their city. Thus the ET obtained a final sample of 102 
respondents; with 44 cities from West Ukraine, and 58 cities from Eastern Ukraine.  

The ET encountered few limitations during its fieldwork in Ukraine. They are explained in detail 
in Section 3.2 of this report. While important, these limitations did not prevent the ET from 
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gathering valid and reliable data needed to draw findings and conclusions and make 
recommendations for current and future programming. 

MAIN FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Below is a summary of the main findings, conclusions and recommendations.  For more detail, 
please see Annex I. 

Relevance and Effectiveness of Objective 1 
Findings 
 Interviews with 11 national and 50 local government officials (AUC members) revealed that, 

overall, cities are appreciative of the legislative work done by DIALOGUE and consider it 
very relevant. AUC - a longstanding entity advocating for local governments - has been a 
natural partner to spearhead the effort. 

 DIALOGUE built expertise in legislative drafting and amendments and has a cadre of 
professionals who are well respected for their skills and knowledge. However, the political 
environment in Ukraine has limited its effectiveness.  Among city official that responded to 
the evaluation survey, only 68% thought that DIALOGUE has been effective in getting the 
state government to change existing legislation or adopt new legislation. 

 One key issue that came up repeatedly in all KIIs and FGDs was the lack of resources at the 
local level to respond to citizen needs and local priorities. Given regional and district level 
governments (and responsibility for services at these levels), contradictory laws, and lack of 
clarity on functions and responsibilities, it is not clear why clarifying functional assignments 
are delayed until after fiscal decentralization. 

 Local government elections result in a large turnover of elected officials, many of whom 
have not worked in government and lack the skills and knowledge to implement laws. 
Several local officials interviewed by the ET stated the need for “how-to” manuals and step-
by-step guides to implement laws. 

Conclusions 
 Overall, DIALOGUE has been relevant and effective in improving the legal framework for 

local self-government. Based on meetings with stakeholders, it is clear that in the absence of 
the project there may have been less capacity to advocate for decentralization in the 
country and, perhaps, less progress in local governance legislative reform.  

 DIALOGUE has had some success in improving the legal framework despite periods of 
recentralization.  Its unrealized potential, however, is due to the volatile political climate in 
the country.  

 Local governments in Ukraine are strapped for resources.  The sequence for their reform 
needs to start with a clarification of functional assignments to determine the need for 
corresponding resources. 

 Given the large turnover of local government officials in elections, complex laws, 
overlapping functions, and limited resources, local officials and technical staff need greater 
assistance in building their capacity to implement laws.  

Recommendations 
 The need to first define and amend functional responsibilities among different levels of 

government cannot be overstressed. Overlapping responsibilities creates inefficiency when 
resources are limited. 

 Capacity building is essential to help local governments understand their legal mandate, 
especially given the large turnover of officials during local elections which results in many 
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officials who are new to the job. Longer multi-day trainings, three or four times a year, 
more than workshops or seminars that follow the budget cycle and provide practical hands-
on knowledge in legislative implementation, can make a big difference.  
 

Relevance and Effectiveness of Objective 2 
Findings 
 DIALOGUE has been effective in achieving a policy dialogue among different levels of 

government, giving local governments equal opportunity to engage with higher levels of 
government.  All government officials interviewed by the ET considered DIALOGUE activities 
highly relevant. 

 Some local government officials (12) expressed concern that they are not consulted during 
each stage of law creation or amendment. DIALOGUE/AUC also noted problems with laws 
being registered by Ministries within one day and about which no one was informed. 

 Regional dialogue between local governments and their national and regional partners was 
effective but insufficiently frequent. The regional and thematic workshops that DIALOGUE 
organized are viewed by all projects stakeholders as an effective strategy for establishing 
working relationships with DIALOGUE’s partners, as many of them were invited to attend 
these meetings and discussions. However, 6 respondents noted that the events lacked the 
participation of specialists from relevant ministries, state agencies, and the Parliament. 

Conclusions 
 DIALOGUE’s activities to establish a policy dialogue between the AUC-member 

municipalities and central government are considered relevant by the stakeholders and are 
effective. They have allowed member cities to advocate for the empowerment of local 
governments and increase needed resources to ensure more effective services to citizens. 

 Several findings and concerns shared by local governments point to inadequate 
communication and follow-up between DIALOGUE/AUC and their members regarding the 
legal framework.  

 Regional workshops and roundtables have been somewhat effective. There has been high 
participation of local officials in regional workshops and roundtables and these were 
considered effective for forming working relationships and learning best practices. However, 
greater participation of national specialists is necessary.  

Recommendations 
 Dialogue between municipal officials and the central government should be enhanced by 

involving relevant specialists from state agencies in AUC regional workshops and 
roundtables where the reform initiatives are initially proposed and discussed. This will 
ensure that relevant state agencies’ specialists are better prepared to review legislation 
when it comes to their attention. 

 Keeping governments informed of the results of their consultations and legal amendments 
proposed by DIALOGUE to the national government, and providing explanations on policy 
directions, is relatively easy and will be much appreciated. 

 
Relevance and Effectiveness of Objective 3 
Findings 
 Majority of KIs met by the ET – more than 55 - highly valued DIALOGUE’s templates, 

reports, and publications.  They considered them relevant and effective to help increase 
public support of local government reform. 

 Even though DIALOGUE’s publications and media products are useful and relevant for city 
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officials, the ET found that they have not been very effective in targeting citizens and are too 
technical for the general public. 

 The ET heard from at least three of the 10 local governments visited that citizens do not 
understand why their local government cannot solve local problems. Citizens need to 
understand what their local government can or cannot do due to fiscal or legal constraints. 

 DIALOGUE has helped generate discussion among government via the policy dialogue and 
publications on decentralization and Polish model.  However, the ET heard several 
comments about the lack of clear understanding and definition of decentralization which, in 
our opinion, is a necessary first step before undertaking decentralization legislation.  Some 
stakeholders are in favor of the Polish model of decentralization; others question why this 
model is best and stated that Ukraine is unique and that the approach followed should 
include the best lessons learned from the experience of neighboring countries.   

Conclusions 
 Overall, DIALOGUE has been relevant and effective in increasing government support of 

local government reform, but not as effective in reaching out to citizens. The project has a 
strong team that works on Objective 3. The website is user friendly, there are a variety of 
publications targeting different topics and audiences, and there is an easily accessible archive 
of TV shows on YouTube.  However, across all the groups that are supposed to be targeted 
by the project – local government officials, state government officials, MPs, partners, media, 
and citizens – the ET’s opinion is that citizens have been the most neglected.   

 Communication between local governments and citizens is critical for citizens to understand 
the constraints faced by the local government and to support local government reform. 
While local governments seem to share information with their citizens, it is not clear the 
extent to which citizen’s feedback and priorities are taken into account in policy and 
decision making. 

 More clarification on the decentralization model being followed and supported by 
DIALOGUE: Many do not understand the pros and cons of various models and why the 
country has apparently chosen to follow the Polish approach. More sensitization and 
communication on this would ascertain greater support from local officials. 

Recommendations 
 DIALOGUE could partner with channels and programs that are focused on youth, as well as 

popular talk shows, to increase knowledge of local governance and decentralization issues 
among a wider demographic of viewers.   

 Activities aimed at raising public awareness and support for decentralization reforms should 
be given high priority to ensure nationwide popular support for implementing the planned 
significant changes in the administrative organization of local communities and local 
government authorities and responsibilities. 

 
Evaluation Question 1:  
Findings 
 DIALOGUE was praised by all stakeholders interviewed by the ET for changing and creating 

a more positive environment for local governments. DIALOGUE’s templates and website 
designs have helped several local governments conduct opinion polls and surveys, and share 
budget information and performance indicators on the city website. 

 72% of responding cities in the survey said that DIALOGUE has assisted them in establishing 
partnerships with the private sector. When asked to give two examples of sectors in which 
partnerships have been established, 51% of respondents stated “housing and utilities.” 
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 DIALOGUE has been instrumental in supporting legislative changes that improve the 
environment for local government, but more work is required as reflected in road map for 
decentralization reform. DIALOGUE has been effective in supporting the recent legislative 
changes that returned to local governments some of the powers taken away from them 
during the previous regime, before the Revolution of Dignity of 2013-2014.  However, not 
all of its proposals have been incorporated.  

 DIALOGUE has published some articles on gender issues and invited other projects 
focusing on gender to speak at its workshops and roundtables; however, not much progress 
has been made in addressing these issues. When asked about DIALOGUE’s activities in the 
area of gender, most KIs shared the common sentiment that gender issues are not a serious 
problem in communities and the general awareness and understanding of these issues 
among local officials was low. Most equated gender inequality with domestic violence, while 
others said that there were simply no problems with gender issues. 

Conclusions 
 DIALOGUE has had some impact on the activities and environment for local governments 

by giving them templates and support to increase transparency in governance and obtain 
citizen feedback. The project has also helped cities establish partnerships with the private 
sector. 

 More work on decentralization and local government reform is required: Based on 
discussions across the board – from Parliament to small cities – it appears that with the 
change in government and new parliamentary elections, there seems to be an alignment in 
the focus and need for decentralization and a road map for future work in this area has 
been prepared by the Ministry of Regional Development with the assistance of several 
development projects. Stakeholders met by the ET also had several suggestions on areas 
where DIALOGUE could improve its own performance within its current mandate such as 
working with the national government to clarify and reach consensus on the definition of 
decentralization; giving local governments more opportunities to interact with national and 
regional officials; improving the communication and feedback loop to local governments on 
legislative amendments suggested by the project, etc.  

 Gender equality not considered to be an important issue: DIALOGUE’s activities in 
addressing gender issues in local communities were not very successful mainly due to the 
widespread misunderstanding and indifference among municipal officials of the issues based 
on a common misperception that gender issues are not a serious problem.  

Recommendations 
 Legislative drafting should be continued and strengthened, as many new laws and by-laws 

would need to be prepared and cleared through the Cabinet of Ministers and the 
Parliament. 

 Gender-related project activities need to include awareness raising among local officials; 
gender should become a regular topic at AUC-organized workshops and roundtables for 
city officials.  

 
Evaluation Question 2 
Findings 
 Dialogue Day was consistently cited as being the most effective strategy for establishing 

working relationships with state officials, primarily with the Cabinet of Ministers and 
relevant state agencies.  
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 DIALOGUE’s strategy for establishing a working relationship with partners at the regional 
level – such as the RABs – has not been consistently effective, mainly because of the 
dominance of regional partners (such Oblast and Raion State Administrations and respective 
regional councils) and the formal format of this board. In the FGD with RAB non-AUC 
members, local and regional officials were not aware of the RABs or their meetings. 

Conclusions 
 DIALOGUE’s most effective strategy to establish working relationships with its multiple 

counterparts, such as Cabinet of Ministers and relevant state agencies, as well as research 
institutions, NGOs, and other donors, appears to be Dialogue Day. 

 The establishment of RABs has not had consistent results. Of the seven AUC member cities 
visited by the ET less than half have been successful in resolving regional issues.  Other 
DIALOGUE-supported RABs did not stand out in the minds of local officials since there are 
several voluntary advisory boards at the regional level.  

Recommendations 
 Continue support to hold Dialogue Day with Government of Ukraine (GoU). Also consider 

organizing and holding them on a more frequent basis, such as twice a year or as needed. 
Explore organizing and holding a Dialogue Day with Parliament, as part of the annual AUC 
municipal conventions (this is already scheduled for 2015). 

 Review the current strategy for establishing working relationships with counterparts at the 
regional level (RABs) and propose relevant changes to increase its effectiveness, taking into 
account the outcomes of decentralization reform. This mechanism may have to be revised 
following the implementation of the currently planned decentralization reform. Given that 
the responsibilities and authorities of Oblast and Raion State Administrations are planned to 
be substantially revamped under the forthcoming decentralization reform, the future AUC 
strategy for collaboration with the regional partners may have to be revised accordingly, 
depending on the outcome of the reform. 

 
Evaluation Question 3 
Findings 
 Both DIALOGUE and KIs in other development assistance programs mentioned using each 

other’s website to showcase their own work and best practices, and to include links to 
their own projects; case studies and lessons learned are also presented in each other’s 
workshops and seminars.  

 DIALOGUE has actively sought to collaborate with other development assistance programs, 
inviting them to participate in roundtables and discussions, write articles for DIALOGUE 
publications where appropriate, and showcase best practices in their work with local 
governments. This extends not only to USAID funded projects, but also to those funded by 
other donors such as the Government of Canada, GIZ, and others. 

 Eight KIIs confirmed that DIALOGUE has not had much collaboration with the private 
sector and/or they were unaware of this collaboration. There is only marginal reference to 
collaboration with the private sector in DIALOGUE’s SOW, and partnerships with the 
private sector have mostly been the focus of USAID’s Public-Private-Partnership 
Development Program (P3DP). DIALOGUE has, however, disseminated best practices in 
establishing partnerships with the private sector among its member cities.    

Conclusions 
 Overall, DIALOGUE has adequately responded to opportunities to leverage resources and 

advance reforms through collaborations with other development assistance programs but 
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not with Ukraine’s private sector organizations. In particular, through involving the 
representatives of other development assistance programs from other USAID projects and 
international/bilateral donors in its workshops and roundtables, DIALOGUE has built a 
better coordinated support for local government reforms from development programs.  

 DIALOGUE has not collaborated with the private sector to leverage resources and advance 
reforms at the local level: To the ET’s knowledge, DIALOGUE has not collaborated with 
any Business Associations or Chambers of Commerce to promote local government 
reform.  

Recommendations 
 Similar to a donor coordination meeting, a quarterly or semi-annual meeting of donor 

funded projects could be very useful in sharing lessons learned and creating synergies for 
greater collaboration. Keeping an active and updated record of past success stories and 
achievements can also help in quickly getting access to past analytical studies/guides and 
updating them rather than having to “reinvent the wheel.” 

 ET suggests that DIALOGUE explore the possibility of establishing a coordination 
framework for cooperation with the private sector interested in throwing their support 
behind reform of local government that results in an enabling local environment for 
businesses and investment. This can help AUC/DIALOGUE member cities increase their 
resource base and enable them to be more responsive to citizen needs and priorities – an 
important objective of decentralization reform. 

 
Evaluation Question 4 
Findings 
 DIALOGUE has promoted principles of transparency and openness among local 

governments by encouraging member cities to have a website to provide information on the 
budget, mayor’s policy initiatives, and other pertinent information, and providing website 
templates for smaller member cities and villages.  

 DIALOGUE prepared and shared templates for member cities to conduct public opinion 
polls: These templates were prepared for all 9 of the project technical areas and, when 
asked in the evaluation survey, 67% of respondents said that they undertake surveys and 
public opinion polls. However, it is not clear if local governments have used these opinion 
polls to undertake service improvements, or if DIALOGUE has provided assistance on this. 
The project has conducted two public opinion polls itself; one in April 2013 and one in 
November 2014.  

 52% of member cities surveyed stated that they have adopted and integrated several new 
practices into the city governance based on their experience with DIALOGUE, while 41% 
said that they had “somewhat” adopted such practices.  

Conclusions 
 DIALOGUE’s counterparts have adopted a number of new practices into their operation, 

which should improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government 
reforms.  These include providing the cities with website template, as well as templates for 
conducting the local public opinion polls, conducting open budget hearings, surveys and 
opinion polls, sharing budget information on the website, and developing, monitoring and 
sharing performance indicators in various sectors with their citizens. At least 3 local 
governments indicated in interviews and FGDs that they became more transparent and 
engaged in widely distributed and more frequent communication with their citizens due to 
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support from DIALOGUE project. However, to the ETs knowledge the DIALOGUE project 
has not yet worked with local governments in focusing on improving local service delivery. 

Recommendations 
 Increasing public support for local government reform is one of DIALOGUE’s objectives. 

However, the project has not chosen – at least thus far - to achieve this objective by 
encouraging and assisting local governments to focus on improvements in service delivery. 
Citizens’ support and trust in their government usually flows from the ability of the 
government to be responsive to citizen’s needs and priorities. A focus on concrete, 
achievable results and service improvements within the budget, based on citizen feedback is 
an important step to achieve public support for reform.  

Future Recommendations 
Stakeholders mentioned that USAID’s assistance is critical in order for AUC to continue its 
work and be effective.  However, they also stressed that one project cannot do everything and 
that there is a need for an additional project with targeted mandates and objectives. 

Given the fortuitous alignment of central government support for decentralization and local 
government reform in Ukraine, one can anticipate greater results from a project that includes 
some of the following components:  

 Development of civil society and citizen participation in local governance 
 Capacity building/pilot local government project (including revenue generation, 

improved services, better budgeting and financial management, etc.) 
 National  decentralization strategy development and implementation 

Even though some of these initiatives have been tried in Ukraine in the past, results were likely 
dampened due to the political environment and periods of recentralization or control.  
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1.0  EVALUATION PURPOSE AND 
EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
1.1 EVALUATION PURPOSE 

This is a report on the Final Performance Evaluation of the Development Initiative for 
Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine (DIALOGUE) Project funded by the United States 
Agency for International Development (USAID) Mission in Ukraine. DIALOGUE is being 
implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities (AUC) from May 2010 to November 2015. 

The evaluation was conducted during the period January 12 – 27, 2015 by a team assembled by 
Mendez England and Associates (ME&A). The Evaluation Team (ET) comprised two key experts: 
international expert Dr. Ritu Nayyar-Stone (Team Leader, NORC at the University of Chicago) 
and local expert Mr. Ulian Bilotkach (Local/Municipal Development Specialist). They were 
assisted by Mr. Volodymyr Ternytskyi (Logistics Coordinator and Interpreter).  Details about team 
members are found in Annex C. 

The main goal of the evaluation was to: 1) assess the relevance and effectiveness of selected 
DIALOGUE activities intended to advance decentralization in Ukraine; and 2) discuss 
approaches for potential follow-on programming. The evaluation covered the period of May 
2010 – December 2014. 

1.2 EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

As per the Scope of Work (SOW), the ET was to focus on DIALOGUE’s Objectives 2 and 3 of 
the project (see Project Background), and to answer the following evaluation questions: 
 
1. What major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments in Ukraine 

do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of 
the work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing 
key related gender issues? 

2. What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working relations with the 
DIALOGUE's multiple counterparts in Ukraine's challenging environment? For strategies 
that did not work, how could they be further improved? 

3. How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and advance 
reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine's 
private sector organizations? 

4. What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts adopted to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without 
foreign assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into 
routine government operations? 

2.0  PROJECT BACKGROUND 
2.1  UKRAINIAN CONTEXT 

Ukrainian local governments face a high degree of centralized decision-making and limited 
resources, which hinders their ability to be sufficiently responsive to their citizenry. This 
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problem is compounded by the fact that Ukraine’s proportional representation election system 
makes city councilors accountable to their respective political parties in the capital, rather than 
their local constituencies. Citizens see few incentives to engage or participate in local decision-
making, weakening the democratic foundations of local communities. Overall, the problems of 
local governance in Ukraine can be categorized into the following areas: 

1. Incomplete and inconsistent legal framework for local governance, in particular: i) 
financial incapacity of local governments; ii) lack of local government authority; iii) lack 
of local government accountability 

2. Lack of effective cooperation between central and local governments in policy making 
and implementation 

3. Lack of political will to improve local governance 
4. Lack of legal protection for local government institutions and officials 

The one local government association with access to the Government of Ukraine (GoU) and to 
the Parliament is AUC. AUC has a membership base that currently includes over 500 cities, 
villages, and towns across Ukraine - collectively comprising over 80% of the country’s 
population. AUC also has the ear of some ministries and relevant Parliamentary committees 
and caucuses. And, as of the summer of 2009, an AUC representative sits on the weekly 
Cabinet of Ministers’ meeting as a non-voting member but with the right to participate in 
deliberations. AUC does not have the right to directly submit legislation into Parliament and has 
no powers vis-à-vis GoU bodies other than the ability to enter into policy dialogues with them.   

2.2  DIALOGUE BACKGROUND 

DIALOGUE was designed based on the following assumptions: 1) AUC understands the needs 
of local governments and represents them to the central state authorities in a non-partisan, 
objective manner; 2) central authorities and their representatives at the oblast and raion level 
discuss policy options with local governments and AUC and support legal and institutional 
transformations needed to improve local government operations; 3) an outreach campaign 
linking improved service delivery to local government reform will be successful in mobilizing 
public and state government support for needed reforms; and 4) AUC will have the capacity to 
expand their legislative, policy, and analytical ability as well as to provide legal services to their 
members.  

The purpose of the DIALOGUE project was to advance decentralization in Ukraine. Specifically, 
it was designed to help Ukrainian local governments: 

 Formulate, comment on, and advocate for the passage and implementation of 
decentralization legislation 

 Promote an effective dialogue between local governments and raion and oblast 
administrations 

 Educate policymakers, civil society, and the general public on the importance of 
decentralization in improving governance, municipal service delivery, and the economy 

 Provide more legal aid to local governments and local government officials 
 
DIALOGUE has four objectives that correspond to specific problems that the project is to 
address, with the specified level of effort on each component in brackets:  

 Objective 1: Improved legal framework for effective and transparent local governance – 
(35%)  
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 Objective 2: Institutional arrangements for more effective coordination of municipal and 
central government policies and actions – (30%) 

 Objective 3: Increased public support of local government reforms – (25%) 
 Objective 4: Increased legal protection of local government institutions and officials – 

(10%) 

Project implementation covers periods of both recentralization, following the 2010 Presidential 
Election when the national government was unwilling to give political, administrative, and fiscal 
autonomy to local governments; and decentralization, immediately after the Revolution of 
Dignity in 2014, which saw a change in Government. Thus, the project experienced periods 
when its role was minimized and the country lacked a common understanding and approach to 
decentralization.  

At the start of DIALOGUE, it was felt that increased local autonomy and the greater right to 
self-determination that decentralization would afford to Crimea could help to ameliorate 
smoldering tensions. Under DIALOGUE, AUC was therefore tasked to significantly increase 
the size and scope of its previous programming in the Eastern Ukraine and Crimea regions. 
AUC sought to involve all 14 of its member municipalities in Crimea in open discussions of local 
government reform in Ukraine, increase their exposure to international and Ukrainian city 
management best-practices, and provide them opportunities for peer exchange and training.  At 
the start of the project all activities described under DIALOGUE’s four objectives were 
performed in Crimea, with the mandate that DIALOGUE would spend more resources in this 
region.  

With the Russian takeover of Crimea in 2014, and war in the Donbas region, officials in some 
of the cities visited by the ET cited the stress of the war, challenges of the internally displaced 
population, and diversion of limited resources to soldiers fighting in the East. In this 
environment, increasing the effectiveness of the DIALOGUE project can strengthen the 
autonomy and authority of local government and, hopefully, citizens’ support of its leadership.  

3.0  EVALUATION METHODS AND 
LIMITATIONS 
3.1 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

The evaluation methodology was carefully designed to respond to the evaluation questions 
outlined in the SOW, as well as to document the results of project interventions, assess the 
relevance and effectiveness of selected project activities, and present lessons learned and 
recommendations for approaches to potential follow-on programming. To conduct the 
evaluation, the ET used a combination of quantitative and qualitative methodologies to obtain a 
clear picture of the project’s performance. Data was collected from a broad range of 
stakeholders and beneficiaries to ensure independence of the evaluation process, as well as 
accuracy, completeness, and credibility of the evaluation’s findings, conclusions, 
recommendations, and lessons learned.   

3.1.1 Qualitative Research and Analysis 
The qualitative evaluation focused on data collection and analysis to provide local context and 
present concrete examples that illustrate in greater detail the quantitative findings. Data was 
collected using the following methods: 
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1. Critical desk review of materials related to DIALOGUE as provided by USAID such as 
project reports and annual work plans, project performance management plan (PMEP), data 
on achievement of performance indicators. 

2. 105 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with the following1: 
 Key AUC staff in Kiev associated with implementing DIALOGUE including the Chief of 

Party (CoP), senior inter-governmental relations expert, senior legal expert, senior 
public education/media experts; persons in charge of electronic publications such as 
Legislation News, Sectoral Monitoring, and Local Self Government Annual Report, 
among others; AUC consultants at the City Legal Assistance Center; and staff mentoring 
the interns for the local government lawyer school. 

 Other USAID-funded projects that deal with either decentralization or local 
government issues such as the Municipal Energy Reform Project; Municipal Finance 
Strengthening Initiative II; and Responsible, Accountable and Democratic Assembly 
Program.  

 National officials from the Ministry of Finance (MoF), Ministry of Regional Development 
(MoRD), and members of the Verknovna Rada of Ukraine (VR).  

 Staff in AUC regional offices. 
 City officials such as mayors, council members, and department heads across the nine 

priority sectors for DIALOGUE. These included both cities that are members of AUC 
as well as two cities that are not members.  

 Other donors focusing on the same priority areas as DIALOGUE such as the Council of 
Europe, Swiss Cooperation Office, Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency (sida), Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), GmbH, 
and Government of Canada. 

3. Field visits to municipalities of different sizes involved in DIALOGUE’s implementation and 
located in four administrative regions in Western Ukraine and three administrative regions 
in Northern Ukraine (schedule of site visits is presented in Annex 3). Given the limited time 
for this evaluation and concerns about security, visits to Eastern and Southern Ukraine 
were not included. However the ET obtained information from these geographic areas via a  
survey (explained below). In adopting this strategy, the ET not only ensured the geographic 
coverage required but also enhanced the quality of its overall findings. During the field visits, 
the ET met with key beneficiaries to ascertain the project’s impact in municipalities and to 
gather data on best practices and lessons learned from project implementation.  

4. Two Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with the Regional Advisory Board (RAB) 
supported by DIALOGUE to bring together city and regional state representatives to 
resolve local governance issues, obtain diverse perspectives, and understand the relationship 
between the project and its perceived results. The FGDs included:  

 RAB members that are also AUC members, such as mayors of AUC cities. 
 RAB members who are not AUC members such as: representatives of raion councils; 

raion administration; representatives of villages; state representatives; and NGOs. 

                                                            
1 Questions for the interviews, FGDs and mini-survey are provided in Annex B – Evaluation Work Plan. These 
questions were formulated based on evaluation questions outlined in the SOW and a desk review of relevant 
documents identified in the SOW. They were finalized following the in-briefing with the USAID Mission in Kiev.  
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3.1.2 Quantitative Research and Analysis 
The quantitative research and analysis consisted of: 1) Collection and review of secondary data 
from the annual report on local self-governance in Ukraine; and 2) Primary quantitative data 
from a survey conducted for the evaluation (see additional details below). 

Survey  
Since some of the project’s key objectives were to generate a policy dialogue between 
Ukrainian cities and other levels of government, increase public support for decentralization, 
and enhance the legal framework for effective and transparent local governments, the ET 
conducted a survey of city mayors, deputy mayors, and acting mayors. The objective of the 
survey was to determine how effective DIALOGUE has been in: 1) getting the state 
government to change existing legislation or adopt new legislation; 2) organizing events and 
activities that are useful to and highly attended by cities; 3) increasing public support for local 
government reform; 4) producing publications and media products that are beneficial for cities; 
5) enabling and assisting cities to establish partnerships with the private sector; 6) discussing 
gender related issues; and 7) promoting practices and behaviors that cities have adopted. 

Sampling Methodology  
Given the large number of cities in Ukraine, the ET used a purposeful sample, giving more 
weight to AUC member cities from Eastern Ukraine to balance feedback received from cities in 
Western and Northern Ukraine where field visits and interviews were conducted. The 
objective was to get direct feedback from 100 mayors or deputy mayors: 60 from Eastern 
Ukraine and 40 from Western Ukraine, excluding cities the ET visited. Additionally, cities were 
selected across three population sizes: 1) small cities with population less than 50,000; 2) mid-
size cities with populations between 50,000 and 500,000; and 3) large cities with populations 
greater than 500,000.  

Survey data was collected via a computer assisted telephone interview. Prior to data collection 
GfK, a local firm, conducted a pre-test of the questionnaire in two cities that were not selected 
for the final sample. Results of the pre-test were discussed with the team and a few minor 
adjustments made to the questionnaire. GfK contacted 136 local government officials, including: 
105 mayors, 15 deputy mayors, 7 acting mayors, 7 secretary of the city council, one secretary 
of the village council (as a number of villages are AUC members also, and the name and contact 
information of all member cities was provided by AUC/DIALOGUE), and one secretary of the 
executive committee at the city council. Of these 136 officials, 28 said that they were not aware 
of DIALOGUE/AUC’s collaboration with their city. Thus the ET obtained a final sample of 102 
respondents: 44 from cities in West Ukraine, and 58 from cities in Eastern Ukraine.  

Data Analysis  
After finishing data collection, the team conducted a thorough analysis.  For qualitative data 
resulting from stakeholder interviews, the team used triangulation to identify any 
inconsistencies and ensure reliability. By asking different stakeholders the same or similar sets 
of questions, the ET was able to reduce response bias, discussed below. Evaluation findings and 
preliminary conclusions from the analysis were presented to the Mission and DIALOGUE 
stakeholders for comment during the out-going briefing. 

3.2 EVALUATION LIMITATIONS 

There were several limitations inherent to the design of this evaluation; the most serious are: 
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1. Selection Bias: After selecting the cities for the field visit and the types of individuals for 
the KIIs, the ET had to rely on DIALOGUE’s help in setting up and confirming the meetings, 
which may have added to the selection bias. 

2. Recall Bias: Since a number of questions raised during the interviews dealt with issues that 
took place in the past, recall bias cannot be excluded.  

3. Halo Bias: The extent to which respondents are prepared to reveal their true opinions 
may vary for some questions that call upon them to assess the performance of their 
colleagues or people on whom they depend upon for the provision of services. To mitigate 
this limitation, the ET provided the respondents with confidentiality and anonymity 
guarantees, where possible; conducted the interviews in the settings where respondents felt 
comfortable; and established rapport between the interviewer and the respondent.  

4. Evaluated period: This was to be a final performance evaluation; however, the program 
has been extended for another year.  Therefore, only planned results and perceptions thus 
far have been examined. 

5. Limited distinction between AUC and DIALOGUE project. Since AUC has a long 
history in the country (founded in June 1992), many member cities referred to AUC and the 
DIALOGUE project interchangeably. This is apparent in many of the quotes included in this 
evaluation report.  

While important, the above limitations did not prevent the ET from gathering the information 
and data needed to draw conclusions and make recommendations for similar, USAID-funded 
projects in the future. 

4.0  FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
4.1  RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF SELECTED DIALOGUE 
ACTIVITIES INTENDED TO ADVANCE DECENTRALIZATION IN THE 
COUNTRY 

The ET was asked to focus on DIALOGUE’s Objectives 2 and 3, with a marginal focus on 
Objective 1, in view of the project’s overall effect on decentralization in the country.  

During most of DIALOGUE’s period of performance (2010 – 2014), Ukraine went through 
phases of decentralization (right after the Orange Revolution of 2004) and recentralization 
(after the 2010 Presidential Election), with the National Government unwilling to give political, 
administrative, and fiscal autonomy to local governments. Within this contradictory 
environment, timeframe, and local context, DIALOGUE has been highly relevant, with well-
designed components, and AUC - a longstanding entity advocating for local governments and 
providing them with a consolidated platform and voice - has been a natural partner to 
spearhead the effort. All of the 50 local government officials met by the ET in the field 
supported or confirmed this statement in some form. This overall finding is confirmed in Table 
1, which summarizes KII feedback from 14 different project stakeholders. Feedback from 4 non-
AUC members focused on the period when AUC was less effective. 

Table 1: Overall Relevance and Effectiveness of DIALOGUE Activities: Stakeholder Comments 
State Officials (Ministry, Members of Parliament (MPs))  
 “DIALOGUE activities aimed at advancing decentralization in Ukraine were relevant and effective in the sense that 

they supported legislative drafting and conveyed the message from local governments to decision-makers at the state 
level in support of the reform. This provided the needed help to state agencies tasked with increasing the pace of 
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reform preparations.” 
 “It is very beneficial to have the support of USAID in legislative work. There is no lobbying group who has the financial 

capacity to do this.” 
Donor Funded Projects 

 “DIALOGUE has done a lot of work forming connections with the local government, assessing and consolidating their 
needs; proposing suggestions to state governments; and working on amendments to several laws.” 

 “It is difficult to state the percent of DIALOGUE’S contributions to changes in the laws since many Ministries also 
contributed actively, but DIALOGUE’s contribution was significant.” 

 “The DIALOGUE project scope of work was written by professionals. Others are written far from the country, in 
Washington DC. The project was well thought and is well implemented.” 

AUC Member Cities 
 “DIALOGUE helped prepare policy recommendations and draft legislation in support of decentralization reform that 

would not have been accomplished otherwise. We [member cities] are very satisfied with DIALOGUE’s help and 
support to local government reform, and hope this support continues in the future.” 

 “AUC/DIALOGUE is effective and constructive. We receive interpretations of recent legislation and attend meetings. 
We are happy to pay our membership fees.” 

 “There are very good specialists and very knowledgeable lawyers who work at the Association. We have asked them 
for help multiple times….There is such a specialist, Pitsyk, Executive Director of AUC.” 

Non AUC Member Cities 
 “We are not very familiar with activities of DIALOGUE or AUC but would like to learn more.” 
 “AUC, in most of its period of implementation, was not effective. The draft laws they prepared did not affect the city 

positively.” 
 “AUC could be a lead in moving [the country] towards decentralization.” 
 “In 2016, AUC could make the points of the city be heard.” 

Oblast Rada/Administration 
 “We believe that DIALOGUE project played an important role in advancing the decentralization reform in the country 

and believe it should be continued.” 

4.1.1  Relevance and effectiveness of Objective 1 activites: Improved legal 
framework for effective and transparent local self government 

4.1.1.1 Findings  
Given the situation in the country, DIALOGUE’s focus and activities between 2010 and 2013 
were mostly aimed at curbing centralization via targeted amendments to legislation. Since 2014, 
with a new President and Speaker in Parliament that are pro-decentralization, the project has 
focused on integrated and comprehensive amendments to legislation that aim to promote 
decentralization.2 Interviews with 11 national and 50 local government officials (AUC members) 
revealed that, overall, cities are appreciative of the legislative work done by DIALOGUE and 
consider it very relevant.  

DIALOGUE has advocated on behalf of cities for a decentralized local government framework: 
As seen in Table 1 above, almost all of the 50 AUC member city officials met by the ET, as well 
as about 22 other stakeholders (MPs, Ministry officials, staff of USAID and other donor funded 
projects), feel that DIALOGUE has advocated on behalf of its member cities as well as other 
local self-government units, and made a major effort to change the legal framework in favor of 
decentralization. DIALOGUE has been working on submitting an increasing number of draft 
laws and other legal regulatory documents to AUC since the start of the project. From 2012 to 

                                                            
2 Since its inception, the project has worked on 722 draft laws and other legal and regulatory documents, and 
enabled AUC to participate in the concurrence of 291 draft legislation and regulations (including 188 documents 
concurred without reservations, 66 concurred with reservations, 37 not concurred) and the preparation of 25 
draft laws. 51 pieces of local government-enhancing legislation came into effect. DIALOGUE 2014 Q4 Quarterly 
Report. 
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2014 the number of laws concurred without reservations increased from 7 to 19, as shown in 
Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Quantity of Legislative Work and Concurrence 
Q4: 2014: 
DIALOGUE worked on 49 draft laws and other legal and regulatory documents; 27 laws and regulations were 
sent for AUC concurrence, including 19 concurred without reservations, 5 with reservations, 3 not concurred. 
Five pieces of legislation were prepared. Five pieces of local government-enhancing legislation came into effect. 

Q4, 2013: 
DIALOGUE worked on 36 draft laws and other legal and regulatory documents; 15 laws and regulations were 
sent for AUC concurrence, including 10 concurred without reservations, 1 with reservations, 4 not concurred. 
One piece of legislation was prepared. Two pieces of local government-enhancing legislation came into effect. 

Q4, 2012: 
DIALOGUE worked on 35 draft laws and other legal and regulatory documents; 12 laws and regulations were 
sent for AUC concurrence, including 7 concurred without reservations, 3 with reservations, 2 not concurred. 
One piece of legislation was prepared. Three pieces of local government-enhancing legislation came into effect. 

Source: DIALOGUE reports 
 
When city officials were asked in the survey “Do you think that the DIALOGUE project has 
been effective in getting the state government to change existing legislation or adopt new 
legislation based on comments and feedback from cities?” 68% said “yes,” 20% said “no,” and 
2% “don’t know,” with 10% not providing an answer. Asked about the three main areas or 
sectors in which DIALOGUE has successfully enabled legislative changes that increase local 
government autonomy and efficiency, they responded the financial sector and budget (24.6%), 
housing and utilities (21.6%), and land law (10%). 

DIALOGUE/AUC built expertise in legislative drafting and amendments and has a cadre of 
professionals who are well respected for their skills and knowledge. However, the political 
environment in Ukraine has restricted the pace of reform. Several AUC member cities 
confirmed the Association’s positive role in trying to advance legislative reform but, as 3 of 8 
FGD discussants mentioned, even with DIALOGUE/AUC’s assistance results were limited.  

 “As with all issues related to the decentralization of local governance bodies, we generally contact 
the regional branch [ of DIALOGUE] but do contact Kiev directly when needed. Unfortunately, as I 
said, there are more problems than answers to these problems.” [RAB FGD; AUC member] 

“Unfortunately, I understood that the statements we made to the association/DIALOGUE had no 
result. I cannot say, or I don’t want to say, that we were not heard, but, basically, that is the 
outcome. The answer to the question is to solve it together. Maybe if we cooperated more it would 
be solved.” [RAB FGD; AUC member]  

Lack of legislative drafting expertise at the national level: Stakeholders commented about the 
poor quality of national laws. One KI (AUC member) commented that changes in one law 
decreased the revenue available to local governments while changes in another tried to 
introduce new revenue sources but not sufficiently, resulting in a net loss of revenues. Another 
FGD participant (AUC member city) reflected on why legislation seems to change weekly, 
saying more specialists are required at the national level who can correctly interpret legislation: 

 “A big problem now is that changes to the legislation are made basically every week. That is why 
trainings are important, as we discussed in the district and at a meeting in Gnivan. More trainings 
should be held and should involve more specialists that can interpret legislation since sometimes 
those who draft legislation cannot themselves understand what they have drafted.” [RAB, FGD: 
AUC member cities] 
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Under Objective 4, DIALOGUE developed a Network of Lawyers - comprised of lawyers 
associated with the city council - and provided some legislative training on statutes and internal 
regulations. However, to the ET’s knowledge, there has been no concerted effort to build the 
legislation drafting capacity of more lawyers at the national level. As indicated by one MP: “We 
are closely collaborating with AUC/DIALOGUE.. Pitsyk and his consultants are good. We need to change 
the general situation in the country, not just [have] a few good managers.” 

Focus on fiscal decentralization before clarity of functional assignments: One key issue that 
came up repeatedly in all KIIs and FGDs was the lack of resources at the local level to respond 
to citizen needs and local priorities. However, given regional and district level governments 
(and responsibility for services at these levels), contradictory laws, and lack of clarity on 
functions and responsibilities, it is not clear why clarifying functional assignments are delayed 
until after fiscal decentralization. Clarifications on functional assignments with no overlapping 
responsibilities across different levels, give local government a true estimate of resources 
needed to fulfill and meet their functional responsibilities. As stated by one MP in an interview: 
“There is a lack of government understanding of who is responsible for what in education and health. 
They have tried to do fiscal decentralization without first defining the functions of local self-governments 
and powers of the oblast and raion.” 

In the literature on decentralization, analysts use the metaphor “cart before the horse” to 
describe the policy of focusing on revenues without first clarifying expenditure responsibilities.3   
The same sentiment was shared by an MP who said: “the focus has been on the budget without 
understanding functions.” Another FGD participant commented “We’ve been saying the word 
decentralization too often recently. But what’s the main point? The main point is the authority and 
resources to be delegated – it requires time to develop.” [RAB FGD, non-AUC members] 

Insufficient monitoring of legislation to ensure implementation: Similar to national legislation 
around the world, many laws in Ukraine articulate only a general framework and require 
further by-laws or directives that explain how the law will be implemented in detail. Thus, the 
monitoring of legislation is important to ensure that follow-up by-laws or directives are issued. 
Several comments discussed the need for more legislative monitoring.  

“There are agencies meant to monitor the execution of the law, but, unfortunately, they don’t work 
properly.” [RAB FGD, non-AUC members] 

“Laws must be executed. If the law is not executed, those in charge of monitoring are to bear the 
responsibility. However, it doesn’t work in our country.” [RAB FGD, non-AUC members] 

Not enough feedback on the passage of legislative proposals: Local government officials 
interviewed by the ET indicated that they would like to submit proposals for amendments more 
often and hear about their status and why they are not accepted.  

More than five stakeholders expressed frustration with not understanding why only a fraction 
of legislative amendments and proposals are accepted, what the next steps are in revisiting 
rejected proposals, and if other laws need clarification before the issues are discussed again.  

                                                            
3 “Stable and meaningful decentralization requires both an unambiguous and well-defined assignment of 
responsibilities among the different levels of government and sufficient budgetary, regulatory, and tax autonomy to 
carry out the assigned responsibilities at each level of government. Moreover, getting the sequence right is 
important. In particular, assigning revenues in the absence of a clear assignment of responsibilities is to put the cart 
before the horse.” (Bird, Richard M. and Francois Vaillancount, 2006. Perspectives in Fiscal Federalism. Washington 
DC: The World Bank.). 
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 “We often get together at forums and meetings and make decisions, with a lot of help from the 
Association. But after that, it does not go exactly the way we want.” [RAB FGD; AUC member 
commenting that amendments and proposals submitted by AUC/DIALOGUE do not always get 
accepted] 

“We would like to submit proposals every quarter and hear what happens. Why are proposals not 
accepted? We need a better feedback loop. We need solutions that work at the local level, not 
what seems good according to national government officials.” [KII, AUC member cities] 

“I wish every meeting started with specific decisions from the previous meeting, for example, what 
addresses were prepared, by and to whom they were sent, at which levels they were stuck, (in 
which office, etc.), and what decisions were made.” [RAB, FDG. AUC member cities] 

Local governments do not have enough support and capacity to implement new laws: Local 
government elections result in a large turnover of elected officials, many of whom have not 
worked in government and lack the skills and knowledge to implement laws. Several local 
officials interviewed by the ET stated the need for “how-to” manuals and step-by-step guides to 
implement laws. As stated by one MP, “A sound law is not enough. Sixty to 70% of the success 
depends on the effectiveness of the implementation.” 

4.1.1.2 Conclusions  
Overall, DIALOGUE was relevant and effective in improving the legal framework for local self-
government. Based on meetings with stakeholders, it is clear that in the absence of the project 
there may have been less capacity to advocate for decentralization in the country and, perhaps, 
less progress in local governance legislative reform. Even though AUC has been active in 
Ukraine for many years, USAID’s backing and financial support enabled it to provide important 
support to member cities under the three project objectives examined by the ET.   

DIALOGUE has had some success in improving the legal framework despite periods of 
recentralization: DIALOGUE’s unrealized potential is due to the volatile political climate in the 
country. In the first several years of its period of performance, DIALOGUE was very 
constrained in what it could achieve. More recently, however, the project made substantial 
contributions to a national policy in the sphere of local self-governance, and prepared and 
integrated amendments to the Budget and Tax Code (even though several amendments were 
dropped at the last moment).  

Misplaced focus on fiscal decentralization: Local governments in Ukraine are strapped for 
resources; however, they focus on revenues before clarifying expenditure responsibilities.  The 
sequence of legislative reform needs to start with a clarification of functional assignments to 
determine the need for corresponding resources.  

Frequent amendments to national laws: Laws are frequently amended in Ukraine, and 
sometimes immediately after laws are passed work begins on their amendments. This highlights 
insufficient legislative drafting expertize at the national level. 

Greater assistance to local governments in the implementation of laws: Given the large 
turnover of local government officials in elections, complex laws, overlapping functions, and 
limited resources, local officials and technical staff need greater assistance in building their 
capacity to implement laws.  
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4.1.1.3 Recommendations  
An enabling legal framework is a critical first step in undertaking reform. Given the short 
timeframe ahead for the project and the local government elections in October 2015, it will be 
important to have a strategic focus in implementing reform.  

More professionals in legislative drafting, preferably from regions and cities: Given the nature 
and amount of legislative work ahead, DIALOGUE should identify and involve more 
professionals in legislative drafting, preferably from regions and cities, who will work with the 
Cabinet of Ministers, Parliament, and Ministries in developing and refining draft laws.  

Focus on quality over quantity of legislative amendments: The percentage of laws and 
regulations sent to AUC for concurrence, which are accepted without reservation, has been 
improving each year (as seen in Table 2 above). DIALOGUE should continue to focus on quality 
legislation, aiming for higher concurrence rather than the number of laws/regulations worked 
on, and try to instill the same ethic on national legislatures. 

Prioritize sequence of legislative drafting and proposed amendments: The need to first define 
and amend functional responsibilities among different levels of government cannot be 
overstressed. Overlapping responsibilities creates inefficiency when resources are limited. 

Provide more follow-up in: 1) sharing and explaining progress in legislative reform; and 2) 
implementation of laws: Local governments need to understand the results of their 
consultations, why amendments were not accepted, and when they can be revisited again. They 
also require details on how the law will be implemented on the ground, since it has implications 
on staffing, resources, expenditures, and local services. DIALOGUE’s regional offices are a 
natural location to disseminate this information and provide feedback to member cities. This 
includes a feedback mechanism, and insight and explanation on the practical implementation of 
the Law on Voluntary Consolidation, which is especially important since it changes the 
structure of local governments in Ukraine and has implications on all of the factors mentioned 
above.  

More training and support of local officials in understanding the legal framework and carrying 
out their duties: Capacity building is essential to help local governments understand their legal 
mandate, especially given the large turnover of officials during local elections which results in 
many officials who are new to the job. Longer multi-day trainings, three or four times a year, 
more than workshops or seminars that follow the budget cycle and provide practical hands-on 
knowledge in legislative implementation, can make a big difference.  

4.1.2  Relevance and effectiveness of Objective 2 activities: Effective policy 
dialogue between local, regional and national levels of government  

4.1.2.1  Findings 
DIALOGUE has been mostly effective in achieving policy dialogue among different levels of 
government. All local government officials met by the ET (50) were highly appreciative of 
DIALOGUE/AUC consolidating the needs of the cities and advocating for policy changes on 
their behalf to the regional and national government (positive comments from 12 stakeholders 
are provided in Table 1 above).  Some of these officials also pointed out that more can be done 
(see Table 4 in the next section with comments from 9 stakeholders). However, all considered 
DIALOGUE’s activities highly relevant.  
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DIALOGUE has developed several tools to engage with the government at the national level. A 
few tools will be implemented in 2015 for the first time during the project’s extension period,4 
and other tools have experienced periods of being less or more effective, depending on the 
national government’s support of decentralization.  

Not enough consultations with local governments at all stages of law formulation and 
amendments: Some local government officials expressed concern that they are not consulted 
during each stage of law creation or amendment. DIALOGUE/AUC also expressed problems 
with laws being registered by Ministries within one day and about which no one was informed. 
It is the ET’s opinion that the absence of senior national officials involved in discussions 
regarding legislative amendments leads to laws stalling in the Cabinet of Ministers and 
Parliament or having amendments accepted. This view was also expressed by a couple of local 
officials from cities that are AUC members: “There are many draft laws in place, but they have not 
been discussed by MPs because, except for some deputies (for example the head of the budget 
committee) who come from local governments, they are not interested.” [Interview with an MP] 

Regional dialogue between local governments and their national and regional partners was 
effective but insufficiently frequent: The regional and thematic workshops that DIALOGUE 
organized are seen by all projects stakeholders as an effective strategy for establishing working 
relationships with DIALOGUE’s partners, as many of them were invited and attended these 
meetings and discussions. However, six interviewed respondents noted that the events lacked 
the participation of specialists from relevant ministries, state agencies, and the Parliament. Local 
government officials requested additional regional meetings with the presence of state officials. 
Many said that once MPs go to Kiev, they lose touch with their constituencies and what is 
feasible at the local level. Given that many local initiatives in the area of local government 
reforms have been proposed and discussed in these workshops, participation of relevant 
specialists from the central government would have helped them better prepare for the review 
of these initiatives when they are submitted as legislative drafts to ministries and state agencies. 
As stated by one MP “For further work on laws on local self-government there needs to be a series of 
working groups which involves key committees of the VR.” Another comment from a state official 
from an AUC member city stresses the relationship between local governments and MPs: “We 
need to establish additional liaisons with MPs. Local governments and the legislative branch are far 
away. When we get proposals from MPs and they are different from what we suggested, we need to 
understand why. When MPs come they do not say what the community wants to hear. They give 
money, but do not share information on legislation.”   

4.1.2.2 Conclusions 
DIALOGUE’s activities to establish a policy dialogue between the AUC-member municipalities 
and central government are considered relevant by the stakeholders and effective. They have 
allowed member cities to advocate for the empowerment of local governments and for 
increasing their resources needed to ensure more effective services to citizens. 

Regional workshops and roundtables have been somewhat effective: There has been high 
participation of local officials in regional workshops and roundtables and these were considered 
effective for forming working relationships and learning best practices. However, greater 
participation of national specialists is necessary.  

                                                            
4 For example, coordination council for reform implementation at the Ministry of Regional Development with 
regional offices, Dialogue Day with the parliament, and establishing an advisory entity at the Office of the President 
on local self-government issues. 
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Need for greater communication with local governments: Several findings and concerns shared 
by local governments point to inadequate communication and follow-up between 
DIALOGUE/AUC and their members regarding the legal framework.  

The project’s activities aimed at establishing the dialogue at regional level were not as 
successful: The ET saw mixed results of the RAB among the seven AUC member cities visited. 
Based on feedback received, it appears that some RABs discussed and addressed regional 
issues, but in at least two cases the RABs were one among several similar entities in the region 
and therefore less effective.   

4.1.2.3 Recommendations 
Have more regional meetings and workshops involving national officials: Dialogue between 
municipal officials and the central government should be enhanced by involving relevant 
specialists from state agencies in AUC regional workshops and roundtables where the reform 
initiatives are initially proposed and discussed. This will ensure that relevant state agencies’ 
specialists are better prepared to review legislation when it comes to their attention. 

Provide feedback to local governments on outcomes of policy dialogues: Keeping governments 
informed of the results of their consultations and legal amendments proposed by DIALOGUE 
to the national government, and providing explanations on policy directions, is relatively easy 
and will be much appreciated. 

4.1.3  Relevance and effectiveness of Objective 3 activities: Increased public 
support of local government reform  

4.1.3.1 Findings  
DIALOGUE produces a variety of publications to disseminate developments in decentralization 
and best practices  as well as to increase public support for local government reform (Objective 
3), including: The AUC Herald (monthly), The Sectoral Monitoring (quarterly), Local 
Governance in Ukraine (annual), The Legislation News (monthly), The Legal Consultations 
(quarterly, electronic), The DIALOGUE (monthly electronic newsletter), The Press News 
(weekly electronic), and weekly flash news about project activities and local government news.  
The project has a user-friendly website, and maintains archives of several TV programs (on its 
Ukrainian page). Majority of KIs met by the ET – more than 55 - highly valued DIALOGUE’s 
publications stating that DIALOGUE’s templates, reports, and publications were very useful, 
and considered them relevant and effective to help increase public support of local government 
reform. 

The evaluation survey asked local officials if they were aware of DIALOGUE’s various 
publications and media products. Table 3, next page, shows that 100% of the respondents were 
aware of The AUC Herald, 93% of The Legislation News, and 90% of Local Self Governance in 
201X. Respondents were the least familiar with DIALOGUE’s radio programs.  

When asked which of these publications and media products was most useful to them as a city 
official, 33% said The AUC Herald, 23% said The Legislation News, 18% said Local Self 
Governance in 201X, and 10% said “all of the above.” 

KIs – primarily national stakeholders and selected AUC member cities visited by the ET – also 
said that they were aware of media products produced by DIALOGUE to increase public 
awareness of and support for local government reform, such as regular publications and radio 
and TV programs. However, others stated that even though local officials are sometimes invited 
to give interviews for AUC produced programs, few actually watch these programs.  In 
particular, about 65% of all KIs (68 of them) indicated that there was little knowledge of 
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DIALOGUE’s TV and radio programs produced and aired for the purpose of increasing public 
support for local government reform. They also mentioned that AUC’s work on public 
awareness and support for local government reform should increase. 

 

Table 3: Are you aware of the following publications and media productions by 
DIALOGUE? (%) 

DIALOGUE Publications and Media 
Products  

Yes  No  Don't Know  

The Legislation News 93 5 2 

The Sectoral Monitoring 66 30 4 

Local Self Governance in the Year of 201X 90 7 3 

The AUC Herald 100 0 0 

The DIALOGUE Newsletter 78 21 1 

The Legal Counselling 85 14 1 

The Press News 57 41 2 

Any radio coverage 31 67 2 

Any TV coverage 66 33 1 
Source: Evaluation Survey  

Even though DIALOGUE’s publications and media products are useful and relevant for city 
officials (see the point above), the ET found that they have not been very effective because they 
do not sufficiently target citizens and are too technical for the general public. In a nationwide 
opinion poll of citizens5, DIALOGUE learned that the most popular source of information is 
television followed by the internet. Previously, some DIALOGUE TV shows that aired on 
Ukrainian Channel 1 TV during prime time have shifted to other air times following the 
Revolution of Dignity, which saw prime time slots become more expensive. Several 
DIALOGUE’s TV shows are also available on YouTube. However, as noted by one Free Press 
journalist/blogger, “70% of citizens and youth use Facebook, Twitter, or some kind of social media” 
and, to the ET’s knowledge, DIALOGUE has not explored all these media options. 
 
Additional feedback from KIIs with stakeholders is shown in Table 4. One AUC member city 
official indicated that DIALOGUE’s publications helped increase understanding of 
decentralization and local government reform, which could then be explained to citizens via 
mass media and municipal websites. However, many also mentioned that the project could do 
more to increase public awareness and support. 

Table 4: To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and support 
for local government reform? Stakeholders Comments 

State Officials (Ministry, MPs) 
“AUC/DIALOGUE has worked to ensure an increase in public awareness in and public support to decentralization reform 
through their public information activities; however, more needs to be done to inform citizens about the local government 
reform that is being undertaken by the Government and the Parliament” 

“DIALOGUE project needs to increase its efforts in explaining the decentralization reform to local governments and to 
population throughout the country”  
Donor Funder Projects 

                                                            
5 “Public Opinion Survey on Performance of Government Institutions, Local Elections and Key City Functions.” 
DIALOGUE Project and AUC (based on a survey conducted in April 2013). 
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State Officials (Ministry, MPs) 
 “The project has contributed to public awareness, but it is not solely due to them – there has been a synergy of effort” 

“They have worked with civil society regarding the ideology of decentralization; to be more effective they should work 
[engage in activities in partnership] with CSOs” 

“They need to tap into younger audiences; work more on social networks to have a different impact” 
AUC Member Cities 

“AUC/DIALOGUE regular publications helped municipal officials better understand the proposed local government and 
decentralization reform and explain these reforms to their citizens through local mass media and on municipality 
websites.” 

“Some local government officials were invited to give interviews for AUC/DIALOGUE-produced TV and radio programs, 
however, a few have actually watched or listened to these programs.” 

Oblast Rada/Administration 

“We are aware of AUC regular publications on local government issues and we consider them quite useful, however, we 
are not familiar with their TV and radio programs. We believe however that this activity needs to be increased” 

 

Concerns about voluntary consolidation of villages: Many local officials stated that they did not 
understand how the draft Law on Voluntary Consolidation of Territorial Communities – to 
which DIALOGUE has substantially contributed – would be implemented in practice and what 
would be the repercussions on service delivery. The incentive for this law is that consolidated 
units of local government will get a line item in the budget and greater resources to cover 
salaries and provide services to their citizens. Two policies are needed for this law: 1) the 
criteria for consolidation; and 2) a roadmap for consolidation adopted by the regional (oblast) 
council. The concerns regarding this law point to insufficient consultation and clarity on its 
detailed implementation, i.e., implications of voluntary consolidation on jobs, administrative 
services, and services such as schools that are easily accessible to all students in a consolidated 
area. As pointed out by one KI, the lack of clarity on these issues also leads to village heads 
passing on and miscommunicating their fears to citizens:  

 “Consolidation of communities could hardly take place voluntarily as currently planned because 
mayors of small villages could feel that it threatens their job and oppose it; the state should have a 
means of forcing those small communities to join in with larger ones” [KII, Raion administration] 

“Because of distances between small communities, mobile offices for administrative services could 
be introduced that work in various villages on schedule” [KII, Raion administration] 

“The number of schools in consolidated communities should be sufficient for enabling easy reach 
for pupils living in remote villages.” [KII, Raion administration] 

 “Village heads, who know their village councils are subject to territorial and administrative 
reform,… tell village elders that the council will be shut down and they will have nowhere to go as 
the administration will be miles away without a bus service. Here is the approach to 
decentralization at the local level as of today.” [RAB FGD, non-AUC members] 

Insufficient regional press and media coverage of decentralization reform: As noted in the 
feedback below, regional and local mass media outside of Kiev are not knowledgeable enough 
of and lack access to experts that can provide updates and explanations on local governance 
issues. Some suggested that DIALOGUE should issue additional press releases on key issues to 
help increase publicity and citizen understanding. 
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“More cooperation is required with local mass media. They don’t have access to authorities who 
can provide expert opinions, even within the oblast administration.” [Regional Free Press] 

“I know about recent directions to include decentralization into newspapers, radio, and television to 
provide people with better understanding. As I know, it is discussed, but maybe not enough.” [RAB 
FGD, non-AUC members] 

“First, we must work with communities and explain everything to people. They’ve been fooled and 
their rights have been violated countless times for 20 years of independence. They are very 
distrustful so, they need to be worked with…..There can be some awareness-building on TV but it 
must be done fast because we’ve been talking about decentralization for a year now. There’s been 
nothing but talks.” [RAB FGD, non-AUC members] 

Citizens want local solutions to local problems: The ET heard from at least three of the 10 local 
governments visited that citizens do not understand why their local government cannot solve 
local problems. They hear one thing on the regional TV and news, but another on the national 
channels, which claim that local governments have authority and autonomy because the country 
is moving towards decentralization. This contradiction erodes citizens’ understanding of the 
constraints faced by their local government and causes them to mistrust local officials. Citizens 
need to understand what their local government can or cannot do due to fiscal or legal 
constraints. 

Citizens’ trust in government is weak: As in other parts of the world, local governments in 
Ukraine believe that they know what their citizens want since they have been elected by the 
people.  

“The public is eager for changes. They get information for reform from us. Don’t separate us from 
the public, we are very close; we use the same buses and hospitals; our children attend the same 
schools.” [Local official, KI, AUC member city] 

“If the money goes to us, I think that we will, first of all, deal with the issues that are most urgent, 
most important for our community.” [RAB FGD, AUC members] 

Legislation requires local governments to consider feedback from citizens via public hearings, 
advisory boards, neighborhood organizations, etc. (see Evaluation Question 4 for the number of 
survey respondents who use surveys/opinion polls, open budget hearings, etc.). Additionally, 
even though cities are conducting opinion polls, open budget hearings etc., there is scope for 
further citizen orientation and focus. For example, when asked if cities assisted by DIALOGUE 
prepare Budgets in Brief or Citizens’ Budgets that are more user friendly and oriented towards 
citizens, the ET was pointed to existing websites that explain variations in budget expenditures 
– to the ET’s knowledge, cities are not preparing documents such as a citizens guide to the 
budget. Thus, while there is direct interaction between local government and citizens, as seen 
in the Public Opinion Poll conducted by DIALOGUE in April 2013, citizens’ trust in government 
is weak. (See Section 4.5).  

Although DIALOGUE helped generate discussion on decentralization, there is still a lack of 
clear understanding and definition of this term: One of the key purposes of DIALOGUE is to 
“formulate, comment on and advocate for the passage and implementation of decentralization 
legislation.” The project has helped generate discussion on this topic among government via the 
policy dialogue and publications, but the ET heard several comments about the lack of clear 
understanding and definition of decentralization which, in our opinion, is a necessary first step 
before undertaking decentralization legislation. Some (no less than 4) stakeholders are in favor 
of following the Polish model of decentralization; others question why this model is best and 



 

17 

 

stated that Ukraine is unique and that the approach followed should include the best lessons 
learned from the experience of neighboring countries. There were also requests for a 
comparative analysis of different decentralization models. 

“Many people are talking about decentralization and local self-government but not many people 
understand the issues” [MP] 

 “In my opinion, we are now moving to Europe, but Ukraine cannot be Poland.” [RAB FGD, AUC 
member] 

“I think that we should create conditions and then set goals for ourselves and for people. We look 
at Poland, look at other countries and say, look how they live, and we will follow their example. But 
we are different, have different opinions, different upbringing etc.” [RAB FGD, AUC member]   

4.1.3.2 Conclusions  
Overall, DIALOGUE has been relevant and effective in increasing government support of local 
government reform, but not as effective in reaching out to citizens. The project has a strong 
team that works on Objective 3. The website is user friendly, there are a variety of publications 
targeting different topics and audiences, and there is an easily accessible archive of TV shows on 
YouTube.  However, across all the groups that are supposed to be targeted by the project – 
local government officials, state government officials, MPs, partners, media, and citizens – the 
ET’s opinion is that citizens have been the most neglected.   

Need for greater regional discussion and understanding on decentralization: The project has 
not been as effective in reaching out to regional press and citizens to increase their 
understanding and support for local government reform. 

Publications oriented to officials not citizens: Most publications are academic and pitched to 
officials rather than the general public/citizens. While larger cities have websites with some 
information on different sectors, services, and policy issues, smaller cities and villages lack this 
orientation towards their citizens.  

More clarification on the decentralization model being followed and supported by DIALOGUE: 
Many do not understand the pros and cons of various models and why the country has 
apparently chosen to follow the Polish approach. More sensitization and communication on this 
would ascertain greater support from local officials. 
 
Need for more communication and responsiveness by local governments towards citizens: 
Communication between local governments and citizens is critical for citizens to understand 
the constraints faced by the local government and to support local government reform. While 
local governments seem to share information with their citizens, it is not clear the extent to 
which citizen’s feedback and priorities are taken into account in policy and decision making. 
Local governments also state that they are resource constrained in meeting citizen needs and 
priorities.  

4.1.3.3 Recommendations  
Given that local government elections are in October 2015, there is still an opportunity to 
engage further with citizens and increase their support and desire for local government reform.  

Use more popular TV channels and talk shows to discuss local government/ decentralization 
issues: DIALOGUE could partner with channels and programs and regional press that are 
focused on youth, as well as popular talk shows, to increase knowledge and understanding of 
local governance and decentralization issues among a wider demographic of viewers.   
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Use other social media to interest citizens and younger age groups in local governance: In 
addition to Facebook and Twitter, there are a variety of social media options to engage citizens 
in civic issues and partner with local governments. In the Republic of Georgia, for example, 
youth volunteers collected performance information on municipal services (street cleanliness, 
conditions of roads, street lightings, ratings of primary school structures, etc.) and presented 
this information to the city council and mayor in a public hearing.6 With the war in Eastern 
Ukraine, a variety of NGOs have mushroomed throughout the country and citizens are 
engaged in several concrete activities to support troops on the front line – indicating the will 
and drive to engage in issues that are important to them. 

Have additional discussions on decentralization and the strengths and challenges of different 
models: Activities aimed at raising public awareness and support for decentralization reforms 
should be given high priority to ensure nationwide popular support for implementing the 
planned significant changes in the administrative organization of local communities and local 
government authorities and responsibilities. 

Explore raising taxes and fees within local government jurisdiction to be more responsive to 
citizen priorities: The mindset in Ukraine is that public services should be provided for free to 
citizens, as it was during the Soviet period, and that setting or raising taxes and fees is political 
suicide at the local level. However, as demonstrated by the USAID-funded Municipal Energy 
Reform Project, it is possible to increase tariffs at the local level through the use of educational 
campaigns that change citizen behavior.  

DIALOGUE can also assist local governments in conducting an assessment of the willingness of 
citizens to pay taxes and fees for services and help develop campaigns to achieve this. This 
potential increase in revenues from local fees and tax can enable government to be more 
responsive to citizen needs and priorities – one of the key objectives of decentralization. It also 
increases citizen’s trust and confidence in government.  

4.2  EVALUATION QUESTION 1 

What major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments in 
Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in 
part, of the work of DIALOGUE? a) In particular, what progress (if any) has been made 
in addressing key related gender issues? 

4.2.1  Findings 
Feedback from KIIs and FGDs indicate that DIALOGUE is seen by many in the country as a 
useful tool for empowering AUC to advocate for local self-governance in the central 
government and Parliament. In particular, almost all stakeholders interviewed by the ET7 praised 
the project for changing and creating a more positive environment for local governments by:  

a) Preparing and lobbying for legislative changes that would empower local governments 
for greater efficiency of services and transparency. 

b) Providing support for direct policy dialogue between municipal officials and central 
government, by arranging a Dialogue Day during the annual municipal conventions and 
regularly collecting, summarizing, and submitting to the Cabinet of Ministers and 
Parliament legislative initiatives and proposals from local governments. 

                                                            
6 Final Report: Georgia Communities Empowered for Local Decision-making. September 2004 to September 2009. 
Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. October 2009, UI Project 07755-000-00 
7 50 local government officials from AUC member cities, 11 MPs and Ministry officials, and 10 staff from USAID 
and other donor funded projects.  
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c) Providing legal advice and assistance to municipalities. 
d) Holding regional workshops to facilitate the exchange of information on best practices 

in the effective provision of municipal services and local government transparency. 

DIALOGUE’s work has resulted in some changes on the activities of local government as 
shown in Evaluation Question 4. The survey templates and website designs provided by 
DIALOGUE have resulted in several local governments conducting opinion polls and surveys, 
and sharing budget information and performance indicators on the city website. More details on 
this are provided in Section 4.5 

DIALOGUE has enabled and assisted cities in establishing partnerships with the private sector: 
In the survey conducted by ET, 72% of responding cities stated that DIALOGUE has assisted 
them in establishing partnerships with the private sector. When asked to give examples of 
sectors in which partnerships have been established, 51% of respondents stated “housing and 
utilities,” 12% said “social sector (education, health, culture),” and 7% each said “urban 
planning” and “energy sector/energy saving.”  

Instrumental in supporting legislative changes that improve the environment for local 
governments but more work is required: DIALOGUE has been effective in supporting the 
recent legislative changes that returned to local governments some of the powers taken away 
from them during the previous regime, before the Revolution of Dignity of 2013-2014 (see 
Table 2: Quality of Legislative Work and Concurrence in Section 4.1.1). Some of the reforms, 
such as amendments to the Budget and Tax Codes, have been recently adopted. However, 
apparently not all of AUC’s proposals have been incorporated, making many city and village 
mayors – especially those at the lowest tier of local self-governance – unhappy about the 
changes. Although some mistakes in the Budget Code have been hastily removed in Parliament, 
mayors still see this as a major controversy. According to mayors interviewed by the ET, the 
current reform takes away personal income tax revenues from the lowest level of local 
government, the most reliable and predictable source of income for a great number of cities 
and villages. They further stated that the new income sources intended to offset this reduction, 
such as excise and property taxes, do not compensate for the loss in revenue and are less 
dependable. Some other inconsistencies in the recent reforms have also been cited by mayors. 
Table 5 below shows the large variety of comments made by stakeholders to the question.  
 

Table 5: To what extent are the positive changes in decentralization and local self-governance the 
result of the work of DIALOGUE? 

Stakeholders Comments 
State Officials 
(Ministry, MPs) 

 “DIALOGUE project provided strong expert support to state agencies in drafting the legislation for 
local government reform and decentralization” 

 “DIALOGUE project supported the preparation of a Concept of Local Government Reform that 
has been adopted by the Cabinet of Ministers” 

 “Positive changes in local government area could not have happened if they  were not supported 
by DIALOGUE project” 

AUC Member 
Cities 

 “AUC/DIALOGUE project were the main initiators of local government reforms, and the most 
staunch supporters of them at the central level” 

 “AUC/DIALOGUE project consulted with cities to elaborate legislative proposals for local 
government empowerment, however many proposals were not accepted in the Cabinet of 
Ministers and in the Parliament” 

 “The proposed voluntary consolidation of communities [supported by AUC/DIALOGUE] that is 
supposed to increase the local government revenue base is not likely to get traction with small 
villages and towns unless a strong stimulation from the state is used” 

 “AUC/DIALOGUE project needs to work further with central government and the Parliament to 
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Stakeholders Comments 
improve the legislative framework of local government reform” 

 “DIALOGUE project should better involve local experts in the cities for legislative drafting activities 
as they have the necessary knowledge of local issues” 

Non AUC 
Member Cities 

 “We are not familiar with DIALOGUE project’s or with AUC’s role in supporting the 
decentralization changes” 

 “Proposed consolidation of communities [a legislative initiative supported by DIALOGUE] could 
hardly happen because many villages are not interested. No information is given to local 
communities about the benefits of consolidation” 

 “We have little chances to raise our issues to higher level of government”  
Oblast Rada/  
Administration 

 “AUC/DIALOGUE has always been a visible organization at the central level and played an 
important role in advocating for local government and decentralization.” 

