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Analytical overview

As local elected officials’ five-year term in office 
is coming to an end, we conducted research on 
how efficient and effective was local governments’ 
performance. The goal of this research is to assess 
the performance of oblast center city councils.

The scope of the research was restricted only to 
oblast centers because these cities are the most 
crucial to the business development of the regions, 
have significant local budgets that are now even 
bigger due to the decentralization reform, and 
have a population that covers 29.7 percent of the 
total population of Ukraine (42.7 percent of urban 
population)1.  Local elections campaigning in 
oblast centers is always the most competitive, and 
elections of 2020 are going to be even more fierce 
than usual.

To conduct our research, we have gathered 
data both from open sources and from local 
governments’ replies to our information requests 
submitted under the Law on Access to Public 
Information via the online platform Access to Truth2. 
Our search for information has demonstrated that 
the situation with data in Ukraine is grave. Poor 
quality of the replies and scarcity of data in open 
sources hardly give reasons to expect high-quality 
performance from local governments. For each 
topic we cover, we will indicate the sources we have 
used.

1  The State Statistics Service of Ukraine, data as of January 1, 2020 (do 
not include the population of the temporarily occupied territories of 
Donetsk, Luhansk, and Simferopol): http://database.ukrcensus.gov.ua/
PXWEB2007/ukr/publ_new1/2020/zb_chuselnist%202019.pdf

2  Website Access to Truth: https://dostup.pravda.com.ua/

To assess the effectiveness of local policy 
implementation, we have chosen the period of 
2017-2019. In 2017, local budgets significantly 
increased due to the decentralization reform 
and it is possible to follow changes in local 
policies and find some trends. The year 2020 
has not been included because reports on city 
programs’ implementation, information on annual 
expenditures, and other documents necessary for 
the assessment are not available yet.

Our research covers 7 areas: healthcare, education, 
housing and communal services, transport and 
transport infrastructure, social security, ecology, 
and participatory budgeting. The choice was based 
on citizens’ preferences as to what newly elected 
municipal government should address. All the local 
policy issues covered by the research except for 
participatory budgeting are in the top 10 of citizens’ 
priorities (limited only to issues within the powers of 
local governments) according to the poll conducted 
by the IRI in February of 20203.  Participatory 
budgeting is not on the top 10 list, but it is an 
important instrument and the most widespread 
form of citizens’ engagement in decision-making on 
local issues.

Powers of municipal authorities of oblast centers 
in each area are described in Chapter 1 of this 
document.

3 The Sixth Annual Ukrainian Municipal Survey by the Sociological 
Group “Rating” (Rating Group Ukraine) on behalf of the International 
Republican Institute’s Center for Insights in Survey Research conducted 
from January 25 to February 17, 2020: https://www.iri.org/sites/default/
files/ukraine_feb_2020_poll.pdf

INTRODUCTION

http://database.ukrcensus.gov.ua/PXWEB2007/ukr/publ_new1/2020/zb_chuselnist%202019.pdf
 https://dostup.pravda.com.ua/
https://www.iri.org/sites/default/files/ukraine_feb_2020_poll.pdf


3Septemper 2020

Oblast centers on the eve of local elections

We assessed each policy from several perspectives 
in order to understand how well does strategic 
planning works and whether it works at all. We 
developed a methodology to assess complex 
municipal special-purpose programs. The 
methodology includes the following criteria: 
accessibility, usability, comprehensiveness, 
and quality of reporting. All details about the 
methodology are provided in Chapter 2 of this 
document.

We also analyzed city budgets in order to know how 
much funds were allocated for each sphere. This 
information is often more revealing than strategic 
documents because it shows local councils’ real 
priorities. This information is available in Chapter 3.

One of the primary goals of our analysis was to 
assess how effective and efficient was policy 
implementation in each area. To achieve that, we 
have selected a universal indicator for each policy 
and requested the data necessary for the research 
from decision-making bodies. The indicators were 
selected based on recommendations from experts 
in each policy area. Unfortunately, in most cases, 
we have not been able to assess the efficiency of 
policy implementation, but only its effectiveness: 
local governments have provided incomplete 
information, or provided it in formats impossible to 
process, or have not responded at all. The results of 
the analysis are described in Chapter 4.

Another focus of our analysis was on how city 
dwellers assess the work of local governments 
in each policy area. We tried to understand how 
citizens evaluate the results achieved by their 
elected officials and how that correlates with 
efficiency, strategic planning, and funding. Results 
are presented in the Conclusions of this document.

Our analytical overview will be useful for local 
government officials, candidates for mayors and 
councilors of oblast center city councils, political 
parties that work in the regions or try to establish 
their regional networks, local activists, analysts, 
journalists, and all citizens interested in local 
authorities’ performance. The proposed assessment 
methodology can be used to analyze the work of 
local governments of lower levels. We hope that 
this overview will help to establish a high-quality 
political discussion during the election campaign 
and will make its contribution to the promotion of 
good governance at the local level.
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HEALTHCARE

Local governments own and manage medical 
establishments5. They are responsible for 
developing and maintaining their networks of 
communal medical establishments, ensuring that 
their hospitals are sufficiently staffed. City councils 
have powers to open, close, reorganize, or converse 
medical establishments as far as such actions do 
not go against their hospital districts’ development 
plans (hospital district is a cluster of all medical 
establishments that are properly licensed and 
provide medical services on a particular territory)6.

Since the launch of the National Health Service 
of Ukraine, medical services are paid for not from 
local budgets, but from the government budget. 
Spare funds local councils can use to enhance the 
quality of medical services provided by networks 
of communal medical establishments: invest in 
renovation, new equipment, opening of new 
departments, providing extra medical services not 
included in the state guarantee package, etc.

5  The Law on Local Government in Ukraine of May 21, 1997, 
No 280/97/VR, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
1997, No 25, P. 170: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-
%D0%B2%D1%80#Text

6  The Law on Principles of Healthcare Legislation of Ukraine of 
November 11, 1992, No 2801-XII, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of 
Ukraine, 1993, No 4, P. 19: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2801-
12#Text

EDUCATION

In education, local governments are responsible for 
developing local educational policies, managing 
their networks of educational establishments, and 
funding education at the local level4.  Educational 
policies are implemented via educational programs 
and events that are conducted at the local level. 
As for networks of educational establishments, 
local governments are responsible for maintaining 
sufficient quantity and quality of kindergartens, 
schools, and universities, their optimization and 
maintenance.

Education is funded by local budgets. This includes 
maintenance, construction, and renovation 
of educational establishments, providing 
schoolchildren with study materials and extra 
payments for teachers, organizing contests 
and competitions. Most of the money spent on 
education are provided by city inhabitants via local 
taxes and charges.

4  The Law on Local Government in Ukraine of May 21, 1997, 
No 280/97/VR, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
1997, No 25, P. 170: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-
%D0%B2%D1%80#Text

1LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
POWERS AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES
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SOCIAL SECURITY

Local governments are responsible for maintaining 
the system of social security. They assess the 
necessities and plan its work, ensure that the 
system has enough staff and infrastructure. City 
councils also provide payments and social services 
to vulnerable people and can give extra social 
payments in addition to those required by law12. 

City councils can provide better accommodation 
or enhance living conditions for people in need of 
such help, create and fund free legal advice centers. 
Besides that, local governments have to provide 
social services to the unemployed, in particular, to 
ensure public and temporary jobs for them. Local 
authorities have to address issues of custody, care 
of incapable persons, full state care of orphans and 
children without parental care in family-based care 
homes and vocational schools. Local councils have 
to ensure that children in special schools (both 
public and private) are properly treated and cared for.

Local authorities are in charge of maintaining 
residential care homes, providing domestic 
services, social goods, and free food for people with 
disabilities (and create for them special jobs) and 
old people with low income13. 

ECOLOGY

City councils develop and implement local policies 
on environmental protection. They set the rates of 
land value tax, prices for using natural resources, 
fines for illegal pollution and other damage to the 
environment, communal sanitary drainage charges. 
Collected revenues go to local budgets.14 

Local governments are responsible for territories 
and sites of local nature reserve funds, other 
territories with special status. They are also obliged 
to publish geospecial data and metadata that has 
been created with funds from local budgets or 
international technical assistance.

Local governments coordinate the work of territorial 
bodies of land resources, control the enforcement of 
land and environmental legislation, allocate sites for 
waste landfills, resolve land disputes, etc.

12  The Law on Social Services of January 17, 2019, No 2671-VIII, 
Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 2019, No 18, P. 73: https://
zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2671-19#Text

13  The Law on Local Government in Ukraine of May 21, 1997, 
No 280/97/VR, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
1997, No 25, P. 170: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-
%D0%B2%D1%80#Text

14  Ibid.

TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE

Local governments have exclusive powers to 
develop and implement their city policies on 
transportation. City councils manage and maintain 
all transport infrastructure that they own7.

Local authorities can build, reconstruct, and repair 
streets and roads. Bicycle paths, ramps, curb cuts, 
sidewalks, walking strips, highways, arterial roads, 
local road networks, overpasses, etc. are run by local 
governments8. 

HOUSING AND PUBLIC UTILITIES

Local councils have the authority to set heating 
tariffs for companies that produce up to 170 
thousand Gcal of thermal energy annually9.  That 
covers 75% of heat supply companies owned by 
local governments. Local governments also set 
tariffs on centralized water supply and sewerage for 
small companies that supply up to 300 thousand 
cubic meters10  of water and drain less than 200 
thousand cubic meters of wastewater annually (61% 
of all such companies).

Local governments also control the quality of 
drinking water, approve heat supply network 
development plans, oversee the issues of water 
supply and sewerage, decontamination of 
wastewater, transportation and utilization of 
household waste, introduce waste sorting, etc.11  
To exercise these powers, local governments 
among other things maintain the residential and 
nonresidential real property and public utilities 
infrastructure.

