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B crarbe mpejcTaBlIeHO ONMHMCAHUC TCHACHIMKA ()OPMUPOBAHUS U PA3BUTHS MHCTHTYTa MECTHOTO CaMOYIIpaB-
JICHUS B MOCTCOBETCKUH mepuon B Poccuiickoit @enepamuu. Ocoboe BHIMaHUE YACICHO UCCICIOBAHUIO MPOOIECMBI
(hopMHpOBaHUST JOCTATOUHBIX (DUHAHCOBO-DKOHOMUYECKUX OCHOB JIESITEIBHOCTH OPraHOB MECTHOTO CaMOyIpaBiie-
Hust. [Ipobnema GprHAHCOBO-IKOHOMHYECKOW HE3aBUCHMMOCTH MYHHUIIMIIAJIUTETOB SIBIISJIACH TNIABHOW HA MPOTSIKCHUH
BCEX JICT MyHHUIIUIAIBbHOH pedopMmbl. Bee mpeobpasoBanus B chepe MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABICHUS ObUTH HAIpPaBICHBI
Ha CO3/IaHUEC OCHOB JUJISl CAMOCTOSITEIIFHOTO PEIICHUs BOIPOCOB MECTHOTO 3HAYCHHS MYHHUIUIAIBHBIME OpraHaMU
BJIACTH M CO3/IaHUS YCIOBU JIUIs IabHEHIIIEr0 COMATbHO-9KOHOMUYECKOTO Pa3BUTHs TeppUTOpHil. B crathe comep-
JKUTCS aHAJIHU3 aKTyaJbHOW MH(OPMAIUU O COCTOSHUM (PMHAHCOBBIX M IKOHOMHYECKHX PECYpCOB MECTHOTO CaMo-
YIpaBJICHUsI, OTIPEJIENICHbI KIIOUeBbIE MPOOIEMBI MTOCIEIHEro dTana peopMbl. B 3akII0UUTEIbHOI YacTh CTaThH Clie-

JIaH BBIBO/] O COKpAIICHUU MYHUIIUTTIAJIbHBIX PECYPCOB AJIs1 PCHICHUA BOIIPOCOB MECTHOI'O 3HAYCHUSA U HaMETHUBIICHCS
TCHACHI WU LICHTPAJIU3AlU.

Kniouesvie cnosa: MeCTHOE CaMOyIIpaBJICHUE, MYHUIIUIIAJIbHBIC 6IOH)KCTLI, HE3aBUCUMOCTD, ACUCHTPAIN3 A,

Tselishcheva E.F.
LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT FORMATION AND MUNICIPAL REFORM IN RUSSIA
IN POST-SOVIET PERIOD

Description of local self-government development tendencies in Post-Soviet period in Russian Federation is rep-
resented in the paper. A special attention is paid to a problem of sufficient financial-economic base of municipal govern-
ments activity. The problem of municipal fiscal and economic autonomy has been the main problem during all years of
municipal reform. All changes in municipal sphere has been oriented on creation of basis for independent solving of
local problems by municipal governments and the further independent social and economic development of municipal
territories. The paper contains an actual data analysis of financial and economic resources of local self-government, key
problems of the reform present stage are defined. At the end of the paper was made a conclusion about reduction of mu-
nicipal resources for providing local services and centralization tendencies.

Key words: local self-government, local budgets, autonomy, decentralization.
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CoBerckasi MOZIETTb MECTHOTO CaMOYIPaBICHUS SIB-
Js1ach  MHCTPYMEHTOM — aIMHHHCTPAaTHBHO-KOMAaHIHOM
CHCTEMBI TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO yrpasieHus [2, ¢. 106]. s
Hee OBITM XapaKTEePHBI CIeTYIONINe YepTHI:

— (¢opMupoBaHre NpPaBOBOW 0a3bl JEATEIBLHOCTH
MECTHBIX OPr'aHOB BJIACTH Ha OCHOBEe KoHCTHTYIMU U ak-
TOB, M3/JaBaE€MbIX IIEHTPAIBHBIMI OpPraHaAMM;

— NPUHIUI KECTKOHM HEHTPaIU3aIiK YIIPABICHHNS;

— NPUHLMI NaTepHAIN3MA;

— (YHKIMOHMPOBaHHE OPraHOB MECTHOIO ca-
MOYNPABICHUS B CHUCTEME OPTaHOB TOCYIapCTBEHHOM
BIIACTH;

— OTCYTCTBHME MYHHIUNAIBHONH COOCTBEHHOCTH,
MECTHBIX OFOJIKETOB.

CoBeTbl HApOIHBIX JEMYTAaTOB COYeTann (DYHKIHU
MIPE/ICTABUTEIILHBIX U MCIIOJIHUTEIBHBIX OPIaHOB BIIACTH.
C TOYKM 3pEeHHs] COBETCKOIO TOCYJapCTBEHHOTO MpaBa
MecTHble COBETBI pacCMaTpPUBAINCh KaK MPEACTaBUTEIb-
HBI€ OpraHbl HOBOTO THIIA, COYETAIOLINE B CBOCH JesTellb-
HOCTH NPUHSITHE PEUICHUH, UX MCHOJHEHNE U KOHTPOJIb.
B nagane 1990-x romoB mepen BAacThbiO CTOsUIA 3a4ada
pedopmupoBaHHS BCEH CHCTEMBI TOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO
ynpasieHusi. OMHON U3 OCHOBHBIX Iiesiel pedopMbI ObLITO
«BBIBEJICHUE» JIESTEILHOCTH MECTHBIX OPraHOB BJIACTH
W3-TI0J] KOHTPOJSI M OIEKM NAPTUIHBIX OpraHU3alui,
obecrieueHne CaMOCTOSTENIbHOCTH MecTHBIX COBETOB
(xax (pMHAHCOBOM, TaK M OPTAaHU3AMOHHOMN), TOBBIIIICHHE
3HAUUMOCTH IPEACTAaBUTENLHBIX OPIaHOB BJACTH B CHC-
TeMe yIpaBleHus TeppuTopusmu [5, c. 23].

JleneHTpanu3anust CUCTEMBI  TOCYIAPCTBEHHOTO
ynpasieHust U (GpopMHpOBaHNE WHCTUTYTAa MECTHOTO Ca-
MOYIIPaBJIeHUs] Haduaauch B Hadasie 1990-x rT u mpoxou-
JIM B HECKOJIBKO ITAroB.

Ilepewiii 3man wnavancs B 1990 roxmy, xorma Obul
npusaT 3akoH CCCP «O0 o0mux Hav9ajgax MECTHOTO ca-
MOyTIpaBieHHS U MecTHOTO Xo3siictBa B CCCP». B sTom
3aKOHE OBbLJIO BBEICHO IOHATHE MECTHOTO CaMOYIpaB-
JIeHUsI 1 KOMMYHaJbHOW coOcTBeHHOCTH. B 3akone He
OIPEAEISIIOCh, OTHOCUTCS JIM MECTHOE CaMOYIIpaBJcHHUE
K CHCTEME TOCy/IapCTBEHHOTO YITPABICHHS WU SBISCTCS
CaMOCTOATENIBHBIM MHCTUTYTOM ITyONM4YHOHN BiacTH. 3a-
KOH ITpucBOMII MecTHBIM COBETaM CTaryc OpraHoB MecT-
HOTO CaMOYIpaBIICHHMSI, TIPEJOCTaBHI HEKOTOPYIO CBOOO-
Iy W TapaHTUU HE3aBHCHUMOCTH, B TOM YHCJIE IPaBO HA
cyneOHyro 3amuTy. B 3akoHe comepikannch HOPMBIL, 3a-
MpPEIIaBIINE BBILIECTOAIINM OpPTraHaM HCIIOIHUTEIBHON
BJIACTH BMEIINBAThCS B JiesiTebHOCTH COBETOB.

B 1991 romy 6bu1 npunsit 3akoH PCOCP «O mecr-
HoM camoympasiennn B PCOCPy, B kotopoM yxxe Ooinee
TOYHO OBIIM OMpeneNeHbl (PMHAHCOBBIC, SKOHOMUIECKNE
W OpraHM3al[MOHHbIC OCHOBBI 3TOT0 MHCTUTYTA BiacTH. B
YaCTHOCTH, 3aKOH YETKO YCTaHABJIMBAJ I'PAHUIbI MECTHO-
TO caMoyIpaBiIeHus (B TPaHUIIAX TOPOJOB, PAi{OHOB B TO-
ponax, MOCEIIKOB, CEIbCKUX HACEJICHHBIX ITyHKTOB). B 3a-
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In Soviet period local governance at sub-national
level was conducted by Councils of deputies. The Soviet
model of local government was generated by a totalitarian
mode and was a tool of administrative-command system
of public administration [2, p.106]. Its specific features
were the following:

— legal basis of local authorities activity was cre-
ated by the USSR Constitution and national level legisla-
tion;

— principle of rigid centralization;

— paternalism principle;

— local governments were a part of state govern-
ment system.

municipal property and local budgets absence.