Raion 
Administration 

 “We are not familiar with the role that AUC has played in promoting the recent changes in 
decentralization framework at the central level.” 

 
A meeting with the Ministry of Regional Development helped highlight the road map for further 
work on decentralization and local government reform (see Figure 1, below). In the figure, 5 
reforms have been listed for local self-governance and territorial organization of power in 
Ukraine, and 29 laws for decentralization. Of the 5 reforms on local governance, 3 are under 
preparation, 1 has been approved, and 1 approved in the first reading. Of the 29 laws on 
decentralization, 2 have been approved, 15 are under preparation, 1 has been approved in the 
first reading, 9 drafts have been elaborated, and 2 have been submitted to Parliament.  

Figure 1: Road Map of Ukraine Decentralization Reform 

 
Major role in preparing laws dealing with administrative and territorial arrangement: 
DIALOGUE has worked on two laws dealing with this issue thereby affecting the environment 
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and structure of local governments in Ukraine: 1) Law of Ukraine “On Cooperation of 
Territorial Communities” # 1508-VII of June 17, 2014; and 2) Draft Law on Voluntary 
Consolidation of Territorial Communities (# 0915 of November 27, 2014).8 As discussed in 
Section 4.1.3, there are conflicting thoughts regarding the Law on Voluntary Consolidation of 
Territorial Communities, a lack of understanding about its implementation, and concerns about 
its implications with respect to services at the local level. 

Not much progress in addressing gender issues: DIALOGUE has published some articles on 
gender issues and invited other projects focusing on gender to speak at its workshops and 
roundtables; however, not much progress has been made in addressing these issues. To the 
evaluation survey question whether “DIALOGUE had discussed gender related issues or 
written about gender issues in their publications,” 52% responded “yes” and 43% responded 
“no.” When asked details, 40% said there were discussions, 26% mentioned presentations, and 
23% said that there were presentations on gender issues. When asked to specify one gender 
related policy change initiated by the city, 64% said that “no gender related policies were 
initiated.”  

Table 6: Discussion on Gender Issues and Gender Related Policy 
Has DIALOGUE discussed gender related issues with officials in your city or had a presentation 
on or written about gender issues in any of their publications? 
Response Frequency Percentage 
Yes 53 52% 
No 44 43% 
Don’t know what is meant by gender related issues 0 0% 
Don’t know 5 5% 
Refused 0 0% 
Total 102 100% 

If yes, please specify 
Yes, publications were prepared 12 23% 
Yes, presentations were conducted 14 26% 
Yes, there were discussions 21 40% 
Yes, there were seminars 5 9% 
Yes (without specifying) 9 17% 
Total 53 100% 

If yes, please tell us about ONE gender related policy change initiated by your city 
There are now more women among MPs in the city council 5 9% 
NO gender related policy initiated 34 64% 
Supported a law that was prepared by ACU in the sector of female 
business employment, and also the quota principle of placing women 
into managerial government bodies 

1 2% 

There were some initiatives, but nothing has changed 1 2% 
Other 1 2% 
Don’t know 9 17% 
Refused 2 4% 
Total 53 100% 

Source: Evaluation Survey 
 

When asked about DIALOGUE’s activities in the area of gender, most KIs shared the common 
sentiment that gender issues are not a serious problem in communities and the general 
awareness and understanding of these issues among local officials was low. Most equated 

                                                            
8 “Local government issues in Ukraine and ways to resolve them through decentralization reforms.” By Myroslav V. 
Pittsyk. Presentation made to the ET on January 13, 2015. And DIALOGUE quarterly report July – September 
2014. 
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gender inequality with domestic violence, while others said that there were simply no problems 
with gender issues. 

Table 7: In your opinion, has DIALOGUE focused on addressing any key gender- related issues? 
Stakeholders Comments 
State Officials 
(Ministry, MPs) 

 “Gender is not considered as a priority issue in Ukraine, however, the DIALOGUE project should 
pay a proper attention to it” 

 “The political system is open to all on a merit basis. There are not enough women in top 
management positions, [but] not many women are ready for this” 

 “We cannot consider the fact that only 17% of MPs are women to be a good indicator of limited 
gender empowerment” 

Donor Funded 
Projects 

 “Gender issues have been more of a focus of our project than DIALOGUE. We did an analysis of 
gender and equal rights; and prepared draft amendments….a representative of AUC participated 
in discussions on changes to the gender law.” 

 “Yes, there have been some presentations and roundtables, etc. where gender issues have been 
discussed” 

 “They always have a panel on gender issues via cooperation with the CIDA project” 
 “Gender stereotypes are still in place and exits at the national level (the place for a women is at 

home; she is weak; very talkative and emotional). We need to focus on awareness and training on 
gender equality”  

AUC Member 
Cities 

 “Gender issues are not considered to be critical in municipalities and other priorities are currently 
at the top of the municipal officials’ attention, however, AUC/DIALOGUE does have a Gender 
Committee that holds regular meetings and establishes a policy framework for dealing with 
gender issues within the Association” 

 “As a female municipal official I can say that gender issues in our city are not as critical as other 
pressing issues of local government services that require urgent attention” 

Oblast Rada/  
Administration 

 “We do not think that there are any critical gender issues in local government, which could be of 
high priority. Other issues are of higher priority at this time” 

Raion 
Administration 

 “We are not aware of AUC or DIALOGUE activities on addressing the gender-related issues, we 
believe gender issues in Ukraine are not critical” 

 

4.2.2  Conclusions 
DIALOGUE has had some impact on the activities and environment for local governments: 
DIALOGUE has provided local governments templates and support to increase transparency in 
governance and obtain citizen feedback. The project has also helped cities establish partnerships 
with the private sector. 

More work on decentralization and local government reform is required: Based on discussions 
across the board – from Parliament to small cities – it appears that with the change in 
government and new parliamentary elections, there seems to be an alignment in the focus and 
need for decentralization and a road map for future work in this area has been prepared by the 
Ministry of Regional Development with the assistance of several development projects. 
Stakeholders met by the ET also had several suggestions on areas where DIALOGUE could 
improve its own performance within its current mandate such as working with the national 
government to clarify and reach consensus on the definition of decentralization; giving local 
governments more opportunities to interact with national and regional officials; improving the 
communication and feedback loop to local governments on legislative amendments suggested 
by the project, etc.  

Gender equality not considered to be an important issue: DIALOGUE’s activities in addressing 
gender issues in local communities were not very successful mainly due to the widespread 
misunderstanding and indifference among municipal officials of the issues based on a common 
misperception that gender issues are not a serious problem.  
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4.2.3  Recommendations 
Continue with improving the legal framework: Legislative drafting should be continued and 
strengthened, as many new laws and by-laws would need to be prepared and cleared through 
the Cabinet of Ministers and the Parliament (see Figure 1 above for details). 

More focus on gender issues: Gender-related project activities need to include awareness 
raising among local officials; gender should become a regular topic at AUC-organized 
workshops and roundtables for city officials.  

4.3  EVALUATION QUESTION 2 

What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working relations with 
DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies 
that did not work, how could they be further improved? 

4.3.1  Findings 
When asked which strategy pursued by DIALOGUE is most effective in their opinion, 30% of 
respondents cited professional group working meetings; 25% said roundtable discussions by 
AUC; 10% said Dialogue Day; 8% said consultations on the budget; 6% consultations with 
regional state administrations; 15% said All of the Above; and 2% each said none and don’t 
know. Figure 2 below also shows respondent’s feedback to the question “How much does your 
city participate in the following events/activities organized by DIALOGUE?” When the 
responses “some amount” and “a lot” were combined, the highest participation was in 
roundtables (86%), followed by professional group meetings (77%), and Dialogue Day (72%).  

Figure 2: In your opinion how much does your city participate in the following events/activities 
organized by DIALOGUE? 

Source: Evaluation Survey 

 
However, Dialogue Day was consistently cited as being the most effective strategy for 
establishing working relationships with state officials, primarily with the Cabinet of Ministers 
and relevant state agencies. In addition, the event was also attended by practically all other 
organizations working in the area of local self-governance and decentralization, such as research 
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institutions, NGOs, and other donors, as well as by mass media representatives. The limited, or 
sometimes non-participation by state officials in roundtables was considered to be a drawback. 

RABs have had mixed successes: DIALOGUE’s strategy for establishing a working relationship 
with partners at the regional level – such as the RABs – has not been consistently effective 
among the seven member cities visited by the ET, mainly because of the dominance of regional 
partners (such Oblast and Raion State Administrations and respective regional councils) and the 
formal format of this board. In the FGD with RAB of non-AUC members, local and regional 
officials were not aware of the RAB or their meetings. Of the eight participants, two were 
actual members of the RAB; five were replacements – deputies sent by the members; and one 
was another deputy who accompanied an RAB member. Except for the two members of the 
RAB who were aware of DIALOGUE/AUC, other participants had not heard of either 
DIALOGUE or AUC, but were familiar with regional associations of local governments in their 
respective oblasts. Those who said they participated in the rare RAB meetings indicated that 
RABs were mostly concerned with discussing the national decentralization reform agenda 
rather than regional issues.  

 “RAB could be a useful tool for enhancing the communication between local governments and 
regional authorities but more support for its activities should be provided by the project at oblast 
level of AUC regional office” [KII, AUC member city] 

“Establishment of a RAB was a useful undertaking as it provided a venue for the exchange of ideas 
between oblast, raion, and city officials, both public servants and elected officials, on 
decentralization reform, and for elaborating the policy proposals for central government” [KII, 
Oblast Council] 

“We have heard about RAB but were not called for its meeting yet.” [KII, AUC member cities] 

4.3.2  Conclusions 
Dialogue Day appears to be DIALOGUE’s most effective strategy to establish working 
relationships with its multiple counterparts, such as Cabinet of Ministers and relevant state 
agencies, as well as research institutions, NGOs, and other donors. 

The establishment of RABs has not had consistent results. Of the seven AUC member cities 
visited by the ET less than half have been successful in resolving regional issues.  Other 
DIALOGUE-supported RABs did not stand out in the minds of local officials since there are 
several voluntary advisory boards at the regional level.  

4.3.3  Recommendations 
Additional and more frequent Dialogue Days: Continue support to hold Dialogue Day with 
GoU. Also consider organizing and holding them on a more frequent basis, such as twice a year 
or as needed. Explore organizing and holding a Dialogue Day with Parliament, as part of the 
annual AUC municipal conventions (this is already scheduled for 2015). 

Reconsider the need for an RAB in each region: Review the current strategy for establishing 
working relationships with counterparts at the regional level (RABs) and propose relevant 
changes to increase its effectiveness, taking into account the outcomes of decentralization 
reform. This mechanism may have to be revised following the implementation of the currently 
planned decentralization reform. Given that the responsibilities and authorities of Oblast and 
Raion State Administrations are planned to be substantially revamped under the forthcoming 
decentralization reform, the future AUC strategy for collaboration with the regional partners 
may have to be revised accordingly, depending on the outcome of the reform. 
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4.4  EVALUATION QUESTION 3 

How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and advance 
reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and 
Ukraine’s private sector organizations? 

4.4.1  Findings 
Leveraging resources: Both DIALOGUE and KIs in other development assistance programs 
mentioned using each other’s website to showcase their own work and best practices, and to 
include links to their own projects; case studies and lessons learned are also presented in each 
other’s workshops and seminars.  

Proactive in collaborating with other development assistance programs: DIALOGUE has 
actively sought to collaborate with other development assistance programs, inviting them to 
participate in roundtables and discussions, write articles for DIALOGUE publications where 
appropriate, and showcase best practices in their work with local governments. This extends 
not only to USAID funded projects, but also to those funded by other donors such as the 
Government of Canada, GIZ, and others. This is seen in KIIs feedback below (Table 8).  

Table 8: Has DIALOGUE collaborated with your project to advance decentralization reforms and 
local self-governance in the country?9 

Comments 
 “We have collaborated with DIALOGUE in their regional events and seminars. We have been invited to and 

attended the seminars.” 
 “We are very satisfied with DIALOGUE. They give us the stage to promote the activities of our project. We have 

posted material on their website; journalists use the AUC website to obtain information. Their [DIALOGUE’s] 
website is a good information dissemination platform for us.” 

 “We have cooperated with DIALOGUE with respect to budgeting issues. DIALOGUE organizes regional events and 
seminars and we are invited and make presentations” 

 “We have produced best practices of local government and shared this with DIALOGUE” 
 “We use DIALOGUE events in the regions to bring our message to all cities – beyond our partners” 

 
Limited focus on collaboration with private sector: Eight KIIs confirmed that DIALOGUE has 
not had much collaboration with the private sector and/or they were unaware of this 
collaboration.  

Table 9: In your opinion, has DIALOGUE collaborated with Ukraine’s private sector organizations 
to advance reforms in the country? 

Stakeholders Comments 
State Officials 
(Ministry, MPs) 

 “We are not familiar with AUC/DIALOGUE’s activities in promoting the cooperation with 
private sector but we believe that such collaboration is very important” 

Donor Funded 
Projects 

 “So far AUC/DIALOGUE has not reached out to the private sector for economic development” 

 “We and the P3DP project have cooperated with the private sector; we don’t know what 
DIALOGUE has done in this area” 

AUC Member 
Cities 

 “AUC/DIALOGUE helped disseminate information about best practices on collaboration with 
private sector as implemented in various cities across Ukraine” 

 
There is only marginal reference to collaboration with the private sector in DIALOGUE’s 
SOW, and partnerships with the private sector have mostly been the focus of USAID’s Public-
Private-Partnership Development Program (P3DP). DIALOGUE has, however, disseminated 
best practices in establishing partnerships with the private sector among its member cities.    

                                                            
9 USAID funded and other donor funded projects: GIZ, Government of Canada, SWISS Cooperation 
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4.4.2  Conclusions 
Overall, DIALOGUE has adequately responded to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaborations with other development assistance programs but not 
with Ukraine’s private sector organizations. In particular, through involving the representatives 
of other development assistance programs from other USAID projects and 
international/bilateral donors in its workshops and roundtables, DIALOGUE has built a better 
coordinated support for local government reforms from development programs.  

DIALOGUE has not collaborated with the private sector to leverage resources and advance 
reforms at the local level: To the ET’s knowledge, DIALOGUE has not collaborated with any 
Business Associations or Chambers of Commerce to promote local government reform.  

4.4.3  Recommendations 
Quarterly meetings with other USAID funded projects: Similar to a donor coordination 
meeting, a quarterly or semi-annual meeting of donor funded projects could be very useful in 
sharing lessons learned and creating synergies for greater collaboration. Keeping an active and 
updated record of past success stories and achievements can also help in quickly getting access 
to past analytical studies/guides and updating them rather than having to “reinvent the wheel.” 

Focus on collaboration with private sector to leverage resources for supporting the local 
government reform: The ET suggests that DIALOGUE explore the possibility of establishing a 
coordination framework for cooperation with the private sector interested in throwing their 
support behind reform of local government that results in an enabling local environment for 
businesses and investment. This can help AUC/DIALOGUE member cities increase their 
resource base and enable them to be more responsive to citizen needs and priorities – an 
important objective of decentralization reform. 

4.5  EVALUATION QUESTION 4 

What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts adopted 
to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms 
without foreign assistance? If adopted, were those practices and behaviors integrated 
into routine government operations? 

4.5.1  Findings 
The adoption of good practices by member cities promoted by DIALOGUE does not in itself 
evidence an increase in policy dialogue or public support of local government reform. For 
example, the disclosure of expenditure allocations on the cities’ website does not imply that 
citizens agree with these allocations, or that resources are being allocated based on citizens’ 
priorities. Similarly, conducting and sharing the results of public opinion polls does not indicate 
that the government is making policy decisions based on citizens’ opinions and feedback.  These 
results can only be confirmed by citizens via a survey or FGD which was not feasible given the 
budget and time constraints of this evaluation. Thus the ET can only present the practices and 
behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE and adopted by its counterparts.  

DIALOGUE developed website templates for smaller cities and villages: DIALOGUE has 
promoted principles of transparency and openness among local governments – a key element of 
good governance and decentralization by encouraging member cities to have a website to 
provide information on the budget, mayor’s policy initiatives, and other pertinent information; 
and providing website templates for smaller member cities and villages. This was followed by 
information technology (IT) support and consultations as well as content suggestions. At the 
start of this process, 70% of AUC members had city websites; this number has now increased 
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to 80 – 85%, with primarily smaller cities and villages (also members of AUC) lacking one. This 
fact is also confirmed in Figure 3 below where 86% of all respondents to the evaluation survey 
stated that their city budget is available on their website.  

DIALOGUE prepared and shared templates for member cities to conduct public opinion polls: 
These templates were prepared for all nine of the project technical areas and, when asked in 
the evaluation survey, 67% of respondents said that they undertake surveys and public opinion 
polls. However, it is not clear if local governments have used these opinion polls to undertake 
service improvements, or if DIALOGUE has provided assistance on this. The project has 
conducted two public opinion polls itself; one in April 2013 and one in November 2014.  

Member cities state they have adopted and integrated several new practices into the city 
governance based on their experience with DIALOGUE: As per legislation, local governments 
are required to consider feedback from citizens through means such as public hearings, advisory 
boards, neighborhood organizations, etc. The evaluation survey asked member cities if they had 
incorporated new practices into their city based on their work with DIALOGUE (Figure 3, 
below). Overall, 52% of respondents “agreed” with this statement, 41% said they “somewhat 
agreed”, and 7% said they “do not agree.” 

Figure 3: On a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1= do not agree at all; and 5=strongly agree) please comment 
on the following statements.  

 
Note: The first question asks in general if cities have integrated new practices and behaviors into routine 
government operations, but did not follow up in asking respondents to list these new practices and behaviors.  All 
statements refer to NEW practices integrated into the city based in the cities experience with DIALOGUE. 
 
57% of respondents said that they share the city budget on their website, and 67% reported 
conducting local opinion polls to get feedback from the community on local government 
operations, learn about priority issues as viewed by citizens, and solicit ideas for improving the 
services to the community. About 82% of those surveyed said that they routinely develop, 
monitor, and share performance indicators in various sectors with their citizens. The least 
commonly incorporated practice according to survey responses is gender related, with 31% 
stating that their city has initiated a gender related strategy that provides greater opportunities 
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for women. However, when asked to specify one gender related policy initiated by the city, 
17% answered “don’t know”; 9% said “there are now more women MPs in the city council”; 
and 2% said they “supported a law prepared by AUC in women-owned business and the quota 
system of placing women into management positions among local government staff.” 

Despite the use of these new tools and practices, DIALOGUE’s public opinion poll in April 
2013 showed that citizens’ trust in government is low despite local governments’ conducting 
opinion polls, holding open budget hearings, and other such measures. On a scale of 1 to 5, 
where 1 is no trust and 5 is full trust in government, citizens’ trust in their mayor was 2.7; and 
trust in the city council was an average of 2.5. Furthermore, when asked what sources of 
information are used to obtain information about the local council, 79% said municipal TV, 
press, and radio; 34% said acquaintances and colleagues; 13% said national TV, press, and radio; 
and 15% said internet (city website) and meetings. Thus, even though open budget hearings and 
opinion polls are conducted and information shared with citizens on the city’s website, it does 
not necessarily imply that the government is taking action based on the opinion polls. As seen in 
Table 10: Average Score of the Quality of Services Provided, there is room for improvement. 

Table 10: Average score of the quality of services provided by local governments and state-owned / 
communally-owned institutions (of those who use certain utility services) 

 

Services Average Score Ranking 

Culture and leisure (n=790)                   3.4 1 

Public education (n=807)           3.4 1 

Social protection (n=684)                       3.1 2 

Medical (n=1077)                                   3.1 2 

Housing and utilities (n=1137)                2.9 3 

Administrative (n=802)      2.5 4 
* The discrepancies are significant at the score of ≥  0.2 points 
Source: Public Opinion Survey on Performance of Government Institution, Local Elections and Key City Functions. 
Table 4.1. DIALOGUE project, Ukraine, Kiev 

4.5.2  Conclusions 
DIALOGUE’s counterparts have adopted a number of new practices into their operation, 
which should improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms 
(however, these could not be confirmed by the ET).  These include providing the cities with 
website template, as well as templates for conducting the local public opinion polls, conducting 
open budget hearings, surveys and opinion polls, sharing budget information on the website, and 
developing, monitoring and sharing performance indicators in various sectors with their 
citizens. At least 3 local governments indicated in interviews and FGDs that they became more 
transparent and engaged in widely distributed and more frequent communication with their 
citizens due to support from DIALOGUE project. However, to the ETs knowledge the 
DIALOGUE project has not yet worked with local governments in focusing on improving local 
service delivery. 

4.5.3  Recommendations 
Focus on transparency, openness and service improvements can help increase public support 
for local government reform: Increasing public support for local government reform is one of 
DIALOGUE’s objectives. However, the project has not chosen – at least thus far - to achieve 
this objective by encouraging and assisting local governments to focus on improvements in 
service delivery. Citizens’ support and trust in their government usually flows from the ability of 
the government to be responsive to citizen’s needs and priorities. A focus on concrete, 
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achievable results and service improvements within the budget, based on citizen feedback is an 
important step to achieve public support for reform.  

5.0  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
FUTURE PROGRAMMING  
In all meetings with stakeholders, the ET asked for feedback and suggestions for the future. 
There were substantial responses with practical, thoughtful suggestions mostly within the 
domain of DIALOGUE/AUC’s current responsibilities. We present these recommendations 
first, followed by a broader vision and ideas for a follow-on local government program after 
DIALOGUE’s current contract ends. We also group our recommendation into three main 
areas as discussed below. 

Continue to support AUC: Given its long history in the country, strong membership base, and 
increased capacity to work on legislation and advocate on behalf of the cities, AUC has created 
an important niche for itself in the country with critical skills. As indicated in Table 12, below, 
Stakeholder Suggestions for the Future, there is a lot of work to be done with local governments 
going forward – beyond the current period of performance for DIALOGUE, which ends in 
November 2015.  

In response to the question: “Can AUC be sustainable without USAID assistance?” the ET 
received the following: 

“USAID assistance is critical and unprecedented for so long. AUC needs assistance for longer to 
continue their work and be effective. It is difficult for cities to see the value of paying fees when 
they can spend money for road rehabilitation and get reelected; but they need to focus on the long 
term benefits. Due to the crisis, city budgets are very small, and it is difficult to pay fees; AUC will 
face fee collection problems.” [USAID funded project].  

As decentralization continues to evolve and the resource base of cities increases, the above 
point of view may no longer apply, but it stresses the need for AUC as well as its current 
sustainability challenges. AUC can also build on the services it provides to members, 
differentiating between the needs of the large, mid-size, and smaller cities. Other local 
government associations across the world10 provide members a variety of services that include 
publications, professional development, annual conferences (that require a registration fee), and 
technical support on strategic areas. 

Suggestions for increasing the effectiveness of AUC’s/DIALOGUE’s work with cities: Feedback 
from stakeholders in Table 11 highlights a variety of areas where additional local government 
support is needed. These points, along with the recommendations presented earlier under 
Section 4, can help increase DIALOGUE/AUC’s effectiveness in the country, especially during 
the remainder of their contract. The following points group the main ideas and suggestions 
made by stakeholders: 

 Continue to focus on legislative drafting 
 Offer additional training and capacity building for local officials 

                                                            
10 www.local.gov.uk (UK); www.icma.org (International City/County Management Association, (US), and 
www.alga.asn.au (Australian Local Government Association)] 
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 Increase communication with the public/citizens to raise awareness and understanding of 
the reform 

 Increase focus on local economic development 
 Conduct a pilot local government program with detailed support to a handful of local 

governments in targeted areas 
 Implement a training of trainers and additional consultants who can work on local 

government issues 
 Work with civil society 
 Increase the range of advisory services to member cities 
 Include central government officials in regional workshops and roundtables, especially 

MPs from the region 
 Introduce e-governance 

Given the capacity constraints of AUC, as well as its own mandate and objectives, the ET 
suggestions the follow on activities for AUC groups as follows: 
 

1. Legislative drafting and monitoring: drafting new laws and suggesting amendments and 
implementation of existing laws 

2. Publications and communications: knowledge dissemination and increasing public 
support for local government reform and decentralization 

3. Technical support to members in a few strategic areas such as e-governance, legal 
advice, etc. 

4. Professional development: annual conference, regional workshops and seminars, 
targeted training 

 
Table 11: Stakeholder suggestions for DIALOGUE 

Stakeholders Comments 
State Officials 
(Ministry, MPs) 

 Work on legislative drafting for the establishment/improvement of a legal framework for local 
government reform should be intensified as many laws and by-laws need to be drafted within a 
short period of time whereas the adopted ones need to be improved. 

 Cooperation with state agencies (especially with MinRegion) should be enhanced with a possibility 
of dealing with quick requests for expert analysis and recommendations. 

 Enhance activities aimed at promoting the local economic development, private-public partnerships 
and attraction of investments. 

 “We need a pilot local government program selecting communities who are successful and 
motivated. They could be given help in several ways – quick winds, role model for neighbors, 
professional development, strategic planning, public relations planning, understanding of roles and 
responsibilities’. 

 It is very beneficial to have the support of USAID to continue to do legislative work. There is no 
lobbying group that has the financial capacity to do this.  

 There is need for: 1) an awareness campaign to explain the changes ahead within all levels of 
government; 2) capacity building to local self-governments is very important; 3) methodological 
support for local governments who are getting more authority and responsibilities; and 4) a 
network of trained people in each level of government. 

Donor Funded 
Projects 

 With changes in the Budget Code, new skills are needed – training, professionals development on 
what the changes mean and how to work with them. 

 Increased focus on investment and local economic development. This could be bottom up with 
cities developing the climate for local economic development. 

 Engage the local government for better interaction with both MPs and the citizens. 
 To be more effective: 1) work with civil society organizations; 2) work with Parliamentary line 

committees; 3) conduct more public relations campaigns; and 4) improve the capacity to handle 
new tasks. 

 Everything starts with legislation. We need changes to the constitution. There is a long list of draft 



 

31 

 

Stakeholders Comments 
laws and amendments that are required. It is also important to implement pilot projects of local 
government to determine the challenges and bottleneck. 

AUC Member 
Cities 

 Increase advisory support to municipalities in various aspects of city management, especially in 
municipal budgeting, finance and other sectors, possibly on a permanent basis. 

 Significantly increase public information to explain and build support for decentralization reform 
among local governments and general public. 

 Invite specialists from central agencies and MPs to roundtables and workshops where specific 
reforms are discussed and elaborated. 

 Provide support to local economic development through sharing the best practices from various 
cities; consider supporting pilot LED projects in selected municipalities. 

 Consider supporting study tours or exchange visits to foreign cities where similar decentralization 
reforms have been implemented successfully. 

 Strengthen advocacy activities at the central level with respect to various pressing issues for local 
governments (treasury financing, change of revenue sources, financing of schools and hospitals). 

 Support for the legal department regarding the legislation. This is a priority issue  now. 
 The first thing to do is to inform the citizens. Sot that they could get their bearings, the awareness-

building via mass media. The second is the legislation framework. The third is skilled professionals 
at the local level. And the fourth is financial backing. That is all. I think it will be a clear victory. 

Non AUC 
Member Cities 

 Support exchange of information between local government officials and training on various 
aspects of city management. 

 Increase effectiveness of project activities to ensure faster reform and local government 
empowerment. 

 Support an increase of local government authorities and resource base. 
Oblast Rada/  
Administration 

 Support legislative drafting for local government reform framework, paying particular attention to 
experience of Poland that implemented similar reform. 

 Consider supporting the pilot projects demonstrating the effectiveness of the reform before 
expanding the changes nationwide. 

Raion 
Administration 

 Reforms should be carried through much faster than they are currently being introduced, 
otherwise implementation could suffer. 

 Reforms should take into account lessons learned from similar reforms in neighboring countries. 
 Consolidation of communities is an important aspect of local government reform but it needs to be 

enforced – voluntary consolidation may not work. 
 Introduce e-governance for better efficiency of services. 

 
Need for additional local government support in a variety of areas: Some stakeholders stressed 
that one project cannot do everything and that there is a need for an additional project with 
targeted mandates and objectives: 

“It is important to have an organization that focuses on [the] local government agenda in the 
country, and is based on the principles of local government. DIALOGUE is a good instrument. [We] 
can have additional instruments as well.” [USAID funded project] 

 “There is no need to pack everything in one project – it is better to have fewer components and 
do them more effectively” [Donor funded project] 

Given the fortuitous alignment of central government support for decentralization and local 
government reform in Ukraine, one can anticipate that local government will need assistance on 
several fronts. Neighboring/regional countries such as the Republic of Georgia, Poland, Hungary 
and Romania have benefited from large local government projects that have focused on the 
elements below:  

 Development of civil society and citizen participation in local governance 
 Capacity building/pilot local government project 
 Revenue generation and better budgeting with a focus on service delivery 
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 Local economic development 
 Strengthening the local government treasury system 
 Development of the National Academy of Public Administration or other local 

government/public administration curriculum 
 Improving the enabling legal environment and clarifying the approach to decentralization 

As stated earlier by a stakeholder “there is no need to pack everything into one project.”  However, 
each of these elements can be incorporated incrementally or in a few integrated packages as 
work to support the decentralization process and to strengthen local government capacity 
continues. Even though some of these initiatives have been tried in Ukraine in the past, results 
were likely dampened due to the political environment and periods of recentralization or 
control. The ET recommends a detailed design of a project for local government reform and 
decentralization which was beyond the scope of this evaluation. 
 
Cost Estimates for Future Programming 
As discussed above, USAID should consider developing a project providing ongoing support to 
AUC. We have outlined added activities to increase the effectiveness of AUC’s work, resulting 
in a future project slightly larger than DIALOGUE, or roughly $1.5 million per year for the next 
5 years, totally roughly $ 7.5 to 8 million.  
 
Another recommendation is to design a second project to be implemented by a separate, 
external contractor. This project would cover areas different from and complementary to the 
scope covered by DIALOGUE’s successor project, focusing on activities benefiting from a 
perception of objective and unbiased approach. The central activities would be to help establish 
a broader strategic approach to decentralization and then support its implementation, provide 
international expertise in certain key areas to support the technical assistance that AUC 
provides to local governments, and the development and support of a pilot program for local 
governments (one idea might be to have AUC and the implementer cooperate on the pilot 
project). This project should probably cover a five-year period to allow some coverage 
following the next round of local elections, so that gains are not lost during a transition period. 
Depending on design and budget, cost is estimated to be roughly $2 to 2.5 million per year, 
totally roughly $ 12 million.  Table 12 below lays out the suggested allocation of effort by 
component: 

 
Table 12: Distribution of Costs by Component 

New Components Future Proposed Projects 
AUC Successor 

Project 
New Activity to Support Local 

Government 

Legislative drafting $ 2,000,000 (25%)  

Publications and Communication $ 800,000 (10%)  

Technical Support $ 2,000,000 (25%)   

Professional Development  $ 2,400,000 (30%)  

Increased civil society and citizen participation in local 
governance 

 $ 3,600,000 (30%) 

Decentralization Strategy development and 
implementation  

 $ 2,400,000 (20%) 

5 – 10 Local government pilot program (revenue 
generation, improved services, better budgeting and 
financial management, etc.) 

$ 800,000 (10%) $ 6,000,000 (50%) 
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SECTION C – DESCRIPTION / SPECIFICATIONS/STATEMENT OF WORK 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE FOR ADVOCATING LOCAL GOVERNANCE IN UKRAINE 
(DIALOGUE) 

 
C.l. Introduction 
This is a Statement of Work (SOW) for performance evaluation of activities administered by 
USAID Regional Mission to Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, and Cyprus (the Mission): 

1. Development Initiative for Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine (DIALOGUE) implemented 
by the Association of Ukrainian Cities (AUC, http://www.auc.org.ua/en) under the CA #AID-121-
A-00-10-00703 from May 11, 2010, through May 10, 2014. USAID contribution level is 
$4,200,000.  The award is administered by the Office of Economic Growth (OEG). The current 
AOR is Mr. Victor Rachkevych; the A/AOR is Ms. Yana Zhambekova. Her predecessor was Ms.  
Larissa Piskunova (A/AOR in 2010-2013). 

C.2. Use of Evaluation Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 
The Mission will use performance evaluation  findings, conclusions, and recommendations  to re assess  
its  role  in  improving   the  public  sector   governance   and  services  and  civil  society development 
in Ukraine and make changes when appropriate. Other USG project stakeholders, including 
USAID/Washington, U.S. State Department, and U.S. Embassy in Ukraine, will gain a better 
understanding of how well the evaluated activities contribute(d) to public sector and civil society 
development in the region. 

Mission implementing partners will have an opportunity to learn about their strengths and areas for 
improvement.  Other  project  stakeholders  including  the central  and  local authorities,  civil society  
organizations   (CSOs)  and  other  private  sector  stakeholders,  as  well  as  local  and international 
development partners will have an opportunity to learn more on how to benefit from USAID  technical  
assistance   in  improving   the  public  sector  governance  and  services  and strengthening civil society 
in the region. 

C.3. General Scope of Work Requirements 
The Contractor will ensure that the evaluation of abovementioned activities is consistent with USAID ADS 
(Chapters 203 and 578, http://transition.usaid.gov/policy/adsl) and USAID's Evaluation Policy (January 2011, 
http://www.usaid.gov/evaluation/policy) requirements and recommendations. 

The evaluation scope of work requirement for the project is discussed below (Section V). For the 
evaluation purposes, "relevance" is a measure of the ability of a particular project task/intervention being 
pertinent to project objectives; "effectiveness" is a measure of the ability of a particular project 
task/intervention to produce a planned effect or result that can be qualitatively measured; and "efficiency" is 
a measure of project team skillfulness in avoiding wasted time and effort when implementing particular 
project tasks/interventions. 

Where appropriate, based on a review of background materials and initial discussions, the Contractor may 
suggest the Mission amend, add, or replace evaluation questions. Alternatively, the Mission may suggest 
amended, additional, or different evaluation questions to the Contractor. In those cases, the Mission and 
the Contractor will agree on the final set of evaluation questions at least five working days before the start 
of data collection in the field. 

C.4. General Evaluation Design & Methodology 
When planning and conducting the evaluation of any activity listed in Section I, the Evaluation Team (ET) 
will make every effort to reflect opinions and suggestions of all key activity stakeholders from the host 
government (where appropriate), civil society, mass media, and other private sector organizations, other 
donors and USAID and non-USAID implementing partners. 
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It is anticipated that a mix of evaluation methodological approaches will be required to meet the 
requirements outlined in Section III - General Scope of Work Requirements and Section V - Evaluation 
Purpose, Background Information, Scope of Work, and Illustrative Methodology. Suggested data sources 
include: (a) secondary data/background documents, (b) activity plans, outputs, and reports, (c) relevant laws 
and central government regulations and policy documents, (d) applicable local government regulations and 
policy documents, (e) key informant interviews, (f) focus group discussions, (g) survey(s) of activity 
stakeholders and beneficiaries, (h) case study data, and (i) visits to activity sites, as well as visits to locations 
that might serve as a comparison. 

Emphasis will be on collection of reliable empirical data and/or objectively verifiable evidence, as opposed to 
anecdotal evidence. Where surveys or interviews are used, appropriate sampling and questioning 
techniques will be utilized to ensure representative results; where references are made to data generated 
by USAID implementing partners and/or their partners, these references will be complemented by 
references to independent data sources and any significant data differences must be explained. Illustrative 
methodological approaches for a particular activity are discussed below. 

C.5. Evaluation Purpose, Background Information, Scope of Work, and Illustrative 
Methodology 
DIALOGUE Evaluation Purpose 
The purpose of DIALOGUE final performance evaluation is twofold: (1) to assess the relevance and 
effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities intended to advance decentralization in Ukraine and (2) to 
discuss approaches for potential follow-on programming. 

Background Information 
DIALOGUE's purpose is to advance decentralization in Ukraine. DIALOGUE is expected to achieve the 
following four objectives: (1) Improved legal framework for effective and transparent local self-governance 
(35% of the total estimated LOE), (2) Effective policy dialogue between local governments and their 
partners at the national and regional levels (30% of the total estimated LOE), (3) Increased public support of 
local government reforms (25% of the total estimated LOE), and (4) Improved legal culture and practice of 
local governments (10% of the total estimated LOE). 

DIALOGUE is based on the following development hypothesis (implied): "Effective policy dialogue between 
local governments and their partners at the national and regional levels based on increased public support 
of local government reforms and improved legal framework will advance decentralization in Ukraine and 
make local self-governance more effective and transparent." 

DIALOGUE design was based on the following assumptions: 

1. The AUC continues to understand the needs of local governments and represent them to the 
central state authorities in a non-partisan, objective manner; 

2. Central authorities and their representatives at the oblast and rayon level discuss policy options 
with local governments and the AUC and support legal and institutional transformations needed to 
improve local government operations; 

3. An outreach campaign linking improved service delivery to local government reform will be 
successful in mobilizing more public support as well as support from targeted populations (GOU 
officials, members of the Parliament, NGOs, etc.) for needed reforms; and 

4. The AUC will have the capacity to expand their legislative, policy and analytical ability as well as 
expand the provision of legal services to their members. 

A high degree of centralized decision-making and resource allocation limits the control that Ukrainian local 
governments have over their own affairs, hindering their ability to be sufficiently responsive to their 
citizenry. This greatly affects social and political development in the country. Citizens, for example, see few 
incentives to engage or participate in local decision-making and this weakens the democratic foundations of 
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local governance. The situation is also bad for economic development because municipalities fail to attract 
potential investors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DIALOGUE team reviews, drafts, and lobbies for legislation that advances specific reforms and 
decentralization (http://dialogueauc.org.ualproposal), helps local and central governments discuss those 
reforms, as well as specific regional/local issues (http://dialogueauc.org.ualcontent/dialog), produces and 
disseminates documents and messages to appropriate target audiences (local and central governments, local 
government self-regulating organizations, the mass media, the public, etc.) to increase both top-down and 
bottom-up support for local government reform (http://dialogueauc.org.ualcontent/pidtrymka), and provides 
local governments officials with consultations (including legal defense/counseling) and tools for professional 
development (http://dialogueauc.org.ualfaq). 

At the national level DIALOGUE cooperates with the legislative branch (VRU, http://rada.giv.uw), 
committees (primarily, the Budget Committee, http://wl.cl.rada.gov.ualpls/site2/p_komity?pidid=2364, the 
State Building Committee, http://wl.cl.rada.gov.ualpls/site2/p_komity?pidid=2366, and the Urban 
Development & Regional Policy Committee, http://wl.cl.rada.gov.ualpls/site2/p_komity?pidid=2363), and 
many GOU executive branch agencies, focusing on the Ministry of Regional Development, Construction, 
Housing and Utilities (MRD, http://www.minregion.gov.uw and the Ministry of Finance (MFU, 
http://www.minfin.gov.ualcontrol/en). At the regional level, it partners with oblast state administrations 
(appointed staff) and oblast councils (elected officials). At the local level it works with AUC members, 555 
cities and towns. (2008-2011, http://ibser.org.ua/news/4281129062D, Parliamentary Development Project 
(2003-2013, http://pdp.org.ua ), Local Investment and National Competitiveness project (2009-2012), and 
Municipal Heating Reform project (2009-2013). 

To a significant extent, the authority that local governments have in Ukraine is delegated to them by the 
central government. Local governments often act on behalf of the central government and this is not local 
self-governance but a form of de-concentrated governance. The recent trend to re-centralization 
aggressively supported by the Party of Regions is well seen at the area of local finance and 
intergovernmental relations, land and property management. Local governments are underfunded and 
have very few possibilities for generating their own revenues. Most local governments have to rely on 
intergovernmental transfers from the central government. However, these transfers are for performing the 
delegated authorities such as health and education, and local governments have little or no discretionary 
power to re-program these funds. Their ability to issue debt instruments is also restricted and this limits 
their ability to address infrastructure renovation/modernization needs, of which there are many. 

Popular support for decentralization and local government reform is nascent in Ukraine. Despite some 
gains by local government associations in cooperating with independent mass media to inform citizens 
about the roles and responsibilities of local governments, the quality of media coverage in this sphere 
remains poor. Most popular newspapers and television stations are controlled by oligarchs, are biased 
and generally do not cover local government issues. While there is a great deal of discontent with public 
services in Ukraine, the general population does not understand how decentralization could help improve 
the situation, and thus there is little grassroots support for local government reform. 

The most recent assessment of operational environment can be found in the Council of Europe (COE) 
Report on Local Governance in Ukraine: 

https://wcd.coe.int!ViewDoc.jsp?Ref=CG(25)8PROV&Language=lanEnglish&Ver=original&Site=COE
&BackColorlnternet=C3C3C3&BackColorlntranet=CACC9A&BackColorLogged=EFEA9C.  
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DIALOGUE activities are reportedly coordinated with the Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Canada 
and their Municipal Local Economic Development Project, the COE and their Strengthening Local 
Democracy and Support to Local Government Reforms in Ukraine project, GIZ, Swiss Cooperation Office 
(SCO), Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA), and United Nations Development 
Program (UNDP). 

Scope of Work 
The Contractor will: (1) assess the relevance and effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities intended 
to advance decentralization in Ukraine and (2) recommend approaches for potential follow-on 
programming. The Contractor will focus on DIALOGUE Objectives 2 and 3. In particular, the Contractor 
will answer the following questions: 

1. What major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments in Ukraine do 
municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of 
DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender 
issues? 

2. What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working relations with the 
DIALOGUE's multiple counterparts in Ukraine's challenging environment? For strategies that did 
not work, how could they be further improved? 

3. How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and advance reforms 
through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine's private sector 
organizations? 

4. What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts adopted to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government 
operations? 

The Contractor will visit at least 10 municipalities of different size involved in DIALOGUE implementation 
and located in at least five geographically distinctive administrative regions of Ukraine. 

Illustrative Methodology 
To assess the relevance of major DIALOGUE activities and answer questions 2, 3 and 4, in particular, the 
ET may decide to: (1) review DIALOGUE plans, reports, publications, recommendations and other outputs, 
as well as relevant Ukrainian legislation and policy documents and other secondary data/background 
documents, and (2) conduct key informant interviews with structured/semi-structured interview protocols 
and/or mini-surveys of DIALOGUE stakeholders and beneficiaries. Site visits may also help assess the 
relevance of those activities. 

To assess the effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities and answer questions 1, 2 and 4, in particular, 
the ET may decide to: (1) review DIALOGUE plans, reports, publications, recommendations, and other 
outputs, as well as relevant Ukrainian legislation and policy documents and other secondary 
data/background documents, (2) conduct key informant interviews with structured/semi-structured 
interview protocols and (3) run mini-surveys of organizations and individuals who participated in/benefited 
from DIALOGUE implementation and those who represent a relevant comparison group. FGD and site 
visits may also help assess the effectiveness of those activities. While direct attribution may be impossible to 
measure, the ET may explore causal linkages wherever possible, taking into account the development actors 
and circumstances. To the extent practical, the ET may decide to consider any improvements in activities of 
the assisted Ukrainian organizations in relation to the progress made by non-assisted ones. Where 
applicable, testimonial evidence of DIALOGUE contribution in policy dialogue and public support of local 
governance reforms should be supported with documentary evidence, including DIALOGUE's documents. 

C.6. Qualifications and Composition of Evaluation Teams 
General Requirements 
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Given the diverse nature and geographical location of activities listed in the Section I, it is anticipated that 
the Contractor will employ two or more Evaluation Teams (ET). In that case, ET Leader(s) must have 
strong team management skills, and sufficient experience in designing and/or conducting performance 
evaluations of international development activities. ET Leader(s) must have good knowledge of USAID 
Evaluation Policy and evaluation reporting requirements. 

Excellent communication, both verbal and written skills and experience managing performance evaluations 
of large USAID activities are desirable. 

The Contractor must assign at least one specialist (an Evaluation Specialist) with strong understanding of 
data collection and analysis methodologies and substantial international experience in designing and 
conducting evaluations of large/medium size international development activities. Evaluation Specialist(s) 
must have good knowledge of USAID Evaluation Policy and evaluation reporting requirements. Experience 
in designing and conducting performance evaluations of large/medium size USAID health, public 
infrastructure, mass media and public governance activities is desirable. Knowledge of Eastern Europe/CIS 
region health, public infrastructure and governance, civil society and mass media development issues is 
desirable. 

Each ET will use local professional(s), preferably, working for a local organization, with: (a) detailed 
knowledge of relevant local operational environment, key policymakers, sector practices and promotion 
systems; and (b) strong understanding of data collection and analysis methodologies, which can be used in 
evaluation of international development activities. 

Additional Requirements for DIALOGUE Evaluation 
The ET(s) will include one or more international development specialists who have substantial knowledge of 
(1) effective local governance and municipal management systems, (2) effective and sustainable policies 
and/or legislation that support decentralization and rational use of public resources at the local level and 
address, among all other important matters, gender issues, and (3) effective PPP development and public 
infrastructure investment promotion systems, as well as substantial experience in conducting performance 
evaluations of large/medium size local governance and infrastructure development activities. Knowledge of 
Eastern Europe/CIS region local governance and business environment and practices is essential. Experience 
in successful management of large/medium size activities that promoted local governance reforms and PPP 
development, is desirable. Previous work experience in the Eastern Europe/CIS region and knowledge of a 
relevant local language is desirable. Experience in conducting performance evaluations of large/medium size 
USAID activities is desirable. 

The ET(s) will use local expertise, Senior Local Governance Consultant(s), individual(s) or organization(s) 
with detailed knowledge of local governance and municipal management systems, local business practices 
and incentives, local gender issues, national and local policies and/or legislation that support decentralization 
and use of public resources at the local level, local policy and legislation design and implementation process, 
and governmental and non-governmental organizations that may influence the relevant local governance 
reforms. Experience conducting performance evaluations of large/medium size USAID activities is desirable. 

C.7. Evaluation Management 
The Mission will appoint the Evaluation COR and up to three Activity Managers to provide technical 
guidance and administrative oversight in connection with evaluation of activities listed in Section I, to review 
the Evaluation Work Plans (EWPs), and to review and accept the draft and final Evaluation Reports (ERs). 
One Activity Manager will also be Alternate COR (A/COR). The Mission may delegate one or more staff 
members (or involve staff of other USAID missions) to work full-time with the ETs or to participate in the 
field data collection. The Evaluation COR will inform the Contractor about any full-time/part-time Mission 
delegates no later than three working days after the submission of a draft EWP. All costs associated with 
the participation of full-time/part-time Mission delegates in the evaluation will be covered by the Mission. 
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To facilitate evaluation planning, the COR will make available to the Contractor the following documents 
within one working day of the award effective date (as warranted, the Contractor will receive additional 
project-related documentation): 

DIALOGUE- four Annual Work Plans, original and revised Performance Monitoring and 
Evaluation Plans, 12 Quarterly Reports and three Annual Reports; 

To keep the Mission informed about the status of the evaluation of each activity listed in the Section I, the 
Contractor will submit an electronic version of a draft EWP for that activity to the Evaluation COR within 
15 working days following the award and at least 10 working days prior to the proposed ET’s departure for 
the field data collection. The submitted EWP should be fully consistent with the Scope of Work 
requirements and Contractor's proposal (if the latter is fully or partially incorporated into the Task Order). 

The EWP should highlight all evaluation milestones and include: (1) a preliminary list of interviewees, (2) a 
preliminary list of survey participants (when survey is planned), (3) a preliminary schedule of the ET 
interviews/meetings, site visits and focus group discussions (FGD) (when planned), (4) all draft evaluation 
questionnaire(s), survey(s), FGD guides, etc., which the Contractor may use for evaluation, (5) sites and 
dates for piloting draft evaluation questionnaire(s) and survey(s), (6) adjustments to the evaluation 
methodology (if needed) including selection criteria for comparison groups and site visits, and (7) an 
Evaluation Report (ER) outline. The Contractor will update the submitted EWP (first of all, the lists of 
interviewees, the lists of survey participants, the schedule of interviews/meetings/site visits/surveys/focus 
group discussions, etc.) and submit the updated version to the COR on a weekly basis. 

ETs will conduct weekly briefings for the Evaluation COR, Activity Managers, and other relevant Mission 
personnel in order to keep them informed of the progress of the evaluation of each particular activity listed 
in Section I and any issues that may arise/have arisen. ETs shall also be prepared to do a briefing for the 
Evaluation COR, Activity Managers, and other relevant Mission personnel within two working days after 
their arrival for the field data collection. The ET(s) will discuss any evaluation barriers/constraints and 
significant deviations from the original updated EWP with the Evaluation COR and seek USAID's guidance 
on those matters. 

ET(s) will invite the Evaluation COR and other relevant Mission personnel to participate in all meetings, 
group discussions, site visits and other activities planned in conjunction with the evaluation as soon as those 
events are on agenda. ET(s) shall be prepared to have USAID staff and other activity stakeholders invited by 
the Evaluation COR to any meeting, site visit, or other activity planned in conjunction with the evaluation as 
observers. 

C.8. Logistical Support 
The Contractor will be responsible for all logistical support of the evaluation activities, including 
translation/interpretation, transportation, accommodation, meeting/visit arrangements, office space, 
equipment, supplies, insurance and other contingency planning. The Contractor must not expect any 
substantial involvement of Mission staff in either planning or conducting the evaluation (except for full-
time/part-time Mission delegates discussed above). Upon request, the Mission will provide the Contractor 
with introductory letters to facilitate meeting arrangements. USAID requests that any forthcoming 
American and local holidays be considered in scheduling evaluation meetings, group discussions, surveys, 
and site visits in the United States, Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, and any other country where those meetings, 
group discussions, surveys, and visits will take place. 

C.9. Deliverables 
To document performance evaluation of each activity listed in C. l , the Contractor will submit a clear, 
informative, and credible ER (up to 30 pages, excluding annexes and references) that reflects all relevant ET 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations made in conjunction with the performance evaluation of each 
activity. Each ER must describe in detail the activity evaluation design and the methods used to collect and 
process information requested in the C.3 General Scope of Work Requirements and relevant subsection of 
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C.5 Evaluation Purpose, Background Information, Scope of Work, and Illustrative Methodology. It must 
disclose any limitations to the evaluation and, particularly, those associated with the evaluation methodology 
(selection bias, recall bias, unobservable differences between comparator groups, etc.). The ER Executive 
Summary Section should be three-five pages long and reflect the purpose of the evaluation, evaluation 
methodology and its limitations, key evaluation findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 

Each ER must be in line with relevant USAID ADS (Chapters 203 and 578) and USAID Evaluation Policy 
requirements and recommendations. In particular, ERs should represent thoughtful and well-organized 
efforts that include sufficient local and global contextual information so the external validity and relevance 
of each activity evaluation can be assessed. Evaluation findings should be based on facts, evidence, and data. 
Findings should be specific, concise and supported by reliable quantitative and qualitative evidence [i.e. there 
should not be words like "some", "many", "most" in the report and frequency of responses and absolute 
number of interviewed respondents should be given, e.g. five out of 11 experts agreed that ...; 30 per cent 
of survey respondents reported that ...; seven out of eight visited lead partners had business plans...]. 
Conclusions should be supported by a specific set of findings. Recommendations should be clear, specific, 
practical, action-oriented, and supported by a specific set of findings, conclusions, estimates of 
implementation costs, and suggested responsibility for the action. The Contractor shall ensure that 
conclusions and recommendations are based on data that are accurate, objective, and reliable. 

In the annexes, each ER should include the Evaluation SOW (C.5 can be reduced to the relevant 
subsection); an Executive Summary section in official local language; description of the relevant ET 

and its member qualifications; the final version of the Evaluation Work Plan (EWP); the conflict of interest 
statements, either attesting to a lack of conflict of interest or describing existing conflict of interest, signed 
by all members of the ET; the tools (in English and local language(s)) used for conducting the evaluation 
such as questionnaires, checklists, and discussion guides; in depth analyses of specific issues; properly 
identified sources of information; and statement(s) of differences regarding significant unresolved difference 
(if any) of opinion reported by either ET members or the Mission or the implementer(s) of the evaluated 
activity. 

ERs will be written in English and submitted in electronic form readable in MS Word 2010 based on MS 
Word Times New Roman 12 or other legible font of similar size. Any data used to prepare those reports 
(except for the data protected by any formal agreements between the Contractor and interviewees and 
survey/focus group participants) will be presented in the MS Office compatible format suitable for re-
analysis and submitted either by e-mail or on a CD or a flash drive to the COR. The data should be fully 
documented and well organized for use by those not fully familiar with the evaluated activities or the 
evaluations. USAID will retain ownership of all evaluation records including interview transcripts or 
summaries, survey(s), datasets developed, copies of which are provided to the COR. 

ET(s) will present their major evaluation findings and preliminary conclusions in writing at separate pre-
departure briefings for the Mission and activity stakeholders (where feasible). As a rule, those briefings will 
be conducted in the country where all/most stakeholders of the evaluated activity are located. ET(s) will use 
MS PowerPoint to present those findings and conclusions. 

Draft ER will be due in ten working days after a corresponding pre-departure briefing for the Mission. Each 
draft ER must include all relevant ET findings and conclusions made in conjunction with the evaluation of a 
particular activity, as well as preliminary ET recommendations. Each draft ER shall be prepared in line with 
general requirements (clarity, credibility, length, font size, etc.) set for the final ER. It may include the 
feedback received from the Mission and activity stakeholders at pre-departure briefing(s). The Mission will 
have 15 working days to review each draft ER and provide comments to the Contractor. The Mission will 
decide whether activity stakeholders will be invited to comment on a draft ER. 

The final ER will be due in 10 working days following the receipt of the Mission's comments on a draft ER. 
The Contractor will use either a cover memorandum or similar format to explain how comments provided 
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by the Mission and activity stakeholders (when solicited) were addressed in the final ER if the final ER differs 
substantially from the draft one. Both the Mission and the Contractor will have a right to initiate an 
extension of the ER review or preparation/completion time for up to 10 working days at no additional cost. 
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 ОСНОВНІ ПОЛОЖЕННЯ ЗВІТУ  
МЕТА ОЦІНЮВАННЯ ТА ПИТАННЯ ДЛЯ ОЦІНЮВАННЯ  

Цей документ  є  звітом  про  завершальне  оцінювання  діяльності  проекту  "Ініціатива  захисту 
прав  і  представлення  інтересів  місцевого  самоврядування  в  Україні  (ДІАЛОГ),  який 
фінансується  Місією  Агентства  США  з  міжнародного  розвитку  (USAID)  в  Україні.  Проект 
"ДІАЛОГ" реалізовується Асоціацією міст України (АМУ) з травня 2010 р. по листопад 2015 р.    

Оцінювання проекту "ДІАЛОГ" здійснювалось з листопада 2014 р. по лютий 2015 р. групою у 
складі двох експертів – міжнародного та місцевого. Більш детальна інформацію про експертів 
міститься  в  Додатку  С.  Основною метою  оцінювання  було:   1)  оцінювання  відповідності  та 
ефективності окремих робіт проекту "ДІАЛОГ", направлених на прискорення децентралізації 
в Україні; і 2) обговорення підходів до можливого продовження програми.  

Оцінювання охоплювало період з травня 2010 р. по грудень 2014 р. Питання для оцінювання 
в  першу  чергу  стосувались  Цілей  проекту  2  і  3.  Ці  питання  представлені  у  Розділі  4  та  у 
Додатку А. Результати та висновки, до яких прийшла  група експертів з оцінювання, можуть 
бути  використані  Місією  USAID  в  Україні  при  розробці  майбутніх  концепцій  у  сфері 
децентралізації і реформування місцевого самоврядування в країні. 

ПЕРЕДУМОВИ ПРОЕКТУ 

Органи місцевої влади в Україні стикаються з високим рівнем централізації прийняття рішень 
та обмеженими ресурсами, що перешкоджає їх спроможності швидко реагувати на потреби 
громадян.  Ця  проблема  ускладнюється  тим,  що  виборча  система  пропорційного 
представництва в Україні змушує міські ради бути підзвітними відповідним партіям в столиці, 
а не своїм місцевим виборцям.  

Проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  був  розроблений  для  прискорення  децентралізації  в  Україні.  Проект  має 
чотири  цілі,  які  відповідають  конкретним  проблемам,  на  вирішення  яких  націлений  даний 
проект:  

 Ціль 1: Створення  сприятливого правового поля для ефективного  і  прозорого місцевого 
самоврядування.  

 Ціль  2:  Інституціональні  механізми  більш  ефективної  координації  політики  і  дій  органів 
центральної та місцевої влади. 

 Ціль 3: Збільшення громадської підтримки реформ місцевого самоврядування. 

 Ціль  4:  Зростання  рівня  правого  захисту  органів  місцевого  самоврядування  та  їх 
посадовців. 

СТРУКТУРА, МЕТОДИ ТА ОБМЕЖЕННЯ ОЦІНЮВАННЯ 

Дані  для  оцінювання  були  зібрані  з  використанням  п'яти  методик:  перегляд  документів, 
опитування  ключових  співрозмовників  (KIIs),  цільове  групове  обговорювання  (FGDs), 
обстеження та відвідування міст у чотирьох областях у Західній Україні та трьох областях на 
півночі Україні.  
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Група  експертів  провела  опитування  105  ключових  співрозмовників,  до  яких  належали 
працівники АМУ, посадові особи міст, персонал проектів, які фінансуються USAID або іншими 
донорами, та посадові особи на національному рівні. Група експертів також провела 2 цільові 
групові дискусії з членами Регіональних дорадчих рад (РДР), до яких входили 4 учасники РДР 
з міст‐членів  АМУ та 8 учасників з міст поза АМУ, крім того було проведено обстеження 136 
посадових  осіб  органів  місцевої  влади,  в  тому  числі:  105  мерів,  15  заступників  мерів,  7 
виконувачів  обов'язків  мера,  7  секретарів  міської  ради,  1  секретаря  сільської  ради  та  1 
секретаря  міського  виконавчого  комітету.  Зі  136  посадовців  28  повідомили,  що  вони  не 
знають  про  співробітництво  їхніх  міст  з  проектом  "ДІАЛОГ"/АМУ.  Тому,  група  експертів 
отримала  заключну вибірку 102  респондентів: 44 міста  із  Західної України  та 58  ‐  із Східної 
України.  

Група експертів стикалась з певними обмеженнями під час поїздки Україною. Пояснення цих 
обмежень  наводиться  в  Розділі  3.2.  Хоча  ці  обмеження  були  важливими,  але  вони  не 
зашкодили групі експертів отримати обґрунтовані та надійні дані для отримання результатів, 
підготовки висновків і рекомендацій для створення чинної та майбутньої програми.  

ОСНОВНІ РЕЗУЛЬТАТИ, ВИСНОВКИ ТА РЕКОМЕНДАЦІЇ 

Далі наводиться стисле підсумовування результатів, висновків і рекомендацій.  Додаток І 

наводить більш детальну інформацію.  

Відповідність та ефективність Цілі 1 
Результати 

 Співбесіди  з  11  посадовцями  національних  і  50  посадовцями  місцевих  органів  влади 
(членів АМУ) свідчать, що в цілому міста високо оцінюють законодавчу роботу, проведену 
проектом «ДІАЛОГ», і розглядають діяльність проекту як важливу.  

 Проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  створив  експертний  потенціал  в  підготовці  законопроектів  і  змін  до 
законодавства  і  має  штат  кваліфікованих  спеціалістів,  яких  поважають  за  їхні  навички  і 
знання. Проте, політичне середовище в Україні обмежує його ефективність. Серед міських 
посадовців,  що  надали  відповідь  під  час  обстеження,  68%  переконані,  що  проект 
"ДІАЛОГ"  є  ефективним  для  переконання  органів  державної  влади  з  метою  зміни 
законодавства або прийняття нового законодавства.  

 Одним  з  основних  питань,  яке  неодноразово  піднімалось  під  час  опитування  всіх 
ключових співрозмовників  і цільових групових дискусій, є нестача ресурсів на місцевому 
рівні  для  задоволення  потреб  громадян  і  виконання місцевих  пріоритетів.    Враховуючи 
обласні  та  місцеві  органи  влади  (і  відповідальність  за  надання  послуг  на  цих  рівнях), 
суперечливі  закони  і  недостатньо  чіткі  повноваження  та  відповідальність,  не  зрозуміло, 
чому  функціональні  завдання,  що  пояснюють,  відкладаються  до  закінчення  фіскальної 
децентралізації. 

 Вибори  місцевих  органів  влади  мають  наслідком  ротацію  великої  кількості  обраних 
посадовців, більшість з яких не працювала в органах влади і мають недостатні навички і 
знання  для  впровадження  законів.  Декілька  місцевих  посадових  осіб,  опитаних 
експертами, констатували необхідність посібників з практичними порадами і покрокових 
довідників для впровадження законів. 
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Висновки 

 В  цілому,  проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  був  важливим  та  ефективним  в  удосконаленні  законодавчої 
бази для місцевого  самоврядування.  Відповідно до  зустрічей  з  важливими  учасниками, 
зрозуміло,  що  якби  не  було  б  цього  проекту,  тоді,  можливо,  існувало  менше  здатності 
відстоювати  децентралізацію  в  країні  та  був  би  досягнутий  менший  прогрес  у 
законодавчих реформах місцевого самоврядування. 

 «ДІАЛОГ»  досяг  певного  прогресу  в  удосконаленні  законодавчої  бази,  не  зважаючи  на 
період  посилення  централізації.  Проте,  його  потенціал  не  реалізується  через  мінливу 
політичну ситуацію в країні.  

 Органи місцевої влади в Україні відчувають нестачу ресурсів. Послідовність реформ має 
починатись із роз'яснення функціональних завдань для визначення потреб у відповідних 
ресурсах. 

 Враховуючи  ротацію  великої  кількості  посадовців  місцевих  органів  влади  як  результат 
виборів, заплутаних законів, частково збіжних функцій та обмежених ресурсів, посадовці і 
технічні  спеціалісти місцевих  органів  влади  потребують  більшої  допомоги  у  підвищенні 
професійного рівня для виконання законів. 

Рекомендації 

 Необхідність  спочатку  визначити  і  змінити  функціональну  відповідальність  серед  різних 
рівнів  врядування  не  можливо  переоцінити.  В  умовах  недостатності  ресурсів 
відповідальність, що частково збігається, створює неефективність. 

 Підвищення професійного рівня є важливим для допомоги місцевим органам влади в 
розумінні  правових  приписів,  особливо  враховуючи  ротацію  великої  кількості 
посадовців  під  час  місцевим  виборів,  в  наслідку  яких  багато  посадовців  вперше 
займуть  ці  посади.  Більш  тривалі  тренінги,  що  проводяться  три‐чотири  рази  на  рік, 
можуть змінити ситуацію на краще більше, ніж практичні семінари, що дотримуються 
бюджетного циклу і надають практичні знання в реалізації законодавства.  

 
Відповідність та ефективність Цілі 2 
Результати 

 Проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  був  ефективним  у  створенні  діалогу  з  питань  політики  серед  різних 
рівнів  врядування,  що  надає  органам  місцевої  влади  рівні  можливості  для  роботи  з 
вищими рівнями влади. Всі державні посадовці, опитані експертами, вважають діяльність 
проекту "ДІАЛОГ" дуже важливою. 

 Декілька посадовців місцевих органів влади (12) висловили стурбованість, що з ними не 
консультуються  на  кожному  етапі  створення  законів  або  внесення  змін  до  них. 
«ДІАЛОГ»/АМУ також відмічають проблеми, коли закони реєструються Міністерствами за 
один день і про це нікого не інформують. 

 Діалог місцевої влади з їх партнерами на обласному та національному рівні був успішним, 
але  недостатньо  регулярним.  Регіональні  і  тематичні  практичні  семінари,  які  проводив 
«ДІАЛОГ», розглядаються всіма учасниками проекту як ефективна стратегія встановлення 
робочих  відносин  з  партнерами  проекту  тому,  що  більшість  з  них  запрошують  брати 
участь  у  цих  засіданнях  та  обговореннях.  Однак,  шість  опитаних  зауважили,  що  у  цих 
заходах  не  беруть  участь  спеціалісти  з  відповідних  міністерств,  державних  установ  і 
Парламенту.   
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Висновки 

 Діяльність  проекту  "ДІАЛОГ"  щодо  створення  діалогу  між  органами  влади  міст‐членів 
АМУ  і  центральними  органами  влади  з  питань  політики  розглядається  зацікавленими 
сторонами  як  важлива  і  ефективна.  Ця  діяльність  дозволяє  містам‐членам  відстоювати 
наділення повноваженнями органів місцевої влади  і зростання ресурсів, необхідних для 
забезпечення надання громадянам більш ефективних послуг. 

 Деякі  результати  і  стурбованість,  яку  поділяють  органи  місцевої  влади,  вказують  на 
недостатній  рівень  комунікації  і  продовження  роботи  між  проектом  «ДІАЛОГ»/АМУ  та 
членами стосовно законодавчої бази. 

 Регіональні  практичні  семінари  і  круглі  столи  були  певною  мірою  ефективні.  Велика 
кількість  посадовців  місцевої  влади  брали  участь  у  регіональних  семінарах  і  круглих 
столах,  і ці заходи вважаються ефективними для створення робочих відносин і вивчення 
кращих практик. Хоча, необхідний більш високий рівень участі національних спеціалістів. 

Рекомендації 

 Діалог  між  посадовцями  міських  і  центральних  органів  влади  має  посилюватись  за 
допомогою  участі  спеціалістів  з  відповідних  державних  установ  в  регіональних 
практичних  семінарах  і  круглих  столах,  що  проводяться  АМУ,  на  яких  ініціативи  з 
реформування  спочатку  пропонуються  та  обговорюються.  Це  забезпечить  кращу 
підготовку  спеціалістів  з  відповідних  державних  установ  для  перегляду  законодавства, 
коли на нього звернуть увагу. 

 Інформування  органів  влади  щодо  результатів  консультацій  і  доповнень  до 
законодавства,  яке  пропонується  проектом  «ДІАЛОГ»  національному  уряду,  і  надання 
роз’яснень постанов з питань політики є відносно легкою справою і будуть високо оцінені. 

 
Відповідність та ефективність Цілі 3 
Результати 

 Більшість ключових співрозмовників (55), з якими мали зустріч експерти, високо оцінюють 
підготовлені  проектом  шаблони,  звіти  й  публікації.  Вони  вважають  їх  важливими  і 
ефективними для зростання громадської підтримки реформи місцевого самоврядування. 

 Хоча друковані  та електронні публікації проекту є корисними  і доречними для місцевих 
посадовців,  експерти з’ясували, що публікації  та медійні продукти проекту не достатньо 
орієнтовані на громадян і є надто технічними для громадськості.  

 Експерти чули від щонайменше трьох з 10 посадовців місцевої влади, що  громадяни не 
розуміють, чому місцева влада не може вирішувати місцеві проблеми. Громадяни мають 
зрозуміти, що те, що місцева влада може або не може зробити, залежить від фінансових 
або законодавчих обмежень. 

 Проект  «ДІАЛОГ»  допоміг  розпочати  обговорення  серед  органів  влади  через  діалог  з 
питань політики і публікації по децентралізацію та польську модель. Проте, експерти чули 
декілька  зауважень  щодо  відсутності  чіткого  розуміння  та  визначення  децентралізації, 
що,  на  нашу  думку,  є  необхідним  першим  кроком  перед  тим,  як  займатись 
законодавством  щодо  децентралізації.  Деякі  важливі  учасники  віддають  перевагу 
польській  моделі  децентралізації,  інші  заперечують,  що  ця  модель  є  найкращою  і 
стверджують, що Україна є унікальною країною і що обраний підхід має включати кращі 
уроки, отримані з досвіду сусідніх країн. 
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Висновки 

 В  цілому,  проект  «ДІАЛОГ»  був  доцільним  та  ефективним  у  підвищенні  підтримки 
реформи місцевого самоврядування, але не таким ефективним у підтриманні контактів з 
громадянами.  Проект має  сильну  групу,  яка  працює  над Ціллю 3.  Веб‐сайт  є  простим  у 
використанні,  існує ряд публікацій,  орієнтованих на різні  теми та аудиторії,  і  існує легко 
доступний  архів  телепрограм  на  «Youtube».  Хоча  всі  групи,  які  плануються  як  цільова 
аудиторія  проекту:  посадовці  місцевих  органів  влади,  посадовці  державних  органів 
влади, члени парламенту, партнери, ЗМІ і громадяни, – на думку експертів, у переважній 
більшості залишились поза увагою. 

