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Introduction

Their recent history of successful transitions nsedwat EU Member States in central Europe are well
placed to speak about issues relating to demoatiatisand increasing citizens' civic participation.
Local and regional authorities, which, like Gdk, have repeatedly expressed the importance of
freedom and democracy, have a particular roledg ol this regard.

This report is evidence of the importance that CERE, the political forum of local and regional
authorities from the European Union and the EasRarinership countries, accords to the issue of
supporting local demaocracy in the Eastern Parti@(&aP) countries, based on the benefits thairit c
bring to populations. The clear message is thaEtheannot stand idly by in the face of eventstsn i
eastern border, and that it recognises the legitynad supporting democratisation processes; one of
the most important challenges is building up ouglnigours' civic structures and strengthening their
identification with Europe, fully respecting theutonomy.

In this context it is vitally important to asseskether the authorities and citizens in the EaP trimsn
recognise the need to reform the present systewrder to develop a model that ensures more
openness and empowerment for citizens, as welbad forge their new European identity.

1. Twenty-five years after gaining their independertbe, EaP countries are at a second turning
point in their recent history. The geopoliticalatimstances in Eastern Europe, the Black Sea
Basin and the Southern Caucasus are significardhe mifficult than 10 years ago. This is due
to the severe crisis affecting (with varying degreg intensity) the EaP countries' post-Soviet
development model. Russia's neo-imperial policg, ititreased involvement of China, Turkey
and Iran, and the weakening of the European Neigtitowd Policy (ENP) mean that stability is
favoured, rather than support for democratisation.

2. Meanwhile, the democratic "revolution of dignityl Ukraine, which led to Kyiv decisively
turning towards the EU, the strengthening of cidciety, and the marked weakening of
economic ties between Russia and most EaP couategsositive developments.

3. The EU, due to its commitment to working togethé&hwhe EaP countries, has become a very
important factor contributing to the transformatioithe countries of Eastern Europe and the
Southern Caucasus. These countries' adoption of ef@sients of the acquis means that their
stability and modernisation are tightly interwoweith Europeanisation and democratisation.

4.  One of the key conditions for making the transfdiora of the EaP countries a domestic
success is effective cooperation between statéutishs and society. Trust in political elites
and central government in the EaP countries is i@wy due to high levels of corruption and
their limited capacity to act. Meanwhile, theremsre public confidence in local and regional
authorities. This gives them a mandate to actlexk detween the state and citizens.

5.  The situation of local and regional authoritieshe EaP countries reflects the nature of these
countries' political systems. They are either sigantly deficient democracies, or authoritarian
(or semi-authoritarian) regimes. Local and regicaathorities do not yet function in any of
these countries as they do in EU Member Statesemifeiess, local administrations are starting
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to move towards the EU model of local and regiaadhorities, in varying degrees depending
on the country.

6. Enhanced cooperation between civil society andl lacd regional authorities in EaP countries
is extremely important if the EaP countries' trioss are to be successful, as is more
involvement of local government partners and sopatners from EU Member States with
their counterparts in the EaP countries.

Presentation and analysis

The EU, which focuses primarily on intergovernméngéations, still does not pay sufficient reganod t
social factors. The priority given to stability the new ENP review confirms this approach. At
present, feelings of disenchantment with the EUimcesasing in the societies of the EaP countries.
The uncertain and very remote prospect of joinimg EU has meant that some EaP countries have
seen a marked increase in support for other madétgegration with the Eurasian union.

The changes initiated since the Euromaidan Rewoluith Ukraine show that societies and social
processes — particularly identity-related processegerning shifting national identities — are very
important factors in the EaP countries. Almost 1&%he Ukrainian population is currently involved
in volunteering, while the proportion of Ukrainiadisnating money to charity rose from nearly 25% in
2012 to almost 50% in 2015These are some of the highest rates of cividgigation in Europe. In
opposition, some fluctuations notwithstanding, supfior accession in Ukraine is currently, for the
first time in years, stable at over 50% and fam@&igjhs opposing viewpoints, including the desire to
join the Eurasian Union. However, a sizeable grofipeople who are undecided — representing
around 25% of Ukrainians — remains a challenge.

Moldova is the country that is furthest along ie U integration process. At the same time, however
support for pursuing European integration in Moladnas clearly weakened in recent years, in favour
of joining the Eurasian Union.