The Councils of deputies had representative and ex-
ecutive functions. From the Soviet state law position local
Councils were a new type of representative bodies com-
bining decision-making, execution and control functions.
At the early 1990s national government wanted to reform
all system of public administration. One of the main tasks
was local authorities removing from control and guardi-
anship of Party and providing an independency of local
Councils (both fiscal and organizational), increasing of
representative bodies’ importance in the system of territo-
rial management. [5, p.23].

Decentralization of public administration system
and municipal self-government formation process started
in the early 1990 years and had three main stages.

The first stage started in 1990 year when the USSR
Law “About general principalities of local self-govern-
ment and a local economy in the USSR” were passed.
This Law introduced a conception of local government
and municipal property. According to the Law the Coun-
cils of deputies received status of local government bod-
ies. They received some guarantees of freedom and inde-
pendence, including the right of judicial protection. There
were norms in the Law forbidding to upper-level authori-
ties interfere into activities of local Councils. None the
less, it wasn’t defined whether municipal self government
is related to the system of state administration or inde-
pendent institution of public administration system.

The Law “About local self-government” has been
passed in 1991. There were defined more precisely ter-
ritorial, financial, economic and organizational bases of
municipal authorities in the new Law (1991). In particular
it was stated that local self-government could be realized
at the territories of cities, districts in cities, settlements,
rural settlements. It was also established in the Law a uni-
form model of municipal authorities with strong power of
a head of administration.

The President of Russian Federation had carried out
municipal reform in 1993 during constitutional reform.
Activity of local Councils of deputies has been stopped
and their authorities has been transferred to municipal ad-
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KOHe OblIa 3aKperuieHa eanHas Juis Bcelt Poccun mMozens
CHCTEMbI OpPTaHOB BIACTH C CWJIBHOW IJIaBOW aJMHHU-
CTpaluy, ACHCTBYIOIEM Ha PUHIHUIAX €IHHOHAYAIHSL.

B 1993 roxy B meproa KOHCTUTYIIHOHHOW peOpMBI
[pesunent Poccuiickoit denepauun mposen pedopmy
MECTHOTO CaMOyIpaBieHus. J[esTeNbHOCTh MECTHBIX CO-
BETOB JICMyTaToB ObLIA MPEKpaIeHa, PacIOpSANTEIbHbBIC
MOJIHOMOYHST OBUTH TIEPEAAaHbI MECTHBIM aIMUHUCTPALASM.

B Koucrurymun, mpunsatoir 12 gexabps 1993 ronxa,
MPOIECC JEHEHTPATU3ALUK MOTYYMSI CBOE JIOTHYECKOE 3a-
BEpIICHNE, MECTHOE CaMOyIpaBieHne ObUIO MPOBO3IVIAIIE-
HO CaMOCTOSITENIHOW CTPYKTYpOil B CHCTEME IyONHIHOM
BJIACTH, OOIaIAfOIIel OpraHM3allHOHHON 000COOIEHHOCTHIO.

Ha nepBom 3Tamne MecTHOe caMOyTIpaBIeHHUE MOTYYHIO:

— BBIJICJICHHYIO KOMIIETEHIHIO (BOIPOCHI MECTHOTO
3HAYCHHUS)

— (PMHAHCOBO-3KOHOMHYECKYIO CaMOCTOSATEIb-
HOCTb B PELIEHHM BOIPOCOB MECTHOIO 3HAUYEHHS — Ha
OCHOBE IIpaBa MMEThb COOCTBEHHBIH OMOKET, GopMHpY-
IOMINICS MOCPEACTBOM IEPEaBacMbIX MECTHOMY CaMo-
YTPaBJICHUIO JOXOIHBIX ¥ PACXOAHBIX MOIHOMOYNIA;

— IINPOKYIO0 CaMOCTOATENIBHOCTh B BBIOOpE Opra-
HU3AIMOHHBIX (OPM.

Tem He MeHee, aKTHBHM3ALMHM DPa3BUTHS MECTHO-
rO caMOyIpaBJieHUs Iociie NpUHATHS KoHcTHTyIMM He
MPOM30ILI0. B yCloBHAX pajnKalbHBIX SKOHOMHYECKHX
pedopm Hagama 1990 romoB yCIOBUS KHU3HH HACEICHUS
PE3KO YXYAUIMIUCH. M3-32 OTCYTCTBHS HEOOXOAUMOM (ui-
HAHCOBOW M HKOHOMHYECKOH 0a3bl JEMOKpAaTHYECKH W3-
OpaHHBIC COBETHI HEM30€KHO BCTYIIAIN B KOH(DPOHTAIHIO
C OpraHaMy MCIOJHUTEIGHON BIACTH.

Bmopoit sman pa3BUTHsI MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABJICHUS
B P® (1995-2002 rozer) 661 CBA3aH C MPUHATHEM U pean-
3armeit PepepaibHOTO 3aKoHa 00 OOIIMX MPHHIMIAX Op-
raHu3alyu MecTHoro camoymnpasieHust B Poccuiickoir de-
Jlepanyi. YKa3aHHBIH 3aKOH HOCHJI PaMOYHBIA XapakTep
M0 MHOTHM BOIPOCaM, B YaCTHOCTH, HE OMPEIEIST YETKO
BOIIPOCHI MECTHOTO 3HaueHus. 3akoH 1995 rona He conep-
JKaJl JIETAIHOTO PETYJIMPOBAaHHsI MECTHOTO CaMOyIIpaBiie-
HUS, OCTaBISIA 3Ty cdepy perrmonam. OH HE yCTaHABINBAI
OTpaHWYCHUI TO BHAAM MYHHIIUITATBHBIX 00pa30BaHMH,
YPOBHSIM peaM3alliil MECTHOTO CaMOYTIpaBIeHUs (paiioH,
MOCEJIeHUEe, TOpOA), HE pa3rpaHUuMBAN EIMHOOOPA3HYIO
KOMITETCHIIMIO MyHHIMNAIUTeTOB. Ero neramsnpoBao
3aKOHOZATENILCTBO CyOHAIIMOHAJIBHOTO YPOBHS BiacTu. B
pe3ynbrare B perHoHaxX ObUIM BBICTPOCHBI Pa3iIMYHbIE MO-
JIeTIM OpraHu3allii MECTHOH BIACTH.

Ha ¢enepansHoM ypoBHE ObUIM NPUHSTHI 3aKOHBI,
perIaMeHTHPYIOIKE BBIOOPHI B IPEACTABUTEIIBHBIE Op-
raHpl MecTHOro camoympasieHus (1996), dbunancossie
OCHOBBI MeCTHOTO camoympasieHus (1997), ocHOBBI My-
HULUTNIATBHOHN ci1y>k0b1 B Poccuiickoit @enepammu (1998).
B 1998 romy Poccus paruduumposana Espomeiickyto
XapTHIO MECTHOTO CaMOYTIPABICHUSL.
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ministrations. Local self-government institution was pro-
claimed as independent structure in public administration
system with organizational autonomy from state bodies of
power in the Constitution of Russian Federation (accepted
on December, 12 1993).

So the process of decentralization has got its logical
completion in 1993. At the end of first stage of munici-
pal reform local self-government institution received its
own authorities (questions of local significance), financial
and economic autonomy (the right to have own budget), a
right to choose its own organizational structure. But nev-
ertheless, the development of local self-government in
Russia has not occurred after Constitution acceptance. It
was impossible because of absence of economic and fi-
nancial base of municipal governments — the radical eco-
nomic reforms in 1990 years lead to serious reduction of
life conditions.

The second stage of municipal self-government re-
form began in 1995 year when the Federal Law “About
general principles of local self-government in Russian
Federation” was passed. The Law (1995) was a frame
law, for example it didn’t define accurately questions of
local significance, uniform types of municipal formations
(areas/rayons, settlements, cities) and its organizational
structure wasn’t established also. It was supposed that this
Law (1995) will be specified by other federal laws and in
regional legislation.

In result regional laws about local self government
were passed, municipal elections were conducted and real
process of local self-government formation was launched.
There were created more than 11.5 thousands of munici-
palities by 2002 year in Russia. But specific feature of lo-
cal self governance at that stage was wide variety of local
self-government models in different regions.