 Комунікація між місцевою владою  і  громадянами  є  украй необхідна для  громадян щоб 
зрозуміти обмеження, з якими стикається місцева влада, і підтримувати реформу органів 
місцевого  самоврядування.  Хоча  місцева  влада,  здається,  розповсюджує  інформацію 
серед  громадян,  не  ясно,  наскільки  думка  і  пріоритети  громадян  враховуються  у 
проведенні політики і при прийнятті рішень. 

 Потребує  більшого  роз’яснення  модель  децентралізації,  якої  дотримується  і  підтримує 
проект  «ДІАЛОГ»:  багато  людей  не  розуміють  переваги  і  недоліки  ранніх  моделей  і 
причин  вибору  польського  підходу  до  децентралізації.  Більше  ознайомлення  і 
комунікація  щодо  цього  забезпечить  більший  рівень  підтримки  з  боку  посадовців 
місцевої влади.    

Рекомендації 

 Проект "ДІАЛОГ" може співпрацювати з телеканалами і програмами для молоді, а також з 
популярними передачами у форматі бесіди для підвищення поінформованості широкого 
кола  соціально‐демографічних  груп  глядачів  щодо  питань  місцевого  самоврядування  і 
децентралізації.  

 Діяльності,  що  направлена  на  підвищення  поінформованості  громадськості  і  підтримки 
реформ  з  децентралізації,  має  приділятись  більше  увага  для  забезпечення 
загальнонаціональної  підтримки  з  метою  реалізації  запланованих  значних  змін 
адміністративної організації місцевих громад, органів місцевої влади та обов’язки. 

 
Питання для оцінювання 1 
Результати 

 «ДІАЛОГ»  високо  оцінюється  всіма  важливими  учасниками,  опитаними  експертами,  за 
внесення змін і створення позитивного середовища для діяльності органів місцевої влади. 
Шаблони  і  макет  веб‐сайту,  підготовлені  проектом,  допомогли  декільком  органам 
місцевої влади провести опитування суспільної думки та обстеження, здійснювати обмін 
інформацією про бюджет і показниками діяльності на веб‐сайті міста. 

 72%  опитаних  міст  в  обстеженні  стверджують,  що  проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  допоміг  містам 
встановити партнерство с приватним бізнесом. На прохання навести два сектори, в яких 
створено партнерство, 51% опитаних відповіли ‐ жилий сектор і комунальні підприємства. 

 «ДІАЛОГ»  є ключовим елементом для підтримки законодавчих змін, які удосконалюють 
середовище для роботи місцевої влади, але більші зусилля необхідні, що віддзеркалено в 
Дорожній  карті  реформи  з децентралізації. Проект  став ефективним засобом підтримки 
нещодавніх законодавчих змін, відповідно до яких деякі повноваження, які були забрані 
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попереднім  режимом  до  Революції  гідності  2013‐2014  рр.,  були  повернені  органам 
місцевої влади. Хоча не всі пропозиції проекту були враховані. 

 Проект "ДІАЛОГ" опублікував декілька статей стосовно гендерних питань  і запросив  інші 
проекти,  що  займаються  гендерними  питаннями,  виступити  на  практичних  семінарах  і 
круглих столах, проте суттєвого прогресу не досягнуто у вирішенні цих питань. На питання 
обстеження  діяльності  проекту  «ДІАЛОГ»  щодо  гендерних  питань  більшість  ключових 
співрозмовників висловили спільну думку, що гендерні питання не становлять серйозної 
проблеми в громадах і загальна поінформованість і розуміння серед посадовців місцевої 
влади  щодо  згаданих  питань  є  низькою.  Більшість  порівнювала  гендерну  нерівність  з 
домашнім  насильством,  а  деякі  стверджували,  що  в  їх  містах  не  існує жодних  питань  з 
гендерною нерівністю. 

Висновки 

 Проект  «ДІАЛОГ»  має  певний  вплив  на  діяльність  і  середовище  для  органів  місцевої 
влади  через  надання  їм  шаблонів  і  підтримки  для  зростання  прозорості  управління  і 
отримання  відгуків  від  громадськості,  Проект  також  допомагає  містам  засновувати 
партнерство з приватним бізнесом.  

 Необхідні  більші  зусилля  щодо  децентралізації  і  реформи  місцевої  влади:  на  основі 
обговорення  з  широким  колом  учасників —  від  Парламенту  до  маленьких  міст —  стає 
ясним, що  зі  змінами  в  уряді  та  проведенням парламентських  виборів,  очевидно,  існує 
згода щодо уваги до  і необхідності децентралізації, за допомогою декількох донорських 
проектів  Міністерство  регіонального  розвитку  підготувало  дорожню  карту  роботи  у 
майбутньому  в  цій  сфері.  Важливі  учасники,  з  якими  мали  зустрічі  експерти,  також 
висловили  декілька  пропозицій  що  напрямків,  у  яких  проект  «ДІАЛОГ»  може 
удосконалити свою діяльність в межах повноважень: робота з національним урядом для 
роз’яснення і досягнення компромісу щодо визначення децентралізації, надання органам 
місцевої  влади  більше  можливостей  для  взаємодії  з  національними  та  обласними 
посадовцями, удосконалення комунікації і зворотного зв’язку для органів місцевої влади 
щодо законодавчих змін, запропонованих проектом, інше. 

 Гендерна  рівність  не  розглядається  як  важливе  питання:  діяльність  проекту  "ДІАЛОГ"  у 
розв'язанні  гендерних  проблем  у  місцевих  громадах  не  є  надто  успішною  головним 
чином  через  широко  поширене  нерозуміння  і  байдужість  посадовців    органів  місцевої 
влади до цих проблем, що ґрунтується на хибному уявленні, що гендерні проблеми не є 
серйозними.  

Рекомендації 

 Робота з розробки законопроектів має бути продовжена і посилена тому, що є потреба у 
розробці  нових  законів  і  підзаконних  актів  та  їх  проходження  через  Кабінет Міністрів  і 
Верховну Раду. 

 Діяльність проектів, які займаються гендерними проблемами, має включати підвищення 
поінформованості  посадовців  органів  місцевої  влади,  а  гендерні  питання  мають  стати 
звичною  темою  практичних  семінарів  і  круглих  столів,  що  проводяться  АМУ  для 
посадовців органів місцевої влади. 

 
Питання для оцінювання 2 
Результати 
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 На  "День  діалогу"  обов'язково  посилаються  як  на  найбільш  ефективну  стратегію  для 
встановлення  робочих  відносин  з  посадовими  особами  центральних  органів  влади  ,  в 
першу чергу з Кабінетом Міністрів і відповідними державними установами.  

 Стратегія  проекту  "ДІАЛОГ"  для  встановлення  робочих  відносин  із  партнерами  на 
регіональному  рівні,  такими  як  РДР,  не  завжди  була  продуктивною  переважно  через 
панування  регіональних  партнерів  (таких  як  обласні,  районні  державні  адміністрації  і 
відповідні ради) та офіційний формат правління. Під час цільового групового обговорення 
з  членами  РДР,  які  не  входять  до  АМУ,  з'ясувалось,  що  посадовці  місцевої  та  обласної 
влади не знали про регіональні дорадчі ради або їх засідання. 

Висновки 

 Найбільш  ефективною  стратегією  проекту  «ДІАЛОГ»  щодо  встановлення  робочих 
відносин  с  чисельними  партнерами,  наприклад:  Кабінет Міністрів  і  відповідні  державні 
установи,  а  також  науково‐дослідні  інститути,  неурядові  організації  та  інші  донори  –  є, 
очевидно, «День діалогу». 

 Створення  РДР  не  дало  послідовних  результатів.  З  семи  міст‐членів  АМУ,  які  відвідали 
експерти, менше половини РДР були ефективними в розв'язанні регіональних проблем. 
Інші  РДР,  яких  підтримує  "ДІАЛОГ",  на  погляд  посадовців  місцевих  органів,  нічим  не 
виділялись,  враховуючи  існування  декількох  добровільних  дорадчих  рад  на  обласному 
рівні. 

Рекомендації 

 Продовжувати підтримку у проведенні "Дня діалогу" з Урядом Україні. Також розглянути 
можливість  організації  та  проведення  таких  Днів  на  більш  постійній  основі,  наприклад 
двічі  на  рік  або  за  необхідністю.  Вивчити  можливість  організації  та  проведення  "Дня 
діалогу"  з  Верховною  Радою  України  як  складової  щорічних  конференцій  АМУ  (вже 
заплановано на 2015 рік).  

 Переглянути  чинну  стратегію  для  створення  робочих  відносин  із  партнерами  на 
обласному  рівні  (РДР)  і  запропонувати  відповідні  зміни  з  метою  підвищення  її 
ефективності,  беручи  до  уваги  результати  реформи  з  децентралізації.  Цей  механізм, 
можливо,  треба  переглянути  після  реалізації  запланованої  реформи  з  децентралізації. 
Враховуючи, що обов’язки і повноваження обласних і районних державних адміністрацій 
плануються суттєво переглянути в рамках реформи з децентралізації, майбутня стратегія 
АМУ  щодо  співробітництва  з  регіональними  партнерами  має  бути  відповідно 
переглянута, залежно від результатів реформи. 
 

Питання для оцінювання 3 
Результати 

 Як  проект «ДІАЛОГ»,  так  і  ключові  співрозмовники  з  інших  програм  розвитку  відмічали 
використання  веб‐сайтів  для  демонстрації  власної  роботи  і  кращої  практики,  а  також 
приводять посилання на власні проекти;  аналіз прикладів  з практики  та отримані  уроки 
також представляються на семінарах і практичних семінарах один одного. 

 Проект «ДІАЛОГ» прагне співпрацювати з іншими програми допомоги розвитку, запрошує 
їх до участі в круглих столах та обговореннях, написання статей для видань проекту, де це 
доречно,  і  показати  кращі  практики  в  своїй  роботі  з  органами  місцевої  влади.  Це 



 

   A-19  

 

стосується  не  лише  проектів  USAID,  але  також  і  проектів,  що  фінансуються  такими 
донорами, як уряд Канади, GIZ та інші.  

 Вісім  ключових  співрозмовників  підтвердили,  що  проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  не  мав  значного 
співробітництва  з  приватним  бізнесом  і/або  вони  не  знають  про  таке  співробітництво. 
Технічне завдання проекту містить лише одне посилання на співробітництво з приватним 
бізнесом,  а  партнерство  з  приватним  бізнесом  є  переважно  сферою  діяльності  проекту 
USAID «Програма розвитку державно‐приватного  партнерства»  (P3DP).  Проте, «ДІАЛОГ» 
розповсюджує кращі практики у встановленні партнерства з приватним бізнесом у містах‐
членах АМУ. 

Висновки 

 В цілому проект "ДІАЛОГ" компетентно реагує на можливості максимально ефективного 
використання ресурсів  і підтримки реформ через співробітництво с  іншими програмами 
розвитку,  а  не  з  організаціями  приватного  бізнесу  України.  Особливо  через  залучення 
представників  інших  програм  розвитку,  з  інших  проектів  USAID  і 
міжнародних/двосторонніх  донорів  до  практичних  семінарів  і  круглих  столів  проект 
«ДІАЛОГ»  створив  краще  координовану  підтримку  для  реформ  місцевого 
самоврядування з боку програм розвитку. 

 Проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  не  співпрацює  з  приватним  бізнесом  для  максимально  ефективного 
використання  ресурсів  і  підтримки  реформ  на  місцевому  рівні.  Наскільки  відомо  групі 
експертів, проект не співпрацює з жодними бізнес асоціаціями або торговими палатами з 
метою підтримки реформи місцевого самоврядування.  

Рекомендації 

 Щоквартальне  або  щопіврічне  засідання  фінансових  донорами  проектів,  на  зразок 
засідання  координації  донорів,  може  стати  дуже  корисним  в  обміні  узагальненого 
практичного досвіду та отримання синергії з метою посилення співробітництва. Ведення 
активної  та оновленої бази даних щодо прикладів успіху й досягнень в минулому може 
допомогти  в  швидкому  доступі  до  минулих  аналітичних  досліджень/посібників  і 
оновлення їх замість того, щоб «заново придумувати велосипед». 

 Група експертів пропонує проекту "ДІАЛОГ" рекомендується використовувати можливість 
створення  механізму  координації  для  співпраці  з  приватним  бізнесом,  зацікавленим  у 
підтримці  реформи  місцевого  самоврядування,  що  приведе  до  середовища, 
сприятливого  до  місцевого  бізнесу  та  інвестицій.  Це  може  допомогти  містам‐членам 
АМУ/«ДІАЛОГ» зміцнити свою ресурсну базу і надасть їм можливість краще задовольняти 
потреби громадян і пріоритети, важлива ціль реформи з децентралізації.  
   

 
Питання для оцінювання 4 
Результати 

 Проект  "ДІАЛОГ"  підтримує  принципи  прозорості  і  відкритості  серед  органів  місцевої 
влади, заохочуючи міста‐члени АМУ створити веб‐сайти для надання інформації стосовно 
бюджету, політичних  ініціатив мерів  та  іншої доцільної  інформації,  та надаючи шаблони 
веб‐сайтів для малих міст і селищ. 

 Проект «ДІАЛОГ»  підготував  і поділився шаблонами з містами‐членами для проведення 
опитування  громадської думки. Ці шаблони були підготовлені для всіх 9  технічних  сфер 
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проекту,  і  відповідаючи  на  питання  обстеження,  67%  опитаних  відповіли,  що  вони 
проводять  обстеження  і  опитування  громадської  думки.  Проте,  не  зрозуміло,  чи 
використовують органи місцевої влади ці опитування для підвищення рівня послуг або чи 
надавав  «ДІАЛОГ»  допомогу  в  цьому  питанні.  Сам  проект  провів  два  опитування 
громадської думки – в квітні 2013 року і листопаді 2014 р. 

 Згідно з опитуванням, 52% міст‐членів АМУ заявили, що вони  "погоджуються" з тим, що 
нові  практики були  втілені  в  їх містах  на  основі  співпраці  з  проектом  "ДІАЛОГ",  а 41%  ‐ 
"частково погоджуються".  

Висновки 

 Партнери  проекту  «ДІАЛОГ»  запровадили  у  свою  діяльність  ряд  нових  практик,  які 
повинні удосконалити діалог з питань політики і підвищити рівень громадської підтримки 
реформам місцевого самоврядування. Це включає надання містам шаблону веб‐сайту, а 
також шаблонів  для  проведення місцевого  опитування  громадської  думки,  проведення 
бюджетних  слухань,  обстежень  і  опитувань  громадської  думки,  розміщення  бюджетної 
інформації на веб‐сайті, а також розробка, моніторинг і спільне використання показників 
діяльності разом із громадянами. Не менше трьох органів місцевої влади під час співбесід 
і цільових групових обговорень вказали, що вони стали більш прозорими та беруть участь 
в  широко  розповсюдженій  і  регулярній  комунікації  з  громадянами  завдяки  підтримці 
проекту  «ДІАЛОГ».  Однак,  наскільки  відомо  експертам,  проект  «ДІАЛОГ»  досі  не 
працював з органами місцевої влади щодо підвищення рівня надання послуг.   

Рекомендації 

 Підвищення  рівня  громадської  підтримки  реформування  місцевого  самоврядування  є 
однією  з  цілей  проекту  «ДІАЛОГ».  Проте,  проект  ще  не  зміг,  принаймні  до  сьогодні, 
досягти  цієї  мети  через  заохочення  і  надання  допомоги  органам  місцевої  влади 
зосередити увагу на покращанні надання послуг. Підтримка і довіра громадян до місцевої 
влади,  як  правило,  витікає  зі  спроможності  органів  влади  реагувати  на  потреби  і 
пріоритети громадян. Курс на конкретні, досяжні результати і покращання послуг в межах 
бюджету,  яке  ґрунтується  на  відгуках  громадян,  є  важливим  кроком  до  досягнення 
громадської підтримки реформування.  

Рекомендації на майбутнє 
Зацікавлені сторони зазначили, що допомога USAID є важливою для продовження роботи та 
ефективності  Асоціації  міст  України.  Разом  з  тим  вони  наголосили,  що  один  проект  не 
спроможний  все  зробити  і  що  необхідний  додатковий  проект  з  цільовими  технічними 
завданнями та цілями. 

З  огляду  на  щасливий  збіг  існування  підтримки  з  боку  органів  державної  влади 
децентралізації  і  реформування  місцевого  самоврядування  в  Україні,  можливо  очікувати 
більших результатів від проекту, який включає деякі з вказаних компонентів:  

 розвиток громадянського суспільства і участі громадян в місцевому самоврядуванні; 

 підвищення  професійного  рівня/пілотні  проекти  місцевого  самоврядування  (в  т.ч. 
утворення  доходів,  удосконалення  послуг,  краще  складання  бюджет  і  фінансовий 
менеджмент і т.д.); 

 розробка і виконання Національної програми децентралізації. 
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Навіть хоча деякі з цих ініціатив були перевірені в Україні в минулому, з огляду на політичне 
середовище  і  періоди  посилення  централізації  або  контролю  результати,  імовірно,  були 
применшені. 
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Dr. Ritu Nayyar-Stone, Team Leader. Dr. Nayyar-Stone is an economist and a Senior Research 
Scientist at NORC at the University of Chicago’s International Projects department, with experience in 19 
countries across the world including Russia, Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, and 
Albania.   

Dr. Nayyar-Stone is an expert in decentralization, local government reform and municipal management. She 
has designed, supervised and analyzed several surveys in Albania, Armenia, Georgia, Pakistan, and Rwanda 
to examine citizen’s views on local government and service delivery and advised the Government of 
Cambodia in establishing a national monitoring and evaluation system to examine the results of 
decentralization on service delivery. As a consultant for the World Bank, she focused on intergovernmental 
fiscal relations in Russia, and fiscal decentralization in the transition economies of Eastern Europe, China and 
Vietnam. As Technical Team Leader for the USAID Egyptian Decentralization Initiative, she developed a 
blueprint for an Egyptian Local Development Observatory to track local development indicators that allow 
for objective comparisons among local governments, more efficient use of limited resources, and analyzed 
the impact of decentralization. Dr. Nayyar-Stone worked in Pakistan from 2005-2010, where she assessed 
the capacity and trained municipal authorities on performance management systems for the World Bank 
funded Punjab Municipal Services Improvement Project that provided performance-based grants for 
infrastructure and capacity building;  she led a team that conducted an assessment of devolution in Pakistan, 
for the preparation of a three-year Districts That Work (DTW) project design; and  was program and 
technical manager for the $26 million 3.5 year DTW project that focused on building the capacity and 
developing a Governing-for-Results mindset for district and municipal officials and community based 
organizations in health, education, budgeting, data-driven decision-making and citizen participation.  

Dr. Nayyar-Stone has conducted numerous evaluations. Just recently, she was member of two ME&A teams 
that conducted the successful evaluations of two USAID/Georgia-funded projects: the Advanced National 
Integration project and the Judicial Independence and Legal Empowerment project. Currently, she works as 
the Qualitative Data Collection Expert for the Evaluation Design and Implementation Services project also 
in Georgia. She is also assisting with the evaluation of interventions that seeks to foster systemic and 
sustainable change in agricultural markets in Kenya, using both experimental and quasi-experimental designs; 
an evaluation of a MCC funded Communal Land Support project in Namibia; and a mid-term USAID funded 
Governance and Economic Management Support project in Liberia. She provided technical assistance on 
participatory planning and monitoring and also developed training material to build the capacity of local 
government officials in improving services for the USAID/MCC Strengthening Civic Participation in Rwanda. 

Dr. Nayyar-Stone holds a PhD and a Master in Economics from Boston University, and a Master and a 
Bachelor in Economics from Bombay University.  

 

Ulian Bilotkach, Local Expert. Mr. Ulian Bilotkach is a Ukrainian specialist with over 26 years of 
experience managing and evaluating large international development projects in local governance, 
infrastructure development, and municipal services improvement. In addition to Ukraine, he has worked in 
many other Eastern Europe/CIS countries - Hungary, Russia, Serbia and Kazakhstan - for a number of 
international donors, including USAID, DFID, PADCO, NIB, EBRD, EIB, NDEP, SIDA, and JNF.  

Mr. Bilotkach has extensive experience managing and leading projects related to decentralization, institution 
building, infrastructure investment, local governance and municipal services improvement. For the 
USAID/Local Government Reform Program in Serbia, he trained and consulted on municipal services 
reform, government effectiveness, and citizen participation. For the USAID/Make Decentralization Work 
project in Macedonia, he consulted on municipal services reform and human resources management. For 
the European Commission/Support to Administrative Decentralization project in Croatia, he consulted on 
the development and implementation of decentralization in various sectors of the Croatian economy. As 
Municipal Development Specialist, he designed and managed the USAID/Tariff Reform and Communal 
Services Enterprise Restructuring project in Ukraine. 
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Mr. Bilotkach has substantial evaluation experience. As Municipal Development Specialist, he designed and 
managed the evaluation of USAID-funded project Ukrainian Graining Resources. As Monitoring Expert for 
the Support to Regional Development in Georgia–Review Mission, he prepared the methodology to 
evaluate the achievement of indicators related to the development of local infrastructure. He led the 
Program Monitoring Unit of the Leningrad Oblast Environmental Investment Program providing investments 
and technical assistance to four project cities for the improvement of municipal infrastructure and service 
delivery and evaluated the overall progress of the program. As Key Expert for the Development of Strategic 
Program for the Socio-Economic Development of the Chernobyl Region, he analyzed the socio-economic 
and environmental situation in the region, and conducted an impact assessment and forecast of the long-
term consequences of the 1986 Chernobyl NPP Accident. 

Mr. Bilotkach holds a Master in Engineering and Physics. He is fluent in English, Ukrainian, and Russian.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In the preparation of this Work Plan and Evaluation Research Design, the Evaluation Team has followed the 
guidelines outlined in USAID’s Request for Task Order Proposal (RFTOP) and accompanying Scope of 
Work (SOW) (Annex 1), together with ME&A’s Technical Proposal, for a performance evaluation of the 
‘Development Initiative for Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine’ (DIALOGUE) implemented in Ukraine 
between May 2010 and November 2015. The project, implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities 
(AUC), had an original period of performance from May 2010 to May 2014, but was recently extended until 
November 2015. 
In overall terms, the purpose of evaluating this project according to the SOW is twofold: “(1) to assess the 
relevance and effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities intended to advance decentralization in 
Ukraine and (2) to discuss approaches for potential follow-on programming”. In pursuit of these findings the 
Evaluation Team is further tasked with answering the following specific set of evaluation questions posed by 
USAID/Ukraine. 

1. What major changes in the activities of an environment for local governments in Ukraine do 
municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE?  

a. In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender 
issues? 

2. What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working relations with the 
DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? 

a. For strategies that did not work, how could they be further improved? 
3. How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and advance 

reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s 
private sector organizations? 

4. What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts adopted to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without 
foreign assistance? 

a. If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine 
government operations? 

The evaluation will cover DIALOGUE implementation from May 2010 – December 2014. Finally, the 
conclusions reached and suggested recommendations will be used by USAID/Ukraine to help design future 
interventions in the field of decentralization and local governance. Additionally attached Annexes (3 to 8) 
include a proposed Mission Schedule (Annex 3); List of Stakeholder Meetings (Annex 4); Evaluation Design 
Matrix (Annex 5); Key informant interview (KII) and focus group discussion (FGD) protocols and questions 
(Annex 6); Survey instrument (Annex 7) and Draft Outline of the Final Evaluation Report/Table of Contents 
(Annex 8). 
 2. EVALUATION TEAM   
The evaluation of DIALOGUE will be conducted by a team of two experts: international expert Dr. (Ms.) 
Ritu Nayyar-Stone (Team Leader, NORC at the University of Chicago) and local expert Mr. Ulian Bilotkach 
(Local/Municipal Development Specialist). In addition, the team will be assisted by Mr. Volodymyr Ternytskyi as 
logistics coordinator and interpreter. Dr. Ritu Nayyar-Stone will assume overall responsibility for the overall 
management of the evaluation in collaboration with USAID/Ukraine. In short, this encompasses all activities 
specified in the Mission Schedule (Annex 3) related to the evaluation, including pre-mobilization, on-site 
implementation and end-of-assignment deliverables. Ulian Bilotkach will also contribute to the evaluation by 
assisting in the scheduling of meetings, conducting interviews and carrying out additional research as 
identified by the Team Leader. He will further participate in the planning, organization and implementation 
of regional field visits including interviews and focus group sessions (where deemed appropriate) as well as 
contributing towards the preparation of the draft and final evaluation reports. Finally, oversight of the 
evaluation mission will fall under the remit of Ms. Mirela McDonald, Evaluation IQC Manager with ME&A and 
Ms Audra Stark, Project Manager with ME&A. 
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In preparing this Work Plan recognition has been given to the number of days allocated for the in-country 
part of the assignment as this will clearly impact the nature and extent of the contributions made by both 
members of the Evaluation Team. This is particularly relevant given the geographic spread of municipalities 
affected and the time needed to reach those identified for interview.  For this reason, the team leader and 
local expert will visit some cities together and then split into two teams to cover a total of 10 city visits. 
Additional details about the field trip are provided below in the evaluation methodology.   
3. EVALUATION TASKS and SUB-TASKS 
3.1 Pre-Mobilization Activities 
Conference Calls 
On Thursday, 11 December 2014, a conference call took place between Andres Rueda  (ME&A), Dr. Ritu 
Nayyar-Stone (Team Leader), Ulian Bilotkach (Local Expert) and Mr. Peter Luzik, Mr. Victor Rachkevych, and 
Yana Zhambekova (USAID/Ukraine). A number of issues were discussed including clarification of the 
evaluation questions to be answered; the contact details for key personnel who managed DIALOGUE; 
work plan due date; approval of the draft and final evaluation report by USAID; arrival and departure dates 
for the evaluation visit; and timing of the in-briefing and two out-briefing. Following the conference call the 
evaluation team started to schedule the meetings and develop an itinerary for the field visit (Annex 3). It 
was agreed that any outstanding issues would further be discussed at the in-briefing with USAID scheduled 
for January 12 at 11:00 am. 
Literature Review 
Both members of the Evaluation Team were provided with a selection of project-related documentation by 
ME&A, all of which were reviewed prior to the in-country start of the mission. These included 
DIALOGUE’s Program Description, Annual Work Plans, Quarterly Reports, and PMPs among others. The 
documents reviewed provided a useful insight into the planning and operating activities of DIALOGUE and 
will be the source of reference for the Evaluation Team for data and information related to project 
objectives, indicators and targets.  
Preparation of Draft Work Plan and Evaluation Design  
This activity was completed prior to the mobilization of the Team Leader in collaboration with the local 
expert and ME&A Evaluation Project Manager. Any amendments, corrections or adjustments will be made 
following the Team Leaders in-briefing with USAID in Kyiv.  
3.2 In-Country Activities 
Initials Meetings 
On Monday, 12 January 2015, a meeting will be held between the Evaluation Team members – Ritu Nayyar-
Stone, Team Leader and Ulian Bilotkach, Local/Municipal Development Specialist – and USAID/Ukraine in 
Kyiv at 11:00 am. This will essentially be an in-briefing for both parties to review the evaluation’s objectives 
and the draft Work Plan. Issues regarding the proposed methodology to be used for data gathering and 
analysis will be discussed together with the proposed list of site visits and content of the Final Evaluation 
Report. The Evaluation Team will then have 2 days to incorporate any requested amendments before final 
submission of the Work Plan on Wednesday, 14 January 2015. The evaluation will also have a general 
meeting with AUC on Monday 12 January to get an overview of the project followed by more detailed 
meetings with each of the component leads on January 12 and January 13. 
Data Gathering 
Meetings with project stakeholders -- state authorities, Ukrainian partners, donor organizations, and other 
USAID project -- will begin on Tuesday, 13 January 2015 and continue through to Friday, 16 January 2015. 
These will include Parliament, Cabinet of Ministers, international/bilateral donor agencies and donor funded 
projects, all of which are organizations and agencies that DIALOGUE has worked with. This will be 
followed by field visits to cities and include meetings with regional authorities, rayon and city officials – (see 
Annex 4 for current list of interviewees), including (1) cities of oblast significance, (2) a mix of small, 
medium-sized and large cities, and (3) cities that are not members of AUC.  
In some instances, required information will be sourced via the adoption of quantitative research methods 
(review and analysis of facts that can be statistically verified from recorded data e.g. DIALOGUE records 
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such as PMP’s and Annual Reports). In other cases, qualitative research methods (opinions, observations 
and explanations gathered from participating interviewees) will be employed to act as a support mechanism 
(or otherwise) quantitative data – (see Section 5. below for a more in-depth explanation of the Evaluation 
Team’s planned methodology).  
Data Analysis 
This activity involves digesting and analyzing data and information gathered during the in-country mission. 
Both qualitative and quantitative findings will be tabulated and presented within the body of the final report. 
Section 5 below further elaborates on both approaches. On Monday, 26 January 2015, the Evaluation Team 
will have an out-briefing with USAID/Ukraine and a separate out-briefing for key stakeholders during which 
initial findings will be presented in summary format together with some of the key issues arising from the 
evaluation. At this stage, comments and/or suggestions offered by USAID/Ukraine will be acknowledged and 
addressed in the Draft Final Report.  
3.3 End-of-Mission Activities 
Completion and Submission of Draft Report to USAID 
On completion of the in-country mission and following the Team Leader’s return to home base, a Draft 
Final Report will be prepared and submitted to USAID/Ukraine on Friday, 13 February 2015. This time line 
may shift based on the date of completion of the survey, data entry and cleaning, and analysis of results for 
inclusion into the evaluation report.  

Final Report submitted to USAID with integrated comments 
On Friday, 27 February 2015, the Team Leader will receive their comments for integration into the Final 
Report, which will subsequently be re-submitted to USAID/Ukraine on Friday, 13 March 2015. 

4. METHODOLOGY 
The Evaluation Team recognizes that the credibility of an evaluation’s findings, conclusions and 
recommendations rests for the most part on the quality of the research design as well as data collection 
methods and analysis used. Given the wide scope of activities undertaken by DIALOGUE, only a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative research methods will suffice if a clear picture is to emerge 
as to how DIALOGUE performed over the lifetime of the project.  

In the Pre-Mobilization Activity stage of the evaluation process during which the Evaluation Team 
conducted an in-depth review of the documents made available to them, it became apparent that the 
evaluation mission would be addressing three separate though inter-connected  issues: first, examining the 
effectiveness and institutionalization of tools used by DIALOGUE to engage in broad-based bottom-up local 
government dialogue with national agencies and regional authorities; second, the extent to which changes 
and results of these tools has impacted beneficiaries (municipalities and local communities); and third, if it 
has resulted in greater public support for local government reform and decentralization. The following 
approach indicates how the Evaluation Team will undertake the evaluation.  

4.1 Qualitative Research and Analysis 
The qualitative evaluation will focus on data collection and analysis to provide local context and present 
concrete examples that illustrate in greater detail the quantitative findings. Data will be collected using the 
following methods: 
1. A critical desk review of materials related to DIALOGUE as provided by USAID such as project 

reports and annual work plans, project performance management plan, data on achievement of 
performance indicators, etc.  

2. KIIs with the following: 
 USAID/Ukraine staff. 
 Key AUC staff in Kiev associated with implementing DIALOGUE, i.e., chief of party, senior 

inter-governmental relations expert, senior legal expert, senior public education/media 
experts; as well as persons in charge of electronic publications such as Legislation News, 
Sectoral Monitoring, Local Self Government Annual report, etc.; AUC consultants at the 
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City Legal Assistance Center; and staff mentoring the interns for the local government 
lawyer school. 

 Other USAID funded project that deal with either decentralization or local government 
issues such as the Municipal Energy Reform Project, Municipal Finance Strengthening 
Initiative II, and the Responsible, Accountable and Democratic Assembly program.  

 National officials from the Ministry of Finance and members of the Verknovna Rada of 
Ukraine (VRU) committees such as the Budget Standing Committee, State Building and Local 
Self Government Committee, Urban Development and Regional Policy Committee, etc.  

 Staff in AUC regional offices. 
 City officials such as mayors, council members, and department heads across the nine 

priority sectors for DIALOGUE, and local government lawyers of the executive committees 
of local councils. This will include both cities that are members of AUC as well as two cities 
that are not members.  

 Other donors focusing on the same priority areas as DIALOGUE such as the Council of 
Europe, Swiss Cooperation Office, Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency, United Nations Development Program, etc. 

3. Field visits to municipalities of different sizes involved in DIALOGUE’s implementation and located four 
administrative regions in Western Ukraine and three administrative regions in Northern Ukraine.  
(proposed site visits are presented in Annex 3) Visits to Eastern Ukraine are not included, and nor are 
visits to southern Ukraine given the limited time for this evaluation and concerns about security. 
However the Evaluation Team will get information from these geographic areas via the survey 
(explained below). In adopting this strategy, the Evaluation Team will not only ensure the geographic 
coverage required but also enhance the veracity of its overall findings. During the field visits, the 
Evaluation Team will meet with key beneficiaries ascertain the project’s impact in municipalities and to 
gather data on best practices and lessons learned from project implementation..  

4. FGDs to obtain diverse perspectives and understand the relationship between the project and its 
perceived results. Given the short timeframe in-country (two weeks) and budget constraints for the 
evaluation, the Team will conduct two FGDs. The Evaluation Team will conduct FGDs with the 
Regional Advisory Board (RAB), created by the DIALOGUE project to bring together city and regional 
state representatives to resolve local governance issues. The RAB comprises of AUC member cities as 
well as state representatives at the rayon and oblast level, rayon and oblast council members, and other 
NGOs. The following two FGDs will be conducted:  
 Members of Regional Advisory Boards that are AUC members such as mayors of AUC cities. 
 Members of Regional Advisory Boards who are not AUC members such as: 

 Representatives of Rayon Councils,  
 Rayon Administration,  
 Representatives of villages,  
 State representatives  
 NGOs. 

All FGDs will be conducted by a local sociology firm which ME&A will hire for this purpose. This firm will 
also conduct the survey for the evaluation.  
4.2 Quantitative Research and Analysis 
The chosen methods of quantitative research and analysis will consist of: 

1. Review of data sourced from the projects on indicators  
2. Collection and review of secondary data from the annual report on local self-governance in 

Ukraine 
3. Review of data from other available surveys and studies 
4. Primary quantitative data from a survey conducted for the evaluation (see additional details 

below) 
Survey  
Since one of the key objectives of the project is to generate a policy dialogue between Ukrainian cities and 
other levels of government; increase public support for decentralization; and enhance the legal framework 
for effective and transparent local governments, a survey will be conducted of the mayors, deputy mayors, 



 

   A-32  

 

and department heads/directors of various sectors within the cities. The objective of the survey will be to 
determine how effective DIALOGUE has been in: 1) improving effective cooperation between central and 
local governments in policy making and implementation of local government legislation; 2) providing useful 
and timely interpretation of newly-adopted legislation and regulations in its various publications for local 
officials; 3) increasing the financial capacity of local government; 4) increasing public support for local 
government reform; 5) developing and institutionalizing effect policy dialogue tools; 6) achieving concrete 
results for Ukrainian cities. 
Since there are approximately 457 cities in Ukraine, a self-administered survey (sent via email) or a 
computer assisted phone interview (CATI) will be conducted of approximately 100 local government 
officials from AUC’s member cities. The survey instruments will first be developed in English before being 
translated into the local language. If the respondents fail to send the surveys back within the given time, the 
evaluation team will attempt to reach them via phone and conduct phone interviews. Survey questions will 
have closed responses, thus removing the need for translating responses back into English. The questions 
will take into consideration the country’s political context and clearly assure respondents that their 
responses will be anonymous to encourage frank and open answers. The survey will be conducted within a 
limited timeframe.   
Questions  
Questions for the interviews, FGDs and mini-survey are provided in Annex 5 of this Work Plan. These 
questions have been formulated based on evaluation questions outlined in the SOW and a desk review of 
relevant documents identified in the SOW; they will be finalized as needed, following the in-briefing with 
USAID Mission in Kyiv.   
Sampling Methodology  
Given the large number of cities in Ukraine, ME&A will use a purposeful sample, giving more weight to AUC 
member cities from Eastern Ukraine to balance feedback received from cities in Western and North 
Ukraine where the Evaluation Team will conduct field visits and interviews. Our objective is to get feedback 
directly from the Mayors or Deputy Mayors. Of the 100 respondents for the survey we will select 75 from 
Eastern Ukraine and 25 from Western Ukraine, not including cities visited by the team. In addition we will 
select cities across three population sizes: (1) small cities with population < 50,000; (2) mid-size cities with 
population between 50,000 and 500,000, and (3) large cities with population > 500,000.  
Gender  
When designing the evaluation, the team will pay special attention to the extent the DIALOGUE project 
has caused any changes in the activities of and environment in local government regarding gender.  
Data Analysis  
After finishing data collection, the evaluation team will process and consolidate the raw quantitative and 
qualitative data collected. The analysis will be based on the Evaluation Design Matrix developed during the 
first phase of the evaluation process.  
Quantitative data collected will be analyzed using established evaluation techniques and industry standard 
data analysis tools. These tools will enable evaluators to evaluate not only descriptive statistics (such as the 
number of municipalities that implement laws designed to increase effectiveness and transparency of local 
governments, percent of city officials that feel that DIALOGUE tools and techniques have helped increase 
public support for local government reform, etc.) but also more advanced analytical exercises such as 
measures of correlation (say, between geographic region and success rate).  
For qualitative data resulting from stakeholder interviews, where much of the evidence may be anecdotal or 
inferred, the team will use triangulation to identify any inconsistencies and ensure reliability. Triangulation 
will assist the team to reduce the “response bias” in which respondents tend to tell the evaluators what 
they want to hear.   
Throughout the analysis process, the team members will share and compare notes taken during the 
interviews and FGDs (the Evaluation Team will attend the FGD, and will also get English transcripts of this 
discussion later), identify any variations in the information provided to them by different stakeholders, and 
reveal their different expectations and opinions about the projects. Evaluation findings and preliminary 
conclusions will be presented to the Mission for comment before the team’s departure. The final report will 
be submitted after comments of the Mission are fully integrated. 
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Limitations: As pointed out in the technical proposal, there are several limitations inherent to the design of 
this evaluation; the most serious anticipated limitations are: 

1. Selection Bias: As some key informants may decline to be interviewed, there is a possibility of 
selection bias, i.e. those respondents who choose to be interviewed might differ from those who do not 
in terms of their attitudes and perceptions, affiliation with government/non-government structures, and 
socio-demographic characteristics and experience.  

2. Recall Bias: Since a number of questions raised during the interviews will deal with issues that took 
place in the past, recall bias cannot be excluded.  

3. Halo Bias: There is a known tendency among respondents to under-report socially undesirable 
answers and alter their responses to approximate what they perceive as the social norm (halo bias). The 
extent to which respondents will be prepared to reveal their true opinions may also vary for some 
questions that call upon the respondents to assess the performance of their colleagues or people on 
whom they depend upon for the provision of services. To mitigate this limitation, ME&A will provide 
the respondents with confidentiality and anonymity guarantees, where possible; conduct the interviews 
in the settings where respondents feel comfortable; and establish rapport between the interviewer and 
the respondent. FGDs will be conducted among peer groups to encourage the expression and 
development of ideas that may not be accepted outside of subgroups.  

4. Period that will be evaluated: This was to be a final performance evaluation; however, the program 
has been extended for another year; therefore, only planned results and perceptions thus far will be 
examined.  

5. PROPOSED SITE VISITS AND MEETINGS 
Further to the above-mentioned research methodologies the Evaluation team proposes to travel to a few 
cities jointly and then separate into two teams with each team visiting an additional 3 cities each. Cities 
were chosen using several criteria: (1) some oblast capital cities, (2) smaller size cities (<50,000); mid-size 
cities (50,000 – 500,000); and one large city (Lviv, 732,000), and (3) two cities that are not-members of 
AUC (Nemyriv and Mogyliv-Podilskyi).  
 
The two FGDs will be conducted in Vinnytsia on January 19. The proposed travel schedule is currently as 
follows.  

       
Teams January 17 

(Sat) 
January 
19 
(Mon) 

January 20 
(Tues) 

January 21-23 
(Wed – Fri) 

Team 1 
Ritu 
Nayyar-
Stone 

Chernihiv Vinnytsia Vinnytsia + 
Mogyliv-
Podilskyi 
raion 

Lviv, Lutsk, 
Korosten 

Team 2 
Ulian 
Bilotkach 

Chernihiv Vinnytsia Vinnytsia + 
Nemyriv 
raion 

Kemianets 
Podilskyi, 
Khmelnytsky, 
Chernivtsi 
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SECTION C – DESCRIPTION / SPECIFICATIONS/STATEMENT OF WORK 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE FOR ADVOCATING LOCAL GOVERNANCE IN UKRAINE 
(DIALOGUE) 

 
C.l. Introduction 
This is a Statement of Work (SOW) for performance evaluation of activities administered by 
USAID Regional Mission to Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, and Cyprus (the Mission): 

2. Development Initiative for Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine (DIALOGUE) implemented 
by the Association of Ukrainian Cities (AUC, http://www.auc.org.ua/en) under the CA #AID-121-
A-00-10-00703 from May 11, 2010, through May 10, 2014. USAID contribution level is 
$4,200,000.  The award is administered by the Office of Economic Growth (OEG). The current 
AOR is Mr. Victor Rachkevych; the A/AOR is Ms. Yana Zhambekova. Her predecessor was Ms.  
Larissa Piskunova (A/AOR in 2010-2013). 

C.2. Use of Evaluation Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 
The Mission will use performance evaluation  findings, conclusions, and recommendations  to re assess  
its  role  in  improving   the  public  sector   governance   and  services  and  civil  society development 
in Ukraine and make changes when appropriate. Other USG project stakeholders, including 
USAID/Washington, U.S. State Department, and U.S. Embassy in Ukraine, will gain a better 
understanding of how well the evaluated activities contribute(d) to public sector and civil society 
development in the region. 

Mission implementing partners will have an opportunity to learn about their strengths and areas for 
improvement.  Other  project  stakeholders  including  the central  and  local authorities,  civil society  
organizations   (CSOs)  and  other  private  sector  stakeholders,  as  well  as  local  and international 
development partners will have an opportunity to learn more on how to benefit from USAID  technical  
assistance   in  improving   the  public  sector  governance  and  services  and strengthening civil society 
in the region. 

C.3. General Scope of Work Requirements 
The Contractor will ensure that the evaluation of abovementioned activities is consistent with USAID ADS 
(Chapters 203 and 578, http://transition.usaid.gov/policy/adsl) and USAID's Evaluation Policy (January 2011, 
http://www.usaid.gov/evaluation/policy) requirements and recommendations. 

The evaluation scope of work requirement for the project is discussed below (Section V). For the 
evaluation purposes, "relevance" is a measure of the ability of a particular project task/intervention being 
pertinent to project objectives; "effectiveness" is a measure of the ability of a particular project 
task/intervention to produce a planned effect or result that can be qualitatively measured; and "efficiency" is 
a measure of project team skillfulness in avoiding wasted time and effort when implementing particular 
project tasks/interventions. 

Where appropriate, based on a review of background materials and initial discussions, the Contractor may 
suggest the Mission amend, add, or replace evaluation questions. Alternatively, the Mission may suggest 
amended, additional, or different evaluation questions to the Contractor. In those cases, the Mission and 
the Contractor will agree on the final set of evaluation questions at least five working days before the start 
of data collection in the field. 

C.4. General Evaluation Design & Methodology 
When planning and conducting the evaluation of any activity listed in Section I, the Evaluation Team (ET) 
will make every effort to reflect opinions and suggestions of all key activity stakeholders from the host 
government (where appropriate), civil society, mass media, and other private sector organizations, other 
donors and USAID and non-USAID implementing partners. 
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It is anticipated that a mix of evaluation methodological approaches will be required to meet the 
requirements outlined in Section III - General Scope of Work Requirements and Section V - Evaluation 
Purpose, Background Information, Scope of Work, and Illustrative Methodology. Suggested data sources 
include: (a) secondary data/background documents, (b) activity plans, outputs, and reports, (c) relevant laws 
and central government regulations and policy documents, (d) applicable local government regulations and 
policy documents, (e) key informant interviews, (f) focus group discussions, (g) survey(s) of activity 
stakeholders and beneficiaries, (h) case study data, and (i) visits to activity sites, as well as visits to locations 
that might serve as a comparison. 

Emphasis will be on collection of reliable empirical data and/or objectively verifiable evidence, as opposed to 
anecdotal evidence. Where surveys or interviews are used, appropriate sampling and questioning 
techniques will be utilized to ensure representative results; where references are made to data generated 
by USAID implementing partners and/or their partners, these references will be complemented by 
references to independent data sources and any significant data differences must be explained. Illustrative 
methodological approaches for a particular activity are discussed below. 

C.5. Evaluation Purpose, Background Information, Scope of Work, and Illustrative 
Methodology 
DIALOGUE Evaluation Purpose 
The purpose of DIALOGUE final performance evaluation is twofold: (1) to assess the relevance and 
effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities intended to advance decentralization in Ukraine and (2) to 
discuss approaches for potential follow-on programming. 

Background Information 
DIALOGUE's purpose is to advance decentralization in Ukraine. DIALOGUE is expected to achieve the 
following four objectives: (1) Improved legal framework for effective and transparent local self-governance 
(35% of the total estimated LOE), (2) Effective policy dialogue between local governments and their 
partners at the national and regional levels (30% of the total estimated LOE), (3) Increased public support of 
local government reforms (25% of the total estimated LOE), and (4) Improved legal culture and practice of 
local governments (10% of the total estimated LOE). 

DIALOGUE is based on the following development hypothesis (implied): "Effective policy dialogue between 
local governments and their partners at the national and regional levels based on increased public support 
of local government reforms and improved legal framework will advance decentralization in Ukraine and 
make local self-governance more effective and transparent." 

DIALOGUE design was based on the following assumptions: 

5. The AUC continues to understand the needs of local governments and represent them to the 
central state authorities in a non-partisan, objective manner; 

6. Central authorities and their representatives at the oblast and rayon level discuss policy options 
with local governments and the AUC and support legal and institutional transformations needed to 
improve local government operations; 

7. An outreach campaign linking improved service delivery to local government reform will be 
successful in mobilizing more public support as well as support from targeted populations (GOU 
officials, members of the Parliament, NGOs, etc.) for needed reforms; and 

8. The AUC will have the capacity to expand their legislative, policy and analytical ability as well as 
expand the provision of legal services to their members. 

A high degree of centralized decision-making and resource allocation limits the control that Ukrainian local 
governments have over their own affairs, hindering their ability to be sufficiently responsive to their 
citizenry. This greatly affects social and political development in the country. Citizens, for example, see few 
incentives to engage or participate in local decision-making and this weakens the democratic foundations of 
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local governance. The situation is also bad for economic development because municipalities fail to attract 
potential investors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DIALOGUE team reviews, drafts, and lobbies for legislation that advances specific reforms and 
decentralization (http://dialogueauc.org.ualproposal), helps local and central governments discuss those 
reforms, as well as specific regional/local issues (http://dialogueauc.org.ualcontent/dialog), produces and 
disseminates documents and messages to appropriate target audiences (local and central governments, local 
government self-regulating organizations, the mass media, the public, etc.) to increase both top-down and 
bottom-up support for local government reform (http://dialogueauc.org.ualcontent/pidtrymka), and provides 
local governments officials with consultations (including legal defense/counseling) and tools for professional 
development (http://dialogueauc.org.ualfaq). 

At the national level DIALOGUE cooperates with the legislative branch (VRU, http://rada.giv.uw), 
committees (primarily, the Budget Committee, http://wl.cl.rada.gov.ualpls/site2/p_komity?pidid=2364, the 
State Building Committee, http://wl.cl.rada.gov.ualpls/site2/p_komity?pidid=2366, and the Urban 
Development & Regional Policy Committee, http://wl.cl.rada.gov.ualpls/site2/p_komity?pidid=2363), and 
many GOU executive branch agencies, focusing on the Ministry of Regional Development, Construction, 
Housing and Utilities (MRD, http://www.minregion.gov.uw and the Ministry of Finance (MFU, 
http://www.minfin.gov.ualcontrol/en). At the regional level, it partners with oblast state administrations ( 
appointed staff) and oblast councils (elected officials). At the local level it works with AUC members, 555 
cities and towns. (2008-2011, http://ibser.org.ua/news/4281129062D, Parliamentary Development Project 
(2003-2013, http://pdp.org.ua ), Local Investment and National Competitiveness project (2009-2012), and 
Municipal Heating Reform project (2009-2013). 

To a significant extent, the authority that local governments have in Ukraine is delegated to them by 
the central government. Local governments often act on behalf of the central government and this is 
not local self-governance but a form of de-concentrated governance. The recent trend to re-
centralization aggressively supported by the Party of Regions is well seen at the area of local 
finance and intergovernmental relations, land and property management. Local governments are 
underfunded and have very few possibilities for generating their own revenues. Most local 
governments have to rely on intergovernmental transfers from the central government. However, 
these transfers are for performing the delegated authorities such as health and education, and local 
governments have little or no discretionary power to re-program these funds. Their ability to issue 
debt instruments is also restricted and this limits their ability to address infrastructure 
renovation/modernization needs, of which there are many. 

Popular support for decentralization and local government reform is nascent in Ukraine. Despite 
some gains by local government associations in cooperating with independent mass media to inform 
citizens about the roles and responsibilities of local governments, the quality of media coverage in 
this sphere remains poor. Most popular newspapers and television stations are controlled by 
oligarchs, are biased and generally do not cover local government issues. While there is a great deal 
of discontent with public services in Ukraine, the general population does not understand how 
decentralization could help improve the situation, and thus there is little grassroots support for local 
government reform. 

The most recent assessment of operational environment can be found in the Council of Europe 
(COE) Report on Local Governance in Ukraine: 

https://wcd.coe.int!ViewDoc.jsp?Ref=CG(25)8PROV&Language=lanEnglish&Ver=original&Site=
COE&BackColorlnternet=C3C3C3&BackColorlntranet=CACC9A&BackColorLogged=EFEA9C.  
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DIALOGUE activities are reportedly coordinated with the Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Canada 
and their Municipal Local Economic Development Project, the COE and their Strengthening Local 
Democracy and Support to Local Government Reforms in Ukraine project, GIZ, Swiss Cooperation Office 
(SCO), Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA), and United Nations Development 
Program (UNDP). 

Scope of Work 
The Contractor will: (1) assess the relevance and effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities intended 
to advance decentralization in Ukraine and (2) recommend approaches for potential follow-on 
programming. The Contractor will focus on DIALOGUE Objectives 2 and 3. In particular, the Contractor 
will answer the following questions: 

5. What major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments in Ukraine do 
municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of 
DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender 
issues? 

6. What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working relations with the 
DIALOGUE's multiple counterparts in Ukraine's challenging environment? For strategies that did 
not work, how could they be further improved? 

7. How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and advance reforms 
through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine's private sector 
organizations? 

8. What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts adopted to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government 
operations? 

The Contractor will visit at least 10 municipalities of different size involved in DIALOGUE implementation 
and located in at least five geographically distinctive administrative regions of Ukraine. 

Illustrative Methodology 
To assess the relevance of major DIALOGUE activities and answer questions 2, 3 and 4, in particular, the 
ET may decide to: (1) review DIALOGUE plans, reports, publications, recommendations and other outputs, 
as well as relevant Ukrainian legislation and policy documents and other secondary data/background 
documents, and (2) conduct key informant interviews with structured/semi-structured interview protocols 
and/or mini-surveys of DIALOGUE stakeholders and beneficiaries. Site visits may also help assess the 
relevance of those activities. 

To assess the effectiveness of selected DIALOGUE activities and answer questions 1, 2 and 4, in particular, 
the ET may decide to: (1) review DIALOGUE plans, reports, publications, recommendations, and other 
outputs, as well as relevant Ukrainian legislation and policy documents and other secondary 
data/background documents, (2) conduct key informant interviews with structured/semi-structured 
interview protocols and (3) run mini-surveys of organizations and individuals who participated in/benefited 
from DIALOGUE implementation and those who represent a relevant comparison group. FGD and site 
visits may also help assess the effectiveness of those activities. While direct attribution may be impossible to 
measure, the ET may explore causal linkages wherever possible, taking into account the development actors 
and circumstances. To the extent practical, the ET may decide to consider any improvements in activities of 
the assisted Ukrainian organizations in relation to the progress made by non-assisted ones. Where 
applicable, testimonial evidence of DIALOGUE contribution in policy dialogue and public support of local 
governance reforms should be supported with documentary evidence, including DIALOGUE's documents. 

C.6. Qualifications and Composition of Evaluation Teams 
General Requirements 
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Given the diverse nature and geographical location of activities listed in the Section I, it is anticipated that 
the Contractor will employ two or more Evaluation Teams (ET). In that case, ET Leader(s) must have 
strong team management skills, and sufficient experience in designing and/or conducting performance 
evaluations of international development activities. ET Leader(s) must have good knowledge of USAID 
Evaluation Policy and evaluation reporting requirements. 

Excellent communication, both verbal and written skills and experience managing performance evaluations 
of large USAID activities are desirable. 

The Contractor must assign at least one specialist (an Evaluation Specialist) with strong understanding of 
data collection and analysis methodologies and substantial international experience in designing and 
conducting evaluations of large/medium size international development activities. Evaluation Specialist(s) 
must have good knowledge of USAID Evaluation Policy and evaluation reporting requirements. Experience 
in designing and conducting performance evaluations of large/medium size USAID health, public 
infrastructure, mass media and public governance activities is desirable. Knowledge of Eastern Europe/CIS 
region health, public infrastructure and governance, civil society and mass media development issues is 
desirable. 

Each ET will use local professional(s), preferably, working for a local organization, with: (a) detailed 
knowledge of relevant local operational environment, key policymakers, sector practices and promotion 
systems; and (b) strong understanding of data collection and analysis methodologies, which can be used in 
evaluation of international development activities. 

Additional Requirements for DIALOGUE Evaluation 
The ET(s) will include one or more international development specialists who have substantial knowledge of 
(1) effective local governance and municipal management systems, (2) effective and sustainable policies 
and/or legislation that support decentralization and rational use of public resources at the local level and 
address, among all other important matters, gender issues, and (3) effective PPP development and public 
infrastructure investment promotion systems, as well as substantial experience in conducting performance 
evaluations of large/medium size local governance and infrastructure development activities. Knowledge of 
Eastern Europe/CIS region local governance and business environment and practices is essential. Experience 
in successful management of large/medium size activities that promoted local governance reforms and PPP 
development, is desirable. Previous work experience in the Eastern Europe/CIS region and knowledge of a 
relevant local language is desirable. Experience in conducting performance evaluations of large/medium size 
USAID activities is desirable. 

The ET(s) will use local expertise, Senior Local Governance Consultant(s), individual(s) or organization(s) 
with detailed knowledge of local governance and municipal management systems, local business practices 
and incentives, local gender issues, national and local policies and/or legislation that support decentralization 
and use of public resources at the local level, local policy and legislation design and implementation process, 
and governmental and non-governmental organizations that may influence the relevant local governance 
reforms. Experience conducting performance evaluations of large/medium size USAID activities is desirable. 

C.7. Evaluation Management 
The Mission will appoint the Evaluation COR and up to three Activity Managers to provide technical 
guidance and administrative oversight in connection with evaluation of activities listed in Section I, to review 
the Evaluation Work Plans (EWPs), and to review and accept the draft and final Evaluation Reports (ERs). 
One Activity Manager will also be Alternate COR (A/COR). The Mission may delegate one or more staff 
members (or involve staff of other USAID missions) to work full-time with the ETs or to participate in the 
field data collection. The Evaluation COR will inform the Contractor about any full-time/part-time Mission 
delegates no later than three working days after the submission of a draft EWP. All costs associated with 
the participation of full-time/part-time Mission delegates in the evaluation will be covered by the Mission. 
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To facilitate evaluation planning, the COR will make available to the Contractor the following documents 
within one working day of the award effective date (as warranted, the Contractor will receive additional 
project-related documentation): 

DIALOGUE- four Annual Work Plans, original and revised Performance Monitoring and 
Evaluation Plans, 12 Quarterly Reports and three Annual Reports; 

To keep the Mission informed about the status of the evaluation of each activity listed in the Section I, the 
Contractor will submit an electronic version of a draft EWP for that activity to the Evaluation COR within 
15 working days following the award and at least 10 working days prior to the proposed ET’s departure for 
the field data collection. The submitted EWP should be fully consistent with the Scope of Work 
requirements and Contractor's proposal (if the latter is fully or partially incorporated into the Task Order). 

The EWP should highlight all evaluation milestones and include: (1) a preliminary list of interviewees, (2) a 
preliminary list of survey participants (when survey is planned), (3) a preliminary schedule of the ET 
interviews/meetings, site visits and focus group discussions (FGD) (when planned), (4) all draft evaluation 
questionnaire(s), survey(s), FGD guides, etc., which the Contractor may use for evaluation, (5) sites and 
dates for piloting draft evaluation questionnaire(s) and survey(s), (6) adjustments to the evaluation 
methodology (if needed) including selection criteria for comparison groups and site visits, and (7) an 
Evaluation Report (ER) outline. The Contractor will update the submitted EWP (first of all, the lists of 
interviewees, the lists of survey participants, the schedule of interviews/meetings/site visits/surveys/focus 
group discussions, etc.) and submit the updated version to the COR on a weekly basis. 

ETs will conduct weekly briefings for the Evaluation COR, Activity Managers, and other relevant Mission 
personnel in order to keep them informed of the progress of the evaluation of each particular activity listed 
in Section I and any issues that may arise/have arisen. ETs shall also be prepared to do a briefing for the 
Evaluation COR, Activity Managers, and other relevant Mission personnel within two working days after 
their arrival for the field data collection. The ET(s) will discuss any evaluation barriers/constraints and 
significant deviations from the original updated EWP with the Evaluation COR and seek USAID's guidance 
on those matters. 

ET(s) will invite the Evaluation COR and other relevant Mission personnel to participate in all meetings, 
group discussions, site visits and other activities planned in conjunction with the evaluation as soon as those 
events are on agenda. ET(s) shall be prepared to have USAID staff and other activity stakeholders invited by 
the Evaluation COR to any meeting, site visit, or other activity planned in conjunction with the evaluation as 
observers. 

C.8. Logistical Support 
The Contractor will be responsible for all logistical support of the evaluation activities, including 
translation/interpretation, transportation, accommodation, meeting/visit arrangements, office space, 
equipment, supplies, insurance and other contingency planning. The Contractor must not expect any 
substantial involvement of Mission staff in either planning or conducting the evaluation (except for full-
time/part-time Mission delegates discussed above). Upon request, the Mission will provide the Contractor 
with introductory letters to facilitate meeting arrangements. USAID requests that any forthcoming 
American and local holidays be considered in scheduling evaluation meetings, group discussions, surveys, 
and site visits in the United States, Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, and any other country where those meetings, 
group discussions, surveys, and visits will take place. 

C.9. Deliverables 
To document performance evaluation of each activity listed in C. l , the Contractor will submit a clear, 
informative, and credible ER (up to 30 pages, excluding annexes and references) that reflects all relevant ET 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations made in conjunction with the performance evaluation of each 
activity. Each ER must describe in detail the activity evaluation design and the methods used to collect and 
process information requested in the C.3 General Scope of Work Requirements and relevant subsection of 
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C.5 Evaluation Purpose, Background Information, Scope of Work, and Illustrative Methodology. It must 
disclose any limitations to the evaluation and, particularly, those associated with the evaluation methodology 
(selection bias, recall bias, unobservable differences between comparator groups, etc.). The ER Executive 
Summary Section should be three-five pages long and reflect the purpose of the evaluation, evaluation 
methodology and its limitations, key evaluation findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 

Each ER must be in line with relevant USAID ADS (Chapters 203 and 578) and USAID Evaluation Policy 
requirements and recommendations. In particular, ERs should represent thoughtful and well-organized 
efforts that include sufficient local and global contextual information so the external validity and relevance 
of each activity evaluation can be assessed. Evaluation findings should be based on facts, evidence, and data. 
Findings should be specific, concise and supported by reliable quantitative and qualitative evidence [i.e. there 
should not be words like "some", "many", "most" in the report and frequency of responses and absolute 
number of interviewed respondents should be given, e.g. five out of 11 experts agreed that ...; 30 per cent 
of survey respondents reported that ...; seven out of eight visited lead partners had business plans...]. 
Conclusions should be supported by a specific set of findings. Recommendations should be clear, specific, 
practical, action-oriented, and supported by a specific set of findings, conclusions, estimates of 
implementation costs, and suggested responsibility for the action. The Contractor shall ensure that 
conclusions and recommendations are based on data that are accurate, objective, and reliable. 

In the annexes, each ER should include the Evaluation SOW (C.5 can be reduced to the relevant 
subsection); an Executive Summary section in official local language; description of the relevant ET 

and its member qualifications; the final version of the Evaluation Work Plan (EWP); the conflict of interest 
statements, either attesting to a lack of conflict of interest or describing existing conflict of interest, signed 
by all members of the ET; the tools (in English and local language(s)) used for conducting the evaluation 
such as questionnaires, checklists, and discussion guides; in depth analyses of specific issues; properly 
identified sources of information; and statement(s) of differences regarding significant unresolved difference 
(if any) of opinion reported by either ET members or the Mission or the implementer(s) of the evaluated 
activity. 

ERs will be written in English and submitted in electronic form readable in MS Word 2010 based on MS 
Word Times New Roman 12 or other legible font of similar size. Any data used to prepare those reports 
(except for the data protected by any formal agreements between the Contractor and interviewees and 
survey/focus group participants) will be presented in the MS Office compatible format suitable for re-
analysis and submitted either by e-mail or on a CD or a flash drive to the COR. The data should be fully 
documented and well organized for use by those not fully familiar with the evaluated activities or the 
evaluations. USAID will retain ownership of all evaluation records including interview transcripts or 
summaries, survey(s), datasets developed, copies of which are provided to the COR. 

ET(s) will present their major evaluation findings and preliminary conclusions in writing at separate pre-
departure briefings for the Mission and activity stakeholders (where feasible). As a rule, those briefings will 
be conducted in the country where all/most stakeholders of the evaluated activity are located. ET(s) will use 
MS PowerPoint to present those findings and conclusions. 

Draft ER will be due in ten working days after a corresponding pre-departure briefing for the Mission. Each 
draft ER must include all relevant ET findings and conclusions made in conjunction with the evaluation of a 
particular activity, as well as preliminary ET recommendations. Each draft ER shall be prepared in line with 
general requirements (clarity, credibility, length, font size, etc.) set for the final ER. It may include the 
feedback received from the Mission and activity stakeholders at pre-departure briefing(s). The Mission will 
have 15 working days to review each draft ER and provide comments to the Contractor. The Mission will 
decide whether activity stakeholders will be invited to comment on a draft ER. 

The final ER will be due in 10 working days following the receipt of the Mission's comments on a draft ER. 
The Contractor will use either a cover memorandum or similar format to explain how comments provided 
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by the Mission and activity stakeholders (when solicited) were addressed in the final ER if the final ER differs 
substantially from the draft one. Both the Mission and the Contractor will have a right to initiate an 
extension of the ER review or preparation/completion time for up to 10 working days at no additional cost. 

 

  



 

   A-44  

 

 

 

 

Work Plan ANNEX 2  
 EVALUATION QUESTIONS 



 

   A-45  

 

Evaluation Questions 
1. Assess the changes in the activities of and environment for local governments. 

Q. What changes in local governments’ environment are perceived to be the result, in whole 
or in part, of the work of DIALOGUE? 

Q. Have the DIALOGUE activities aimed at establishing the effective dialogue between local 
governments and their partners at the national and regional level produced any practical 
results? If not then what could have been done differently? 

Q. Has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support of local 
government reforms? If not then what were the main reasons? 

Q. Which changes in the activities of and/or environment for local governments because of 
DIALOGUE’s work could be identified as most important/successful? To which extent 
could those changes be attributed to DIALOGUE’s work? 

Q. What progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues? 

 
2. Assess the effectiveness of strategies used in establishing the working relationships with 

DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment: 
Q. Which strategies have been used? Which of those could be identified as the most 

effective/successful? 

 Q. For strategies that did not work, how could they have been improved? 
 
 Q. Which other strategies could have been used? 
 

3. Assess DIALOGUE’s response to opportunities to leverage resources and advance reforms through 
collaboration with other development assistance programs and with Ukraine’s private sector 
organizations. 
Q. How did DIALOGUE collaborate with other development assistance programs to leverage 

resources and advance reforms? Were there the opportunities that have been missed? 

Q. How did DIALOGUE collaborate with Ukraine’s private sector organizations to leverage 
resources and advance reforms? Were there the opportunities that have been missed? 

 
4. Assess legacy of DIALOGUE’s work in local governments’ practices and behaviors. 

Q. What practices and behavior promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts adopted to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without 
further foreign assistance? 

