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Local Autonomy Index 2.0 (1990-2020): Russian Federation 

Introduction
Local autonomy index for Russia shows the evolution of the institution in the country within the period between 1990 to 2020, with major steps on the pathway like the adoption of 1993 Constitution (which recognized local government and its bodies as entities, separate from state government system), as well as the passage in 1995 of the first federal law on local government organization (Federal Law 154). LAI also reflects major changes that occurred after the adoption of 2003 Federal Law “On the basic principles of organization of local government in the Russian Federation” (commonly known and referred to as Federal Law 131). Federal Law 131 was intended to create a solid nationwide legal base for the local government formation and functioning, but it is being criticized today for being more of a legal ‘Procrustean bed’, both for municipalities and Russia’s regions, with strict federal rules covering territorial, functional and financial issues of local government operation, and with little regard to regional differences. It is also worth noting that Federal Law 131 envisages various types of municipal units, with a diverging range of functions and infrastructure to support their maintenance. The report targets not all of the types, but the most vivid cases of municipalities differentiation, among those are settlements, urban okrugs, as well as municipal units within federal cities. 
Self-rule
1. Institutional depth
Although Federal Law 131 has clauses maintaining that local authorities are free to take on any new tasks not assigned to other levels of government, this is not reflected neither in regulatory practice nor law enforcement. Moreover, the law contains several closed lists of functions that are assigned to municipalities of various types. There is also a series of special laws that assign local governments with additional mandatory functions. This disposition has not changed much since the early beginnings of the new local government system that appeared right after the adoption of the 1993 Constitution.
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2. Policy scope
As was mentioned earlier, the range of functions (tasks) where local government assumes responsibility for the delivery of the services differs between types of local government units. The municipal units in the federal cities (Moscow, Saint-Petersburg and Sevastopol) are deprived of almost all functions, and retain only limited review and control over public services, provided by city governments (the latter being bodies of the state)
. Settlements, both urban and rural, are lower-tier units within municipal districts, and only have functions in land-use, public transport services, and housing. Urban okrugs, which are single-tier municipalities are also responsible for pre-school, primary  and secondary school education, as well as some transferred social services (general caring, special groups and child protection). Other forms of social assistance, healthcare, railway transport, as well as police service in Russia are all functions of the state.
It should be mentioned, that during the 1990’s and in early 2000’s Russia’s regions were in charge of territorial organization of local government, including the introduction of types of local government units. At that time settlements, especially rural ones were rarely created, and most of their functions were managed by rayons, larger units, which after the 2003 reform became the territorial base for upper-tier local government. Moreover, urban okrugs as a type of municipal units appeared only under Law 131, therefore for the period prior to 2003 policy scope for urban okrugs is levelled to 0.
Education 

School education is a municipal function for only urban okrugs and rayons. Therefore the score differs for urban okrugs (3) and the two other types of municipal units – settlements (0) and territories within federal cities (0).

Social Assistance

Economic assistance, work training and integration of refugees are not municipal, but state (regional) functions. The score is 0 for all of the categories.
Health
Healthcare services used to be a municipal function of the upper-tier units (urban orkugs included) up until 2011, when due to law amendments, those functions and respective infrastructure were transferred to regional level. Settlements, however, provided transport access to healthcare facilities and continue to do so, this also remains within the scope of competence for urban okrugs. This limited function is reflected in the score level of 0,25 for infrastructure/delivery of health services (0,75 in total). Municipal units within federal cities do not bear this responsibility.
Land-use
Both settlements and urban okrugs issue building permits, albeit with proper authorization and with limitations, set by state authorities (the score is 0,5). Zoning is primarily a municipal function (Score 1), except for the municipal units within federal cities which are stripped of land-use functions.
Public Transport
Only urban okrugs and settlements are responsible for bus services within their boundaries (Score - 0,5). Railway transport is a state function (Score - 0)
Housing

According to Federal Law 131 settlements and urban okrugs bear responsibility for town development and social housing (Art. 14, 16). Overall score here is 1. In federal cities, the citywide state administration is responsible for these activities.
Police
Under federal legislation, police are state bodies, organized and financed from the federal level (Federal Law No.3 of 07.02.2011). The score is 0.
General caring services, Special Groups, Child Protection
Caring services, excluding those associated with school education and extra-curriculum activities are primarily state-operated or partly transferred to upper-tier municipalities (rayons and urban okrugs). The score is 0 for settlements and federal city units, 0,25 in all of the categories for urban okrugs (the total is 1,5).
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3. Effective political discretion