7  The Law on Local Government in Ukraine of May 21, 1997, 
No 280/97/VR, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
1997, No 25, P. 170: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-
%D0%B2%D1%80#Text

8  The Law on Roads of September 8, 2005, No 2862-IV, Vidomosti of 
the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 2005, No 51, P. 556: https://zakon.rada.
gov.ua/laws/show/2862-15#Text

9  The Law on Heat Supply of June, 2, 2005, No 2633-IV, Vidomosti of 
the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 2005, No 28, P. 373: https://zakon.rada.
gov.ua/laws/show/2633-15#Text

10  Licensing requirements for heat supply, electricity production, 
centralized water supply and sewerage services by the National Energy 
and Utilities Regulatory Commission (NEURC), 2017. The Commission is 
a state regulatory agency on energy industry and public utilities: http://
www.nerc.gov.ua/?news=5859

11  The Law on Local Government in Ukraine of May 21, 1997, 
No 280/97/VR, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
1997, No 25, P. 170: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-
%D0%B2%D1%80#Text

https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2671-19#Text
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-%D0%B2%D1%80#Text
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2862-15#Text
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2862-15#Text
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2633-15#Text
http://www.nerc.gov.ua/?news=5859
http://www.nerc.gov.ua/?news=5859
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Later local citizens start to submit their projects for 
the city participatory budget. All projects have to 
be prepared and submitted in accordance with the 
adopted ordinance and program. Local authorities 
have to verify projects’ compliance.

The most important part is voting. It can be 
conducted either via an election ballot or online. 
Projects that get the biggest number of votes 
are included in the next year local budget and 
implemented by the local council. A person that has 
submitted a winning project has a right to control 
the implementation process.

PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING

Local governments are free to introduce the 
instrument of participatory budgeting. Its 
introduction can be initiated by a local government 
itself, members of the community, or even 
international organizations.

A city council can decide for itself on the specifics 
of how the city participatory budget is formed and 
implemented. It has to prepare an ordinance on the 
participatory budget and its program, organize a 
public discussion with the community, and conduct 
an information campaign. When the ordinance and 
the participatory budget program are approved, 
necessary funds are allocated in the next year local 
budget15. 

15  The Law on Local Government in Ukraine of May 21, 1997, 
No 280/97/VR, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
1997, No 25, P. 170: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-
%D0%B2%D1%80#Text

The Ordinance of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine On the Approval 
of the Concept of Electronic Democracy Development in Ukraine 
and the Action Plan of Its Implementation of November 8, 2017, No 
797-р, Uriadovyi Kuryer, 2017, No 217: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/
show/797-2017-%D1%80#Text

https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-%D0%B2%D1%80#Text
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-%D0%B2%D1%80#Text
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A vision of community and city development has 
to be incorporated into strategic city programs. 
Usually, that are complex programs of social and 
economic development and special-purpose 
programs on particular policy issues. Although 
implementation periods of the documents differ, 
both types of programs aim to incorporate the ideas 
that mayors and local councilors promoted during 
elections and to announce local governments’ plans 
in particular policy areas.

If a local government does not have a clear vision 
of city development and does not incorporate it 
in particular programs, citizens will not feel the 
improvement in the quality of their lives soon. 
Whether city inhabitants will be satisfied with their 
lives or nothing will change for them, depends on 
whether the authorities have correctly set their 
objectives.

We analyzed and evaluated complex municipal 
special-purpose programs of Ukrainian oblast 
centers of 2017-2019 in 6 areas: education18,  
healthcare19,  transport infrastructure20,  housing 

18  ‘When money doesn’t help: local educational policies in Ukrainian 
cities’ by Kostiantyn Shokalo (the Centre of United Actions), 2020: 
https://centreua.org/article/koli-groshi-ne-virishuyut-osvitnya-politika-
v-mistah-ukrayini

19  ‘The health of Ukrainians: do local governments understand 
their responsibilities?’ by Mariia Kvitsinska (the Centre of United 
Actions), 2020: https://centreua.org/article/zdorovya-ukrayinciv-chi-
usvidomlyuye-misceva-vlada-vidpovidalnist

20  ‘Roll the asphalt or bury in the asphalt: what have Ukrainian cities 
accomplished?’ by Kostiantyn Shokalo (the Centre of United Actions), 
2020: https://centreua.org/article/katati-asfalt-chi-zakatati-v-asfalt-
chogo-dosyagli-mista-ukrayini

Strategic city planning is a standard technique 
of making the most important decisions on city 
development in an effective, efficient, and justified 
manner. A local government defines a desirable 
future state of its territory and, using situational 
analysis of the external environment of the territory 
and internal potential of the territory, finds ways to 
achieve that state. This strategy results in a long-
term plan that takes into account the preferences 
of the community members and ensures the most 
efficient and effective use of efforts and resources of 
key agents of local development16.

The decentralization reform has given local 
governments more powers, but it also has given 
them more obligations and responsibilities17.  To 
effectively develop and implement any local 
level policy, the authorities have first to prepare a 
detailed policy plan.

A local government defines a mission of the policy, 
its goals and objectives. Objectives have to take into 
account the priorities of city development, address 
the most pressing problems, and describe expected 
mid-term and long-term results of the policy. All 
this information has to be included in the local 
government’s program documents.

16  Tertychka V., 2014, Strategic Management: a textbook [Тертичка 
В.В. Стратегічне управління: навчальний посібник], NADU, Kyiv, 196 p.
17  The Law on Local Government in Ukraine of May 21, 1997, 
No 280/97/VR, Vidomosti of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
1997, No 25, P. 170: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/280/97-
%D0%B2%D1%80#Text
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Lviv (5 points), Dnipro (5.5 points), Severodonetsk 
(6.5 points), and Cherkasy (8 points).

On average, the best results in all the cities are 
in availability and completeness, the worst — in 
usability and reporting.

Evaluating availability and accessibility, we used 
three categories:

 ◼ programs are not published / they cannot be 
found by standard search engines

 ◼ programs are available, but hard to find / some 
programs of 2017-2019 are missing

 ◼ programs are available and accessible via the 
official web page of a local council.

The most available and accessible are special-
purpose programs of Vinnytsia (6 points), 
Zaporizhzhia (6 points), Kropyvnytskyi (6 points), 
and Sumy (6 points). The worst results have 
Uzhhorod (1 point), Severodonetsk (1 point), and 
Lviv (1.5 points).

Evaluating completeness, we used the following 
categories:

 ◼ programs include neither clear policy 
development plans nor measurable indicators 
necessary for quantitative performance 
evaluation

 ◼ programs include general outlines of local 
policies but do not have measurable indicators 
necessary for quantitative performance 
evaluation

 ◼ programs contain detailed local policy plans 
and have measurable indicators necessary for 
quantitative performance evaluation.

The most comprehensive are special-purpose 
programs of Sumy (5.5 points), Zaporizhzhia (5 
points), Kropyvnytskyi (4.5 points), Mykolaiv (4.5 
points), and Khmelnytskyi (4.5 points). The least 
comprehensive are programs of Uzhhorod (1 point), 
Lviv (1.5 points), Chernihiv (2 points), Severodonetsk 
(2 points), and Dnipro (2 points).

Evaluating usability, the following categories were 
applied:

 ◼ information is not machine-readable: jpg, 
jpeg, png, pcx, tiff, pdf scans, etc.

 ◼ information can be copied and processed: 
numerical — docx, pdf, html, xlsl (unstructured 
data)information is published in a machine-
readable format: numerical — xlsx (structured), 
csv, xml, json; text — docs, pdf (not scanned 
copies).

and public utilities21, social security22, and 
environmental protection23.

Although complex special-purpose programs 
are the only formal documents that show the 
progress of policy implementation, their quality 
is unsatisfactory, they do not give clear visions of 
how oblast centers are going to develop. Programs 
of social and economic development of all the 
cities do not have detailed action plans or specific 
effectiveness and efficiency indicators that could be 
measured.

Complex special-purpose programs are more 
detailed and specialized, but they also do not 
reveal what local authorities are planning to 
do. We assessed the quality of policy planning 
and accountability of local governments. We 
evaluated special-purpose programs on each of 
the six abovementioned policy issues by using 
the following criteria: 1) whether the program is 
published for citizens in open access; 2) whether 
the program is convenient to use (all the necessary 
information is provided in an open data format); 3) 
whether the information is complete; 4) whether 
there is a program implementation report. Detailed 
methodology24  of the evaluation is published 
on a website of the Centre of United Actions. All 
the information on special-purpose programs 
was gathered from the official web pages of local 
councils of oblast centers of Ukraine (Infographic 2.1).

Analyzing complex special-purpose programs on all 
the issues covered by our research, we discovered 
that none of the oblast centers had programs that 
fully meet all four criteria. Moreover, a number 
of cities do not have complex special-purpose 
programs at all. The best scores for strategic 
planning at the local level received Zaporizhzhia 
(20.5 points), Sumy (19.5 points), Vinnytsia (17.5 
points), Kropyvnytskyi (17.5 points), and Odesa (16 
points). The worst scores — Uzhhorod (3 points), 

21  ‘How local governments did everything to make control over 
public utilities impossible’ by Mariia Kvitsinska (the Centre of United 
Actions), 2020: https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-zrobila-
vse-shchob-sferu-zhkg-ne-mozhna-bulo-prokontrolyuvati

22  ‘How local governments of oblast centers take care of the most 
vulnerable?’ Mariia Kvitsinska, the Centre of United Actions, 2020: 
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-
pikluyetsya-pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih

23  ‘It’s no time for air, water, and soil: city councils ignore 
environmental policies’ Kostiantyn Shokalo, the Centre of United 
Actions, 2020: https://centreua.org/article/povitrya-vodi-grunti-ne-na-
chasi-ekologichna-politika-poza-uvagoyu-miskrad.