Q. If adopted, how those practices and behaviors integrated in routine government 
operations? 
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DIALOGUE Schedule 

◄November 2014 ~ December 2014 – March 2015 ~ April 2015 ► 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 
Dec 7 8 9 10 11 

Conference Call 
w/USAID 

12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
 

21 
 

22 
Submit Draft Work Plan 

23 
 

24 
 

25 
 

26 
 

27  

28   29  
 
 

30  
 

31  
 

Jan 1  
 

2 
 

3

4  
 
 

5 
 
 

6 
 
 

7 
 
 

8 
 
 

9 
 
 

10 
Travel to Ukraine 
 

11 
Arrive in Kyiv 
 
 
Kyiv 

12 
In-Briefing w/USAID 
Meeting with AUC 
 
Kyiv 

13 
Meetings and 
Interviews with AUC 
 
Kyiv 

14 
Submit Final Work Plan, 
KIIs 
 
Kyiv 

15 
Meetings & Interviews 
with State Authorities, 
Donors and USAID 
projects 
 
Kyiv 

16 
Meetings & Interviews 
w/State Authorities, 
Donors, and USAID 
projects 
Kyiv 

17 
Meetings in Chernihiv 
Kyiv  

18 
 
 
 
 

19 
Meetings & Interviews 
w/Stakeholders 
Focus group 
discussions 
Vinnytsia 

20 
Meetings & Interviews 
w/Stakeholders 
 
Vinnytsia, 
Mogyliv-Podilskyi, 
Nemyriv 

21 
Meetings & Interviews 
w/Stakeholders  
 
Lviv, Kemianets 
Podilskyi,  

22  
Meetings & Interviews 
w/Stakeholders 
 
Lutsk, Khmelnytsky 

23  
Meetings & Interviews 
w/Stakeholders 
 
Korsten, Chernivtsi 
 

24  
Analyze Data 
 
Kyiv 

25 
 

26  
Out-Briefing w/USAID 
Out-Briefing for 
stakeholders 
 
Kyiv 

27  
Meetings & Interviews 
w/Stakeholders 
 
Kyiv 

28  
Travel Home 
 

29  
Analyze Data, write draft 
report 

30  
Write draft report 

31 
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DIALOGUE Schedule 

◄November 2014 ~ December 2014 – March 2015 ~ April 2015 ► 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 
Feb 1 
 

2  
Write Draft Report 
 
 
Home 

3  
Write Draft Report 
 
 
Home

4 
Write Draft Report 
 
 
Home

5 
Write Draft Report 
 
 
Home 

6  
Write Draft Report 
 
 
Home

7 
 

8 
 

9 
Write Draft Report 
 
Home 

10 
Write Draft Report 
 
Home 

11 
Write Draft Report 
 
Home 

12 
Write Draft Report 
 
Home 

13 
Submit Draft Report 
 

14 

15 
 

16 
 

17  
 

18  
 

19  
 

20  
 

21 

22 
 

23  
 

24  
 

25  
 

26  
 

27  
Receive Comments 
Home

28 

March 1 2 
 

3  
 

4 5  
 

6 
 

7 

8 9 
Integrate Comments 
 
Home 

10 
Integrate Comments 
 
Home

11 
Integrate Comments 
 
Home

12 
Integrate Comments 
 
Home 

13 
Submit Final Report 
 
Home

14 
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DIALOGUE List of Interviewees 
MEETINGS IN KIEV 
January 12, 2015 (MONDAY) 
A/A Organization Address, Tel. Person to meet Host Participants Time 
1 Association 

of Ukrainian 
Cities 

Artema 73, 
11th floor 
Tel: 486 
2878; 486 
2812 

Ms. Olena 
Tomniuk, 
Director 

1/ M.Pittsuk, Senior inter-governmental 
relations expert,                
2/ V. Sydorenko, Senior legal expert,               
3/ V. Polinkevych, monitoring expert,              
4/ M. Yurchenko, Senior public 
education/media expert,                                 
5/ V. Kravchenko, Manager of the Legal 
Assistance Centre,                                         
6/ V. Parkhomenko, Manager of the 
Analytical Centre,                                  7/ 
2-3 DIALOGUE experts 

08:45 
AM 

2 USAID 4 Igor 
Sikorsky Str., 
Kiev 04112 
Tel.: 38 044 
521-5000 

  1/ Mr. Peter Luzik, Program Development 
Specialist/Mission Economist,                          
2/ Mr. Viktor Rachkevych, 

11:00 
AM 

3 Association 
of Ukrainian 
Cities 

Artema 73, 
11th floor 
Tel: 486 
2878; 486 
2812 

Ms. Olena 
Tomniuk, 
Director 

1/ M.Pittsuk, Senior inter-governmental 
relations expert,              
 2/ V. Sydorenko, Senior legal expert,              
3/ V. Polinkevych, monitoring expert,              
4/ M. Yurchenko, Senior public 
education/media expert,                                 
5/ V. Kravchenko, Manager of the Legal 
Assistance Centre,                                         
6/ V. Parkhomenko, Manager of the 
Analytical Centre,                                          
7/ 2-3 DIALOGUE experts 

02:00 
PM 

 
January 13, 2015 (TUESDAY) 
A/A Organization Address, Tel. Person to meet Host Participants Time 
4 Association 

of Ukrainian 
Cities 

Artema 73, 
11th floor Tel: 
486 2878; 486 
2812 

Ms. Olena 
Tomniuk, 
Director 

1/ M.Pittsuk, Senior inter-governmental 
relations expert,             
 2/ V. Sydorenko, Senior legal expert,           
3/ V. Polinkevych, monitoring expert,           
4/ M. Yurchenko, Senior public 
education/media expert,                              
5/ V. Kravchenko, Manager of the Legal 
Assistance Centre,                                      
6/ V. Parkhomenko, Manager of the 
Analytical Centre,                                       
7/ 2-3 DIALOGUE experts 

09:00 
AM 

5 MFSI II 15 B 
Borysoglibska 
str., II fl. (044 
492 9780) 
vzubenko@ib
ser.org.ua  

Mr. Viacheslav 
Zubenko, 
Director 

  2:30 
PM 
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6 USAID 
Municipal 
Energy 
Reform 
Project 
(MERP) 

9A Tolstogo 
str., I fl. (044 
596 5960) 
wtucker@me
rp.org.ua 

Mr. Tucker 
William, COP 

  05:00 
PM 

 
January 14, 2015 (WEDNESDAY) 
A/A Organization Address, Tel. Person to meet Host Participants Time 
7 RADA 

Project 
34-A 
Hrushevskogo 
Str.      Apt 46       
Mob. (095 410 
43 68)  
iparas@ukr.net  

Mr. Igor Parasiuk Project Director 2:00 
PM 

8 Parliament 3-A Sadova Str. 
Kiev Room 
502/503 

Ms. Aliona Valeriivna Babak, 
MP Samopomich Mob: 067 
547 4756 e-mail: 
babak@mdi.org.ua 

Mr. Oleh Berezyuk, Head 
of Samopomich Party 
Faction 

4:00 
PM 

 
January 15, 2015 (THURSDAY) 
A/A Organization Address, Tel. Person to meet Host Participants Time 
9 Ministry of 

Regional 
Development, 
Construction and 
Municipal 
Economy, 

9 Vel. 
Zhytomyska Str., 
044 284 05 18  
vanegoda@ukr.ne
t  

Mr. Viacheslav Negoda, 
Deputy Minister 
(decentralization 
reform) 

Katya, Secretary, 099 
0282441 

9:00 
AM 

10 Finance Ministry Artema 73, 11th 
floor Tel: 486 
2878; 486 2812 

Ms. Galina Markovych, 
Deputy Director of 
Department (fiscal 
decentralization) 

  11:00 
AM 

11 State Building, 
Regional Policy and 
Local Self-
government 
Standing 
Committee. 
Parliament 

3-A Sadova Str. Mr. Mykola Fedoruk, MP Mr. Andriy Koshman, 
Assistant, Mob.: 
0509092470  

02:30 
PM 

 12 Ukrainian 
Municipal Local 
Economic 
Development 
(CIDA) 

30/39 
Schekavytska Str., 
of. 27 Tel: (044) 
207-1282 

  Mr. Oleg Voitovych, 
Local Economic 
Development,         Mr. 
Igor Lepyoshkin, LED,   
Ms. Ludmyla 
Chernyavska, Gender 
Equality 

04:30 
PM 
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January 16, 2015 (FRIDAY) 

A/A Organization Address, Tel. Person to meet Time 
12 GIZ 15 Khreschatyk, of. 75 

(044 581 19 56) 
taras.zhuravel@giz.de 

Mr. Taras Zhuravel, Program 
Coordinator 

  
9:00 PM 

13 Parliament (Verkhovna 
Rada) of Ukraine 

Venue to clarify on Jan 
12 

Mr. Aleksandr Saienko, Advisor 
to the Speaker 

  
11:00 AM 

14 Swiss Cooperation 
Office in Ukraine 

4 Hlybochytska Str., 
(044) 238-6251 

Ms. Ilona Postemska, Local 
Governance and Public Sector 
Reform, 
ilona.postemska@eda.admin.ch 

  
2:00 PM 

15 Institute of Police and 
Strategy Analysis      
National Academy for 
Public Administration 
under President of 
Ukraine 

5 S. Perovskoy Str., Of. 
900 Tel: (044) 456-1386    
20 Ezhena Pottier Str., 
Tel: (044) 456-4258 

Mr. Yaroslav Berezhnyi, 
Decentralisation Expert 

  
4:00 PM 

 
MEETINGS IN THE FIELD 
January 17, 2015 (SATURDAY)   CHERNIGIV                                                                                          
1 City Mayor's 

Office 
7 Magistratska Str., 
Tel: 67-53-04 

Mr. V. Bystrov, Deputy 
Mayor (Finance) 

Head of 
Departments: Mr. 
Yu. Tkach (Culture), 
Yu. Tytarenko (Land 
Relations) 

10:00 
AM 

2 Oblast Council 7 Shevchenko Str., 
(Contact: Mr. Mykola 
Viktorovych Zverev 
067 220 2737) 

Mykola Viktorovych 
Zverevm, Head of 
Oblast Council  

  12:00 
PM 

 
January 19, 2015 (MONDAY) VINNYTSA 

3 City Office 59 Soborna Str.,            
Tel: (0432) 59-51-86, 
59-51-06, 59-50-01 

Interim Mayor Head of Departments: V. 
Bunyak (education), S. 
Tymoshchuk (legal policy), 
N. Lutsenko (finance), Yu. 
Kozak (land-use planning) 

9:00 
AM 

4 AUC Regional 
Ofiice 

59 Soborna Str.,    Mayors-RAB 
members 

Focus Group Discussion 
with AUC members of RAB 
from Kalynivka, Ladyzhyn, 
Zhmerinka, Khmelnyk 

10:00 
AM 

5 AUC Regional 
Ofiice 

59 Soborna Str.,    Focus Group 
Discussion  

Mayors-non RAB members 3:00 
PM 

 
January 20, 2015 (TUESDAY)  MOGYLIV-PODILSKYI  NEMYRIV 

6 Mayor's Office 6/16 
Shevchenko 
Sq. 

Mr. Petro Brovko, Mayor               
(04337) 6-52-40             Contact 
person: Mr. Ruslan 
Volodymyrovych Horbatyuk, 
mpmvk@mogpod.com  head of 
office: (097) 2994949  

First Deputy Mayor, 
Department Heads 

10:30 
AM 
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7 Rayon 
administartion 

1 Shevchenko 
Sq. 

Mr. Oleh Kytasiuk, Head (04337) 
6-80-63, 6-82-05, 6-62-05   /Mr. 
Serhii Runkovskyi 
(bymer0643@mail.ru)   
rda_mog-pod@vin.gov.ua 

Department Heads 2:00 
PM 

8 Mayor's Office 26 Lenin Str., 
(04331) 2-29-
64, 2-24-01 
(mayor's 
reception) 
nemyrivrada@
online.ua FAX: 
(04331) 2-24-
57 

Mr. Oleksandr Kachur, Mayor First Deputy Mayor, 
Department Heads 

10:30 
AM 

9 Rayon 
Administration 

(04331) 2-25-
63, 2-09-68 
(Tetiana 
Hryhorivna 
Khlebova) 
rdanem@ukrp
ost.ua 

Mr. Anatolii Dolovaniuk, 1st 
Deputy Head 

Department Heads 2:30 
PM 

 
 
January 21, 2015 (WEDNESDAY) KOROSTEN AND KHMELNYTSKYI  

10 Mayor's 
Office, 
Korosten 

22 
Hrushevskogo 
Str., Tel: 
(04142) 4-40-
01, 4-10-35 

Mr. Volodymyr Vasyliovych 
Moskalenko, Mayor  

Mr. Khodakivbskyi Viktor, 
(City Council Secretary), 
V. Martynyuk (Housing 
and Utility Department 
Head) 

10:00 
AM 

 Khmelnytskyi 

1 City Mayor's 
Office 

3 Gagarina Str., 
Tel: (0382) 76-
45-02 

Mr. Kostiantyn Ivanovych 
Chernylevskyi, Interim 
Mayor, 

Head of Departments: V. 
Oliynyk (education), A. 
Tarchevskyi (culture), M. 
Vasylyshyna (health care), 
S. Vornetskyi (social 
security), L. Demchuk, 
S.O. Samyshkin (land 
relations) 

10:00 
AM 

12 AUC Regional 
Office 

18 Gagarina Str. P. Kalynyuk, Execitve 
Director of AUC Regional 
Office, 

Head of RO AUC, 
Slavuta's Mayor - V. 
Sydor, A. Kukharenko, 
Village Head of Dunaivtsi, 
A. Kushnir, Village head 
of Makiv 

12:00 
PM 

13 Oblast 
Administration 

Budynok Rad, 
Maidan 
Nezalezhnosti, 
Tel.: (0382) 76-
50-24 

Mr. V. Klymchuk, Head of 
Organisation Unit 

Obkast Council 
members: V. Adamskyi, 
1st Deputy, V. Nikoshyn, 
Head of Internal policy 
unit, M. Panasyuk, Deputy 
Head of Internal policy 
unit 

2:30 
PM 

 
January 22, 2015 (THURSDAY)  LVIV and KAMENETS-PODILSKYI 
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14 Mayor's Office 1 Rynok Sq., 
Tel: (032) 297-
59-05 

Mr. Andrii Ivanovych 
Sadovyi, Mayor 

Head of Departments: A. 
Moskalenko (mayor's office), O. 
Ishchuk (finance), V. Zub (health 
care), V. Oliynyk (housing and 
utilities)  

10:00 
AM 

15 AUC Regional 
Office 

1 Rynok Sq., 
Tel: (032) 297-
59-05 

Mr. V. Abraimov, 
Head 

Mayors: M. Savka (Horodok), V. 
Firman (Boryslav), V. Levko 
(Zhydachiv), P. Vykhipen 
(Zhovkva), V. Tuz (Novyi 
Rozdil), V. Muravel 
(Novoyavorivsk), I. Vereshchuk 
(Rava Ruska), N. Zaguinei 
(Radekhiv) 

12:00 
PM 

16 Oblast 
Administration 

18 
Vynnychenko 
Str., Tel: (032) 
261-22-07 

  Ya. Kachmaryk (Head of budget 
Council commission), O. 
Demkiv (Director of Finance 
Department), V. Lozynskyi 
(Economic development 
Department Head) 

2:30 
PM 

 Kamenets-Podilskyi  

17 City 
Municipality 

1 Maidan 
Vidrodzhennia, 
Tel: (03849) 5-
16-50 

Mr. Mykhailo 
Yevstafiyovych 
Simashkevych, Mayor 

Department Heads: P. 
Havrylyuk (culture), O. 
Melekestseva (legal issues) 

10:00 
AM 

18 Raion 
Administration 

4 Troitska Str., 
Tel: 9-12-61, 9-
14-76 

Mr. Volodymyr 
Baranovskyi, Head 

Deputy Head, Department 
Heads  

2:30 
PM 

 
January 23, 2015 (FRIDAY) LUTSK  and CHERNIVTSI  
19 Municipality 19 B. 

Khelnytskogo 
Str.,  

V. Kravchuk, Deputy 
Mayor 

Department Heads: T. Hnativ 
(culture), O. Hrebenyuk 
(education), L. Boyarin (Social 
policy), O. Rachkov (legal 
issues), F. Koshel (health care)  

10:00 
AM 

20 AUC Regional 
Office 

19 B. 
Khelnytskogo 
Str.,  

B. Samoilenko, 
Executive Director 
RO AUC, 

Mators: M. Romanyuk (Lutsk), 
V. Hodyk (Horokhiv), V. 
Polishchuk (Rozhyshche), B. Ius 
(Lokachi), V. Bondar (Kamin-
Kashirskyi) 

12:00 
PM 

21 Oblast 
Administration 

9 Kyiv Maidan Mr. Valentyn 
Stepanovych Viter, 
Head 

O. Pyrozhyk (1st Deputy 
Head), Department Heads: A. 
Lomaha (International 
integration), R. Matviychuk 
(deputy head of office), O. 
Kozyupa (management 
support),  S. Kosharuk 
(advisor) 

2:30 
PM 

 Chernivtsi 

22 City 
Municipality 

1 Tsentralna Sq., 
(0372) 52-59-24 
mayor@rada.cv.
ua 

Mr. Oleksii Pavlovych 
Kaspruk, Mayor 

L. Bambulyak (Head of 
Finance) 

10:00 
AM 
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23 AUC Regional 
Office 

2 Eminesku Str. Mr. P. Hoyuk, 
Executive Director, 
AUC RO 

Mayors: V. Ravlyk (Sokyryany), 
M. Karliychuk (Storozhynets), 
M. Nikorych (Novoselytsa), Ya. 
Tsurkan (Zastava), M. Holovlev 
(Khotyn) 

12:00 
PM 

24 Oblast Council 1 Hrushevskogo 
Str. 

Mr. Ya. Kurko, 1st 
Deputy head 

I. Pazyak, head of organisation 
unit of oblast administration) 

3:00 
PM 
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DIALOGUE Evaluation Design Matrix 

Research Questions & Sub-
Questions 

What to Look At for Valid and Reliable Answers Data Sources  Data Collection Methods 

1a. What major changes in the 
activities of and environment for 
local governments in Ukraine do 
municipalities and other 
stakeholders perceive to be the 
result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE?  

1b.In particular, what progress (if 
any) has been made in addressing 
key related gender issues? 

Project documentation of changes in financial capacity of 
Ukrainian cities 

The existence of any formal, institutionalized or regular 
mechanisms by which different levels of government can 
meet to settle conflicts and misunderstandings 

Perceptions of staff of Ukrainian cities that their involvement 
in drafting laws and regulations at various stages of law-
making has increased  

Perception of the AUC technical Professional Group that the 
capacity of local governments in drafting new legislation and 
regulations has increased 

Improved skills and active role of local government lawyers in 
contributing to the local governance legislative framework 

Perception of assisted city staff of gender based initiatives 
within the city due to DIALOGUE  

Project documentation:  work 
plans, performance monitoring 
and evaluation plan, quarterly and 
annual reports, other reports 

Annual Local Self-Governance in 
Ukraine reports 

Headquarters and regional 
project staff 

Local and national government 
officials. 

Network of local government 
lawyers  

 

 

Document review 

Key informant interviews with 
project and partner city staff 

Key informant interviews with 
national government staff (if possible)  

FGD with Regional Advisory Group  

2a. What were the most effective 
strategies used in establishing 
working relations with the 
DIALOGUE’s multiple 
counterparts in Ukraine’s 
challenging environment?  

 

2b. For strategies that did not 
work, how could they be further 
improved? 

Project documentation of practices and strategies adopted by 
AUC to establish working relations with counterparts  

Perception of AUC technical Professional Group that their 
comments and feedback on laws are being taken into 
consideration   

Feedback from local and national officials that DIALOGUEs e-
publications are useful and timely (or not) 

Feedback from project stakeholders regarding effective and 
ineffective strategies used by DIALOGUE 

Project documentation:  work 
plans, performance monitoring 
and evaluation plan, quarterly and 
annual reports, other reports 

Local and national government 
officials  

 

 

 

Document review 

Survey of Mayors and Deputy Mayors 
of AUC member cities 

KIIs with local regional and national 
government officials 

FGD with Regional Advisory Board 

KIIs with representatives of media 
(on January 27 if possible) 
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DIALOGUE Evaluation Design Matrix 

Research Questions & Sub-
Questions 

What to Look At for Valid and Reliable Answers Data Sources  Data Collection Methods 

3. How well did DIALOGUE 
respond to opportunities to 
leverage resources and advance 
reforms through collaboration 
with other development 
assistance programs and Ukraine’s 
private sector organization? 

Feedback from other donor funded projects regarding 
collaboration with DIALOGUE 

Meetings with RADA, MFSI II, and MERP staff regarding joint 
activities and cooperation with DIALOGUE 

Perception and opinion of local government officials regarding 
partnerships with the private sector due to DAILOGUE 

Project documentation:  work 
plans, performance monitoring 
and evaluation plan, quarterly and 
annual reports, other reports 

Staff of other relevant 
development assistance programs 
in Ukraine 

Document review 

KIIs with DIALOGUE and other 
development assistance project staff 

KIIs with government officials 

 

4a. What practices and behaviors 
promoted by DIALOGUE have 
their counterparts adopted to 
improve policy dialogue and 
increase public support of local 
government reforms without 
foreign assistance?  

4b. If adopted, how were those 
practices and behaviors integrated 
into routine government 
operations? 

Project documentation of changes in counterpart practices 
and behaviors 

Counterpart perceptions on which DIALOGUE activities 
were priorities for their organizations to adopt 

Feedback from local and national government of integration 
of new practices and behaviors into routine government 
operations 

Meetings with DIALOGUE staff regarding effective and 
ineffective practices to improve policy dialogue and increase 
public support of local government reforms 

Project documentation:  work 
plans, performance monitoring 
and evaluation plan, quarterly and 
annual reports, other reports 

Project staff 

Local and national government 
officials 

Staff of other relevant 
development assistance programs 
in Ukraine 

Document review 

KIIs with project and other 
development assistance program staff 

KIIs with local and national officials 
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DIALOGUE Draft Evaluation Tools 
FGD Protocol and Questions for Regional Advisory Board -- AUC Member City Officials 

 
A. Introduction  
As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested your participation in this 
discussion today on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to 
conduct an external performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for 
Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities 
from 2010 to 2015. 
We are conducting this focus group discussion as part of this evaluation and would like to ask the group a 
series of questions about your interaction with and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their 
accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion 
should take at most an hour and a half; and is being moderated by a local research organization GfK that is 
based in Kiev. Your input is very much appreciated because it will assist USAID/Ukraine in designing new 
programs that are even more effective in advancing decentralization in Ukraine. 
Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report, and your participation in this discussion is voluntary. You may refuse to participate 
or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 
We will be taping this group interview so that we can focus on what you are telling us and not worry about 
taking notes and so that we can review the tapes later and not forget anything that was said.  These tapes 
will not be released to anyone outside of our research group and they will be destroyed at the end of our 
study.  
My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to participate in this focus group discussion?   
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
1. For this discussion we have invited members of the Regional Advisory Board who are also members of 

the Association of Ukrainian Cities (AUC), and involved in supporting decentralization and local 
governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe your own role within your city to promote 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine?   

2. In your opinion what is the role and responsibility of the RAB in promoting decentralization reforms and 
supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political autonomy?  

a. Are there different views within the RAB on decentralization approaches and practices? 
 

3. In your opinion is the RAB an effective strategy to establish working relationships between AUC 
members and central government officials at the oblast level to discuss policy options and support legal 
and institutional forms to improve local government operations in their region? (Probe: If yes, why? If 
no, why not?) 

a. What should be done differently within the RAB to make it more effective in generating a policy 
dialogue between AUC members and central government officials at the oblast level? 

4. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine in the last 5 years, and in your city in particular? From the standpoint of 
decentralization and local self-governance, have these changes been: 
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a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 

5. To what extent do your consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of the RAB?  
a. If the RAB’s impact on these changes was small, what were other factors playing a major role in 

bringing these changes about and did the DAILOGUE project contributed to these factors, if at 
all? 

  

6. Have meetings of the RAB generated interest from local/regional media? Were the results of RAB 
meetings broadly publicized? Did that contribute to the increase in public awareness and public support 
for local government reform, including in your city/region? If not, what were the main reasons?  

 
7. To your knowledge have gender related issues ever been discussed in one of the meetings of the RAB?  

a. If no, why not? 
b. If yes, what was the outcome of this discussion?  

 

8. In your opinion should a discussion on gender issues be kept or added to the agenda of RAB meetings?  
a. If yes, what are the main gender challenges that could be discussed by the RAB? 
b. If not, where do you think these issues should be discussed?  

 

9. To your knowledge has the RAB or its members collaborated with other development assistance 
programs in Ukraine to advance decentralization?  

a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be a mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

10. To your knowledge has the RAB reached out to or had discussions with Ukraine’s private sector to 
explore opportunities to provide better quality and more efficient public services?  

a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be the mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

11. Are you familiar with other methods (other than the RAB) used by DIALOGUE to improve policy 
dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these 
methods been effective? If yes, which ones? 

12. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for local 
government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones do you 
consider most useful? 

13. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 
What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need more attention 
going forward? 

 
THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION IN THIS DISCUSSION! 
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FGD Protocol and Questions for Regional Advisory Board – NON AUC OFFICIALS 
Introduction  
As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested your participation in this 
discussion today on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to 
conduct an external performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for 
Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities 
from 2010 to 2015. 
We are conducting this focus group discussion as part of this evaluation and would like to ask the group a 
series of questions about your interaction with and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their 
accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion 
should take at most an hour and a half; and is being moderated by a local research organization GfK that is 
based in Kiev. Your input is very much appreciated because it will assist USAID/Ukraine in designing new 
programs that are even more effective in advancing decentralization in Ukraine. 
Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report, and your participation in this discussion is voluntary. You may refuse to participate 
or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 
We will be taping this group interview so that we can focus on what you are telling us and not worry about 
taking notes and so that we can review the tapes later and not forget anything that was said.  These tapes 
will not be released to anyone outside of our research group and they will be destroyed at the end of our 
study.  
My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to participate in this focus group discussion?   
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 

1. For this discussion we have ONLY invited members of the Regional Advisory Board who are 
involved in supporting decentralization and local governance in Ukraine but are NOT AUC 
members. Could you please describe your own role as related to decentralization and local 
governance in Ukraine?   

2. In your opinion, does the RAB play an important role in promoting decentralization reforms and 
supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political autonomy? If not, what, in your 
opinion, is RAB best suited for? 

a. Are there different views within the RAB on decentralization approaches and practices? 
 

3. In your opinion is the RAB an effective strategy to establish working relationships between AUC 
members and central government officials at the oblast level to discuss policy options and support 
legal and institutional reform to improve local government operations in their region? (Probe: If 
yes, why? If no, why not?) 

a. What should be done differently within the RAB to make it more effective in generating a 
policy dialogue between AUC members and central government officials at the oblast level? 

4. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local self-
governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  
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5. To what extent do your consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of the RAB?  
a. If the RAB’s impact on these changes was small, what other factors played a major role in 

bringing about these changes and did the DAILOGUE project contribute to these factors, if 
at all? 
 

6. Have meetings of the RAB generated interest from local/regional media? Were the results of RAB 
meetings broadly publicized? Did that contribute to the increase in public awareness and public 
support for local government reform in general and in this oblast? If not, what were the main 
reasons?  

 
7. To your knowledge have gender related issues ever been discussed in one of the meetings of the 

RAB?  
a. If no, why not? 
b. If yes, what was the outcome of this discussion?  

 

8. In your opinion should a discussion on gender issues be kept or added to the agenda of RAB 
meetings?  

a. If yes, what are the main gender challenges that could be discussed by the RAB? 
b. If not, where do you think these issues should be discussed?  
 

9. To your knowledge has the RAB or its members collaborated with other development assistance 
programs in Ukraine to advance decentralization?  

a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be a mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

10. To your knowledge has the RAB reached out to or had discussions with Ukraine’s private sector to 
explore opportunities to provide better quality and more efficient public services?  

a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be the mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

11. Are you familiar with methods other than the RAB used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue 
and increase public support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods 
been effective? If yes, which ones? 

12. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for 
local government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones 
do you consider most useful? 

13. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to 
DIALOGUE? What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need 
more attention going forward? 

THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION IN THIS DISCUSSION! 
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KII Protocol and Questions for Municipal Officials – AUC member-cities 
Introduction  
As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with 
you on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an 
external performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating 
Local Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 
2015. 
In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with 
and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about 
the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try 
to be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 
Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 
This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 
As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture 
everything you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end 
of the study period.  
My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and local 
governance) 

1. We are interviewing stakeholders at the state and city level who are involved in supporting 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe your own role within 
the department/agency/organization in relation to promoting this environment?   

Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 
 

2. What activities does your city undertake or what is its role in promoting decentralization reforms 
and supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political autonomy?  

a. What is your (department/section’s) role in contributing to this work? 
b. Are there different views within the municipality on decentralization approaches and 

practices? 
 

3. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine in the last 5 years, and in your city in particular? From the standpoint of 
decentralization and local self-governance, have these changes been: 
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a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 

4. To what extent do your consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of DIALOGUE?  
a. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
b. If partly what percent of these changes would you say are due to DIALOGUE? 
 

5. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective 
policy dialogue between your municipality and central authorities at the state and regional level? If 
no, what could have been done differently?  

 

6. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support 
for local government reform, including in your city/region? If not, what were the main reasons?  
 

7. In your opinion what are the key gender related issues in local governance in Ukraine? (Probe: is 
there sufficient representation of women among council members or key government staff? 
Are there policies that enable women to be active in the work force? Is there specific funding 
for programs that focus on women?) 

 

8. In your opinion or knowledge has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender 
related issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  

Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did 
not work, how could they be further improved?) 
 

9. To your knowledge, which strategies has DIALOGUE used to establish working relationships with 
your municipality? Were those strategies effective? 

a. If yes, how?  

b. If no, why not?  

10. If strategies were effective, which do you think was most effective? And why?  

11. For strategies that did not work, how could they be improved? 

a. Do you have suggestions for other strategies that were not tried, but may be effective?  

Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 

12. In your opinion or knowledge has DIALOGUE assisted your city to establish partnerships with 
private sector to provide better quality and more efficient public services? Has your municipality 
established such partnerships? 
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a. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

 
Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 

13. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods been effective? If 
yes, which ones? 

14. Has your city adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE to improve policy 
dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign assistance? 

a. If yes, which practices and behaviors? 

b. If no, why not? 

15. If your city has adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE, have these 
techniques been integrated into routine municipality operations? And how?  

16. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for 
local government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones 
do you consider most useful for yourself as city official? 

17. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to 
DIALOGUE? What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need 
more attention going forward? 
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KII Protocol and Questions for State Authorities and Ukrainian Partners 
Introduction  
As you may have been told by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you on our 
behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 
2015. 
In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with 
and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about 
the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try 
to be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 
Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 
This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 
As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture 
everything you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end 
of the study period.  
My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and local 
governance) 

1. We are interviewing stakeholders at the state and city level who are involved in supporting 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe your own role within 
the department/agency/organization in relation to promoting this environment?   

Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 
 

2. What is your ministry/agency/organization’s role in designing and/or implementing the 
decentralization reforms and supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political 
autonomy?  

a. What is your (department/section’s) role in contributing to these tasks? 
b. Are there divergent views within the ministry/organization on decentralization approaches 

and practices? 
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3. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local 
government self-governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 

4. To what extent do your consider the positive or negative changes to be the result of the work of 
DIALOGUE?  

a. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
b. If partly what percent of these changes would you say are due to DIALOGUE? 
 

5. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective 
dialogue between local governments and their partners at the state and regional level?  

a. If yes, please describe some results. 
b. In your view is the effective dialogue between different levels of government wholly or 

partly due to the project? What percent? 
c. If DIALOGUE has not achieved results, what could have been done differently?  
 

6. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support 
for local government reform?  

a. If yes, how? 
b. If no, what were the main reasons?  
 

7. In your opinion are DIALOGUE’s e-publications and TV/radio broadcasts useful and timely? 
a. If yes, how so? 
b. If no, why not. 

 
8. In your opinion what are the key gender related issues in local governance in Ukraine? (Probe: is 

there sufficient representation of women among council members or key government staff? 
Are there policies that enable women to be active in the work force? Is there specific funding 
for programs that focus on women?) 

 

9. In your opinion or knowledge has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender 
related issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  

Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did 
not work, how could they be further improved?) 
 

10. To your knowledge, which strategies has DIALOGUE used to establish working relationships with 
your ministry/organization? Were those strategies effective? (Probe: ask about Dialogue Day, 
Regional Advisory Boards, DIALOGUE print and media (radio coverage, TV coverage, TV 
program series), Network of Local Government Lawyers, AUC Professional Groups, ) 
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a. If yes, how?  

b. If no, why not?  

11. If strategies were effective, which do you think was most effective? And why?  

12. For strategies that did not work, how could they be improved? 

a. Do you have suggestions for other strategies that were not tried, but may be effective?  

13. To your knowledge has DAILOGUE reached out to the private sector to leverage resources and 
advance reform? 

Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’ nnnnns private 
sector organization?) 

14. In your opinion or knowledge has DIALOGUE collaborated with other development assistance 
programs and Ukraine’s private sector organizations to advance reforms in the country?  

a. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 

15. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? In your view have any of these methods been effective? If yes, 
which ones? 

16. Has your ministry/organization adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? 

a. If yes, which practices and behaviors? 

b. If no, why not? 

17. If you have adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have these techniques 
been integrated into routine government operations? And how? 

18. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to 
DIALOGUE? What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need 
more attention going forward? 
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KII Protocol and Questions for Municipal & State Administration Officials – non-AUC member-cities 
Introduction  
 
As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with 
you on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an 
external performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating 
Local Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 
2015. 
In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with 
and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about 
the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try 
to be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 
Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 
This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 
As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture 
everything you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end 
of the study period.  
My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
 
Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and local 
governance) 

1. We are interviewing stakeholders at the state and city level who are involved in supporting 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine, as well as those that are not involved but could 
benefit from decentralization. Could you please describe your own role within the 
department/agency/organization in relation to decentralization processes?  

2. Additional question for municipal officials in Mohyliv-Podilsky:  

A. We are told that your city used to be an AUC member but dropped out due to non-
payment of membership dues – was it a deliberate decision not to pay or the due was too 
large for the city to pay? If the latter then how large was it in relation to city’s revenues?  

Additional question for municipal officials in Nemyriv:  

2.B To your knowledge or understanding, why did the city decide not to join AUC? Are there plans 
to become a member in the future?   

Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 
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3. In your opinion what do you think should be a city’s/administration’s role in promoting the 
decentralization reforms and supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political 
autonomy?  

A. Within the statute of your organization, does your (department/section) have any 
responsibilities in the area of decentralization? 

B. Are there divergent views within the municipality/administration on decentralization 
approaches and practices? 

4. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine in the last 5 years, and in your city in particular? In your opinion, have 
these changes been: 

A. Positive? 
B. Negative?  

5. In your opinion or knowledge, to what extent have the positive changes been the result of AUC/ 
DIALOGUE activities? 

6. To your knowledge, has AUC/DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective 
dialogue between municipalities and central authorities at the state and regional level? If not, why 
not?  

7. To your knowledge, has AUC/DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public 
support for local government reform, including in your city/region? If not, what were the main 
reasons? 

8. In your opinion what are the key gender related issues in local governance in Ukraine? (Probe: is 
there sufficient representation of women among council members or key government staff? 
Are there policies that enable women to be active in the work force? Is there specific funding 
for programs that focus on women?) 

9. To your knowledge, has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender related 
issues?  

A. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
B. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  

Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did 
not work, how could they be further improved?) 

10. Are you aware of strategies that DIALOGUE has used to establish working relationships with 
municipalities and state administrations? If you are, were those strategies effective, in your opinion? 

A. If yes, which strategies were the most effective?  

B. If no, why not? How could they be improved? 

Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization? 

11. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE assisted cities to establish partnerships with private sector to 
provide better quality and more efficient public services? Has your municipality established such 
partnerships? 

A. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
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(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 

12. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? If you are, have any of these methods been effective, in your 
opinion? If yes, which ones? 

13. Are you aware of cities that adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If you are, which practices and behaviors? Is your city one of those, by chance? [Skip 
next question if the answer to this one is ‘no’] 

14. If your city has adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE, have these 
techniques been integrated into routine municipality operations? And how?  

15. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for 
local government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones 
do you consider most useful and effective? 

Additional question for municipal officials in non-AUC cities:  
16. In your opinion or knowledge, would your city have benefited from AUC membership and 

participation in DIALOGUE project? Could you identify the specific potential benefits for the city 
should it have participated in the project? 

17. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to 
DIALOGUE? What would those be, in particular? 
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KII Protocol and Questions for other donors in Ukraine 
Introduction  
As you may have been told by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you on our 
behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 
2015. 
In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with 
and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about 
the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try 
to be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 
Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 
This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 
As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture 
everything you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end 
of the study period.  
My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and local 
governance) 

1. We are interviewing key staff of international donors that are active in the areas of decentralization 
and local governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe the activities of your organization in 
these areas in Ukraine?   

Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 
 

2. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local 
government self-governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

3. Assuming you are familiar with the USAID’s DIALOGUE project, to what extent do you consider 
the changes to be the result of the work of DIALOGUE?  

a. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
b. If partly what percent of these changes would you say are due to DIALOGUE? 
 



 

 

A-74 

 

4. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective 
dialogue between local governments and their partners at the state and regional level?  

a. If yes, please describe some results. 
b. In your view is the effective dialogue between different levels of government wholly or 

partly due to the project? What percent? 
c. If DIALOGUE has not achieved results, what could have been done differently?  
 

5. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support 
for local government reform?  

a. If yes, how? 
b. If no, what were the main reasons?  
 

6. In your opinion are DIALOGUE’s e-publications and TV/radio broadcasts useful and timely? 
a. If yes, how so? 
b. If no, why not. 

7. In your opinion or knowledge, has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender 
related issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues? 

Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did 
not work, how could they be further improved?) 

8. Are you aware of strategies that DIALOGUE has used to establish working relationships with its 
Ukrainian partners? If you are, were those strategies effective? (Probe: ask about Dialogue Day, 
Regional Advisory Boards, DIALOGUE print and media (radio coverage, TV coverage, TV 
program series), Network of Local Government Lawyers, AUC Professional Groups) 

a. If yes, how effective?  

b. If no, why not?  

Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 

9. Has DIALOGUE collaborated with your organization to advance decentralization reforms and local 
self-governance in the country?  

a. If yes, do you believe this collaboration was effective? 

b. If not effective, could you give the reasons why and what could have been done differently? 

10. In your opinion, how well has DIALOGUE responded to opportunities to leverage resources 
through collaboration with your organization? Was its response conducive to opportunities 
presented?  

a. If not, what was the reason, in your view, and how could DIALOGUE have responded 
better?  
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11. In your opinion or knowledge, has DIALOGUE collaborated with other donors’ development 
assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector organizations to advance reforms in the country?  

Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 

12. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods been effective? If 
yes, which ones? 

13. To your knowledge or understanding, have Ukrainian partners of the project adopted any practices 
and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE and integrated these techniques into routine operations?  

a. If yes, do you think that, by adopting these techniques the Ukrainian partners have become 
capable of improving the policy dialogue and increasing the public support to local 
government reform without foreign assistance? 

14. Would you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to 
DIALOGUE? What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need 
more attention going forward? 
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KII Protocol and Questions for other USAID projects in Ukraine 
Introduction  
As you may have been told by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you on our 
behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 
2015. 
In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with 
and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about 
the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try 
to be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 
Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 
This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 
As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture 
everything you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end 
of the study period.  
My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
 
Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and local 
governance) 

1. We are interviewing the senior staff of USAID projects that are involved activities in support of 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine in one way or another. Could you please describe 
the activities/tasks of your project in this area in Ukraine?   

Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 

2. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local 
government self-governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 

3. To what extent do you consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of DIALOGUE?  
a. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
b. If partly by what percentage? 
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4. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective 
dialogue between local governments and their partners at the state and regional level? If not, what 
could have been done differently?  

 

5. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support 
for local government reform? If not, what were the main reasons?  
 

6. In your opinion or knowledge, has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender 
related issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  

Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did 
not work, how could they be further improved?) 

7. Are you aware of strategies that DIALOGUE has used to establish working relationships with its 
Ukrainian partners? If you are, were those strategies effective? 

a. If yes, how effective?  

b. If no, why not?  

8. If strategies were effective, which do you think was most effective? And why?  

 

9. For strategies that did not work, how could they be improved? 

a. Do you have suggestions for other strategies that were not tried, but may be effective?  

Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 

10. Has DIALOGUE collaborated with your project to advance decentralization reforms and local self-
governance in the country?  

a. If yes, do you believe this collaboration was effective? 

b. If not effective, could you give the reasons why and what could have been done differently? 

11. In your opinion, how well has DIALOGUE responded to opportunities to leverage resources 
through collaboration with your project? Was its response conducive to opportunities presented? If 
not, what was the reason, in your view, and how could DIALOGUE have responded better?  

12. In your opinion or knowledge, has DIALOGUE collaborated with other donors’ development 
assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector organizations to advance reforms in the country?  

Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 



 

 

A-78 

 

13. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods been effective? If 
yes, which ones? 

14. To your knowledge or understanding, have Ukrainian partners of the project adopted any practices 
and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE and integrated these techniques into routine government 
operations? If yes, do you think that, by adopting these techniques the Ukrainian partners have 
become capable of improving the policy dialogue and increasing the public support to local 
government reform without foreign assistance? 

15. Would you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to 
DIALOGUE? What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need 
more attention going forward? 
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 DIALOGUE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION – UKRAINE 
 (QUESTIONNAIRE) 

1. INTERVIEW Interviewer No.   |__|__|__| Date (DD/MM/YYYY)  |__|__|/|__|__|/|__|__|__|__| 2. Supervisor No.  |__|__|__| Date (DD/MM/YYYY)  |__|__|/|__|__|/|__|__|__|__| 

3. DATA ENTRY Central office Staff No.  |__|__|__| Date (DD/MM/YYYY)  |__|__|/|__|__|/|__|__|__|__| 4. Data Clerk No.   |__|__|__| Date (DD/MM/YYYY)  _|__|/|__|__|/|__|__|__|__| 

5. RESPONDENT INFORMATION: 

5a. ID:  _______________________________________________________________________ Code  |__|__||__| 

5b. CITY NAME:  ________________________________________________________ Code  |__|__|  

5c. OFFICE:  ___________________________________________________________________ Code  |__|__| 

5d. GENDER: 01= Female; 02=Male Code  |__|__|    5e. Respondent Telephone Number: |__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__| 

FIELD CONTROL SHEET 
ATTEMPT DATE 

(DAY/MON/YR) 
TIME 

(HH:MM) 
CONTACT NUMBER CONTACT NAME &TITLE DISP NOTES (include rescheduled appointment) (USE 

BACK OF PAGE FOR MORE COMMENTS; NUMBER 
COMMENTS.) 

#1   |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |    
 

#2   |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |    
 

#3   |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |    
 

FINAL DISPOSITION 
  

DISPOSITION CODE DEFINITION 
01 Completed (all modules are complete) 
02 Respondent is not in the designated meeting place at time of interview 
03 Respondent is absent for extended period 
04 Respondent is not available (in office, but not available) 
05 Postponed/Rescheduled (interview was postponed and a new time scheduled 
06 Final refusal (interview was refused/no interview completed) 
07 Incorrect address 



 

 

A-81 

 

08 Partial Complete/Will Return (interview was stopped, but will continue later) 
09 Partial Complete/Interview Finished (Interview was stopped and will not continue) 
10 Temporary Refusal (Interview was refused/Supervisor will follow up) 
11 Other – Non-Interview (specify) 

 
INTERVIEWER/SUPERVISOR COMMENTS: 
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 DIALOGUE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION – UKRAINE 
 (QUESTIONNAIRE) 

 INTRODUCTION AND CONSENT 
 Hello and thank you for meeting with me. My name is [INTERVIEWER NAME]. I am from TNS, 
the Ukraine office of a global data collection company with an office in Kyiv.  
 USAID is currently funding the Development Initiative for Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine 
(DIALOGUE) project in Ukraine and has requested Mendez England & Associates to evaluate this project. The 
objective of the DIALOGUE Project is to advance decentralization in Ukraine via improving the legal 
framework, having effective policy dialogue between local governments and regional and state government, 
increasing public support for local government reform, and improving the legal culture and practice of local 
governments.  
 TNS has been hired by ME&A to conduct this survey. The information you provide will help us 
understand how effective the DIALOGUE Project has been in achieving its objectives and how the project can 
be improved. We have developed questions to gather data in support of the evaluation. You were selected to 
represent your city as a respondent to these questions. We kindly ask your participation in providing relevant 
information to assist the researchers to accurately evaluate the program. 
 We encourage you to answer as many questions as you can. Feel free to express your views openly 
and honestly. If you feel uncomfortable answering a particular question for any reason, you are welcome to 
skip it and continue with the survey. This survey interview should take approximately 20 minutes of your time. 
 All of your responses to this survey will be kept strictly confidential. This means your name will not 
be associated with any of the information you provide in this interview. Your views will be used in a statistical 
summary along with the views of other respondents from many other cities taking the same survey. 
 If you have any questions about the survey, you may contact XXX by telephone at TNS at XXX. 
 Do you wish to participate in this survey? 

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 

 [INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS “NO”, EMPLOY YOUR GAINING 
COOPERATION SKILLS LEARNED DURING TRAINING.] 
 May we start the interview now? 

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 

 [INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS “NO” AGAIN, SKIP TO THE END 
AND THANK THEM FOR THEIR TIME.]
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TIME START INTERVIEW:         |__|__| : |__|__|       

 SECTION 1:  BACKGROUND INFORMATION (Q1.1WORK) 
  

1.1 What is your position at this city?_______________________________ 

o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

 
1.2 Which technical area do you work in in this city?  

 [INTERVIEWER: RECORD ONLY ONE TECHNICAL AREA, IF RESPONDENT STATES 
SEVERAL ASK WHICH TECHNICAL AREA OCUPPIES MOST OF THEIR TIME] 

o Financial management and budgeting(1) 
o Housing and utilities (2) 
o Local council (3) 
o Land (4) 
o Education (5) 
o Health care (6) 
o Social (7) 
o Culture (8) 
o Law (9) 
o None of the above (10) 
o Other (please specify)  
o _________________________________________________________________________(n+1) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

  
1.3 Would you please provide the spelling of your name?___________________  

o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

1.4 Are you aware of the DIALOGUE’s project assistance to your city?  
o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

 [INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS “NO”, SKIP TO THE END AND THANK 
THEM FOR THEIR TIME.] 

 SECTION 2: EVALUATION QUESTION 1: CHANGES IN LOCAL GOVERNMENT DUE TO 
DIALOGUE 
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2.1 Due to DIALOGUE’s assistance do you think that your city is more involved in drafting new 
legislation or regulations and/or suggesting changes to existing legislation or regulations?  

o Yes substantially(1) 
o Yes somewhat (2) 
o No, not really (3) 
o No, not at all (4) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

2.2  Do you think that the DIALOGUE project has been effective in getting the state government to change 
legislation based on comments and feedback on laws provided by the city?  

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 
 

2.3 In your opinion which are the THREE main areas/sectors in which DIALOGUE has been successful in making 
legislative changes that increase local government autonomy?  
o ____________________ (2.4A) 
o ____________________(2.4B) 
o ____________________(2.4C) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 
 

2.4 Has DIALOGUE discussed gender related issues with officials in your city or had a presentation on or written 
about gender issues in any of their publications? 
o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 
 

2.5 If yes, please tell us about ONE gender related policy change initiated by your city.  
o  ____________________________________________ (1) 
o No gender related policy initiated (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 
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 SECTION 3:  EVALUATION QUESTION 2: DIALOGUE STRATEGIES.  

3.1 In your opinion how much does your city participate in the following events/strategies organized by DIALOGUE: A lot, some amount, a 
little, not at all.  

  A LOT 

 (1) 

Some amount 

 (2) 

 A little 
(3) 

Not at 
all (4) 

N/A (-7) Don’t know 
(-8) 

Refused (-
9) 

3.1A Working meeting of AUC 
Professional Groups  

              

3.1B Round table discussions in 
AUC Regional Offices  

              

3.1C DIALOGUE DAY                 

3.1D Regional Advisory Boards               

3.1E Consultations on the 
budget with the Budget Steering 
Committee 

              

3.1F Consultations with line 
ministries 

              

3.2 Which of the events and strategies mentioned in the previous question are MOST effective in your opinion?  
o _____________(a through i) (1) 
o All of the above (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 
 

3.3 Do you feel that your cities participation in DIALOGUE’s events and strategies has helped to improve the legal framework for local 
government in Ukraine?  
o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 
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3.4 Do you think that DIALOGUE has achieved an increase in public awareness and support for local government reform?  
o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

 
3.5 Are you aware of the following publications and media productions by DIALOGUE? 

  YES (1) NO (2) N/A (-7) Don’t know (-8) Refused (-9) 

a. The Legislation News            

b. The Sectoral Monitoring            

c. Local Self Governance in the 
Year of 201X  

          

d. The AUC Herald            

e. The DIALOGUE Newsletter            

f. The Legal Counselling            

g. The Press News            

h. Any radio coverage            

i. Any TV coverage            
 
3.6 Which of the publications and media productions mentioned in the previous question are MOST useful for you?  

o _____________(a through i) (1) 
o All of the above (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

  

 SECTION 4: EVALUATION QUESTION 3, LEVERAGING RESOURCES AND COLLABORATION 

4.1 In your opinion, has DIALOGUE discussed, urged, and assisted your city to establish partnerships with the private sector to provide 
public services?  
o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 



 

A-88 

 

o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

4.2 Has your city established partnerships with the private sector to provide public services?  
o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

4.3  Please provide TWO examples of sectors in which your city has established partnerships with the private sectors to provide public 
services   
o __________________ (4.3A) 
o ___________________(4.3B) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
o Not Applicable (-7) 

 SECTION 5: SCALE AND SCOPE OF DIALOGUE INTERVENTIONS 
5.1 On a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 is do not agree at all and 5 is strongly agree) please comment on the following statements. All statements 

refer to NEW practices integrated into the city based in the cities experience with DIALOGUE  

  Do not agree 
at all (1) 

Do not agree 
 (2) 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree (3) Strongly 
agree  (4) 

N/A (-
7) 

Don’t know 
(-8) 

Refused (-9) 

5.1A Our city has 
integrated several new 
practices and behaviors 
into routine government 
operations based on our 
experience with 
DIALOGUE  

               

5.1B Our city now has 
open budget hearings to 
obtain feedback from key 
stakeholders about 
spending priorities  

               

5.1C Our city now 
undertakes surveys and 
opinion polls from citizens 
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  Do not agree 
at all (1) 

Do not agree 
 (2) 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree (3) Strongly 
agree  (4) 

N/A (-
7) 

Don’t know 
(-8) 

Refused (-9) 

so that we are responsive 
to service delivery needs   

5.1D Our city budget is 
available on our website 
or finance department so 
that citizens can access 
the budget 

               

5.1E We routinely 
develop,  monitor and 
share performance 
indicators in various 
sectors with our citizens 

               

 

 Thank you very much for taking the time to participate in this survey. We very much value your insights and opinions. You have 
been most helpful. 
TIME END INTERVIEW:          |__|__| : |__|__|  
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KII and FGD Questions 
DIALOGUE Evaluation: 

KII Protocol and Questions for Municipal & State Administration Officials – non-AUC 
member-cities 

A. Introduction  
As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you 
on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 2015. 

In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with and 
knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the 
design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try to 
be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 

Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 

This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 

As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture everything 
you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end of the study 
period.  

My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 

B. Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and 
local governance) 

1. We are interviewing stakeholders at the state and city level who are involved in supporting 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine, as well as those that are not involved but could benefit 
from decentralization. Could you please describe your own role within the 
department/agency/organization in relation to decentralization processes?  

Additional question for municipal officials in Mohyliv-Podilsky:  

2. A. We are told that your city used to be an AUC member but dropped out due to non-payment of 
membership dues – was it a deliberate decision not to pay or the due was too large for the city to pay? If 
the latter then how large was it in relation to city’s revenues?  
Additional question for municipal officials in Nemyriv:  

2.B To your knowledge or understanding, why did the city decide not to join AUC? Are there plans to 
become a member in the future?   

C. Policy context  
 

(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 
3. In your opinion what do you think should be a city’s/administration’s role in promoting the 

decentralization reforms and supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political 
autonomy?  
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a. Within the statute of your organization, does your (department/section) have any 
responsibilities in the area of decentralization? 

b. Are there divergent views within the municipality/administration on decentralization approaches 
and practices? 

4. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments 
in Ukraine in the last 5 years, and in your city in particular? In your opinion, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

5. In your opinion or knowledge, to what extent have the positive changes been the result of AUC/ 
DIALOGUE activities? 
  

6. To your knowledge, has AUC/DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective 
dialogue between municipalities and central authorities at the state and regional level? If not, why not?  

 
7. To your knowledge, has AUC/DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support 

for local government reform, including in your city/region? If not, what were the main reasons? 
 

8. In your opinion what are the key gender related issues in local governance in Ukraine? (Probe: is there 
sufficient representation of women among council members or key government staff? Are there 
policies that enable women to be active in the work force? Is there specific funding for programs 
that focus on women?) 

a. Does your municipality/administration have a formal gender enabling policy? 
9. To your knowledge, has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender related issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  

D. Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did not 
work, how could they be further improved?) 

10. Are you aware of strategies that DIALOGUE has used to establish working relationships with 
municipalities and state administrations? If you are, were those strategies effective, in your opinion? 

a. If yes, which strategies were the most effective?  
b. If no, why not? How could they be improved? 

 
E. Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 

11. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE assisted cities to establish partnerships with private sector to 
provide better quality and more efficient public services? Has your municipality established such 
partnerships? 

a. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 

F. Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 

12. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? If you are, have any of these methods been effective, in your 
opinion? If yes, which ones? 
 

13. Are you aware of cities that adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE to improve 
policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign assistance? If 
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you are, which practices and behaviors? Is your city one of those, by chance? [Skip next question if the 
answer to this one is ‘no’] 
 

14. If your city has adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE, have these techniques 
been integrated into routine municipality operations? And how?  
 

15. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for local 
government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones do you 
consider most useful and effective? 

Additional question for municipal officials in non-AUC cities: 
16. In your opinion or knowledge, would your city have benefited from AUC membership and participation 

in DIALOGUE project? Could you identify the specific potential benefits for the city should it have 
participated in the project? 
 

17. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 
What would those be, in particular? 

 
DIALOGUE Evaluation: 

KII Protocol and Questions for State Authorities and Ukrainian Partners 
A. Introduction  
As you may have been told by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you on our 
behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 2015. 

In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with and 
knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the 
design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try to 
be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 

Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 

This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 

As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture everything 
you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end of the study 
period.  

My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 

B. Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and 
local governance) 

1. We are interviewing stakeholders at the state and city level who are involved in supporting 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe your own role within the 
department/agency/organization in relation to promoting this environment?   

 
C. Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues? 
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2. What is your ministry/agency/organization’s role in designing and/or implementing the decentralization 
reforms and supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political autonomy?  

a. What is your (department/section’s) role in contributing to these tasks? 
b. Are there divergent views within the ministry/organization on decentralization approaches and 

practices? 
 

3. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments 
in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local government self-
governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

4. To what extent do your consider the positive or negative changes to be the result of the work of 
DIALOGUE?  

b. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
c. If partly what percent of these changes would you say are due to DIALOGUE? 

 
5. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective dialogue 

between local governments and their partners at the state and regional level?  
a. If yes, please describe some results. 
b. In your view is the effective dialogue between different levels of government wholly or partly 

due to the project? What percent? 
c. If DIALOGUE has not achieved results, what could have been done differently?  

 
6. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support for 

local government reform?  
a. If yes, how? 
b. If no, what were the main reasons?  

 
7. In your opinion are DIALOGUE’s e-publications and TV/radio broadcasts useful and timely? 

a. If yes, how so? 
b. If no, why not. 
 

8. In your opinion what are the key gender related issues in local governance in Ukraine? (Probe: is there 
sufficient representation of women among council members or key government staff? Are there 
policies that enable women to be active in the work force? Is there specific funding for programs 
that focus on women?) 

a. Does the Government of Ukraine have a formal gender enabling policy? 
 

9. In your opinion or knowledge has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender related 
issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  

 
D. Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did not 
work, how could they be further improved?) 

10. To your knowledge, which strategies has DIALOGUE used to establish working relationships with your 
ministry/organization? Were those strategies effective? (Probe: ask about Dialogue Day, Regional 
Advisory Boards, DIALOGUE print and media (radio coverage, TV coverage, TV program series), 
Network of Local Government Lawyers, AUC Professional Groups, ) 

a. If yes, how?  

b. If no, why not?  
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11. If strategies were effective, which do you think was most effective? And why?  
 

12. For strategies that did not work, how could they be improved? 

a. Do you have suggestions for other strategies that were not tried, but may be effective?  

13. To your knowledge has DAILOGUE reached out to the private sector to leverage resources and advance 
reform? 

E. Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 

14.  In your opinion or knowledge has DIALOGUE collaborated with other development assistance programs 
and Ukraine’s private sector organizations to advance reforms in the country?  

a. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 
 

F. Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 

15.  Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? In your view have any of these methods been effective? If yes, 
which ones? 

16.  Has your ministry/organization adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE to 
improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? 

a. If yes, which practices and behaviors? 

b. If no, why not? 
 

17. If you have adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have these techniques been 
integrated into routine government operations? And how? 
 

18. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 
What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need more attention 
going forward? 

 
DIALOGUE Evaluation: 

KII Protocol and Questions for Municipal Officials – AUC member-cities 
A. Introduction  
As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you 
on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 2015. 

In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with and 
knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the 
design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try to 
be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 

Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 
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This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 

As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture everything 
you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end of the study 
period.  

My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 

B. Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and 
local governance) 

1. We are interviewing stakeholders at the state and city level who are involved in supporting 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe your own role within the 
department/agency/organization in relation to promoting this environment?   
 

C. Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues? 

2. What activities does your city undertake or what is its role in promoting decentralization reforms and 
supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political autonomy?  

a. What is your (department/section’s) role in contributing to this work? 
b. Are there different views within the municipality on decentralization approaches and practices? 

 
3. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments 

in Ukraine in the last 5 years, and in your city in particular? From the standpoint of decentralization and 
local self-governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 
4. To what extent do your consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of DIALOGUE?  

d. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
e. If partly what percent of these changes would you say are due to DIALOGUE? 

 
5. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective policy 

dialogue between your municipality and central authorities at the state and regional level? If no, what 
could have been done differently?  

 
6. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support for 

local government reform, including in your city/region? If not, what were the main reasons?  
 

7. In your opinion what are the key gender related issues in local governance in Ukraine? (Probe: is there 
sufficient representation of women among council members or key government staff? Are there 
policies that enable women to be active in the work force? Is there specific funding for programs 
that focus on women?) 

a. Does the municipality have a formal gender enabling policy? 
 

8. In your opinion or knowledge has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender related 
issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
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b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  
 
D. Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did not 
work, how could they be further improved?) 
9. To your knowledge, which strategies has DIALOGUE used to establish working relationships with your 

municipality? Were those strategies effective? 

a. If yes, how?  

b. If no, why not?   

10. If strategies were effective, which do you think was most effective? And why?  
 

11. For strategies that did not work, how could they be improved? 

a. Do you have suggestions for other strategies that were not tried, but may be effective?  

E. Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 
12. In your opinion or knowledge has DIALOGUE assisted your city to establish partnerships with private 

sector to provide better quality and more efficient public services? Has your municipality established 
such partnerships? 

a. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 
 

F. Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations? 

13.  Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 
support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods been effective? If yes, 
which ones? 
 

14. Has your city adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue 
and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign assistance? 

a. If yes, which practices and behaviors? 

b. If no, why not? 
 

15. If your city has adopted any practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE, have these techniques 
been integrated into routine municipality operations? And how?  
 

16. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for local 
government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones do you 
consider most useful for yourself as city official? 
 

17. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 
What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need more attention 
going forward? 

DIALOGUE Evaluation: 
KII Protocol and Questions for other USAID projects in Ukraine 

A. Introduction  
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As you may have been told by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you on our 
behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 2015. 

In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with and 
knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the 
design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try to 
be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 

Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 

This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 

As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture everything 
you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end of the study 
period.  

My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
B. Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and 

local governance) 
1. We are interviewing the senior staff of USAID projects that are involved activities in support of 

decentralization and local governance in Ukraine in one way or another. Could you please describe the 
activities/tasks of your project in this area in Ukraine?   

C. Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 

2. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments 
in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local government self-
governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 
3. To what extent do you consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of DIALOGUE?  

a. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
b. If partly by what percentage? 

 
4. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective dialogue 

between local governments and their partners at the state and regional level? If not, what could have 
been done differently?  

 
5. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support for 

local government reform? If not, what were the main reasons?  
 

6. In your opinion or knowledge, has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender related 
issues?  

a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  
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D. Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  

(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did not 
work, how could they be further improved?) 
7. Are you aware of strategies that DIALOGUE has used to establish working relationships with its 

Ukrainian partners? If you are, were those strategies effective? 

a. If yes, how effective?  

b. If no, why not?  
 

8. If strategies were effective, which do you think was most effective? And why?  
 

9. For strategies that did not work, how could they be improved? 

a. Do you have suggestions for other strategies that were not tried, but may be effective?  
 
E. Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  

(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 
10. Has DIALOGUE collaborated with your project to advance decentralization reforms and local self-

governance in the country?  
a. If yes, do you believe this collaboration was effective? 

b. If not effective, could you give the reasons why and what could have been done differently? 

11. In your opinion, how well has DIALOGUE responded to opportunities to leverage resources through 
collaboration with your project? Was its response conducive to opportunities presented? If not, what 
was the reason, in your view, and how could DIALOGUE have responded better?  

 
12. In your opinion or knowledge, has DIALOGUE collaborated with other donors’ development assistance 

programs and Ukraine’s private sector organizations to advance reforms in the country?  
 

F. Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 
13. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 

support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods been effective? If yes, 
which ones? 
 

14. To your knowledge or understanding, have Ukrainian partners of the project adopted any practices and 
behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE and integrated these techniques into routine government 
operations? If yes, do you think that, by adopting these techniques the Ukrainian partners have become 
capable of improving the policy dialogue and increasing the public support to local government reform 
without foreign assistance? 
 

15. Would you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 
What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need more attention 
going forward? 

 
DIALOGUE Evaluation: 

KII Protocol and Questions for other donors in Ukraine 
A. Introduction  
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As you may have been told by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested this appointment with you on our 
behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to conduct an external 
performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for Advocating Local 
Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities from 2010 to 2015. 

In my interview with you today, I would like to ask you a series of questions about your interaction with and 
knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the 
design of a follow-up project.  The discussion should take at most 40 minutes to an hour; so we will try to 
be focused and brief, while still covering the key points.  The information you provide will help AUC and 
USAID/Ukraine improve their program. 

Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report. 

This study is funded by the US Agency for International Development. Your participation in this interview is 
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 

As we have only a limited time to speak today, I may contact you after our meeting with a few follow-up 
questions.  I would like to record our interview today as I want to be able to make sure I capture everything 
you are saying and accurately reflect your opinions. The recording will be destroyed at the end of the study 
period.  

My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to being recorded?  May I begin the interview? 
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 

B. Context (gathering core information about role of the KI in supporting decentralization and 
local governance) 

16. We are interviewing key staff of international donors that are active in the areas of decentralization and 
local governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe the activities of your organization in these areas 
in Ukraine?   

 

C. Policy context  
(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 1: What major changes in the activities of and environment for local 
governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the 
work of DIALOGUE? In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in addressing key related gender issues?) 
1. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments 

in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local government self-
governance, have these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 
2. Assuming you are familiar with the USAID’s DIALOGUE project, to what extent do you consider the 

changes to be the result of the work of DIALOGUE?  
a. Wholly or partly due to DIALOGUE? 
b. If partly what percent of these changes would you say are due to DIALOGUE? 

 
3. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE produced any practical results in establishing an effective dialogue 

between local governments and their partners at the state and regional level?  
a. If yes, please describe some results. 
b. In your view is the effective dialogue between different levels of government wholly or partly 

due to the project? What percent? 
c. If DIALOGUE has not achieved results, what could have been done differently?  
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4. To your knowledge, has DIALOGUE achieved an increase in public awareness and public support for 
local government reform?  

a. If yes, how? 
b. If no, what were the main reasons?  

 
5. In your opinion are DIALOGUE’s e-publications and TV/radio broadcasts useful and timely? 

a. If yes, how so? 
b. If no, why not. 

 
6. In your opinion or knowledge, has the DIALOGUE project focused on addressing any key gender related 

issues?  
a. To what extent has it been successful or unsuccessful?  
b. What do you think are the main challenges for a project to focus on gender issues?  

 
D. Effective Strategies Utilized by DIALOGUE  

(Questions relate to Evaluation Question 2: What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working 
relations with the DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did not 
work, how could they be further improved?) 
7. Are you aware of strategies that DIALOGUE has used to establish working relationships with its 

Ukrainian partners? If you are, were those strategies effective? (Probe: ask about Dialogue Day, 
Regional Advisory Boards, DIALOGUE print and media (radio coverage, TV coverage, TV 
program series), Network of Local Government Lawyers, AUC Professional Groups) 

a. If yes, how effective?  

b. If no, why not?  
 

E. Leveraging resources and advancing reforms through collaboration  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 3: How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and 
advance reforms through collaboration with other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector 
organization?) 
8. Has DIALOGUE collaborated with your organization to advance decentralization reforms and local self-

governance in the country?  
a. If yes, do you believe this collaboration was effective? 

b. If not effective, could you give the reasons why and what could have been done differently? 
 
9. In your opinion, how well has DIALOGUE responded to opportunities to leverage resources through 

collaboration with your organization? Was its response conducive to opportunities presented?  
a. If not, what was the reason, in your view, and how could DIALOGUE have responded better?  

 
10. In your opinion or knowledge, has DIALOGUE collaborated with other donors’ development assistance 

programs and Ukraine’s private sector organizations to advance reforms in the country?  
 

F. Adoption of DIALOGUE techniques  
(Refers to Evaluation Question 4: What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts 
adopted to improve policy dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms without foreign 
assistance? If adopted, how were those practices and behaviors integrated into routine government operations?) 
11. Are you familiar with methods used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and increase public 

support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods been effective? If yes, 
which ones? 
 

12. To your knowledge or understanding, have Ukrainian partners of the project adopted any practices and 
behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE and integrated these techniques into routine operations?  
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a. If yes, do you think that, by adopting these techniques the Ukrainian partners have become 
capable of improving the policy dialogue and increasing the public support to local government 
reform without foreign assistance? 

 
13. Would you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 

What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need more attention 
going forward? 

 
DIALOGUE Evaluation: 

FGD Protocol and Questions for Regional Advisory Board -- AUC Member City Officials 
A. Introduction  

As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested your participation in this 
discussion today on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to 
conduct an external performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for 
Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities 
from 2010 to 2015. 

We are conducting this focus group discussion as part of this evaluation and would like to ask the group a 
series of questions about your interaction with and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their 
accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion 
should take at most an hour and a half; and is being moderated by a local research organization GfK that is 
based in Kiev. Your input is very much appreciated because it will assist USAID/Ukraine in designing new 
programs that are even more effective in advancing decentralization in Ukraine. 

Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report, and your participation in this discussion is voluntary. You may refuse to participate 
or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 

We will be taping this group interview so that we can focus on what you are telling us and not worry about 
taking notes and so that we can review the tapes later and not forget anything that was said.  These tapes 
will not be released to anyone outside of our research group and they will be destroyed at the end of our 
study.  

My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to participate in this focus group discussion?   
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
1. For this discussion we have invited members of the Regional Advisory Board who are also members of 

the Association of Ukrainian Cities (AUC), and involved in supporting decentralization and local 
governance in Ukraine. Could you please describe your own role within your city to promote 
decentralization and local governance in Ukraine?   

2. In your opinion what is the role and responsibility of the RAB in promoting decentralization reforms and 
supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political autonomy?  

a. Are there different views within the RAB on decentralization approaches and practices? 
 

3. In your opinion is the RAB an effective strategy to establish working relationships between AUC 
members and central government officials at the oblast level to discuss policy options and support legal 
and institutional forms to improve local government operations in their region? (Probe: If yes, why? If 
no, why not?) 

a. What should be done differently within the RAB to make it more effective in generating a policy 
dialogue between AUC members and central government officials at the oblast level? 

4. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments 
in Ukraine in the last 5 years, and in your city in particular? From the standpoint of decentralization and 
local self-governance, have these changes been: 
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a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 
5. To what extent do your consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of the RAB?  

a. If the RAB’s impact on these changes was small, what were other factors playing a major role in 
bringing these changes about and did the DAILOGUE project contributed to these factors, if at 
all? 

6. Have meetings of the RAB generated interest from local/regional media? Were the results of RAB 
meetings broadly publicized? Did that contribute to the increase in public awareness and public support 
for local government reform, including in your city/region? If not, what were the main reasons?  

 
7. To your knowledge have gender related issues ever been discussed in one of the meetings of the RAB?  

a. If no, why not? 
b. If yes, what was the outcome of this discussion?  

 
8. In your opinion should a discussion on gender issues be kept or added to the agenda of RAB meetings?  

a. If yes, what are the main gender challenges that could be discussed by the RAB? 
b. If not, where do you think these issues should be discussed?  

 
9. To your knowledge has the RAB or its members collaborated with other development assistance 

programs in Ukraine to advance decentralization?  

a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be a mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 
 

10. To your knowledge has the RAB reached out to or had discussions with Ukraine’s private sector to 
explore opportunities to provide better quality and more efficient public services?  

a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be the mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 
 

11. Are you familiar with other methods (other than the RAB) used by DIALOGUE to improve policy 
dialogue and increase public support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these 
methods been effective? If yes, which ones? 
 

12. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for local 
government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones do you 
consider most useful? 
 

13. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 
What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need more attention 
going forward? 

THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION IN THIS DISCUSSION! 
 
  DIALOGUE Evaluation: 

FGD Protocol and Questions for Regional Advisory Board – NON AUC OFFICIALS 
A. Introduction  

As you may have been told by AUC or by Mr. Vladimir Ternytskyi who requested your participation in this 
discussion today on our behalf, Mendez England & Associates has been contracted by USAID/Ukraine to 
conduct an external performance evaluation of USAID’s DIALOGUE project – Development Initiative for 
Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine that is being implemented by the Association of Ukrainian Cities 
from 2010 to 2015. 
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We are conducting this focus group discussion as part of this evaluation and would like to ask the group a 
series of questions about your interaction with and knowledge about the DIALOGUE project, their 
accomplishments and challenges and your ideas about the design of a follow-up project.  The discussion 
should take at most an hour and a half; and is being moderated by a local research organization GfK that is 
based in Kiev. Your input is very much appreciated because it will assist USAID/Ukraine in designing new 
programs that are even more effective in advancing decentralization in Ukraine. 

Your identity will be kept confidential and responses indicated only at the organizational level in our 
evaluation study report, and your participation in this discussion is voluntary. You may refuse to participate 
or may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. 

We will be taping this group interview so that we can focus on what you are telling us and not worry about 
taking notes and so that we can review the tapes later and not forget anything that was said.  These tapes 
will not be released to anyone outside of our research group and they will be destroyed at the end of our 
study.  

