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[bookmark: _Toc325993492]1. Executive Summary

The aim of this report was to assess the needs of municipalities and the level of  citizens with regards to the payment and the benefits of property tax. In order to prepare a communication plan for the four most successful municipalities in collecting property tax, namely Prishtina, Gjakova, Lipjan, and Gracanica, we first collected information which allowed us to understand the current state in each municipality, their needs, their level of awareness of citizens in terms of property tax, and many other issues of relevance for the implementation of the campaign.

Since payment of tax depends on economic conditions, but also political and technological factors in relevant municipalities, various reports were consulted, including those from the Kosovo Agency for Statistics, Central Bank of Kosovo, municipal websites, to better comprehend the general economic condition of the country, 

Firstly, we conducted a survey with citizens using questionnaires distributed across the relevant municipalities. The questionnaires were distributed to two groups, the first being owners or users of residential properties, the second being users/owners of commercial properties.

Furthermore, four focus groups were held with residential and commercial owners of the respective municipalities. Focus groups were used to better understand the level of awareness of citizens with regards to property tax, the communication tools and channels municipalities may use to convey messages to certain target groups, and general concerns of citizens regarding municipal governance and many other matters relevant to property tax and local governance.

Finally, to understand the current condition of municipalities and their needs related to communication of property tax issues with citizens, Pearl & Cherry has conducted interviews with the respective directors of Budget and Finance, representative of property tax department, and the head of media and communication office of the Municipalities of Prishtina, Gjakova, Lipjan and Gracanica.

This report shall serve as a basis for compiling an effective communication plan for the four municipalities.



[bookmark: _Toc325984405][bookmark: _Toc325993493]2. Background Information 

[bookmark: _Toc325984406][bookmark: _Toc325993494]2.1 Political, Economic, Social, Technological Factors

As far as the political situation in Kosovo is concerned, one may say that despite conflicts between representatives of ruling and opposition parties, there has nevertheless been some stability. However, the possibility of escalation has always been there.

When talking about political factors, one must mention the challenges faced by local governments, although such challenges have been more distinct in the Municipality of Prishtina, where there have been numerous verbal confrontations between municipal leadership and main parties in the Municipal Assembly. Due to such confrontations, Municipal Assembly sessions were frequently interrupted, thereby prolonging many projects of specific importance for the city. Although less frequently, other cities also face situations in which municipal leadership is challenged by opposition parties in municipal assemblies. However, such situations were more or less normal and tolerable.

According to official data, Kosovo’s economy marked a growth rate of 1.6% in the first quarter of 2015, while the second quarter saw a marking growth rate of 4.8%. Growth in economic activity was also marked in the third quarter, where the real growth rate of the domestic gross product was 4.0%. Furthermore, according to official estimates of the Central Bank of Kosovo, the real rate of GDP growth was 3.5% in 2015, which was mainly driven by internal demand.

On the other hand, data from the Kosovo Agency of Statistics shows a growth rate in general investment of 9.2%, as well as an increase in total consumption by 1.2%. 
Due to larger internal demand, imports have grown, which further caused a higher deficit in current accounts. Expressed in consumer price index, the prices in Kosovo have marked a deflation of 0.5% in 2015, compared to an inflation rate of 0.4% in 2014.  

The problem of unemployment is more visible in rural areas than in urban areas. In Prishtina especially, the rate is significantly lower. Nevertheless, this year again marks remittances as one of the largest stabilizing factors of the Kosovo’s economy. Last year, they marked a rate of 682.7 Million Euros, an increase of 9.0% compared to the prior year. 

Another important factor for the country’s economy is the public sector, which apart from capital investments, brings a considerable impact through subsidies, mainly directed in the agricultural sector.

Technological factors also play an important role as well. In this regard, it is evident that all municipalities have proper access to technology, which enables them to provide efficient performance and services to the citizens. On the other hand, Kosovo citizens also enjoy regular access to Internet, which allows them to obtain fast information on anything they require, and in this case, their needs related to municipal services. Another important point in this aspect is the fact that the municipal government, but also the central government, may use such opportunities for efficient communication with citizens, but also for various campaigns, or any other matter of mutual interest.
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[bookmark: _Toc325984408][bookmark: _Toc325993496]3.1 Introduction

The primary goal of this project was to gather relevant information on the current practices of municipalities and the general level of awareness of citizens with regards to property tax. 

