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Abstract. While 1970s were marked by creation of intermed{aggional) levels
of government in Western Europe the wave of adtratiige reforms reached Eastern
Europe in the end of 1980s and beginning of 19Bilsuania was not an exception.
From 1994 until July, 2010 the public administratisystem was deconcentrated to
County Governors' Administrations and decentralized local governments in
Lithuania. As it was declared in political and légibocuments, the reform of County
Governors' Administrationabolishment was aimed to improve public adminigirat
and decentralize public governance system in Litkabut its results were quite
controversial. The main aim of this paper is to lgma the reform conducted in
Lithuania in 2010s. The main sources of informateme semi-structured expert
interviews and secondary data.
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centralization, decentralization.
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Introduction

Over the second half of the 20th century countieddwide have withessed the
structural changes of public governance systemselbpment of decentralized public
governance structures in developed, transitiondldmveloping countries was caused by
the economical, political, social, and technolog@@nges described as the worldwide
trend toward democratization, the influence of new enlarged international
organizations and dissatisfaction with the perforoeaof central governments. New
sub-national levels of government, which have aledtodies assigned to executive and
sometimes legislative powers (UK, Spain, Italy,fe& Belgium, Portugal — a regional
level of government) or enhanced local level (Seendan countries), were created.
Decentralization processes occurred even in suletivedy centralized countries as
Jordan, the Kingdom of Morocco, the Central andtéfasEuropean countries, which
were experiencing political, economic and admiatste changes. The question of how
to distribute power between the national and sulmma actors continues to occupy a
prominent position in the national policy agendaraist countries [29, p. 3], as these
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assignments tend to be fixed over time, even thocigdinging technologies and
economic conditions require their revision fromeito time [27].

Reform of County Governor's Administratioige(eafter— CGA'’s) conducted in 2010
was one of the most important structural changdkerpublic administration system in
Lithuania. The intermediate (regional) level of austration, which operated for 15 years,
was abolished, while the territorial division remad unchanged. It was important to
reorganize public administration system becauseineffective management, and
significant costs of its administration. Reform veasducted seeking for more effective
performance of public sector organizations and ipud@rvices delivery, public saving,
reduction of bureaucracy and avoiding duplicatedctions of public administration
institutions. Although significant results were cked, there were deviations from the
implementation of the goal of decentralization.

The goal of this paper is to analyze reform of C&édnducted in 2010 in Lithuania.

A secondary data analysis consists of study of tegaiments, statistics and other sour-
ces published by public authorities, as well adigatibpns on previous research of inter-
governmental relations issues in Lithuania. Elexguerts (representing political and admi-
nistrative branches, central and local levels ekguments) were interviewed in the end of
2009. Information obtained during the interviewgeseralized and presented in the article.

Development of administrative-territorial system inLithuania in 1990-2010

Almost twenty years after the restoration of indefg:ce and the essential steps in
forming public governance system, it cannot beedtttat the public governance system
in Lithuania has been completely formed. In thetexinof frequent political, economic,
social and cultural changes, improvement of thdip@overnance system becomes a
never-ending process. EU integration has a signifiinfluence on the governance and
public administration reforms in Lithuania as tHg Egional policy as well as legislative
and other requirements are contributing to the ptimm of decentralization reforms. The
formation of local and regional administrationsLithuania is influenced by the models
from the Nordic countries and the experience dfilanian local self-government at the
beginning of the century and during the interwaiqae Lithuania has not developed its
own territorial-administrative model and still si¢o take over the experience of other
countries. Partly this decision can be justifiedthy fact that Lithuania seeks to transfer
already tested models, but the Government doesamatys take into account the
unfolding geopolitical situation and the prevailingditions of the country.

Lithuanian political-administrative system is bassd the Constitution[6], which
provides legal framework for the institutions ofital government and local self-gover-
nance system. In Lithuania, public administratigstesm consists of central and territorial
entities of state government, local administrabiodies and other entities of public admi-
nistration (see Figure 1). Entities of public adstmation, empowered to carry out public
administration, constitutes a system of suborainagind coordination relationships [14].