The Federal government had ratified the European
Charter of local self-government in 1998 and accepted ad-
ditional laws — the law about municipal elections (1996),
the law about fiscal base of municipal governance (1997),
the law about municipal servants (1998). Unfortunately
changes in federal tax and budget legislation (Tax code
(Part I in 1998 and Part II in 2000 year) and Budget Code
(1998 year) adoption) lead to centralization of fiscal au-
thorities. Own revenues of local budgets reduced in the
late 1990™, local governments became more dependent on
regional transfers and some imbalance between expendi-
tures and revenues assignment appeared. Expenditures of
municipal budgets were about 30-32% of Russian Federa-
tion consolidated budget and revenues varied from 23 to
27%. Sustainable budget deficit at municipal level led to
constant increasing of municipal debt. Lack of transpar-
ency in intergovernmental fiscal relations at sub-national
level of budgetary system led to declination of municipal
budget revenues. Under-financing caused deterioration of
communal and social infrastructure of municipalities and
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C BerymieHueM B cuily 3akoHa 1995 roga Hauanocs
peanbHOE (OPMHUPOBAHME MECTHOTO CaMOYIPaBICHHUS.
K 2002 romy nHa TeppuTopuu Bcex cyObekToB Poccwuii-
ckoif dexepanyy ObUTH TMPUHATH PETHOHATBHbBIC 3aKOHBI
0 MECTHOM CaMOYIIPABICHUH, MPOIILIN MYHUIUNAIbHBIC
BBIOOPEI, a 00Ilee KOJIMYECTBO MYHHUIMITAIBHBIX 00pa3o-
BaHUHU cocTaBwio cBble 11,5 Thicau. [ns opranuzauuu
B3aUMOJICHCTBHS OPTaHOB MECTHOTO CaMOYIPABICHUS C
OpraHaM# TOCYIapCTBEHHOH BiacTé Ol co3maHbl Co-
BET 110 MECTHOMY caMmoyInpaBieHuto B Poccuiickoit dene-
pauuu 1 CoBeT pyKOBOAMUTENIEH OPraHOB MECTHOIO CaMo-
YIpaBJIeHUs 110 MpoOiIeMaM COLHATbHO-9KOHOMUYECKOMH
pedopmel ipu IpaBurenscTBe Poccuiickont denepanum.

W3MeHeHNs B HAJOrOBOM M OIOMKETHOM 3aKOHOJA-
TEJILCTBE (B YaCTHOCTH, BCTYyIIEHUE B cuily Hamorosoro
n bromketHOTO KOzmekcoB P®) mpmBeno k IeHTpaim3a-
IIMM HAJOTOBBIX INTOJHOMOYMH Ha (pemepasbHOM ypOBHE
Bract. CoOOCTBEHHBIE MOXOOBI MECTHBIX OIO[UKETOB B
koHIe 1990x ro0B COKpATUIINCh, BO3POCIIA 3aBUCUMOCTh
MECTHBIX OIOJUKETOB OT PETHOHAJBHBIX TpaHC(EPTOB.
B pesymbrare BO3HHMKIO SIBHOE HECOOTBETCTBHE 3a/1ad
MECTHOTO CaMOYIPABICHNS HMMEIONIMMCS B €ro pacro-
psOKeHHH pecypcaM. PacxXonHble TOMTHOMOYHST MECTHBIX
OromKeToB cocTaBisui 0kosto 30% KOHCONMUANPOBAHHOTO
oromkera Poccuiickoit denepanuu, a T0XOAbI BapbHPO-
BaJINCH OT 23 110 27%, YTO MPUBOAWIO K YCTOHMUMBOMY
JeuuuTy OromKeTa M POCTy MYHHIMNAIBHOTO MJOJTA.
HeyperynupoBaHHOCTh MEXOIO/DKETHBIX OTHOIICHHH Ha
PErHOHAJIBLHOM YPOBHE CIOCOOCTBOBAja ITOCTOSHHOMY
COKpAIICHUIO JIOXOJI0OB MECTHBIX OIOJDKETOB M POCTY HX
nedunuTa, B pe3ynbraTe 4ero HeaoCTaTOuHO (PUHAHCH-
pOBaJIOCH M Pa3pyIIANOCh MYHHLIUIAIBHOE XO3SHCTBO
(MyHHMUMNANBHBIE TPEANPUSITAS W YYpeXIeHHs, oOpa-
3yIOIIHE COIMAIbHYI0 HHPPACTPYKTYPY MYHHIIUITATBHBIX
00pa3oBaHMIA. )

C 2002 roma B Poccum Hawamace agMHHHCTpPATHB-
Hasi pedopma, TpU3BAaHHAS MOBBICUTH S((PEKTHBHOCTH
JIeSITEIbHOCTH BCEX YpPOBHEH IyOJWYHOW BIACTH; YETKO
pasrpaHUYUTh MEXAYy HUMH ITOJHOMOYHS U OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTb; TPUBECTH (UHAHCOBBIC MOIHOMOYUS KaXKJOTO
YPOBHSI BIIaCTH B COOTBETCTBHE C 0OBEMOM MTOTHOMOYHH.
Cyl1ecTBEHHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM 3TOH pedopMbl cTaji Ho-
BBI{ 3Tal pe)OpMbl MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABIICHUSL.

B 2003 romy Obut mpHHAT HOBBIM 3akoH «OO 00-
XX MPUHIOUIAX OPraHU3alliy MECTHOTO CaMOyIIpaBile-
Hus B Poccuiickoii ®enepanuny». B nanbHeiiiiem B HEro
OBLT BHECEH psAA M3MEHEHHUH M aomonHeHud. B monnyro
CHJTy HOBBIH 3aKOH O MECTHOM CaMOYIPABIE€HUH BCTYIHI
¢ 01 saBaps 2009 roma. Takum obpaszom, ¢ 2003 roxa Ha-
yasncst mpemuii 3man peGhopMbl MECTHOTO CaMOYTIpaBIIe-
Hus B Poccun, OCHOBHBIMH IENIIMH KOTOPOTO OBLIH:

— opueHTauus QyHKIMOHUPOBAHUS BJacTel Ha WH-
Tepechl HACEIEHUS 3a CUET MOBCEMECTHOIO CO3/aHMs Ha
teppuropun Poccuiickoii denepauuu MyHHLMNATIbHBIX
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serious problems in functioning of municipal non-profit
organizations (schools, hospitals, road and communal ser-
vice enterprises, etc.).

The third stage of municipal reform was re-
lated to administrative reform (started in 2002 year).
The main objectives of administrative reform were fol-
lowing — increasing of effectiveness of all levels of public
administration, accurate assignment of responsibility and
authorities between them, revenues assignment.

Local self-government reform became an important
part of administrative reform There were passed the new
Law “About common principles of local self-government
in Russian Federation” in 2003 year. It came into force
in 2009 year and the period from 2003 to 2009 year was
transitional. The new Law (2003) was oriented on solving
three key problems of local self government:

1. orientation of local bodies to citizen interests
through creation of closest to people level of municipal
administration — rural and urban settlements;

2. expenditures assignment between different lev-
els public administration;

3. revenues assignment in conformity with expen-
ditures assignment and liquidation of non-financed fed-
eral and regional mandates at municipal level.

Since 2009 in most regions local government has
been acting on the basis of new principles of territory or-
ganisation and financial and economic governance. In re-
sult of third stage of local self-government reform, Russia
has moved to a two-level model of local government or-
ganisation. The municipal level consists of two sublevels
— the first is the city districts and municipal areas sublevel
and the second is urban and rural settlements sublevel.

Total amount of municipalities increased almost
twice after the new Law (2003) came in force. Accord-
ing to the Ministry of regional development report total
amount of municipal formations were 24161 at the begin-
ning of 2009 year and included

* 507 city districts;

* 1810 municipal areas;

* 21608 settlements (1745 urban settlements and
19863 rural settlements).

At the one hand, increasing number of municipal
formations allowed to make municipal administration
closer to citizen’s needs. In fact, each settlement with
little amount of population (100 citizens having voting
right) has got opportunity to be a municipality. But at
the other hand, financial and economic resources of such
municipalities are very low. According to calculations of
some experts (see, for example, 3, p.116-123) population
of municipality in Russia for providing sufficient budget
revenues should be more than 30000.

We can see from the figure 1 that in result of the
third stage of municipal reform the share of settlements
(especially rural settlements) increased, meanwhile the
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00pa3zoBaHUil HU30BOTO YPOBHSI — CEJIBCKUX U TOPOJCKHUX
IOCEJICHHUI;

— pasrpaHWYeHHE NMPEAMETOB BEACHHUS U ITOJTHOMO-
YU MEXKIY YPOBHSAMH ITyOINYHOM BIacTH;

— 3aKperuieHHe JIOXOIHBIX WCTOYHUKOB B COOTBET-
CTBHH C O0BEMOM PACXOJHBIX MOJHOMOYHMH W JIMKBHUJIA-
1St HepUHAHCUPYEMBIX (peZepaIbHBIX MaH/IaTOB.

Uro kacaeTcss MepBOM Liesd, TO 3a MPOIIECAIINHA IO-
clie BCTYIUIEHUS B cuily HOBoro 3akoHa ®3-131 mepuon
Obuta mpozpenana Oonbluas pabora. Pedopma mpusena k
JIByKPATHOMY YBEJIMUECHHIO KOJIMYECTBA MYHHIMIAIBGHBIX
oOpazoBanuil. [lo JaHHBIM MHHHCTEPCTBA PETHOHAIBHO-
IO Pa3BUTHS KOJIMYECTBO MYyHHIMINAIBHBIX 0Opa30BaHUH
Ha 01 suBaps 2009 rona cocrasmsuio 24 161, B ToM yncie
507 ropoackux okpyroB, 1810 MyHHIIMTIATBHBIX PAiOHOB U
21 608 mocenennit (1745 roponckux u 19 863 cenbckux).
CpaBHUTENIBHAS  XapaKTEPUCTHKA KOJIMYECTBA MYHHIIN-
MaTBHBIX 00pa3oBanuil 1 ux TUNoB Ha 01 saBaps 2003 romga
n Ha 01 suBaps 2009 roga npencraBieHa Ha pucyHke 1.