This chapter describes the research method chosen employed for this project, which in this case were both the quantitative and the qualitative method, as well as the sampling methods used for the selection of the sample. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984409][bookmark: _Toc325993497]3.2 Methodology and Sample

The research methods employed for this assignment were both the qualitative and the quantitative. The qualitative analysis was used for focus groups and interviews with officials from municipalities, as well as during the research and analysis of existing reports. The quantitative research method was also used for this task. In this sense, survey questionnaires were used to gather relevant statistics. 

The questionnaires were distributed across the four champion municipalities, namely Prishtina, Gjakova, Lipjan, and Graçanica. The total sample amounted to 550 citizens, divided as follows:

· Prishtina – 100 business owners, 300 residential owners;
· Gjakova – 50 business owners , 100 residential owners;
· Lipjani – 25 business owners, 50 residential owners; 
· Graçanica – 25 business owners, 50 residential owners.

Sampling for the business owners was based on the business database of the Kosova Business Registration Agency (ARBK). In the case of businesses we employed the systematic sampling, while sampling of residential owners was done using the simple random sampling, dividing municipalities in different areas. 

The confidence level used was 98%, while the margin of error was 5%. All collected data were analyzed and entered using SPSS Statistics software. 

Four focus groups were conducted with residential owners and business owners from the four municipalities. The goal of the focus groups was to identify detailed attitudes and opinions of citizens regarding property tax issues. In order to discuss key issues, the focus groups were conducted after the analysis of the results gathered from the field questionnaires. This allowed us to fill any gap left by the results from the questionnaires with the in-depth discussions of the focus groups. 
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[bookmark: _Toc325984411][bookmark: _Toc325993499]4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this project was to gather relevant information, and assess the current practices of municipalities and the general level of awareness of citizens with regards to property tax. Thus, primary data will be the basis of this chapter. 

The sources of information and the data collection methods used for this study were survey questionnaires, focus groups, and interviews. Overall, 550 survey questionnaires were conducted across Gjakova, Prishtina, Lipjan, and Gracanica. Interviews were conducted with officials from the above mentioned municipalities, were the Director of Budget and Finance, a representative of the Property Tax sector, and the head of the Communication department were present. Finally, four focus groups were conducted with commercial and residential owners from the four municipalities. 

In general, results gathered from the three sources of information were consistent with one another, showing that in fact the general level of awareness related to property tax is quite low. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984412][bookmark: _Toc325993500]4.2 Results from Field Questionnaires

Table 4.1 below shows the answers to the first question of the survey “Do you know the tax value of your property?” for the municipalities of Gjakova, Prishtina, Lipjan, and Gracanica. 
The table shows that the majority of respondents, namely 58.2% knew the tax value of their properties. This statistic is more expressed in males (68.8%), than in female respondents (45.6%). 

When comparing the results of the municipalities, respondents from Lipjan and Prishtina were the best informed with regards to the value of their properties, while the worst informed were found in the Municipality of Gracanica, where only 37.3% expressed their knowledge on the value of their properties. Other demographic factors may be divided into almost two same ratios.

Table 4.1

	P2. Please round one option only. Do you know the tax value of your property?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes
	58.2%
	45.6%
	68.8%
	48.7%
	37.3%
	65.6%
	73.3%
	59.9%
	54.3%
	58.5%
	57.6%

	No
	41.8%
	54.4%
	31.2%
	51.3%
	62.7%
	34.4%
	26.7%
	40.1%
	45.7%
	41.5%
	42.4%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



Table 4.2 presents the answers to question “Is property tax affordable for you?” To this question, 48.2% of respondents stated that the payment is to some extent affordable. When comparing statistics from the municipalities, it can be seen that the results are somewhat similar. However, it can also be seen that urban respondents are more capable of affording the tax in comparison with the rural respondents, showing average percentages of 32.5% from cities, and 22.4% from villages.



Table 4.2

	P3. Is property tax payment affordable for you?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes
	29.3%
	26.5%
	31.6%
	30.8%
	18.1%
	34.5%
	20.0%
	32.5%
	22.4%
	28.7%
	30.4%

	To some extent
	48.2%
	49.8%
	46.8%
	47.9%
	48.6%
	45.8%
	56.0%
	45.7%
	53.5%
	49.6%
	45.9%

	No
	22.5%
	23.7%
	21.5%
	21.2%
	33.3%
	19.7%
	24.0%
	21.8%
	24.1%
	21.8%
	23.7%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked if they were informed about the value of their property in their respective municipalities, the majority of respondents (53.8%) answered negatively (Table 4.3). This statistic is more visible in the municipalities of Gracanica with 76%, Gjakova with 62% and Lipjan with 54.7%. The only municipality where the majority of respondents were informed about the value of their property is Prishtina, with 58%.