24 Методологія оцінки комплексних цільових програм у сфері(за 
2017-2019 роки). Центр спільних дій. 2020: https://centreua.org/
article/metodologiya-ocinki-kompleksnih-cilovih-program-u-sferi-za-
2017-2019-roki

https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-zrobila-vse-shchob-sferu-zhkg-ne-mozhna-bulo-prokontrolyuvati
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-pikluyetsya-pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih
https://centreua.org/article/povitrya-vodi-grunti-ne-na-chasi-ekologichna-politika-poza-uvagoyu-miskrad.
https://centreua.org/article/metodologiya-ocinki-kompleksnih-cilovih-program-u-sferi-za-2017-2019-roki
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2.1 Evaluation of city complEx spEcal-purposE programs of 2017-2019

Total score includes points for policies on education, healthcare, transport infrastructure, housing and public utilities, social security, and 
environmental protection

The maximum total score for complex special-purpose programs in 6 policy areas is 24 points; the minimum score is 0 points. The maximum total 
score for each policy indicator is 6, the minimum score is 0

Data source: city councils’ official web pages
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On average, local governments in most of the 
oblast centers do not approach policy planning 
strategically, the situation is especially grave with 
reporting. A possible reason for that could be that 
local authorities are too busy with politics and 
show more concern for their next term in office 
than for city development. Moreover, it is also an 
opportunity to evade public control. As a result, 
local governments’ special-purpose programs are 
often mere low-quality formalities, and sometimes 
there are no such programs at all.

The best usability scores have special-purpose 
programs of Vinnytsia (5.5 points), Zaporizhzhia 
(5 points), and Kropyvnytskyi (5 points), the worst 
— Dnipro (0.5 points), Zhytomyr (0.5 points), and 
Uzhhorod (1 point).

Evaluating reporting, we used the following 
categories:

 ◼ there are no reports on programs’ 
implementation / these reports cannot be found 
by standard search engines

 ◼ reports are available but lack measurable 
indicators necessary for the evaluation 
of the quality and progress in programs’ 
implementation / some reports of 2017-2019 are 
not available

 ◼ reports are available and include data 
necessary for the evaluation of the quality and 
progress in programs’ implementation

The best results in reporting on special-purpose 
programs’ implementation have Zaporizhzhia 
(4.5 points), Sumy (4 points), and Kyiv (3.5 points). 
There are no such reports in Kharkiv (0 points) and 
Uzhhorod (0 points), almost no reports in Dnipro 
(0.5 points), Lviv (0.5 points), Poltava (0.5 points), 
Rivne (0.5 points), and Cherkasy (0.5 points).
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demonstrated that an increase in local budgets does 
not guarantee a better quality of services that local 
governments are obliged to provide.

The effectiveness of local authorities in different 
policy areas is also substantially influenced 
by transparency and accountability of policy 
implementation, the quality of planning and 
general quality of management, stakeholders’ 
engagement in decision-making, etc.

The role of planning and professionalism in 
decision-making at the local level has increased 
since the beginning of the decentralization and 
healthcare reforms: after all the necessary legislation 
has been adopted, local governments’ function 
has become not just to introduce some measures 
or provide some services. Now, local governments 
have to ensure a stable work of the whole networks 
of establishments in different policy areas on their 
territory and the availability of high-quality services 
to the population. 

In the course of our analysis, we found that in all six 
policy areas covered by our research funding from 
local budgets does not affect the quality of policy 
implementation or it is impossible to evaluate this 
quality because local councils do not provide the 
necessary data. This is evidence that taxpayers’ 
money in Ukraine is used ineffectively or at least not 
effectively enough.

Although local authorities, due to the lack of 
professionalism and political responsibility, use 
budget money not effectively enough, we can 
tell which policy areas are of a priority to local 
councilors by analyzing shares of the local budget 
allocated for each area. The only exception of the 
six areas covered by our research is public utilities 

Since 2017, local governments have more financial 
freedom and more responsibilities due to the 
decentralization reform. In 2014, before the fiscal 
decentralization, the total revenue of local budgets 
was ₴68.6 bln.25In 2020, the total revenue in only 
eight months is ₴183.4 bln26.

Nevertheless, Our Analysis Of Local Policies’ 
Implementation In 24 Oblast Centers Of Ukraine 
(Policies On healthcare,27, education28, social 
security29, transport and transport infrastructure30, 
housing and public utilities,  31, environmental 
protection32 and participatory budgeting33 

25 ‘Financial decentralization: the State Fiscal Service reported growth 
of local budgets’: https://decentralization.gov.ua/news/10975

26Report on local budgets performance by the Ministry of Finance of 
Ukraine, 2020: https://mof.gov.ua/storage/files/MB_01_08.pdf

27 ‘The health of Ukrainians: do local governments understand 
their responsibilities?’ by Mariia Kvitsinska (the Centre of United 
Actions), 2020: https://centreua.org/article/zdorovya-ukrayinciv-chi-
usvidomlyuye-misceva-vlada-vidpovidalnist

28 Коли гроші не вирішують: освітня політика в містах України. Кос-
тянтин Шокало. Центр спільних дій. 2020: https://centreua.org/article/
koli-groshi-ne-virishuyut-osvitnya-politika-v-mistah-ukrayini

29 Як місцева влада обласних центрів піклується про найбільш 
вразливих? Марія Квіцінська. Центр спільних дій. 2020: https://
centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-pikluyetsya-
pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih

30‘Roll the asphalt or bury in the asphalt: what have Ukrainian cities 
accomplished?’ by Kostiantyn Shokalo (the Centre of United Actions), 
2020: https://centreua.org/article/katati-asfalt-chi-zakatati-v-asfalt-
chogo-dosyagli-mista-ukrayini

31  ‘How local governments did everything to make control over public 
utilities impossible’ by Mariia Kvitsinska (the Centre of United Actions), 
2020: https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-zrobila-vse-
shchob-sferu-zhkg-ne-mozhna-bulo-prokontrolyuvati

32  ‘It’s no time for air, water, and soil: city councils ignore environmental 
policies’ by Kostiantyn Shokalo (the Centre of United Actions), 2020: 
https://centreua.org/article/povitrya-vodi-grunti-ne-na-chasi-
ekologichna-politika-poza-uvagoyu-miskrad

33 ‘Budget process vs. citizens’ participation: realities of participatory 
budgeting in Ukrainian cities’ by Kostiantyn Shokalo (the Centre of 
United Actions), 2020: https://centreua.org/article/byudzhetnij-proces-
vs-uchast-gromadyan-realiyi-gromadskih-byudzhetiv-u-mistah-ukrayini

FUNDING FOR 
POLICY AREAS FROM 
LOCAL BUDGETS 3

https://centreua.org/article/zdorovya-ukrayinciv-chi-usvidomlyuye-misceva-vlada-vidpovidalnist
https://centreua.org/article/koli-groshi-ne-virishuyut-osvitnya-politika-v-mistah-ukrayini
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-pikluyetsya-pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-pikluyetsya-pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih
https://centreua.org/article/katati-asfalt-chi-zakatati-v-asfalt-chogo-dosyagli-mista-ukrayini
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-zrobila-vse-shchob-sferu-zhkg-ne-mozhna-bulo-prokontrolyuvati
https://centreua.org/article/povitrya-vodi-grunti-ne-na-chasi-ekologichna-politika-poza-uvagoyu-miskrad
https://centreua.org/article/povitrya-vodi-grunti-ne-na-chasi-ekologichna-politika-poza-uvagoyu-miskrad
https://centreua.org/article/byudzhetnij-proces-vs-uchast-gromadyan-realiyi-gromadskih-byudzhetiv-u-mistah-ukrayini
https://decentralization.gov.ua/news/10974
https://mof.gov.ua/storage/files/MB_01_08.pdf
https://centreua.org/article/zdorovya-ukrayinciv-chi-usvidomlyuye-misceva-vlada-vidpovidalnist
https://centreua.org/article/zdorovya-ukrayinciv-chi-usvidomlyuye-misceva-vlada-vidpovidalnist
https://centreua.org/article/koli-groshi-ne-virishuyut-osvitnya-politika-v-mistah-ukrayini
https://centreua.org/article/koli-groshi-ne-virishuyut-osvitnya-politika-v-mistah-ukrayini
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-pikluyetsya-pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-pikluyetsya-pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-oblasnih-centriv-pikluyetsya-pro-najbilsh-vrazlivih
https://centreua.org/article/katati-asfalt-chi-zakatati-v-asfalt-chogo-dosyagli-mista-ukrayini
https://centreua.org/article/katati-asfalt-chi-zakatati-v-asfalt-chogo-dosyagli-mista-ukrayini
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-zrobila-vse-shchob-sferu-zhkg-ne-mozhna-bulo-prokontrolyuvati
https://centreua.org/article/yak-misceva-vlada-zrobila-vse-shchob-sferu-zhkg-ne-mozhna-bulo-prokontrolyuvati
https://centreua.org/article/povitrya-vodi-grunti-ne-na-chasi-ekologichna-politika-poza-uvagoyu-miskrad
https://centreua.org/article/povitrya-vodi-grunti-ne-na-chasi-ekologichna-politika-poza-uvagoyu-miskrad
https://centreua.org/article/byudzhetnij-proces-vs-uchast-gromadyan-realiyi-gromadskih-byudzhetiv-u-mistah-ukrayini
https://centreua.org/article/byudzhetnij-proces-vs-uchast-gromadyan-realiyi-gromadskih-byudzhetiv-u-mistah-ukrayini


12 Centre of United Actions

Analytical overview

The next are public utilities and housing, transport 
and transport infrastructure. The biggest share from 
the local budget allocated for public utilities and 
housing was in Dnipro (17.8%, 18%), the smallest 
— in Cherkasy (3.7%, 4.4%). Notably, Kyiv spent a 
relatively small share of its budget on public utilities, 
only near 6%. Throughout Ukraine, the shares vary 
from 3% to 18%. 