The system of state government institutions isrisga into 14 ministries and institu-
tions (mainly consisting of central and territoridiices at the regional and local levels)
subordinated to the Government or ministries. Higimber of regu-latory institutions,
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which are more or less autonomous from the Govemnaad rather low horizontal
coordination among ministries cause fragmentatidghe public administrative system.

@ Central level
O Regional level Government Prime Minister Office
O Local leve

Ministries Governmental Institutions accountabl
Institutions (GI) for Government (IAG)
Institutions subordinated Institutions Institutions subordinated
by Ministries (ISM) subordinated by Gl by IAG
Institutions | | Institutions . Institutions
" ) Counties Gov. Repre- "
subordinatedl | subordinated : subordinate
by ISM by GI quernors sentatives by IAG
Counties Governols [ Offices of Gov.
Administrations Representativi
Institutions Institutions Municipalities’ Institutions
subordinateq subordinateq administrations subordinate
by ISM by GI by IAG

Figure 1: System of public administration instituts in Lithuania before the
reform of CGA’s in 2010

From 1994 to 2010 the public administration systeas deconcentrated to higher-
level (regional) administrative units (10 CGA's)dadecentralized to local governments
(60 municipalities; among them 9 city municipaéitie43 district municipalities and 8
municipalities). Each municipality is divided int@rds (about 550). Counties Governors’
Administrations were established in 1994 [4]. Eeotinty consisted of 4-8 municipalities,
characterized by common social, economic, ethrdecattural features. The management
in counties was organized and supervised by the@ment. The Government appointed
county’s governor and approved the structure of GGBounty’s governor was replaced
after parliamentary election. CGA’s were financexhf state budget.

Centralization of local government functions redate national interests and decon-
centration of tasks of the regional scope fromdietral authorities [2] was fulfiled by
forming the management of counties. CGA’s took dherfunctions delegated to local
authorities without any major problems, includihg functions on land management [31].
Meanwhile, ministries transferred only part of tHahctions providing explanations about
the absence of clear timetable and an authorizsdme_ater on the CGA'’s functions had
been changed quite often (in 1998 [15], 2001 [1@] 2003 [17]) as these circumstances
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repeated. This was due to the controversial assessiof the process of deconcentration,
and the unwillingness of the authorities to refisstnction in certain areas [2]. The first

idea to abolish CGA’s was presented in 2001. Thesiéent argued in favour of aban-

doning counties, but the ruling majority did natiate such reforms in 2001-2008 [25].

Finally after series of changes, County Governdrits Administration functions [4]
were to carry out land reform, to organize regatatin state land use and state control on
land use; to implement the state policy of regialealelopment, social services, education,
culture, sports, tourism, health care, regionainitey, state control on reconstructions and
other areas; to anticipate priorities for the cputdvelopment, to implement state and
inter-regional programs, coordinate activites obvernmental institutions and
municipalities in the implementation of regionabgrams. The land management issue
solving accounted for 60-70% of activities of CGAGGA had broad powers granted by
laws and were not accountable to the electoratet@mdlimited extent accountable to
Government and ministries. Government had faileengure effective control of CGA'’s
functions implementation, performance monitorind amaluation.

For the implementation of the regional policy RegioDevelopment Councils were
established in 2001. Council was formed from cdsrggvernor, mayors and 1-3 appoin-
tees of each municipality councils. It was respuesior approval of regional develop-
ment plans, selection of social and economicaéptj These Councils performed the initial
selection of projects, which received funding frive EU structural funds for 2007-2013.