Table 4.3 

	P4. Are you informed on the value of your property (m2) in the area of location?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes
	46.2%
	38.5%
	52.7%
	38.0%
	24.0%
	58.0%
	45.3%
	46.4%
	45.7%
	44.4%
	49.0%

	No 
	53.8%
	61.5%
	47.3%
	62.0%
	76.0%
	42.0%
	54.7%
	53.6%
	54.3%
	55.6%
	51.0%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



Table 4.4 shows the statistics gathered regarding the question “How is the property value determined”? According to the table 42% of respondents were aware of the mechanisms used to determine the value of their properties. However, quite a large percentage of respondents (33.2%) didn’t have such information and believed that the value was set by decisions of municipal officers. Similarly, 24.4% believed that property values were set by the declaration of owners or users themselves. 

Regarding this issue, respondents from the municipality of Gracanica were the most informed, with 72% of them stating they knew how the value of their property was set. 

Table 4.4 

	P5. According to you, how is the property value determined?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	By market value of property
	42.0%
	35.7%
	47.3%
	34.7%
	72.0%
	37.1%
	42.7%
	44.5%
	36.6%
	41.7%
	42.5%

	Decided by municipal officials
	33.2%
	34.9%
	31.8%
	35.4%
	14.7%
	38.7%
	29.3%
	33.8%
	32.0%
	35.5%
	29.5%

	As stated by owner or user
	24.4%
	28.5%
	20.9%
	29.9%
	12.0%
	23.8%
	28.0%
	21.2%
	31.4%
	22.5%
	27.5%

	Others 
	.4%
	.8%
	.0%
	.0%
	1.3%
	.4%
	.0%
	.5%
	.0%
	.3%
	.5%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked the question “Do you receive your tax bill at home?”, the majority of respondents, or 73.3%, answered that the tax invoice was delivered to their homes (Table 4.5). However, this did not apply to the Municipality of Gracanica, where only 46.7% of respondents stated they had received their tax invoices at home.

Table 4.5

	P6. Do you receive your tax bill at home?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes
	73.3%
	71.8%
	74.5%
	80.7%
	46.7%
	72.4%
	88.0%
	70.8%
	78.6%
	72.6%
	74.3%

	No
	26.7%
	28.2%
	25.5%
	19.3%
	53.3%
	27.6%
	12.0%
	29.2%
	21.4%
	27.4%
	25.7%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



Table 4.6 shows the answers to the next questions, which is related to the previous one: “If yes, are invoices delivered on time?”, out of the participants stating they received their tax bills at home, 67.3% received their bills on time. This answer is almost identical in both residential and commercial properties across all four municipalities. 

Table 4.6

	P6.1. If yes, are the bills delivered on time?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes
	67.3%
	65.0%
	69.2%
	76.4%
	71.4%
	60.9%
	67.7%
	70.7%
	60.5%
	66.4%
	68.7%

	No
	32.7%
	35.0%
	30.8%
	23.6%
	28.6%
	39.1%
	32.3%
	29.3%
	39.5%
	33.6%
	31.3%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked about the clarity of property tax invoices, 48.9% of respondents stated it was easily comprehensible (Table 4.7). However, a considerable part of the population believed that the tax bill was to some extent comprehensible, with 41.6%. The municipality of Gracanica showed the worst statistics, with only 17.6% of the respondents stating that the property tax invoice was easily understandable. 

It is important to mention that there were no significant differences between the answers of residential and commercial owners. 

Table 4.7

	P7. Is the property tax bill comprehensible for you?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Easily comprehensible
	48.9%
	44.2%
	52.9%
	59.9%
	17.6%
	50.0%
	54.7%
	49.2%
	48.3%
	47.5%
	51.2%

	Comprehensible to some extent
	41.6%
	44.6%
	39.0%
	32.7%
	67.6%
	42.4%
	30.7%
	42.5%
	39.5%
	43.3%
	38.8%

	Hardly understandable
	9.5%
	11.2%
	8.1%
	7.5%
	14.9%
	7.6%
	14.7%
	8.3%
	12.2%
	9.2%
	10.0%

	 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%



According to the table presented below (Table 4.8), 67.6% of respondents were aware that the property tax is paid in two terms. Apart from the respondents of the Municipality of Gracanica, where 61.3% stated they were not aware of it, the majority of respondents from the remaining municipalities were aware that the payment was divided into two instalments. This is valid both for residential and commercial properties.