C omHOIl CTOPOHBI yBEIMYECHUE KOJIMYECTBA MYHH-
IIUMATBHBIX 00pa30BaHWIl TO3BOJIMIO MPUOIM3UTH MYy-
HULUIAJIBHYIO BIACTh K HacejeHuro. dakTudecku Io-
00ii HACEJICHHBIN MYyHKT C YUCICHHOCTBIO KHUTENEH naxe
menbire 100 dyenoBek, oOJamarolMx H30MpaTEIbHBIM
IIPAaBOM, BIpaBe MPETEHI0BATh HAa CTATYC MYHHUIIHMIAJIb-
HOTO 00pa3oBaHMs. MEXIy TeM, KaK OTMEYAIOT HEKOTO-
pBI€ 3KCHEPTHl, (MHAHCOBO-3KOHOMHMYECKAs CaMOCTOS-
TENBHOCTh y HACEeJIEHHBIX ITyHKTOB C HaceJleHHEM MeHee
30 TeIC. xHTENEH OueHb HU3Kasl [3, ¢.116-123]

B pesynbrare BHEIpeHHs JBYXyPOBHEBOW OpraHu-
3aI[iM CHCTEMBI MECTHOTO CaMOYIpaBJIEHHs Tpodiema
00€CIeYeHHOCTH MYHHLUIIAINTETOB COOCTBEHHBIMU (u-
HAaHCOBO-?KOHOMHUYECKUMH CPEACTBAMU  00OCTPUIACE.

2% 2%

8%

14%

83%

B ajm. paiion - 1596
Bropox - 581

B ropoickoii paiion, okpyr - 305

8 ropojckoit okpyr - 507

[ MyHHIMIIATBHBIN paiion - 1810
[l nocenox ropoackoro tuma - 446
B cenbekas aMUHHCTpays - 8337 B roposickoe mocenenue - 1745

B cenbekuit HaceICHHBIIT My HKT - 269
Y cenbckoe mocenenue - 19863

Bcero 24 161
MYHHUIHIATBHBIX 00pa30BaHMit

Bceero 11 576
MYHHIMITATBHBIX 00pa30BaHui

Ha 01 stBaps 2003 roxa Ha 01 staBaps 2009 ropa

Pucynox 1. CpaBHuTEIbHAS XapaKTEPUCTUKA
COOTHOIICHHS PA3INYHBIX THIIOB
MYHHUINNAIBHBIX 00pa30BaHUH

specific feature of this type of municipalities is that al-
most all of them are recipients of financial help from re-
gional budgets.
The lack of resources for solving local significance
problems has led to the opposite tendency of liquidation
and integration of municipalities in Russia after 2009
year. Their number has been reducing during the last 4
years. Dynamics of municipalities’ amount in 2009 —
2012 years is presented in Table 1. From the Table we can
see that total amount of municipalities had been reduced
by more than 1000 units (4,32%) to 23118 municipalities,
first of all due to reduction of rural settlements.
The list of municipal authorities had opened char-
acter and could be extended with additional questions (at
the base of a decision of municipal representative bodies)
according to the old Law “About common principles of
local self-government in Russian Federation” (1995). The
new Law “About common principles of local self-govern-
ment” (2003) contains closed list of authorities with 37
items. Municipal governments are not allowed take new
obligations besides specified in the Law (2003). But some
authorities can be delegated from regional or federal lev-
els of government to municipal level, of course with fi-
nancial transfers (subventions).
Local governments are responsible for wide range
of questions related to live-support conditions, among
them for example such as:
* planning, approval and execution of a local budget;
* introduction, change and cancellation of local
taxes and charges;
* electricity, heating, gas and water supply
* roads reconstruction and building, maintenance
of transport infrastructure;

Y 2%

8%

M administrative area/rayon - 1596
ity - 581
B city area/district - 305

M city district - 507

B settlement of urban type - 446 & urban scttlement - 1745
8 rural administration - 8337

rural settlement - 269 Erural settlement - 19863

Total amount of municipal
governments — 11 576

on 01 January 2003

Total amount of municipal
governments — 24 161

on 01 January 2009

Figure 1. Types of municipalities before and after third
stage of municipal reform in Russia
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[Imunicipal area/rayon - 1810
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Tabmuma 1
JlMHaMMKa KOJIM4YeCTBa MyHHUIMIIAIBHBIX 0O0pa3oBanuii B 2009 — 2012 rr (equHuUI Ha HavYasIo roja)
2009 2010 2011 2012 2012/2009 |2012/2009, %
KonmuectBo MyHuImmnansHeix o0pazosanuii mo Poccum, | 24 161 | 23907 | 23 304 23118 -1043 -4.32
BCEro
B TOM YHCJIC [0 THIIAM:
MYHUIIMIIAJIBHBIC PaliOHBI; 1810 1829 1824 1821 +11 +0.61
TOPOJCKHE OKPYTa; 507 512 515 517 +10 +1.97
HOCEJICHNS; 21608 | 21330 | 20729 | 20544 -1064 -4.92
— TOPOJCKHUE MOCETICHUS] 1745 1739 1733 1711 -34 -1.95
— CeJIbCKHE MOCENeHUs 19 863 19 863 18996 18733 -1130 -5.69
BryTpuropoackne MyHHIUIIATBHEIE 00pa30BaHUS 236 236 236 236 0 0
ropoioB (eaepaIbHOrO 3HAYCHUS
Table 1

Dynamics of municipalities amount in 2009 — 2012, units at the beginning of year

2009 2010 2011 2012 2012/2009 |2012/2009, %
Total amount of municipal governments in Russia, 24161 | 23907 | 23304 23118 -1043 -4.32
including:
municipal areas 1810 1829 1824 1821 +11 +0.61
city districts 507 512 515 517 +10 +1.97
settlements 21608 | 21330 | 20729 | 20444 -1164 -5.38
— urban settlements 1745 1739 1733 1711 -34 -1.95
— rural settlements 19 863 19 863 18996 18733 -1130 -5.69
Municipalities inside cities of federal significance 236 236 236 236 0 0
(Moscow and Sent-Petersburg)

B oOmem konuuecTBe MYyHHIMIAIBHBIX OOpa30BaHUM
CTaJIO AKTUBHO HApacTaTh KOJIMYECTBO TOPOJACKUX U CEJlb-
CKHX TIOCEJICHWH, OTIIMYAIONINXCSI HEXBaTKOW (PHMHAHCO-
BBIX PECypCOB.

Henocrarox cpenctB aist pemieHus] TEKyIIHUX BO-
MIPOCOB MPUBEJ K TOMY, UTO HAMETUIACh TEHACHIIHS JIUK-
BUJANMN U YKPYIHECHUS MYHHIUTAIBEHBIX 00pa30BaHHA.
Ha 01 suBaps 2012 roga mX KONHYECTBO CTAll0 MEHBIIE
noutd Ha 1000, mo cpaBHeHUIO ¢ KonuuecTBoM Ha 01 sH-
Bapst 2009 roxa (23 118 MyHUIMIIABHBIX 00pa30BaHUIA).
JluHaMUKa KOMMYECTBa MyHHIIUTIAIILHBIX 00pa30BaHUH 3a
nepuon ¢ 2009 mo 2012 rox npeacrasnena B Tabmuie 1.

Ha Tpetsem sTame peopMbl CyIIeCTBCHHBIE H3Me-
HEHMs TPOU3OIUIM HE TONBKO IO KOJIWYECTBY MYHHIIH-
MaJbHBIX 00pa30BaHM, HO TAKXKE U B MX KOMIICTEHIIHH.
CormnacHo 3akoHy 1995 roma mepeueHb BONPOCOB MECT-
HOTO 3HAYEHHUS HOCHJI OTKPBITHIA XapaKTep M MOT OBITh
JIOTIONTHEH 10 YCMOTPEHHUIO MYHHUIUITAJBHON aJIMUHH-
crpanuu. B 3akone 2003 roja mepeyeHb BOMPOCOB MECT-
HOTO 3HaYEHHs HOCHUT YK€ 3aKpBITHII (MCUEpPIIBIBAIOIINNA)
XapakTep U OpraHbl MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABIICHISI HE MOTYT
TIPUHUMATH HOBBIE 0053aTEeTIHCTBA 32 UCKIIIOYCHUEM JIeIIe-
TUPOBAHHBIX BBIIIECTOSIINMHI YPOBHSIMH BIACTH.