The most money on transport infrastructure was 
spent by Kyiv, Zaporizhzhia, Kharkiv, Cherkasy, and 
Dnipro: from 9.5% to 17.5%. Mykolaiv, Sumy, Rivne, 
Kramatorsk, and Ternopil allocated less money for 
this area in comparison to other oblast centers: from 
0.5% to 2%. 

Environmental protection received the smallest 
funding from local budgets among the six policy 
areas we have analyzed. In 2018-2019, no city 
allocated more than 1% of its local budget to 
ecology. The smallest budget share environmental 
protection received in Poltava (0.01%, 0.02%), 
the biggest — in Kramatorsk (0.19%, 0.55%). The 
difference in funding between the cities, though, is 
insignificant.

As for participatory budgeting, in 2019 the biggest 
funding for citizens’ projects was allocated in 
Chernivtsi (0.51%), the smallest — in Khmelnytskyi 
(0.06%). We did not include in our analysis 
Severodonetsk, Kherson, and Cherkasy due to the 
lack of data about this year or because participatory 
budgeting is suspended there. 

and housing. In more than 80% of Ukrainian cities34, 
tariff rates for public utilities set by local authorities 
are below service costs. The shortage is covered by 
subsidies from local budgets, while it would have 
been more rational to use this money on enhancing 
energy efficiency, healthcare, or additional financial 
support for the vulnerable groups. Thus, such high 
expenditures to subsidize public utilities tariff rates 
could indicate not that public utilities are a priority 
for local authorities, but just the desire to secure 
electoral ratings by keeping reduced tariff rates.

As our analysis has demonstrated (Infographic 3.1), 
the highest amounts from local budgets in 2018-
2019 were allocated for education. During the last 
two years, every Ukrainian oblast center spent at 
least 25% of its budget on it. In 2018, more than 
35% of local budgets were allocated for education in 
Uzhhorod and Kherson. In 2019, already nine cities 
paid over 35%: Zhytomyr, Kropyvnytskyi, Lutsk, 
Rivne, Ternopil, Uzhhorod, Khmelnytskyi, Chernivtsi, 
and Kherson. The smallest share of its budget 
allocated for education had Kharkiv (21.4%, 24.4%).

The second-biggest share in local budgets in 2018-
2019 was social security. The city with the biggest 
share of funding for social security was Kramatorsk 
(32.9, 23.2%), while the smallest share was allocated 
in Kharkiv (2.7%, 2%). Notably, the cities with lesser 
budgets on social security include big cities with big 
budgets: Kharkiv, Dnipro, Kyiv, and Odesa. 

The third best-funded area in Ukrainian oblast 
centers is healthcare. In different cities, it had 
a share from 8% to 25%. The biggest shares of 
local budgets were allocated for the medicine in 
2018-2019 in Severodonetsk (24.2%, 25.7%), the 
smallest — in Vinnytsia (10.4%, 8%). The biggest 
healthcare budgets per capita have Kyiv (₴3492, 
₴3806), Severodonetsk (₴3071, ₴3405), Uzhhorod 
(₴2073, ₴2030), Zaporizhzhia (₴1870, ₴1662), and 
Kramatorsk (₴1650, ₴1355), the smallest — Kharkiv 
(₴1229, ₴1113), Vinnytsia (₴1307, ₴1087), Ivano-
Frankivsk (₴1300, ₴1141), Ternopil (₴1310, ₴1190), 
and Chernivtsi (₴1395, ₴1144).

34  ‘If the city is ready to play long-term, it will be successful’ an 
interview with Sviatoslav Pavliuk on public utilities and tariffs by Ruslan 
Minich, the Centre of United Actions, 2020: https://centreua.org/
article/yakshcho-misto-gotove-grati-v-dovgu-vono-bude-uspishnim-
svyatoslav-pavlyuk-pro-komunalku-i-tarifi

 https://centreua.org/article/yakshcho-misto-gotove-grati-v-dovgu-vono-bude-uspishnim-svyatoslav-pavlyuk-pro-komunalku-i-tarifi
https://centreua.org/article/yakshcho-misto-gotove-grati-v-dovgu-vono-bude-uspishnim-svyatoslav-pavlyuk-pro-komunalku-i-tarifi
https://centreua.org/article/yakshcho-misto-gotove-grati-v-dovgu-vono-bude-uspishnim-svyatoslav-pavlyuk-pro-komunalku-i-tarifi
https://centreua.org/article/yakshcho-misto-gotove-grati-v-dovgu-vono-bude-uspishnim-svyatoslav-pavlyuk-pro-komunalku-i-tarifi
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3.1 funding from local budgEts of oblast cEntErs in 2018 and 2019 
(by policy arEas)

For 2018, the infographic does not specify participatory budgeting as a separate policy area

Source: openbudget.gov.ua
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To evaluate the effectiveness, we have analyzed 
a correlation between the EIE results and 
expenditures on education per pupil and a 
correlation between the EIE results and pupil/
teacher ratio in oblast centers. This way, we were 
able to measure whether the increase in funding 
solves the problems in education and has a 
significant impact on the educational level of 
citizens35 (Infographic 4.1).

As we can see, there is no direct correlation between 
the quality of education and funding, so it is not 
enough to increase expenditures on education to 
improve its quality. In 2018, the highest amount 
of money per pupil spent Kyiv (₴25.9 thousand), 
Kramatorsk (₴20 thousand), Zaporizhzhia (₴19.7 
thousand), Kropyvnytskyi (₴19.3 thousand), and 
Uzhhorod (₴19 thousand). The best EIE results on 
average had Lviv (146 scores), Kyiv (144 scores), 
Lutsk (144 scores), Rivne (141 scores), and Cherkasy 
(141 scores).

35 To analyze the effectiveness of local educational policies, we have 
used the method of correlation analysis, but no correlation has been 
mathematically proved. In particular, correlational coefficients between 
expenditures per pupil and the EIE results in Ukrainian language and 
literature, history of Ukraine, and mathematics in 2018 were 0.2; (-0.018) 
and 0.2; in 2019: 0.3; 0.2 and 0.3 respectively. 

Correlational coefficients between the pupil/teacher ratio and the EIE 
results in Ukrainian language and literature, history of Ukraine, and 
mathematics in 2018 were 0.13; (-0.18) and (-0.12); in 2019, 0.16; (-0.04) 
and (-0.15) respectively. With average values, the correlation between 
expenditures per pupil and the EIE results is insignificant: 0.18 (2018), 
0.3 (2019). The same is true about the correlation between the pupil/
teacher ratio (teachers of the three subjects only) and average EIE 
results in the three subjects: -0.3 (2018), -0.12 (2019).

To understand whether local governments of 
Ukrainian oblast centers reached their goals and 
fulfilled their objectives during the last few years, we 
have analyzed the effectiveness of their policies. For 
each policy area, the effectiveness was measured by 
different means and indicators. Below are the results 
for each policy area.

EDUCATION

To evaluate the effectiveness of educational 
policies in Ukrainian oblast centers in 2018-2019, 
we have used a universal indicator of the quality of 
education, an external independent evaluation (EIE). 

Local governments of oblast centers have to ensure 
that the local population has access to high-quality 
education necessary to succeed in passing the 
EIE. Thus, the effectiveness of a local educational 
policy can be evaluated by analyzing the EIE results. 
We have picked the three most popular subjects: 
Ukrainian language and literature, history of 
Ukraine, and mathematics. 

EFFECTIVENESS 
AND EFFICIENCY 
OF LOCAL POLICIES’ 
IMPLEMENTATION 4
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4.1  corrEllation bEtwEEn ExpEnditurEs pEr pupil and EiE rEsults 2018 

2018

2019

EIE results were calculated as an average score of three subjects: Ukrainian language and literature, history of Ukraine, and mathematics

Data sources: the Ministry of Education, the Ukrainian Center for Education Quality Assessment, Open Budget
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4.2  corEllation bEtwEEn pupil/tEachEr ratio and EiE rEsults 2018

2018

2019

EIE results were calculated as an average score of three subjects: Ukrainian language and literature, history of Ukraine, and mathematics

Pupil/teacher ratio were calculated only for teachers of three subjects: Ukrainian language and literature, history of Ukraine, and mathematics

Data sources: the Ministry of Education, the Ukrainian Center for Education Quality Assessment, Open Budget
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The same picture was in 2019: the highest amount 
of money per pupil spent Kyiv (₴31.1 thousand), 
Uzhhorod (₴21.2 thousand), Severodonetsk (₴21 
thousand), Dnipro (₴21 thousand), and Lviv (₴ 20.7 
thousand), while the best average EIE results had 
Kyiv (140 scores), Lutsk (139 scores), Cherkasy (138 
scores), Lviv (137 scores), and Kharkiv (137 scores) 
(Infographic 4.2).

Despite a widespread myth that the quality of 
education depends on the pupil/teacher ratio, the 
ratio has not affected the EIE results. In 2018-2019, 
the best ratio had Ivano-Frankivsk, Ternopil, and 
Rivne (30 pupils per teacher), but the best EIE results 
had the children in different cities. 

These results indicate that local educational policies 
are ill-considered. The problems of Ukrainian 
education cannot be solved just by giving more 
money: higher budgets do not guarantee a 
better quality of education. Additional problems 
in education arise due to a disproportionate 
distribution of cities’ resources that are spent 
ineffectively, not aiming at a particular goal.

HEALTHCARE

On April 1, 2020, the second phase of the healthcare 
reform started. It has changed the system of 
financing secondary medical care hospitals. Now, 
the hospitals receive funding according to fixed 
rates depending on the number of patients treated 
and services provided. 

As of May 2020, over 90% of all medical 
establishments had signed contracts with the 
National Health Service of Ukraine36.  Thus, funding 
of these establishments in April-December of 2020 
directly depends on how well they have prepared 
to work under the new financial model: acquired 
enough staff and equipment, renovated their 
facilities, and, in the end, become able to provide 
services of adequate quality. To prepare medical 
establishments so that they meet the requirements 
of the NHSU is a responsibility of local authorities, 
so the financial success of specialized medical 
care establishments since April 2020 is one of the 

36‘The first in Ukraine program of medical guarantees is fully 
operational’ by the National Health Service of Ukraine, 2020: https://
cutt.ly/6fTAKU4

effectiveness indicators37 of the local policies on 
healthcare during the last years.