Table 4.8

	P8. Are you aware that the property tax may be paid in two instalments/periods?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes, I am informed 
	67.6%
	61.1%
	73.2%
	78.7%
	38.7%
	67.6%
	74.7%
	67.9%
	67.1%
	65.9%
	70.5%

	No, I am not informed
	32.4%
	38.9%
	26.8%
	21.3%
	61.3%
	32.4%
	25.3%
	32.1%
	32.9%
	34.1%
	29.5%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



Table 4.9

In the next sub-question (related to the previous one) “If you are aware, at which term do you pay the tax?” the majority (57.6%) answered they paid the tax in the first period, while 42.4% of respondents stated they paid the tax bill in the second term. 

When comparing male with female respondents, it can be seen that the percentage of women answering they paid the tax in the first period was higher than that of males with 64.1 % of women paying in the first period, comparing to 53.1 % of men. 

Comparing municipalities, those of Prishtina and Gjakova showed higher percentages of participants paying in the first period compared to Lipjan and Gracanica.

In addition, there were distinct differences between urban respondents where 61.3% stated that the payment was made in the first period and rural respondents where only 49.6% said that they paid the tax in the first period.

Table 4.9

	P8.1. IF you are informed, at which period do you pay the property tax?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	First period
	57.6%
	64.1%
	53.1%
	61.7%
	26.7%
	62.5%
	50.0%
	61.3%
	49.6%
	61.1%
	52.3%

	Second period 
	42.4%
	35.9%
	46.9%
	38.3%
	73.3%
	37.5%
	50.0%
	38.7%
	50.4%
	38.9%
	47.7%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



On the other hand, among the respondents who were not informed about the payment schedules, 66.9% of them that the failure to pay may result into a fine. The answers did not show significant differences between men and women, or between residential and commercial property owners. 

Table 4.10

	P8.2. If you are not informed, are you aware that fines may be imposed due to failure to pay?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes, I know
	66.9%
	67.3%
	66.2%
	76.5%
	66.0%
	59.5%
	80.0%
	69.2%
	61.8%
	63.2%
	73.8%

	No, I do not know
	33.1%
	32.7%
	33.8%
	23.5%
	34.0%
	40.5%
	20.0%
	30.8%
	38.2%
	36.8%
	26.2%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked about the methods offered by the municipalities for paying the property tax, the majority (57.3%) of respondents expressed their satisfaction (Table 4.11). It is important to mention that respondents in the Municipality of Gracanica showed the highest degree of dissatisfaction with the payment methods, with 68% of respondents. In other municipalities, most respondents were satisfied with the payment methods offered by their respective municipalities.

Table 4.11

	P9. Are you satisfied with the ways the Municipality offers for payment of property tax?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes
	57.3%
	56.0%
	58.4%
	66.9%
	32.0%
	58.8%
	58.7%
	58.1%
	55.6%
	56.8%
	58.1%

	No
	42.7%
	44.0%
	41.6%
	33.1%
	68.0%
	41.2%
	41.3%
	41.9%
	44.4%
	43.2%
	41.9%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



According to the data presented in Table 4.12, when asked about the condition of property tax payment in order to register vehicles, half of the respondents stated that it was not fair, while only 31.7% stated that such condition was fair. Statistics from the Municipality of Lipjan showed the highest percentage of respondents who thought the condition was fair (41.3%). 

Table 4.12

	P10. What is your opinion on the condition of property tax payment for registering vehicles?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Fair 
	31.8%
	31.7%
	31.9%
	33.3%
	10.7%
	34.4%
	41.3%
	32.6%
	30.1%
	30.0%
	34.8%

	Unfair 
	50.5%
	47.6%
	53.0%
	57.3%
	52.0%
	48.0%
	44.0%
	48.8%
	54.3%
	50.9%
	50.0%

	No comment
	17.6%
	20.6%
	15.1%
	9.3%
	37.3%
	17.6%
	14.7%
	18.6%
	15.6%
	19.1%
	15.2%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked about where the revenues of property tax should be invested, 55.6% of respondents mentioned they should be used for improving health care and education services. The second most popular option was investments in infrastructure, and the third most voted answer was municipal services rendered to citizens. 