My phone number is ….. and you can contact me any time should you have a question about this study.  
Do you agree to participate in this focus group discussion?   
[IF YES, TURN ON THE RECORDER ON THE TABLET, OBTAIN RECORDED CONSENT AND 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTIONS] 
(Repeat for the recording) Do you agree to being recorded? 
1. For this discussion we have ONLY invited members of the Regional Advisory Board who are involved in 

supporting decentralization and local governance in Ukraine but are NOT AUC members. Could you 
please describe your own role as related to decentralization and local governance in Ukraine?   

2. In your opinion, does the RAB play an important role in promoting decentralization reforms and 
supporting the local government’s administrative, fiscal, and political autonomy? If not, what, in your 
opinion, is RAB best suited for? 

a. Are there different views within the RAB on decentralization approaches and practices? 
3. In your opinion is the RAB an effective strategy to establish working relationships between AUC 

members and central government officials at the oblast level to discuss policy options and support legal 
and institutional reform to improve local government operations in their region? (Probe: If yes, why? 
If no, why not?) 

a. What should be done differently within the RAB to make it more effective in generating a policy 
dialogue between AUC members and central government officials at the oblast level? 

4. In your view what have been the major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments 
in Ukraine in the last 5 years? From the standpoint of decentralization and local self-governance, have 
these changes been: 

a. Positive? 
b. Negative?  

 
5. To what extent do your consider the positive changes to be the result of the work of the RAB?  

a. If the RAB’s impact on these changes was small, what other factors played a major role in 
bringing about these changes and did the DAILOGUE project contribute to these factors, if at 
all? 
 

6. Have meetings of the RAB generated interest from local/regional media? Were the results of RAB 
meetings broadly publicized? Did that contribute to the increase in public awareness and public support 
for local government reform in general and in this oblast? If not, what were the main reasons?  

 
7. To your knowledge have gender related issues ever been discussed in one of the meetings of the RAB?  

a. If no, why not? 
b. If yes, what was the outcome of this discussion?  

 
8. In your opinion should a discussion on gender issues be kept or added to the agenda of RAB meetings?  
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a. If yes, what are the main gender challenges that could be discussed by the RAB? 
b. If not, where do you think these issues should be discussed?  

 
9. To your knowledge has the RAB or its members collaborated with other development assistance 

programs in Ukraine to advance decentralization?  
a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be a mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 
 

10. To your knowledge has the RAB reached out to or had discussions with Ukraine’s private sector to 
explore opportunities to provide better quality and more efficient public services?  

a. If no, why not? Do you think this should be the mandate of the RAB? 

b. If yes, can you give us some examples of this collaboration? 
 

11. Are you familiar with methods other than the RAB used by DIALOGUE to improve policy dialogue and 
increase public support of local government reforms? In your view, have any of these methods been 
effective? If yes, which ones? 
 

12. Are you aware of media products by DIALOGUE to increase public awareness of and support for local 
government reform, such as regular publications and radio & TV programs? If yes, which ones do you 
consider most useful? 
 

13. Do you have any suggestions regarding any future program that could be a follow-up to DIALOGUE? 
What could be done differently? And what components are currently lacking or need more attention 
going forward? 

 
THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION IN THIS DISCUSSION! 
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DIALOGUE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION – UKRAINE 

(QUESTIONNAIRE) 

1. INTERVIEW Interviewer No.   |__|__|__| Date (DD/MM/YYYY)  |__|__|/|__|__|/|__|__|__|__|  

5. RESPONDENT INFORMATION: 

5a. ID:  _______________________________________________________________________  

5b. CITY NAME:  ________________________________________________________  

5e. Respondent Telephone Number: |__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__
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DIALOGUE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION – UKRAINE 
(QUESTIONNAIRE) 

INTRODUCTION AND CONSENT 
Hello, my name is [INTERVIEWER NAME]. I am from GfK Ukraine  
Instruction: interviewer, if the respondent from the database no longer occupies the position ask for contacts of this 
respondent and finish the interview. If the contacts of the respondent are unavailable you can replace him or her with other 
respondent who occupies the position of mayor or deputy mayor ONLY if other respondent knows DIALOGUE project 

USAID is currently funding the Development Initiative for Advocating Local Governance in Ukraine (DIALOGUE) 
project and GfK Ukraine was hired to conduct evaluation of it.  

We kindly ask your participation in providing relevant information to assist the researchers to accurately evaluate 
the program. The information you provide will help us understand how effective the DIALOGUE Project 
of Association of Ukrainian cities has been in achieving its objectives and how the project can be improved.  

We encourage you to answer as many questions as you can. This survey interview should take approximately 10 
minutes of your time. Feel free to express your views openly and honestly. If you feel uncomfortable answering a 
particular question for any reason, you are welcome to skip it and continue with the survey.  

All of your responses to this survey will be kept strictly confidential. This means your name will not be 
associated with any of the information you provide in this interview. Your views will be used in a statistical 
summary along with the views of other respondents from many other cities taking the same survey. 

Instruction: if the respondent  has  any questions about the survey, you may contact project manager Darina Mikhanchuk  
by telephone 068 807 04 34 or 044 230 02 60. E-mail: Darina.Mikhanchuk@gfk.com. 

А1. Respondent replaces 
 Yes  

 No – GO TO 1.1 
А2. Do you know about the DIALOGUE project of Association of Ukrainian cities? 

(Information for the interviewer: The objective of the DIALOGUE Project is to advance decentralization in 
Ukraine via improving the legal framework, having effective policy dialogue between local governments and 
regional and state government, increasing public support for local government reform, and improving the legal 
culture and practice of local governments) 

 Yes  - GO TO 1.1 
 No – GO TO А5 
 Refused – GO TO А5 
 Don’t Know – GO TO А5 

SECTION 1:  BACKGROUND INFORMATION (Q1.1WORK) 
1.5 What is your position at this city? 

 Mayor – GO TO 1.3 

 Deputy mayor 

 Acting Mayor - GO TO 1.3 

 Other (specify____________________________________) 

  Refused (-9) - GO TO A5 

  Don’t Know (-8) - GO TO A5 
1.6 Which technical area do you work in this city? (only for deputies) 

[INTERVIEWER: RECORD ONLY ONE TECHNICAL AREA, IF RESPONDENT STATES 
SEVERAL ASK WHICH TECHNICAL AREA OCUPPIES MOST OF THEIR TIME] 

 Financial management and budgeting(1) 

 Housing and utilities (2) 
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 Local council (3) 

 Land (4) 

 Education (5) 

 Health care (6) 

 Social (7) 

 Culture (8) 

 Law (9) 

 Other (please specify)  
______________________________________________________________________(n+1) 

 Refused (-9) 

 Don’t Know (-8) 
If А1 = 2  go to 1.4 
1.7 Would you please provide the spelling of your name? 

___________________  

Respondent from the database - SKIP tо 1.4 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 

1.8 Are you aware of the DIALOGUE projects of Association of Ukrainian cities collaboration with 
your city?  

(Information for the interviewer: The objective of the DIALOGUE Project is to advance decentralization in 
Ukraine via improving the legal framework, having effective policy dialogue between local governments and 
regional and state government, increasing public support for local government reform, and improving the legal 
culture and practice of local governments) 

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) – SKIP TO THE END AND THANK THEM FOR THEIR TIME 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 

SECTION 2: EVALUATION QUESTION 1: CHANGES IN LOCAL GOVERNMENT DUE TO 
DIALOGUE 

2.3 Due to DIALOGUE’s assistance do you think that your city has more skills in drafting new 
legislation or regulations and/or suggesting changes to existing legislation or regulations? Read 
the answers 

o Yes substantially(1) 
o Yes somewhat (2) 
o No, not really (3) 
o No, not at all (4) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 

2.4  Do you think that the DIALOGUE project has been effective in getting the state government 
to change existing legislation or adopt new legislation based on comments and feedback from 
cities?  

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o There was no feedback from the city 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 
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3.7 In your opinion which are the THREE main areas/sectors in which DIALOGUE has been 
successful in enabling legislative changes that increases local government autonomy and/or 
efficiency?  
o ____________________ (2.4A) 
o ____________________(2.4B) 
o ____________________(2.4C) 
o There are no such areas/sectors 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 

3.8 Has DIALOGUE discussed gender related issues with officials in your city or had a presentation 
on or written about gender issues in any of their publications? 
o Yes (1) 
o No (2) GO TO 3.1 
o (Don’t read out) Don’t know what is meant by gender related issues GO TO 3.1. 
o Refused (-9) GO TO 3.1. 
o Don’t Know (-8) GO TO 3.1. 

3.9 If yes, please tell us about ONE gender related policy change initiated by your city.  
o  ____________________________________________ (1) 
o No gender related policy initiated (2) 
o Refused (-9) 
o Don’t Know (-8) 

SECTION 3:  EVALUATION QUESTION 2: DIALOGUE ACTIVIES AND EFFECTIVENESS.  
5.1 In your opinion how much does your city participate in the following events/activities organized 

by DIALOGUE: A lot, some amount, a little, not at all.  

 A 
LOT 
(1) 

Some 
amount 
(2) 

 A 
little 
(3) 

Not at all 
(4) 

Don’t 
know (-8) 

Refused (-9) 

3.1A Working meeting of 
Association of Ukrainian Cities 
Professional Groups  

      

3.1B Round table discussions in  
Association of Ukrainian Cities 
Regional Offices  

      

3.1C DIALOGUE DAY  - a 
forum to outline the common 
vision for the development of 
local self-governance in Ukraine 

      

3.1D Regional Advisory Boards       
3.1E Consultations on the budget        
3.1F Consultations with regional 
state administrations 

      

EDP, PUT QUESTION 3.2. ONLY IF IN 3.1. OPTIONS 1,2,3 WERE MENTIONED AT LEAST 
ONCE 

5.1 Which of the events and activities mentioned in the previous question are MOST effective in 
your opinion?  

3.1A Working meeting of Association of Ukrainian Cities Professional Groups  1 
3.1B Round table discussions in  Association of Ukrainian Cities Regional Offices  2 
3.1C DIALOGUE DAY  - a forum to outline the common vision for the development of local self-
governance in Ukraine 

3 
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3.1D Regional Advisory Boards 4 
3.1E Consultations on the budget  5 
3.1F Consultations with regional state administrations 6 
All of the above (2) 7 
None 8 
Refused (-9) 9 
Don’t Know (-8) 10 
5.2 Do you feel that your city’s participation in DIALOGUE’s activities and events has helped to 

improve the legal framework for local government in Ukraine?  

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 Refused (-9) 

 Don’t Know (-8) 
5.3 Do you think that DIALOGUE has achieved an increase in public awareness and support for 

local government reform?  

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 Refused (-9) 

 Don’t Know (-8) 
5.4 Are you aware of the following publications and media productions by DIALOGUE?  
 

 YES (1) NO 
(2) 

Don’t 
know (-8) 

Refused (9) 

a. The Legislation News      
b. The Sectoral Monitoring      
c. Local Self Governance in the Year of 201X      
d. The AUC Herald      
e. The DIALOGUE Newsletter      
f. The Legal Counselling      
g. The Press News      
h. Any radio coverage      
i. Any TV coverage      

EDP, PUT QUESTION 3.6. ONLY IF IN 3.5. OPTION 1 WAS MENTIONED AT LEAST ONCE 

5.5 Which of the publications and media productions mentioned in the previous question are MOST 
useful for you as a city official?  

a. The Legislation News  1 
b. The Sectoral Monitoring  2 
c. Local Self Governance in the Year of 2010-2014 3 
d. The AUC Herald  4 
e. The DIALOGUE Newsletter  5 
f. The Legal Counselling  6 
g. The Press News  7 
h. Any radio coverage  8 
i. Any TV coverage  9 

All of the above (2) 10 
Refused (-9) 11 
Don’t Know (-8) 12 
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SECTION 4: EVALUATION QUESTION 3, LEVERAGING RESOURCES AND COLLABORATION 

4.3 In your opinion, has DIALOGUE enabled and assisted your city to establish partnerships with 
the private sector (business) to provide quality and efficient public services (eg, utility)? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 Refused (-9) 

 Don’t Know (-8) 

4.4 Has your city established partnerships with the private sector (business) to provide public 
services?  

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) – GO TO 5.1 

 Refused (-9) 

 Don’t Know (-8) 

4.4 Please provide TWO examples of sectors in which your city has established partnerships with 
the private sectors (business) to provide public services   

 __________________ (4.3A) 

 ___________________(4.3B) 

 Refused (-9) 

 Don’t Know (-8) 

SECTION 5: SCALE AND SCOPE OF DIALOGUE INTERVENTIONS 
5.2 On a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 is do not agree at all and 5 is strongly agree) please comment on 

the following statements. All statements refer to NEW practices integrated into the city based 
in the cities experience with DIALOGUE  

 Do not 
agree 
at all 
(1) 

Do 
not 

agree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
agree 

(3) 

 
Agree 

(4) 

Strongly 
agree 

 (5) 

Don’t 
know 
(-8) 

Refused 
(-9) 

5.1A Our city has integrated 
several new practices and 
behaviors into routine 
government operations 
based on our experience 
with DIALOGUE  

       

5.1B Our city now has open 
budget hearings to obtain 
feedback from key 
stakeholders about spending 
priorities  

       

5.1C Our city now 
undertakes surveys and 
opinion polls from citizens 
so that we are responsive to 
service delivery needs   

       

5.1D Our city budget is 
available on our website or 
in the finance department so 
that citizens can access the 
budget 
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 Do not 
agree 
at all 
(1) 

Do 
not 

agree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
agree 

(3) 

 
Agree 

(4) 

Strongly 
agree 

 (5) 

Don’t 
know 
(-8) 

Refused 
(-9) 

5.1E We routinely develop,  
monitor and share 
performance indicators in 
various sectors with our 
citizens 

       

5.1F Our city has initiated a 
gender related policy change 
to provide greater 
opportunities for women  

       

 

Thank you very much for taking the time to participate in this survey. We very much value your 
insights and opinions. You have been most helpful. 

5d. GENDER: 01= Female; 02=Male  
 

6.DISPOSITION 
CODE 

DEFINITION 

01 Completed (all modules are complete) 
02 Respondent is not in the designated meeting place at time of interview 
03 Respondent is absent for extended period 
04 Respondent is not available (in office, but not available) 
05 Postponed/Rescheduled (interview was postponed and a new time scheduled 
06 Final refusal (interview was refused/no interview completed) 
07 Incorrect address 
08 Partial Complete/Will Return (interview was stopped, but will continue later) 
09 Partial Complete/Interview Finished (Interview was stopped and will not 

continue) 
10 Temporary Refusal (Interview was refused/Supervisor will follow up) 
11 Other – Non-Interview (specify) 

 

INTERVIEWER/SUPERVISOR COMMENTS: 

 

TIME END INTERVIEW:          |__|__| : |__|__|  
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ANNEX G: DATA COLLECTION 
TOOLS IN UKRAINIAN 
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ОЦІНКА ПРОЕКТУ ДІАЛОГ – УКРАЇНА 

1. ІНТЕРВ’Ю Код інтерв’юера   |__|__|__|  Дата 
(ДД/MM/РІК)  |__|__|/|__|__|/|__|__|__|__|  

5. НОМЕР РЕСПОНДЕНТА В БАЗІ 

5a. ПРІЗВИЩЕ:  
_______________________________________________________________________  

5b. МІСТО:  ________________________________________________________  

5e. Номер телефону: |__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__|__|  

Доброго дня! Мене звати [ІМ’Я ІНТЕРВ’ЮЕРА]. Я представляю компанію ГФК ЮКРЕЙН. Чи можна 
поговорити з...? 

Інтерв'юєре, якщо респондент з бази вже не працює в організації, запитайте про 
контакти цього респондента, запишіть їх та завершуйте опитування. Якщо контактів 
цього респондента немає, Ви можете замінити його іншим респондентом, який який 
обіймає позицію міського/селищного/сільського голови або його заступника, але лише 
при умові, що цей респондент знає про проект ДІАЛОГ   
 
Агентство США з міжнародного розвитку (USAID) фінансує зараз проект «Ініціатива захисту прав та 
представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні» (ДІАЛОГ), який реалізується 
Асоціацією міст України, і запросила компанію ГФК Юкрейн допомогти в оцінці цього проекту.  

Ми просимо Вас взяти участь у наданні відповідної інформації, щоб допомогти дослідникам точно 
оцінити програму. Надана вами інформація допоможе нам зрозуміти, наскільки ефективно проект 
ДІАЛОГ, який реалізується Асоціацією міст України досягнув своїх цілей, і як цей проект може 
бути поліпшено.  

Ми також просимо Вас відповісти на якомога більшу кількість питань. Це дослідження займе 
близько 10 хвилин Вашого часу. Не соромтеся висловлювати свої погляди відкрито і чесно. Якщо 
Ви з будь-якої причини відчуваєте себе незручно, відповідаючи на конкретне питання, Ви можете 
пропустити його і продовжити розмову.  
 
Всі ваші відповіді є строго конфіденційними. Це означає, що Ваше ім'я не буде пов'язано з 
наданою Вами інформацією. Ваші думки буде використано в статистичному звіті поряд з думками 
інших респондентів з багатьох інших міст, що візьмуть участь у дослідженні. 
 
Інтерв’юере: якщо у респондента є будь-які питання з приводу опитування, він може 
зв'язатися з менеджером проекту Даріною Міханчук за номером 068 807 04 34 або 044 230 
02 60. E-mail: Darina.Mikhanchuk@gfk.com. 
 

А1. Заміна респондента 

 Так (1)  

 Ні (2) – перехід до 1.1 
А2. Чи відомо Вам про проект ДІАЛОГ Асоціації міст України?  

(Інформація для інтерв’юєра:  Мета проекту ДІАЛОГ є просування децентралізації в Україні за 
допомогою вдосконалення правової бази, ефективного політичного діалогу між органами 
місцевого самоврядування та регіонального і державного управління, підвищення суспільної 
підтримки реформи місцевого самоврядування, а також підвищення правової культури та 
практики органів місцевого самоврядування) 
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 Так (1) ДО 1.1 
 Ні (2) – ДО А5 
 Відмова (-9) – ДО А5 
 Не знаю (-8) – ДО А5 

 

РОЗДІЛ 1:  ОЗНАЙОМЧА ІНФОРМАЦІЯ 

1.9 Яку посаду Ви обіймаєте в місті? 

Не зачитувати!  

 Міський/селищний/сільський голова -  ДО 1.3 
 Заступник міського/селищного/сільського голови 
 Виконуючий обов’язки міського/селищного/сільського голови  - ДО 1.3 
 Інше (запишіть!_________________________________________________) 
 Відмова (-9) – ДО А5 

 Не знаю (-8) – ДО А5 
 
1.10 У якій сфері життєдіяльності міста Ви працюєте? Один варіант відповіді. Якщо 

респондент назвав кілька, то спитайте яка з них займає у нього найбільше часу 
 Фінансове управління та бюджет(1) 

 Комунальні послуги (2) 

 Місцева рада (3) 

 Землекористування (4) 

 Освіта(5) 

 Охорона здоров’я(6) 

 Соціальні послуги (7) 

 Культура (8) 

 Право(9) 

 Інше (зазначте, що саме) 
___________________________________________________________(n+1) 

 (Не зачитувати) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати) Не знаю (-8)  
 

ПИТАННЯ 1.3 ТІЛЬКИ ДЛЯ ТИХ РЕСПОНДЕНТІВ, ЯКІ А1=1 

1.11 Скажіть, будь ласка, як правильно пишеться Ваше ім’я? (ЛИШЕ ДЛЯ РЕСПОНДЕНТІВ, 

ЯКИХ НЕМАЄ У БАЗІ ДАНИХ) 

___________________ 

 Відмова (-9) 

 Не знаю (-8) 

 
1.12 Чи відомо Вам про співпрацю Вашого міста з проектом ДІАЛОГ Асоціація міст 

України?  
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(Інформація для інтерв’юера:  Мета проекту ДІАЛОГ є просування децентралізації в Україні за 
допомогою вдосконалення правової бази, ефективного політичного діалогу між органами 
місцевого самоврядування та регіонального і державного управління, підвищення суспільної 
підтримки реформи місцевого самоврядування, а також підвищення правової культури та 
практики органів місцевого самоврядування) 

 Так (1) 

 Ні (2) – ПОДЯКУЙТЕ ЗА ЧАС респондента ТА КІНЕЦЬ ІНТЕВ’Ю  

 Відмова (-9) ПОДЯКУЙТЕ ЗА ЧАС респондента ТА КІНЕЦЬ ІНТЕВ’Ю 

 Не знаю (-8) ПОДЯКУЙТЕ ЗА ЧАС респондента ТА КІНЕЦЬ ІНТЕВ’Ю 

2.5 Чи вважаєте Ви, що завдяки проекту ДІАЛОГ посадовці у Вашому місті отримали 
більше навичок у написанні законопроектів чи пропозицій щодо змін у наявному 
законодавстві? Зачитати варіанти відповідей 

 Так, значно більше(1) 

 Так, трохи більше(2) 

 Ні, не зовсім (3) 

 Зовсім не отримали (4) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 

2.6 Чи вважаєте Ви, що проект ДІАЛОГ був ефективним у стимулюванні уряду до змін  
наявного законодавства або його адаптуванні відповідно до коментарів та зворотного 
зв’язку з боку міст?  

 Так (1) 

 Ні (2) 

 Не було зворотного зв’язку з боку міст 
 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 
5.2 На Ваш погляд, у яких ТРЬОХ сферах/галузях завдяки проекту ДІАЛОГ вдалося 

запровадити зміни до законодавства, які збільшили автономію і/або ефективність 
органів місцевого самоврядування?  

 ____________________(2.4A) 

 ____________________(2.4B) 

 ____________________(2.4C) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Нема таких сфер/У жодній сфері 
 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 
 

5.3 Чи фахівці проекту ДІАЛОГ обговорювали гендерні питання з представниками вашого 
міста, або проводили відповідні презентації, або готували публікації з гендерних 
питань?  

 Так (1)_____________(Інтерв’юере, при необхідності запишіть коментарі респондента з 
приводу того, що саме було проведено: обговорення, презентації, публікації тощо) 

 Ні (2) ПЕРЕХІД ДО ПИТАННЯ 3.1 

 (не зачитувати) Не знаю що мається на увазі під гендерними питаннями – Перехід до 
3.1. 
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 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) ПЕРЕХІД ДО 3.1. 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) ПЕРЕХІД ДО 3.1. 
5.4 Розкажіть про ОДНУ зміну в законодавстві або політиці, що стосуються гендерних 

питань, ініційовану Вашим містом.  

 ____________________________________________(1) 

 Не було ініціатив, що стосуються гендерних питань (2) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 

4.1 Я зачитаю вам заходи, організовані проектом ДІАЛОГ, а ви скажіть, наскільки Ваше 
місто було залучене до цих заходів: значним чином, до деяких заходів, трохи, зовсім 
не залучене.  

 Значним 
чином 

(1) 

До деяких 
заходів  

(2) 

  
Трохи 

(3) 

Зовсім не 
залучене(4) 

Не знаю (-8) Відмова (-9) 

3.1А Робочі 
зустрічі з 
професійними 
групами 
Асоціації міст 
України  

      

3.1B Дискусії за 
круглим столом 
у регіональних 
офісах Асоціації 
міст України  

      

3.1C День 
ДІАЛОГУ   - 
форум для 
визначення 
загального 
бачення 
розвитку 
місцевого 
самоврядування 
в Україні 

      

3.1D Регіональні 
дорадчі ради  

      

3.1E 
Консультації 
щодо бюджету   

      

3.1F 
Консультації з  
місцевими 
адміністраціями  

      

EDP: ПИТАННЯ 3.2 ЗАДАВАТИ ТІЛЬКИ ЯКЩО В ЗАПИТАННІ 3.1 ОБРАНО ВАРІАНТ 1 
(ЗНАЧНИМ ЧИНОМ) АБО ДО ДЕЯКИХ ЗАХОДІВ  (2) АБО ТРОХИ (3) ПРИНАЙМНІ ОДИН РАЗ  

7.1 Яка з цих подій та заходів є найбільш ефективною, на Вашу думку? Один варіант відповіді 
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3.1A Робочі зустрічі з професійними групами Асоціації міст України  1 

3.1B Круглі столи в регіональних офісах Асоціації міст України  2 

3.1C ДЕНЬ ДІАЛОГУ - форум для визначення загального бачення розвитку місцевого 
самоврядування у Україні 

3 

3.1D Регіональні Ради 4 

3.1E Обговорення бюджету  5 

3.1F Консультації з регіональними державними адміністраціями 6 

Усі згадані (2) 7 

Жодна 8 

(Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 9 

(Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 10 

 
 

7.2 Чи вважаєте Ви, що участь Вашого міста в діяльності ДІАЛОГУ сприяла покращенню 
нормативно-правової бази для місцевого самоврядування в Україні? 

 Так (1) 

 Ні (2) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 

7.3 Чи вважаєте Ви, що ДІАЛОГ досягнув зростання суспільної обізнаності та підтримки 
реформи місцевого самоврядування? 

 Так(1) 

 Ні(2) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 
 
7.4 Чи відомі Вам наведені нижче публікації та медіа-продукти ДІАЛОГУ?  
 

 ТАК (1) НІ (2) Не знаю (-8) 
Не зачитувати 

Відмова (-9) 
Не зачитувати 

a. Новини законодавства      

b. Галузевий моніторинг     

c. Стан місцевого самоврядування 
у 2010-2014 роках 

    

d. Вісник Асоціації міст України      

e. Новини ДІАЛОГУ      

f. Правова допомога      

g. Новини преси      

h. Програми або новини на радіо      
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 ТАК (1) НІ (2) Не знаю (-8) 
Не зачитувати 

Відмова (-9) 
Не зачитувати 

i. Програми або новини на 
телебаченні  

    

EDP, ПИТАННЯ 3.6 ЗАДАВАТИ ТІЛЬКИ ЯКЩО У ЗАПИТАННІ 3.5 Є ПРИНАЙМНІ ОДНА 
ВІДПОВІДЬ 1 (ТАК)  

 

7.5 Які публікації та матеріали з попереднього питання є НАЙКОРИСНІШИМИ для вас як для 
посадовця міської ради? Один варіант відповіді 

a. Новини законодавства 1 

b. Галузевий моніторинг 2 

c. Стан місцевого самоврядування у 201Х році 3 

d. Вісник Асоціації міст України  4 

e. Новини ДІАЛОГУ  5 

f. Правова допомога  6 

g. Новини преси  7 

h. Програми або новини на радіо  8 

i. Програми або новини на телебаченні  9 

Усі(2) 10

(Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 11

(Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 12

 

4.5 На Вашу думку, чи допоміг ДІАЛОГ Вашому місту в співпраці з приватним сектором 
(бізнесом) для надання якісних та ефективних державних послуг (наприклад, 
комунальних послуг)?  

 Так(1) 

 Ні(2) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 
 

4.6 Чи Ваше місто налагодило співпрацю з приватним сектором (бізнесом) для надання 
державних послуг?  

 Так(1) 

 Ні(2) – ДО 5.1 

 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 

4.5 Будь ласка, наведіть Дві галузі, в яких Ваше місто налагодило співпрацю з приватним 
сектором (бізнесом) для надання державних послуг  
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 __________________(4.3A) 

 ___________________(4.3B) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Відмова (-9) 

 (Не зачитувати!) Не знаю (-8) 

5.3 За шкалою від 1 до 5, де 1 – абсолютно не згоден, а 5 - повністю згоден, оцініть 
твердження, які я зачитаю, стосовно НОВОВВЕДЕНЬ, здійснених у місті завдяки 
співпраці з проектом ДІАЛОГ  

 Повніст
ю не 

згодний  

(1) 

Не 
згоде
н 

(2) 

Де в 
чому 
згоден 

(3) 

Згоде
н(4) 

Абсолютн
о згодний 

(5) 

Не знаю (-
8) Не 
зачитуват
и 

Відмова (-
9) Не 
зачитуват
и 

5.1A Наше 
місто 
запровадило 
кілька 
нововведень у 
роботі органів 
місцевого 
самоврядуван
ня завдяки 
співпраці з 
проектом 
ДІАЛОГ  

       

5.1B Наше 
місто 
запровадило 
бюджетні 
слухання для 
отримання 
зворотного 
зв’язку від 
основних 
учасників 
стосовно 
пріоритетів у 
витратах   

       

5.1C Наше 
місто здійснює 
опитування 
громадської 
думки серед 
мешканців для 
врахування 
потреб 
отримувачів 
послуг  

       

5.1D Бюджет 
нашого міста 
доступний на 
сайті чи у 
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 Повніст
ю не 

згодний  

(1) 

Не 
згоде
н 

(2) 

Де в 
чому 
згоден 

(3) 

Згоде
н(4) 

Абсолютн
о згодний 

(5) 

Не знаю (-
8) Не 
зачитуват
и 

Відмова (-
9) Не 
зачитуват
и 

фінансовому 
відділі для 
публічного 
перегляду  

5.1E Ми 
постійно 
розвиваємо, 
відслідковуємо 
та ділимося 
показниками 
якості роботи у 
різних галузях 
з мешканцями 
міста  

       

5.1F Наше 
місто 
ініціювало 
стратегічні 
зміни, що 
стосуються 
гендерних 
питань, щоб 
надати 
жінкам  більше 
можливостей 

       

 

Дуже вдячні Вам за час, витрачений для участі в опитуванні. Ми дуже цінуємо Ваші ідеї та 
погляди. Ви нам дуже допомогли. 

1.3.1. Стать (позначте не запитуючи):  

 Жінка 

 Чоловік 

А5 

ПОРЯДКОВИЙ 
НОМЕР 

ВИЗНАЧЕННЯ 

01 Заповнено (всі модулі повністю заповнено) 
02 Респондент не у відведеному для цього місці зустрічі під час інтерв'ю 
03 Респондент відсутній протягом тривалого періоду 
04 Респондент недоступний (в офісі, але недоступний) 
05 Відкладено / Перенесено (інтерв'ю було відкладено і заплановано новий час)  
06 Остаточна відмова (інтерв'ю було відмовлено /  інтерв'ю не проведено) 
07 Неправильний телефон 
08 Частково заповнене / з подальшим продовженням (інтерв'ю зупинено, але буде 

продовжено пізніше) 
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ПОРЯДКОВИЙ 
НОМЕР 

ВИЗНАЧЕННЯ 

09 Частково заповнене / завершене інтерв'ю (Інтерв'ю зупинено і не буде продовжено) 
10 Тимчасова відмова (у проведенні інтерв'ю було відмовлено / супервайзор звернеться 

знову ) 
11 Інше - у разі не проведення  інтерв'ю (зазначити причину) 
 

 

Оцінювання Ініціативи «ДІАЛОГ»: 

Опитування ключових співрозмовників: протокол і питання для інших проектів USAID в Україні 

A. Вступ  
Як  можливо  Вам  казав  Володимир  Терницький,  який  від  нашого  імені  звертався  до  Вас  щодо 

організації  даної  зустрічі,  Регіональна  місія  USAID  в  Україні  уклала  угоду  з  компанією  «Mendez 

England & Associates» щодо проведення оцінювання діяльності проекту USAID «Ініціатива захисту 

прав і представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні (ДІАЛОГ)», що реалізовується 

Асоціацією міст України в 2010‐2015 роках. 

Протягом  інтерв’ю  я  хотіла  би  задати  ряд  питань  щодо  Вашої  взаємодії  з  проектом  «ДІАЛОГ»  і 

поінформованості про вказаний проект, його досягнення  і проблеми, а також почути Ваші думки 

щодо  структури  можливого  продовження  проекту.  Обговорення  триватиме  щонайбільше  40‐60 

хвилин, тому ми спробуємо бути зосередженими, лаконічними і висвітлити всі важливі моменти. 

Інформація, надана Вами, допоможе Асоціації міст України і місії USAID в Україні удосконалити цю 

програму. 

Ваші дані не будуть розголошуватись, а відповіді будуть вказані лише на організаційному рівні в 

нашому звіті про оцінювання. 

Це дослідження фінансується Агентством США з міжнародного розвитку. Ваша участь в інтерв’ю є 

добровільною.  Ви  можете  відмовитись  або  припинити  участь  в  інтерв’ю  без  жодних  штрафних 

санкцій. 

Враховуючи обмежений час для обговорення, я можливо зв’яжусь з Вами після нашої зустрічі для 

декількох додаткових питань.  Я  хотіла би  записати  інтерв’ю тому, що я  хочу переконатись, що я 

зрозуміла  все  сказане  Вами  і  точно  передала  Ваші  думки.  Запис  розмови  буде  знищено  після 

закінчення періоду дослідження. 

Мій  телефонний  номер  ...,  і  Ви  можете  зателефонувати  мені  в  будь‐який  час,  якщо  Ви  маєте 

питання щодо вказаного дослідження.  

Ви не заперечуєте проти запису?  Чи можу я розпочати інтерв'ю? 

[ЯКЩО ТАК, ВКЛЮЧИТИ ЗАПИС НА ПЛАНШЕТІ, ОТРИМАТИ ЗГОДУ НА ЗАПИС І РОЗПОЧАТИ 

ІНТЕРВ’Ю] 
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(повторити для запису) Ви не заперечуєте проти запису? 

B. Контекст (отримання важливої інформації стосовно ролі ключового співрозмовника в 
підтримці децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування) 

 

1. Ми розмовляємо з провідними спеціалістами проектів USAID, які так або інакше задіяні в 
діяльності на підтримку децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування в Україні. Чи можете Ви 
описати діяльність/завдання Вашого проекту в Україні в цій сфері?   

C. Політичний контекст  
(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 1: Які основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для 

місцевих органів влади в Україні, на думку адміністрацій міст та інших важливих учасників, є 

результатом, в цілому або частково,  роботи  проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? Зокрема, чи досягнуто будь‐

якого прогресу в розв'язанні важливих проблем,  пов'язаних з гендерним питанням? 

 

2. На Вашу думку, які відбулись основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для місцевих органів 
влади в Україні за останні 5 років? З точки зору децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування 
які були ці зміни: 

a. позитивними? 
b. негативними?  

 

3. На Ваш погляд, наскільки позитивні зміни є результатом роботи проекту "ДІАЛОГ"?  
f. Повністю або частково завдяки роботи проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? 
g. Якщо частково, то на який відсоток? 

 

4. На Вашу думку, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" практичних результатів в створенні ефективного 
діалогу між місцевими органами влади та їхніми партнерами на державному і обласному 
рівні? Якщо ні, що можна було зробити інакше?  

 

5. На Ваш погляд, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" зростання суспільній поінформованості і суспільній 
підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування?  Якщо ні, яка була основна причина?  

 

6. На Вашу думку або погляд, чи приділяв проект "ДІАЛОГ" особливу увагу вирішенню ключових 
питань, пов'язаних із гендерним питанням?  

a. Наскільки успішним або неуспішним був проект в цих питаннях?  
b. На Вашу думку, з якими основними труднощами зіткнувся проект у вирішенні 

гендерного питання?  
D. Ефективні стратегії, що використовувались проектом "ДІАЛОГ"  

(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 2: Які найбільш ефективні стратегії 

використовувались для створення робочих відносин з численними партнерами "ДІАЛОГ" 

в мінливому середовищі України? Яким чином можна було удосконалити ті стратегії, що не 

спрацювали?  
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7. Чи відомі Вам стратегії, які використовує "ДІАЛОГ" для створення робочих відносин з 
українськими партнерами? Якщо стратегії Вам відомі, то які з них були ефективними? 

a. Якщо так, наскільки ефективні?  

b. Якщо ні, з якої причини?  

8. Якщо стратегії були ефективні, то, на Вашу думку, яка була найбільш ефективною? І чому?  

 

9. Чи можливо удосконалити ті стратегії, які не спрацювали? 

a. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо інших стратегій, які не використовувались, але могли бути 
ефективними?  

E. Ефективне використання ресурсів і підтримка реформ за допомогою співпраці  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 3: Наскільки вдало проект "ДІАЛОГ" використовував 

можливості для максимально ефективного використання ресурсів і підтримки реформ за 

допомогою співпраці з іншими програмами розвитку та організаціями приватного бізнесу в 

Україні? 

10. Чи співпрацював "ДІАЛОГ" з Вашим проектом з метою підтримки реформ з децентралізації і 
місцевого самоврядування в Україні?  

a. Якщо так, то на Вашу думку, чи була ця співпраця ефективною? 

b. Якщо співпраця не була ефективною, наведіть, будь ласка, причини і що можна було б 
зробити інакше? 

11. На Ваш погляд, наскільки вдало "ДІАЛОГ" використовував можливості для максимально 
ефективного використання ресурсів за допомогою співпраці з Вашим проектом? Чи була 
відповідь проекту сприятливою для наданої можливості? Якщо ні, на Ваш погляд, з якої 
причини і яким чином "ДІАЛОГ" зміг би діяти краще?    

 

12. На Вашу думку або погляд, співпрацював проект "ДІАЛОГ" з іншими програми розвитку і 
організаціями приватного бізнесу для підтримки реформ в Україні?   

F. Прийняття методів проекту "ДІАЛОГ"  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 4: Які практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом 

"ДІАЛОГ", застосовувались їхніми партнерами для удосконалення діалогу з питань політики і 

підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування без іноземної 

допомоги?  Якщо застосовувались, яким чином ці  практики і дії були інтегровані в усталену 

діяльність органів влади? 

13. Чи знайомі Ви з методами, що використовувались "ДІАЛОГом" для удосконалення діалогу з 
питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого 
самоврядування? На Ваш погляд, чи були ці методи ефективними? Якщо так, які методи? 

14. На Ваш погляд, чи застосовують українські партнери проекту будь‐які з цих практик і дій, що 
підтримуються "ДІАЛОГом", і чи інтегровані ці методи в усталену діяльність органів влади? 
Якщо так, то, на Вашу думку, з прийняттям цих методів чи стали українські партнери більш 
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спроможними удосконалити діалог з питань політики та підвищити рівень громадської 
підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування без іноземної допомоги? 

15. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо можливої майбутньої програми‐наступниці "ДІАЛОГу"? Що 
можливо зробити інакше? Які компоненти програми відсутні на даний момент або потребують 
більшої уваги в майбутньому? 

 

 

Оцінювання Ініціативи «ДІАЛОГ»: 

Опитування ключових співрозмовників: протокол і питання для інших донорів в Україні 

A. Вступ  
Як  можливо  Вам  казав  Володимир  Терницький,  який  від  нашого  імені  звертався  до  Вас  щодо 

організації  даної  зустрічі,  Регіональна  місія  USAID  в  Україні  уклала  угоду  з  компанією  «Mendez 

England & Associates» щодо проведення оцінювання діяльності проекту USAID «Ініціатива захисту 

прав і представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні (ДІАЛОГ)», що реалізовується 

Асоціацією міст України в 2010‐2015 роках. 

Протягом  інтерв’ю  я  хотіла  би  задати  ряд  питань  щодо  Вашої  взаємодії  з  проектом  «ДІАЛОГ»  і 

поінформованості про вказаний проект, його досягнення  і проблеми, а також почути Ваші думки 

щодо  структури  можливого  продовження  проекту.  Обговорення  триватиме  щонайбільше  40‐60 

хвилин, тому ми спробуємо бути зосередженими, лаконічними і висвітлити всі важливі моменти.  

Інформація, надана Вами, допоможе Асоціації міст України і місії USAID в Україні удосконалити цю 

програму. 

Ваші дані не будуть розголошуватись, а відповіді будуть вказані лише на організаційному рівні в 

нашому звіті про оцінювання. 

Це дослідження фінансується Агентством США з міжнародного розвитку. Ваша участь в інтерв’ю є 

добровільною.  Ви  можете  відмовитись  або  припинити  участь  в  інтерв’ю  без  жодних  штрафних 

санкцій. 

Враховуючи обмежений час для обговорення, я можливо зв’яжусь з Вами після нашої зустрічі для 

декількох додаткових питань.   Я хотіла би записати  інтерв’ю тому, що я хочу переконатись, що я 

зрозуміла  все  сказане  Вами  і  точно  передала  Ваші  думки.  Запис  розмови  буде  знищено  після 

закінчення періоду дослідження.  

Мій  телефонний  номер  ...,  і  Ви  можете  зателефонувати  мені  в  будь‐який  час,  якщо  Ви  маєте 

питання щодо вказаного дослідження.  

Ви не заперечуєте проти запису?  Чи можу я розпочати інтерв'ю? 

[ЯКЩО ТАК, ВКЛЮЧИТИ ЗАПИС НА ПЛАНШЕТІ, ОТРИМАТИ ЗГОДУ НА ЗАПИС І РОЗПОЧАТИ 

ІНТЕРВ’Ю] 
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(повторити для запису) Ви не заперечуєте проти запису? 

B. Контекст (отримання важливої інформації стосовно ролі ключового співрозмовника в 
підтримці децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування) 

1. Ми розмовляємо з провідними спеціалістами міжнародних донорів, які задіяні в діяльності у 
сфері децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування в Україні. Чи можете Ви описати 
діяльність/завдання Вашої організації в Україні в цій сфері?   

C. Політичний контекст  
(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 1: Які основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для 

місцевих органів влади в Україні, на думку адміністрацій міст та інших важливих учасників, є 

результатом, в цілому або частково,  роботи  проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? Зокрема, чи досягнуто будь‐

якого прогресу в розв'язанні важливих проблем,  пов'язаних з гендерним питанням? 

2. На Вашу думку, які відбулись основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для місцевих органів 
влади в Україні за останні 5 років? З точки зору децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування 
які були ці зміни: 

a. позитивними? 
b. негативними?  

 

3. Припускаючи, що Ви знайомі з проектом "ДІАЛОГ", на Вашу думку, наскільки ці зміни є 
результатом діяльності проекту "ДІАЛОГ"  

h. Повністю або частково завдяки роботи проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? 
i. Якщо частково, то, на Вашу думку, який відсоток цих змін стався завдяки проекту 

"ДІАЛОГ"? 
 

4. На Вашу думку, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" практичних результатів в створенні ефективного 
діалогу між місцевими органами влади та їхніми партнерами на державному і обласному 
рівні?  

a. Якщо так, будь ласка наведіть деякі результати.  
b. На Вашу думку, чи був діалог між різними рівнями уряду повністю або частково 

ефективним завдяки проекту? Який відсоток? 
c. Якщо "ДІАЛОГ" не досяг результатів, що можна було зробити інакше?  

 

5. На Ваш погляд, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" зростання суспільній поінформованості і суспільній 
підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування?  

a. Якщо так, яким чином? 
b. Якщо ні, яка була основна причина?  

 

6. На Вашу погляд, чи є електронні публікації проекту "ДІАЛОГ" та теле‐ і радіопрограми 
корисними и своєчасними?  

a. Якщо так, наскільки? 
b. Якщо ні, з якої причини? 

 



 

A-133 

 

7. На Вашу думку або погляд, чи приділяв проект "ДІАЛОГ" особливу увагу вирішенню ключових 
питань, пов'язаних із гендерним питанням?  

a. Наскільки успішним або неуспішним був проект в цих питаннях?  
b. На Вашу думку, з якими основними труднощами зіткнувся проект у вирішенні 

гендерного питання?  
 

D. Ефективні стратегії, що використовувались проектом "ДІАЛОГ"  

(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 2: Які найбільш ефективні стратегії 

використовувались для створення робочих відносин з численними партнерами "ДІАЛОГ" 

в мінливому середовищі України? Яким чином можна було удосконалити ті стратегії, що не 

спрацювали? 

8. Чи відомі Вам стратегії, які використовує "ДІАЛОГ" для створення робочих відносин з 
українськими партнерами? Якщо стратегії Вам відомі, то чи були ці стратегії ефективними? 
(Підказка: запитати про День діалогу, Регіональні дорадчі ради, друковану продукцію і  
виступи проекту в ЗМІ  (радіо репортаж, телерепортаж, серії телепрограм), мережу 
юристів місцевого самоврядування, професійні групи АМУ) 

a. Якщо так, наскільки ефективні?  

b. Якщо ні, з якої причини?  

 

E. Ефективне використання ресурсів і підтримка реформ за допомогою співпраці  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 3: Наскільки вдало проект "ДІАЛОГ" використовував 

можливості для максимально ефективного використання ресурсів і підтримки реформ за 

допомогою співпраці з іншими програмами розвитку та організаціями приватного бізнесу в 

Україні? 

9. Чи співпрацював "ДІАЛОГ" з Вашою організацією з метою підтримки реформ з децентралізації і 
місцевого самоврядування в Україні?  

a. Якщо так, то на Вашу думку, чи була ця співпраця ефективною? 

b. Якщо співпраця не була ефективною, наведіть, будь ласка, причини і що можна було б 
зробити інакше? 

10. На Ваш погляд, наскільки вдало "ДІАЛОГ" використовував можливості для максимально 
ефективного використання ресурсів за допомогою співпраці з Вашою організацією? Чи була 
відповідь проекту сприятливою для наданої можливості?  

a. Якщо ні, на Ваш погляд, з якої причини і яким чином "ДІАЛОГ" зміг би діяти краще?  

 

11. На Вашу думку або погляд, співпрацював проект "ДІАЛОГ" з іншими програми розвитку і 
організаціями приватного бізнесу для підтримки реформ в Україні?  

 

F. Прийняття методів проекту "ДІАЛОГ"  
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(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 4: Які практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом 

"ДІАЛОГ", застосовувались їхніми партнерами для удосконалення діалогу з питань політики і 

підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування без іноземної 

допомоги? Якщо застосовувались, яким чином ці  практики і дії були інтегровані в усталену 

діяльність органів влади? 

12. Чи знайомі Ви з методами, що використовувались "ДІАЛОГом" для удосконалення діалогу з 
питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого 
самоврядування? На Ваш погляд, чи були ці методи ефективними? Якщо так, які методи? 

13. На Ваш погляд, чи застосовують українські партнери проекту будь‐які з цих практик і дій, що 
підтримуються "ДІАЛОГом", і чи інтегровані ці методи в усталену діяльність органів влади?  

a. Якщо так, то, на Вашу думку, з прийняттям цих методів чи стали українські партнери 
більш спроможними удосконалити діалог з питань політики та підвищити рівень 
громадської підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування без іноземної 
допомоги? 

14. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо можливої майбутньої програми‐наступниці "ДІАЛОГу"? Що 
можливо зробити інакше? Які компоненти програми відсутні на даний момент або потребують 
більшої уваги в майбутньому? 

 

Оцінювання Ініціативи «ДІАЛОГ»: 

Опитування ключових співрозмовників: протокол і питання для посадових осіб міських і 

державних органів влади у містах, що не є членами АМУ  

A. Вступ  
Як можливо Вам казав Володимир Терницький, який від нашого імені звертався до Вас щодо 

організації даної зустрічі, Регіональна місія USAID в Україні уклала угоду з компанією «Mendez 

England & Associates» щодо проведення оцінювання діяльності проекту USAID «Ініціатива захисту 

прав і представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні (ДІАЛОГ)», що реалізовується 

Асоціацією міст України в 2010‐2015 роках. 

Протягом інтерв’ю я хотіла би задати ряд питань щодо Вашої взаємодії з проектом «ДІАЛОГ» і 

поінформованості про вказаний проект, його досягнення і проблеми, а також почути Ваші думки 

щодо структури можливого продовження проекту.  Обговорення триватиме щонайбільше 40‐60 

хвилин, тому ми спробуємо бути зосередженими, лаконічними і висвітлити всі важливі моменти.  

Інформація, надана Вами, допоможе Асоціації міст України і місії USAID в Україні удосконалити цю 

програму. 

Ваші дані не будуть розголошуватись, а відповіді будуть вказані лише на організаційному рівні в 

нашому звіті про оцінювання. 
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Це дослідження фінансується Агентством США з міжнародного розвитку. Ваша участь в інтерв’ю є 

добровільною. Ви можете відмовитись або припинити участь в інтерв’ю без жодних штрафних 

санкцій. 

Враховуючи обмежений час для обговорення, я можливо зв’яжусь з Вами після нашої зустрічі для 

декількох додаткових питань.  Я хотіла би записати інтерв’ю тому, що я хочу переконатись, що я 

зрозуміла все сказане Вами і точно передала Ваші думки. Запис розмови буде знищено після 

закінчення періоду дослідження.  

Мій телефонний номер ..., і Ви можете зателефонувати мені в будь‐який час, якщо Ви маєте 

питання щодо вказаного дослідження.  

Ви не заперечуєте проти запису?  Чи можу я розпочати інтерв'ю? 

[ЯКЩО ТАК, ВКЛЮЧИТИ ЗАПИС НА ПЛАНШЕТІ, ОТРИМАТИ ЗГОДУ НА ЗАПИС І РОЗПОЧАТИ 

ІНТЕРВ’Ю] 

(повторити для запису) Ви не заперечуєте проти запису? 

B. Контекст (отримання важливої інформації стосовно ролі ключового співрозмовника в 
підтримці децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування) 

 

1. Ми розмовляємо з представниками зацікавлених сторін на державному і міському рівні, які 
задіяні в діяльності у сфері децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування в Україні, а також з 
тими зацікавленими сторонами, що не беруть участі, але можливо отримають перевагу від 
децентралізації. Чи можете Ви описати Вашу роль в управлінні/агентстві/організації стосовно 
процесів децентралізації?  

Додаткове питання для посадових осіб м. Могилів‐Подільський:  

2. A. Ми отримали інформацію, що Ваше місто раніше було членом АМУ, але припинило членство 
через несплату членських внесків, чи було це свідомим рішенням не сплачувати внески або 
через те, що місто не могло сплачувати великі внески? Якщо вірне останнє, то яким відсоток 
доходів міста становили внески?  
 

Додаткове питання для посадових осіб м. Немирів:  

2. На Ваш погляд або розуміння, чому місто вирішило не бути членом АМУ? Чи існують плани 

вступу до Асоціації в майбутньому?   

 

C. Політичний контекст  
(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 1: Які основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для 

місцевих органів влади в Україні, на думку адміністрацій міст та інших важливих учасників, є 

результатом, в цілому або частково,  роботи  проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? Зокрема, чи досягнуто будь‐

якого прогресу в розв'язанні важливих проблем,  пов'язаних з гендерним питанням? 
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3. На Вашу думку, якою має бути роль міста/адміністрації в підтримці реформ з децентралізації і 
підтримці адміністративної, фіскальної автономії місцевих органів влади та їхній автономії в 
сфері політики?  

a. В статуті Вашої установи чи має Ваше управління/відділ обов'язки в сфері 
децентралізації? 

b. Чи існують різні погляди в Вашому міністерстві/організації на підходи до 
децентралізації та її практики? 
 

4. На Вашу думку, які відбулись основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для місцевих органів 
влади в Україні за останні 5 років, зокрема у Вашому місті? На Ваш погляд, ці зміни були: 

a. позитивними? 
b. негативними?  

 

5. На Ваш погляд, наскільки позитивні зміни є результатом діяльності АМУ/ проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? 
  

6. На Вашу думку, чи досягла Асоціація міст України/проект "ДІАЛОГ" практичних результатів в 
створенні ефективного діалогу між адміністрацією міста та центральними органами влади на 
державному і обласному рівні? Якщо ні, з якої причини?  

 

7. На Ваш погляд, чи досягла АМУ/проект "ДІАЛОГ" зростання суспільній поінформованості і 
суспільній підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування, в тому числі у Вашому 
місті/регіоні? Якщо ні, яка була основна причина? 

 

8. На Ваш погляд, які проблеми, що пов'язані з гендерним питанням, є ключовими для місцевого 
самоврядування в Україні? (Підказка: чи достатнім є представництво жінок в міській раді 
або на керівних посадах в органах влади? Чи існує політика, що дозволяє жінкам стати 
економічно активними? Чи існує конкретне фінансування програм, які орієнтовані на 
жінок?) 

a. Чи має адміністрація міста офіційну гендерну політику, що створює можливості? 
 

9. На Вашу думку або погляд, чи приділяв проект "ДІАЛОГ" особливу увагу вирішенню ключових 
питань, пов'язаних із гендерним питанням?  

a. Наскільки успішним або неуспішним був проект в цих питаннях?  
b. На Вашу думку, з якими основними труднощами зіткнувся проект у вирішенні 

гендерного питання?  
 

D. Ефективні стратегії, що використовувались проектом "ДІАЛОГ"  
(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 2: Які найбільш ефективні стратегії 

використовувались для створення робочих відносин з численними партнерами "ДІАЛОГ" в 

мінливому середовищі України? Яким чином можна було удосконалити ті стратегії, що не 

спрацювали? 
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10. Чи відомі Вам стратегії, які використовує "ДІАЛОГ" для створення робочих відносин з 
адміністраціями міст та державними органами? Якщо стратегії Вам відомі, то чи були ці 
стратегії ефективними? 

a. Якщо так, то які стратегії були найбільш ефективними?  

b. Якщо ні, з якої причини? Яким чином їх можна удосконалити? 

 

E. Ефективне використання ресурсів і підтримка реформ за допомогою співпраці  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 3: Наскільки вдало проект "ДІАЛОГ" використовував 

можливості для максимально ефективного використання ресурсів і підтримки реформ за 

допомогою співпраці з іншими програмами розвитку та організаціями приватного бізнесу в 

Україні? 

11. На Ваш погляд, чи допомагав "ДІАЛОГ" місту встановити партнерські відносини з організаціями 
приватного бізнесу з метою підвищення якості і надання більш ефективних побутових послуг? 
Чи заснувала адміністрація міста подібне партнерство? 

a. Якщо так, чи може Ви навести приклади такої співпраці? 

 

F. Прийняття методів проекту "ДІАЛОГ"  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 4: Які практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом 

"ДІАЛОГ", застосовувались їхніми партнерами для удосконалення діалогу з питань 

політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого 

самоврядування без іноземної допомоги? Якщо застосовувались, яким чином ці  

практики і дії були інтегровані в усталену діяльність органів влади? 

12. Чи знайомі Ви з методами, що використовувались "ДІАЛОГом" для удосконалення діалогу з 
питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого 
самоврядування? Якщо знайомі з методами, то, на Вашу думку, чи були ці методи 
ефективними? Якщо так, які методи? 

 

13. Чи знаєте Ви, які міста застосовують практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом "ДІАЛОГ", для 
удосконалення діалогу з питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки 
реформування місцевого самоврядування без іноземної допомоги? Якщо так, які практики і 
дії? Часом, Ваше місто входить до цього переліку? [перейти до наступного питання, якщо 
відповідь на це питання "ні"] 

14. Якщо місто затвердило практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом "ДІАЛОГ", чи інтегровані ці 
методи в усталену діяльність адміністрації міста? І яким чином?  

15. Чи відомі Вам медіа матеріали, підготовлені проектом "ДІАЛОГ", з метою підвищення 
громадської поінформованості та підтримці реформування місцевого самоврядування, таких 
як регулярні публікації, а також радіо‐ та телепрограми? Якщо так, які з цих матеріалів, на Вашу 
думку як офіційної особи міста, є найбільш корисними? 

 



 

A-138 

 

Додаткове питання до посадових осіб міст, які не є членами АМУ:  

16. На Ваш погляд або думку, чи членство в АМУ і участь в проекті "ДІАЛОГ" принесуть місту 
користь? Чи можете Ви визначити, яка конкретно можлива користь  від участі в проекті? 

17. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо можливої майбутньої програми‐наступниці "ДІАЛОГу"? Зокрема, 
які можуть бути пропозиції? 

 

Оцінювання Ініціативи «ДІАЛОГ»: 

Опитування ключових співрозмовників: протокол і питання для представників органів державної 

влади та українських партнерів 

A. Вступ  
Як  можливо  Вам  казав  Володимир  Терницький,  який  від  нашого  імені  звертався  до  Вас  щодо 

організації  даної  зустрічі,  Регіональна  місія  USAID  в  Україні  уклала  угоду  з  компанією  «Mendez 

England & Associates» щодо проведення оцінювання діяльності проекту USAID «Ініціатива захисту 

прав і представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні (ДІАЛОГ)», що реалізовується 

Асоціацією міст України в 2010‐2015 роках. 

Протягом  інтерв’ю  я  хотіла  би  задати  ряд  питань  щодо  Вашої  взаємодії  з  проектом  «ДІАЛОГ»  і 

поінформованості про вказаний проект, його досягнення  і проблеми, а також почути Ваші думки 

щодо  структури можливого  продовження  проекту.    Обговорення  триватиме щонайбільше  40‐60 

хвилин, тому ми спробуємо бути зосередженими, лаконічними і висвітлити всі важливі моменти.  

Інформація, надана Вами, допоможе Асоціації міст України і місії USAID в Україні удосконалити цю 

програму. 

Ваші дані не будуть розголошуватись, а відповіді будуть вказані лише на організаційному рівні в 

нашому звіті про оцінювання. 

Це дослідження фінансується Агентством США з міжнародного розвитку. Ваша участь в інтерв’ю є 

добровільною.  Ви  можете  відмовитись  або  припинити  участь  в  інтерв’ю  без  жодних  штрафних 

санкцій. 

Враховуючи обмежений час для обговорення, я можливо зв’яжусь з Вами після нашої зустрічі для 

декількох додаткових питань.   Я хотіла би записати  інтерв’ю тому, що я хочу переконатись, що я 

зрозуміла  все  сказане  Вами  і  точно  передала  Ваші  думки.  Запис  розмови  буде  знищено  після 

закінчення періоду дослідження.  

Мій  телефонний  номер  ...,  і  Ви  можете  зателефонувати  мені  в  будь‐який  час,  якщо  Ви  маєте 

питання щодо вказаного дослідження.  

Ви не заперечуєте проти запису?  Чи можу я розпочати інтерв'ю? 

[ЯКЩО ТАК, ВКЛЮЧИТИ ЗАПИС НА ПЛАНШЕТІ, ОТРИМАТИ ЗГОДУ НА ЗАПИС І РОЗПОЧАТИ 

ІНТЕРВ’Ю] 
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(повторити для запису) Ви не заперечуєте проти запису? 

B. Контекст (отримання важливої інформації стосовно ролі ключового співрозмовника в 
підтримці децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування) 

1. Ми розмовляємо з представниками зацікавлених сторін на державному і міському рівні, які 
задіяні в діяльності у сфері децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування в Україні. Чи можете 
Ви описати Вашу роль в управлінні/агентстві/організації стосовно підтримці вказаного 
середовища?   

 

C. Політичний контекст  
(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 1: Які основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для 

місцевих органів влади в Україні, на думку адміністрацій міст та інших важливих учасників, є 

результатом, в цілому або частково,  роботи  проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? Зокрема, чи досягнуто будь‐

якого прогресу в розв'язанні важливих проблем,  пов'язаних з гендерним питанням? 

2. Якою є роль міністерства/агентства/організації в розробці і/або реалізації реформ з 
децентралізації та підтримки адміністративної, фіскальної автономії місцевих органів влади та 
їхній автономії в сфері політики?  

a. Якою є Ваша роль або Вашого управління/відділу в вирішенні цих питань? 
b. Чи існують різні погляди в Вашому міністерстві/організації на підходи до 

децентралізації та її практики? 
 

3. На Вашу думку, які відбулись основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для місцевих органів 
влади в Україні за останні 5 років? З точки зору децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування, 
чи були ці зміни: 

a. позитивними? 
b. негативними?  

 

4. На Ваш погляд, наскільки ці позитивні або негативні зміни є результатом роботи проекту 
"ДІАЛОГ"?  

a. Повністю або частково завдяки роботи проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? 
b. Якщо частково, то, на Вашу думку, який відсоток цих змін стався завдяки проекту 

"ДІАЛОГ"? 
 

5. На Вашу думку, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" практичних результатів в створенні ефективного 
діалогу між місцевими органами влади та їхніми партнерами на державному і обласному 
рівні?  

a. Якщо так, будь ласка наведіть деякі результати. 
b. На Вашу думку, чи був діалог між різними рівнями уряду повністю або частково 

ефективним завдяки проекту? Який відсоток? 
c. Якщо "ДІАЛОГ" не досяг результатів, що можна було зробити інакше?  

 

6. На Ваш погляд, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" зростання суспільній поінформованості і суспільній 
підтримки реформуванню місцевого самоврядування?  
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a. Якщо так, яким чином? 
b. Якщо ні, яка була основна причина?  

 

7. На Вашу погляд, чи є електронні публікації проекту "ДІАЛОГ" та теле‐ і радіопрограми 
корисними и своєчасними? 

a. Якщо так, наскільки? 
b. Якщо ні, з якої причини? 
 

8. На Ваш погляд, які проблеми, що пов'язані з гендерним питанням, є ключовими для місцевого 
самоврядування в Україні? (Підказка: чи достатнім є представництво жінок в міській раді 
або на керівних посадах в органах влади?  Чи існує політика, що дозволяє жінкам стати 
економічно активними? Чи існує конкретне фінансування програм, які орієнтовані на 
жінок?) 

a. Чи має Уряд України офіційну гендерну політику, що створює можливості? 
 

9. На Вашу думку або погляд, чи приділяв проект "ДІАЛОГ" особливу увагу вирішенню ключових 
питань, пов'язаних із гендерним питанням?  

a. Наскільки успішним або неуспішним був проект в цих питаннях?  
b. На Вашу думку, з якими основними труднощами зіткнувся проект у вирішенні 

гендерного питання?  
D. Ефективні стратегії, що використовувались проектом "ДІАЛОГ"  

(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 2: Які найбільш ефективні стратегії 

використовувались для створення робочих відносин з численними партнерами "ДІАЛОГ" 

в мінливому середовищі України? Яким чином можна було удосконалити ті стратегії, що не 

спрацювали? 

 

10. Чи знаєте Ви, які стратегії, що використовує проект "ДІАЛОГ" для створення робочих відносин з 
Вашим міністерством/установою? Чи були ці стратегії ефективними? (Підказка: запитати про 
День діалогу, Регіональні дорадчі ради, друковану продукцію і  виступи проекту в ЗМІ  
(радіо репортаж, телерепортаж, серії телепрограм), мережу юристів місцевого 
самоврядування, професійні групи АМУ) 

a. Якщо так, яким чином?  

b. Якщо ні, з якої причини?  

11. Якщо стратегії були ефективні, то, на Вашу думку, яка була найбільш ефективною? І чому?  

 

12. Чи можливо удосконалити ті стратегії, які не спрацювали? 

a. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо інших стратегій, які не використовувались, але могли бути 
ефективними?  

13. Наскільки Вам відомо, чи вдалось проекту "ДІАЛОГ" встановити контакти з приватним 
бізнесом для максимально ефективного використання ресурсів і підтримки реформ? 
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E. Ефективне використання ресурсів і підтримка реформ за допомогою співпраці  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 3: Наскільки вдало проект "ДІАЛОГ" використовував 

можливості для максимально ефективного використання ресурсів і підтримки реформ за 

допомогою співпраці з іншими програмами розвитку та організаціями приватного бізнесу в 

Україні? 

14. На Вашу думку або погляд, співпрацював проект "ДІАЛОГ" з іншими програми розвитку і 
організаціями приватного бізнесу для підтримки реформ в Україні?  

a. Якщо так, чи може Ви навести приклади такої співпраці? 

 

F. Прийняття методів проекту "ДІАЛОГ"  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 4: Які практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом 

"ДІАЛОГ", застосовувались їхніми партнерами для удосконалення діалогу з питань політики і 

підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування без іноземної 

допомоги? Якщо застосовувались, яким чином ці  практики і дії були інтегровані в усталену 

діяльність органів влади? 

15. Чи знайомі Ви з методами, що використовувались "ДІАЛОГом" для удосконалення діалогу з 
питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого 
самоврядування? На Ваш погляд, чи були ці методи ефективними? Якщо так, які методи? 

 

16. Які практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом "ДІАЛОГ", застосовувало Ваше 
міністерство/установа для удосконалення діалогу з питань політики і підвищення рівня 
громадської підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування без іноземної допомоги? 

a. Якщо так, які практики і дії? 

b. Якщо ні, з якої причини? 

17. Якщо місто затвердило практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом "ДІАЛОГ", чи інтегровані ці 
методи в усталену діяльність органи влади? І яким чином? 

18. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо можливої майбутньої програми‐наступниці "ДІАЛОГу"? Що 
можливо зробити інакше? Які компоненти програми відсутні на даний момент або потребують 
більшої уваги в майбутньому? 

 

Оцінювання Ініціативи «ДІАЛОГ»: 

Цільове групове обговорення: протокол і питання для представників Регіональних дорадчих 

рад, які не є членами АМУ 

A. Вступ  
Як можливо Вам казав Володимир Терницький, який від нашого імені звертався до Вас щодо 

організації даної дискусії, Регіональна місія USAID в Україні уклала угоду з компанією «Mendez 
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England & Associates» щодо проведення оцінювання діяльності проекту USAID «Ініціатива захисту 

прав і представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні (ДІАЛОГ)», що реалізовується 

Асоціацією міст України в 2010‐2015 роках. 

Ми проводимо цільове групове обговорення як складову частину оцінювання  і хотіли би задати 

ряд питань щодо Вашої взаємодії з проектом «ДІАЛОГ» і поінформованості про вказаний проект, 

його досягнення і проблеми, а також почути Ваші думки щодо структури можливого продовження 

проекту.  Обговорення триватиме щонайбільше півтори години і проводиться під головуванням 

місцевої дослідної компанії "GfK", що розташована в Києві. Ми високо цінуємо Вашу участь тому, 

що вона допоможе Регіональній місії  USAID в Україні в розробці нових програм, які стануть більш 

ефективними в просуванні децентралізації в Україні. 

Ваші дані не будуть розголошуватись, а відповіді будуть вказані лише на організаційному рівні в 

нашому звіті про оцінювання, крім того Ваша участь в обговоренні є добровільною. Ви можете 

відмовитись або припинити участь в інтерв’ю без жодних штрафних санкцій. 

Ми запишемо групове обговорення для того, щоб ми змогли зосередитись на розмові з Вами і не 

переймались  веденням  нотаток,  а  також  для  того,  щоб  ми  змогли  пізніше  прослухати  запис  і 

пересвідчитись,  що  ми  не  забули  те,  що  Ви  сказали.    Ці  плівки  не  будуть  надані  нікому  поза 

дослідною групою і будуть знищені після закінчення нашого дослідження.  

Мій  телефонний  номер  ...,  і  Ви  можете  зателефонувати  мені  в  будь‐який  час,  якщо  Ви  маєте 

питання щодо вказаного дослідження.  

Ви згодні взяти участь в цільовому груповому обговоренні?   

[ЯКЩО ТАК, ВКЛЮЧИТИ ЗАПИС НА ПЛАНШЕТІ, ОТРИМАТИ ЗГОДУ НА ЗАПИС І РОЗПОЧАТИ 

ІНТЕРВ’Ю] 

(повторити для запису) Ви не заперечуєте проти запису? 

1. Для даного обговорення ми запросили ЛИШЕ членів Регіональної дорадчої ради, які задіяні в 
підтримці децентралізації і місцевого самоврядування в Україні, але не є членами АМУ. Чи 
можете Ви описати Вашу роль стосовно підтримки  децентралізації і місцевого 
самоврядування?   

 

2. На Ваш погляд, чи відіграє Регіональна дорадча рада велику роль в підтримці реформ з 
децентралізації та підтримці адміністративної, фіскальної автономії органів місцевого 
самоврядування та їх автономії в сфері політики? Якщо ні, то, на Вашу думку, для чого 
Регіональна дорадча рада найбільш придатна? 

a. Чи існують різні погляди всередині Регіональної дорадчої ради щодо підходів до і 
практик децентралізації? 
 

3. На Ваш погляд, чи є РДР ефективною стратегією для створення робочих відносин між членами 
АМУ та представниками центральним органів влади на обласному рівні для обговорення 
альтернативних варіантів політики та підтримки законодавчих і інституціональних форм з 
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метою удосконалення діяльності місцевих органів влади у Вашому регіоні? (Підказка: Якщо 
так, то чому? Якщо ні, з якої причини? 

a. Що в РДР мало бути зроблено для того, щоб зробити її більш ефективною у виробленні 
діалогу щодо політики між членами АМУ і представниками центральних органів влади 
на рівні області? 

4. На Вашу думку, які відбулись основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для місцевих органів 
влади в Україні за останні 5 років? З точки зору децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування, 
ці зміни були: 

a. позитивними? 
b. негативними?  

 

5. На Ваш погляд, наскільки позитивні зміни є результатом діяльності Регіональної дорадчої ради?  
a. Якщо вплив РДР на ці зміни був незначним, які інші чинники стали основним чинником 

цих змін, і сприяв цим чинникам проект "ДІАЛОГ"? 
 