Due to the lack of financial data for nine months 
of 2019, it was impossible to evaluate indicators of 
financial success in five oblast centers: Kramatorsk, 
Ivano-Frankivsk, Kyiv, Odesa, and Chernivtsi. In nine 
more cities, the necessary information on some of 
the medical establishments was unavailable, so the 
indicators of financial success were calculated based 
on the available data on other establishments. 

In April-December 2020, medical establishments 
in 19 oblast centers are supposed to receive more 
funding in comparison to the same period of 2019. 
The biggest increase in funding of the secondary 
care is in Uzhhorod (+127%), Kherson (+94%), 
Zhytomyr (+93%), Cherkasy (+59%), and Lutsk 
(+51%). At the same time, five cities suffered a 
decrease: Rivne (-10%), Lviv (-6%), Vinnytsia (-4%), 
Mykolaiv (-3%), and Sumy (-3%) (Infographic 4.3).

The data suggests that the preparedness of 
secondary care medical establishments to enter 
the second phase of the healthcare reform does 
not directly depend on the funding provided by 
local councils on healthcare during the last three 
years. An increase in funding does not automatically 
ensure the structural changes in how medical 
establishments operate, and those changes are 
required by the NHSU: an establishment has to be 
ready to provide particular services of adequate 
quality in order to get money from the government 
budget.

37 ‘The healthcare reform is like life: where people put effort, there 
comes money’, an interview with the former Deputy Minister of Health 
Pavlo Kovtoniuk by Taisiia Alekseieva, the Centre of United Actions, 
2020: https://centreua.org/article/u-medreformi-yak-u-zhitti-de-lyudi-
starayutsya-tudi-j-prihodyat-groshi-pavlo-kovtonyuk-ekszastupnik-
kerivnika-mozu

https://cutt.ly/6fTAKU3
https://cutt.ly/6fTAKU3
https://centreua.org/article/u-medreformi-yak-u-zhitti-de-lyudi-starayutsya-tudi-j-prihodyat-groshi-pavlo-kovtonyuk-ekszastupnik-kerivnika-mozu
https://centreua.org/article/u-medreformi-yak-u-zhitti-de-lyudi-starayutsya-tudi-j-prihodyat-groshi-pavlo-kovtonyuk-ekszastupnik-kerivnika-mozu
https://centreua.org/article/u-medreformi-yak-u-zhitti-de-lyudi-starayutsya-tudi-j-prihodyat-groshi-pavlo-kovtonyuk-ekszastupnik-kerivnika-mozu
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* data on 2017 not available   
** data on 2019 not available   
*** data on some of the medical establishments not available

Source: National Health Service of Ukraine, State Treasury Service of Ukraine, City Council sites, openbudget.gov.ua
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4.4  total arEa of rEpairEd roads and pavEmEnts (sqm) pEr capita in 2017-2019

4.5  road rEpair cost pEr sqm in 2017-2019

The road repair cost was calculated without differentiation between roadway replacements and pothole repairs in 2017-2019 because the city 
councils have not provided the necessary information

Oblast centers of Ukraine that are not presented on the infographic have not provided all the necessary data or do not have it (although they should 
have gathered it). In program and budget reports of these cities, the information is either absent or not specific enough

Data sources: local councils’ replies to information requests on transport infrastructure

The area of the repaired roads and pavements includes all roadway replacements and pothole repairs in 2017-2019
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4.6 rEpairs of roads, pavEmEnts, and intErblock passagEs in 2019

4.7  ratio bEtwEEn funds spEnt on roadway rEplacEmEnts and total spEndings on road 
rEpairs in 2017 and 2019

Oblast centers of Ukraine that are not presented on the infographic have not provided all the necessary data or do not have it (although they should 
have gathered it). In program and budget reports of these cities, the information is either absent or not specific enough

Data sources: OpenBudget, local councils’ replies to information requests on transport infrastructure

Data sources: local councils’ replies to information requests on transport infrastructure
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TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE

The Centre of United Actions has evaluated 
the results of local policies of oblast centers on 
transport infrastructure using the data on local 
budgets’ spendings. We gathered the necessary 
data via information requests for public information 
submitted to city councils of oblast centers. 
Unfortunately, some of them provided incomplete 
information or did not reply at all. Thus, we have 
analyzed only the data we had managed to gather 
and process. 

First of all, we calculated the area of repaired roads 
and sidewalks in cities per capita for 2017-2019. 
Thus, the best changes in the road surface should 
be felt by the residents of Poltava (2.9 m²/ 1 person), 
Chernihiv (2.85 m²/ 1 person) and Khmelnytsky 
(2.24 m²/ 1 person), the worst - Odessa (0.27 m²/ 1 
person), Kherson (0.48 m²/ 1 person) and Chernivtsi 
(0.88 m²/ 1 person) (Infographics 4.4).

Regarding the repair of pavement in the city, the 
highest indicators have Uzhgorod (2.02 m²/ 1 
person), Odessa (1.08 m²/ 1 person) and Kherson 
(0.8 m²/ 1 person). At the same time, it is difficult 
for Kropyvnytskyi to boast of its results (0.1 m²/ 1 
person), Chernivtsi (0.1 m²/ 1 person) and Kharkiv 
(0.16 m²/ 1 person) (Infographic 4.5).

An important indicator in the evaluation of the local 
policy on transport infrastructure is the road repair 
cost. In 2017-2019, there was a tendency for its 
increase in almost every city (except for Ternopil and 
Uzhhorod). On average, the highest road repair cost 
was in Lviv, Chernihiv, and Chernivtsi, the lowest — 
in Kherson, Lutsk, and Uzhhorod.

How much a city spends on repairing particular 
types of road surfacing depends not only on the 
current problems of the city or the size of the 
infrastructure. There could be a countless number of 
problems, and most of them are hard to solve. Thus, 
local governments take into account, foremost, the 
necessities of city inhabitants. The more interest 
groups are satisfied, the more support a city council 
will get next elections (Infographic 4.6). 

In comparison to 2017, in 2019 local authorities’ 
priority in transport infrastructure has not changed: 
automobile roads got the most money. The situation 
is not that good with pavements, interblock 
passages, and enclosed yards. 

It seems that cities should make pavements their 
second priority, because pavements, as a rule, 
are adjacent to the roads that are repaired often. 
Nevertheless, in 2017 only Lviv and Kropyvnytskyi 

picked pavements as the second priority. All other 
cities spent more money on interblock passages. 

In 2019, Chernivtsi, Vinnytsia, and Chernihiv joined 
Lviv and Kropyvnytskyi in spending more money 
on pavements than interblock passages. Other 
oblast centers did not change their priorities. 
Most of the cities maintain and develop their 
transport infrastructure without a long-term plan, 
substantially changing their priorities and the scale 
of repairs every year.

In Ukraine, there are two types of road repairs 
and reconstructions: pothole repair and roadway 
replacement. After pothole repair, a road has the 
expected service life of 5 years, after a roadway 
replacement — up to 10 years. The standards of 
these two types of repairs differ significantly. If a 
roadway replacement was conducted in accordance 
with national standards, a road will most likely serve 
its 10 years (with proper maintenance). A road after 
the pothole repair is not guaranteed to serve its 
expected service life. Even if the repair has been 
conducted properly, the real service life of that road 
is significantly shorter. 

Thus, it is strategically better for a city to invest 
in roadway replacements, but for the authorities, 
especially on the eve of elections, — in pothole 
repair, because it gives a more impressive number of 
the total area of the repaired roads (Infographic 4.7). 

In 2019, the leaders in funding roadway 
replacements were city councils of Chernivtsi (88%), 
Kropyvnytskyi (76.5%), and Vinnytsia (75.5%). Much 
less interested in roadway replacements were Rivne 
(18.7%), Zaporizhzhia (19.3%), and Lutsk (32%). 

In comparison to 2017, a share spent on roadway 
replacements has significantly increased only 
in Kherson (+45%), Chernivtsi (+27.8%), and 
Kropyvnytskyi (+22.5%). Substantially decreased the 
funding on roadway replacements local councils of 
Rivne (-43.3%), Ivano-Frankivsk (-34.1%), and Lutsk 
(-31.7%). Cities that have decreased the funding 
used the money on pothole repairs instead.

Without the city's road machinery, it is very 
difficult to maintain new roads, repair old ones, 
remove snow or clean the streets. Based on the 
available data, we calculated the extent to which 
individual cities are equipped with this equipment 
(Infographics 4.8).

Overall, during the last three years, the best 
construction vehicle was in Kyiv, Kharkiv, and  
Lviv, the worst — in Mykolaiv, Khmelnytskyi, and 
Vinnytsia.
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4.8  kilomEtEr of roads pEr construction vEhiclE 2017-2019

Oblast centers of Ukraine that are not presented on the infographic have not provided all the necessary data or do not have it (although they should 
have gathered it). In program and budget reports of these cities, the information is either absent or not specific enough

Data sources: local councils’ replies to information requests on transport infrastructure
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HOUSING AND PUBLIC UTILITIES

To evaluate the effectiveness of the implementation 
of local policies on housing and public utilities, we 
have sent information requests to 24 city councils 
of oblast centers asking for information on 11 
quantitative indicators. Most of the cities provided 
either incomplete information or information in 
a format different from what we had requested. 
Khmelnytskyi city council has not responded at all. 

That made it impossible to conduct a complex 
analysis of the effectiveness of policies on housing 
and public utilities and compare the cities by the 
unified criteria. Therefore, we will give an overview 
by comparing indicators separately and only 
for those indicators that cover at least a third of 
oblast centers. Even after such a decrease in scope, 
complete information is available only for five cities: 
Zaporizhzhia, Kropyvnytskyi, Lutsk, Sumy, and 
Cherkasy. 