Ilo menomy psiy BaKHEHIIMX BOIPOCOB COLMAJIb-
HOM MOJIUTUKU KOMIIETEHLUS MECTHBIX OpPraHOB BJIACTU
OblTa cyxeHa. B BeleHHE pernoHaNIbHBIX OPraHOB BIIACTH
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* social security (including shelter service)

» support for house building, providing municipal
housing service;

 transport service;

* support for communication service, catering ser-
vice, trade and personal services;

» providing conditions for recreation and rest ser-
vice;

» emergency aid and non-specialized primary med-
ical assistance;

» provision of utilities service, gardening.

This list reduced significantly and was divided be-
tween different types of municipalities. Some of munici-
pal authorities were assigned to regional level of govern-
ment. Among them such important questions of social
policy as school education, specialized medical service,
regulation of labor market and employment, calculation
and providing of transfers for communal service to poor
citizens (communal service grants), environmental ecolo-
gy control. In fact school education service were delegat-
ed from regional level of government to municipal level,
but legislative regulation and financing of this authority is
carried out now at regional level.

Reassignment of authorities caused transfer of mu-
nicipal property to regional level. According to the Law
“About common principals of local self-government in
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TIEPEIILTN BOIIPOCHI, KACAIOIINECs] OPraHU3aIMH MTPE/I0CTaB-
JICHUSI CPETHETO CIEeHAIbHOTO 00pa30BaHMs (OpTraHU3aIlHs
TIPEIOCTABIICHHUS IIIKOJIBHOTO 00pa30BaHus ObLIa B TIOCIIE-
CTBHUU JICJIICTUPOBaHa Ha MyHHHHHaHBHBIﬁ YPOBEHb, 3aKO-
HOJIaTeIbHOe M (DPMHAHCOBOE OOECIIEYEHHE HTOrO IOJHO-
MOUHS OCYIIECTBIISCTCS] HA PErHOHAIILHOM YPOBHE BIIACTH),
CTICIIATM3UPOBAHHON MEIHITITHCKON TTOMOIIH, OTICKH H T10-
TIEYUTENIHCTBA, YIACTHE B PETYIHMPOBAHUH BOIIPOCOB 3aHS-
TOCTH Y TPYJOBBIX OTHOILEHHH, pacueT CyOCcHIii Ha oruia-
TY KOMMYHJIBHBIX YCIIYT M OpraHU3alys uX MpeJocTaBie-
HHS1, OCYIIECTBIICHUE SKOJIOTHYECKOTO KOHTPOJIS.

[lepenaua oTaeNbHBIX TOJIHOMOYHI MTOBJIEKIIA 32 CO-
0oif mepemady MMyIIECTBa U3 MYHHUIUITAIHHON B PETHO-
HaJIbHYI0 COOCTBEHHOCTh. COIIacHO TPEOOBAHUIO HOBOTO
3akoHa (2003) opraHbl MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABICHHUS JTOIK-
HBl OBUTH TIepeTpO(HUINPOBATH COOCTBEHHOCTD, 3aKPHI-
BaTh WM OTYYXJIaTh UMYIIECTBO, HE COOTBETCTBYIOIIEE
BOIIPOCAM MECTHOTO 3HAYeHHs. DTH TPEeOOBAHHS BCTY-
nuwiv B nonuyro cuiy ¢ 2009 roma. Paznen umyiiectsa
TIOPOIMI MHOXKECTBO KOH(DJIMKTHBIX CHTYaIlldil ¥ CIIOPOB
B OTHOIICHUSAX MEXIY PETHOHAIGHBIMH U MYHHIIUTIANb-
HBIMH TIPaBUTENBCTBaMHU. Kak mpaBmiio, UMyIIeCTBO My-
HUIUTIATBHBIX 00pa30BaHM OBUIO 3aKPETieHO 3a Mpel-
MPUATUSIMH M OPTaHH3alUsIMU MYHHUIUIATBHON (HOPMBI
cobcTBeHHOCTH. B pesynbrare Tperhero sramna pedopMsl
KOJTMYECTBO OPTaHM3ALUN MYHUIUITATBHON (HOpMBI cOO-
CTBEHHOCTH COKPAaTWJIOCH CyIecTBEHHO. Oc000 aKTHMBHO
COKpal€HNE MYHUIIUTIAJIbHOTO UMYIIECCTBO MPONUCXOAUIIO
nociie 2009 rona (cm. Tabmuiy 2).

VYIenbHBI BEC MYHHIIUTIAIEHOTO CEKTOpa B 00IIeM
KOJTMYECTBE OpTraHM3aIil coxparmics ¢ 7,8 B 2002 roxy
1m0 5,1% B 2011 roxy. Ha ocHOBaHMM NaHHBIX TaOIUIIBI
2 BUIHO, YTO HauOOJbIIEE COKpAIEHHE MPUILIOCH Ha
OpraHM3alM 3/[paBOOXpaHEHUst U cropra. V3 BemeHUs
OpPraHOB MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABICHUS OBLTH HCKIFOUCHBI
BOIIPOCHI OKA3aHUs CHELUUAIU3UPOBAHHONW MEIULIMHCKOM
ImoMomIM, a TaKXKE€ CICHHUAIU3UPOBAHHBIC CIIOPTHBHBLIC
mKoyIbl. KolMuecTBO MyHHUIMITAIBHBIX YUYPEKACHHN CO-
UaJIbHOW cdepbl cokparmiiock Ha 14,7%, KommyecTBO
MYHUIUTATBHBIX npeanpustuii Ha 20,3%.

CToNb CyIIECTBEHHOE COKpaIIeHNEe OBUIO 00yCIIOB-
JICHO HE TOJIbKO BCTYIUICHHEM B CHJIy 3aKOHA O MECTHOM
camoynpasnenun 2003 roma, HO Takke MPOBOAUMBIMU B
cTpaHe pedopMamMu OIO[KETHOTO CEKTOpa, 00pa3oBaHus,
3[paBOOXpAaHEHHUS a TaKke HOBBIM TOCIE KpHU3WCa Ha-
MpaBJIcHNEM (PHCKAIbHON MOMUTHKH — COKpAIICHUE He-
3 PEKTUBHBIX PACXOIOB.

Cpenan TONOXUTENBHBIX PE3YJBTaToB  pedOpMBI
2003 roma CTOMT OTMETHTBH YIOPSIOYCHUE OFOKETHOMH
CHCTEMBl W MEXOIOKETHBIX OTHOIICHWH, MOSBICHUE
mpaBa (OPMUPOBaTH M HCIONHATH OIOMKET Yy KaKIOTO
MYHHULIMIAIBHOTO oOpa3oBanusi. K coxkaneHuro, mnpax-
TUYECKH JIBYKPAaTHOC YBCIMYCHUC KOIMYECTBA MYHUIIH-
TANBHBIX 00pa30BaHMI HE MOBIIEKIIO 3a COO0I aHaIOTH4-
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Russian Federation” (2003) local governments are not
allowed to have assets which are not related to their ju-
risdiction. In 2009 after coming in full force of the Law
(2003) local governments had to dispose of some property
complexes, to privatize them or transfer to regional level.
In result, they lost some part of budget non tax revenues.
This situation also caused a lot of conflicts between mu-
nicipal and regional governments and also between mu-
nicipal areas and settlements. As a rule the municipal
property is attached to municipal enterprises or municipal
non-profit organizations providing social services. So the
property transfer led to significant reduction of munici-
pal enterprises and non-profit organizations. The share of
municipal enterprises and organizations in total amount
of organizations and enterprises registered in Russia has
reduced from 7,8% in 2002 to 5,1% in 2011. This process
was very intensive after 2009 year (see Table 2).

The total amount of municipal enterprises was re-
duced by 20,3% and amount of social sphere organiza-
tions by 14,7%. We can see from the Table 2 that the most
reduction was in healthcare and in sport spheres due to
specialized medical service and specialized sport schools
service were excluded from the jurisdiction of municipali-
ties. We are expecting also serious changes in amount of
schools, because of education system reform. These dra-
matic tendencies in municipal sector of economics were
caused not only by the reform of local self government
but also by budget sector reform, reform of education sys-
tem, reform of medical service sphere, transformation of
mechanisms non-profit sector financing and also by a new
direction of fiscal policy after crisis 2008 (reduction of in-
efficient expenditures).

Changes of principles of territory organisation have
caused changes in structure and organization of budget
system. It became complicated and includes 4 types of lo-
cal budgets. There are budgets of city districts and con-
solidated budgets of municipal rayons at the first sublevel
and budgets of urban settlements and rural settlements at
the second sublevel.

The positive result of last municipal reform stage
was putting in order budgetary system and intergovern-
mental fiscal relations. Now each new municipality has
own budget. Unfortunately, almost double increasing of
municipal formations didn’t lead to increasing of munici-
pal consolidated budget revenues. In Table 3 is represent-
ed data from Ministry of Finance Report about execution
of local budgets. The share of own municipal budget rev-
enues and expenditures in GDP was 4,1% in 2011.