This trend is even affecting Georgia, a country seh@opulation remains by far the most pro-
European in the EﬁPAzerbaijan and Belarus are at the other end efsipectrum. According to
research carried out by the Belarusian NISEPI eestupport for European integration fell from over
50% in March 2011 to under 20% in December 3015

There are also significant regional variationsparticular between the westernmost regions of the
country (strongly pro-European) and the easternmeasons (slight majority for the Eurasian Uni%n)
The case of Moldova clearly demonstrates how ingmbrthe question of identity is to the process of

Democratic Initiatives Foundation, Ukraine: Two eafs after Maidan,

http://www.dif.org.ua/modules/pages/files/145700802029.pdf

In August 2015, support for Georgia joining ther&ian Union reached 30%, then fell to 20%. O of Georgians are in
favour of Georgia joining the EU, while under 15% aot in favour. National Democratic Institute,bRc attitudes in Georgia,
Issues Poll, March 2016itps://www.ndi.org/files/NDI%20Georgia_March%2089420poll_Public%20Issues ENG_vf.pdf

Andrzej Poczobut, How democracy could becomeeathNew Eastern Europe, No. 3-4. 2016, p. 76.

KuiBcbkuit MixkHapoasuii inctutyt couionorii (KMIC), SIkum inTerpatiiinuM HanpsiMKkoM Mae WTi Ykpaina: €sporneiicbkuii Coro3s,
Murtanii Coro3 (rpyaess 2015),http:/kiis.com.ua/?lang=ukr&cat=reports&id=584 &g
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European integration. The fall in support for prergpean parties, which is mostly linked to the
corruption cases among them, has led to a lowe &videntification with the European integration
process, to the benefit of the Eurasian route.milar scenario is much less likely in Georgia and
Ukraine given their societies' more stable identity

Case studies

A major challenge to democratising the EaP cousigeghe very low level of public trust in politica
elites, the judicial system and central authorities example, according to research carried ouhéy
Razumkova Centre in Ukraine in the spring of 200@% to 85% of those surveyed said that they
lacked trust in the government, president, parlimand courts, while only 10% to 25% of
respondents said they did trust them. Local auikerare significantly more trusted — nearly 40% of
those surveyed trust them, while half do not. Theeliaand NGOs are slightly more positively viewed
(the latter are trusted more). The voluntary selts by far the best approval rates, as it isgduby
2/3 of people surveyédln Moldova, trust in local authorities is apprbang 50%, slightly lower than
the number of people declaring that they lack tristanwhile, levels of trust in the government,
parliament, president and courts are even lower ith&kraine. In comparison with Ukraine, the level
of trust in NGOs is much Iow%rGeorgians' attitude towards central authoritesignificantly better
than Ukrainians' and Moldovans', although the pm@idant view is neutral or indifferent. However, as
in Moldova and Ukraine, the attitude towards |canathorities is more positi\7/e

Local and regional authorities (LRAS) in the EastBartnership countries that are the most integrate
with the EU are, like their political systems, theene of a project that still needs to progressher
construction of liberal democracy based on the dfle&aw. In other countries of the EaP, however,
LRAs are strongly subordinated to the central attiks. One of the aspects to improve, as clearly
stated by CORLEAP in previous meetings, is theffisent powers of local and regional government
institutions and LRAS' clearly insufficient control revenue, the vast bulk of which is distributed

the central authorities. On the other hand, themag at the disposal of LRAs has increased in tecen
years in some of the Eastern Partnership countfies.example, in Ukraine LRA revenue at the
beginning of 2014 was EUR 200 million, comparedhwitore than EUR 1 billion at the beginning of
2016, The best situation in relation to LRA powersrigdeorgia. A transparent project-based system
has been introduced there, under which LRAs apmiyfdnds from the central government budget.
Ukraine and Moldova, meanwhile, have to contenchwét very fragmented local and regional
government structure (a very large number of mpaidies). In Ukraine there are currently around 10
500, and around 1 000 in Moldova. In Ukraine, befdhe process of voluntary merging of

Lentp Pazymkosa, OriHka rpoMajsiHAMA CUTYAIlii B KpaiHi, CTABICHHS IO CYCIIJIbHUX IHCTUTYTIB, €ICKTOpaibHi opienTarti, April
2016, http://www.uceps.org/upload/1463122497_file.pdf

Institutul de Politici Publice, Barometrul OpinfRublice, aprilie 2016,
http://www.ipp.md/public/files/Barometru/BOP_04.B)prima_parte_finale-r.pdf

National Democratic Institute, Public attitudesGeorgia, Political Poll, March 2016,
https://www.ndi.org/files/NDI%20Georgia_March%208%420poll_Public%20Political ENG_vf.pdf

Sergii Chernov, Financial Decentralisation in &lke, Powerpoint presentation.
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municipalities had begun, over 90% of municipadittexd less than 3 000 residents, and almost half of
them less than 1 080

The process of consolidation is voluntary and mcpeding slowly. In Ukraine, for example, around
7% of municipalities had been merged by the spd’n@016lo. A structural reform of government
administration, establishing the European modelGigorgia, Moldova and Ukraine is seriously
hampered by the tradition of centralised governntentvhich the political class is attached, and
because of fears of provoking separatist tendentiesse arise from the existence in each of these
states of separatist para-state organisations.