Nine cities have provided information on the total 
area of repaired roofing of their residential property. 
The biggest area was repaired in Zaporizhzhia 
(323.7 thousand SQM), Odesa (192.6 thousand 
SQM), and Vinnytsia (169.9 thousand SQM), 
the smallest — in Kramatorsk (20.1 thousand 
SQM), Lutsk (34.7 thousand SQM), and Sumy 
(45.3 thousand SQM). At the same time, no city has 
provided information on the percentage of the 
repaired roofing area to total areas of the roofing of 
the residential property (Infographic 4.9).

Complete information about heating and water 
supply networks repairs have 15 cities, about power 
supply networks — 18 cities. As can be seen in the 
infographic, in 2017-2019 the highest numbers of 
houses where the sewerage, heating and water 
supply networks were repaired, had Zaporizhzhia 
(740 houses), Dnipro (294 houses), and Mykolaiv 
(258 houses). The lowest numbers had Rivne (13 
houses), Chernivtsi (17 houses), and Kropyvnytskyi 
(34 houses). 

As for the number of houses where power supply 
networks were repaired, the top three cities were 
Odesa (1586 houses), Vinnytsia (456 houses), and 
Zaporizhzhia (181 houses). The lowest numbers had 
Kramatorsk (0 houses), Kropyvnytskyi (1 house), and 
Poltava (1 house) (Інфографіка 4.10). 

16 cities provided in their replies the numbers 
on how many housing cooperatives and other 
bodies of self-organization have been created. 
1163 bodies of self-organization have been 

registered in Uzhhorod, 921 — in Cherkasy, 707 — in 
Mykolaiv. The slowest progress in creating housing 
cooperatives in 2017-2019 was in Kropyvnytskyi (22), 
Chernihiv (46), and Chernivtsi (67) (Infographic 4.11).

One of the core indicators in the evaluation 
of policies on housing and public utilities is 
energy efficiency. In countries with strong local 
government, city councils take care not only 
for tariff rates and providing public utilities but 
also about growth and prospects. That includes 
enhancing energy efficiency and using more 
sustainable energy from renewable sources. Such 
a strategy gives substantial benefits to both each 
individual and the economy of the region as a 
whole. First of all, it lowers tariff rates on public 
utilities and reduces emissions greenhouse gases.

Some Ukrainian cities have joined two European 
initiatives: the Covenant of Mayors38  and the 
European Energy Award39. Under the initiatives, 
these cities have taken a number of responsibilities. 
The participation in the initiatives shows40   that 
local governments have proactive policies on 
energy and gives a positive impression during 
the negotiations with international donors and 
investors. All Ukrainian oblast centers have joined 
the Covenant of Mayors. Kharkiv, Uzhhorod, 
Dnipro, and Mykolaiv did this within the last 
five years. Zhytomyr received European Energy 
Award certification in 2019. Vinnytsia received it in 
2015 and successfully reconfirmed it in 2019. The 
certification requires that a city meets at least 50% 
of quality standards requirements. Lviv, Sumy, and 
Cherkasy also participate in the program but do not 
have a certification yet. 

It is interesting, that among the cities that joined 
one of the two initiatives during the last five years 
there are cities with both the biggest and the 
smallest budgets for enhancing energy efficiency. 
Kharkiv, Vinnytsia, Mykolaiv, and Cherkasy have 
big budgets, while Dnipro, Sumy, and Uzhhorod 
allocated only small budgets for enhancing energy 
efficiency. Data on 9 cities is unavailable. This is yet 
one more evidence that money is not a key factor in 
implementing a local policy (Infographic 4.12).

38 The Covenant of Mayors (on climate and energy in Ukraine): http://
com-east.eu/uk/pro-nas/ugoda-meriv

39  European Energy Award, the Association Energy Efficient Cities of 
Ukraine, 2019: https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-
energetychna-vidznaka/

40 European Energy Award, the Association Energy Efficient Cities of 
Ukraine, 2019: https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-
energetychna-vidznaka/

http://com-east.eu/uk/pro-nas/ugoda-meriv
https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-energetychna-vidznaka/
https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-energetychna-vidznaka/
https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-energetychna-vidznaka/
http://com-east.eu/uk/pro-nas/ugoda-meriv
http://com-east.eu/uk/pro-nas/ugoda-meriv
https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-energetychna-vidznaka/
https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-energetychna-vidznaka/
https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-energetychna-vidznaka/
https://enefcities.org.ua/diyalnist/proekty/yevropeyska-energetychna-vidznaka/
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4.9  rEpairEd roofing of rEsidEntial propErty 2017-2019

The Infographic Does Not Cover Cities Lack The Necessary Data Or Have Only The Incomplete Data

4.10  rEpairEd hEating and watEr supply nEtworks, sEwEragEs, and powEr supply 
nEtworks 2017-2019
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4.11  housing coopErativEs and othEr bodiEs of sElf-organization 2017-2019

4.12  ExpEnsEs on Enhancing EnErgy EfficiEncy in housing and public utilitiEs 
2017-2019

The infographic does not cover cities lack the necessary data or have only the incomplete data
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SOCIAL SECURITY

To evaluate the effectiveness of local policies of 
oblast centers on social security, the Centre of 
United Actions has picked 16 indicators and sent 
information requests for the necessary data to local 
councils. No city council has provided complete 
information on all the indicators in an accessible and 
convenient format. Some cities provided incomplete 
data, some — complete, but in an unreadable or not 
a machine-readable format, rendering it impossible 
to process the information or requiring too much 
time to process it. 

The data that we have managed to gather and 
systematize is not enough to evaluate the efficiency 
of the implementation of policies on social security 
and compare indicators of different oblast centers. 

As shown in the infographic below, only 11 cities 
have provided complete information on how much 
they spent on supporting local NGOs and social 
welfare payments (by categories) in 2017-2019. 

According to the available data, the highest amount 
of funds on social welfare payments spent Vinnytsia 
(₴1242 mln 831 thousand), on housing subsidies — 
Kharkiv (₴4579 mln 113 thousand), on benefits — 
Kyiv (₴3734 mln 204 thousand). The smallest fund 
for social welfare payments had Cherkasy (₴21 mln 
575 thousand), for housing subsidies — Uzhhorod 
(₴180 mln 104 thousand), for benefits — Zhytomyr 
(₴2 mln 700 thousand).  

Vinnytsia had the highest budget for supporting 
NGOs (₴29 mln 827 thousand), Ternopil spent on 
NGOs only ₴0.12 mln (Infographic 4.13).

Complete information on how many NGOs and 
people have received financial assistance from a 
local budget by category was provided only by 
eight cities: Kropyvnytskyi, Zhytomyr, Uzhhorod, 
Kharkiv, Lutsk, Ternopil, Cherkasy, and Chernivtsi. 

The highest number of people received social 
welfare payments in Kharkiv (an average of 
428,626 persons annually). The highest number of 
NGOs received financial support in Lutsk (77). The 
smallest number of people received social welfare 
payments in Uzhhorod (average of 26,217 persons 
annually), and NGOs — in Sumy (4). Sumy city 
council has not provided complete information on 
how many people received social welfare payments 
(Infographic 4.14).

It is worth noticing that although Kharkiv and 
Kropyvnytskyi had the lowest budget shares on 
social security, by the average amount of money 
per recipient of financial assistance they are doing 
not that bad in comparison to other cities that have 
provided the necessary data. At the same time, the 
big social budget of Ternopil has not significantly 
increased the average amount of money per 
recipient of financial assistance. In several cases, 
there is a correlation between the total budget 
on social security and the amount of money per 
recipient. Zhytomyr has average results in both, 
and the same is true about Cherkasy: the city has a 
big social budget, and that allows it to have rather 
good figures on the average amount of financial 
assistance per recipient (Infographic 4.15). 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

To evaluate oblast centers’ policies on 
environmental protection, we have used the data41 
from the Central Geophysical Observatory named 
after Boris Sreznevskyi. 

First, we gathered the data on the quality of air 
in each city. The level of air pollution depends on 
several factors, but the major ones are emissions 
of air contaminants and greenhouse gasses by 
industry and road transport. To analyze the quality 
of air, scientists have developed the Air Pollution 
Index (API)42 (API). Using the results of the Central 
Geophysical Observatory, we have visualized the 
level of air pollution by hazardous substances in 
each oblast center (Infographic 4.16). 

In 2019, the most polluted air was in Dnipro, Odesa, 
Mykolaiv, Kherson, and Kyiv. The cleanest air was in 
Kharkiv, Zhytomyr, Ivano-Frankivsk, Ternopil, and 
Chernihiv. 

In comparison to 2017, the air has become cleaner 
only in Lutsk, Uzhhorod, and Kramatorsk. Nothing 
has changed in Rivne, while in Dnipro, Odesa, 
Mykolaiv, Kyiv, and Zaporizhzhia the quality of air 
has worsened. The primary pollution in these cities 
was from nitrogen dioxide, phenol, suspended 
substances, formaldehyde, and hydrogen sulfide. 

41 ‘Environmental pollution in Ukraine: an overview’ by the Central 
Geophysical Observatory named after Boris Sreznevskyi, 2020: http://
cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine

42  Lanovenko O.H , Ostapishyna O. O., 2013, Dictionary on Ecology: an 
academic textbook [Лановенко О. Г., Остапішина О. О. Словник-довід-
ник з екології: навчально-методичний посібник], Vyshemyrskyi V. S. 
PE, Kherson, 226 p.

http://cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine
https://web.archive.org/web/20180619190047/http:/ekhsuir.kspu.edu/bitstream/123456789/1563/1/%D0%A1%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%9D%D0%98%D0%9A%20%E2%80%93%20%D0%94%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%86%D0%94%D0%9D%D0%98%D0%9A.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20180619190047/http:/ekhsuir.kspu.edu/bitstream/123456789/1563/1/%D0%A1%D0%9B%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%9D%D0%98%D0%9A%20%E2%80%93%20%D0%94%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%86%D0%94%D0%9D%D0%98%D0%9A.pdf
http://cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine
http://cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine
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Cities that are not presented in the infographic have not provided the data or provided it in a format impossible to process

Some cities have provided incomplete data. Columns with incomplete data are marked with ‘?’