6. Чи викликає діяльність РДР інтерес з боку місцевих/регіональних ЗМІ? Чи широко 
рекламуються результати засідань РДР? Чи сприяє це зростанню суспільній поінформованості і 
суспільній підтримці реформуванню місцевого самоврядування взагалі і, зокрема, в області? 
Якщо ні, яка була основна причина?  
 

7. На Ваш розсуд, чи обговорювались проблеми, пов'язані з гендерним питанням на засіданнях 
РДР?  

a. Якщо ні, з якої причини? 
b. Якщо так, який результат цих дискусій?  

 

8. На Ваш погляд, чи необхідно зберігати або додати гендерні проблеми до порядку денного 
засідань РДР?  

a. Якщо так, які основні гендерні проблеми можуть обговорюватись на засіданнях РДР? 
b. Якщо ні, де, на Вашу думку, мають обговорюватись ці питання?  

 
9. На Вашу думку, чи співпрацювали РДР або її члени з іншими програмами технічної допомоги в 

Україні з метою просування децентралізації?  

a. Якщо ні, з якої причини? На Вашу думку, чи має це бути сферою повноважень РДР? 

b. Якщо так, чи може Ви навести приклади такої співпраці? 

10. На Ваш погляд, чи встановила Регіональна дорадча рада партнерські відносини або проводила 
обговорення з українськими організаціями приватного бізнесу з метою підвищення якості і 
надання більш ефективних суспільних послуг?  

a. Якщо ні, з якої причини? На Вашу думку, чи має це бути сферою повноважень РДР? 

b. Якщо так, чи може Ви навести приклади такої співпраці? 

11. Чи знайомі Ви з методами крім РДР, що використовувались "ДІАЛОГом" для удосконалення 
діалогу з питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформування місцевого 
самоврядування? На Ваш погляд, чи були ці методи ефективними? Якщо так, які методи? 
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12. Чи відомі Вам медіа матеріали, підготовлені проектом "ДІАЛОГ", з метою підвищення 
громадської поінформованості та підтримці реформування місцевого самоврядування, таких 
як регулярні публікації, а також радіо‐ та телепрограми? Якщо так, які з цих матеріалів, на Вашу 
думку, є найбільш корисними? 

13. Чи має Ви пропозиції щодо можливої майбутньої програми‐наступниці "ДІАЛОГу"? Що 
можливо зробити інакше? Які компоненти програми відсутні на даний момент або потребують 
більшої уваги в майбутньому? 

 

ДЯКУЮ ЗА ЧАС, ЯКИЙ ВИ ПРИДІЛИЛИ НАМ, І ЗА ВАШУ УЧАСТЬ В ОБГОВОРЕННІ! 

 

Оцінювання Ініціативи «ДІАЛОГ»: 

Цільове групове обговорювання: протокол і питання для офіційних осіб регіональних дорадчих 

рад міст‐членів АМУ 

A. Вступ  
Як  можливо  Вам  казав  Володимир  Терницький,  який  від  нашого  імені  звертався  до  Вас  щодо 

організації  даної  дискусії,  Регіональна  місія USAID  в  Україні  уклала  угоду  з  компанією  «Mendez 

England & Associates» щодо проведення оцінювання діяльності проекту USAID «Ініціатива захисту 

прав і представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні (ДІАЛОГ)», що реалізовується 

Асоціацією міст України в 2010‐2015 роках. 

Ми проводимо цільове групове обговорення як складову частину оцінювання    і хотіли би задати 

ряд питань щодо Вашої взаємодії з проектом «ДІАЛОГ»  і поінформованості про вказаний проект, 

його досягнення і проблеми, а також почути Ваші думки щодо структури можливого продовження 

проекту.  Обговорення  триватиме  щонайбільше  півтори  години  і  проводиться  під  головуванням 

місцевої дослідної компанії "GfK", що розташована в Києві.  Ми високо цінуємо Вашу участь тому, 

що вона допоможе Регіональній місії  USAID в Україні в розробці нових програм, які стануть більш 

ефективними в просуванні децентралізації в Україні. 

Ваші дані не будуть розголошуватись, а відповіді будуть вказані лише на організаційному рівні в 

нашому  звіті  про  оцінювання,  крім  того  Ваша  участь  в  обговоренні  є  добровільною.  Ви  можете 

відмовитись або припинити участь в інтерв’ю без жодних штрафних санкцій. 

Ми запишемо групове обговорення для того, щоб ми змогли зосередитись на розмові з Вами і не 

переймались  веденням  нотаток,  а  також  для  того,  щоб  ми  змогли  пізніше  прослухати  запис  і 

пересвідчитись,  що  ми  не  забули  те,  що  Ви  сказали.    Ці  плівки  не  будуть  надані  нікому  поза 

дослідній групі і будуть знищені після закінчення нашого дослідження.  

Мій телефонний номер ..., і Ви можете зателефонувати мені в будь‐який час, якщо Ви маєте 

питання щодо вказаного дослідження.  

Ви згодні взяти участь в цільовому груповому обговоренні?   
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[ЯКЩО ТАК, ВКЛЮЧИТИ ЗАПИС НА ПЛАНШЕТІ, ОТРИМАТИ ЗГОДУ НА ЗАПИС І РОЗПОЧАТИ 

ІНТЕРВ’Ю] 

(повторити для запису) Ви не заперечуєте проти запису? 

1. Для обговорення ми запросили членів Регіональних дорадчих рад (РДР) від міст, що є членами 
Асоціації міст України (АМУ) і задіяні в підтримці децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування 
в України. Чи можете Ви описати Вашу роль в місті стосовно підтримки  децентралізації і 
місцевого самоврядування?   

 

2. На Ваш погляд, яку роль і відповідальність відіграє Регіональна дорадча рада в підтримці 
реформ з децентралізації та підтримці адміністративної, фіскальної автономії органів 
місцевого самоврядування та їх автономії в сфері політики?  

a. Чи існують різні погляди всередині Регіональної дорадчої ради щодо підходів до і 
практик децентралізації? 
 

3. На Ваш погляд, чи є РДР ефективною стратегією для створення робочих відносин між членами 
АМУ та представниками центральним органів влади на обласному рівні для обговорення 
альтернативних варіантів політики та підтримки законодавчих і інституціональних форм з 
метою удосконалення діяльності місцевих органів влади у Вашому регіоні? (Підказка: Якщо 
так, то чому? Якщо ні, з якої причини? 

a. Що в РДР мало бути зроблено для того, щоб зробити її більш ефективною у виробленні 
діалогу щодо політики між членами АМУ і представників центральних органів влади на 
рівні області? 

 

4. На Ваш погляд, які відбулись основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для місцевих органів 
влади в Україні за останні 5 років, зокрема у Вашому місті? З точки зору децентралізації та 
місцевого самоврядування, ці зміни були: 

a. позитивними? 
b. негативними?  

 

5. На Ваш погляд, наскільки позитивні зміни є результатом діяльності Регіональної дорадчої ради?  
a. Якщо вплив РДР на ці зміни був незначним, які інші фактори стали основним чинником 

цих змін, і сприяв цим чинникам проект "ДІАЛОГ"?  
 

6. Чи викликає діяльність РДР інтерес у місцевих/регіональних ЗМІ? Чи широко рекламуються 
результати засідань РДР? Чи сприяє це зростанню суспільній поінформованості і суспільній 
підтримці реформуванню місцевого самоврядування, в тому числі у Вашому місті/регіоні? 
Якщо ні, яка була основна причина?  

 

7. На Ваш розсуд, чи обговорювались проблеми, пов'язані з гендерним питанням на засіданнях 
РДР?  

a. Якщо ні, з якої причини? 
b. Якщо так, який результат цих дискусій?  
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8. На Ваш погляд, чи необхідно зберігати або додати гендерні проблеми до порядку денного 

засідань РДР?  
a. Якщо так, які основні гендерні проблеми можуть обговорюватись на засіданнях РДР? 
b. Якщо ні, де, на Вашу думку, мають обговорюватись ці питання?  

 
9. На Вашу думку, чи співпрацювали РДР або її члени з іншими програмами технічної допомоги в 

Україні з метою просування децентралізації?  

a. Якщо ні, з якої причини? На Вашу думку, чи має це бути сферою повноважень РДР?  

b. Якщо так, чи може Ви навести приклади такої співпраці? 

10. На Ваш погляд, чи встановила Регіональна дорадча рада партнерські відносини або проводила 
обговорення з українськими організаціями приватного бізнесу з метою підвищення якості і 
надання більш ефективних суспільних послуг?  

a. Якщо ні, з якої причини? На Вашу думку, чи має це бути сферою повноважень РДР? 

b. Якщо так, чи може Ви навести приклади такої співпраці? 

11. Чи знайомі Ви з методами крім РДР, що використовувались "ДІАЛОГом" для удосконалення 
діалогу з питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформуванню місцевого 
самоврядування? На Ваш погляд, чи були ці методи ефективними? Якщо так, які методи? 

12. Чи відомі Вам медіа матеріали, підготовлені проектом "ДІАЛОГ", з метою підвищення 
громадської поінформованості та підтримці реформування місцевого самоврядування, таких 
як регулярні публікації, а також радіо‐ та телепрограми? Якщо так, які з цих матеріалів, на Вашу 
думку, є найбільш корисними? 

 

13. Чи має Ви пропозиції щодо можливої майбутньої програми‐наступниці "ДІАЛОГу"? Що 
можливо зробити інакше? Які компоненти програми відсутні на даний момент або потребують 
більшої уваги в майбутньому? 

 

ДЯКУЮ ЗА ЧАС, ЯКИЙ ВИ ПРИДІЛИЛИ НАМ, І ЗА ВАШУ УЧАСТЬ В ОБГОВОРЕННІ! 

 

Оцінювання Ініціативи «ДІАЛОГ»: 

Опитування ключових співрозмовників: протокол і питання для посадовців міст‐членів АМУ  

A. Вступ  
Як  можливо  Вам  казав  Володимир  Терницький,  який  від  нашого  імені  звертався  до  Вас  щодо 

організації  даної  зустрічі,  Регіональна  місія  USAID  в  Україні  уклала  угоду  з  компанією  «Mendez 

England & Associates» щодо проведення оцінювання діяльності проекту USAID «Ініціатива захисту 

прав і представлення інтересів місцевого самоврядування в Україні (ДІАЛОГ)», що реалізовується 

Асоціацією міст України в 2010‐2015 роках. 

Протягом  інтерв’ю  я  хотіла  би  задати  ряд  питань  щодо  Вашої  взаємодії  з  проектом  «ДІАЛОГ»  і 

поінформованості про вказаний проект, його досягнення  і проблеми, а також почути Ваші думки 
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щодо  структури можливого  продовження  проекту.    Обговорення  триватиме щонайбільше  40‐60 

хвилин, тому ми спробуємо бути зосередженими, лаконічними і висвітлити всі важливі моменти.  

Інформація, надана Вами, допоможе Асоціації міст України і місії USAID в Україні удосконалити цю 

програму. 

Ваші дані не будуть розголошуватись, а відповіді будуть вказані лише на організаційному рівні в 

нашому звіті про оцінювання. 

Це дослідження фінансується Агентством США з міжнародного розвитку. Ваша участь в інтерв’ю є 

добровільною.  Ви  можете  відмовитись  або  припинити  участь  в  інтерв’ю  без  жодних  штрафних 

санкцій. 

Враховуючи обмежений час для обговорення, я можливо зв’яжусь з Вами після нашої зустрічі для 

декількох додаткових питань.   Я хотіла би записати  інтерв’ю тому, що я хочу переконатись, що я 

зрозуміла  все  сказане  Вами  і  точно  передала  Ваші  думки.  Запис  розмови  буде  знищено  після 

закінчення періоду дослідження.  

Мій  телефонний  номер  ...,  і  Ви  можете  зателефонувати  мені  в  будь‐який  час,  якщо  Ви  маєте 

питання щодо вказаного дослідження.  

Ви не заперечуєте проти запису?  Чи можу я розпочати інтерв'ю? 

[ЯКЩО ТАК, ВКЛЮЧИТИ ЗАПИС НА ПЛАНШЕТІ, ОТРИМАТИ ЗГОДУ НА ЗАПИС І РОЗПОЧАТИ 

ІНТЕРВ’Ю] 

(повторити для запису) Ви не заперечуєте проти запису? 

B. Контекст (отримання важливої інформації стосовно ролі ключового співрозмовника в 
підтримці децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування) 

1. Ми розмовляємо з важливими учасниками на державному і міському рівні, які задіяні в 
підтримці децентралізації та місцевого самоврядування в Україні. Чи можете Ви описати Вашу 
роль в управлінні/установі/організації стосовно підтримці даного середовища?     

C. Політичний контекст  
(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 1: Які основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для 

місцевих органів влади в Україні, на думку адміністрацій міст та інших важливих учасників, є 

результатом, в цілому або частково,  роботи  проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? Зокрема, чи досягнуто будь‐

якого прогресу в розв'язанні важливих проблем,  пов'язаних з гендерним питанням? 

2. Які заходи приймає місто або яка його роль в підтримці реформ з децентралізації та підтримці 
адміністративної, фіскальної автономії та автономії в сфері політики?   

a. Якою є роль Ваша роль або Вашого управління/відділу в сприянні цій роботі? 
b. Чи існують різні погляди всередині адміністрації міста щодо підходів до і практик 

децентралізації? 
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3. На Вашу думку, які відбулись основні зміни в діяльності та середовищі для місцевих органів 
влади в Україні за останні 5 років, зокрема у Вашому місті? З точки зору децентралізації та 
місцевого самоврядування, ці зміни були: 

a. позитивними? 
b. негативними?  

 
4. На Ваш погляд, наскільки позитивні зміни є результатом роботи проекту "ДІАЛОГ"?  

a. Повністю або частково завдяки роботи проекту "ДІАЛОГ"? 
b. Якщо частково, то, на Вашу думку, який відсоток цих змін стався завдяки проекту 

"ДІАЛОГ"? 
 

5. На Вашу думку, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" практичних результатів в створенні ефективного 
діалогу між адміністрацією міста та центральними органами влади на державному і 
обласному рівні? Якщо ні, що можна було зробити інакше?  

 

6. На Ваш погляд, чи досяг проект "ДІАЛОГ" зростання суспільній поінформованості і суспільній 
підтримки реформування місцевого самоврядування, в тому числі у Вашому місті/регіоні? 
Якщо ні, яка була основна причина?  

 

7. На Ваш погляд, які проблеми, що пов'язані з гендерним питанням, є ключовими для місцевого 
самоврядування в Україні? (Підказка: чи достатнім є представництво жінок в міській раді 
або на керівних посадах в органах влади? Чи існує політика, що дозволяє жінкам стати 
економічно активними?) Чи існує конкретне фінансування програм, які орієнтовані на 
жінок?) 

a. Чи має адміністрація міста офіційну гендерну політику, що створює можливості? 
 

8. На Вашу думку або погляд, чи приділяв проект "ДІАЛОГ" особливу увагу вирішенню ключових 
питань, пов'язаних із гендерним питанням?  

a. Наскільки успішним або неуспішним був проект в цих питаннях?  
b. На Вашу думку, з якими основними труднощами зіткнувся проект у вирішенні 

гендерного питання?  
 

D. Ефективні стратегії, що використовувались проектом "ДІАЛОГ"  

(Питання пов'язані з Питанням оцінювання 2: Які найбільш ефективні стратегії 

використовувались для створення робочих відносин з численними партнерами "ДІАЛОГ" 

в мінливому середовищі України? Яким чином можна було удосконалити ті стратегії, що не 

спрацювали? 

9. Чи знаєте Ви, які стратегії, що використовує проект "ДІАЛОГ" для створення робочих відносин з 
адміністрацією Вашого міста? Чи були ці стратегії ефективними? 

a. Якщо так, яким чином?  

b. Якщо ні, з якої причини?    

10. Якщо стратегії були ефективні, то, на Вашу думку, яка була найбільш ефективною? І чому?  
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11. Чи можливо удосконалити ті стратегії, які не спрацювали? 

a. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо інших стратегій, які не використовувались, але могли бути 
ефективними?  

 

E. Ефективне використання ресурсів і підтримка реформ за допомогою співпраці  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 3: Наскільки вдало проект "ДІАЛОГ" використовував 

можливості для максимально ефективного використання ресурсів і підтримки реформ за 

допомогою співпраці з іншими програмами розвитку та організаціями приватного бізнесу в 

Україні? 

12. На Ваш погляд, чи допомагав "ДІАЛОГ" місту встановити партнерські відносини з організаціями 
приватного бізнесу з метою підвищення якості і надання більш ефективних побутових послуг? 
Чи заснувала адміністрація міста подібне партнерство? 

a. Якщо так, чи може Ви навести приклади такої співпраці? 

 

F. Прийняття методів проекту "ДІАЛОГ"  
(відноситься до Питання оцінювання 4: Які практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом 

"ДІАЛОГ", застосовувались їхніми партнерами для удосконалення діалогу з питань політики і 

підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформуванню місцевого самоврядування без 

іноземної допомоги? Якщо застосовувались, яким чином ці  практики і дії були інтегровані в 

усталену діяльність органів влади? 

13. Чи знайомі Ви з методами, що використовувались "ДІАЛОГом" для удосконалення діалогу з 
питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки реформуванню місцевого 
самоврядування? На Ваш погляд, чи були ці методи ефективними? Якщо так, які методи? 

 

14. Які практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом "ДІАЛОГ", застосовувало місто для 
удосконалення діалогу з питань політики і підвищення рівня громадської підтримки 
реформуванню місцевого самоврядування без іноземної допомоги? 

a. Якщо так, які практики і дії? 

b. Якщо ні, з якої причини? 

15. Якщо місто затвердило практики і дії, що підтримуються проектом "ДІАЛОГ", чи інтегровані ці 
методи в усталену діяльність адміністрації міста? І яким чином?  

 

16. Чи відомі Вам медіа матеріали, підготовлені проектом "ДІАЛОГ", з метою підвищення 
громадської поінформованості та підтримці реформування місцевого самоврядування, таких 
як регулярні публікації, а також радіо‐ та теле‐програми? Якщо так, які з цих матеріалів, на 
Вашу думку як офіційної особи міста, є найбільш корисними? 
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17. Чи маєте Ви пропозиції щодо можливої майбутньої програми‐наступниці "ДІАЛОГу"? Що 
можливо зробити інакше? Які компоненти програми відсутні на даний момент або потребують 
більшої уваги в майбутньому? 
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List of Materials Consulted 

Source and Name of Document Year 

USAID/AUC: Cooperative Agreement  XXXXXXXXXXXXX?  
USAID: Program Description for the DIALOGUE Project 2010? 
DIALOGUE: Year 1 Work Plan  2010 
DIALOGUE: Year 2 Work Plan  2011 
DIALOGUE: Year 3 Work Plan 2012 
DIALOGUE: Year 4 Work Plan 2013 
DIALOGUE: PMP Plan for FY2010 2010 
DIALOGUE: PMP Plan for FY2011 2011 
DIALOGUE: Annual Report for FY2010 2010 
DIALOGUE: Legislation Development Scorecard, FY2010 2010 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Oct-Dec 2010 2011 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Jan-Mar 2011 2011 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Apr-Jun 2011 2011 
DIALOGUE: Annual Report for FY2011 2011 
DIALOGUE: Legislation Development Scorecard, FY2011 2011 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Oct-Dec 2011 2012 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Jan-Mar 2012 2012 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Apr-Jun 2012 2012 
DIALOGUE: Annual Report for FY2012 2012 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Oct-Dec 2012 2013 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Jan-Mar 2013 2013 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Apr-Jun 2013 2013 
DIALOGUE: Annual Report for FY2013 2013 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Oct-Dec 2013 2014 
DIALOGUE: Quarterly Report,  Jan-Mar 2014 2014 
DIALOGUE: Annual Report for FY2014 2014 
DIALOGUE: PMP Plan for FY2014 2014 
DIALOGUE: Legislation Development Scorecard, FY2011 (Ukrainian) 2014 
DIALOGUE: National Public Opinion Poll on Decentralization 2013 
DIALOGUE: National Public Opinion Poll on Decentralization 2014 
USAID: Local Governance And Decentralization Assessment:  Implications 
Of Proposed Reforms In Ukraine 

2014 

Council of Europe: Local and Regional Democracy in Ukraine – Monitoring 
Committee’s Report 

2013 
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ANNEX I: LIST OF PERSONS 
INTERVIEWED 
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List of Persons (Key Informants) Interviewed by ET 
January 14-24, 2015 

 
In Kyiv: 

Name of the Organization 
Address 

Persons Interviewed Contact Information 
Phone/email 

Association of Ukrainian cities 
73 Artema Str., Kyiv 

Mr. Myroslav Pitsyk, Executive 
Director 

+380 44 486 2578 
MPittsyk@org.ua  

 Ms. Olena Tomniuk, COP +380 44 486 3066 
inter@auc.org.ua  

 Mr. V. Sydorenko, Senior Legal 
Expert 

 

 Mr. V. Polinkevych, Monitoring 
Expert  

 

 M. Yurchenko, Senior Public 
Education/Media Expert 

 

 V. Parkhomenko, Manager of 
Analytical Centre 

 

 V. Kravchenko, Manager of Legal 
Assistance Centre 

 

 O. Slobozhan, Director of 
Centre of Legislation Analysis  

 

USAID’s Rada Project 
34-A Hrushevskoho Str, Of. 49 

Ms. Elina Shyshkina, Deputy 
Chief of Party 

+380 50 385 0527 

 Mr. Ihor Parasiuk,  +38095 410 4368 
iparas@ukr.net  

CIDA’s Ukrainian Municipal Local 
Economic Development 
30/39 Schekavytska Str, Of. 27 

Mr. Oleg Voitovych, local 
economic development specialist 

38044 207 1282 
oleg.voitovych@mled.org.ua 

 Ms. Lyudmyla Chernyavska, 
Gender Equality specialist 

 

Improvement of Municipal Service in 
Ukraine (GIZ project) 
15 Khreschatyk Str., Of. 65 

Mr. Taras Zhuravel, project 
coordinator 

+38067 966 6866 
taras.zhuravel@giz.de 

Swiss Cooperation Office Ukraine 
4 Hlybochytska Str. 

Ms. Ilona Postemska, National 
Programme Officer, Local 
Governance and Public Services 

+38044 238 6250 
ilona.postemska@eda.admin.ch  

National Institute of Strategic Studies 
18/7 Kutuzov Str. 
 
National Academy of Public 
Administration 
20 E. Pottier Str., 
 
Institute of Policy and Strategy 
Analysis 
5 S. Perovskoy Str. 

Mr. Yaroslav Berezhnyi, PhD, 
senior consultant, Unit of 
economic strategy 
 
 
 
 
expert on decentralization (half 
time in these 2 other 
institutions) 

+38063 454 3570 
berezhnyi@niss.gov.ua 

Ministry of Regional Development & 
Construction 
9 V. Zhytomyrska Str. 

Mr. Viacheslav Nehoda, Deputy 
Minister 

+38044 284-0518 
nehoda@minregion.gov.ua  

 Mr. Roman Chuprienko, Deputy  
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Name of the Organization 
Address 

Persons Interviewed Contact Information 
Phone/email 

Minister 
 Mr. Serhii Ustinov, Head of 

International Cooperation 
Department 

 

 Ms. Nadia Petrunyak, Head of 
Unit, Department of 
Communication and PR 

 

Parliament of Ukraine 
5 Hrushevskogo Str. 

Mr. Oleksandr Saienko, Head of 
Secretariat of the Speaker 

 

 Mr. Oleksandr Martynenko, 
Deputy Head of Secretariat of 
VR’s Speaker 

+38044 255 3446 
+38050 343 5853 
 

3-A Sadova Str. Mr. Mykola Fedoruk, MP 
 

+380 44 255-2830 
Fedoruk.Myrola@rada.gov.au  

 Mr. Andrii Koshman, Assistant 
to the MP 

+38050 9092470 

 Mr. Oleh Berezyuk, Head of 
Samopomich Faction in the 
Parliament 

 

 Ms. Aliona Babak, MP +38067 547 4756 
babak@mdi.org.ua  

USAID Municipal Energy Reform 
Project (MERP) 
9-A Tolstogo Str. 

Mr. William Tucker, COP 
Mr. Andriy Mitskan, Deputy 
COP 
Ms. Vira Illiash, PR Manager 

+38044 596 5960 
wtucker@merp.org.ua  
 

MFSI II 
15-V Borysoglibska Str. 

Mr. Viacheslav Zybenko, 
Director 

+38044 492 9780 
vzubenko@ibser.org.ua  

Ministry of Finance 
11 Mezhygirska Str 

Ms. Halyna Markovych,  +38044 277 5580 
markovych@minfin.gov.ua   
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Outside Kyiv: 

Name of the Organization 
Address 

Persons Interviewed Contact Information 
Phone/email 

Chernihiv Town Council Executive 
Committee 
7 Mahistratska Str. 

Mr. Viktor Bystrov, Deputy Mayor  +380462 65 1349 
Bystrov2007@ukr.net  

 
 Mr. Yurii Tkach, Head of Culture 

Department 
 

 Mr. Yurii Tytarenko, Head of Land 
Relations Department 

 

Chernihiv Oblast Council 
43 Myru Ave. 

Mr. Mykola Zverev, Chairperson 
 

+380642 67 6720 
 

 Mr.  Melnychuk Valentyn, 
Deputy Chairperson 

 

 Mr. Oleh Soskin, 
Director, Institute of Society 
Transformation 

 

Vinnytsia City Hall 
59 Soborna Str. 

Mr. Valerii Koroviy, 
Deputy Mayor 

+380432 59-50-03 
koroviy@vmr.gov.ua  

 Mr. Yurii Kozak, 
Deputy Director, Land Relations 
Department 

 

 Ms. Nataliya Lutsenko, 
Director of Finance Department 

 

 Mr. Volodymyr Bunyak, 
Director of Education Department 

+380432 59-50-62 
bunyak@vmr.gov.ua  

 Mr. Serhii Tymoshchuk, 
Director of Legal Policy Department 

 

Executive Director of Vinnytsia 
Region AUC Office 

Mr. Vladyslav Filatov, Head of Regional 
AUC Office  

+38050 461 0955 

   
Mohyliv-Podilskyi Town Hall 
6/16 Shevchenko Sq. 

Mr. Petro Brovko, 
Mayor 

+3804337 6-52-40 
 

 Mr.  Ruslan Volodymyrovych Horbatyuk, 
Head of Office 

+38097 299-4949 
 

Mohyliv-Podilskyi District State 
Administration 
1 Shevchenko Sq. 

Mr. Oleh Ivanovych Kytasyuk, 
Head of district state administration 

 

 Mr. Oleksii Hryhorovych Kuchuruk, 
Deputy Head 

 

 Ms. Maya Stepanivna Kosenko, 
Head of Office 

 

 Ms. Natalia Kosarchuk, 
Head of Economy Department 

 

 Mr. Ivan Petrovych Chechirko, 
Head of Finance Department 

 

 Mr. Volodymyr Volodymyrovych Sirant, 
Head of District Council 

 

 Mr. Volodymyr Pavlovych 
Trachuk, 
Deputy Head of District Council 
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Name of the Organization 
Address 

Persons Interviewed Contact Information 
Phone/email 

   
Korosten Town Hall 
22 Hrushevskogo Str. 

Mr. Volodymyr Vassyliovych Moskalenko, 
Mayor 

 

 Mr. Viktor Vasyliovych Khodakivskyi, 
Secretary of Korosten Town Council 

+3804142 4-30-31 
Mob: +38097 810 1435 
Korosten-rada@meta.ua  

 Ms. Natalia Mykolayivna Chyzhevska, 
Head of Information and Consultation 
Support 

+3804142 9-61-88 

 Ms. Olha Skosareva, Reporter of Korosten 
TV 

 

   
Lviv City Hall 
1 Rynok Sq. 

Mr. Volodymyr Zub, 
Head of Health Care Department 

 

 Mr. Oleh Ischuk, 
Head of Finance Department 

 

   
Representatives of town-AUC 
members from Lviv Oblast 

Ms. Natalia Stus, 
Head of Legal Unit, town of Horodok 

 

 Ms. Oksana Hut, 
Economist, Town Council, town of 
Komarne 

 

 Mr. Ihor Moroz, 
Deputy Mayor, town of Ugniv 

 

 Mr. Andrii Romaniuk, 
Mayor, town of Buzsk 

 

   
Lviv Oblast State Administration 
18 Vinnychenko Str. 

Mr. Stepan Panutsa, 
Deputy Head of Organisational Department 

+38067 671 2470 

   
Lviv Region AUC Office 
5 Gen. Chuprynka Str. 

Mr. Vasyl Petrovych Abaimov, 
Executive Director 

+38032 238 9294 
Mob.: +38050 714 1499 

   
Mass media portal 
Dyvys.info 

Mr. Oleh Dovganyk, 
Chief Editor 

+38096 141 3694 
Oleg86@ukr.net  

   
Lutsk City Council 
19 B. Khelnytskogo Str. 

Mr. Svyatoslav Kravchuk, 
First Deputy Mayor, 

 

 Mr. Oleh Rachkov , Head of Legal Issues 
Department 

 

 Ms. Olha Korytneva, 
International Cooperation, 

 

 Ms. Larysa Boyaryn, 
Head of Social Policy Department 

 

 Mr. Oleh Hrebeniuk, Head of Education 
Department 

 

 Mr. Fedir Hnatovych Koshel, 
Head of Health Care Department, City 
Council 

+380332 72 2251 
uoz@lutskrada.gov.ua  
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Name of the Organization 
Address 

Persons Interviewed Contact Information 
Phone/email 

   
Mayors of towns-AUC members 
from Volyn Region 

Mr. Viktor Hodyk, 
Mayor of Horokhiv 

 

 Mr. Vitalii Polischuk, 
Mayor of Rozhysche 

 

 Mr. Vasyl Bondar, 
Mayor of Kamin-Kashyrskyi 

 

 Mr. Bohdan Ius, 
Head of Lokachi village council 

 

   
AUC office in Volyn Region Mr. Bohdan Vitaliyovych Samoilenko, 

Executive director 
+38050 587 7562 

   
Nemyriv City Council 
26 Lenina Street 

Mr. Oleksandr Kachur, Mayor +380 4331 2-2964 

 Mr. Ivan Parysh 
Deputy Mayor 

 

 Mr. Kremeniuk M.V. 
Deputy Mayor 

 

 Ms. Svitlana Kostiana 
Chief of Staff 

 

   
Nemyriv Raion Council 
84 Gorkoho Street 

Mr. Sobchenko Arkady Mykhailovych 
Deputy Head of Council 

 

 Mr. Tryhub Valery Stepanovych 
Head of Organizational Department of 
Council 

 

 Mr. Honcharuk Serhiy Volodymyrovych 
Deputy Head of Organizational 
Department 

 

   
Nemyriv Raion State 
Administration 
84 Gorkoho Street 

Ms. Futuymas Olena Vasylivna 
Chief of Staff of Administration 

+380 96 371 1613 

 Mr. Yahno Oleksandr Mykhailovych 
Head of Economy Department  

 

   
Khmelnytsky City Council 
3 Gagarina Street 

Konstiantyn Chernylevsky 
Acting Mayor 

+380 38 276 4502 

 Sloven Voronetsky 
Head of Social Protection Dept. 

 

 Valeriy Oliynyk 
Head of Education Department 

 

 Svitlana Shevchenko 
Deputy Head of Culture Dept. 

 

 Mykhailo Vasylchyshyn 
Head of Health Department 

 

 Serhiy Samyshkin 
Head of Land Department 
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Name of the Organization 
Address 

Persons Interviewed Contact Information 
Phone/email 

 Valentyna Kostenetska 
Deputy Head of Social Prot. Dept. 

 

 Liliya Demchuk 
Head of Legal Department 

 

   
Khmelnytsky Oblast Council 
1 Independence Square 

Victor Adamsky 
First Deputy Head of Council 

+380 38 276 5024 

 Vasyl Klymchuk 
Deputy Chief of Staff 

 

 Mykola Panasiuk 
Deputy Head of Internal Policy 

 

   
Khmelnytsky Oblast State 
Administration 
1 Independence Square 

Serhiy Flentin 
Deputy Head of Economy Department  

 

   
Slavuta City, Khmelnytsky Oblast Vasyl Sydor 

City Mayor  
 

   
Makiv Village, Khmelnytsky Oblast Anatoliy Kushnir 

Village Mayor 
 

   
Dunaivtsi Town, Khmelnytsky 
Oblast 

Oleksandr Zalagaev 
Deputy Mayor 

 

   
AUC RO in Khmelnytsky  
18 Gagarina Street 

Petro Kalyniuk 
Executive Director 

+380 67 382 7730 

   
Kamianets-Podilsky City Council 
1 Maidan Vidrodzhenia 

Mykhailo Simashkevych 
City Mayor 

+380 38 495 1650 

 Pavlo Havryliuk 
Culture Department 

 

 Olga Melekestseva 
Legal Department 

 

   
Chernivtsi City Council 
1 Tsentralna Square 

Yaroslav Kushniryk 
City Council Secretary 

+380 37 252 5924 

 Yaroslav Horodynsky 
Head of Economy Department 

 

 Liviya Bambuliak 
Head of Finance Department 

 

 Volodymyr Puminets 
Head of Patronage Department 

 

   
Chernivtsi Oblast Council 
1 Hrushevskoho Street 

Ivan Paziak 
Deputy Head of Council 

+380 37 255 3460 

   
Sokyriany City, Chernivtsi Oblast Vasyl Ravlyk 

City Mayor 
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Name of the Organization 
Address 

Persons Interviewed Contact Information 
Phone/email 

   
Zastavna City, Chernivtsi Oblast Yaroslav Tsurkan 

City Mayor 
 

   
Novoselytsia City, Chernivtsi 
Oblast 

Nikorych Maria 
City Mayor 

 

   
AUC RO in Chernivtsi 
2 Eminesku Street 

Pavlo Goriuk 
Executive Director 

+380 37 251 5630 
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Findings Conclusions Recommendations 
Relevance and Effectiveness of Objective 1 Activities 
DIALOGUE has been highly relevant, with well-designed 
components, and AUC - a longstanding entity advocating 
for local governments and providing them with a 
consolidated platform and voice - has been a natural 
partner to spearhead the effort. Interviews with 11 
national and 50 local government officials (AUC 
members) revealed that, overall, cities are appreciative of 
the legislative work done by DIALOGUE and consider it 
very relevant.  

When city officials were asked in the survey “Do you 
think that the DIALOGUE project has been effective in 
getting the state government to change existing 
legislation or adopt new legislation based on comments 
and feedback from cities?” 68% said “yes,” 20% said “no,” 
and 2% “don’t know,” with 10% not providing an answer. 
Asked about the three main areas or sectors in which 
DIALOGUE has successfully enabled legislative changes 
that increase local government autonomy and efficiency, 
they responded the financial sector and budget (24.6%), 
housing and utilities (21.6%), and land law (10%). 

Overall, DIALOGUE was relevant and effective 
in improving the legal framework for local self-
government. Based on meetings with 
stakeholders, it is clear that in the absence of 
the project there may have been less capacity 
to advocate for decentralization in the country 
and, perhaps, less progress in local governance 
legislative reform. Even though AUC has been 
active in Ukraine for many years, USAID’s 
backing and financial support enabled it to 
provide important support to member cities 
under the three project objectives examined by 
the ET.   

 

None 

DIALOGUE/AUC built expertise in legislative drafting 
and amendments and has a cadre of professionals who 
are well respected for their skills and knowledge. 
However, the political environment in Ukraine has 
restricted the pace of reform. Several AUC member 
cities confirmed the Association’s positive role in trying 
to advance legislative reform but, as 3 of 8 FGD 
discussants mentioned, even with DIALOGUE/AUC’s 
assistance results were limited.  

 

DIALOGUE has had some success in improving 
the legal framework despite periods of 
recentralization. DIALOGUE’s unrealized 
potential is due to the volatile political climate 
in the country. In the first several years of its 
period of performance, DIALOGUE was very 
constrained in what it could achieve. More 
recently, however, the project made substantial 
contributions to a national policy in the sphere 
of local self-governance, and prepared and 
integrated amendments to the Budget and Tax 
Code (even though several amendments were 
dropped at the last moment).  

Given the nature and amount of legislative 
work ahead, DIALOGUE should identify and 
involve more professionals in legislative 
drafting, preferably from regions and cities, 
who will work with the Cabinet of Ministers, 
Parliament, and Ministries in developing and 
refining draft laws.  

 

One key issue that came up repeatedly in all KIIs and 
FGDs was the lack of resources at the local level to 

Local governments in Ukraine are strapped for 
resources; however, they focus on revenues 

There is a need to prioritize the sequence of 
legislative drafting and proposed amendments. 
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Findings Conclusions Recommendations 
respond to citizen needs and local priorities. However, 
given regional and district level governments (and 
responsibility for services at these levels), contradictory 
laws, and lack of clarity on functions and responsibilities, 
it is not clear why clarifying functional assignments are 
delayed until after fiscal decentralization. Clarifications 
on functional assignments with no overlapping 
responsibilities across different levels, give local 
government a true estimate of resources needed to fulfill 
and meet their functional responsibilities. As stated by 
one MP in an interview: “There is a lack of government 
understanding of who is responsible for what in education and 
health. They have tried to do fiscal decentralization without 
first defining the functions of local self-governments and 
powers of the oblast and raion.” 

before clarifying expenditure responsibilities.  
The sequence of legislative reform needs to 
start with a clarification of functional 
assignments to determine the need for 
corresponding resources.  

 

The need to first define and amend functional 
responsibilities among different levels of 
government cannot be overstressed. 
Overlapping responsibilities creates inefficiency 
when resources are limited. 

 

Stakeholders commented about the poor quality of 
national laws. One KI (AUC member) commented that 
changes in one law decreased the revenue available to 
local governments while changes in another tried to 
introduce new revenue sources but not sufficiently, 
resulting in a net loss of revenues. Another FGD 
participant (AUC member city) reflected on why 
legislation seems to change weekly, saying more 
specialists are required at the national level who can 
correctly interpret legislation: 

“A big problem now is that changes to the legislation are 
made basically every week. That is why trainings are 
important, as we discussed in the district and at a meeting in 
Gnivan. More trainings should be held and should involve 
more specialists that can interpret legislation since sometimes 
those who draft legislation cannot themselves understand 
what they have drafted.” [RAB, FGD: AUC member cities] 

Laws are frequently amended in Ukraine, and 
sometimes immediately after laws are passed 
work begins on their amendments. This 
highlights insufficient legislative drafting 
expertize at the national level. 

 

The percentage of laws and regulations sent to 
AUC for concurrence, which are accepted 
without reservation, has been improving each 
year. DIALOGUE should identify, train, 
increase, and involve more professionals in 
legislative drafting, preferably from regions and 
cities, who will work with the Cabinet of 
Ministers, Parliament, and Ministries in 
developing and refining draft laws.  
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Local governments do not have enough support and 
capacity to implement new laws. Local government 
elections result in a large turnover of elected officials, 
many of whom have not worked in government and lack 
the skills and knowledge to implement laws. Several local 
officials interviewed by the ET stated the need for “how-
to” manuals and step-by-step guides to implement laws. 
As stated by one MP, “A sound law is not enough. Sixty to 
70% of the success depends on the effectiveness of the 
implementation.” 

Given the large turnover of local government 
officials in elections, complex laws, overlapping 
functions, and limited resources, local officials 
and technical staff need greater assistance in 
building their capacity to implement laws.  

 

Capacity building is essential to help local 
governments understand their legal mandate, 
especially given the large turnover of officials 
during local elections which results in many 
officials who are new to the job. Longer multi-
day trainings, three or four times a year, more 
than workshops or seminars that follow the 
budget cycle and provide practical hands-on 
knowledge in legislative implementation, can 
make a big difference.  

Relevance and Effectiveness of Objective 2 Activities 
DIALOGUE has been effective in achieving policy 
dialogue among different levels of government. All local 
government officials met by the ET (50) were highly 
appreciative of DIALOGUE/AUC consolidating the needs 
of the cities and advocating for policy changes on their 
behalf to the regional and national government.  Some of 
these officials also pointed out that more can be done. 
However, all considered DIALOGUE’s activities highly 
relevant.  

DIALOGUE’s activities to establish a policy 
dialogue between the AUC-member 
municipalities and central government are 
considered relevant by the stakeholders and 
effective. They have allowed member cities to 
advocate for the empowerment of local 
governments and for increasing their resources 
needed to ensure more effective services to 
citizens. 

None 

Regional dialogue between local governments and their 
national and regional partners was effective but 
insufficiently frequent. The regional and thematic 
workshops that DIALOGUE organized are viewed by all 
projects stakeholders as an effective strategy for 
establishing working relationships with DIALOGUE’s 
partners, as many of them were invited and attended 
these meetings and discussions. However, six 
interviewed respondents noted that the events lacked 
the participation of specialists from relevant ministries, 
state agencies, and the Parliament. Local government 
officials requested additional regional meetings with the 
presence of state officials. Many said that once MPs go to 
Kiev, they lose touch with their constituencies and what 
is feasible at the local level. 

There has been high participation of local 
officials in regional workshops and roundtables 
and these were considered effective for forming 
working relationships and learning best 
practices. However, greater participation of 
national specialists is necessary.  

 

Dialogue between municipal officials and the 
central government should be enhanced by 
involving relevant specialists from state 
agencies in AUC regional workshops and 
roundtables where the reform initiatives are 
initially proposed and discussed. This will 
ensure that relevant state agencies’ specialists 
are better prepared to review legislation when 
it comes to their attention. 
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Some local government officials expressed concern that 
they are not consulted during each stage of law creation 
or amendment. DIALOGUE/AUC also expressed 
problems with laws being registered by Ministries within 
one day and about which no one was informed. It is the 
ET’s opinion that the absence of senior national officials 
involved in discussions regarding legislative amendments 
leads to laws stalling in the Cabinet of Ministers and 
Parliament or having amendments accepted. This view 
was also expressed by a couple of local officials from 
cities that are AUC members: “There are many draft laws 
in place, but they have not been discussed by MPs because, 
except for some deputies (for example the head of the 
budget committee) who come from local governments, they 
are not interested.” [Interview with an MP] 

Several findings and concerns shared by local 
governments point to inadequate 
communication and follow-up between 
DIALOGUE/AUC and their members regarding 
the legal framework. There is a need for greater 
communication with local governments. 

 

Provide feedback to local governments on 
outcomes of policy dialogues. Keeping 
governments informed of the results of their 
consultations and legal amendments proposed 
by DIALOGUE to the national government, 
and providing explanations on policy 
directions, is relatively easy and will be much 
appreciated. 

 

Relevance and Effectiveness of Objective 3 Activities 
DIALOGUE produces a variety of publications to 
disseminate developments in decentralization and best 
practices  as well as to increase public support for local 
government reform (Objective 3), including: The AUC 
Herald (monthly), The Sectoral Monitoring (quarterly), 
Local Governance in Ukraine (annual), The Legislation 
News (monthly), The Legal Consultations (quarterly, 
electronic), The DIALOGUE (monthly electronic 
newsletter), The Press News (weekly electronic), and 
weekly flash news about project activities and local 
government news.  The project has a user-friendly 
website, and maintains archives of several TV programs 
(on its Ukrainian page). The majority of KIs met by the 
ET – more than 55 - highly valued DIALOGUE’s 
publications stating that DIALOGUE’s templates, 
reports, and publications were very useful, and 
considered them relevant and effective to help increase 
public support of local government reform. 

Overall, DIALOGUE has been relevant and 
effective in increasing government support of 
local government reform, but not as effective in 
reaching out to citizens. The project has a 
strong team that works on Objective 3. The 
website is user friendly, there are a variety of 
publications targeting different topics and 
audiences, and there is an easily accessible 
archive of TV shows on YouTube.   

 

None 

Even though DIALOGUE’s publications and media Across all the groups that are supposed to be In the future, use more popular TV channels 
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products are useful and relevant for city officials, the ET 
found that they have not been very effective because 
they do not sufficiently target citizens and are too 
technical for the general public. In a nationwide opinion 
poll of citizens11, DIALOGUE learned that the most 
popular source of information is television followed by 
the internet. Previously, some DIALOGUE TV shows 
that aired on Ukrainian Channel 1 TV during prime time 
have shifted to other air times following the Revolution 
of Dignity, which saw prime time slots become more 
expensive. Several DIALOGUE’s TV shows are also 
available on YouTube. However, as noted by one Free 
Press journalist/blogger, “70% of citizens and youth use 
Facebook, Twitter, or some kind of social media” and, to the 
ET’s knowledge, DIALOGUE has not explored all these 
media options. 

 

targeted by the project – local government 
officials, state government officials, MPs, 
partners, media, and citizens – the ET’s opinion 
is that citizens have been the most neglected.  
Most publications are academic and pitched to 
officials rather than the general public/citizens. 
While larger cities have websites with some 
information on different sectors, services, and 
policy issues, smaller cities and villages lack this 
orientation towards their citizens.  

 

and talk shows to discuss local 
government/decentralization issues. 
DIALOGUE could partner with channels and 
programs that are focused on youth, as well as 
popular talk shows, to increase knowledge of 
local governance and decentralization issues 
among a wider demographic of viewers.   

DIALOGUE should use other social media to 
interest citizens and younger age groups in 
local governance. In addition to Facebook and 
Twitter, there are a variety of social media 
options to engage citizens in civic issues and 
partner with local governments. In the 
Republic of Georgia, for example, youth 
volunteers collected performance information 
on municipal services (street cleanliness, 
conditions of roads, street lightings, ratings of 
primary school structures, etc.) and presented 
this information to the city council and mayor 
in a public hearing.12 With the war in Eastern 
Ukraine, a variety of NGOs have mushroomed 
throughout the country and citizens are 
engaged in several concrete activities to 
support troops on the front line – indicating 
the will and drive to engage in issues that are 
important to them. 

 

The ET heard from at least three of the 10 local 
governments visited that citizens do not understand why 
their local government cannot solve local problems. 
They hear one thing on the regional TV and news, but 
another on the national channels, which claim that local 

Communication between local 
governments and citizens is critical for 
citizens to understand the constraints 
faced by the local government and to 

Explore raising taxes and fees within 
local government jurisdiction to be 
more responsive to citizen priorities: 
The mindset in Ukraine is that public 

                                                            
11 “Public Opinion Survey on Performance of Government Institutions, Local Elections and Key City Functions.” DIALOGUE Project and AUC (based on a 
survey conducted in April 2013). 
12 Final Report: Georgia Communities Empowered for Local Decision-making. September 2004 to September 2009. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 
October 2009, UI Project 07755-000-00 
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governments have authority and autonomy because the 
country is moving towards decentralization. This 
contradiction erodes citizens’ understanding of the 
constraints faced by their local government and causes 
them to mistrust local officials. 

 

While there is direct interaction between local 
government and citizens, as seen in the Public 
Opinion Poll conducted by DIALOGUE in April 
2013, citizens’ trust in government is weak. 

support local government reform. 
While local governments seem to share 
information with their citizens, it is not 
clear the extent to which citizen’s 
feedback and priorities are taken into 
account in policy and decision making. 
Local governments also state that they 
are resource constrained in meeting 
citizen needs and priorities.  
 

services should be provided for free to 
citizens, as it was during the Soviet 
period, and that setting or raising taxes 
and fees is political suicide at the local 
level. However, as demonstrated by 
the USAID-funded Municipal Energy 
Reform Project, it is possible to 
increase tariffs at the local level 
through the use of educational 
campaigns that change citizen behavior.  

DIALOGUE can also assist local 
governments in conducting an 
assessment of the willingness of 
citizens to pay taxes and fees for 
services and help develop campaigns to 
achieve this. This potential increase in 
revenues from local fees and tax can 
enable government to be more 
responsive to citizen needs and 
priorities – one of the key objectives 
of decentralization. It also increases 
citizen’s trust and confidence in 
government.  

 

Although DIALOGUE helped generate discussion on 
decentralization, there is still a lack of clear 
understanding and definition of this term. One of the key 
purposes of DIALOGUE is to “formulate, comment on 
and advocate for the passage and implementation of 
decentralization legislation.” The project has helped 
generate discussion on this topic among government via 
the policy dialogue and publications, but the ET heard 
several comments about the lack of clear understanding 

More clarification on the decentralization model 
being followed and supported by DIALOGUE is 
necessary. Many do not understand the pros 
and cons of various models and why the 
country has apparently chosen to follow the 
Polish approach. More sensitization and 
communication on this would ascertain greater 
support from local officials. 

DIALOGUE should have additional discussions 
on decentralization and the strengths and 
challenges of different models. Activities aimed 
at raising public awareness and support for 
decentralization reforms should be given high 
priority to ensure nationwide popular support 
for implementing the planned significant 
changes in the administrative organization of 
local communities and local government 
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and definition of decentralization which, in our opinion, 
is a necessary first step before undertaking 
decentralization legislation. Some (no less than 4) 
stakeholders are in favor of following the Polish model of 
decentralization; others question why this model is best 
and stated that Ukraine is unique and that the approach 
followed should include the best lessons learned from 
the experience of neighboring countries. There were 
also requests for a comparative analysis of different 
decentralization models. 

 authorities and responsibilities. 

 

Findings Conclusions Recommendations 
Evaluation Question 1 - What major changes in the activities of and environment for local governments in Ukraine do municipalities and other 
stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of DIALOGUE? a) In particular, what progress (if any) has been made in 
addressing key related gender issues? 
Almost all stakeholders interviewed by the ET13 praised 
the project for changing and creating a more positive 
environment for local governments.  The survey 
templates and website designs provided by DIALOGUE 
have resulted in several local governments conducting 
opinion polls and surveys, and sharing budget information 
and performance indicators on the city website. 

In the survey conducted by the ET, 72% of responding 
cities stated that DIALOGUE has assisted them in 
establishing partnerships with the private sector. When 
asked to give examples of sectors in which partnerships 
have been established, 51% of respondents stated 
“housing and utilities,” 12% said “social sector 
(education, health, culture),” and 7% each said “urban 
planning” and “energy sector/energy saving.”  

DIALOGUE has had some impact on 
the activities and environment for local 
governments: DIALOGUE has provided 
local governments templates and 
support to increase transparency in 
governance and obtain citizen feedback. 
The project has also helped cities 
establish partnerships with the private 
sector. 

 

None 

DIALOGUE has been effective in supporting the recent 
legislative changes that returned to local governments 
some of the powers taken away from them during the 
previous regime, before the Revolution of Dignity of 
2013-2014. Some of the reforms, such as amendments to 
the Budget and Tax Codes, have been recently adopted. 

The ET concluded that more work on 
decentralization and local government reform is 
required. Based on discussions across the board 
– from Parliament to small cities – it appears 
that with the change in government and new 
parliamentary elections, there seems to be an 

Legislative drafting should be continued and 
strengthened, as many new laws and by-laws 
would need to be prepared and cleared 
through the Cabinet of Ministers and the 
Parliament to help improve the legal 

                                                            
13 50 local government officials from AUC member cities, 11 MPs and Ministry officials, and 10 staff from USAID and other donor funded projects.  



 

A-169 

 

Findings Conclusions Recommendations 
However, apparently not all of AUC’s proposals have 
been incorporated, making many city and village mayors 
– especially those at the lowest tier of local self-
governance – unhappy about the changes. Although 
some mistakes in the Budget Code have been hastily 
removed in Parliament, mayors still see this as a major 
controversy. According to mayors interviewed by the 
ET, the current reform takes away personal income tax 
revenues from the lowest level of local government, the 
most reliable and predictable source of income for a 
great number of cities and villages. They further stated 
that the new income sources intended to offset this 
reduction, such as excise and property taxes, do not 
compensate for the loss in revenue and are less 
dependable. Some other inconsistencies in the recent 
reforms have also been cited by mayors. 

alignment in the focus and need for 
decentralization and a road map for future 
work in this area has been prepared by the 
Ministry of Regional Development with the 
assistance of several development projects. 
Stakeholders met by the ET also had several 
suggestions on areas where DIALOGUE could 
improve its own performance within its current 
mandate such as working with the national 
government to clarify and reach consensus on 
the definition of decentralization; giving local 
governments more opportunities to interact 
with national and regional officials; improving 
the communication and feedback loop to local 
governments on legislative amendments 
suggested by the project, etc.  

framework. 

 

DIALOGUE has published some articles on gender issues 
and invited other projects focusing on gender to speak at 
its workshops and roundtables; however, not much 
progress has been made in addressing these issues. To 
the evaluation survey question whether “DIALOGUE 
had discussed gender related issues or written about 
gender issues in their publications,” 52% responded 
“yes” and 43% responded “no.” When asked details, 40% 
said there were discussions, 26% mentioned 
presentations, and 23% said that there were 
presentations on gender issues. When asked to specify 
one gender related policy change initiated by the city, 
64% said that “no gender related policies were initiated.”  

When asked about DIALOGUE’s activities in the area of 
gender, most KIs shared the common sentiment that 
gender issues are not a serious problem in communities 
and the general awareness and understanding of these 
issues among local officials was low. Most equated 
gender inequality with domestic violence, while others 
said that there were simply no problems with gender 
issues. 

DIALOGUE’s activities in addressing gender 
issues in local communities were not very 
successful mainly due to the widespread 
misunderstanding and indifference among 
municipal officials of the issues based on a 
common misperception that gender issues are 
not a serious problem.  

 

Gender-related project activities need to 
include awareness raising among local officials; 
gender should become a regular topic at AUC-
organized workshops and roundtables for city 
officials.  
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Evaluation Question 2 - What were the most effective strategies used in establishing working relations with DIALOGUE’s multiple counterparts in 
Ukraine’s challenging environment? For strategies that did not work, how could they be further improved? 
Dialogue Day was consistently cited as being the most 
effective strategy for establishing working relationships 
with state officials, primarily with the Cabinet of 
Ministers and relevant state agencies. In addition, the 
event was also attended by practically all other 
organizations working in the area of local self-governance 
and decentralization, such as research institutions, 
NGOs, and other donors, as well as by mass media 
representatives. The limited, or sometimes non-
participation by state officials in roundtables was 
considered to be a drawback. 

Dialogue Day appears to be DIALOGUE’s most 
effective strategy to establish working 
relationships with its multiple counterparts, 
such as Cabinet of Ministers and relevant state 
agencies, as well as research institutions, 
NGOs, and other donors. 

 

DIALOGUE should continue organizing and 
supporting Dialogue Day with GoU. Also 
consider organizing and holding them on a 
more frequent basis, such as twice a year or as 
needed. Explore organizing and holding a 
Dialogue Day with Parliament, as part of the 
annual AUC municipal conventions (this is 
already scheduled for 2015). 

 

DIALOGUE’s strategy for establishing a working 
relationship with partners at the regional level – such as 
the RABs – has not been consistently effective among 
the seven member cities visited by the ET, mainly 
because of the dominance of regional partners (such 
Oblast and Raion State Administrations and respective 
regional councils) and the formal format of this board. In 
the FGD with RAB of non-AUC members, local and 
regional officials were not aware of the RAB or their 
meetings. Of the eight participants, two were actual 
members of the RAB; five were replacements – deputies 
sent by the members; and one was another deputy who 
accompanied an RAB member. Except for the two 
members of the RAB who were aware of 
DIALOGUE/AUC, other participants had not heard of 
either DIALOGUE or AUC, but were familiar with 
regional associations of local governments in their 
respective oblasts. Those who said they participated in 
the rare RAB meetings indicated that RABs were mostly 
concerned with discussing the national decentralization 
reform agenda rather than regional issues.  

The establishment of RABs has not had 
consistent results. Of the seven AUC member 
cities visited by the ET less than half have been 
successful in resolving regional issues. Other 
DIALOGUE-supported RABs did not stand out 
in the minds of local officials since there are 
several voluntary advisory boards at the 
regional level.  

 

Review the current strategy for establishing 
working relationships with counterparts at the 
regional level (RABs) and propose relevant 
changes to increase its effectiveness, taking 
into account the outcomes of decentralization 
reform. This mechanism may have to be 
revised following the implementation of the 
currently planned decentralization reform. 
Given that the responsibilities and authorities 
of Oblast and Raion State Administrations are 
planned to be substantially revamped under 
the forthcoming decentralization reform, the 
future AUC strategy for collaboration with the 
regional partners may have to be revised 
accordingly, depending on the outcome of the 
reform. 

 

Evaluation Question 3 - How well did DIALOGUE respond to opportunities to leverage resources and advance reforms through collaboration with 
other development assistance programs and Ukraine’s private sector organizations? 
Both DIALOGUE and KIs in other development 
assistance programs mentioned using each other’s 

Overall, DIALOGUE has adequately responded 
to opportunities to leverage resources and 

Similar to a donor coordination meeting, a 
quarterly or semi-annual meeting of donor 
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website to showcase their own work and best practices, 
and to include links to their own projects; case studies 
and lessons learned are also presented in each other’s 
workshops and seminars.  

DIALOGUE has actively sought to collaborate with 
other development assistance programs, inviting them to 
participate in roundtables and discussions, write articles 
for DIALOGUE publications where appropriate, and 
showcase best practices in their work with local 
governments. This extends not only to USAID funded 
projects, but also to those funded by other donors such 
as the Government of Canada, GIZ, and others. 

advance reforms through collaborations with 
other development assistance programs but not 
with Ukraine’s private sector organizations. In 
particular, through involving the representatives 
of other development assistance programs from 
other USAID projects and international/bilateral 
donors in its workshops and roundtables, 
DIALOGUE has built a better coordinated 
support for local government reforms from 
development programs.  

 

funded projects could be very useful in sharing 
lessons learned and creating synergies for 
greater collaboration. Keeping an active and 
updated record of past success stories and 
achievements can also help in quickly getting 
access to past analytical studies/guides and 
updating them rather than having to “reinvent 
the wheel.” 

Eight KIIs confirmed that DIALOGUE has not had much 
collaboration with the private sector and/or they were 
unaware of this collaboration. There is only marginal 
reference to collaboration with the private sector in 
DIALOGUE’s SOW, and partnerships with the private 
sector have mostly been the focus of USAID’s Public-
Private-Partnership Development Program (P3DP). 
DIALOGUE has, however, disseminated best practices in 
establishing partnerships with the private sector among 
its member cities.    

 

To the ET’s knowledge, DIALOGUE has not 
collaborated with any Business Associations or 
Chambers of Commerce to promote local 
government reform or to leverage their 
resources.  

 

The ET suggests that DIALOGUE explore the 
possibility of establishing a coordination 
framework for cooperation with the private 
sector interested in throwing their support 
behind reform of local government that results 
in an enabling local environment for businesses 
and investment. This can help AUC/ 
DIALOGUE member cities increase their 
resource base and enable them to be more 
responsive to citizen needs and priorities – an 
important objective of decentralization reform. 

Evaluation Question 4 - What practices and behaviors promoted by DIALOGUE have their counterparts adopted to improve policy dialogue and 
increase public support of local government reforms without foreign assistance? If adopted, were those practices and behaviors integrated into 
routine government operations? 
DIALOGUE prepared and shared templates for member 
cities to conduct public opinion polls. These templates 
were prepared for all nine of the project technical areas 
and, when asked in the evaluation survey, 67% of 
respondents said that they undertake surveys and public 
opinion polls. The project has conducted two public 
opinion polls itself; one in April 2013 and one in 
November 2014.  

The evaluation survey asked member cities if they had 
incorporated new practices into their city based on their 
work with DIALOGUE. Overall, 52% of respondents 

DIALOGUE’s counterparts have adopted a 
number of new practices into their operation, 
which should improve policy dialogue and 
increase public support of local government 
reforms (however, these could not be 
confirmed by the ET).  These include providing 
the cities with website templates, as well as 
templates for conducting the local public 
opinion polls, conducting open budget hearings, 
surveys and opinion polls, sharing budget 
information on the website, and developing, 
monitoring and sharing performance indicators 

Increasing public support for local government 
reform is one of DIALOGUE’s objectives. 
However, the project has not chosen – at least 
thus far - to achieve this objective by 
encouraging and assisting local governments to 
focus on improvements in service delivery. 
Citizens’ support and trust in their 
government usually flows from the ability of 
the government to be responsive to citizen’s 
needs and priorities. A focus on concrete, 
achievable results and service improvements 
within the budget, based on citizen feedback is 
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“agreed” with this statement, 41% said they “somewhat 
agreed”, and 7% said they “do not agree.” This suggests 
that DIALOGUE has been successful in this activity. 

About 82% of those surveyed said that they routinely 
develop, monitor, and share performance indicators in 
various sectors with their citizens. The least commonly 
incorporated practice according to survey responses is 
gender related, with 31% stating that their city has 
initiated a gender related strategy that provides greater 
opportunities for women. 

in various sectors with their citizens. At least 3 
local governments indicated in interviews and 
FGDs that they became more transparent and 
engaged in widely distributed and more 
frequent communication with their citizens due 
to support from DIALOGUE project. However, 
to the ETs knowledge the DIALOGUE project 
has not yet worked with local governments in 
focusing on improving local service delivery. 

an important step to achieve public support 
for reform.  
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FGD #1 
М Let’s get acquainted. Please introduce yourselves, what do you do and in what way does 

decentralization affect you activities, ok? Let’s begin with you.   
R Mr. X14, mayor of the town of Y. Occupying the town mayor position since 1998, this is the fourth term in the 

office. Prior to that the position was occupied by a town mayor who was a member of the Association of 
Ukrainian Cities. I continued this tradition of the town executive committee member and the Association 
member. I regularly attend such forums, municipal meetings and trainings and workshops under Dialog project. 
Maybe I missed one or two meetings, but in that case I sent my secretary or my deputy there. We have a town 
council secretary and a town executive committee secretary. Our town is small, the population is 10 000 
people. As to our industry, we used to have two plants – ….. production plant and ….. products plant. 
Currently neither of them is working, unfortunately, both are closed, bankrupt. Industry, if there is no industry, 
so there is no economy. We receive subsidies, there was one, 26 village councils receive subsidies and the town 
council as well. Since the plants functioned earlier, we were donors and some parts of the subsidies were 
withdrawn, UAH 300 – 400 thousand. This is what I can say about myself and the town in a nutshell.  

R Town of Y, population of 16 000 people. I’ve been occupying the town mayor position since 2006, that’s my 
second term. We joined the Association of Ukrainian Cities in 2008. I think it is necessary, and I don’t have any 
regrets about that, since we can deal jointly with common problems that local self-governing authorities face 
with, we can solve them only together. We cannot solve them independently. However, it is difficult to do that 
even together. 
The town has two powerful companies that bring money to the budget. ……. These two companies bring funds 
to the town budget now. Our town has international fame thanks to historical landmarks. ……  
Our town is also famous for ………. As to local governance problem, I will not repeat, everyone knows that 
the reforms are underway now. Unfortunately, we still cannot say how it will be implemented; it has not 
improved yet. I don’t know how it will be in the future. But as to all issues related to the decentralization of 
local governance bodies, we generally contact with the regional branch of the Association of Ukrainian Cities. 
When needed, we contact Kyiv directly and they help us with that. Unfortunately, as I said, there are more 
problems than answers to these problems.  

М Whether more problems have emerged lately with regard to that?   
R Yes, more problems emerged.   
М Why so?  
R Why so? You see, we get together with other mayors for meetings and discussions. For instance we attended 

National Forum of Local Governance Bodies in Odesa in September for such discussion and we addressed our 
statement to the Cabinet of Ministers, to the Verkhovna Rada, regarding kindergartens - not to take them away. 
It would destroy kindergartens. It is impossible to understand today why they were taken away from the town 
community and transferred to district budget balance. Why the cost of meals was UAH 11 and reduced to UAH 
8, despite prices growth. Unfortunately, I understood that the statements we made with the association had no 
result.  I cannot say or I don’t want to say that we were not heard, but, basically, that is the outcome. That is 
the answer to that question, to solve it together. May be if we cooperated more it would be solved. These 
decisions would not be made without our participation. And together we would be heard. Unfortunately, the 
central government does not hear us today.  

М I see. We will definitely discuss that afterwards.  
R Mr. X, town of Y, secretary of Y town council, occupying the position since 1998. I have been working as a 

mayor till now as our town mayor resigned and I was an acting town mayor for a while, also took active part in 
the work of the Association. The council made a decision regarding the Association, we joined it in 2007 or 
2008, we pay fees, we make sure that everything goes well, since the Association really does a lot of work, not 
only with officials, but also with town mayors, organizing forums. The Association holds meetings of council 
secretaries often. A lot of work is done with various specialists during workshops. I want to say that it has never 
happened that our specialist missed a workshop organized by a regional branch. We often get together at 
forums and meetings, and make decisions, and the Association helps us a lot. But after that, as we mentioned, it 
does not go exactly the way we want. Maybe they hear us, but not exactly in the way we would like to be 
heard. Maybe it is not possible to do now as we want to, since we see what is going on in the country, the 
economic situation is really bad. I want to say regarding the budget. After it was adopted, we made a statement 
and the Head had to work in Kyiv at the Association. I want to say that Y has the population of around 25 000 

                                                            
14 The data has been anonymized and all unique identifiers replaced with ellipsis.  
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people, a powerful investor came to us, ……… We want to say that we are happy that the investor came to us, 
since, you know, we live in difficult time. But without this investor we would appear in a very poor situation. 
We do not receive subsidies, we implement the budget, even over-implement it, and, thanks God, keep 
working. One more thing, we are a town of ……... That is why I can say that we do fight for survival but we 
live. 
 

М Fine.  
R Yes, we invite you, come over, take a look, it is very nice.  
М Please tell, if we talk about decentralization, you mentioned statements, participation in some 

meetings, if we will talk now exactly about participation in regional advisory council, which other 
work directions and areas you consider efficient? Which can be improved, out of the ones that 
you attended? For example, you said about the specialist workshop, what is it usually about? We 
are just curious, you know, we want to talk about the work of Regional advisory council, to 
understand what it is about, to get some specific examples. Colleagues want to find out what and 
how is done, what the challenges are, please be as specific, as possible. Since, frankly, we do not 
know a lot about the district peculiarities, but we would like to hear concrete cases from you. 

R Before the regional branch work plan is made, we are always asked what we want to consider, which problems 
we have and what we would like to have during the next year, which issues we want to discuss, what specialists 
we would like to send to professional workshops. This is very good, since we see what the problems are, we 
have a lot of legal questions, our lawyers have many questions. You see the situation with legislation; the laws 
change quickly, when one law contradicts to another. Our specialists were very content with the workshops, 
our Head of Legal Department returned very satisfied from the workshops. He said that the workshops were 
very good and relevant.  
 

М Well. Any other work directions? Maybe other participants can share what are other work areas 
of the Regional advisory council and how do you or your colleagues participate in them?   

R I will not repeat myself, legal issues, they are urgent for everyone, land issues, land reform, transfer of authority 
to local government, what my colleague ……. said. He said that we had hoped for one thing, we were told that 
it would be done, we were told “We hear you, we will definitely do that, since we follow Europe’s example”. 
But it turned out the way it is today. And I want to say that not only as a town mayor – I arrived, learned, saw 
the way it is done, I asked questions at the workshop. For example, we were at the Towns’ Association, asked a 
question about general town site plan. Currently 90% of the oblast towns do not have a general site plan. Well, 
they exist, but they are outdated.  

R Expired.  
R Expired, 15 years, it should be renewed. But one needs lots of money, it should pass experts’ review, one civil 

event costs 70 000 UAH. I suggested at …….. [construction company], let’s do it 50x50, so you don’t ask us why 
we don’t do this and that, we will provide 50% of our local budget. And the local budget, in our opinion, is not 
only our town budget, but it can be district budget, the oblast one and also 50% of the state budget. Then this 
work would move ahead, especially since the money would be controlled by the central government and the 
local budget. This is a range of questions. And the main thing is that specialists or secretaries arrive to teach us, 
because there are no trainings in our district. Earlier we used to get together, hold meetings, and today it’s like 
we don’t care, learn and develop by your one. But if I don’t learn from you, from him and my colleagues, what 
will I know? I will only be limited to my work cycle, to my town. I cannot say that we achieved a lot, but at least 
we learned new things, learned something new. And I think that innovations and new information is great 
knowledge.  

R You know what else, as to our regional branch, what we like about them preparing those workshops is that 
they always search for good practices and experts with great experience or specialists who participated in good 
trainings and know some professional secrets and can recommend us something new in our work. You know 
that this is very-very important. And the workshops always involve such good specialists, this is really 
interesting. And they don’t just tell us something, but we have some hands-on experience after we are given the 
material, we also participate in trainings to practically learn something. So, a lot is done in this area.  

R I want to support the colleagues, yes, but for the Association of Ukrainian Cities, the regional branches, we 
would just be limited to our own stuff, as they say.    