From analysis of Consolidated RF Budget revenues
and expenditures assignment we can see some tendencies:

e in 2008-2010 years the share of local budget
own revenues increased significantly, but this was caused
mostly by reduction of federal and regional budget rev-
enues in time of crises;
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Tabmuma 2
KonudecTBO MyHHIIUITATBHBIX OPraHU3aIii (SAMHUIL HA HAYAJI0 rojia

2009 | 2010 | 2011 2012 2012/2009 |2012/2009, %
2 Yucnio MyHUIMIIAIBHBIX YHUTAPHBIX OpeAnpusTiii, enuuun | 21025 | 19547 | 18251 | 16752 -4273 -20,3
3 Yucnmo MyHUIMIIANBHBIX YUpEKICHUH connansHoi cdepbr, | 155918 | 146206 | 137610 | 132996 -22922 -14,7
eIIMHHMI]
B Tom yncae:
— yuUpexaeHHs] 00pa3oBaHUs 101481 | 98629 | 96668 | 92264 -9217 -9,1
—  YUPEIKACHUS 3PAaBOOXPAHCHUS 7482 7440 | 6533 | 4515 -2967 -39.7
— YUPEKACHUS KyIbTYpPbI 35721 | 34562 | 27590 | 30816 -4905 -13,7
— YYpeKAEHUs CIopTa 11234 | 5575 6819 5401 -5833 -51,9
Table 2
Amount of the municipal enterprises and non-profit organizations, units at the beginning of year
2009 2010 2011 2012 2012/2009 |2012/2009, %
Municipal enterprises 21025 19547 18251 16752 -4273 -20,3
Municipal non-profit organizations of social sphere, 155918 | 146206 | 137610 | 132996 -22922 -14,7
including organizations in the sphere:
— education 101481 | 98629 96668 92264 -9217 -9,1
— healthcare 7482 7440 6533 4515 -2967 -39,7
— culture 35721 34562 27590 30816 -4905 -13,7
— physical culture and sport 11234 5575 6819 5401 -5833 -51,9

HOTO POCTa JOXOHAOB KOHCOJNIMAMPOBAHHBIX OFOIKETOB MYy-
HUIAITATBHBIX 00pa30BaHUHA M YBEIHUYCHHUS (PHCKATHHOMN
CaMOCTOSITECIIbHOCTH.

s aHanmu3a (pUCKaIbHON IEICHTPalN3allil Hau-
Ooyiee YACTO MPHUMEHSIOT IOKA3aTeNd JIOIU IOXOJI0B U
pacxoloB MECTHBIX OFOJDKETOB B JIOXOJaX M pacxomax
KOHCOJIMTUPOBAHHOTO OlomkeTa cTpaHbel. [lpm 3ToM,
MPAKTUYECKH BCE MCCIICAOBaHUS (DUCKAIBHOW JCIIEHTpa-
JIU3alliy TIPOBOMSTCS HA OCHOBE PYKOBOJCTBA TO CTATH-
CTHKEC TOCYJApCTBCHHBIX (DHHAHCOB, pa3pabOTaHHOTO
MesxayHapoIHbIM BamOTHBEIM (oHIOM[6]. Pe3ymbrars
pacyeToB yOeTbHOTO Beca JOXOMOB M PACcXOJ0B MECTHBIX
6romkeTtoB B BBII u xoHconmuaupoBanHoMm OromkeTe Poc-
CHUH, TPOBEJCHHBIC Ha OCHOBe MH(popManuu MuHHCTEP-
ctBa (mHaHCOB Poccuy 00 MCIONHEHWH MECTHBIX OFOI-
JKETOB, MIpeACcTaBIcHEI B Tabmure 3.

Ha ocHOBe ananm3a MaHHBIX, MPEICTaBICHHBIX B
TaGnurie 3, MOXKHO CIeNIaTh CIEAYIOIINE BBIBOJIBI:

— B 2008-2010 rr ynenbHBII BeC COOCTBEHHBIX JI0-
XOIIOB MECTHBIX OFOIKETOB 3HAYUTEIFHO YBEITHUYMIICS,
9TO OBLTO O0YCIIOBIICHO B OCHOBHOM COKpAIIIEHHEM JJOXO-
JIOB (hefepaIbHOTO U PETHOHAIBHBIX OIOMKETOB B MIEPUOJ
9KOHOMHYECKOTO KPU3HCA;

— JI0JI1 COOCTBEHHBIX JTIOXOIOB MECTHBIX OIOIKETOB
B BBII cocrasuna 4,1% B 2011 rony. YBenuueHue 31oro
mokazaress B 2008-2009 rr 65110 00yCIOBICHO HE YBENH-
yeHrneM o0beMa JOXOOB MECTHBIX OIOPKETOB, a COKpa-
meHnueM BBII B ycnoBusx kpusuca;

— JIOJIsI PAcXOIOB Ha pEalU3allii0 COOCTBCHHBIX
TTOJTHOMOYHH MYHHUITUTIAIIBHBIX OIO/PKETOB B KOHCOIHUIN-
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* the share of own local budget revenues in GDP
was 4,1 in 2011 year. Increasing of this share in 2008-
2009 year wasn’t caused by increasing of local budget
revenues. It happened due to declination of GDP in condi-
tion of economic downturn.

* the share of expenditures for realization of mu-
nicipal obligations in Consolidated RF budget has been
declining during 2006-2011 years;

* the share of own revenues in 2006-2008 was
lower than the share of expenditures for realization of mu-
nicipal obligations in RF Consolidated budget, the same
negative tendency was in 2010-2011 year again. Constant
disparity of expenditure and revenue share indicates im-
balance in expenditures and revenues authorities assign-
ment between different levels of budgetary system.

We can make a conclusion that fiscal and economic
autonomy of local governments is very low. Unfortunate-
ly making municipal bodies closer to citizens and creation
of settlements is not enough for solving problems of local
significance. As we pointed out earlier, settlements have
not sufficient financial sources. From the Table 4 we can
see that there are 88,4 % municipalities-settlements and
they receive only 12,3% of municipal consolidated budget
revenues.

In analysis of a fiscal autonomy of municipal gov-
ernments it is important to pay attention to structure of in-
comes of local budgets also. The structure of local budg-
ets consists of two parts:

— own revenues (intended for financing the ques-
tions in jurisdiction of local governments)
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Tabnwuma 3
Jloxopl M1 pacxomsl MeCTHBIX OromkeToB B 2006-2011 1, Mupa. pyo.
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

OO0t 00beM J0XO0I0B MECTHBIX OFOKETOB 1521,6 1948,8 | 2411,6 | 2387,6 | 2600,5 | 2961,1
CoOCTBEHHBIE JOXO/bl MECTHBIX OIO/KETOB 1084,2 1387,2 1880,1 1805,3 1973,3 | 2249,7

yAEIbHBIN BeC cOOCTBEHHBIX 10X010B B BBII, % 4,0 4,2 4,6 4,7 4,4 4,1

VACTBHBINA BEC COOCTBEHHBIX JIOXOJIOB MECTHBIX OFOIKETOB 10,2 10,4 11,6 13,3 12,6 10,8

B KOHCOJIMIMpOBaHHOM Oroyukete Poccuiickoit denepanun, %
O0umii 00beM PacX0g0B MECTHBIX OIOHKETOB 15114 1933,8 24222 2440,3 26124 | 2975,8
O0beM PacxXoIoB HAa PeATH3aLUI0 COOCTBEHHBIX MOJIHOMOYUN 1074,0 13722 1890,6 1857,7 1985,1 2264,5
MyHl/ILII/IHaJ'Il)HbIX o6pa303am/1i/'1

YICIBHBII BEC PAaCcX0JI0B Ha PEaTM3aI0 COOCTBEHHBIX ITOJHO- 4,0 4,1 4,6 4.8 4.4 4,1

mounii B BBII, %

YAETBHBINA BEC PACXOA0B HA PEAIN3AIMI0 COOCTBCHHBIX MOJIHO- 12,8 12,1 13,4 11,6 11,5 11,3

MOYMI B KOHCOMMANPOBAaHHOM Oromxkere Poccuiickoii denepa-

uuu, %

Table 3
Revenues and expenditures of municipal budgets in 2006-2011
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Revenues total amount, billion rubles 1521,6 19488 | 2411,6 | 2387,6 | 2600,5 2961,1
Own revenues*, billion rubles 1084,2 1387,2 1880,1 1805,3 1973,3 22497

share of own revenues in GDP, % 4,0 42 4,6 4,7 4.4 4,1

share of own revenues in Consolidated budget of Russian 10,2 10,4 11,6 13,3 12,6 10,8

Federation, %
Expenditures total amount, billion rubles 15114 1933,8 24222 2440,3 26124 | 2975,8
Expenditures for realization of municipal obligations, billion 1074,0 1372,2 1890,6 1857,7 1985,1 2264,5
rubles

share of expenditures for realization of municipal obligations 4.0 4,1 4,6 4.8 44 4,1

in GDP, %

share of expenditures for realization of municipal obligations 12,8 12,1 134 11,6 11,5 11,3

in Consolidated budget of Russian Federation, %

*  total amount without subventions for realization of delegated authorities

poBanHOM OromkeTe Poccmiickoit Denepariii cokparia-
nack B iepuon ¢ 2006 mo 2011 rr;

— B KOHCOJMJHMpOBaHHOM Oromkere Poccuiickoit
®deneparn 10711 COOCTBEHHBIX JOXOJOB MECTHBIX OFOJI-
ketoB B 2006-2008 rT ObLTa HIDKE YeM IO PacXoIoB Ha
pearm3aniio COOCTBEHHBIX MOTHOMOUMWH, aHAIOTHYHAS
TeHaeHnus Haomoganack U B 2010-2011 rr. CrabunbHoe
MPEBBILIEHUE PACXOAO0B HaJA JO0XOJAMHU CBHUIETEIbCTBYET
0 HecOATaHCUPOBAHHOCTH B PACTIPEICIICHUH JTOXOMHBIX U
PACXOMHBIX MTOTHOMOYHN MEXKIY Pa3IHIHBIME yPOBHIMU
OIOPKETHOM CHCTEMBI.