Local self-governance system was organized on #sis kof the administrative-
territorial division of Lithuania. After the restdion of independence in Lithuania, admi-
nistrative—territorial reorganization was achieedckly by using command methods,
removing local governments at the municipal leaat] lea-ving local governments at the
county level [3] with the average population overOB0 among the largest in Europe
[30]. The question on territorial division at tleedl level is associated only with relocation
of the “ring-type” municipalities (rural municipgliarea around the urban one), seeking to
solve the issues of territorial development of ormaunicipality, funding of public
services and the movement of rural municipalitiestitutions from urban ones.

Municipalities account for less than 1/3 spendifithe national budget and are the
primary providers of primary and secondary edupatublic utilities (excluding electri-
city and gas), and a variety of welfare progrants @an services. Local governments
have autonomous budgets, which they draft and eppWhile Lithuanian municipalities
are significant, both in terms of power and finahcapacities de jure, still they strongly
depend on the state de facto. There are no loed ta Lithuania; local governments have
limited powers to determine some tax rates anddutisn The most significant revenue
sources are personal income tax and grants. Mahigipvernments lack funds to meet
their obligations, because of mismanagement arahebipg sphere of authority [10].

In 2003, in order to improve public governanceaystnd to increase effectiveness
and efficiency of public services it was planedécentralize and deconcentrate functions,
to democratize management of a county, as wellhastd strengthen Regional
Development Councils [17]. The first stage of ttemaept was implemented [18], and
during the second stage [20] it was planned to destive county’s management and to
redistribute responsibilities between central gowemt, counties and local self-
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government units in the following areas: culturggamization of social services,

vocational and general education, and managemestatefland. It was planned to further
democratize regional management by forming diresltgted regional councils. The first
election to regional councils was planned to td&eein 2011. Optimization of territorial

administration was planned to be implemented orbtisis of the subsidiarity principle

taking into account the recommendations of the €ibohEurope.

Assumptions and causes of the CGA'’s reform

Reforms of public administration system were embddd different legislative acts
of Lithuania (see [8; 19]), aimed at improving thnagement of municipalities and
counties, separating the competence of differeetdeof government based on alignment
of national interests and principles of self-goagice, improving the governance through
deconcentration and decentralization, determinptgmal relationships between different
levels of government. Lithuania has achieved a madelgorogress in the area of financial
management (budgeting, accounting and audit) dsasglerformance management, but
little progress has been made in the area of pabfiginistration organisation [24].

The following reasons for the CGA'’s reform were sdnover 15 years of existence
the county authorities were unable to realize dalg citizens were dissatisfied with the
work of counties; control system of CGA’s was neweloped; some functions assigned to
CGA'’s became irrelevant because of the developwofdiit Other reasons for the reform
included striving to reduce the excessive admatist burden thereby simplifying the
provision of public services to citizens, and termsgithen self-governance. Some of these
claims can be accepted, while others are doubtful.

The problem of competence distribution betweerethels of government had not been
solved completely over 15 years. The functions fistnies, CGA’s and municipalities
were not precisely distributed and coordinated, e duplicated [11]. The relationships
between municipalities and CGA’s were irrationas dol unsuitable division of competence
and political motives. Land management and teyrifdanning represented the areas, in
which the competencies of municipalities and CGieése divided irrationally [1].

The analysis of the performance of CGA'’s as wedlilaseys on customer satisfaction
with public services had not been carried out.z&its’ dissatisfaction with CGA’s
performance may be grounded only by the resultthefsurveys representing public
confidence in the institution. In 2007 only 19.8%espondents demonstrated confidence
in CGA’s, mistrust was demonstrated by more th& 50respondents and about 1/3 had
no opinion. Similar results were obtained later mvtte confidence in CGA’s was indica-
ted as follows: 22% of respondents trusted CGA28p5mistrusted, 26% had no opinion
in 2010, and respectively — 13%, 54% and 33% ir920Bese results may be associated
with only one area of the CGA'’s functions — landnagement — since this was the only
function of CGA'’s were citizens were served digcfls citizens were not really satisfied
with some results of the land reform, thus, it ddoé assumed that regardless of which
institutions would implement this function, its f'mance would get negative evaluation.