R And the Dialog project.  
R Yes, and the Dialog project. The Dialog project helped us even financially, to get computers, for example. 
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Excuse me, but not every town council can afford buying equipment today.   
М Could you please tell how the Dialog project helped, in which exactly way? I am just curious.   
R Under the Dialog project we have gathered together, probably around 15 times. I know for sure that it was not 

only town mayors, but also town council specialists. I mean that but for this project we would have lost a lot, 
since we cannot learn that from mass media or the Internet. If we find some information it is either not relevant 
or maybe not true, for example, someone left his or her random comments and we already believe it, that this 
draft law is this and that. I also want to say that our town participates in two international projects UNDP and 
Despro – Ukrainian-Swiss project. And what I actually want to say is that under this Swiss project there was a 
local governance school in September and November. If the Association organized such a school, it would be 
good, but I understand that it means costs, etc.  
 

М Then could you please tell me what the idea of that school was, describe the project a bit, since 
once again we are interested. We are here rather as Dialog representatives, and we know more 
about what Dialog does. Still, it is interesting.   

R I will tell you, I see what you want to ask, if I get it correctly, I will give my answer. If any program or activity is 
implemented you understand it in your way, you come here, ask questions. What I tell is one thing, written on 
paper, and then we return home, and in a month see that it is totally different. We come again with the same 
questions regarding land and the state budget and local budgets and treasury, these question arise at every 
meeting - and legislation and tenders. And specialists clarify, people who know the subject tell how it is done in 
Europe and how it should be done in our case. And that is the way it should be, but, unfortunately, it is not the 
case. It does not work this way in our case.   

М You mean the legislation does not correspond?  
Р It is not perfect, yes, it does not correspond.   
М You simply cannot use this procedure?  
R Yes.  
R I think that we should create conditions and then set goals for ourselves and for people. And in our case it is 

sort of the other way around. We look at Poland, look at other countries and say, look how they live, and we 
will follow their example. But we are different, have different opinions, different upbringing etc.   

R I apologize, in our advisory board we also raised these questions multiple times, at governor’s office, with oblast 
council, and we raised the question not only here in Vinnytsia, but other city mayors of Ukraine did that. One 
important question is the energy one, first of all, gas companies, energy supplying companies, that had their land 
lots on the territory of town communities or local councils where their communications are located. The 
question is still not legally settled. Even though there were many requests from the public to settle the issue, to 
make them pay, so these private companies pay this small amount of money to the community. And they have 
to pay in accordance with legislation.  
Unfortunately, until now we have not been successful, we told so many times about that at the advisory board 
meetings, at the board meetings at governor’s office, and the issue is still not solved. They are no solved not 
only the oblast, but also in Ukraine. We can only guess why.  

М I see. Still if we return to Despro, the Swiss project, could you please tell us in a few words, about 
that local governance school, what was its idea? Just to understand, in which other activities you 
take part, on the one hand, and on the other hand, what else could Dialog project suggest?   

R If the Association of Ukrainian Cities did that as the Ukrainian-Swiss program Despro, the local governance 
school, it would be very important, it would help to solve many legal issues.   

М Please tell how exactly it was?  
R I will tell you, basically it was like that – those who work under the Ukrainian-Swiss program were invited – 

those who deal with legislation and draft legislation needed for reforms, those draft laws are still urgent for 
decentralization reform of local government. If you would like you are most welcome to attend the school in 
Kyiv for the entire week. We had good lodging, meals, we did not pay anything, not a single coin. Good experts 
were invited, if you know, …………., ……….., that research and deal with theoretical issues, …….. [there is no 
such institute according to Internet search, might be an NGO or incorrect name of some research institution] and so on. 
They deal with issues of preparing local governance reforms. We received first-hand knowledge of what was 
being planned. Although we understand that what is being planned, what is planned for legislation, it cannot be 
solved. Unfortunately, that is exactly what happened now. Or vice versa, what they were telling us in 
September, then in November, at that time we had distance learning, we had written assignments, tests etc. And 
we were arriving already in November and simply passing an exam. But there were many lecturers, really. And 
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you understand that he has been working since 1998. The legislation changes, we know about it, but there are 
details, and we cannot always interpret them as necessary. Apart from me, there were my colleagues from city 
councils and village councils, heads of village councils. The training under Despro project is so good that it is 
necessary for everyone. Nowadays especially village communities, everyone needs to learn. Because you know, 
those people arrive who will work at local government and they need to have knowledge. So I can only thank 
Despro and UNDP that dealt with those issues. Unfortunately, the Association of Ukrainian Cities is not doing 
that, I understand that it is related with costs and so on, but it is necessary at least on the regional level. 
  

М I see.  
R What else is important is that under that program they not only hold trainings for us, who have been working a 

lot, but, more importantly, for new people’s deputies that were elected to local councils or city mayors. Once 
new elections have taken place, they always immediately send out invitations to those newly elected officials.    

R Yes.   
R And they immediately offer their help and invite to trainings, it is very important.   
М I see. They say that there were suggestions regarding reforms from your side, from the regional 

advisory council. Could you please elaborate, how does the regional advisory council function, 
how is the mechanism functioning? In which cases is it efficient and in which cases not? Do you 
have a common vision or there are different views, how exactly is it happening?    

R In our understanding transfer of authority to local government means most of administrative work, even giving 
out land lots or land lease in towns and villages. First it was administration, then on the regional level, Regional 
State Committee on land, no one consults with villages or cities. This is a problem, since the lands looks like 
ours, but we do not make any decisions, just approve them. We have raised the issue many times, but with no 
result. We understand that there is a vertical hierarchy of authorities, no one wants to give up their authorities, 
they just keep promising us. And we have to find some “quick fix“ solutions here on the local level. And I am 
even more concerned about villages, since if villages degrade, cities will degrade too. A small town, a district 
center, we have 26 village councils that I care about. Since some money is made in villages today, also relate to 
money made in cities, we have a central market, and a network of stores, and other services at the district 
center. Also, I would like to say, prior to holding any training, raising any issue, one should ask – Is it worthwhile 
raising this issue? If I for one want this, does the city want this? If we did not manage to solve this issue with the 
government, let’s raise the issue at the advisory council, at governor’s office. For example, there we especially 
emphasized this issue; he was telling us about the land and about gas management. For example, regarding 
energy issues, there is a support construction with electric cable along it, product is being sold, we pay money 
for this product, and no one has paid a singly penny for the construction support on our land lot. We suggest 
that we will pay you and you respectively will pay to us, we will hire people who will cut trees blocking electric 
cables and everyone will benefit, everything will be nice and clean. This is just an example. And how did it 
actually happen? They arrived, cut some branches, left them on the ground, for us to clean up. This issue seems 
to be simple; it is not the main one for the Administration Head.   

R We understand that this issue is not solved on the oblast level, on the governor’s level, it should be solved on 
legislation level for the entire country. But, unfortunately, it is not being solved for some reason, we cannot do 
anything.  
 

R Or they take for…  
R Kilowatts.  
R For kilowatts, yes, they take money for joining the network, for the project, for instance, for technical 

conditions. If one needs heating in the apartment, one needs to pay 23 000 for their providing technical 
conditions. 

R If private energy companies that provide energy to houses were not taking money today, if they were not taking 
money for these services, half of Ukraine, I am saying this based on my town’s experience, half of the town 
would switch to alternative types of fuel. I am talking about the energy sector. And if a person today bought this 
boiler with subsidies, when 20% is covered by the state budget and goes to district electricity power system, in 
order to get permission to connect this boiler to the electrical network and so on, and they say that you must 
pay 15 or 16 thousand hryvnas (UAH). Tell me please, can someone pay for it? And they turn to us, these 
people. These people say, “Listen, they are robbing us and you cannot solve the issue of them paying to the city 
or village budget for these communications”.  

R And we cannot get rid of this monopoly. We understand who supports who and this issue cannot be solved on 
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our level, but we elected you and you are not fighting.   
R This issue has been raised multiple times at the Association of Ukrainian Cities not only by Vinnytsia region 

mayors and others as well. But… 
R You know advisory boards are good, because the main region official is present there. You know when top 

officials, mayors, village heads etc. get together, and the main region official is also there. It is a close circle…   
М Is this the administration head?  
R Yes.  
R Governor.  
R A close circle, you know, and one can communicate more openly, raise some of urgent issues. And some of 

them get to be solved, not many, but some of them.   
R Yes. To support my colleague, I will agree, however not everyone in Vinnytsia region, not everyone around 

Ukraine is a member of the Association of the Ukrainian Cities. 
 

R Yes.  
R Sometimes I communicate with those colleagues who are not members of the Association. I do not want to say 

that they seriously lag behind, but they do not understand those issues, especially regarding village reform, that 
we understand thanks to communication in the frame of the Association, the special professional workshops, 
even at the regional level, etc. Not everyone today, today half of the region is covered, right?  

R Yes.  
R Yes.  
М You’ve mentioned about the governor. Is there a possibility for the Regional advisory board to 

communicate with other representatives of oblast authorities, are they invited, do they arrive? 
Since there are other representatives, not only the governor.  

R Yes, yes.  
М Could you give an example?  
R Sometimes it is a deputy.  
R You mean, apart from ours?  
М Yes, yes.  
R By the way, I do not remember, but our forums, there are representatives of the Cabinet of Ministers and the 

Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine.   
R …….. was invited. 
R Who?  
R …….. was invited to the advisory council, regarding land issues.  
R Also regarding district electricity power system.   
R But they are locals, all of them are locals.  
М Locals. But I mean there is your, let’s say, local authorities, there are representatives of central 

government on the local level. As far as I understood you complain a bit about them there now? 
Is there a possibility to somehow involve them under some council, invite them in order to at 
least somehow solve issues?    

R We cannot directly influence a department head that is subordinate to the state vertical power, and there are 
tow monopolies – energy sector and gas sector. If we are talking about a governor, this is a totally different 
story, since the governor will talk and give certain assignments, even though he does not have a right to give 
them assignments, you know, ask some questions or give assignments. But there are certain requirements, 
requests. At least it is something.   

М Do they arrive? I am just curious.  
R Yes, they do.  
R They do arrive, yes.  
R Yes, representatives and heads of authorities.  
R We just ask to invite them.   
R But it happens so often that.. (laughing).  
М I see. And is it possible then, in your opinion, to establish communication with the central 

government with the help of the Regional advisory board? Is it possible to build understanding 
between the local and central governments and somehow start solving the issues that you have 
mentioned?   
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R The questions are being raised. See, let’s say that we are going to discuss a question here. We adopted some 
statement and then address it, or once again, we often gather at a forum, they often gather us in Kyiv and other 
places. And all of these questions that we raise here, all of the existing problems they go further, they do not 
stay here.  

М And how can one make sure that they are not lost there?   
R One cannot do that.  
R You know they are not lost at the Association, there are very good specialists there and very knowledgeable 

lawyers that work at the Association. We have asked them for help multiple times, there is a special 
organizational and a legal program, I think, that is the way it is called. Very knowledgeable. We ask them for 
help, you know, it is not lost there, it is just that one does not listen to the Association here.  

М I see.  
R It is at, what is it called?… 
R And if they listen…  
R And if they listen, they do not provide an answer.   
R There is such a specialist, as Pitsyk, executive director of the Association of Ukraine.   
R Yes.  
R We all place our hopes in him, that is our father, older brother. Or, for example, Pasha Kozariuk, Vice-

President of Small Towns.   
R Vice-President of Small Towns   
R He is such that...   
R Also ……..  
R They will not keep silent, these guys.  
R Yes. They do not keep silent. If there is any problem, they give a call to all of us, we get together and solve the 

issue.  
R They consult with us – What do you think, let’s make it so that it did not sound as if it comes just from one 

single person, ……. or …..... Or what do you think, the deadline there is until the 15th, since a meeting should 
be held on the 17th or 18th on our behalf.  

R And all of this thanks to the Association.  
R You know, unfortunately, our colleagues who are not members of the Association, will not hear what we are 

saying here. And, unfortunately, apart from the Association, from those international programs, that we 
mentioned no one works with mayors or village heads. Even at governor’s level or Oblast State Administration, 
I do not recall when was the last time that they would gather us all together, all of the mayors and village heads, 
for example, except for meetings in the frame of the Association or advisory councils. Not all at once, that is 
impossible, at least by groups, there are 26 of us in the region. Why not gather us and discuss some urgent 
issues. I understand that currently they have other things to do, and they have not gathered us before. We 
raised the issue at the regional branch and they immediately react and organize a meeting for us within a certain 
period of time, with a governor or governor deputies or department heads regarding this or that issue. And if 
we, the Association members, a regional branch do not raise an issue, then we do not hear it. Our colleagues 
do not hear.   

R We have a good understanding with the regional one, you know, we do not know about other regions, but we 
have a strong cooperation. And if there is a certain problem or something, we go to …….. ……….. and say – 
Hello, here we are. You understand, here we are.. 

М Could you please just give an example... 
R In general?  
М No, do not generalize, just give an example of when, say, Regional advisory board convened, came 

up with an initiative and received positive feedback, made positive change? Are there any specific, 
I don’t know, cases, apart form consultations, work at specialized workshops, participation in 
various seminars? Are there examples of positive changes that take place as a result of that?  

R We had a question of quality of work of State Registration Service, not only we did, it is just that it was 
incipient, one did not really know where to start. They sort of said that everything would be alright, people are 
coming, there are lines, I know that, we communicate with ……., that is in ……...  

R Same here.  
R Yes, we also had lines starting since 4am.   
R And they cannot clarify, since the appointed specialists are not prepared. And the leadership was changing, you 

remember that. So we raised the issue at the advisory council. That was not only mine, but common question. 
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So, they brought a specialist, changed everything, he did not say what I had at …………, what he had, we 
directed them to another town, said that there was a problem. And it started moving, the head was changed 
again, he visited various districts, asked people, had meetings with two or x number of persons who worked at 
this or that registration service. They found the right approach not only to the clarification program, but also 
provided them with computers, we helped in our turn. I know that the city council provided two rooms. It is 
the district registration service, not the city one, but there is no way out. It is approximately the same there.  

R And one more thing, you raised questions there, and we at the advisory board had an issue of state expert 
review of construction projects   

R Yes.  
R Yes.  
R It was a nightmare. We bring documents and then it takes weeks, months to get them back. And the issue was 

positively solved on the regional level. They made it at housing and communal services department.    
R At the department.  
R We now have four or five organizations in the region that deal with expert review of construction projects. It 

has become easier for us, we do not have to wait in lines and so on and so forth. And so the question that we 
raised was solved. And at the national level we do not understand why we should provide documentation, pass 
expert review of a project that is worth, say, seven thousand, and we pay exactly the same amount for the 
expert review. So, if the total amount ended up being around ten thousand [UAH], we could do without this 
expert review, we could have the expert review done for three thousand.    

R And a people’s deputy who hears how much is spent on construction of that toilet at the cemetery, and it is 
very necessary there, since people arrive to visit their deceased relatives and then think that we are thieves, 
steal from them, and that is the way it is. 

М I see.  
R This was listened to.  
R Yes, it was listened to.  
М And in this case, regarding centralization, maybe one should just draft more detailed instructions 

and teach or one should just get rid of some requirements and give more freedom at the local 
level?  

R As for me, the system of permissions should be changed a bit, so it is a uniform fixed system, and not a different 
one at every service. And every service procrastinates and makes all the processes longer than necessary, even 
the expert review, we know the way it was. If we get rid of the permission issuing system people will not have 
to, we will give them a chance to better develop, start a new business, store, maintain their families. We 
understand this really well, since if we do not help a person to create a new working place, this person will not 
be able to create it independently. And if a person started knocking on the doors of these bureaucratic offices, 
went through these rounds for the second, then third time, those who have strength will make it through, and 
those who are weaker will just give up. And then a person started drinking, then stole something. That is how 
such misunderstandings in the society are created.   

R This is not only when we do not give permission to someone, this is also when we want to solve a problem 
urgent for the entire town. For example, we wanted to build a nice underground toilet for the public 
downtown. We cannot take money from the nature protection budget, but the fact that people just do that 
under bushes is no harm, of course, no harm at all. They just vandalize the town, that’s it. But we are not 
allowed to build the toilet with the help of nature protection budget. We drafted the project, paid 80 thousand 
(UAH) for it, (it is an underground toilet for five or three million) but did not receive the permission, so it was 
not constructed. Two years passed, the project became outdated, so we have to start over again. So we 
reevaluate the project, since prices and materials have changed, as well as draft budget documentation. Once 
again we spend budget costs, and it is sort of..   

R  And people are asking, people are asking.  
R Yes.  
R Draft budget recalculation.  
R It was approved and by now you should have covered that toilet with gold, but it is still not there. You see, 

these are budget issues, and they have been raised at the Association multiple times, to include that nature 
protection budget costs to general budget costs and so to allow us, not me, not the Head, but the people, the 
elected ones, to spend this amount by the decision of the council. Looks like this year… 
 

R Especially, since you have the money.  
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R Yes, since we have an electric generation plant. This issue sort of started to get going, they said that all of the 
nature protection budget costs would be included to the general budget.  
But then another problem appeared – we have the electric generation plant and we receive 25% of 100% of the 
nature protection budget costs. We have requested and the Association has asked and we have discussed the 
issue at the Association a few times, and we have adopted this decision at the council – give us a little bit more 
money. In Kyiv it was 50, I don’t quite remember, and we had 25 and the region had 25.  

R The region.  
R Yes.  
R This year they did it well, 25 was left for the town community – enough for you, 50 was given to the regional 

budget. And what is the difference for us, if it is in the regional budget or in Kyiv budget? There is no difference 
for us, if it comes from either source. We adopt a decision again, we address the Association again, address Mr. 
……. The city mayor also had to bring it to their attention, that we had adopted that decision. They will be 
reviewing the budget right in February, and we hope that they will take it into consideration. We said, let it be 
just a little bit, say, 40 x 40, let 40 goes to the regional budget, we don’t mind, the region is big, and it also needs 
help. There are people who cannot provide for themselves, but at the place where we live, where there are 
such diseases and so on.  

R They ask.  
R Yes, people do ask. And so I tell them, increase at least a little bit, listen to people.  
М I see. And if we, vice versa, try to generalize, what are the greatest local government changes 

over the past five years from the viewpoint of decentralization of local government?   
R Especially this year it happened so that we do not know how we are going to survive. PDFO, our main tax was 

taken away from us, and every budget was based on that, kindergartens maintenance and the rest of it.  
М Where was it taken to?  
R It was taken away, I will explain now, 60% to the district budget, 15 to the state budget and 25 to the regional 

budget. I understand we do not know how it will be and we do not want more problems to be created. So then 
the district will be providing subsidies, solve local problematic issues. But how will it be? The regional one that 
you have is at least more or less.  

R Yes, we don’t have administration. I want to say, guys tell you and they have the administration, but our town is 
a bit different. We don’t have administration, we are a town of regional subordination. And I want to tell you 
that it is a very big issue. You say, but, you know, it is difficult to remember everything. We discussed the 
medical reform a lot at the council, we were basically shouting, we raised the issue that we do not need this 
type of medicine, and we succeeded. We did not join the reform, we kept hospitals, we did not give them away.   

R And I will continue the topic, to elaborate on what ……… …….. said about kindergartens. It seems to me that 
government decentralization is that now kindergartens are taken away from local government. For instance, 
meals in …… cost UAH 11, in villages it was 6 UAH. 9 UAH here, 5 UAH there and so on.  

R Depends on possibilities.  
R Yes, on your own possibilities. Today they came up with an average amount, and it is fine with us. The one who 

had 6 now has 8, and the one who had 11 now has 8.  
R Now has 8.   
R How can we explain that to people? What kind of decentralization is that? Who can we ask today, we can only 

do that through the Association, they say “Wait”. Maybe indeed central authorities will be dealing with that, I 
have heard something regarding the Verkhovna Rada or the Ministry of Finance, I cannot even say for sure, 
maybe they will be solving those issues. But one should not do it this way, at least ask us, consult with us, and 
we would say – take away these kindergartens, if you want communities to unite and cooperate, then take the 
kindergartens away and provide funding for them themselves. Then at least it will not be our responsibility.  

R It won’t be.  
R It won’t be.  
R Even though we are not afraid of this responsibility.  
R Right.  
R And now people are asking; “Kindergartens are yours, children are ours, why is it eight UAH today?” How can 

we explain? And by the way, every year investments were made in kindergartens in …….., up to UAH 
1 000 000 for their maintenance. They were renovated, etcetera. And this year we cannot give a single penny, I 
mean that we can give, but deputies say, listen, kindergartens were taken away, why should we give money for 
them? And these issues should be raised at the Association of Cities.  

R But people will not come and will not ask either him or our city mayor, and he won’t say what kind of meals are 
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provided, we cannot, we have not relation to that, and he will say, why are you sitting here, if you have no 
relation to it.   

R Yes  
R Why are you sending us there? Don’t send us there, you were elected by us, so you have to solve this issue.  
R Yes, this issue.  
R It is a paradox, and yet a fact that they even discuss every decision, these concepts, in the frame of concept of 

local government reform, delegating responsibilities. We know very well what it means to delegate 
responsibilities, it means to transfer costs, without costs no one needs responsibilities.  

R Yes.   
R We had responsibilities, our own, and they are also delegated. If I were given UAH 100 and then asked “Why 

didn’t you do that?” – I have the responsibility, but when they do not give my anything and even make me work 
and I borrow money, the treasury is not paying.  
It was necessary, the one who knows will understand, and you gather the community members and explain to 
everyone. It is good that our community is small, we understand that, but it was also used against us by our 
rivals and people who do not want a better life today, since they feel fine anyways. 10% of people feel fine, and 
the rest 90%, well, sorry, but none of our business.  

М I see. And still, what do you think, if we look at the latest period, since the reform concept exists 
and they promise to launch it by the time of local elections that will take place in fall, right? And 
still what are your expectations from it?   

R I will reply with a simple phrase that we, Ukrainians, hope without hope and I think just as ……. We do not see 
that improvement, but it is not possible to further degrade, and we do hope, since we visited Europe and we 
saw how people live. And we think that it is a big sin not to live well on such a land  

R It is a sin.  
R And we hoped for the President, ……, our colleague, who has held so many meetings. After they were elected 

for higher positions, they gathered us, presented their vision, we gave them a big round of applause, but today, 
unfortunately, it is different. And we look into each other’s eyes and do not understand anything. What can we 
say? And I tell myself, I have become a liar, and I am not afraid of this word, since I promise people one thing in 
the evening and in the morning it turns out to be completely different.  

R Completely different.  
R Each of us has the same story.  
R I told my colleagues and I know the thought of many of my colleagues, we met in Kyiv, as  I said under Despro 

project. So if the current situation remains the same I, for one, would like to work. Until 2010 I had crazy 
fanatic enthusiasm, frankly, and so on. 

R Yes.  
R …….. knows. I have been working for over a year, starting with the previous government. It was easier before 

2010, there was at least some system and one could start a business without any projects or documentation and 
so on. And now the situation is, just as one year before, that they put a press on you for no reason. If this 
situation remains unchanged, I said back at Yanukovych time, I am not going to continue, I will stay until the end 
of my term in the office and that is it. And then I will just transfer this responsibility, I don’t know what to say to 
people, but I am not going to stay. I don’t want these troubles for no reason and I know that this is the thought 
of many of my colleagues. I know village heads in the district who say “God help me survive until the end of my 
term in the office.” 

R It is a pity that the state will lose very good managers.  
R Kozyr, you know him, the Head of Small Towns Association, when he was presenting at local governance 

school, held under Despro in November, he just expressed the thought of city mayors, that if we don’t succeed 
with the decentralization reform, one day we will all arrive and say: “These are our applications, we resign”. No 
employees are irreplaceable. There will be people who will work, but today, once again, to be responsible for 
something that you absolutely cannot solve in this surrounding, why should it be this way?  

М Why is that, in your opinion? Looks like these people who came to power had been in the 
government before 2010, why cannot they do something, if, as you say, the situation has changed 
after 2010? Set me right if I am wrong.   

R Yes, yes, yes.  
М So, will the situation at least return to the level of 2010, what do you think?   
R We are not going to bring politics here, everyone understands it in their own way, one was stealing then and 

one is stealing now a bit, it doesn’t look really the same.   
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М I see, as to 2010 that is the way I interpret your words, there was a period before 2010, no?..  
R It was easier to work.  
М It was easier, why cannot we return at least to that level? Or rather we are returning, but not 

returning, there…  
R In my opinion, we are now moving to Europe, but Ukraine cannot be Poland. I cannot be ……, and he cannot 

be …... For example, he did something well, these or those programs. He gave a call. We met. I came to him, 
told him and showed to him, and there is a result. He says, and when will I go to you? And I say, why would you 
go to me, since I only had a sewage built? We had no sewage in our town. We have been building it for five 
years. There was a project for 5,5 million. The costs were given not as planned, with trenches of 2-3 million, but 
with trenches of 470 000. And we were adding our money. And I would like to show him something that I had 
on paper, that I would do in two years.  
Even though I personally will not become a part of history, but I will do something good for people and they will 
say that we supported him not in vain. But it was not possible to do that, since there were problems and some 
chaos. Some people were saying that money was stolen, other people were saying that the money was not 
there. And I am telling deputies at a session: “Understand that the state economy is not functioning now. 
Where will they take money from?” What does it mean – budget? In French it means “a wallet”. Do you have 
money in your wallet, if you take some from your family, as at home, then it is possible to do something. But if 
my wife sets me requirements and I do not have this money, so what can I promise her? Locals understand that. 
But why can’t central government understand it? Who can we have as an example, as a role model, to make 
things better tomorrow? And people want to understand, to live better tomorrow.    

R It is all about money.  
R One cannot do anything without money.  
R One cannot do anything without money, yes.  
R Money is not the most important thing. It is impossible to be without them.  
R Which system should we create?  
R Yes.  
R Still before 2010 the system was clearer, it was more… As I am saying, some aspects were taken away from 

local government, as well as garage construction co-operatives, and the permission issuing system became so 
complicated that people are not able to understand it. They ask us and say, “Listen, you up there”. A mayor is 
considered a person who solves any issue. Unfortunately, it is not true.   

R It is necessary, so that people respect us, take our opinion into account and we correspond to our professional 
positions that we occupy today.  

R Se, the Rada gives money. We build something with the help of this money. This is after 2010. Do you 
remember what reviews and inspections we had?  

R Yes, the Security Service of Ukraine, and so on.  
R In bulletproof jackets. I am an acting Head. The office door opens up early. I can tell you one story.  X guys …. 

come to my office and approach the table. I go, “What’s wrong, guys, what happened? ….. What happened? 
What is proved? What’s wrong?” “We came to withdraw documents.” …….What kind of job is that? At that 
time we have inspections, I am telling you…  

R And no one apologized.  
R No one. I want to tell you it was improper use then. How can it be that the Rada adopted a decision to do this 

and that in a town? They come, construct roofs, make narrow cuts for inspection then. Inspect how asphalt was 
paved, how a road was made. Fir trees were planted. They go and take measures of every fir tree with a 
measuring tape, check landscaping… And improper use of costs is a criminal offense. Improper use of costs is a 
criminal offense.  

R There is no trust of the central government to the local government.  
R No trust.  
R Yes.  
R Yes, one should trust. One should check 100%, that is correct. But if inspection arrived, checked and no 

violation was detected, they should at least apologize. And mention that in mass media. And people see that and 
then secretly say that there’s something.. 

R Oh they entered her office. And already rumors spread… People are watching. They step aside and watch.  
R It is good that there’s the Association. We have turned to the Association a few times.  
R Yes, you see…  
R We were legally protected at least a bit against this chaos. That is why you can never please… And I am saying 
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one more thing, that we should adopt some decision at the Association once and for all. A mayor or village 
head cannot be a political figure. He cannot be a member of this or that party, since then he depends on this or 
that party. He should unite the community and not divide it into the white, blue, etcetera. This is my firm 
conviction. 

R It seems to me that we managed to protect more than one town mayor with the help of the Association… 
М We communicated, yes, they responded. 
R Protected.  
R Yes, protected.   
М Let’s return to our Dialog, to the Dialog program and to the activity of the Regional advisory 

council. I am not sure, but it looks like you mentioned more negative sides. But still if we look 
retrospectively, has the activity of the Regional advisory council led to any positive changes or at 
least to finish of some negative changes? Could you think of any examples?  

R ……, we have gathered today. We did not know what would be on the agenda, who was gathering us, what 
questions would be asked and what we were supposed to discuss. But since you said it so openly, we were 
talkative.  

М This is good.   
R There is no gun at the back, listening. And today we can pour our souls here. And we do not say that everything 

is bad. But if we did not gather today and did not discuss issues of Dialog project, we would not know what was 
going on and we would not be able to declare our stance. Because at home they say that our people are bored 
with us. And when you tell them, you once again hope without hope that tomorrow it will be better, that 
someone will hear us.   

М And here the question is exactly about how the Regional advisory council, the Dialog project can 
really help, apart from the things that were already mentioned? If we imagined that we have half 
a year, a year and we have no financial limits, what would you suggest to do?  

R First of all, we should do things and never stop, raise problematic issues and find positive answers to them. My 
understanding is that we should have activities going on, not only theory. Since everything that we say is fine. 
But it is totally different in practice. Never stop and not to say that there is no use. All those activities are 
useful. The fact that we communicate…  

М No, we do not say, that there is no use. We just exactly want to find out what exactly positive 
things.   

R We should hold more activities of this kind, invite representatives and specialists of the city executive 
committee, the Rada and even people’s deputies. Also invite smart guys and girls.  
 

М From the Verkhovna Rada?   
R Yes. Make such meetings for a bit wider audience, to make them more people-oriented and numerous, so that 

not only I can hear that, but to invite several people. And then we would go home.   
R Just to know what is being planned. You know if anything is going to be planned for the elections, for the local 

elections, if the local government reform is still to be implemented, we want to at least know that advisory 
councils are convening, that there is such and such progress, there is a step forward, that something is being 
done. To convene us, discuss with us, and involve us as specialists and we would jointly think how to make 
things better. I think that during this period the cooperation would be very…   

М Do you mean involvement of our Verkhovna Rada, members of Parliament, lawmakers in order 
to hear more?   

R Yes.  
R Specialists.  
R Specialists, yes.  
R Specialists, since deputies are deputies..  
R No, specialists, we exactly say, specialists. It would be very relevant now.  
R And one more thing. I am saying, advisory council. I think that we should be partners in solving various issues 

with an executive body, in this case with district state administration and oblast administration. The legislation is 
drafted in such a way today that we… They do not want us, and we are watching.. For instance, there is no 
administration in ……. – and we work fine and so on. We have the administration and so we duplicate these or 
those functions. One asks me: “Why are dogs walking there? Why is it not cleaned up here?” We know these 
issues ourselves there. However, you cannot help us financially, and just give orders… Here are orders for you, 
people, every day.. We understand all this. So what is my point? The point is that if today an advisory council 
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convenes at regional level with the governor, his department or the department representatives, we really 
should raise this issue and also solve the issue. But, unfortunately, today their will and our will do not always 
coincide to solve these issues.    

М So what is the obstacle?  
R Legislation.  
М Legislation, yes?  
R Yes.  
R Legislation, yes. It is formulated in such a way that administration …    
R The responsibilities and authorities that we mention, because we do not want to draw all the attention to us. If 

we can share things, why should we compete. I can give you an example. In his case a Head was changed and in 
my case the Administration Head was changed. I cannot say anything bad about him. I do not care what party he 
is from, most importantly, this person should be honest and decent and professional. There were four Deputy 
Heads and the Head and then after the revolution things changed dramatically and only one Deputy remained, 
but things did not worsen. I mean, things did not become better, but they did not worsen. We do our work. No 
one prevents us from that, and we do even more. Last year functions were duplicated. I was doing my work and 
was controlled. I was sort of frightened, I did not know if I should or should not do that. And so it was 
duplicated in the sense that we planted trees, and they were collecting ripe apples, so to speak.   

М I see. Now tell me a bit about meeting of the Regional advisory council. I wonder if, for example, 
local regional mass media are invited? Do they generally take part or not, do they try to 
understand the essence, cover it in the same way or not? I mean, precisely coverage of the 
activity of the Regional advisory council by mass media. Are there any issues, problems?  

R They are always present at meetings.  
R Always there, yes.  
R Radio and press and regional TV station. Always. And the materials that we took, even the materials were given 

to us by ….. via email. We covered that issue on the website of the city council and so on. I do not think that 
the issues are very much covered. Maybe not that much in terms of depth of the analysis, but like, there was a...  

R Meeting.  
R Yes, meeting.  
R But they are always covered. For example, we watch on VDT, our Vinnytsia channel, when a meeting is taking 

place here, we always see information or forums or unions come and say “We saw you there. You really were 
there at the meeting.” So, they are always invited…   

М And how is it possible to cover the meetings better or in more depth, or more clearly so the 
community can really hear and know what is going on at these advisory council meetings?   

R No matter what, we have raised such and such issue at the advisory council, that’s it. It was covered there, and 
that’s it.  

R Just that such and such issues were raised and such an address was maid.  
R Yes, and ways of solving it. So that it was covered more in depth, with more details.  
R A little bit, yes, discussions.  
М Good.  
R Means of information – we do that ourselves, heads, and secretaries, since we hold executive committees’ 

meetings, sessions.  
R And always …  
R If I bring this plan, I will definitely show it. Let others take something positive from it. And even for further 

work, but I have to present it, so others hear about it.  
R We were given very good manuals.  
R Yes.  
R I think such manuals were given to us twice or maybe three times already. There are practices of local 

governance for deputies and for secretaries of the council, and legislation and for lawyers. And you know, they 
were not bad.  

R Advice, consultations.  
R With discs. Yes, advice. You know it would be good if… It is clear that legislation changes, but still such 

generalizations, the most recent ones and so relevant for our work of local governance would be also not bad.  
М Journalists need some additional work, so they do not just cover somewhere with one line, but 

cover with details for the community, maybe even help you with clarification for the community 
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as to what is going on at these advisory councils? Is some work of journalists necessary?  
R Yes, it is. I understand that they cannot be experts in this or that area.  
R Yes.  
R Let’s say, domestic waste or sewage or something else. But, of course, it is necessary to cover this topic in 

depth and with more details, explanations. Or at least provide more comments of those specialists who are 
present at the advisory council.   

R Yes, specialists, so that they take these or press releases at the advisory councils. I mean so regional branched 
prepare press releases exactly with such… 

М Comments?  
R Comments, yes, what issues, problems, what it happened that way, and how we see these ways of solving… 

Since you know, when we return home we provide information for our local mass media, that we participated 
in a meeting, what issues were raised and so… And that’s how it will be. Not everyone from our town arrives. 
And we do not always arrive either, you know, so… 

R I can give one more example of local government decentralization reform.  
М Yes.  
R You know, there are such draft laws “On Associations of Citizens”. They were reviewed at the Verkhovna 

Rada. I do not at which phase it is now. I mean, the so called association of citizens. 
М Yes.  
R But for now neither mass media, I mean, central ones, nor regional ones have explained it.  

For instance, my colleagues village heads. I was at school and we have an association there. We know what it is.  
R What it is, yes.   
R Yes, we even read this draft law. Others do not even know. They just sit there and that is it. Or, for instance, 

they made this budget. Took all of the kindergartens away, as well as medical and obstetric centers, houses of 
culture. They do not know what to do further. We should unite. On what grounds, what criteria, what would 
be the form of this association? No one absolutely… And they, I tell you again… We have several towns, right? 
It turns out that basically no one is the Association member.  

R No one is member, yes.  
R And the Association itself today, unfortunately, in this regard…We do not have a strong advertisement and call 

to unite. Even this advisory council that gathered here, I mean they gathered all the representatives of local 
government of and said, “Gentlemen, there is a draft law”. 

R “Let’s work on it”.  
R «You should also work, since the elections are coming up».  
R Yes.  
R And two-three communities need to be united. On what grounds should they be united? Will this association be 

beneficial for these or those communities? And what would be an incentive for this association? Zero, you see.  
R They should show what the best way is. Not just.. But to teach or help.  
R Yes.  
R How to put it all together.   
R Yes. And what do we currently have? All people say: «Village head, you should try to unite with ……. But why? 

Because they think that if I unite with ……, with its village council, they will have to go to get some certificates 
10 or 15 km away and so on. That is the main parameter. But it…   

R Yes, we were in Poland and we saw… 
R Yes, and here is a regular person. What does he or she need? To come and take a certificate at the village 

council.   
R Yes, a person wants for the village council to be here and not within a distance of 15 kilometers.  
R If we were all very united, who would listen to us?  
R Yes.  
R Look, we lack discussions of various concepts of this or that.. I mean, reforms of local governance. They 

gathered all of us in the district, had a discussion. A specialist arrived from Vinnytsia. He asked us questions. He 
listens to us, who has what opinion. One Head stood up and shouted out something, then another one, then 
another. They will not listen anyways. I recalled that old example of when I worked at school. And the school 
principal asks me: «………, what do you think?». I told him my opinion. And then he says: «You are right, but 
we will do it the way I say». You see how people are…   

R You think, but act as you are told.  
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R Yes.  
R The most important, of course, is how a regional branch is organized. For example, we were in …….., other 

places regarding reforms’ concept. The most painful is that we do say. But I understand that it is not possible. If 
you expressed a thought, it should be implemented or it should be an axiom.   

М No, but there should be a mechanism.  
R Yes.  
М Then what is the sense to express your thought? 
R Yes, and now we look at how they made the so called reform at the Verkhovna Rada, and I say “Why did we 

gather and you pulled this information out of us?” They wanted to hear…  
R Suggestions.  
R Yes, so we give suggestions and do as wanted.  
R Yes, as wanted, yes.   
R There are three of us, and we have the same opinion, and no one said: “I object, and do not agree with you, and 

you set me right if I am wrong, sir.” And we discuss the same here, look at each other and want to add, add 
something, since this is a common problem.  

М I see. Further we have a question that is maybe, a bit unexpected. It is as follows. Has the issue of 
gender inequality been ever discussed at the meetings of the Regional advisory council, meaning 
unequal rights of women, men? 

R It has been discussed.  
М Could you please elaborate?  
R It was even mentioned in newsletter “To Local Government Bodies”. Then it was mentioned in emails, 

suggested to discuss it on the local level, at the executive committee meeting, so not convene the meeting 
twice. And so we see that today we don’t have problems of that kind. By the way, it was also discussed here, at 
this table.   

М But you see, sometimes when an issue is discussed, it is viewed in a very limited fashion, the 
question of whether women have enough rights or…  

R Yes, they have enough.  
М But sometimes there are, for instance, household, ongoing issues, like is there a kindergarten so a 

woman can leave her child there and work or participate in some community activities. I mean 
that the question is not just if someone allows of does not allow something, but the question is if 
conditions are created for women who have children to work and participate in community life. 
So, I wonder about the aspects of the discussion. I don’t know, maybe some decision?     

R Our women is a mother and worker, because she is everywhere. Men are working, since… As far as I know, 
………. has good work places and salary level is one of the highest not only in the region, but also in Ukraine. 
We understand that there is such an enterprise as an electric generation plant and a whole complex of 
enterprises.  

R For example, ………  
R Yes, …….. plant. We visited it and everyone thought: I wish I had that too. Moreover, it is located beyond the 

town border. It is located not within the town limits, but a bit further away.  
R You know what they call us? A little arrogant European town.  
М We will have time to discuss that. Let’s finish with the gender issue and then I will ask more 

questions.  
R If we take the city council, out of the X employees there are Y men and the rest are women. If we take a 

kindergarten, and we have three of them, we have the same, so it turns out that there are 80% of women.   
R Even among the deputies… There was given an example, all of the councils were analyzed among the ones that 

are the Association members. The number of men and women among the council members was analyzed and so 
on and so forth. And even though I…  

R NGOs were also mentioned. 
R Yes.   
R I would like to say regarding ……... We have only registered X NGOs. Probably, 80-90% of their heads are 

women. We do not have problems with kindergartens or schools or other types of work. You see, we have no 
problems. When I say that we fund NGOs from the budget, we give 100 000 to the Community Organization of 
People with Special Needs, 80 000 to another organization, 20 000 to NGO “Women Workers”, no one 
believes me.  

М You should not say that, since there are colleagues now …  
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R Since we do not have that, no.  
М I see. 
R We simply have no problems.  
М I see. I don’t know maybe there is still something for Ukraine? It is just that in Europe, indeed, it is 

very urgent to create opportunities for women even with children to work and take part in 
community life. Is there something like this?  

R No.  
М No, right?  
R Not in our case.  
R I think that our women are not oppressed.  
М No, it is not about oppression, but… Once again, if we talk about oppression. I see your point, 

that there is no oppression. But the question is vice versa, once again, from the viewpoint that a 
woman should be a mother, and do something at home, she additionally has… Meaning, that on 
the contrary, she needs help, so that she is equally able to take part in some community life, 
otherwise she is simply not able to do that because of lack of time. Is there something like this?  

R There are special authorities on our territory. I understand that the question is not about a woman suffering 
from offense, because a man oppresses her. It is about some conveniences and facilities for the woman so that 
she is able to be a mother and a worker.   

М Yes.  
R It exists for women, but not for men. Today at school… When we were studying, half of the teachers were 

men, and now it is vice versa.  
R Now, yes, women, since a man needs to make money.  
R As they say, there are many divorces. The correlation is one to one, the number of those who were born and 

those who died. Meaning that we also have divorces. It does not mean that there were 10 cases this year of 
people getting married and getting a divorce. This is based on statistics. When they come to me with 
problematic issues I say “You came to me so I help you to make amends? Who borrowed money from whom? 
Look, you did not invite me to your weeding, but when it comes to divorce everyone goes to me. I want smart 
people to come to me.” “You mean that we are silly?” “No, you are not silly. I just want you to be smart. Go 
talk to each other as a neighbor with a neighbor, make amends. You should live in harmony, since no one is 
going to help us.”  

М I see. And how about such a question. In your opinion, should an additional question regarding 
gender issues be included to the agenda of meetings of the Regional advisory council in order to 
discuss something else in this regard?  

R We are dead men, guys.  
М I don’t know should an additional question be included? Once again, the question is not if 

someone oppresses another one, but the question is if there really is something?.. 
R It is ….., town mayor.  
R Yes. I am sorry for being late, since today is such a day that I was occupied a bit. We have equality, even more 

than equality. We always give women…  
R Let’s discuss it a bit more and then draw a conclusion.  
R And you do stop by our town council and a take a look to draw a conclusion. Out of 18 employees there are 

only 3 men and the rest are women.   
R You see, we had not agreed on that, but he said exactly what I said.  
R I see why. Probably here the question is not about the equality itself, and how it is implemented, but the 

question is that salaries that we have do not allow a man to provide for the family.   
R Since a man should make more money that a woman.  
R Of course. That is why men go and make money and wives will be managing here.  
R Yes.  
М Let’s just return to the opportunity to attract investors. I wonder what your opinion is, if 

decentralization takes place will it influence, contribute to competition among regions, will there 
be more opportunities in a region to compete for a potential investor? For instance, if you have, 
let’s say, a list of taxes… Let’s say, tax on real estate, in which case the local community is usually 
able to define its amount. Let’s say, if there will also be an opportunity, I don’t know, to increase 
or decease income, based on the local community decision, to attract or not to attract investors.  

R You said it right. If we have an incentive today to attract investors and construct something, develop something? 
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No. And why not? Because it is a tax on individuals, that was our main driving force, our main tax, and it was 
taken away from us. Taken away to the district, state, region. Tell me please what the incentive is for the local 
community today to take an enterprise, for example “…….. Product” and… I am sorry, but to breathe is also 
an ecological problem and so on.  

R Yes.  
R So today we don’t have it. Unfortunately, no. Earlier we used to want that. Yes, it is really necessary for the 

territory to develop. It is necessary for a plant to work and provide work places for people and so on, it also 
means salaries. But if today we have, for example, a meat processing factory and the salary is not more than 
3000 UAH, who needs such a factory? Moreover, there is no tax there.  

R Attracting budget funds, international funds, we don’t mind, but today we have certain conditions, and the 
previous conditions are still in effect, and no one pays attention to that. What I am driving at? Today, if we talk 
about some project that costs 500 000, meaning 250 by 250. For instance, Europe gives us 250 000, but I cannot 
provide the cost-share. And so I fail my partner because I have not provided funding. So this means that the 
partner.. Or, for example, we have drafted 8 projects and won 1 project and it is not funded either. Meaning 
that they provided funds, but we cannot provide our co-share. So what kind of partner is that?   

R Yes, last year inter-municipal cooperation regarding construction of a range was disrupted.  
R Yes, yes.  
R I agree with my colleagues, however, I will look at the issue more broadly, since in accordance with the Budget 

Code and new amendments to it, let’s say, that in accordance with this code, we are actually given a subvention 
for maintenance of our preschool, extracurricular and culture institutions. That is why I think that development 
of enterprises in our town and in the district in general will increase the income to the district budget. If the 
district budget income grows, there will be a possibility not only to maintain and provide for our culture and 
educational institutions, but also a possibility to develop them, improve their material and technical base. That is 
why, in my opinion, we should have something from the income tax, promised to us by …………... Also I wish 
they did not take UNDP from us, etc. But currently in such conditions economics should develop anyways, 
therefore investments programs should be fully used, should be somehow involved. And economic development 
will not harm anyone.  

М No, I just have such a question. We are talking about the Dialog project and the work of the 
Regional advisory council and about decentralization. That is why we look at different aspects. On 
the one hand, local government is closer to the population. And I have already heard from your 
colleagues that, indeed, they come and require. It is not as somewhere in Kyiv. At least I have an 
impression that they really come and require. But on the other hand, local government should 
have certain possibilities to meet these demands. And then, does the local government really 
have incentives and opportunities to develop and attract investors? What should be done for that? 
And how can the Dialog project help with the work of the Regional advisory council? This is what 
we are discussing. So, if you could comment on something, given that you have a fresh perception 
of things, I would be grateful. What do you think?   

R I am sorry I also support my colleagues in that something is constantly required of us and we are responsible for 
pretty much everything, even for things that we are not related to. 
It is quite logical, since who can one go to? One can go to the local government body. First of all to the town 
mayor and pour out one’s sorrows. That is why I think that we will have a developed, I repeat, economy, people 
will be receiving salaries and so they will have less problems. They will be able to solve some of their issues 
themselves. Therefore social tension will be basically decreasing. That is why, let’s say that everything is 
interconnected. As to the Dialog program, of course, this is great help. We are very grateful for this help at the 
Association of the Ukrainian Cities. Why, in fact? Because one should always have someone to turn for advice 
to, for instance, not to be left alone with some unsolved problems. People should get together, jointly discuss 
and define a problem, define ways of solving it, turn to corresponding institutions. A meeting will be convened 
to address this issue jointly, not just by one person, so I think in this case one can say that the issue was heard. 
That is why I think that the Dialog program is definitely a great benefit, great benefit.  

R Good job, you have not betrayed us, you said exactly the same. We have had 5 meetings of the Regional council 
within 2011 -2014. And these problematic issues are solved there.  

R Of course. 
М There is also a question of cooperation with the private sector. Private sector, business sector, 

was it generally discussed? Do you somehow involve businessmen, maybe, representatives of the 
private sector into the work of the regional advisory councils? And how?  



 

A-190 

 

R Probably, so far not really. But still we represent public opinion of our communities, opinion of all groups of our 
population, including the businessmen, including medium-sized business. Therefore all of the related issues were 
raised and discussed, more than once. I think that there is not a great need for such a presence. I think that 
there is a greater need for presence of NGOs. But, in fact, we do have that. We represent public opinion, some 
social issues. That is why I think that currently we as town mayors from whom everyone requires something 
and who are responsible for everything, are aware of all sorts of issues, including medium-sized business, small 
business, local enterprises, NGOs, retired people, veterans, basically everyone, educators, healthcare 
institutions.   

R They come to us.  
R Everyone goes and tells about their problems. And we represent absolutely all of these…  
М I wonder what the situation in less successful towns is. Is there a possibility to help NGOs that 

come to you, to somehow solve issues? How is it organized in your case?   
R I will interrupt and add now, since he will not praise himself. By the way, he has already been four times at the 

zone of the ………………. He works with NGOs, collects all the necessary things and goes directly there and 
brings those things and communicates. Without them he would not be able to do anything. He is exceptionally 
successful, I talk with him over phone almost every day. I do envy them, since they have such possibilities. Maybe 
their town has a bit better organized economy. They also have a couple of open-pit mines, plants.  

R It is very hard today to bring people together, inspire them and make people be active in towns and villages. 
Why? Not because people do not want to. Probably, people lost some of their faith during the Ukrainian 
Independence time. Earlier they used to get together and were active, but there was no result. And that is why 
I, honestly, think… Just during my time in the office I have created seven NGOs that represented my stance in 
various aspects etc. And one of my classmates works as a simple welder. When I.. He really cares about his 
town. I tell him “Listen, come to our NGO meeting, since you are such an active citizen”. He also makes heating 
stoves for those who battle in the zone of the ……. and so on. And he told me: “If it is just about talking I will 
not go. If it is about doing something, let’s talk less and do more.” I mean that people are showing that they have 
lost faith in some things, in these meetings and all. But it is also impossible to do without them. It is impossible 
without them. That is why, of course, we once again cannot support NGOs financially, but we would really like 
to. Council of Veterans NGO has big requests, also other NGOs, sports council as well. But there are 
legislation limitations once again under Dialog program. We teach them, make addresses. We have provided so 
many suggestions to make corresponding amendments to the legislation. For example, for me to fund a sports 
organization today, I cannot do that. I used to be able to do that. I was buying things for the culture house. 
There was sports equipment there at the culture house. And that is how we were funding sports events in the 
town. And, generally, it was enough. Today I cannot do that, since one needs to create a communal enterprise 
with sports specialization. Even though I have another enterprise that could deal with that. But it is not possible 
according to our legislation. We want to change….  

R We have a bit better situation with NGOs. We fund them. We have five most active NGOs. We pay financial 
compensation to leaders of the NGOs every month. On top of that, we give financial support for every NGO, 
an amount. We get together accordingly…  

R So what kind of support do you have? Address support?  
R Yes.  
R The address support includes it all. But we cannot fund that NGO.  
R In our case the NGO is included to the budget, funds are allocated, material support for NGOs. Meaning that, 

for instance, this organization gets this amount, and that organization gets that amount, and so on.  
R There is a special budget item, funds allocated.  
R And what kind expenses, for what exactly? 
R They prepare draft budgets there. It is…  
R And you give them this money for all their needs? 
R Not for all the needs. We spend a lot on the Anti-terrorist operation now.  
R It is clear. Do you pay salaries?  
R Material compensation of support.  
R We also allocate money for material compensation, but this is not what they require. They want…  
R No, they require… If we budgeted 100 000 for NGO of people with special needs, then I think that this is what 

they require. 
R And what is the difference, how is it going to be documented?  
R Yes, if it is documented as material compensation or material support or if it is for holding the 9th of May holiday 
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or holding… The main thing is that it exists.  
R It is in the program, right?  
R Of course.  
М I have such a question. Once again it is about cooperation with the private sector. What do you 

think is the most effective way – should the government try to provide as many as possible of 
these and communal services or maybe it would be better if local business overtook and just 
received that money, for example, from the local budget, just out of your experience? Maybe I am 
saying it in a bit abstract way, but you give me specific examples. I mean should communal 
enterprises be created or is it better to involve private enterprises that would just provide certain 
services based on the town order?  

R It was as we wanted. I will simply say that, most importantly, the government should not create obstacles in 
using this resource that we have, all the potential that we have.  
Since there are restrictions everywhere, the legislation prohibits, the legislation prohibits, the legislation 
prohibits. For example, we have just had the last meeting of the district council, the board. There was raised an 
issue that we as a budget-funded organization cannot cooperate, for example…We can cooperate, not order 
services from enterprises that were at different…It is all changing now. There will be four levels of the single 
tax. And there were six levels of the single tax. Here is the second level of the single tax. Those are mainly at 
the fixed rate of the single tax. We can receive a service from them, but they are obliged to then transfer to 
general taxation in accordance with the legislation. Meaning that no businessman would be interested. This 
service from them, for instance, will be 30 or 40% cheaper than a service from a communal service and so on. 
That is why the legislation requires. Amendments to the Tax legislation have been adopted. There are only four 
main groups now. Maybe this exactly type is not known. Besides, currently communal enterprises cannot be on 
a single tax. So there is a little nuance in the legislation. And everything corresponds. Up to 50 employees and 
up to 20 million, it used to be up to three million, i.e. the fourth form of, let’s say, costs. The only thing is that if 
a communal enterprise has over 25% of communal property, it has no right to be a single tax. Once again, we 
have gathered under the Dialog project and discussed this issue with colleagues, trying to cancel this norm so 
that private communal enterprises of housing and communal sector can be on a single tax. This will decrease net 
costs of the services provided by them, besides all the money collected through the single tax goes to the local 
budget.   

R To the local, yes.   
R So, everything is interconnected here. In such a way many communal enterprises can pull…   
R The enterprises that we wanted to cooperate with cannot provide us services according to the legislation.  
R Services, yes.  
R They would be cheaper for us, but the enterprises need to transfer to a different category (of taxation). They 

cannot do that.  
М I am just curious. Are there really initiatives to promote this and provide opportunities..     
R You know, he tells the Head today… 
М No, more details please. Thank you.  
R Of course, an initiative. I, generally… When I was running for the elections, I included all possible types of work 

for my communal enterprise in the election agenda and so on. Unfortunately, many types of work today require 
a special license. And so they cannot do that. Licensing is expensive for them in terms of the amount of orders 
that we place with them. And as to the private sector, indeed, one could show legislation opportunities and we 
could work with them.   

R So an investor is registered with us. We want this.  
R We want this, but, unfortunately, they get registered in Kyiv.  
R We don’t receive anything, just the fact that they are there.  
R We talk about this, keep talking and it remains the same.  
R It seems to me that based on the tax code today the place of activity matters.   
R Activity.  
R Yes, the location where the event takes place.  
R We will review the budget for 2015 several times more, so the legislation will be reviewed multiple times.  
R We do not know what to expect.  
R Now we have a test variant.  
М And now let’s look on the other side. If we talk about you as representatives of authorities and 

the state services that the authorities provide, I wonder what your opinion is – to what extent are 
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you able now to provide these state services efficiently, within the limits of your responsibility?   
What is the problem there, for example, or maybe there are some state services provided by 
other government authorities and you still think that they should be transferred to the local 
government? In fact, we have discussed that a bit, but I would like to clarify.  

R Yes, we have discussed.  
R I did not say, let’s do, so far you just listen. We have had a meeting recently at the city association, at the main 

branch, and basically discussed the same issue. …… actually said that now there are permission centers, these 
centers are transparent, but they are not efficient, their work is not efficient within the district. That is why 
there was a suggestion to try and create such permission centers at every town and village. It is more efficient, 
since once again if we look at the entire district, if we look at the city of Vinnytsia, we see that everything is 
interconnected here in the city. If we look at the entire district it is necessary to get to this permission center 
from every village, every settlement and provide your papers and then obtain some decision accordingly. Since 
people live in territorial communities and, maybe at least for such towns, as we think, for such settlements.    

R Maybe some mobile centers that would functioning.   
R Of course, it would relevant, efficient to set up such permission centers at such towns and villages. So that the 

majority of people of this town goes to this permission center and we actually were looking into launching a 
couple of pilot projects in order to see how it will go. That is why I repeat, we get together, discuss this issue. 
And this is a specific type of work, administrative services. You know what else I want to say, we as town 
mayors, my colleagues may support me or object, but today local government is not viewed as a provider of 
administrative services. Everyone thinks that it is asphalt, street, lighting, these are different issues, meaning, the 
issues that other services are responsible for. I emphasize for all of them that wait, our main function is actually 
to provide for money usage, provide administrative services and so on. That is why we, of course, perform our 
functions within these limits, but we would like to expand these limits, so people are more satisfied with 
services provision as a result.  

R Or with unified fixed ones in order not to disperse.  
М Indeed, with regard to road lighting, how is the issue solved now?  I do not know, are the 

communities now able to provide for themselves or not able to? What are the ways of solving this 
issue so that adequate services are provided?   

R This is what I suggested, at least to do it 50 by 50. If there is a corresponding lighting program, so it is financed 
from the local budget and the central one. I cannot do it alone, since we do not have the sufficient number of 
taxes, our tax amount is not sufficient even for current needs. If we talk about ……, so maybe they have it, 
maybe they made the money, and are making and will be making it. But we need subsidies, subventions.   

М There is a hypothesis that certain budgets should be united at a certain level and then regions will 
be more successful or more successful communities will be helping the less successful ones. I 
formulated it very roughly, but there is such an idea.   

R I see. I will tell you about analysis of the things that we currently have. We have X kilometers of roads that are 
in communal property, Y kilometers out of those have asphalt covering. Within the last 3 years almost 4 
kilometers were covered with asphalt and during the previous years starting since the Independence time 
several kilometers were also reconstructed. The rest had been done during the Soviet time. Let’s talk about 
today’s situation. I have X, X kilometers, Z km are not covered with asphalt, therefore I need to have 42 km 
covered with asphalt. The price of covering 1 km of road with asphalt exceeds 1 mln., not to consider road 
borders, this is purely the price of asphalt covering. So, if we spend 1 million per kilometer a year - and I do no 
think that we are so rich that can afford spending the money from our budget - I need 42 more years to cover 
all the new roads in my town with asphalt, let alone reconstruction of the old roads. So, 42 years without 
anyone’s help, without involving other sources of income. If you ask if we are able to do that ourselves, God 
help us create such a political, tax climate in Ukraine in which local government received the amounts of money 
sufficient for implement this program at least within ten years.  

М There is one alternative, if, theoretically speaking, we increased the tax share that stays in local 
budget then the community would have more responsibility or should it still be done centrally, 
should the money be distributed.  

R In the 2015 project, for instance, money, subventions for roads, for reconstruction, overhaul of roads was taken 
from us, this is the biggest issue now. So, they took, for example, 400 000 from him, 500 from me, 300 000 
from him. 

R X.  
R Then if we underused money in some budget item, it should be transferred to another one. We collected that, 
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should have done corresponding work, as he says, but then there are people who collected assets (…), 
registered them in the treasury, but the money did not go through and people are in trouble today. They face 
court proceedings, people will sue them, give us money back, there is person, family behind every penny. I do 
not know how it will be yet, it is in the prospect so far, hopefully, things will straighten out.   

R The received tax money should be more directed to meeting demands of the local government.  
R Local taxes, so we are self-sufficient.  
R Ready locally. 
М The question is if you are ready to work locally, but also to take responsibility. We do not say that 

50% from the central budget, just, in theory, let’s say, 100% or 90% or 80% stays in local budgets, 
but then it becomes the responsibility of the local government to provide for the roads, lighting.     

R Without proper economic grounds, we cannot agree to that.   
R I see, but I want to say something different. Guys, you know that. Earlier there were fines for violating traffic 

rules, 50% of this amount stayed in the local government budget, everything was taken to the state budget, and, 
excuse me, for our city it was the amount of approximately half a million. This money was used for roads 
construction. Then, excise tax for oil products, today the government takes it away. These cars use our 
communal roads, they refill gas and do not pay a penny of transportation tax, that is how it used to be called. 
Tell me please, whose problem is that? Is this the problem of the local government or the central government? 
Give us a part of this amount, as a subvention, to be directly used for the roads. I do not know or at least by the 
number of transportation vehicles registered in the city, this or that community, I do not know how, but it is 
possible to solve this issue.  

R I am all for receiving costs and taking the responsibility.  
R Yes. I will add to that. Centralization has shown what it can do, absolutely, in Kyiv, even in Vinnytsia. No one 

cares what is going on in …. or ….. or ….., on the central road that the central government is responsible for. 
They just know that the local community does not ask them about it and no one is going to punish them for 
that and so on, that is why they spend money as they want. If the money goes to us, I think that we will, first of 
all, deal with the issues that are the most urgent, the most important for our community. This is one thing; the 
second thing is that I really want to confirm that decentralization should be based on something. Direct tax 
should be paid to us, it can be divided, but the direct one should go to the local budgets accordingly from road 
usage fee.  
If they did it smartly, really smartly, since, indeed, why a person should pay, since his or her car is not used. On 
the other hand, if a taxi driver uses the car every day and contributes to wearing out the roads, he should pay 
more. It is smart that the excise tax goes to this tax, and then it would be all redistributed from Kyiv, so that 
they give as much as they want. Centralization once again, if they want they can just take this tax away.  

R Before 2010 it was ours.   
R The third question for today is how it will be happening. We held a roundtable with colleagues at the meeting in 

….. and discussed how income from road reconstruction will be organized. Meaning, whether it will be an 
excise tax, not for the road reconstruction, but in general for the usage, will this tax go to our budget directly 
from the points located there, enterprises that sell combustible and lube products and excise products. Once 
again when I raised that issue, I say, excuse me, we have a district in the city of …. with three gas stations and 
there is a village nearby, ….. and not a single gas station there, ….. , not a single gas station, no gas station in this 
area, in that area. We will be receiving and they refill gas somewhere else. In particular, I am talking not only 
about my community, but in general, even about those villages. They also need gas, also need to refill. All the 
money that they will be paying as an excise tax will be going to ….. And I received such a reply – let them 
create conditions. If the village was not creating conditions, it will never create conditions to open a gas station 
there, then it will be. 

М The road should be first of all.  
R Yes.  
R We don’t mind that the money stays there, but there also are underdeveloped territories. So what should one 

do, for example, the village that …. mentioned, we should understand who should provide subsidies for them 
and where the government will be taking money from. There are many questions here, if I want something it 
does not mean that I want to think so, try something. One should not panic, we’ll see. We have survived worse 
things in the past.  

R Definitely, decentralization, we think that we will cope with that responsibility even in the aspect that today it is 
more problematic for me to use the existing money to put asphalt on the central road that is maintained by 
automobile roads’ service of Vinnytsia region, since I do not have the right to reconstruct it. It is more 
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problematic for me than to construct some other road. And this road is the face of our city, many …. residents 
use it, buses come here and all, but it is destroyed, in a bad condition, since the automobile roads’ service does 
not think it is necessary.  

R And people do not understand that. 
R They think that it is ours. 
R People do not understand. 
R Inspecting authorities say «This is improper use of money», - and this is a crime, that’s it.  
М I see, we have talked about the regional advisory council and the Dialog project. Aside from the 

regional advisory council, I would also like us to mention some initiatives of the Dialog project 
that you remember, just to summarize that. Maybe you will add something, in which activities 
you took part, the Dialog project, which directions? Could we summarize what we have just said?   

R You know, we should maybe prepare for that.  
R Why. Some forums, forums of intercity heads take place 
R Trainers, professional workshops 
R Secretaries, lawyers were there. 
R Unions of secretaries, lawyers.  
R Of course 
R This is just briefly 
R I meant if we recalculate taxes, what is the amount. 
R Not, that I don’t know either. 
М No, these are just examples. Professional workshops, could you please tell a bit about municipal 

forums, how was it happening there, in which format?  
R This is rather for town mayors, since I did not really participate in those.  
R Not only in Kyiv. 
R We get together in Kyiv, invite representatives of the central government. I say Kyiv, in theory.  
R The last one was in Odesa. 
R We were in …., in ….., as small towns, we get together there every year. How these problematic issues are 

covered, who can solve them or who can advise, we invite exactly those people, specialists. This is all done 
through ……., director of the …….  

М Any specific examples of the events? Maybe some media products, I don’t know, some materials 
that you receive there?  

R Based on other cities’ best practices, who implemented what innovation, so you go ahead and implement it too, 
here’s an example for you. We sit, and analyze and advise, those who want more information take the 
presenter’s telephone or go and visit that place and benefit from the experience. We went to …. region, near 
……. What was the title……, in … they have a good project concerning garbage dump. We have been there 
several times.  

R As to our region, we get together every year around September, October, sometimes in … , also in … , ….. 
and so on. 

R Yes. 
R Regional branch, we meet in different regions every time, not in the regional capital. 
R Study trip, to learn something.  
R See something and share, give advice to colleagues.  
R There is a comment and a suggestion. For example, I mentioned this multiple times in …. , also talked with 

……and so on. By the way, a positive side of the municipal forum that took place in Odesa is that there was less 
showing-off, less welcoming speeches, less talks about how the planet is not turning around without us, how 
happy we are that you are here etc. There was a short greeting speech from the city mayor of Odesa and then 
the meeting started right away. This is really great, because people gathered to make our voice heard and to 
hear answers to the questions that bother us. The way it used to be before is like that – the representative of 
the President or of the President’s Administration, the previous government, will arrive and say “Good job, it’s 
great that you have gathered here, I greet you and good bye. I do not have time, off I go.” The representative of 
the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine: thank you for gathering here, good job, and then we are left alone.   

R Just telling things to each other.  
R And crying together.  
R We talk about the problems that we already know, just confirm that they exist. That is why this is the first 
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question, a positive change that already took place. I am glad that it is happening and we immediately start 
discussing things at the meeting without pompous speeches. I emphasize that we really talk with representatives, 
they give us answers and so on. I think that this format will be positive and we should stick to it, move away 
from old things.   

R For example, we divide into three sections or three groups at municipal hearings that take place to discuss an 
issue so that all 3 representatives of Vinnytsia region do not go to the same section. …… listens about 
household waste, I listen about maintenance of residential houses, ….. goes to the finance section, budget, and 
so on, at the end of the discussion the groups’ representatives present the results of the work and give a 
summary. Those who would like to have more details get additional materials, people who deal more with this 
topic. And then we get together, even in somebody’s room and discuss the issue, everyone voices suggestions, 
opinions.  

М Have you heard of any, I don’t know, media product, maybe, there is a periodical, radio or TV 
programs done under the Dialog program, maybe you received some materials? Was there 
anything of that kind? 

R Even a magazine.  
R I told you about the magazine issued under the Dialog program. Very nice, with CDs. Everything compiled there 
М How often is that?  
R I don’t know, I have two of those.  
R At least quarterly.  
R At every municipal meeting, since when the town mayor arrives he always gives it to me.   
R Compilation of best practices comes with the magazine.  
R Best practices arrive regularly.  
R There is even a special emblem of the Dialog project so people know what it is.  
R There are such booklets about the Dialog project, best practices and it is indicated what was done, in which 

city, there are telephone numbers, you can ask and go there.  
R We pay membership fees, and the deputies ask us what we do there, so we report to them.   
R I would like to emphasize that our executive director ……… always highlights that one’s city, village should be 

registered at the municipal statistics web site.  
And so this really helped, for example, I want to find out, I need to introduce some tariff rates. I don’t need to 
call everyone and ask, I just go to the municipal statistics web page, take a look and find out. Or, for example, 
payment for schools or anything else. …… constantly reiterates, municipal statistics, municipal statistics.  

R Get registered at this web site, join the program.  
R Yes.  
R The only thing that they could do is maybe simplify it a bit, so it becomes more accessible, since not everyone 

needs that much information, but it still it is developed. I honestly confess that this is something that I still 
should do, I have not registered there yet and have not provided our data, but if everyone provides their data, it 
would be easier for us to work.  

М What’s an easier way to do that? Maybe someone from the Association can call everyone by 
phone and collect the data? 

R Not by phone, but by email, one can develop a mechanism or a system of registration. You see the situation is 
that I listened to a presentation, came back, told my girls, let’s find this municipal statistics, but then we forgot 
about it, lost track of it, it is not our main task. From time to time you come back to this thought and think it 
would be good to take a look. So, maybe this information or mechanism should be sent to everyone by email. 
One person needs to do this and another one needs to do that, if you do all that it will be easier for you, this is 
important for your work after all. That is why I think that if everyone receives such an email, everyone will get 
registered.  

R We have professional development courses at the regional council and we are invited to join a certain 
educational project and go abroad, benefit from international experience, innovations and implement them here. 
….. and I received such an invitation and we plan to do that in February. Those who would like to do that, one 
needs documents, we will work in this direction.   

М I see. The last question regarding future programs, suggestions that can be further implemented 
after the Dialog project. What would you like to change or to add.  

R Excuse me, I would still like to add a bit regarding municipal forums.  
М No problems, yes.   
R Yes. You just reminded me about the municipal forums. I wish every meeting started with specific decisions of 
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the previous meeting, for example, such and such decision was made, such an address was prepared, who this 
address went to, by whom it was sent, at which level it got stuck, in which office, etc.  

R What is solved. 
R Yes, what is solved and what is not. I mean the analysis of our previous meeting.  
R Or taking some issues out of the agenda.  
R Yes, take some issues out of the agenda. What are the results, since we do not know the results, at which level 

an issue got stuck, in which office, at which Minister’s office, at which Deputy Minister’s office etc. So we know 
the situation, so we can go to our community and say, dear community members, we have done everything 
possible. We wanted to make your life easier, we provided suggestions, these suggestions got stuck at that 
office, at that Deputy Minister’s office, they did not go further and they are not further reviewed.    