4.13  spEndings on social sEcurity from local budgEts (by catEgory) 2017-2019

4.14  numbEr of rEcipiEnts of social bEnEfits 2017-2019
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Cities that are not presented in the infographic have not provided the data or provided it in a format impossible to process

Some cities have provided incomplete data. Columns with incomplete data are marked with ‘?’

4.15  annual amounts of financial assistancE to a pErson and an ngo 2017-2019
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Data source: the Central Geophysical Observatory named after Boris Sreznevskyi

Red lines mark the level of maximum allowable concentration (MAC) of industrial toxicants in soil. The MAC level is set by the national standard

The infographic presents only oblast centers with significant soil pollution (according to the Central Geophysical observatory). At the moment, soil 
pollution in other oblast centers is at a satisfactory level, so they have not been included

The level of air pollution was evaluated using the Air Pollution Index (API). The Index covers all major air pollutants: primary pollutants (nitrogen 
dioxide, suspended substances, and carbon oxide) and specific hazardous substances (formaldehyde, phenol, hydrogen fluoride, and ammonia).

4.16  air pollution in ukrainian citiEs in 2017 and 2019

4.17  soil pollution by industrial toxicants in ukrainian citiEs in 2019
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Besides air pollution, the second largest problem 
in big cities is soil pollution by industrial toxicants. 
According to the methodology and data43 from 
the Central Geophysical Observatory named after 
Boris Sreznevskyi, the level of soil contamination 
with industrial toxicants is randomly measured in 
17 localities of Ukraine, of which only 7 are oblast 
centers. The reason why these particular 17 localities 
were chosen is that, in comparison to other cities, 
they have the most contaminated soil and industrial 
facilities that cause soil pollution. 

The worst situation with soil pollution is in Dnipro, 
Kharkiv, Kramatorsk, Kropyvnytskyi, Vinnytsia, 
Kyiv, and Mykolaiv. The most hazardous industrial 
toxicants in these cities are copper (Cu), nickel (Ni), 
cadmium (Cd), zinc (Zn), lead (Pb), and manganese 
(Mn) (Infographic 4.17). 

The state has introduced the national standard of 
maximum allowable concentration (MAC) of these 
elements in the soil. Below that concentration, the 
chemicals do not do significant damage to the 
environment. In 2019, soil pollution was over the 
MAC level in three cities: Kharkiv (copper, zinc, and 
lead), Kropyvnytskyi (zinc and lead), and Vinnytsia 
(zinc). In other oblast centers, the pollution level 
is not over the MAC yet, but, as is shown in the 
infographic above, is rising and will soon become 
dangerous.

In measuring water pollution, the most important 
indicator is the state of macrozoobenthos, the 
invertebrate communities living in or on the 
sediment. By the state and growth of these 
organisms, the ecological status of most Ukrainian 
rivers and reservoirs is class A (clean waters) or class 
AB (moderately polluted waters). 

As it happens, aggregated data on the quality of 
water in cities is almost impossible to find. Thus, we 
have information only about three oblast centers 
that get their water supply directly from their rivers. 
It is hard to evaluate other cities reliably because 
their water supply comes from other localities, 
the quality of water indicators of these cities 
substantially change over time, and the information 
on the quality of water is scarce.

According to the results of hydrobiological 
monitoring of 2019, the most polluted bodies of 
water that directly provide water supply for nearby 
cities are rivers Poltva (Lviv), Styr (Lutsk), and the 
Southern Bug (Vinnytsia). 

43 ‘Environmental pollution in Ukraine: an overview’ by the Central 
Geophysical Observatory named after Boris Sreznevskyi, 2020: http://
cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine

PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING

All the oblast centers of Ukraine have joined the 
initiative to introduce participatory budgeting. 
Zhytomyr and Cherkasy, though, postponed their 
programs in 2020, and Kropyvnytskyi postponed the 
implementation of winning projects until the next 
year.

In 2020, in comparison to the previous year, far more 
people in almost every city actively submit their 
projects. The largest number of submitted projects 
have Kyiv (1137), Dnipro (465), and Ivano-Frankivsk 
(294), the smallest — Uzhhorod (11), Kramatorsk 
(36), and Vinnytsia (66) (Infographic 4.18).

An important indicator for participatory budgeting 
is the projects’ compliance with the requirements. 
The requirements are defined by local councils 
and are different in each city. The largest number 
of projects compliant with the requirements 
was submitted by the inhabitants of Kherson, 
Kropyvnytskyi, and Dnipro. The worst statistics had 
Khmelnytskyi, Kharkiv, and Chernihiv. 

From all the project submitted this year, the largest 
number of winning projects were submitted 
by citizens of Kyiv (341), Dnipro (107), and Lviv 
(55), the smallest number — of Kramatorsk (15), 
Khmelnytskyi (16), and Chernihiv (26).

The number of the winning projects, of course, in 
part depends on the funding of the participatory 
budgeting. That is why it is important to look at the 
dynamic: how many projects were submitted, how 
they were processed, how many people voted, and 
how many projects won. This dynamic is presented 
in the infographic above. 

If the project wins, it does not automatically mean 
that some problem in the community will be solved. 
It is necessary to check whether local governments 
actually implement the winning projects. 
Unfortunately, information about implementation 
is often unavailable or scattered on the city councils’ 
websites. 

Most of the necessary data we have gathered 
via the platform Civic project 44. It keeps track of 
the decisions of local authorities on participatory 
budgeting, progress in projects’ implementation, 
and provides detailed statistics about them. 11 
oblast centers have already joined the platform: 
Dnipro, Kramatorsk, Kyiv, Kropyvnytskyi, Lviv, Rivne, 
Ternopil, Uzhhorod, Khmelnytskyi, Chernivtsi, and 

44 SocialBoost Civic Project:  https://pb.org.ua/

http://cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine
http://cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine
http://cgo-sreznevskyi.kyiv.ua/index.php?fn=u_zabrud&f=ukraine
https://pb.org.ua/
https://pb.org.ua/
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Oblast centers that are not presented in the infographic either do not have the statistics on participatory budgeting in open access, or suspended 
projects’ funding, or postponed the programs

Data sources: pb.org.ua, budget.e-dem.ua, city councils’ official web pages

4.18  participatory budgEting projEcts in 2019-2020 

4.19  implEmEntEd and unimplEmEntEd participatory budgEting projEcts in 2019-
2020 
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Chernihiv. Ivano-Frankivsk45, Kharkiv46 and Odessa47 
have their separate self-hosted platforms on the 
participatory budgeting, but only Odesa publishes 
the required statistics. 

In 2019-2020, the largest percentage of projects 
was implemented in Kramatorsk (100%), Kyiv 
(93.2%), Dnipro (74.3%), Ternopil (67.5%), Chernivtsi 
(65.4%), and Khmelnytskyi (56.8%). The smallest 
percentage of implemented projects had Chernihiv 
(0%), Uzhhorod (11.1%), Odesa (16.5%), Rivne 
(47.1%), Lviv (50.5%), and Kropyvnytskyi (52.4%). 
That includes not only projects of this year but also 
projects that should have been implemented in 
2019  (Infographic 4.19).

Whether the participatory budgeting project 
will win significantly depends on the support 
from citizens, in other words, on their votes. 
For the participatory budgeting to become an 
effective mechanism to solve the problems in the 
community, people have to be well-informed and 
engaged in voting for the projects. 

Citizens’ engagement also depends on local 
governments. It can be ensured via an information 
campaign explaining to citizens how the participatory 
budget is formed and implemented. If the authorities 
do not inform, there is no reason to introduce 
participatory budgeting in the first place: only a few 
thousand inhabitants of half a million will be engaged 
in solving local problems (Infographic 4.20).

In 2018, the most active were the inhabitants of 
Lviv, Sumy, and Ternopil: 9.4%, 7.3%, and 5.9% of 
the total population of these cities voted for the 
projects. In 2019, the leaders were Lviv (14.3%), 
Dnipro (10.6%), and Chernivtsi (8.4%). On average, 
there is a positive tendency of the gradual increase 
in the percentage of people that become engaged 
in the participatory budgeting of their cities.

Participatory budgeting is often used to address the 
issues that should have been funded by the local 
governments anyway. It is easy to do if only a small 
number of people is engaged in the participatory 
budgeting and the funds for it have already been 
allocated: local authorities than just promote projects 
of their choice, creating an illusion of democracy in 
the participatory budgeting process. So, what do 
citizens usually support? (Infographic 4.21).

45 ОThe participatory budget of Ivano-Frankivsk, official web page:  
https://bu.mvk.if.ua/

46 The participatory budget of Kharkiv, official web page: http://
gb.kharkiv.tilda.ws/

47 The participatory budget of Odesa, official web page: https://citizen.
odessa.ua/projects/

As we can see, the most popular are projects in four 
areas: education, sports, municipal improvement, 
and public utilities. Among the cities we have 
analyzed, educational projects were the most 
popular in Kyiv, Lutsk, Lviv, Rivne, Kherson, 
Khmelnytskyi, and Chernivtsi. Kropyvnytskyi, 
Mykolaiv, Odesa, Severodonetsk, Ternopil, and 
Uzhhorod picked sports as their first choice. 

 Projects on municipal improvement had the largest 
support in Vinnytsia, Dnipro, Zaporizhzhia, and 
Poltava. Public utilities were of the highest priority 
in the participatory budgeting of Kramatorsk and 
Chernihiv. 