Financial crisis created favourable conditionstfa reform although it was not
the main reason. Relatively fast economic growth heen the most important feature
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of the Lithuanian economy since 2000 until the emoic slowdown in 2008. It has

exceeded the EU average and has been among theshighthe EU member states,
reaching an average of about 7% to 8% per yeare@ee of unemployment level and
growth of prices accompanied the economic growthitiluania. From 2008 the GDP

growth slowed down from 9.8% in 2007 to 2.8% in 20 2009, the global financial

crisis hit Lithuanian economy hard: the economyashkrby 14.8%, unemployment
climbed to 13.7% and on an average salaries fellhg%, which was the worst
performance since 1995s comparable records. Growimgmployment and lower

income contributed to some limited social unrestany 2009.

The economic slowdown and the inability of Governtaeto use the years of fast
economic growth to reach a budget surplus thrdaeal stability in 2009. Public sector
revenue was 9.1 billion EUR in 2009 and 9.4 in 2@Xpenditure — 11.7 billion EUR in
2009 and 11.3 in 2010. The fiscal deficit reach@da3in 2008 and grew up till 8.9% of
Lithuania’s GDP in 2009. However, the Governmenrtlated intention to manage the
budget deficit by keeping it within the limit of 68§ GDP in 2010. Public debt grew up
14% in year reached 30% of GDP in 2009. Governmagptoved heavy budget cuts and
passed economy stimulus plan in 2009. Lithuani@®Glemonstrated weak growth of
1.3% in 2010 to 27.6 billion EUR, while the unenypf@nt increased till 17.8% in 2010.

Debates on territorial-administrative reform inhiiania were going on more than a
decade, making intergovernmental relations a doroéipublic debates without any
actions. Though the goals to optimize the functiohdifferent levels of governance, to
improve public management and to develop localgmlernance system where validated
in strategic documents approved in 2002 [8] and}40], implementation of the goals
was fragmented and without a system till late 2@Qlic administration reforms may be
described as being ad-hoc and sectoral. As govetsrhad no clear and unified vision
and long-term strategy on public administratiortesys each government (more or less)
reshuffle public sector institutions accordinghie bbjectives of their programs. Frequent
organizational restructuring was used to strengtheipolitical power, thus weakening the
influence of representatives of a previous govermijzs].

Politicians and bureaucrats recognized decenttializaas a value in general, and
admitted its importance and benefits, but diffdyennderstood its development tools.
Differences in political ideology were not signéit for the decentralization in Lithuania.
Politicians presented ideas of decentralizatiome¢tli election of mayors, municipal
financial empowerment, etc.) just before every llagaction (the direct elections of
municipal mayors were discussed for a decade fi@@8)] but only a small part of these
ideas were transferred to the political agendaeard less were implemented.

Until 2008 politicians did not intervene in the fwtion and implementation of
intergovernmental relations reforms as this spkers ascribed to the areas of govern-
mental activity. The Parliament was more involvadthe establishment of an overall
public administration legal framework by adoptirganor amending existing laws. The
parliamentary control was rather weak, though alitaxommittee for controlling the
executive was established in 2004. Parliamentanyralowas weak for two reasons: (i)
parliamentarians considered that the law itselfigssits implementation; (i) supervision
of implementation of reforms was based on inforamagirovided by ministries.
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The same scenario was repeated during the refol@G#’'s as was moved from
the guidelines provided in the annex to the CamlitAgreement [26]. Ultimately,
parliamentarians were interested in the final tesliquidation of CGA’s - while the
conceptual and procedural issues were less impprextept perhaps the land
management question. On the contrary, attitudeshef President, by publicly
articulating her position, were expressed stronged,impact, by putting veto on laws,
was much bigger than in previous intergovernmenetations reforms.