Effective political discretion of functions, provided at the municipal level is hampered by the interference of state bodies, imposing standards for many activities, associated with the execution of those functions. Another problem lies in the 2014 amendments to Federal Law 131, which provided regional governments with powers to strip local government units of certain functions or parts of those. These dynamics are reflected in the sharp drop of effective political discretion score for almost all municipal functions after 2014. 
Education 
School education is a municipal function for only urban okrugs and rayons. Over the years, municipal political discretion in this sphere has declined, with Federal ministry of education and its regional counterparts regulating the contents of the school program, periods of school studies, prescribe standards of teaching, the use of online learning, etc. The current score is 0.
Social Assistance

Economic assistance, work training and integration of refugees are not municipal, but state (regional) functions. The score is 0 for all of the categories, as there is no political discretion in the field.
Health
Healthcare services used to be a municipal function of the upper-tier units (urban okrugs) up until 2011, however most policy decisions concerning healthcare system were taken at state level. Score – 0.
Land-use
Settlements and urban okrugs issue building permits, zoning is also primarily a municipal function. However, those functions are performed with limitations, set by state authorities, and after 2014 in some regions they were partly transferred to state level (current total EPD score for land-use is 0,5). The municipal units within federal cities are stripped of land-use functions (Score – 0).
Public Transport
Only urban okrugs and settlements are responsible for bus services within their boundaries (Score - 0,5). They are able to set the tariffs for transport services, as well as generally decide on the model of transport operation (creation of municipal operators or the use of outsource). Railway transport is a state function (Score - 0)

Housing

After the 2014 reform in some regions housing functions were partly transferred to state level (total score is 0,5). The municipal units within federal cities are not responsible for those functions.
Police

Under federal legislation, police are state bodies, organized and financed from the federal level (Federal Law No.3 of 07.02.2011). The EPD score is 0.
General caring services, Special Groups, Child Protection

Caring services, excluding those associated with school education and extra-curriculum activities are primarily state-operated or transferred to upper-tier municipalities (rayons and urban okrugs). Policy discretion here, therefore, is very limited, and the score is 0,75.
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4. Fiscal autonomy

Russia’s Federal Tax Code provides that land tax, individual property tax and trade fees are municipal taxes (Art.15). However, municipalities do not set rates for those taxes, they can only tune a level of the rate within a corridor, provided by state authorities. The tax base calculation and all relevant rules are also set at the federal level. In federal cities, the citywide state administration is a beneficiary of the municipal tax collection.
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5. Financial transfer system
Conditional transfers are dominant for municipalities of all tiers. The increase of those in the proportion of financial transfers from the state level has been a steady trend for the recent decades.
It is, however, worth noting, that up until 1994 the level of financial self-reliance of local governments was much higher. For example, in 1992 tranfers were less that 60 percent in the structure of settlements’ (where they existed)  income. This number rose to 75 percent by 1995
. 
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6. Financial self-reliance

The proportion of local government revenues derived from own/local sources can only be scored 1 for urban okrugs, where there is sufficient municipal property and relatively adequate tax base to raise revenue for local government operation. In settlements, own sources yield less than 10% of total revenues (Score 0), whereas municipal units in federal cities are totally reliant on support from the state to maintain their activities (Score 0). There was a substantial shift in financial self-reliance of local governments in the 1990’s, ending with its severe decline.
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7. Borrowing autonomy

Local authorities in urban okrugs and settlements may borrow without prior authorization but with restrictions imposed by state authorities. Russia’s federal Budget Code (Art.107) provides, that the volume of municipal debt should not exceed  the volume of revenues for the given year, not accounting the transfers from other levels of the budget system. Borrowing autonomy of municipal units within federal cities, due to their dependent position, is virtually absent.
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8. Organisational autonomy

Although all of the types of municipalities score 1 for having their officials and councillors elected either by council or citizens, it should be noted that the percentage of local mayors elected in local elections continue to drop. A new model, which envisages the mayor being elected by the council upon the recommendation of a special commission (consisting of both state and local officials) has become increasingly prevalent since 2014, especially in urban okrugs. 

After the 2014 amendments to Federal Law 131, municipalities are not able to set their own system of government. The organizational model for each type of municipal unit, and even a municipality individually, is provided by regional legislation. All of the municipalities, however, can generally hire their own staff (provided that the norms of the federal and regional laws on municipal service are followed) and establish legal entities.
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Interactive-rule
9. Legal protection
Local government has enjoyed constitutional protection since the adoption of the 1993 Constitution. According to Art. 133 of the Constitution, local government shall be guaranteed by the right to judicial protection, for a compensation of additional expenses, emerging as a result of decisions adopted by state authority bodies, by a ban on the limitations on the rights of local government fixed by the Constitution of the Russian Federation and the federal laws. The current problems, however, are connected with the fact that constitutional protection does not extend to individuals or groups of citizens trying to defend their rights to local government – Russia’s Constitutional Court subsequently rejected constitutional complaints from such plaintiffs, leaving the door open only to local government bodies.
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10. Administrative supervision