Ha ocHoBe mpoBeneHHOTO aHaIM3a MOKHO ClIeTaTh
BBIBOJI O TOM TO (DMHAHCOBAs W SKOHOMHUYECKAask aBTOHO-
MHUS MYHHITUIIAIUTETOB OYeHb HU3Ka. OKazajaoch, 4TO
co3nanus Ha Tepputopun Poccuiickoit denepaunn MyHH-
IUMATBHBIX 00pa30BaHUI HU30BOTO YPOBHSI — CEIBCKUX U
TOPOJICKUX MOCEJICHUN — HEOCTATOYHO ISl PELIEHUS BO-
MPOCOB MECTHOTO 3HAYCHHUS, TaK KaK y MOCEICHUHA HEI0-
CTaTo4HO (PMHAHCOBBIX pecypcoB. B Tabmure 4 xoporro
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— subventions — financial resources provided from
higher-level governments for execution of some federal
and regional laws (mandates).

Own revenues include:

— tax revenues: local taxes (private property tax
and land tax) and shares from federal and regional taxes
(for example personal income tax (federal), transport tax
(regional), organization’s property tax (regional), etc.);

— non-tax revenues — from delivering of munici-
pal property in rent, dividends and profit from the munici-
pal enterprises, incomes from sale of state and municipal
property, etc;

— intergovernmental transfers (subsidies (for co-
financing of local tasks, for specific targets) and grants
(general-purpose transfers)).

The most part of local tax-revenues comes from
personal income tax. The most part of non-tax revenues
comes from using of state and municipal property (pay-
ments for rent, profit of municipal enterprises, and per-
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Table 4

Tabmmra 4

Pacnipenenenne MyHUIIUTATUTETOB
1 COOCTBEHHBIX JOXOA0B MECTHBIX OIOIKETOB
10 THIIaM MYHHUIUTAIBHBIX 00pa3oBaHui, %

BHUJIHO, YTO HA MOCEJICHUS IPUXOAUTCs 0kojio 90% ot 00-
IIETO KOJIMYECTBA BCEX MYHUIIMIIAIBHBIX 00pa30BaHUN U
TOIBKO 12% COOCTBEHHBIX TIOXOIOB MECTHBIX OFOIKETOB.

[Ipu mnpoBenennn aHamm3a (QUHAHCOBOW caMo-
CTOSITEJILHOCTH MECTHBIX OIO/DKETOB HEOOXOIUMO yrie-
JIUTh 0C000€ BHUMAHHE H3YYCHHUIO CTPYKTYPBI JOXOIOB
MECTHBIX OIOMKEeTOB [6]. JI0XOMbI MECTHBIX OIOIKETOB
BKITIOUAIOT COOCTBEHHBIC JOXOMABI (CPEACTBa, MpeIHA3HA-
YEHHBIC IS PEIICHHUS BOIIPOCOB MECTHOTO 3HAYCHHSA) U
cyoBeHIMH ((pUHAHCOBBIC PECYPCHI MIEPEAaBACMbIC OT BbI-
IIECTOSIINX OFOPKCTOB Ha PCaTU3aIUIO JICTICTHPOBAHHBIX
oJTHOMOUMH). B cBoro ouepenb, COOCTBEHHBIC IOXOMIBI
MECTHBIX OFOIDKETOB JIENATCS Ha TPH TPYIIIIHL:

— HaJIOTOBBIC JTOXOJIBI: MECTHBIC HAJOTH (HAJOT Ha
HMYIIECTBO, 3€MEJbHBIN HAJIOT), MOXOAbl OT (hemepaib-
HBIX U PETHOHABHBIX HAJOTOB (HAalpUMeEp, OT HaJiora Ha
JTOXOJIBI (PH3MUCCKUX JIHII, TPAHCIIOPTHOTO HAJIoTa, Hallo-
ra Ha IMYIIeCTBa OpTaHU3aNH H T.1.);

— HEHAJIOTOBBIE JOXOABI — IOXO/BI OT MPEI0CTaBIIe-
HUSI B apCHY MYHUIIMIIAIHHOTO UMYIIECTBA, YaCTh MpPHU-
OBUTH MYHUIUITAJTBHBIX YHATAPHBIX MPEIIPUATHH, T0X0-
IIBI OT TIPOJAYKU HMYIIECTBA U JIp.;

— MexOromKeTHBIe TpaHchepTsl: cyocuanm (meme-
Bas U J0JieBas (PMHAHCOBAs MMOMOINb) U HOTAMU (B OC-
HOBHOM, JTOTAI[MH Ha BHIPABHUBAHKE YPOBHS OFOKETHOMN
00€eCIIeueHHOCTH).

CeenmeHnst 0 (aKTHUECKOH CTPYKType COOCTBEHHBIX
JIOXO/IOB MECTHBIX OIOIPKETOB TIPE/ICTAaBICHBI B Tadmme 5.

Bosbliiast yacTh HAJIOTOBBIX JOXOZOB MECTHBIX OFO/I-
JKETOB (POPMHUPYETCS 3a CUCT HAJora Ha JOXOAbI (pu3u-
YeCKUX JUI. BolbInas 4acTh HEHAJIOTOBBIX JIOXOIOB ITO-
CTyIaeT B BHUJE JOXOAOB OT HCIOJIH30BAHUSI MMYIIECTBA
(matexu 3a apeHqy, MPHOBLUIF MYHHWIUIIAJIBHBIX IPEI-
MIPUSATHUH, TOXOMbI B BUJIC MPOLICHTOB OT Pa3MEIICHUS Bpe-
MEHHO CBOOOJIHBIX JICHE)KHBIX CPEICTB B OaHKaX).

[IpakTH4ecku TIONOBHHA COOCTBEHHBIX JIOXOJOB
MECTHBIX OO/DKETOB MPHUXOMUTCS Ha MEXKOIOMKETHBIS
TpaHchepThl, IPUYEM KX JI0JIS B CTPYKTYPE JOXOIOB HEY-
KJIOHHO YBEJIHYHBACTCS. YBEIMUYCHUE JIOJIU MEKOIOMKET-
HBIX TPAHC(PEPTOB HE CBSI3aHO C AHTHUKPUZUCHOU MOJTUTHU-
KO, TaK peTHOHAbHBIC OIO/HKETHI B TIEPHOJ KpU3HCa TI0-
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Redistribution of municipalities and municipal budget
revenues by type of municipality, %

Share in total Share in total amount
Jlons B 06mieM Jlons B 0611eM 00b- amount of own municipal
KOJTMYECTBE eMe COOCTBEHHBIX of municipalities budget revenues*
MYHUIHUMATBHBIX | JIOXOJ0B MECTHBIX Municipal areas 2,2 51,7
o0pa3oBaHuii OIOIKETOB City districts 7,9 36,0
MyHuuunanbHble 2,2 51,7 Settlements 88,4 12,3
paioHBI
T'oponckue okpyra 7,9 36,0 *  According to the Ministry of Finance report about munici-
TTocenenus 88,4 12,3 pal budget execution monitoring in 2011

cent from placing of temporary free money in banks).
The information about structure of own revenues of mu-
nicipal budgets is represented in table 5. Almost half of
own local revenues come from intergovernmental trans-
fers and the share of this type of revenues has been con-
stantly increasing. There were reduction of tax and non-
tax revenues share and increasing of intergovernmental
transfers share.

Increasing of intergovernmental transfers share was
not related to the anti-recession policy because regional
budgets suffered more from downturn and hadn’t possi-
bility to increase grants to municipal governments. It was
caused by realization of national projects and federal pur-
pose-oriented programs which were financed from fed-
eral budget and allowed to renew facilities of healthcare
and education non-profit municipal organizations. Due to
national projects municipal building and housing space
capital repair were financed. Some programs allowed re-
ceiving subsidies for building of city roads and objects of
infrastructure.