Changes in intergovernmental relations were cantédnder the leadership and interests
of executive government until 2008. Despite thet fiwat solution of issues on
intergovernmental relations was assigned to thasiimof the Interior, there were several
cases when coordination of obligations on impleatmt of intergovernmental relations
reforms were spread out to several institutiond gie8 and 2003). In general, as the system of
public administration was based on sectoral digidb, inter-institutional communication was
based more on personal contacts. Frequent chaggeeshments led to poor coordination of
implementation of the reforms. The tight grip ofizol that the central government holds over
the localities continues to hamper efforts at dealration and national reform [28]. Despite
the fact that eventually reform strategies werabdéished, their implementation was blocked
(usually by delaying to prepare procedural docusjeby the ministries as the central
governmental institutions were reluctant to decainate and decentralize the powers.

Local economic capacities may be used as a fagmaiaing different positions
of municipalities in the reform of CGA’s. Economiigastronger municipalities wan-
ted to get more powers and autonomy, while econaliyiipoorer municipalities were
more likely to rely on the system of intergovernmaétransfers. While the municipal-
lities were supporting this reform expecting maansfer of powers at first, later on
they became quite hostile. Municipalities hopedrgoeive more functions in land
management and their enthusiasm was reduced adidhi®t happen. Municipalities
were reluctant to take over functions that havebean adequately funded.

Weak civil society and relatively closed naturegofernmental decision-making en-
tailed poor citizen participation in governanceefEhwas no clear position of society (civic/
community-based organizations) on intergovernmemtations expressed. There were
only single cases when representatives of politianomic or cultural elite spoke on the
issues of intergovernmental relations. This didatiotv identifying them as the leaders of
CGA’s reform and their positions. A special phoime lto provide information on the
reform for concerned citizens was opened in Tha@Minister's Office in June 2010.

The media brought some pressure to the reform dA'€8y disclosing the cases
of corruption, abuse or mismanagement in publi@oizations, but had little interest
in intergovernmental relations. With a few excepsidts functions of information
provision and formation of public opinion were falty performed in this field.

CGA's reform strategy: goals and means

The impetus for the reform of CGA’s was given aseparate annex to the Coalition
Agreement was signed on this issue in 2008 [26}iak stated that the reform should be
implemented immediately, although the clear reassnaell as the aim and goals of this
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reform were not listed in the meantime. The agre¢mevided a brief overview on the
strategy of the reform of CGA’s — the reductionttef number of counties (4-5) and the
change of district management according to the fgearo regional management model,
audit and redistribution of the functions of CGA¢sministries or municipal governments
respectively in accordance with the logic that yémg what the Government does not
handle, should be transferred to municipalitidserathan regional or county institutions.

The Government took the decision on the reform emgintation without a deve-
loped and clear strategy and adequate legal frarkewbie Government decided to
abolish inefficient CGA'’s and to switch from theriry-based to the functional model of
administration by transferring the functions of C&Ao municipalities, ministries or
agencies subordinated to ministries. While rethigtimg functions of CGA'’s, the central
government institutions should maintain the funioecessary for the implementation of
national policy and governmental supervision (2@Gnped and 22 transferred), the
functions of administration of public services (@@@nned and 8 transferred) should be
transferred to municipalities, and the rest of thections should be abolished (58
functions). Functions of municipalities were extthdn social welfare, education, health
care and other areas of social sphere. It was giatm transfer the management of
institutions established by CGA’s to municipalitiemut of 140 institutions 110 were
transferred), to ministries and governmental intitins (78 planned and 111 transferred),
and to liquidate the rest (11 planned and 8 agtuigjlidated). Decisions concerning
transfer of institutions was taken on the casase dasis (s&eable J.