One positive development is the introduction atldevel in certain towns in Georgia, Moldova and
Ukraine of solutions existing in the EU that en@ge the activation of, and cooperation between,
local communities, such as e-government, refereadayblic database of civil law contracts, social
consultations, public hearings, participatory budgand others. The implementation of these
mechanisms is still at an early stage.

Some good examples of collaboration between LRAS®EU and of the partner countries are worth
mentioning: Winnica, a town in Ukraine, was an yatlopter of these changes, making use of the
best practices of Polish partners. It introducatkrialia, an internal audit system, crisis managgm
and a new system of urban communications, and wmegrthe public consultation mechanism through
public hearings. For many years the Mayor of Wianras the current Prime Minister of Ukraine,
Volodymyr Groysman. It is not by chance that in fheevious Ukrainian government he was
responsible, as vice-premier, for regional polidycluding local government reform. In 2015,
Cherkasy and Chyhyryn, modelling themselves onsRatixperience, and in cooperation with Polish
NGOs and LRAs, for the first time introduced pap#tory budgets. A number of other Ukrainian
towns (including Sumy, Poltava and Zhytomyr) aretlie process of adopting these solutténs
Participatory budgets have also been introducedrinmber of Georgian towns (including Kutaisi and
Rustavi) and Moldova (Ckinau).

The key format for cooperation between EU and Eadartnership LRAs is partnerships or twinning
agreements. In the framework of the EU towns frobh &untries in Eastern Europe, the Baltic
republics and the Balkans (Romania, Bulgaria, Greeften cooperate with towns from the Eastern
Partnership in this way. Many of these agreemeants been running for a long time. There are
extensive ties between Greek towns and partnens Erastern Neighbourhood countries on the Black
Sea. As part of this Black Sea format, there ase developed partnership relations between Eastern
Partnership countries (excluding Armenia) and townsurkey, a candidate for EU accession. Black
Sea cooperation between towns from EU countriestelia Neighbourhood countries and a candidate
country (Turkey) is organised through the Intemradi Black Sea CIU. In the case of Western
Europe, German towns have by far the most devel@aethership and fraternal relations with the

Democratic Initiatives  Foundation, Decentraliaati Reform in Ukraine: Prospects and Challenges, 6201
www.dif.org.ua/modules/pages/files/1449069764_38d10.

10 - . . o . )
Sergii Chernov, Financial Decentralisation in &lke, Powerpoint presentation.

11 . ) - . . . .
Interview with Adam Saurem (? name not clear frBin original) and Nedim Useinov, representativesthe International

Solidarity Foundation.

12
Panagiota Manoli,, The Dynamics of Black Sea 8gionalism, London 2012.
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Eastern Neighbourhood region. Among the EU townghenNorth-South axis between Estonia and
Greece there are “regional specialisations” innEships between towns, arising from geography and
history. For example, the most important partnérndloainian towns are Polish towns; for Moldovan
towns they are Romanian LRAs. There is also a dkead towards cooperation between port cities
from the EU (Mediterranean and Baltic) and portdshenBlack Sea.

Another example worth mentioning is the informatmantre for local authorities in Moldova, which
was established in autumn 2012. It was set up éyrtternational Solidarity Foundation linked to the
Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The centre wastablished with the help of cooperation between
Poland, Moldova and the USA. There are three aspedts work: a website, training and individual
consultations. The centre supports Moldovan LRAG MG0s, seeking foreign partners and financing
formulas for their projects, offering them the resaey know-hoW’. A very good example of the
successful construction of this network of linkghie Moldovan town of Ungheni, with about 35-40
000 residents and located close to the border Rattmania. It differs from the small urban centres of
Moldova in its international activism (eight panttewns) and its dynamic economic growth based on
attracting foreign investment. With this aim in mhjrthe local authorities set up the Investment Fund
NGO and activated the local community, particulayung people, through a system of micro-
grant%"’. In this context the “Reanimation Package of Refjrcan be a source of inspiration for civil
society involvement in local government. It is atfirm for NGOs and experts which prepares draft
legislation on all spheres of public life, includifocal government reform. In the latter case, the
organisation draws up draft laws in line with 1Bastgic objectives, whose implementation would
result in the establishment in Ukraine of local amdional government based on EU standards
Another valuable initiative was set up by the Ukian NGO Opora, in collaboration with other
NGOs: the openness index of local administratiosysiem for monitoring the transparency of LRAs
and their accessibility to local communities. Thenitoring has involved more than 20 towns.