Table 4.13

	P11. In your opinion, what should the revenues of property tax be used for: (multiple choice, please round one or more options.

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Infrastructure improvement investment
	43.8%
	41.5%
	58.5%
	20.7%
	20.3%
	49.0%
	10.0%
	71.0%
	29.0%
	65.6%
	34.4%

	Improvement of municipal services to citizens
	28.5%
	40.1%
	59.9%
	20.4%
	15.3%
	50.3%
	14.0%
	68.2%
	31.8%
	65.6%
	34.4%

	Improvement of health care and education services
	55.6%
	52.3%
	47.7%
	30.1%
	11.1%
	46.4%
	12.4%
	68.0%
	32.0%
	66.0%
	34.0%

	Purchase of equipment for municipal premises 
	5.5%
	33.3%
	66.7%
	3.3%
	16.7%
	66.7%
	13.3%
	76.7%
	23.3%
	53.3%
	46.7%



According to the statistics presented in Table 4.14, which shows the answers to the question “How satisfied are you with the investment made by your Municipality in constructing roads, schools, kindergartens, etc.?” 42.5% of respondents were partially satisfied with the investments made by municipalities in roads, schools, kindergartens, while 18.4% were satisfied, and only 7.1% were very satisfied. 

On the other hand, 21.5% were not satisfied with the investments made so far, while 10.5% of respondents were very unsatisfied.



Table 4.14

	P12. How satisfied are you with the investment made by your Municipality in constructing roads, schools, kindergartens, etc?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Very satisfied
	7.1%
	8.3%
	6.0%
	6.0%
	2.7%
	8.4%
	9.3%
	8.5%
	4.0%
	3.5%
	12.9%

	Satisfied 
	18.4%
	10.3%
	25.2%
	17.3%
	18.7%
	19.6%
	16.0%
	19.4%
	16.2%
	18.8%
	17.6%

	Partially satisfied
	42.5%
	44.4%
	40.9%
	49.3%
	53.3%
	37.6%
	34.7%
	43.5%
	40.5%
	47.4%
	34.8%

	Unsatisfied 
	21.5%
	25.0%
	18.5%
	22.0%
	18.7%
	20.4%
	26.7%
	18.8%
	27.2%
	22.1%
	20.5%

	Very unsatisfied
	10.5%
	11.9%
	9.4%
	5.3%
	6.7%
	14.0%
	13.3%
	9.8%
	12.1%
	8.2%
	14.3%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked about the most important area where property tax revenues should be invested, 44.4% of respondents answered that revenues should be used for constructing or restoring health care centres. This question has received rather similar replies in both genders, and there were no significant differences between residential and commercial property respondents.

Table 4.15

	P13. Please round one of the options you believe is important for the moment. In your opinion, where should property tax revenues be invested?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Construction or renovation of roads in the munic.
	25.1%
	24.2%
	25.8%
	24.0%
	21.3%
	27.2%
	24.0%
	24.9%
	25.4%
	25.0%
	25.2%

	Construction or renovation of schools
	18.7%
	19.8%
	17.8%
	14.0%
	13.3%
	22.4%
	21.3%
	17.0%
	22.5%
	15.6%
	23.8%

	Construction or renovation of kindergartens
	8.7%
	8.7%
	8.7%
	8.7%
	1.3%
	11.6%
	6.7%
	8.8%
	8.7%
	9.1%
	8.1%

	Construction or renovation of health care centres
	44.4%
	46.4%
	42.6%
	51.3%
	56.0%
	36.4%
	45.3%
	46.4%
	39.9%
	46.5%
	41.0%

	Others
	3.1%
	.8%
	5.0%
	2.0%
	8.0%
	2.4%
	2.7%
	2.9%
	3.5%
	3.8%
	1.9%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked about the biggest problem affecting their municipality, 22% of respondents mentioned the lack of parking lots as the biggest issue (Table 4.16), while 21.8% mentioned the lack of green areas and parks. These problems were most accentuated in the Municipalities of Prishtina and Gjakova, while the lack of health care centres was mentioned a serious problem in all Municipalities. 
Table 4.16