By the implementation of this reform, the Governtmplanned to improve the
Lithuanian territorial management so, that aftet2M@ could be possible to reorganize

Table t Redistribution of institutions established by CGA's

Munici- | Ministries and
Institutions established by CGA'’s L other governmen
palities tal institutions
Schools and Special Schools 49 18
Libraries - 5
Child Care Homes 28 -
Impaired Development Infants Homes 4 -
Social Care Homes - 29
Foster Homes - 8
Social Services and Rehabilitation Centers 7
Socialization Centers - 7
Sports Medicine Centers - 5
Hospitals 13 15
Special Needs Centers, Tourist Information Centegiional 9 -
Development Agencies and others
Museums, Convalescent Homes, Rehabilitation Cer@Gersters - 24
of Gestural Language Translators, Conservatorysétyr
Schools and others
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the structure of Lithuanian territory in accordamdgéh the second level units (NUTS
2) of European Union nomenclature. The Governmensidered another option of
the reform, i.e. reorganization of the regional @lepment councils into the second
level of self-government institutions having theiwn administrations and budgets.
However, this proposal was not widely analyzed @isdussed.

Officially presented goals of the reform were tbiofving: to abolish intermediate le-
vel of the central government; to remove duplicated intermediate functions; to improve
the control of functions implementation and to &hothe duration of decision-making; to
make processes of management more clear and t@mispg preventing corruption; to ex-
pend the functions of self-governance; to reducedueratic and administrative burden on
business; to bring public services closer to aiizéo ensure the saving of the state budget.

CGA’s owned assets of more than 1.8 billion EUR, #ttcounted for about 1/3 of all
state-owned real estate. Part of this propertyasaigned to the central government and to
local government institutions in accordance withftinctions and institutions transferred.

Lithuania has signed and ratified the European &han Local Self-Government
(1999), and therefore had to comply with the priovis contained in this document.
The principal of subsidiarity is recognized as adle, but is not respected in practice.
Systemic analysis of functions and institutiongbazities and competences was not
carried out when redistributing functions betwedre tlevels of government.
Redistribution of functions among the levels of gmment was negotiated and based
more on traditions and intuition because no metlmyowas prepared.

Management of the CGA'’s reform process

Launched in 2009 [5], the reform had to be finisted year. The reform of
CGA’s was given a priority in the Government Pragrf] implementation action
plan for 2010. Because of such urgency the necetsgal framework for the reform
was not developed. While there was the fixed dathe end of the reform, a vision
for the public administration system functioningeatthe reform and a strategy for the
implementation of the reform were not prepared.

The reform process was institutionalized in théofeing steps:

e the plan for redistribution of functions carried 6Y5A’s was approved, tools,
responsible institutions and terms of implementatiere determined [21];

e an inter-agency working group in every county csiisg of representatives
of ministries (9), institutions subordinated to thaistries (5), CGA’s (3) and
municipalities (4-8 representavives, dependinghef humber of municipal-
lities in the county) was formed (16.09.2009), [7];

¢ the coordinating committee (30.09.2009, 20.10.2008)sisting of represent-
tatives of Prime Minister's Office (3), ministri€®), institutions subordinated
to the ministries (1), CGA’s (1), labour unions,(&fsociation of Municipa-
lities (1) was formed [22];

e the regulations on working groups (21.10.2009),chvtdefined the functions
and accountability system, the responsibility gfraup leader for the accom-
plishment of the tasks and functions in time wemeraved [13].
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Centralized coordination of the implementation vé reform at the Government
ensured the sustainability of the reform proceskisolated from the impact of individual
politicians, if there were any attempts of influen€oordinating committee coordinated
activities of working groups, solved disputes conicgy the transfer of material and
financial resources to the institutions of centgdvernment and municipalities.
Coordinating committee held 9 monthly meetingsrdythe period of the reform process.

It seems that, the decentralized model of reforplémentation embodied consensus
building, but the composition and functions of viegkgroups and Coordinating Committee
represented more top-down directions. The workimgigs were formed representing the
interests of all parties concerned, but in manggabe decisions were more favourable to
the central authorities because municipalities wareveak to struggle for their interests.