In Russia, administrative supervision only aims at ensuring compliance with law (legality of local decisions), this approach remained solid thoughout all of the periods of local government development.
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11. Central or regional access

Local authorities in Russia have almost no access to higher-level decision-making through formal consultation procedures and mechanisms. Certain ad hoc forms can be organized by state authorities, but they are not compulsory in holding or obligatory in their outcome (Score 0). Local authorities also do not have access to higher-level decision-making through formal representation structures. There are regional municipal unions, but their role is more decorative (Score 0). Local governments, or separate officials, have certain access to higher-level decision-making, but through more informal channels (primarily through party political networks) - Score 1.
CODING: 1
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Additional questions (2020 only)
With these additional questions on the potential causal mechanisms and effects of local autonomy, we want to collect a current perception. More concretely, it means that it would be great if you could give us your answers to these questions directly here (i.e. no coding sheet), without considering any possible asymmetries in your country (i.e. national level only) or any changes over time (i.e. 2020 only). Any interesting (legal) indication may be also mentioned/added.
To better understand how an external shock may cause a change in local autonomy in a given country, a question is asked about the implication of Covid-19 pandemic.
The effects of local autonomy concern the satisfaction with local government service delivery, the importance of local government for citizens, the satisfaction with local democracy, the turnout at local elections and the trustworthiness of local politicians.
Implication of Covid-19 Pandemic

	Implication of Covid-19 pandemic
	The extent to which the autonomy of local government has been impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic
	0-3
	0 local government autonomy has generally decreased with the Covid-19 pandemic

1 local government autonomy has not been impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic

2 local government autonomy in health has increased with the Covid-19 pandemic

3 local government autonomy in health and in other fields related to the Covid-19 pandemic has increased
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Satisfaction with local government service delivery

	Satisfaction with local government service delivery
	The extent to which the citizens are satisfied with local government service delivery
	0-3
	0 citizens are generally not satisfied at all with local government service delivery

1 citizens are generally moderately satisfied with local government service delivery

2 citizens are generally mostly satisfied with local government service delivery
3 citizens are generally entirely satisfied with local government service delivery
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Importance of local government for citizens

	Importance of local government
	The extent to which local government has an important role in the daily life of citizens
	0-3
	0 local government is not important at all in the daily life of citizens

1 local government is somewhat important in the daily life of citizens

2 local government is important in the daily life of citizens

3 local government is very important in the daily life of citizens
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Satisfaction with local democracy

	Satisfaction with local democracy
	The extent to which the citizens are satisfied with local democracy
	0-4
	0 citizens are not at all satisfied with local democracy

1 citizens are rather not satisfied with local democracy

2 citizens are neither dissatisfied nor satisfied with local democracy

3 citizens are rather satisfied with local democracy

4 citizens are entirely satisfied with local democracy
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Turnout at local elections

	Turnout at local elections
	Electoral turnout at local elections (approximately, last general elections)
	0-4
	0 no elections

1 between 1 and 25 %

2 between 26 and 50 %

3 between 51 and 75 %

4 between 76 and 100 %
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	Electoral participation on local level compared to electoral participation on national level
	The extent to which electoral participation on local level is higher than on national level 
	0-2
	0 electoral participation on local level is generally lower than electoral participation on national level

1 electoral participation on local and on national level are very much the same

2 electoral participation on local level is generally higher than electoral participation on national level
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Trustworthiness of local politicians

	Perception of trustworthiness of local politicians
	The extent to which local politicians are trustworthy
	0-4
	0 local politicians are not at all trustworthy

1 local politicians are rather not trustworthy

2 local politicians are moderately trustworthy

3 local politicians are rather trustworthy

4 local politicians are very much trustworthy
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	Perception of trustworthiness of local politicians compared to national politicians
	Whether local politicians are more trustworthy than national politicians
	0-2
	0 local level politicians are generally less trustworthy than national politicians

1 local and national politicians are similar in terms of trustworthiness

2 local level politicians are generally more trustworthy than national politicians
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� In recent years, some differentiation have occured among municipalities of federal cities. For example, municipal settlelements in the so-called New Moscow (new territories, annexed by Moscow in 2012) have more functions than municipalities within old city limits. But almost 95 % of the Moscow’s 16 mln population still lives in ‘old’ Moscow limits, therefore, for the current report, the status of original municipal units is taken into consideration. Moreover, it reflects the picture seen in other federal cities. 


� Bjudzhetnoe ustrojstvo v Rossijskoj Federacii, ed. O.B. Sidorovich.  M., 1997.  88 p.
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