All these policy areas are the responsibility of 
local governments, so most of the projects should 
have been funded from the respective shares 
of local budgets and not via the participatory 
budgeting. On the one hand, it is a democracy 
at work, on the other hand, local authorities shift 
their responsibilities to their citizens. This creates 
an opportunity for power abuse and distorts the 
idea of participatory budgeting. Instead, local 
governments should be more thorough in checking 
the quality of the submitted projects and define 
particular areas that projects should address — 
excluding those that are the responsibilities of the 
city council. 

Participatory budgeting is an effective instrument to 
solve local problems in the community. To function 
properly, it has to be systematically organized and 
truly democratic. To start with, it has to engage 
more and more people that will be able to pick the 
best projects and to control how the money will be 
spent. That is true of both submitting the projects 
and voting for them. 

Local authorities should not postpone the 
implementation of the projects. Not only the 
citizens that submitted winning projects but all 
citizens whose money will be spent should see 
to it. Finally, the participatory budgeting projects 
should not address the issues that the municipal 
government is responsible for, e.g. installing new 
windows in schools or repairing roads and stadiums. 
This money should be spent on city development in 
accordance with the community’s preferences, not 
on covering the local budgets’ deficit.

https://bu.mvk.if.ua/
http://gb.kharkiv.tilda.ws/
https://citizen.odessa.ua/projects/
https://bu.mvk.if.ua/
http://gb.kharkiv.tilda.ws/
http://gb.kharkiv.tilda.ws/
https://citizen.odessa.ua/projects/
https://citizen.odessa.ua/projects/
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Oblast centers that are not presented in the infographic either do not have the statistics on participatory budgeting in open access, or suspended 
projects’ funding, or postponed the programs

Data sources: pb.org.ua, budget.e-dem.ua, city councils’ official web pages

4.20  voting for participatory budgEting projEcts in 2019-2020 

4.21  most popular policy arEas thE participatory budgEting projEcts addrEssEd

PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION OF THE CITY THAT VOTED FOR
PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING PROJECTS IN 2019

PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION OF THE CITY THAT VOTED
FOR PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING PROJECTS IN 2020

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

CHERNIHIVCHERNIVTSIKHMELNYTSKYIKHERSONTERNOPILSUMYRIVNELVIVKYIVKRAMATORSKDNIPRO

3%

0,6%

4,5%

9,4%

5,6%

7,3%

5,9%

4,1%
4,8%

4,4%

10,6%

1,9%

5,2%

14,3%

5,5%

3%
3,4%

8,4%

6,9%%

Kyiv
Lutsk
Lviv
Rivne
Kherson
Khmelnytskyi
Chernivtsi

Kropyvnytskyi
Mykolaiv
Odesa
Severodonetsk
Ternopil
Uzhhorod

Vinnytsia
Dnipro

Zaporizhzhia
Poltava

Kramatorsk
Chernihiv

EDUCATION

SPORTS

MUNICIPAL 
IMPROVEMENT

PUBLIC 
UTILITIES



34 Centre of United Actions

Analytical overview

 New local councils that will be elected in October 
of 2020 should change an obsolete and ineffective 
approach to local policy-making. Strategic 
planning will enable them to enhance the process 
of developing and implementing policies, better 
solve local problems, and create a comfortable 
environment for their citizens. The voters should 
be the ones to demand strategic planning from the 
newly-elected authorities.

Among the priorities48 on which the newly-elected 
city councilors and mayors should practice the new 
strategic approach should be: healthcare, housing 
and public utilities, new jobs, roads, and fight 
against corruption. In Zaporizhzhia, because of the 
local specifics, the citizens expect that the new local 
council will pay more attention to environmental 
protection. In Vinnytsia, Dnipro, Kropyvnytskyi, 
and Odessa people hope that social security will 
be included on the agenda. Local councils are 
responsible for all policy areas mentioned above: 
after the decentralization, they have received both 
money and powers to manage these areas.

According to the Sixth Annual Ukrainian Municipal 
Survey (the Sociological Group “Rating”, April 2020), 
local authorities should make their first priority 
the proper functioning of medical establishments. 
The level of satisfaction with the quality of medical 
services is still fairly low. Because of the launch 
of the secondary medical care reform in April of 
2020 and the coronavirus pandemic, Ukrainian 
citizens think that newly-elected local councils 
should first of all focus on hospitals and ambulance 
stations of their cities. However, as the analysis has 

48 The Sixth Annual Ukrainian Municipal Survey by the Sociological 
Group “Rating” (Rating Group Ukraine) on behalf of the International 
Republican Institute’s Center for Insights in Survey Research conducted 
from January 25 to February 17, 2020: https://www.iri.org/sites/default/
files/ukraine_feb_2020_poll.pdf

demonstrated, there is no strict correlation between 
funding from local budgets on healthcare and the 
quality of medical services. Even though healthcare 
is the third best-funded area and gets from 8 to 
25% of local budgets, without proper management 
money does not significantly increase the quality 
of medical services. Therefore, local authorities 
should change their approach and start developing 
and implementing local policies on healthcare 
strategically. 

The inhabitants of oblast centers also expect 
that local councils will ensure the smooth work 
of the whole system of public utilities. To meet 
the expectations, it is needed to make long-term 
plans and assess the available resources. The 
effectiveness of public utilities’ management 
does not always correlate with funding from local 
budgets. An important role plays the willingness of 
the local government to make unpopular decisions 
(like raising tariff rates), the ability to make long-
term plans, and apply for international technical 
assistance funding. 

In all oblast centers except Khmelnytskyi, the city 
inhabitants consider issues of public utilities and 
tariff rates to be of core importance and think 
that new local authorities should address these 
issues. However, there is not enough data on how 
local governments implemented their policies on 
housing and public utilities during the previous 
years: the complex special-purpose programs and 
reports on their implementation in most cities do 
not include implementation plans on housing and 
public utilities and sometimes even are absent. 

Another problem that most oblast centers face 
is the quality of roads. Only the inhabitants of 
Vinnytsia, Dnipro, Lviv, Odesa, Rivne, Khmelnytskyi, 
and Chernihiv are satisfied with their transport 
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and social security conducted according to the 
methodology developed by the Centre of United 
Actions, almost all the complex special-purpose 
programs regardless of the policy area they address 
are of poor quality. As of today, city inhabitants can 
only follow the implementation of special-purpose 
city programs but even this monitoring is not an 
easy task. The programs themselves and reports 
on their implementation are either unavailable on 
the official web pages of local councils and their 
executive bodies, or incomplete, or in a format that 
is hard to process.  

A policy could be implemented effectively only if 
it includes an action plan that a local government 
intends to follow. Citizens can give valuable 
suggestions on how to develop a high-quality 
policy because they will be influenced by its 
implementation. That is why local authorities 
should be proactive in engaging their citizens in 
developing city policies. 

Now, however, local governments use only one of 
the multitude of mechanisms to engage citizens in 
decision-making: participatory budgeting. That is an 
effective way to solve problems in the community. 
As was demonstrated by the analysis, education 
was the best-funded area by local governments in 
2018-2019, but the largest number of participatory 
budgeting projects submitted by citizens also 
addressed educational infrastructure. According to 
the poll, though, education is not among the core 
priorities that people think the newly-elected local 
governments should address.

Moreover, the participatory budgeting projects 
have turned into a way to provide supplementary 
budgets to fund education, sports, municipal 
improvement, and public utilities. All these areas 
should be fully covered by local budgets, while 
participatory budgeting should be used exclusively 
on projects developing the community.

The development of the communities should be a 
priority for new local councils. Local governments 
elected in 2020 will have the opportunities to 
develop and implement local policies like never 
before in the history of Ukraine. Funding and 
powers granted to them after the decentralization 
are more than enough for implementing complex 
strategic approaches in solving local problems and 
improving the quality of life of the citizens. 

infrastructure. Voters from other oblast centers 
expect that new local councils will pay more 
attention to the development and maintenance 
of city roads. At the same time, the analysis has 
demonstrated that local governments have a 
tendency to prefer pothole repairs over roadway 
replacements and mostly do not care about 
repairing pavements and interblock passages. 
To maintain the transport infrastructure in a 
good condition during the next five years, newly-
elected local councilors and mayors will have to 
develop new policies on transport infrastructure 
that will include the improvement of the repairs 
quality, preference to roadway replacements over 
pothole repairs, decrease in repairs cost, proper 
maintenance of pavements and interblock passages.

The state of the environment as one of the core 
priorities for newly-elected local governments is 
expected only by the inhabitants of Zaporizhzhia. 
However, environmental pollution concerns also 
the inhabitants of Kyiv, Dnipro, Kropyvnytskyi, 
and Odesa. At the same time, in 2018-2019, 
local governments of all oblast centers spend on 
environmental protection the least amounts of 
funding among all policy areas. During the last 
several years, no city allocated more than 1% of 
its budget for ecology. Negative consequences of 
environmental pollution, though, become apparent 
in the long run: the diseases and a decrease in 
life expectancy. Taking into account these risks, 
new local governments should approach policies 
on environmental protection in a more complex 
way: start with identifying problems in the area 
(information about environmental pollution is 
scarce), develop a strategy, and allocate more funds.

Since the launch of the decentralization reform, 
local governments have started to play a new 
role in the implementation of policies on social 
security. Local elected officials now have a new 
responsibility: to plan the development of social 
security infrastructure in such a way that every 
Ukrainian citizen in need could get high-quality 
social services. The inhabitants of Vinnytsia, Dnipro, 
Kropyvnytskyi, Lutsk, and Odesa expect that the 
newly-elected local governments will bring change 
in the area of social security. In all oblast centers, 
however, present special-purpose programs on 
the issue do not provide information necessary to 
evaluate the quality of their planning or progress in 
their implementation.

According to the results of the analysis of the 
implementation of local policies on education, 
healthcare, transport infrastructure, housing 
and public utilities, environmental protection, 
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