The reform has been implemented fairly smoothlyd anly solution of two
issues took longer and required more effort. Th@dfer of the land management
functions remained unsolved longest. The Parlianaglopted a law, which set that
solving of land issues is transferred to municipedi in the urban areas and to the
National Land Agency in the rural areas. The Pesidetoed these amendments,
expressing the lack of confidence in the capaditpcal government to address land
issues and reasoning the efficiency and effectisera services provided by one
institution. Solving the land management issueseweansferred to the National
Land Agency as the remarks of the President wéentato the account.

While all functions were transferred to already ragpieg governmental
institutions and agencies, a new department fotempntation of the regional policy
was established (although this was not intendedhat beginning of the reform
process) in the Ministry of the Interior. From thet of July 2010 the function of the
implementation of the national regional policy waansferred to the Regional
Development Division, which was a subdivision o tiewly established Department
of Regional Policy in the Ministry of the Interiofhe main function of the division
was to administer the activities of Regional Depetent Councils, 3-5 specialists
from the former CGA’s were hired to the RegionalvBlepment Department.. From
the 1st of January 2011 the Regional Developmewisidh was reorganized into the
Department of Regional Development at the Ministiyhe Interior. This department
(consisting of a central agency and territorial tainin counties) functions as
administration (secretariat) of Regional Developtm@auncils. This fact shows that
while planning the reform, the Government failegt@luate capacities of the existing
organizations to take over the transferred funstion

During one year period a dozen of laws (77 laws8@af laws prepared),
Government decrees (124 of 162 prepared) and oafléhe Ministry of the Interior
solely related to this reform were passed. Thecatlon of functions was approved
mainly by laws, and the transfer procedures wepraed by governmental decrees.
The quality of legislation is questionable becaafsguch urgency and rush.

Reform was finished on the 25th of November 201@@&#\'s were checked out
from the Register of the Legal Entities. It waspkad to complete the reform by the 1st of
October 2010, but it was delayed because of thigtarse of some municipalities to the
decisions and reluctance to take assigned inetitutir other bureaucratic interference.
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Results of CGA’s reform and assessment of the takaneasures

It is too complicated to assess the benefits ofrélierm as only one year passed
after it was finished. Despite of this fact, thelpninary assessment can be made and
the main conclusion drawn — seeking to decentrglidglic governance in Lithuania,
the centralization was increased. By adopting lamd Governmental decrees, 8
functions (of 10 planned) and institutions assignedCGA's were transferred to
municipalities and ensuring funding from budgetsninfistries for the year 2010, and
later on from grants transfered directly to thedmtd of municipalities

Dismissed employees, removed functions and ligadlatstitutions may lead to
saving but there is no data whether the reformatesy of public administration will
function more efficiently. It remains unclear ifetfbureaucracy was actually reduced and
improvements achieved because citizens continoe $erved in the same offices and by the
same employees only subordinated to the territoffiabs of governmental institutions. The
final decisions are taken and complaints considémethe capital city. Performance
improvements, bureaucracy reduction (as well asctimh of corruption) in public service
provision could also be achieved by improvementsha service delivery system (for
example, using “single window” or “one stop shop$iyo thousand thirty five positions of
civil servants and employees working under emplaoyroentracts were assigned to CGA's.
From the % of July 2010, 1400 (946 planned) positions wesigasd to ministries and to
their subordinate agencies, 42 of them were temijyoessigned (in the Ministry of the
Interior) to carry the transferred functions. Aating to the official reports, the number of
civil servants and employees working under emplaygnoentracts was reduced by 1089
positions. However, this figure is not exact as enber of positions at the municipal
administrations was increased due to implementaifothe transferred functions. It is
necessary to mention, that by the end of the lefatim the number of employees of CGA'’s
would decline per se because till July of 201(ptlaperty rights were restored to an average
of 68% of applicants in urban areas and 98% in aueas.