	P14. Please round one of the problems you believe is the largest for the moment. In your opinion, which is the largest problem the citizens of your municipality face:

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Lack of roads
	10.7%
	9.9%
	11.4%
	13.3%
	2.7%
	9.2%
	18.7%
	8.0%
	16.8%
	11.8%
	9.0%

	Lack of sidewalks
	9.5%
	9.5%
	9.4%
	8.0%
	1.3%
	12.8%
	9.3%
	9.3%
	9.8%
	9.4%
	9.5%

	Lack of green areas and parks
	21.8%
	22.6%
	21.1%
	20.7%
	20.0%
	20.8%
	29.3%
	21.0%
	3.7%
	23.8%
	18.6%

	Lack of parking lots
	22.0%
	20.6%
	23.2%
	23.3%
	17.3%
	25.6%
	12.0%
	23.9%
	17.9%
	22.1%
	21.9%

	Lack of traffic signs
	1.3%
	1.2%
	1.3%
	0.7%
	0.0%
	2.0%
	1.3%
	1.9%
	10.0%
	0.6%
	2.4%

	Lack of sports fields
	5.1%
	4.8%
	5.4%
	7.3%
	5.3%
	3.2%
	6.7%
	5.0%
	15.2%
	5.6%
	4.3%

	Lack of health care centres
	17.1%
	18.7%
	15.8%
	12.7%
	33.3%
	15.6%
	14.7%
	17.5%
	16.2%
	16.2%
	18.6%

	Lack of kindergartens
	3.1%
	3.2%
	3.0%
	2.7%
	0.0%
	4.4%
	2.7%
	2.9%
	3.5%
	1.8%
	5.2%

	Lack of sewage systems
	6.7%
	8.3%
	5.4%
	4.0%
	20.0%
	5.6%
	2.7%
	8.2%
	3.5%
	5.9%
	8.1%

	Other (unemployment)
	2.7%
	1.2%
	4.0%
	7.3%
	0.0%
	0.8%
	2.7%
	2.4%
	3.5%
	2.9%
	2.4%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



According to Table 4.17, which shows the answers to the question “As taxpayer, how do you obtain information on property tax debt?”, direct meetings were the preferred form by 75.8% of the respondents. The Municipality of Gracanica showed the highest percentage (18.7%) of respondents answering that they had obtained information through phone calls with municipal officials.

There were no significant differences between the answers of residential and commercial property owners.

Table 4.17

	P15. As taxpayers, how do you obtain information on property tax debt?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	By physical visit to the Municipality
	75.8%
	74.2%
	77.2%
	73.3%
	70.7%
	76.8%
	82.7%
	73.7%
	80.3%
	76.5%
	74.8%

	By phone calls to the municipal officials
	8.9%
	7.1%
	10.4%
	6.0%
	18.7%
	7.6%
	9.3%
	9.0%
	8.7%
	9.1%
	8.6%

	Electronically 
	11.6%
	13.1%
	10.4%
	14.0%
	4.0%
	13.6%
	8.0%
	12.7%
	9.2%
	10.9%
	12.9%

	Other: I do not get information
	3.6%
	5.6%
	2.0%
	6.7%
	6.7%
	2.0%
	 
	4.5%
	1.7%
	3.5%
	3.8%

	 
	100%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



Table 4.18 shows the statistics to the question “Have you ever taken part in citizen meetings held by your municipality?”. As one may see, a significant majority of respondents (79.75%) answered they had never taken part in meetings held by the Municipality. Respondents from the Municipality of Lipjan seemed to be more engaged in this sense, leading with 32% of them attending citizen meetings, followed by Gjakova with 18.7%, Prishtina with 18.5%, and finally respondents of Gracanica with 17.6%.

Table 4.18

	P16. Have you ever taken part in citizen meetings held by your Municipality?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Yes 
	20.3%
	13.9%
	25.7%
	18.7%
	17.6%
	18.5%
	32.0%
	19.2%
	22.5%
	16.2%
	26.8%

	No
	79.7%
	86.1%
	74.3%
	81.3%
	82.4%
	81.5%
	68.0%
	80.8%
	77.5%
	83.8%
	73.2%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked about the reason why they did not attend these meetings, 37.4%, of participants answered due to lack of time, 32.65% said they were not informed about these meetings, while 29.3% said that they had no interest in going (Table 4.19).