So increasing of own revenue base of local budgets
were substituted by transfers. However, as mark some
experts (Babun, Vydrin, Starodubrovskaya) purpose-
oriented financing of some spheres should supplement
but not substitute basic resources. But unfortunately mu-
nicipal taxes have very little share in municipal revenues
(about 10 % of tax incomes) and can’t be considered as
main source of finances. To change this situation it is
necessary to improve approaches in estimation of prop-
erty value. More than half of owners of property use var-
ious privileges which were established at federal level of
government. Many owners are released from land tax by
federal legislation. Among them military bases, railways
and railway stations, power plants and etc. Unfinished
process of public land property rights division between
different levels of government is also a good reason for
low revenues from municipal taxes. According to statis-
tic data 92% of lands in Russia are without established
property rights.

Thus the welfare of municipalities is not related to
economic development of territory because of the fact
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Tabmuma 5
CTpyKTypa COOCTBEHHBIX JOXOJOB MECTHBIX OIO/KETOB, %0
Bup noxomos 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Hamoroseie 70X0ab1 43,1 41,8 38,3 39,9 40,9 39,1
Hewnanorossie 10X0/1b1 15,8 17,3 14,8 13,5 12,8 12,4
MexOromkeTHbIe TpaHcdepTs (0e3 cyOBeHIIHIT) 41,1 41,0 46,9 46,6 46,3 48,3
Table 5
Structure of own revenues of local budgets, %
Type of revenues 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Tax revenues 43,1 41,8 38,3 39,9 40,9 39,1
Non-tax revenues 15,8 17,3 14,8 13,5 12,8 12,4
Intergovernmental transfers (without subventions) 41,1 41,0 46,9 46,6 46,3 48,3

CTpasianu B OOJNbIIEH CTENIEHH M HE NMEIH BO3MOKHOCTH
yBEINYUBaTh 00beMbl (DMHAHCOBOH IOMOIIM MYyHHUIIU-
MaJIbHOMY YPOBHIO BJIaCTH.

VYBenuyeHue J0IM MEKOIOMKETHBIX TpaHC(EpPTOB
ObUTO CBSI3aHO C (PUHAHCHUPOBAHMEM peaJM3alnU HAIHO-
HaJIbHBIX IIPOEKTOB M (heiepabHbIX LENEBBIX IPOTPAMM,
CO3/IaBUIMMH yCJIOBUSI IJIsi OOHOBJICHHS MMYIIECTBA Y-
pexIeHuil 3apaBooXpaHeHuss U odpazoBanus. Uepes Ha-
[IMOHAJIbHBIE IIPOEKTHl TaKXe B IIOCIEIHHE Toibl (u-
HAHCUPOBAJICS KalWTAJIbHBIA PEMOHT KW M pa3BUTHE
KUJIMIIHOTO CTpouTenbcTBa. Hekoropsie (enepaibHble
LeJIeBbIE MTPOrPaMMBbI MMO3BOJSUIM MYHHUIIUIIAIUTETaM T10-
Jy4nuTh (PUHAHCUPOBAHME JUISI CTPOUTEIHCTBA JIOPOT U
00BEKTOB HHPPACTPYKTYPHI.

Takum o0Opa3om, yBemW4eHHE COOCTBEHHBIX JI0-
XOJIOB MECTHBIX OIO/PKETOB OBLTO OOYCIIOBIICHO YBEJH-
4yeHueM Joiu TpaHcheptoB. Kak oTMeuaroT HEKOTOpbIE
9KCIIEPTHI [cM., HampuMmep, 1, 3, 5] neneBoe ¢uHaHCH-
pOBaHME JOIDKHO JONOJIHATH, 3 HE 3aMEHSTh OCHOBHBIC
(hmHAHCOBBIE pecypCchl MyHUIIMNAIBHBIX BiacTei. B ka-
YECTBE OCHOBHBIX PECYPCOB MOXKHO OBLIIO OB paccMaTpH-
BaTh MECTHBIE HAJIOTH, HO, K COKAJICHHIO, MX YIEIbHBIH
BEC B MECTHBIX OFOIDKETaX O4eHb HeBeluK (okoio 10%).
Jlist M3MEHEHMsI CIIOKMBIICHCS CHTyallMd HEOOXOIMMO
YCOBEPILCHCTBOBATh METOANKY OIIEHKH CTOMMOCTH HMY-
mecTBa. bosee 1MoJI0BUHBI BIa/IebIIeB HMYIIECTBA MOy~
YaIOT JIBIOTHI 110 YIUIATE HAJIOTa, MPUYeM OOJIbIIas 4acTh
JBIOT yCTaHOBJIEHa (hefepanbHBIM 3aKOHOAATEILCTBOM.
3HAUUTENFHOE KOJIWYECTBO HAJIOTOILIATENIBIINKOB OCBO-
OO’KIEHBI OT yIUIaThl HAJIOTOB HA UMYIIECTBO — BOCHHBIC
TOPOJIKH, JKEJIC3HOJOPOXKHBIE CTAHIMHU, AIEKTPOCTAHIIUH
u 1p. HesaBepuieHHOCTH Tpoliecca pa3rpaHuyueHus rocy-
JTAapCTBEHHOM COOCTBEHHOCTH Ha 3€MIII0 MEXIy pas3iind-
HBIMH YPOBHSIMH BJIACTH TAKXKE SIBISICTCS] IPHUMHON HU3-
KHX TOCTYIUICHUI MECTHBIX HAJIOTOB B OFOJIXKETHI.

Takum oOpaszoM, Onaronoyyyre MyHHIUIATbHBIX
00pa3zoBaHMil MPAKTHYECKH HE 3aBHCUT OT YPOBHS Pa3BU-
THUSI SKOHOMHKH TEPPUTOPHH. MYyHUIINTIATUTETHl B OOIb-
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that most part of own revenues is usually transferred from
higher level governments.

Evaluation of reform result is very complicated.
There are positive and negative opinions among Russian
experts. We consider the results as positive — the local
self-government institution has passed through difficult
stages of formation and now could be a resource for ter-
ritorial development. It doesn’t work in full force yet.
Municipalities still do not have sufficient resources for
realization their functions. We can see some tendency
of centralization in last years. But nevertheless, work on
development of this institution is considered by federal
and regional governments as priority direction of state
policy.

The problem of sufficient base for financial and eco-
nomic autonomy is the key problem of municipal level of
government. During all 20 years of municipal reform in
Russian Federation all transformations of municipal level
of government were oriented on creation of conditions for
independent realization of municipal functions and also
on for further independent social and economic develop-
ment of municipalities.
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IIEH CTETICHH 3aBHUCAT OT IMOCTYIUICHHI CPEICTB «CBEPXY»
B BUZE TPaHC(HEPTOB.

OnHO3HAYHO OIICHUTH PE3YJIBTaThl peOpPMBI OYCHB
ciokHO. Cpeli POCCHICKUX DKCHEPTOB €CTh Kak Hera-
TUBHOC, TaK W MO3UTHUBHOC OTHOLICHUEC K MPOBOAWMBIM
npeoOpa3zoBanusiM. Ha Ham B3OS, K IOJOKHATEIEHBIM
pe3yasraraM peopMbl MECTHOTO CaMOYTIPABICHUS MOXK-
HO OTHECTH TO, YTO WHCTUTYT MECTHOTO CaMOYIPABICHUS
MPOM/ISi HECKOJIBKO 3TarloB CBOErO (DOPMHUPOBAHUS CTa
cerofgHst 0a3oi JUIsl COLMAIbHO-DKOHOMHYECKOTO pa3BHU-
TUSI TEPPUTOPUI MYHUIMNAIUTETOB. DTOT MHCTUTYT HE
paboTaeT moka 4To Ha MOJTHYIO MOIIHOCTh — Y MYHHUIIATIA-
JIUTETOB TMO-TIPSKHEMY, HETOCTATOYHO PECYpcoB st (u-
HAaHCHPOBAHUS peaju3aluyd COOCTBEHHBIX MOJTHOMOUHUH.
BropbiM HeraruBHBIM MOMEHTOM SIBJISICTCSI HAMETHBIIASICSE
B IIOCTICJTHAC TOABI HEKOTOPAs TCHACHIIMS [ICHTPATH3AIlHH.
OpnHako, IEeHTpaIN3aIys pacCMaTpUBACTCs HAMH KaK pe-
aKIMsl Ha KPU3KUC U KaK HEOOXOMWMBIN mmIar st O0phObI ¢
ero moclneacTBUsAMH. TeM He MeHee, pa3BUTHE MHCTUTYTa
MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPABJICHHUSI PACCMATPHBACTCSI B KauecTBE
OJTHOTO W3 TPHOPUTETHBIX HAIPABICHUH MMOTUTHKH (eme-
PaTBFHOTO W PETHOHAJIBHOTO YPOBHEH BIacTH. A mpoOnema
(hopMupoBaHUs TOCTATOUHONW (PHHAHCOBO-IKOHOMHUYECKOM
OCHOBBI [TO-TIPEKHEMY SIBIISIETCS OTHOH M3 KITIOUEBBIX.
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