R I told …. about this.  
R Yes, or the issues were reviewed, such a decision was made, reasons for making such a decision are as follows, 

this is my suggestion. In general, this is what I wanted to highlight.   
М Suggestions for the future, what should be done differently, which other work directions should 

be added to the project or what would you like to be done after the project?   
R A big problem now is changes to the legislation that are made basically every week. That is why trainings are 

important, as we discussed in the district and at a meeting in ….. More trainings should be held, involve more 
specialists that can interpret legislation. Since you know, sometimes those who draft legislation cannot 
understand themselves what they have drafted.    

М But there are explanations, instructions, how to interpret that, tax authorities will draft theirs 
after.   

R Of course, I have read some, okay, this is a separate discussion, but it is still necessary to have a specialist.  
R We need strong legal preparation.  
R Yes, when I was invited to a meeting, ……. helped us a lot in …... He is by all means a very knowledgeable and 

competent person in many issues. He explained things clearly and nicely. Moreover, he is the person who 
communicates with ….. and his assistants, so he can deliver lots of first-hand knowledge to us. This was a great 
initiative of ……… to invite exactly …….. Second, we were invited to tax administration, and a representative 
of budget commission of our regional council was invited too, as well as a person from the finance department, 
the oblast state administration. Those are people who know these particular issues and they can explain us 
more. If they say that they cannot explain something, we do not need to delve deeply either.  

R I read an explanation to the 2015 budget, 5 specialists read it too and everyone interprets it in their own way – 
this is new and this is old and forgotten, something that already disappeared. We need an explanation of a 
specialist. Since I interpret this information in one way, he interprets it in another way, and we sometimes have 
arguments over interpretations.  

R We are not professionals, as we interpret things in our own way. Of course, during this transition period, with 
so many changes going on, for example, there will be some new changes to the budget code again on February 
15 etc.   .  

R There will be something. Yes, we already said that, we are now interested in this transition period, that is the 
most important.   

R Support, support for the legal department.  
R Legal, namely, regarding the legislation, innovations, as we mentioned when we approached you. This is issue 

number 1 now.    
R One can send out an email with notification – in case of these issues you can contact us, or send us your 

questions in advance, since people cannot sit and wait and be ready to answer all of the questions, lawyers from 
the Dialog program. Send your inquiries in advance, we will analyze and process them. 

R Under this project, for example, they send us requests to send some of our suggestions to Kyiv, then they ask 
us about housing, reforms, etc. One town asks, then the second, the third one. There are questions signed by 
10-12 towns.  

М ………, you would like to say something about prospects or add something about other initiatives 
or add something to what your colleagues say?  

R I want just one thing, to be heard. To be heard. No one wants bad things, neither in the central government nor 
here in the local government, especially in the local government, but they need to listen. Listen to at least the 
suggestions that we provide, I do not say that the suggestion should be taken into consideration, in the frame of 
the legislation, etc. or that some other innovations should be implemented. At least listen and take some grain 
of wisdom, that is the main thing. I know that without the Association, without this organization we simply 
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cannot survive, since this is a body that unites us, and, I don’t know, really helps a lot.   
R And without information.  
М In general, do you have alternative ways of contacting the central government, apart from the 

Association, do you have them and how efficient are they?   
R Basically, nothing.  
R We ourselves. We make decisions.  
R There are alternatives, but they are not efficient, let’s put it this way.  
R I’ll tell you, since the beginning of my work I have been going there a lot, I have been at the Ministry of Housing 

and Communal Infrastructure, how it was called then, at ……. I have been going there all the time, solving 
various issues, but when the structure is changing.  

R The sign there has been changing several times.  
R I am not talking about this. The government, politics changes, people are changing. A person comes, I arrive, I 

can tell that person more about the sector than he or she can give me.   
R Yes, information.  
R You see. Specialists were hired based on belonging to someone’s group or to some political leader’s team.  
R Regional factor. 
R Yes, that’s it. There was nothing more. The Association, ……, why is he like a professor here? Since he has 

been working for a long time, he knows these illnesses.   
R He hears us.  
R He hears us, you see. Whereas in case of a Ministry, we arrive once, twice, just wasting money and time.  
R Or we adopt the same decision and direct there.  
R Any foreigner Minister who will come to introduce reforms here won’t be able to do anything if he has 5 

Ukrainian deputies, this is for sure.   
R Just like it is at the regional level, meaning in the region. We mentioned …… today, he is a Professor, he 

worked as deputy governor, now he works as deputy mayor.  
R He knows all the problems. 
R Yes, he is a Candidate of Economic Sciences, he know these issues. It is such a pleasure to listen to him. He is 

an expert in these issues. He is tremendous.  
R He uses the language that we understand. 
R Yes, and now, excuse me, they hired a girl or a boy.  
R For example, when ………. plans to gather us, he always consults with us and asks who we want to listen to. 

He says, I do not want to impose someone on you, you tell me about issues that interest you, who you want to 
invite, and so he always listens to us.  

R I will tell one thing, when he plans to organize something he always asks us in advance and we are active, we 
have lots of suggestions and we voice them.   

R We are ready, we are, just like …. said, ready to go to the Cabinet of Ministers tomorrow and make 
requirements, but what’s the point? This is not efficient. If we, leaders of the local government, go and strike as, 
excuse me, some radicals, this is just not serious. Everything should be done constructively and one should not 
move over somebody’s shoulders.   

R First of all, we would like to receive help, we want to fight for the funds that were taken away from us.   
R Transportation tax.  
R Yes. The tax for communal roads reconstruction, communal property. What we have done so far is we have 

sent a letter within the district. I have sent the letter to the treasury of our district so they provide a response 
on what grounds the tax was taken away. We need to draft a letter in a professional fashion and once we do 
that, I think we will be asking and fighting through our Association.  

R But the way everything is done here.  
R Wait, I understand that this is all correct, but during Yanukovych time, excuse me, there were no such things. 

Villages especially suffered. If we at least were receiving a certain amount annually that we could spend, villages 
had nothing at all. They were saving money over years, they saved 30, 20 thousand, 40, 50 thousand, in order to 
have 200 thousand and do something with that. But then all of a sudden everything was taken away from them.   

R Once they saved a nice amount.  
R For 11 years this money was transferable.  
R Of course, I mean, this situation I do not even know what it is for.  
R Everyone talks about things urgent for them. We have so many urgent problems, we are just sick of them.  
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М That’s it, thank you for your time. Have a good day!  
R We thank you.  
R Thank you.  
R We just did not know about the exact format, so we were just talking, just discussing.  
М This is the format when we start with a small talk and then in the process of the conversation 

interesting thoughts come up.  
R We apologize for being unprepared, this is the main thing  
М It is not necessary, not foreseen by the format.   
 

FGD #2 
М Let us start with you, ………….  
Р …. Administration, …….. at [Vinnytska] …. Administration. We generalize all materials coming to us from the region 

and provide suggestions on them. Also we comment on the Draft of the Constitution and drafts of other legislative 
documents. And we participate in all activities.   

М Good. ……., please, tell about yourself.  
Р …….., …… of Vinnytska … Administration. We conduct seminars with heads of villages, we collect their opinions and 

we often communicate with them about decentralization. I believe this process is very important. I will share my 
opinion during our discussion.  

М ………., it’s your turn.  
Р I represent the …….., I am …… and the ……. [of the Oblast State Administration]. Our department directly participates 

in financial decentralization within the whole decentralization process. We carry out project design of oblast budget, 
and we have already finished and approved it. And we provide recommendations for local bodies of self-government 
regarding the budget approve, and we give suggestions regarding the changes of Tax and Budget Codes.  

Р ………...,  …… Administration.  We are involved directly into power decentralization issues. I was the head of the 
village in the past, so I know that the issues of delegation of powers and state functions to self-government institutions 
are very important today. It is important that self-government institutions have the capacity to take these powers and 
to fulfill the duties.    

М ……?  
Р ………, …… of the department of …… [at the Oblast State Administration] Our department is directly engaged in 

these projects, DESPRO, community development, and these issues of decentralizations.  
М Good. …….?  
Р ……. at the ……., ….. of the ……., director of the enterprise. I constantly study the budget to find the ways of filling 

it. As for decentralization, it is important to me now because of many issues.  
М ………….?  
Р Perhaps, I am the most interested in this issue today. I am the village head and I represent the community that needs 

decentralizations. We want to fill the budget, we have resources to fill it, but we face constraints and receive no 
support, unfortunately.  

М I think we will talk about that. ……..?  
Р I represent the Department of …………. of the Oblast State Administration, I am ……. Our department’s functions 

are to implement state policy in the sphere of housing and communal services, energy and communication, and 
infrastructure. As far as these issues are closely related to self-government legislation, decentralization is the most 
essential issues for us today.  

М I would like you to share your opinions about the work of the regional advisory council. Have you heard 
anything about its activity? Say two-three sentences about that. Have you heard about it or not?  

Р Regional advisory group?  
М Regional advisory council is a part of the "Dialogue" project activity, a project that is implemented by 

the Association of Ukrainian Cities. Have you heard about the project "Dialogue" and about the work 
of regional advisory council?  

Р We heard about the project, but we did not take part in it.  
М That’s what I need to know, that you heard about it. Who and where is related to it, on what level? 

That’s what I am interested in.  
Р Through the Association of Ukrainian Cities.  
М What kind of information? We talked to participants already, and we invited you to gather wider group 



 

A-199 

 

of people, who might not participate in the activities of the Association of Ukrainian Cities, but who 
might… That is the external view on the project, opinion about what’s going on there, and so on. 

Р We heard in general about it, that it was directed on this issue [of decentralization], but without specific details, 
because we did not participate in it.  

М Good. Who else heard about it? ……?  
Р About this project? We do not take part in it, because, as I mentioned, we have coordination councils on the 

European Union projects, DESPRO. Deputy head and coordinator of the department, and other people. But we did 
not deal with this project directly…  

М Perhaps, any of you just heard about it, received any materials? Or just heard anything about the 
activity of the Association of Ukrainian Cities?  

Р Some information about joint activity of local governance bodies and advisory councils was presented at the meeting 
of the Association Board. I am in the board of the oblast branch of the Association. But I have not seen the project 
and cannot say anything about the work of this body.  

М Understood. Tell me, please, whether there are any alternatives? If we take decentralization itself, are 
there any state or non-government initiatives? Have you heard any information on that?  

Р Can I say?  
М Yes.  
Р I want to say that we had training about the projects on power decentralization in Ukraine, projects by the European 

Union, and trainings were organized in Kyiv. We were assisted in designing the development strategy for Vinnytska 
oblast. So, it was "Dialogue" project, because we participated in the other projects on power decentralization, the EU 
funded projects, we got assistance.  

М Can you tell us in more details about these projects? How was it organized, where did you have 
training?  

Р There were training sessions in Vinnytsia and in Kyiv.  It was training in drafting and preparation of business-projects 
on attracting technical assistance, investment projects and so on.  

М Good.  
Р The Association of Ukrainian Cities took part in it. It was organized under the aegis of the Association of Ukrainian 

Cities. But the "Dialogue" project goes n parallel. The words might be similar, but it is about different issues.  
М It is closely integrated, so what have you heard about the Association of Ukrainian Cities?  
Р They participated.  
Р We all heard about it, certainly. We cooperate with the.  
Р We take part in seminars with them often.  
М Tell me what you heard about the work of the Association of Ukrainian Cities? What seminars? I am 

wondering about that. Who were among participants?  
Р We did not participate directly, but we cooperate with them in one particular sphere. There is Decree of the Head 

dated January 5, 2015, on the regional council for local authorities and their locality. According to the 
recommendation of the Association, we established, or rather continued the activity of such council which was 
established earlier. And we work with them on this issue. But we do not participate in the other projects with them.  

М What projects do you participate in? Just give us some examples.  
Р We gathered just a week ago. I took part in the meeting as a representative of the administration. We have the 

Association of Cities in Vinnytska oblast. The heads of villages, towns and districts gather to discuss problem issues on 
budgeting, changes in tax and budget legislation. There were head, secretary and representatives of almost all districts 
in Vinnytska oblast. As for "Dialogue" project, I have not heard about it, but we saw that it was in …… recently. And 
other types of participants were gathered at the meetings. As we worked with the town council there before, they 
decided to meet with us.  

М Not only with you, because we have met today morning.  
Р And you plan further work with the Verkhovna Rada, with the Cabinet of Ministers. But I have no heard about 

"Dialogue" project before receiving this letter. Only about the Association because we participate in it always.  
М Understood. Who else heard anything about the Association of Ukrainian Cities? Who participated in 

it - among those sitting at this side of the table?  
Р The thing is that Vinnytskyi district is not a town, but it’s a town territory. So, we communicate about cities less often.  
М Good. What do you have to add?  
Р Our former city mayor worked with the Association  
М Why not now?  
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Р I do not see any active position now.  
Р No active position, because such cooperation…. I think that they only gathered and touched some issues related 

mainly to communal waste disposal. It was the level of cooperation. And nothing more.  
М How do you think if the project is aimed to assist in decentralization, what activities should it include? 

What should happen? Let’s try to imagine, to think about it. What about decentralization? What do 
you feel lack of to see that this reform has moved further successfully?  

Р As far as I know, there was Decree of the Cabinet of Ministers issued in June, about the concept of reforms in local 
self-governance. We worked according to the plan of activities clearly described in it, and according to the proposals 
of changes in the Constitution of Ukraine and Ukrainian legislation regarding administrative-territorial reform. The 
process is running. Of course, its format and speed is not as we would like it to be to finish it. I think there is time to 
solve it. But in most cases, as I see, it is hindered in political scope because none of the executives wants to take this 
responsibility. We understand that a union of territorial communities would make many people unhappy. I think that 
those who initiated these reforms should before think about people who would become unemployed. And the main 
question is why this reform is not taking place, about financing. There are many ideas, but there is no financial ground, 
so it’s just stop.  

М I would like to hear the representatives of districts and villages. What’s your attitude towards this 
decentralization reform? What have you heard about it and how do you perceive it?  

Р We take decentralization in very positive way if it will happen. The question of financing is really important, because 
there is money, but we cannot take it. I can tell you about one case from my experience. We spent much time on 
attracting money to the local budget from the use of land within our settlement. I addressed the prosecutor’s office 
and authorities of different levels. Nobody can help us, unfortunately. My last appeal to the head of district council was 
just three months ago during one round table of the association of local governance. ………… started to help us 
actively, but it stopped at the stage when he gave the task to the prosecutor’s office to set investigation, and the 
regional prosecutor’s office requested the information about fine accruals for the actual illegal use of land. But they 
requested such information from the village agriculture inspection which is not responsible for this issue. So, the staff 
in the prosecutor’s office is incompetent and does not know whom to request such information from. They should 
request it from fiscal service, not from the inspection service. So, this issue soft-pedaling now. Somebody is interested 
in taking money to the other place instead of our budget. But that is the interest of community, people ask about 
street lights, roads repairing.  But how can we do that without local financial resources? And we would not have it 
with such approach to solving problems on community level.  

Р There are many talks about decentralization process. I have education in law, and I think we need changes in 
legislation. Economic decentralization should go first, before political decentralization. Because the head of oblast 
administration, or executive committee, or whatever, this person should have influence on district units, on district 
heads. Or there would be head of district executive committees as well. But they should earn money and should be 
able to decide where to spend this money. AS I see the final outcome, schools or hospitals should become 
independent legal entities which dispose their funds themselves, without KRU [Kontrolno-Revisiine Upravlinnia - Auditing 
Administration] or financial inspection to be able to control how they spend funds. There is no need in education 
administration or other structures that concentrate funds first and then distribute them manually. The community 
should be able to spend money it earned on its own needs.  

Р I support that. There were numerous suggestions on transition from the state treasury to the service in commercial 
banks, or state banks, or other entities where the community can earn on deposits according to interest rates defined 
by the bank. That would be relevant and logical. In contrary, accumulation of funds in the state treasury resulted in 
high spending, and the activities got not funding. Moreover, communities that started projects lost substantial sums of 
money, almost 100% of the project fulfillment, due to the increase of works and material costs, due to price increase.  

М I want to come back to the "Dialogue" project. I understand that your knowledge of it is limited, but 
let’s take the Association of Ukrainian Cities and "Dialogue" project funded by USAID. What 
assistance would you be able to get from such project, from the Association, to solve your problems? 
What can the Association do for you?  

Р Draft a good legislation.  
М Draft a good legislation. Fine, what kind of legislation? What should it be about?  
Р About decentralization.  
М About decentralization. What else? I don’t know; it might be consulting, training, or expertise, - what 

do you need?   
Р It would be relevant to hold some study, training, because there are few people competent in these issues. We all 

understand what to do in general, but very few people know what to do on each step, and only few people can put it 
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in detail. I think this work is important. Especially for non-governmental organizations, they are interested.  
Р When we talk about decentralization, my first thought as a lawyer and economist, is that we approved budget for 

2015. It is difficult budget. When we talk about decentralization, it is about rural population, villages, where 
infrastructure requires huge funds.  When we talk about unions, this should be a Polish model when 15 village councils 
are transformed into 7 or 8, and community consists of at least 5-7 thousands of people. It is positive change. But 
talking about changes in the Tax Code, I believe it is nonsense to establish a tax for a barn, or a henhouse, or a pigsty 
as a tax on real estate.  

М But this tax is proved by the local government. If you do not want to set it - you don’t set it.  
Р But it is difficult. Why is it important? We want to build a European model, but we do not develop European model of 

people’s salaries. The Government is going to make communal payments several times higher while minimal salary 
would remain 1218 hryvnia till December 1. If we compare earnings and spending, there is discrepancy. Transport tax 
starts from three cubes, after three cubes it is not a luxury. Luxury is yachts, planes or helicopters. There are 17 
thousands of such cars in Ukraine. They want to establish an army of tax servants, inspectors, who would administer 
this tax, and spending on them will ‘eat’ money received from that tax, and the state might even need to give more 
money on its funding. We have to think about it carefully. I might be considered as… I am a head of tax-payers council 
in our district, and I am in the oblast council. After reading about changes into the Tax Code I think… There are 
queues to the registration offices already. Entrepreneurs who are tax-payers on single tax cancel their registration. 
MAFs [Mali arckhitektuni formy - Small architecture forms] are taken in one scale. MAFs have no basements so they are 
not taxed. Somebody lobbied that issue. Instead, enterprises that have trade space in Vinnytsia, in the town of ……, 
will pay tax on real estate from every squire meter. They provide job places. They created official job places and 
official profits and spending. Nothing is paid in envelope [it means ‘white salaries’ and ‘white payments’ instead of unofficial 
payment ‘in envelope’ to hide real spending from auditing administrations in order to pay lower taxes from profits]. But nobody 
had thought about that in our Government. For instance, I have an enterprise with the balance of X millions [hryvnia] 
The exchange rate was eight [8 UAH for 1 USD], but it is 17 now [17 UAH for 1 USD]. That means that my current 
assets decreased, and they are decreasing constantly. Nobody has a right to destroy enterprises that provide job 
places. We should be equal today. But the lobby of agricultural owners protected its rights while we, small business 
owners, suffer again. I have been managing enterprise for X years.  

М Let’s return to the topic. How to make it work? There is the Association of Ukrainian Cities. Is it an 
effective instrument to bring the opinion from the bottom, from village councils, from town mayors, to 
the top, to lobby legislation changes through them? Yes or no? Why?  

Р Sure. 
Р Certainly.  
Р Definitely yes.  
М So, have you tried to work through the Association of Cities?  
Р No. I try to work through the Association of taxpayers. I make suggestions, and it transfers them to the top.  
Р Is it more targeted?  
Р Yes. Because it is hard today. I think the conditions should be equal and transparent.  
Р The thing is that the opinion is expressed, suggestions are given, and they are collected in a single document which is 

sent. The question is whether they listen to that or not, whether the document is sent where it should, or maybe it is 
just not sent. There are many questions.  

М So, the structure and ideas are collected locally, and then transferred. Right?  
Р But with no result.   
М No result. How do you think, whether anything changed in local self-governance in the aspect of 

decentralization during the last five years? Can you describe that in five-six sentences, please? I would 
like to hear most of you.  

Р The situation with self-governance deteriorated in the last three years. Because when the state treasury did not make 
payments, the local government funds were used to cover the gaps. And it was due to the single treasury account, so 
we could not do anything. This is the first aspect that caused much harm in the last years. The second aspect is about 
territory. Decentralization of power should define particular territory for particular community, and particular village 
council should be able to use all resources on this territory.  

М What resources do you mean?  
Р Land, water units, community forests.  
Р Individual income tax is now taken from us to the top, but it should remain local. The Law of Ukraine on 2015 budget 

seems like not having decentralization issue at all. When funds were concentrated on the level of district, community 
has no resource. We have to fund all social activities with subvention from the district budget and community. There 
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is the other side as well. The community or local self-governance body should collect taxes to ensure salaries to village 
council staff, to ensure welfare, roads repairing, because there are no subventions from the state budget for roads 
repairing. Those communities which will receive these tax payments would have more or less normal situation. But 
our district will have problems in paying salaries to village councils. So, now village heads start negotiating about 
unions.  

М But whether accumulation in districts is not an attempt to unite these funds? Why was it implemented, 
how do you think?  

Р Why was it implemented?  
М Yes 
Р I think it was done for every community to realize to what extent it can be self-funded. Even social welfare institutions 

were taken away, but the goals should be reached. Salaries to village council staff take more than 200 thsd. hryvnia, in 
addition to welfare and roads repairing  

Р Due to the adoption of these laws the state made local governance bodies to choose. In other words, we violate the 
Criminal Code. We can be prosecuted for the violation of budget and tax legislation. According to the Budget Code 
of our state, it is not possible to fund from two budgets, but our subventions often fund other budgets. It includes 
healthcare, education, and maybe other services.  

М Those that get no additional funding?  
Р Those without additional funding.  
Р Village councils will not support schools or other institutions alike.  
Р They won’t, but we will give subvention.  
Р But there is a vision how to change this issue for the village. It is the change of rate of single agricultural tax. That 

would solve the problem  
Р To use the fix rate. 
Р And to increase the rate of single agricultural tax. It is 8-9 UAH today. But it should be 90 UAH.  
Р It will be increased.  
М As I understand, there are several options. Either simple increase or accruals on particular basic 

amount.  
Р To increase single agricultural tax and to solve questions with villages. That would give additional 100-200 thsd. 

hryvnia.  
М Let’s return to the topic. I would like to hear how the activity of local self-government bodies changed 

during last five years within decentralization / centralization sphere? Who has not yet expressed 
opinion about that?  

Р In general, if to use 5-point scale, I would say we had stuck on "two".  
М During five years, were there any changes?  
Р We stuck on it during five years. We had district council session. Every village head stood up and asked "We had a 

balance of X mln 370 thsd. for roads repairing, but the treasury could not use it for roads repairing ". At the same 
time, big holdings built industrial objects for grain storage, they collect harvest and use roads for transportation, and it 
is not one ton, or eight tons, but it is 40 tons. So, the roads condition is poor, nobody can drive normally on those 
roads. The roads are not funded from the village or town budget, they funded from the state budget. Bt there are no 
‘Ukravtodor’ [state authority responsible for the condition of roads] or regional avtodor.  

Р They still exist.  
Р They get no funding.  
Р They were not funded at all last year, and there were no pitch repair during 2014 at all. How do I know that? Because 

I drive every day, and see that every day. This issue concerns village communities. And we should change this issue of 
the state policy during decentralization or uniting, there should be efficient structures of ‘oblavtodor’ [road 
administration on regional level] or ‘raiavtodor’ [road administration on district level] or communal enterprises to take care 
of that. Because with decentralization, the community of 5-7 thsd.people would not be able to handle that, roads are 
too serious issue.  

Р There should be professionally appointed organizations, because even with enough funds a smart village head cannot 
do road repairing on high professional level due to the lack of mechanisms.    

М Understood. Anyone else?   
Р In my opinion, oblavtodor and raiavtodor are the structures that are funded from state budget, but their staff requires 

so much funding, it is terrible. These funds should be directed on local communities, and the local community could 
find a supplier for road repairing.  

Р There should be a supplier.  
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Р No, but they would find supplier. 
Р They will repair roads at their location and then will earn seven thousands on each thousand into own pocket. We 

had that already.  
Р But …….. has higher prices than those…  
Р But quality if better.  
Р ……..?  
Р Yes.  
Р My perception is from the perspective of entrepreneurs.  
Р In …….   
Р So, I would prefer to see that funds are delivered from the state level. There is a community that can produce 

something, So, it should be special production facilities, space for a dressmaker or turner, like in Poland, where people 
can use space for producing something. We are a country that can produce. But with such industrious people we 
import more goods than we export. We should produce more.  

Р We have the opposite, positive balance.  
Р I understand.  
М What trends are in decentralization?  
Р First trend is like five years ago when 100% of rent payments for land were transferred to village councils, and it gave 

more resources to the other basket. That enabled village budgets to fill some gaps because this second basket 
increased.  

Р It was spent on salaries in most village councils  
Р According to the program, it was transferred from the second basket.  
Р You know, I deal with that directly. And I have a little comment on that.  
М One sentence and we continue.  
Р On the other hand, these funds began to be neglected because of the increase of spending, taxes and so on. In other 

words, local self-government bodies did not have enough financial resource to maintain roads, street light and so on. 
That is why the excise tax on oil products paid to the all-Ukrainian and regional road fund is cancelled, instead 5% 
excise tax is implemented on the level of retail trade. And the territories with petrol stations, either oil or gas petrol 
stations, would benefit from that. Unfortunately not every settlement has petrol station, so not every local self-
government body would be able to get enough resources for that purpose [on roads repairing].  

Р It is on land.  
Р This tax could remain and be distributed on the district level.  
Р It comes out that if we have petrol station, it would become the centre of the future local community. It will be able 

to concentrate more financial resource. That is a big problem.  
Р Payment for land remains.   
Р That is a huge problem with the implementation of 5% excise tax. It covers liquor and tobacco products in addition to 

oil and gas products. Retail trade is registered at RRO, registers of retail operations. And monthly reports along with 
monthly payment of 5% tax go only according to retail operations register. But today it is prohibited for tax service to 
conduct auditing of objects where RRO are present during next two years. I talked to fiscal service. Tax service can 
conduct auditing only in case there is a claim from citizens. And audits are prohibited in 2015-16 if their purpose is to 
reveal an employee without proper registration. These audits are allowed only when there is a statement from a 
citizen, anonymous claim in other words, or when there is a statement of other bodies about violations. That’s why 
there is a question how… I do not worry about Vinnitsa; they will adjust it here as they have other means of 
influences to force such corporations as "Metro" or others to pay this 5% tax. They will watch after those that sell oil 
products. But it will cause problems to village budgets because fiscal service has no right for audit. And they force local 
self-governance bodies to carry the duty of control. It comes out that village head should stand near the shop and 
watch after the salesman who should give receipts on strong alcohol because it will give 5% tax into the budget.  

М That is decentralization. It is known now.   
Р But these functions are not included in his job duties  
Р We need municipal police  
Р The situation is that new sources of income appeared. I mentioned real estate tax. But it is not a problem, because 

local bodies set the tax rate and define tax deduction. You can set that no tax would be taken for barn, cellar, 
henhouse, or garage. You can set no tax an all.  

Р You can increase the area to be taxed.  
Р I agree with you. 
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Р Let me finish. You understand that you can suggest any tax deduction, any benefits. There are almost no problems 
with this tax in Vinnytis, or in district towns, as far as the database for taxation was compiled by the State register of 
property rights as on January 1, 2014. But there is no such database with regard to village budgets, and 90% of real 
estate fund is not registered. The basis for tax calculation is excerpt from the State register of property rights. So you, 
and village budgets, and ……… [village] will face problems because when you analyze it you will see that you might 
have only 10% of real estate registered. That is why I would give recommendations on changes in fiscal legislation, and 
in the Tax Code that should regulate it somehow. Alternatively, local self-governance bodies might get the right for 
audits to enable their control on that because it is their money.  

Р There are commissions on legalizing salaries in district administrations  
Р They are not fixed in legislation. I want to add few words about the land.  
М We have Lyubov Ivanivna.  
Р To add about land.  
Р I can also add about land.  
Р I want to add to what you have said.  
Р That is a problem. Changes should be made in the Land Code, because now the rent payment is calculated basing on 

the contract about rent registered in the state register. If entity does not want to register, he would avoid that in any 
way. Accordingly, he has no obligations, and local budgets get no payments. These issues are difficult to run through 
the courts or prosecutor’s office. That’s why we discussed the issue about necessary changes when we gathered the 
meeting with the heads of villages and district units. Changes should be made to establish obligations on the stage of 
signing the contract, not on the stage of its registration. It is problematic. I do not want to talk for law enforcement 
and court institutions; I have no right to comment on that. But this problem is because of one village council. It is land 
reserve. People use it. Think about it: we do not use 13 thsd. of land reserve. We lose up to 50 mln. of rent payments 
to local budgets.  

Р It is used without payment.  
Р Yes, used without payment.  
Р I want to add.  
Р I am asking you to let me say, please.  
М About decentralization.  
Р Article 206of the Land Code is not cancelled and the law is not retroactive. It means that somebody is not working 

enough, not work out own salary, specifically the law enforcement bodies and prosecutor’s office. And maybe fiscal 
service as well. Also it is bad that the land has boundary that distinct the land inside and outside the settlement on the 
territory of particular council. It is nonsense, it cannot be so. If the council is defined, it is defined.   

Р Within particular territory.  
Р Within territory and there should be integrity. There should not be dual power. And the land is a trading good in the 

state today. But this good is not manufactured. Only citizens of local community can claim their right on it, according 
to our session today. Because there is high demand recently on receiving land plots according to the Constitution for 
different purposes, in particular, one of the first categories of those who submit claims is soldiers involved in ATO 
[antiterrorist operation in the East of Ukraine], then social sphere and other citizens. This market cannot satisfy demands 
of everyone interested. Moreover, how should it work with the citizens who will be born - how can they use their 
constitutional right on land?  

М Understood. Let’s return to centralization ………?  
Р It should not be divided into units.  
М ………, let’s listen to your opinion. What are the trends of decentralization? What happened? What did 

not? In what order?  
Р It is happening. Let’s discuss what should be done in the future. Many questions were raised here. Agricultural tax, for 

instance. Tax burden is present today in the taxes for agricultural producers. We say that it should be increased.  
Р Which one?  
Р But agricultural producers said that they will leave less money on processing.  
Р It is normal.  
Р You see, you say one thing being the town, while agricultural producers say the opposite. We see the Budget Code 

today. The new one was just adopted. Look at it. It was written that schools, hospitals and other institutions will get 
funding from capital investments. Now it is about investment projects, innovation projects. Hospital is innovative 
project, but there should be one coma which is lost. And therefore the document is about projects related to industry 
only Business-incubators, sort of. So we cannot provide funding to the hospital from capital funds, can we? There are 
many questions like that. Maybe "Dialogue" program and the Association of Cities are able to raise these small 
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economic questions and improve the legislation  
М Let’s turn back.  
Р Why? Because the state claimed that it is decentralization. OK, no questions, you can unite whoever you want with. 

We set economic levers, budget levers, to direct poor people towards rich people and to enable rich person to 
employ this poor person, and to integrate. But we see that this current legislation is not consistent today. Both 
regarding poor and rich people.  

М So, you see you already described some directions of decentralization. Mostly problems. This must be 
real. But there are some questions left. I want to return to "Dialogue" project. Through which 
organizations it can be done effectively? Through the Association of Ukrainian Cities, or through 
"Dialogue" project? What effective ways of solving these issues? It won’t be solved itself. Right? Some 
kind of discussion is needed, round tables or initiatives. Or maybe some training is needed locally? How 
to make it effective? There is a specific project for assisting and fostering decentralization, there is the 
Association. How can it solve the problems you mentioned here?  

Р If we talk about "Dialogue" project, any dialogue should be transparent. Transparency is necessary in business activity 
before taxes and filling the boxes on all levels. When it is transparency on legislation level… We highlight it from 
below, even now, sitting at this small table; you see that we do not have misunderstanding towards each other. We 
have single understanding. I want to say that if we write and change the Tax Code, we should not create efficient 
corruption. We should consider public perception. Because tomorrow UBOZ [Directorate for Combating Organized 
Crime] or OBEP [The Department for fighting against Economic crimes] might come and ask your name and surname, and 
why such decision was adopted. Should deputies keep that under cover? When one person in a village has a house of 
200 square meters while the other one has 400. During decentralization every community or state authority would 
adopt changes into the Tax Code. Barn or hen-house cannot be taxed. But village head asks such questions. That is 
why I believe that there should not be such corruption component. Today, everyone starting from the head of 
regional staff is asked regarding corruption, "Why have you done that?" And regarding 9 hryvnia of agricultural tax, I 
do not agree with that because this tax was implemented approximately five years ago, while the last year inflation 
was… 

Р Nine. 
Р Nine years ago. So, the inflation during this period was … Well, it was 25% just over the last year. What is my point? If 

we talk about decentralization and a hectare of the river stretch might cost nine hryvnia or 100 hryvnia. If we gave the 
right, these river stretch pieces are taken by people who has some access to that but not a rural worker of this 
community. People come, but nobody knows who are they and from where they come. That’s why the question is still 
open. We talk about budgeting and decentralization, about merging communities, these communities should have 
respective rights. And the Tax Code or the Land Code, or other legislation should correspond with that. But if we try 
to make deals on the top because it s more profitable for us and for a group of politicians in power. If there is one 
group today, the other group tomorrow, we would never become the European state.  

М I understood about the legislation. Let’s imagine that you have perfect legislation starting from 
tomorrow. What else do you need in addition to legislation? What else? We reached certain level of 
decentralization. And again education programs  

Р Professional staff and financial resources.  
Р Mandatory education.  
Р Maybe a million of hryvnia.  
М You see, you got more active. Good. Give me one-two ideas, very briefly  
Р I can tell you basing on my experience as a head. My term is almost finished. You were village head and you work in 

local government and state authorities at the same time. And here are the future elections. Different people with 
various categories and thoughts were among candidates to the position of village or town head. I have higher 
education in engineering. And I worked as a top-manager of enterprise. My first year on this position was… I was 
elected by people who knew my activity and me as a person. I did not know anything at my first year, I looked at 
everyone to learn how to do that, I read the legislation, browsed Internet. I was enabled to do that by democracy.  

Р That’s good that you read those laws. Some people never do that.  
Р Well, well. That is my point. Some people who obtain those positions have no education, no basic knowledge. Where 

do they go and what do they want to do there? Such person might want to obtain such position because (s)he wants 
to punish someone who went her or his way.  

Р Because (s)he thought it’s a good place.  
Р Yes. Because it’s a good place as (s)he thought. In fact, it requires some basic education. Perhaps, the right to be 

elected on such position should be limited because it is about local government authorities, and a person with three 
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classes of education should not be among candidates on such position.  
Р No.  
Р Changes in legislation are needed.  
Р There is no limit.  
Р It is necessary. Higher education or alike.  
Р Another trouble is with the unwillingness of people with education to become candidates. People do not want to 

become candidates in the elections of  village head  
Р There is no reason to go there.   
Р And people will choose from those who became candidates.  
Р I obtain this position for five years. I wanted to do a lot, and I have done a lot, though I faced lots of obstacles. And 

there was a mess with funding. There were anonymous claims against me submitted to the prosecutor’s office. They 
took it and worked on it, but my official statement about illegal use of land was declined by the prosecutor’s office. 
What is that about?  

М Our next question is about to what extent decentralization is discussed or not in the local or regional 
mass media. What do you know as representatives of authorities, comparing to what ordinary citizens 
might know? Does this citizen receive information about decentralization or not? From which sources?  

Р I can tell you briefly. It is lower level. It is present in media, but not widely enough.  
М Why? 
Р I know about recent directions to include this issue into newspapers, into radio and television to give understanding to 

people. We collected the information about this discussion from different angles on the authorities meetings of village 
and town councils, during council sessions. This process is almost finished. So, as I know, it is discussed, but maybe not 
enough  

М I am wondering, who is the initiator of it? I am more interested in the role of the Association of 
Ukrainian Cities, "Dialogue" project. Is there any news from them in mass media? Have you received 
anything?  

 
R No, they didn’t give the information to the media. 
R Here’s what I want to say. Take any newspaper now and you see everything has got to do with decentralization. 

Schools, levels, hospitals, levels, financing. All of them. You can see it in every newspaper. Everything is about this issue. 
So, we don’t know much. The budget was enacted a week ago and we didn’t know the financing methods till the very 
last, didn’t know from which budget it would be funded. We, Vinnytska Oblast, are a part of that pilot project. And it is 
half-finished, half not finished. It’s all about this issue.  

R There is the other side of the coin.  
R You see, it is in all newspapers. I want to emphasize it. Open any newspaper and 90% of items there will be about the 

decentralization of authority.  
R It is vital for us. What is this decentralization? It means delegation of authority to the regions.  
M It is not only about authority, but also about resources.  
R About authority, resources, and means.  
R Now we have to accumulate the experience in what we are to do to improve the life of our people and put the 

country in order.  
М Do you see anything?  
R You mean what we should delegate to the regions.  
М No. I just wonder what information concerning centralization and decentralization, as well as from what 

sources and what media is now? Have you seen or read recently? 
R We’ve been saying the word decentralization too often recently. But what’s the main point? The main point is the 

authority and resources to be delegated – it requires time to develop. Indeed the project like the Dialogue that is to 
unite the local governments as they it’s them who will receive the authority. So, they have to develop the 
decentralization problems together, to tell that we all discuss the process of decentralization a lot, that we all 
understand its importance, and that it is impossible to solve a problem of road surface in some village in Kyiv. You talk 
about a dialogue, about the Association of Ukrainian Cities. But I say that what is demanded now is political will of the 
nation’s leadership. As soon as they have political will, as soon as people in the budget committee, Ministry of Finance, 
Ministry of Economy – actually I think that some of the ministry should be eliminated or transformed into departments 
– as soon as it is done, regions are more than ready to start. 

М Should pressure be brought upwards, through some institutions possibly? 
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R People must go at least through some stages before entering the highest levels of authority. 
R Basic level. 
R The basic level and up the ladder. If you skip middle school going straight to the high after the primary school, how can 

you solve problems of centralization at the level of the Verkhovna Rada and its committees, how can you discuss and 
understand it. 

R We all talk about the decentralizations of the territorial community but we forget that community is comprised of 
common people. Everybody wants to have light, heating, and hot running water when you come home, to be able to 
walk the lighted streets and good roads, to have garbage collected. Trust me, our people don’t care what sources of 
financing are used to provide them with those conveniences. Now the decentralization issue is about what authority 
are going to be delegated, expended, and what financial basis is delegated to back it up. Currently, the authority of 
village and town communities are still same concerning the basic housing and utilities infrastructure. Unfortunately, 
there is no such resource that could change it. Talking about territorial communities, we tend to forget about the 
people and their interests. 

М Concerning decentralization there is this hypothesis that if we have more resources and responsibilities 
accumulated at the lowest level of authority but not at the level of town communities, local self-
governments will be better manageable regulated. 

R I agree. The head of the village always knows the needs of the people living there, than we do here in Vinnytsia, the 
regional centre. There is no denying. 

R The other side of the problem with information on the decentralization is to know what it is exactly. All the heads of 
villages are already informed how it is supposed to be implemented in general. 

М How were you informed? I’m interested in the information channels? Was it at a meeting?  
R First, there have been delegations for six years, including the participation of heads of villages.  
R I’ve been there as well. 
R It is one of the channels. 
М Let the head of the village speak, I’m interested in your channels. 
R No offense meant for my colleagues but I am quite a forward-looking head of village, I am also a young woman, a young 

person. I have an ……… degree and work at a managerial position. I am still in touch with the previous officials, with 
young people of the village. And I communicate with my today’s colleagues. If my village is big, I know its needs like the 
head of a small village knows the needs of their village. They see that their budget is not enough to survive. Their village 
council becomes irrelevant now as there are only ……… houses left with one hundred people per three hundred 
houses. The other …….. houses are empty, the widows barred. But they know that they have a secure salary, I can 
even tell you the amount, it is two and a half thousand hryvnas. They  get two thousand five hundred hryvnas to run a 
village where there are one hundred people and I also get the two thousand five hundred hryvnas to run a village with 
the population of ……. [many times more]. It’s a bit exaggerated of course but we face different problems and there 
must be a differential approach to define these problems. Village heads often have to pay their travel expenses 
themselves to solve the problems. If there are one hundred people, so you don’t have such kind of problems. It 
happened to me quite often. The village heads who know their village councils are subject to the territorial and 
administrative reform as there is no future for them, they tell the elderly people in the village that the council will be 
shut down and they will have nowhere to go as the administration will be miles away and there will never be a bus 
service here. Here is the approach to decentralization at the local level as of today. Trust me, it’s the first-hand 
information. 

R It’s adverse publicity.  
R Fair enough, I told you about that it’s not clear what mechanism is needed for those who are going to leave the service.  
R Self-preservation. 
R They want self-preservation and their jobs secured. They will do harm in such a way. 
R We have four village councils ready to merge. 
R So do we. 
R Village heads understand it is a necessity. Those village councils are outdated. 
R However, now village heads asks us to provide them with a bit more explanations. 
R Explanations concerning the merge. 
М …………, what was the background of the case you talked about? Why did they decide to merge? 
R For territorial reasons. There are two villages there, X and Y. The Y village council has no other road but through 

Vinnytsia anyway. 
R The Y village council and X, there are six or seven villages around this X.  
R The conditions are perfect. It’s closer to X than to Y. 
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R But it is not the same everywhere. We investigated the problem a little, we drew communities all over the oblast. 
There were different cases. 

R It was hard, but there was this moment when we discussed what to tell the Y community. If they come, they are 
exempted from property tax for three years. I mean those villages that are going to join us. We’ve got them interested. 

R They are interested. 
R They are interested. 
R It’s an incentive. 
R There must be an incentive. 
М This will be an opportunity for the local people, won’t it? 
R The united community of the territorial village council. 
М Right. I have a question. Are you a member of any association, like …….? What are they and where do 

they take place? Does it help you or not? 
R I am a member of the board of the oblast association of local self-government, a member of village and town councils 

club.  
М Interesting. Please tell us succinctly what the first and second organisations do? Are they effective or 

not? 
R I think the oblast association of local self-government works quite efficiently, we have developed not the mechanisms 

but the motions concerning the decentralization and we submitted them to higher authorities in an organised way. But 
I do not see those motions being implemented. 

М Whom specifically did you address your motions? 
R We sent them to the Cabinet of Ministers. But still as we have received the present budget I do not see our 

developments being implemented. 
R The motions. 
R The budget is formed on the basis of village councils generating income for land lease. There is certain amount of land 

around each village and town council. It is recorded in the State Land Cadastre, and according to the legislation and the 
cadastre there must be charges taken by the fiscal service for using the land. Although it is not stipulated in the Budget 
in any way. Only the registration period after the conclusion of the lease agreement is stipulated and not the moment 
of conclusion of the lease agreement. 

М I see, a sore subject.  
R I can tell you a lot about this. 
М The next question is the following. Do you think there are any gender issues at the level of 

communities, women’s rights I mean? It is not specifically about possible failure to respect the rights, 
but if there are equal opportunities, for example if women have the opportunity to be a mother and 
take care of the household, and at the same time they are able to have a job and take part in public life. 
Can you comment on this please? 

R There is the opportunity; there is no time to do it all.  
М How can we do it? Once again, it is very important for the USAID project. 
R Just show as I take part in this project. 
М Yes. Look, I just wonder if the issue of women’s rights is in any way discussed at any levels, maybe via 

associations, etc? Have you heard anything like that? 
R Women are the backbone of the rural areas. They carry the most burden of supporting their families, we are all aware 

of the problem of drunkenness; it is a very serious problem in the country now. You meet a young man and you think 
he is already old. 

М What do you think is the percentage of the households that really suffer from this problem?  
R Forty percent. It is a very pressing issue. If it were twenty, we could change the situation for the better somehow. 
R I want to say that the second worst problem in the country after drunkenness is widespread domestic violence against 

women. And it can be very acute. It is much talked over but still women have no escape. Might makes right. 
М Are there any programs? 
R Moving the boys somewhere would help. 
R All of them? 
R As a woman I don’t see there is any gender problem in women getting leadership positions. 
М No, it is not a problem. We are talking about providing them with the opportunity for development.  
R There is. 
М What problems have you as a person who achieved certain career heights come across? 



 

A-209 

 

R There have been no problems as such. 
R Male population. 
R My men supported me in my leadership career and in becoming the village head. 
R What is going in the villages? It is like we described. Men should behave a bit better. 
М Restrain themselves? 
R But whatever the village, today every woman, every mother wants to educate her child, boys or girls, to let them study 

music, arts, do sports. These are the programs we must give our attention to, because they are the next generation 
and wellbeing of the nation. 

М All in one? 
R Sure.  
R You can’t have everything. 
R Now as to the level of education in the country, I’d like to say that it’s true we’re going to have face the problems with 

schools with too few children and we will have to drive them to bigger schools. We have to provide such schools in 
rural areas with all the facilities, and they must be as good as in town. The facilities in the capital or in Vinnytsia must be 
the same. Now our children pass tests. Children from town and from the country they all have to pass the tests, so 
they need a certain level of education. 

М To finish with the question of the women’s rights, please tell me what associations, public organizations 
or possibly the state authorities should deal with it? What should be done to make the life of women 
easier considering the distressful situation you have described? 

R To my mind, every woman should have the things I mentioned that children should have. Every woman should have the 
access to qualified health care, cultural entertainments – I mean the cultural institutions in the country must be 
supported by the state budget because those institutions built in the Soviet times are very difficult for many 
communities to support – it is very important to talk about it. Because people with common interests gather though, 
and women also form interest groups. There must be cultural institutions for this.  

R I don’t agree with you. 
R Why? 
М Let’s give you the floor to speak. 
R You we were talking about state funding of cultural institutions but we have already had this experience with the 

healthcare reform when our medical institutions were made state supported. It is all ruined now, premises pulled 
down. The healthcare is shot to pieces. And bow culture is facing the same. Since those transfers from local budgets 
that used to support culture, institutions and staff, will now be actually ignored. We will be asked to grant subventions 
again and we’ll be doing it. You see, it’ll be a bit inexpedient and a bit illegal to support the institutions at the expense 
of local communities. 

R Wrapping up the women’s rights subject, a man is busy, a woman has a proper job, or they have their business. Today 
it is very important to create jobs in rural areas. This is the services sector.  

М What do you, as a woman, think should be done now to make the life of women easier and increase the 
opportunities? 

R I can tell you by my own experience. First, there should be proper healthcare service, schools and kindergartens. These 
two things must run like clockwork. Everything else can be coped with. 

R No, it can’t. A family should be well provided for. Jobs must be created. If there are no jobs, the life in the country 
won’t be good. 

М What about trying this decentralisation project? 
R If we are going to build our nation, we must start with education our youth. 
R With a small social unit. 
R I can be effective in my work if I know my child is healthy and taken care of well. 
R Yes. 
М Is increasing decentralization going to promote those opportunities in any way? What about education 

and preschool education? ……, I’d like to know your opinion. If there is decentralization and there are 
more opportunities, as well as responsibilities right at the level of the community, is it going to enhance 
the potential of preschool and school education, so that women could have more free time? Do you 
think we can link them? 

R This problem might have two trends of events. My community will have it the way you described. It was the economic 
power centre of the district, it is being restored now, we have new jobs created. Where there are jobs available, there 
the birth rate will rise. There will be young families, family people will move from other territorial communities. We 
will use previously built houses and construct new ones. Our community will have it. But the situation is different in 
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other communities. The villages where people are drifting to other places won’t have it. The land is kept by latifundists 
and they farm it, so those villages might have been extinct by now.  

R They must develop everything there, pig and cattle breeding, and everything else. Thus, there will be jobs. 
R The jobs are available where it is economically feasible. 
R They will only be if it is cost-efficient. Yes, where it is economically sound. 
R They will work. 
R There’s more to say. The problem with agricultural products and producing them involves the consequences of poultry 

and other animals farming. Some guy brought a sack of corn he’d stole from the elevator, when there was still a chance, 
and fed it to a chicken, and it didn’t eat it as the corn had been so much treated with chemicals that we’d better start 
to worry about our health.  

R It’s about time. 
R As this corn will be used for popcorn, as well some meals that common people will consume. 
R Yes, that’s the corn now. 
М Have you heard gender equality issues being discussed anywhere, as well the problems of women’s 

rights? Have you seen it in any programs, seminars, Media, anything on this topic? Can you give a short 
example? 

Р I went to the seminar in ………... 
М Who organised it? 
Р Kyiv Centre of European Development. Women’s Wing 
М Was it interesting, useful? 
R It was interesting. Unfortunately, my recommendations were considered unfeasible as it was focused just on women’s 

rights. When I quoted some famous singer’s lyrics: “Without you, my darling, I will fly on one wing”, they didn’t take 
me seriously. But still! What are we without men? What are men without us? We make up a whole. 

R It is very hard for women to manage a household in the country. 
М …………, do you really mean that after decentralization the community with available resources could 

provide better healthcare services, educational opportunities to make the life of women easier? 
R Indeed. If there is a kindergarten in a village, it helps a woman a lot, as she has more free time to do the housework. 
R We have two kindergartens, and we are going to open additional groups, we have a birth rate, everything is ok. 
М Right. What do you do to organise the cooperation with the private sector, business? How is the 

cooperation of local government and business? What problems do they have? Do you think the 
decentralization reform can change this situation, this cooperation? 

R There are huge problems. 
М Apart from land question. 
R They don’t help us bring business, salaries, and jobs out of the shadows. Nobody helps. There are deductions, which 

came to the local budget, unfortunately now they go to another budget, which is also our budget and our people. 
When I pay taxes from my salary to various funds and support the state, I want to know why the businessman, who 
drives an expensive car, doesn’t pay taxes. Why is it so? 

М Taxpayer’s Association? 
R Yes. I’ve been doing business for twenty years and I totally disagree with you. 
R I can give you a real life example. 
R I was parentless since I was ten. I have …. University degrees. I did not start selling things on a market place but I 

created new jobs. If the law provided for equal opportunities today, I mean business does not stand aloof now. If I 
follow your suit and start making examples from my experience, I’d like to tell you that the ……… that was the first to 
go to ……. and became champions, was equipped by my company. I provided all the clothes, shoes, and set them off. 
Business means people who grew up in the same social unit, the same society. 

R The same community. 
R The community. Businessmen provide a lot of help not for sport and schools but also for people in the community. 

They help hospitals. You just need to get on the right side of a person. Unfortunately, fiscal authorities now start to 
change their attitude to the business. But they change it because they are currently not allowed to make inspections. 
Business is under great pressure. If now I drive an ….., it means I bought it fair and square, I paid all taxes. I drive this 
car because it’s taken me X years to earn it, I created a financial structure in this country and I do not take my money 
out of the country.  

R Has the government created normal conditions? 
R Yes. I work here. This isn’t about how to make business provide even more help. How do business people help today? 
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They create new jobs. And in order to create those jobs you certainly need to provide some certain preferences. For 
example, concerning the unified social tax [ЄСВ] I deducted everything by the unified social tax. I won’t go. 

М It’s thirty percent. 
R I won’t do it by the method twice, because it’s not good first of all. Second, it is hard for my company. I don’t make 

planes and tanks, do I? I’ll stick to thirty percent. We have already worked everything by thirty percent with the chief 
accountant. But I have never paid envelope wages. There have never been hidden wages in my company. 

R I wish all business people were the same.  
R If we talk about grants, about government support for business, we must tell the truth. I have got only one thing from 

the government for X years, it’s an opportunity to get registered and work. I never received financial support from the 
government. Even though I am the head of employer’s association of the …... I joined it when it was headed by …….. I 
never accepted bribes. But it’s not about that. According to the law, district council must include business development 
in the budget, it doesn’t work. There are no funds today. 

М Is it necessary? 
R It is. Very necessary. 
R What do you mean by business development? 
R If we create public utility companies, finance them from the district budget. District budgets are funded by enterprises 

now. A person who wants to register to start their business, they need to find support and protection, both legal and 
financial. If today we are talking about the Baboshyn Fund [Oblast Fund to Promote Investment and Construction] and it is 
the district budget that contributes to the Baboshyn Fund, and it is very good. In general, the Baboshyn Fund pays for 
the development of village communities, for the heating, water supply, etc. Excuse me, you need to enable an 
enterprise in the rural area to develop, for example, you want to provide it with the opportunity to take milk, to 
enable it to do anything else, if we’re talking decentralization here. If we want to create these jobs, first we have to 
think about it, to consider these funds. And for those village heads it is the new jobs created and new taxes and 
incomings. 

Р Please let me have a say. 
М You’re welcome. 
Р Entrepreneurship is risk taking by definition. 
Р I agree. I took that risk. The cost of construction works was X million, and the decision to freeze it was made at the 

oblast level. Consequently, the local budget didn’t get X million. Since then I won lawsuits, but the officer that had 
frozen it is not available. That is owner's risk. I invested three million of my own funds in this land plot and started 
development. 

Р Financial expenses are high. 
Р I was punished. Now you have to do like that, if we are about lustration and decentralization. 
М Do you and other participants think that decentralization means extension of authority? So, for now 

local communities have only the property tax as the example, but in future if there are other taxes, the 
local communities will make decisions, have the right to collect, establish a rate of 30 percent or ten 
percent, they want to engage entrepreneurs. They decide that having certain authority of local 
communities, they establish a rate of ten and not thirty percent for the first year – it can also be an 
element of decentralization, it entails the competition of regions for entrepreneurs who will register 
there and open new outlets there. Can this mechanism work when we allow the local community more 
authority, including the authority to decide on the tax rate, tax basis, and consequently they will be 
more interested in cooperating with you. Do you believe in such a mechanism? 

Р I don’t believe it. 
М Any other opinions? 
Р Our country just started taking loans while business in the world has always lived by loans. When we take cheap loans 

from the IMF of three percent, they get lost in the abyss. Those cheap loans were paid back at three percent. 
Turnaround funds, two percent for loan service would be enough. We would have been living in a different country. 

Р There is no transparency. 
Р All the transparency we have is we took five billions, we paid back. 
М Let’s come back to decentralization. How and what authority should be granted to local communities, 

local self-government to provide them with more opportunities to motivate entrepreneurs, industries, 
etc? Does anybody else have other ideas? Apart from ……. 

Р I reckon the community should decide how, it should be done at the local level. There are general taxes and there are 
local taxes. These local taxes must be left for them. The general taxes are the necessary means of the state budget. 
Although the majority of taxes must stay in the communities. There is no transparency now, and the problem is that 
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everything depends on the head of the territorial community, because an elected head happens to be not the best of 
choice. People often vote for populists, fringes. It’s a trend now. 

Р Then the whole community suffers the consequences. 
Р Or they vote for the people who have no economical vision. 
Р There is a range of equal communities on an equal footing, having roughly equal incomings – that’s development. 
Р Continuing to the topic, I think there should be a mechanism to recall such a head. If results are negative, the head is to 

be changed. The community must not suffer for five years. 
Р Yes. Five years is too much. 
Р The must be some sort of such mechanism, a more efficient one.  
М There is no shared point of view. On one hand, professional behaviour of the local self-government is 

important, and you have already raised this question today. From the other hand, we say that in general 
we need to let the local self-government engage them. How can we set up balance? 

Р I’d like to add that if the country has a good economic situation, there will be a good economic situation at the local 
level. New jobs will be created and communities will develop. If the situation remains as it is now, I perish the sought 
but if the warfare is escalating, then decentralization and changes do not matter. If business is in decline, there is now 
current assets, no funds to pay salary, transportation becomes unprofitable because fuel price hikes, there is going to 
be nothing. Apart from decentralization, there must be some smart nationwide economic and financial policy, economic 
activity of the government, they must earn money. 

Р Talking about the development of small business, state loans, etc. Every year we set up a small business development 
program, currently it is about small and medium business. The last session is closed. Last year. The development 
program. Loan rates are on the edge. The entrepreneurs took. 

М Why is so? 
Р Maybe they don’t know. 
Р Because business doesn’t want to have anything to do with the government, only to take funds. If we make up for the 

loan those ten or nine percent, then we are going to ask them where they have spent those funds? So they’d better 
take the money from a bank and will pay, rather than from the government. Nowadays business doesn’t want the 
government anywhere close their affairs. 

Р There is a stipulation in the program that a bank loan is at 19 percent? 
Р No. It says that you can get any loan and claim the compensation. The bank does not know what you get it for. An 

entrepreneur gets a loan in any bank. Then they go to the oblast                                 administration, say that they 
have taken out a loan and ask for compensation. That’s all. The bank doesn’t even know we have to compensate for it. 
Entrepreneurs do not apply to us. So there are issues with business. They can be the effect of how they were used to 
working with taxation and fiscal bodies. 

Р The negative effect, isn’t it? 
Р Entrepreneurs’ negative experience? 
Р They don’t want us to have it. 
Р Entrepreneurs say, “Leave us alone”. It is the question. We are trying to raise awareness, hold seminars, print 

brochures, everything.  
Р I just ask myself. What is the difference between an industrial institution with its areas and those enterprises that are in 

the retail? 
Р It’s commercial. 
Р Cash cycle. 
Р No. I mean the property tax. There are granted a remission of taxation and we are heavily taxed, medium business is 

tax ridden again. Why is it so? 
Р It’s the single tax. 
Р I’m a legal person, I pay VAT, I pay profits tax, and absolutely all charges. Why is it so? 
Р We need to seek balance. 
Р The community wasn’t. 
Р When I wanted to say that about nontransparent business, I didn’t mean an honest entrepreneur. Because when I 

started on unfair business, I talk from my experience. For example, an entrepreneur has a person he pays taxes for, 
there are actually 57 people registered as his employees in his shadowy list, what is the result? I pay taxes and 
according to the law, I come to register my pension at age 55, the newly passed law allows me this. And a person, who 
has been working for that kind of entrepreneur, also comes to register his/her pension, though they have not 
contributed to the budget at all. And they are allowed to do it as they have say a record of some thirty years of service. 
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М There are going to be less people like that. 
Р I agree with that. We carried out a survey together with inspections just two years ago, we conducted offsite meetings 

in each rayon, we inspected commercial enterprises. They all had half-minimum wage rates. 
Р One half of a minimum wage rate. 
Р Yes, we gave in this rayon. 
Р There are certain conditions, the government has already made the provisions this year against envelope wages. 
М Do you know any positive examples from your experience as the village head when you tried to engage 

some entrepreneurs to do business in the rayon, to promote the opening of production facilities or just 
commercial enterprises? Are there positive examples when you as the head of the village managed to 
engage some new, say, taxpayers? 

Р I did it. 
М What instruments did you use? Why? 
Р The first instrument was that I kept out of their way. This is mandatory. But it doesn’t mean I did them good by not 

interfering because they started running before the hounds. Actually, the community lost something as a result. We 
gained something but we lost as well. We lost in the availability of motions and budget receipts. The fiscal service 
begged me not to write any appeals that people try to crumple the process. Я agreed and didn’t write anybody. 
Instead, the following happened. Let me come back to the example I started giving. When the entrepreneurs who all 
knew the …….. brand of …., and I worked there as the executive manager lately before it went bankrupt. When the 
entrepreneurs came there after the bankruptcy having bought it out from ……, they started demolishing it. On my way 
to Vinnytsia I got the information on the phone, so I immediately got an appointment with ……. Actually, the problem 
was solved at the head of speed. They found levers to solve it by night, the demolishing was halted and the company 
virtually got a new owner. At the present, this owner works very efficiently, the employees have official jobs, and there 
isn’t a whiff of shadowy schemes. They have wages on the record, the wages are very good, it is not like you get 
minimum reported salary and the rest of your salary you receive in envelopes. Our working relationships are very 
positive, stay in close contact with them. There is a new group to have entered the village, ‘…….’, they also work with 
officially declared salaries, no off-the book financial schemes. It is very positive working experience. 

М Right. We have two and a half questions left. I’ve mentioned the Dialogue Project by the Association of 
Ukrainian Cities, we’ve mentioned the Taxpayers Association of Ukraine, different regional associations 
of villages and cities. How do you think what methods were the most efficient for the future, so that we 
could refine and develop decentralization reforms? On the other hand, so that we could effectively 
implement it, show both the administration and people the way this reform should work, as well as the 
reason it must be done. So that we could get rid of the facts mentioned today, and there will be no 
complains. What are the ways to refine and develop this reform and implement decentralization? 

Р Let me say the last think and I won’t say anything more. If only the requirements of all the already passed laws were 
fulfilled this could be considered decentralization. This achievement would have secured the direction. There are 
agencies meant to monitor the execution of the law, but, unfortunately, they work properly. Why are those people 
paid? That would be efficient, a start of efficient decentralization. 

М Right. Please let’s have everybody express their thought on this matter. Please be concise. What should 
we as the USA project Dialogue, the Association do to get things moving and proceed steadily on the 
way to decentralization? Who wants? Please. 

Р The subject may be viewed in different ways. First, we must work with communities, explain everything to people. It 
often happens that some people come to village to spread propaganda. They say if you have decentralization, you’ll be 
joined with other settlements but you’ll have no hospital or roads. People in villages, they are very suspicious though. 
They’ve been fooled and their rights have been violated countless of times for twenty years       of independence. They 
are very distrustful. So, they need to be worked with, it must be supported at the legislative level, at the level of the 
Cabinet of Ministers. There can be some awareness-building on TV. It must be done fast, we’ve been talking about 
decentralization for a year now. There’s been nothing but talks. No time to lose. All we’ve got is two-three months. 
People must understand the life has changed to the new pattern.  

М Right.  
Р Shock? 
М You’re giving a shock to people. …….., what institutions should be involved in this awareness-building? 

Do you think they should be state or private, what should be explained through media? What do you 
think should be done to get things moving? 

Р I see it the following way. There are some factors. The process has started. The first thing to do is to inform the 
citizens. So that they could get their bearings, the awareness-building was made the mass media. The second is the 
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legislation framework. The third is skilled professionals at the local level. And the fourth is financial backing. That is all. I 
think it will be a clear victory. 

Р ……., indeed, in order to do something you need to have a mind to do it. Second thing is authorities and resource. 
М Don’t you think that if these resource and authorities are delegated to the local level, it will be an 

incentive to recover from the economic recession? 
Р Sure. 
М …….., what do you think? 
Р We know that the decentralization draft law is being considered by the Verkhovna Rada. When we see the finished 

document, I think we’ll more or less understand that the law on Ukraine's state budget for 2015 somehow makes the 
communities reconsider some of their relationships with northern neighbours. I even can give you the figures on how 
the authority has been taken, funds has been taken from kindergartens. Now it’s rayon budgets. Financial 
decentralization according to the law draft or rather to law on the state budget gave the following figures. The oblast 
budget lost X million for 2014, oblast significance cities including Vinnytsia added Y million. Rayon budgets added 100 
million while village budgets lost 87 million. That’s all. I mean in order to attract this 100 million redistributed to rayon 
budgets and return it to village budgets they make communities merge and in accordance with the law on the state 
budget to give the authority of these communities to an oblast significance city. According to the Budget Code oblast 
significance cities have wider powers than rayon в significance cities. 

Р Wider powers. 
Р One can say this redistribution can be an incentive to merge. 
Р Merging. 
Р They laid this mechanism, but if it will work? 
Р There will have to be changes to the electoral law. There are a lot of changes. 
Р Projects.  
Р A lot of changes concerning property. As we have already burnt our fingers in this property, in hospitals. We’ve 

transferred it there, now we have to transfer it there. So much trouble. We have submitted a motion to the Cabinet to 
refine both the law on the state budget and the Budget Code because Dnipropetrovsk and Vinnytska oblasts are in 
trouble now. I know Vinnytska oblast well.  

Р It was exactly (…). 
Р Yes. We can no longer keep still about this. 
Р I want to support my colleague here. The thing is when there are transfers to and fro then it means conversion of legal 

entity. Each enterprise loses money on this, on reregistration, changes to this or that document. Let me tell you when 
they changed the name of a street in ….. to ……, I lost some X thsd only on changing the certificate and the rest of 
papers. Who needs such a decentralisation really? I have a question then. I’d rather have sent that money to children in 
an orphanage. So, I ask you to get it to the higher authorities. In this regard, the agencies in charge of document 
changes must do it free of charge.  

М We can hope for another aspect of decentralization. At least, the local communities will have more 
influence on this and will be the decision makers. 

Р State registry authorities must be in the community. 
Р Yes. 
Р Yes. 
М So, if they are in the community, the community will make the decision how much it costs, either 18 

hryvnas or 18 thsd hryvnas.  
Р However, if we are talking about the state registry authorities and the state they are in. If a person fells ill, all works 

stops dead for two-three months. Now we have village communities that lease land, they are not able to execute their 
lease agreements for a year because of the state registrar. It is a serious problem. So, I think the communities should 
have their own registrars, not one but a couple of them. There should be two or three people so that to make their 
work efficient. 

Р The communities should have them.  
М There are three left. Please be concise. What do you think we should do to get decentralization going 

and yield result? 
Р You know there is the strategic development program for the country for till 2020. Oblast strategy for territorial 

community development has been established. Rayons have their respective strategies. Moreover, there was such a 
program we worked with even the year before last. At present, my rayon has taken it up. I think all the minor issues 
should be included into the strategy and specified. There must be the order of steps, what and when we want to 
obtain. It must be one document that could be explained. 
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М What about the UNDP and what exactly is going on there in a nutshell? 
Р I’d say the motions are to be sent there as well. Together with the Association of Ukrainian Cities. It might happen that 

we won’t be able to hear voice of the Project because of this Strategy. Because we enact the budget first and then deal 
with the Budget Code. So the order is important. 

Р I’d like to add that we developed the development strategy for 2020 in every rayons, villages, etc. in 2015. Now that 
we got the changes to the Budget Code, Tax Code, those programs of ours are null.  

Р Excuse me. They are not null. We have defined the vectors. The question is how we are going to support those 
vectors. But we have defined our priorities. 

Р We defined our priorities but the government turned the other way. What shall we do? There must be a clear 
development strategy for the country and the strategies for each community development should be included therein. 

М Right. You’re welcome. 
Р Yes. Can I say? I’d like to say that everybody agreed that there is one undeniable result. Everybody knows the word 

decentralization but let’s say each branch of power or each person reads something else into this, which shows what 
they want to get from it. There is no unified approach to this word and to our goal. There are no changes to the 
Constitution either. It is basic, fundamental. We all have this urge to get the common view of this.  

Р Decentralization means clearly specified delegated authority. 
Р Absolutely. 
Р It means equal communities, equal standards, equal oblasts. 
Р Not only should they be authorized but also backed up financially. 
Р It should be long-term and done this way and for a long period of time. 
Р I think it will. 
Р Everybody says it’s good. But nobody can say… 
М That it is good, right? 
Р Lady, the conclusion. The last thing. What should be done?  
Р As you wish. 
Р Thank you. Yes. Indeed. Trust me everything starts with the sprout. What seed you plant in soil, such will be your 

harvest. There’s no need to redraft the Constitution, it’s insult to the people and paper it is written on. 
М No redrafting, but changes are necessary. 
Р Changes. 
Р How long did America write its Constitution? They passed only one amendment.  
Р How many are there? No, there are a number of amendments.  
Р Please don’t interrupt. 
М America’s society is different. What about you? 
Р That’s why I think if the law is passed, there are respective services that monitor its execution. Laws must be executed. 

If the law is not executed, those in charge of monitoring are to bear the responsibility. However, it doesn’t work in our 
country. If there is the law, it must be executed.  

М I have the last question then. I need it just for the report. At the beginning, you said who represents 
which organization. Please write it down beside the surnames. Will you please write your surname and 
which organization you represent? We won’t pass any of your answers to anybody. It’s only for 
reporting. We’ll show who took part in the discussion at the program. 

Р You know, it’s been such a painful question that you can reveal it. 
Р We are not afraid of anything.  
М Please, just write your name, organisation, and position. That’ll be all. 
Р Do you need the phone number?  
Р You can write yours. 
Р Yes. And you can write yours. 
М I can. Let me give you my business number. It’ll be official that way. ………. It’s …….  
Р Could you please inform us on any progress? 
М I just hope the Association of Ukrainian Cities is going to engage you, especially those who left their 

phone numbers, engage you in the future.  
Р So, it’s that you got us? 
М Yes, for me. I collected the information in this respect. My goal was as I stated. Has everybody handed 

me the papers? There is more? 
Р Believe me, if the laws worked, it would be ok even now. 
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М You have collected your thoughts. That’s it. 
Р It is Vinnytsia, right? 
М Yes. 
Р Is that all?  
М Yes, it is. 
Р Dear colleagues, thank you very much for your participation. 

 
 
 
 
 

 