All dismissed employees were paid severance corapamsegardless of whether they
were hired in newly established positions, i.itteial offices of the centrally coordinated
agencies to perform the same functions as in CGlespossibilities to continue industrial
relations were not considered [12]. In additionplayees at CGA's received lower salaries
than in the new positions as the wages in govertakiastitutions are higher.

The cost of this reform is about 4.1 million EURId planned to save 8.7 million
EUR annually needed for salaries as well as to savenaintenance of administrative
buildings and other expenditures. This makes a sewll part as the budget of CGA’s
was 218.4 million EUR in 2008 and in 2009 it wa&.57/million EUR. Opportunities for
saving are low, since most of the expenses werktaseaintain institutions.

Conclusions

1. Essential changes in the intergovernmentalioakatwere made in 1994 when
counties were established, in 1998 and in 2001 vidrestions were redistributed, in 2003
when some centrally implemented functions were iesatrated and decentrelized, and
in 2010 when CGA'’s were abolished. Intergovernmergiations required systemic
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analysis and reforms for all 15 years while thelkstale changes were made. Lack of
political will and weak supervision, resistancamohistries to the transfer of function can
be identified as the main factors limiting systesals reforms implementation and
development of intergovernmental relations in Léthia.

2. The reform of CGA's (being the first completezform of intergovernmental
relations) shows emergence of a new approach @goternmental relations and
improvement of the capacity to manage reform peEssThe reform of CGA's was
implemented relatively quickly. In general, theorefi process has been successfully
implemented in accordance with the plans and dessgjliand without major problems.
Despite this fact, the need for strategic and geeparation and information of citizens
and public servants on the content of the reforthitmbenefits is noted. Only after the
establishment of a clear model of public governaystem it is appropriate to carry out
public administration reforms.

3. The reform of CGA’s has changed public admiaf&n system in two ways: (i)
the transition from a multifunctional territorialbased system to a single-function
centralized control of territorially-based systempublic services provision; (ii) increased
centralization and fragmentation in coordination piblic policy implementation.
Decentralization and sustainable development furtmain on strategic documents: (i)
while ensuring uniform development of single pubbevice throughout the state territory,
due to the difference in financing of the sectbesihter-sectoral divergence will occur, (i)
centralization level increased as the funding lier transferred functions and institutions
was granted from the state budget.
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Egle Gauk
2010 mety apskri¢iy virSinink y administracij y reformos Lietuvoje analize
Anotacija

1994-2010 m. vieSojo administravimo sistema Liejenmivo dekoncentruota, perdavus tam
tikry funkciju igyvendinim, apskrityse suformuotoms adminsitracijoms, ir deedinuota, per-
davus valdZios galias savivaldyhs. 2010 m. atlikta apskii valdymo reforma, iSlaikanti teritodin
suskirstym ir likviduojanti administracines strukts, kuri Lietuvojegyvendinta siekiant tobulinti
vieSaj valdyma. Reforma buvo ganalemingai, be didesni nesklandum jgyvendinta vadovau-
jantis planais ir terminais. Reforma institucionabita suformavus koordinagitkomisija ir darbo
grupes apskrityse, taip pat patvirtinusdarbo reglameatir nuostatus. Jivykdyta nustatytais
terminais. Ta&au, nors daug dnesio buvo skirta reformos organizavimui, buvo gesilama
strategini ir metodologiSkai pagsty sprendimg. Reformos rezultatai yra gana prieStaringi,
neatitinkantys vig reformos tikal. Apskriciy reforma pakedt vieSojo administravimo sistema
dvejopai: 1) vie§ju paslaug teikimo koordinavimo sistemoje nuo daugiafunkgiteritoriniu pa-
grindu veikiadiu vienety pereita prie vienos funkcijos centralizuotos kols teritoriniu pagrindu
veikiartiy vienet, sistemos; 2) padifb centralizacija ir fragmentacija koordinuojanedosios
politikos igyvendinina,
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