Recommendations

1. Given the complicated situation in the Easternrigaship countries, a substantial increase in
EU support (financial, organisational) for the wmgiis now crucial. The scale of the EU's
involvement in cooperation with three Eastern Raghip countries which have signed
Association Agreements (AA) including Deep and Coshensive Free Trade Agreements
(DCFTA) - Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine - is so grirat the EU cannot afford to undermine
the current paradigm of conditionality and the pemgme for democracy, good governance and
stability, in line with the provisions of the newWNB review. Such a change would undermine
the achievements of EU cooperation with the Eaf®antnership countries of the last few years.

2.  The effectiveness of the EU's involvement with Hestern Partnership countries requires the
highest degree of active involvement with local cmmities, which are becoming increasingly
active, particularly in the three countries that arost closely linked with the Union (Georgia,
Moldova, Ukraine). Therefore the EU institutionsdalember States should recognise to a

13

Centrul de Informare pentru Autditite Locale,http://www.centruinfo.org

14
Interview with Tomasz Horbowski, director of thecal Authorities Information Centre in Moldova.

15
Peanimaniitamii [laker Pecdopwm, http:/rpr.org.ua./
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much greater extent than hitherto that communities partners in the process of supporting
transition in the Eastern Partnership countries.

3.  Athorough reform of local government is a condiitfor the full democratisation of the Eastern
Partnership countries. Carrying out these reforimiskdy, in a single comprehensive law or
constitutional amendment, is difficult, howeveredo national conditions. Therefore it is more
realistic for the EU to make the further integratiof the Eastern Partnership countries
dependent on the carrying out of local governmefdrms in an evolutionary way through a
policy of small steps. Priority should be giverirtoreasing local and regional authority control
over taxation, the mandatory consolidation of mipailities and the extension of the powers of
local and regional authorities. CORLEAP should supprojects to implement the European
local and regional government model, for exampl®ugh the organisation of joint expert
groups composed of local and regional elected septatives and experts from the EU and the
Eastern Partnership countries and representativé&s®s. CORLEAP should encourage the
governments of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine to getan office for local and regional
government reform, which should be headed by aeréxp foster local democracy.

4.  Given that local and regional government institasi@re those which enjoy the highest level of
public confidence in the Eastern Partnership caesytit is important that CORLEAP should
support the intensification of cooperation betwdeastern Partnership LRAs and local
communities. Therefore CORLEAP should promote dissation of best practices from
individual Eastern Partnership towns, which haveay implemented practices used in EU
local and regional authorities aimed at involvingdl communities more closely in local affairs.
At the same time, the EU should establish a congrakie training programme for local and
regional government officials from the Eastern Renghip countries (e.g. language courses,
traineeships in EU LRAs lasting several months,)efollowing the successful model of the
Local Administration Facility (LAF).

5. EU towns around the Baltic Sea and the Mediternarfrlam Estonia to Greece) should make
use of their strong links with towns in the EastBartnership countries to create a coordination
mechanism for cooperation with partners from thst&a Partnership. In the framework of this
cooperation regional formats should be establigbec&xample with the Union of Black Sea
Local Authorities and the Union of Baltic CitiesUEowns located in the eastern part of Europe
should play an intermediary role between the toefi&/estern Europe and those of the Eastern
Partnership countries, and include Turkish townghis network of links. In this way the
network of international cooperation between tofons Eastern Partnership countries will be
extended and there will be greater involvementdfLRAs in the region.

6. It is very important for the EU to take into accbuhe critical importance for European
integration of identity-forming processes in thestéan Partnership countries. CORLEAP
should support projects promoting the disseminatibknowledge about history and cultural
heritage, especially those highlighting links betdwehe societies of the Eastern Partnership
countries and the EU Member States, including aalldevel (historical and cultural ties
between towns and cities). In this context, it écessary to increase the EU’s financial and
organisational support for the local media in tlastErn Partnership countries.
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7.  The EU must maintain relations with communitieshiose EaP countries which have not signed
an AA with the EU (Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus)particular using the local government
dimension. The area of cooperation, in additionpaitically neutral questions (the local
economy in the broadest sense, tourism, youth exgs), should also include the promotion of
the shared democratic European heritage.

8. For the purposes of the report a survey was caoigdor CORLEAP in order to reach the
authoritative institutions, organisations and gim the countries of the Eastern Partnership.
The issues raised in this survey are closely lint@dsubjects addressed in the report for
CORLEAP. The results of this study were set outdditional source material attached to the
report. The survey was launched in cooperation WithDA (European Association for Local
Democracy). In carrying out this study ALDA mades ud the resources of Local Democracy
Agencies (LDASs), set up and operated by ALDA. Avayr of this kind should be carried out
regularly under the auspices of CORLEAP and ALD#Antcibuting to the development of a
ranking/index of the level of democratisation, cex@tion with Europe and citizenship in the
Eastern Partnership countries.
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