Table 4.19

	P16.1 If NOT, what is the reason?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Lack of information on such meetings
	32.6%
	31.6%
	33.6%
	25.2%
	29.0%
	40.3%
	23.6%
	34.1%
	29.3%
	32.9%
	32.1%

	Lack of interest
	29.3%
	29.8%
	28.9%
	29.1%
	38.7%
	24.1%
	40.0%
	29.4%
	29.3%
	31.9%
	24.7%

	Lack of time for such meetings
	37.4%
	38.7%
	36.2%
	45.7%
	32.3%
	35.2%
	32.7%
	36.3%
	40.0%
	34.9%
	42.0%

	Other
	.7%
	0.0%
	1.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	.5%
	3.6%
	.3%
	1.4%
	.3%
	1.2%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked about the information channels they used the most, 45.5% of respondents stated that national TV channels were the most relevant means of information, while 31.8% got their information through social networks, and 24.4% through online portals (Table 4.20)

Respondents of Gjakova mentioned online portals in 24.6% of the cases, and social networks in 36% of the cases. On the other hand, 55.2% of respondents from Prishtina got their information through portals, while 41.1% got their information from social networks.

Table 4.20

	P17. Please round one or more options. Which are the channels of your information? 

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	National TV 
	45.5%
	38.8%
	61.2%
	27.2%
	8.4%
	59.2%
	15.2%
	67.2%
	32.8%
	60.8%
	39.2%

	Local TV 
	17.3%
	48.4%
	51.6%
	25.3%
	12.6%
	42.6%
	9.5%
	64.2%
	35.8%
	78.9%
	21.1%

	National Radio channels
	9.1%
	44.0%
	56.0%
	22.0%
	6.0%
	50.0%
	22.0%
	64.0%
	36.0%
	68.0%
	32.0%

	Local radio
	7.5%
	24.4%
	75.6%
	12.2%
	36.6%
	43.9%
	7.3%
	75.6%
	24.4%
	65.9%
	34.1%

	Online portals
	24.4%
	47.8%
	52.2%
	24.6%
	9.7%
	55.2%
	10.4%
	71.6%
	28.4%
	69.4%
	30.6%

	Daily newspapers
	14.5%
	47.5%
	52.5%
	18.8%
	15.0%
	53.8%
	12.5%
	77.5%
	22.5%
	68.8%
	31.3%

	Social networks
	31.8%
	55.4%
	44.6%
	36.0%
	10.3%
	41.1%
	12.6%
	66.3%
	33.7%
	66.3%
	33.7%

	All of the above
	13.6%
	53.3%
	46.7%
	8.0%
	38.7%
	44.0%
	9.3%
	73.3%
	26.7%
	57.3%
	42.7%



When asked about how they got information regarding municipality issues, the majority of respondents stated (49.1%) mentioned TV, followed by social networks with 31.8%, and online portals with 21.5%.

Table 4.21

	P18. Please round one or more options. I get information on the municipality through: 

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	TV
	49.1%
	44.1%
	55.9%
	26.3%
	3.7%
	54.4%
	15.6%
	67.4%
	32.6%
	63.3%
	36.7%

	Radio
	18.5%
	47.1%
	52.9%
	31.4%
	25.5%
	30.4%
	12.7%
	58.8%
	41.2%
	70.6%
	29.4%

	Municipal website
	13.6%
	56.0%
	44.0%
	17.3%
	10.7%
	65.3%
	6.7%
	74.7%
	25.3%
	65.3%
	34.7%

	Daily newspapers
	16.5%
	47.3%
	52.7%
	18.7%
	28.6%
	42.9%
	9.9%
	69.2%
	30.8%
	70.3%
	29.7%

	Social networks
	31.8%
	53.1%
	46.9%
	31.4%
	13.1%
	42.9%
	12.6%
	67.4%
	32.6%
	60.6%
	39.4%

	Online portals
	21.5%
	52.5%
	47.5%
	25.4%
	3.4%
	59.3%
	11.9%
	65.3%
	34.7%
	67.8%
	32.2%



Table 4.22 shows the answers to the question “In general, how satisfied are you with the information provided by the Municipality to the citizens on issues related to property tax and other important issues?”. The majority of respondents, regardless of their demographic differences, expressed their dissatisfaction with the information provided by the Municipality regarding property tax issues. 


Table 4.22

	P19. In general, how satisfied are you with the information provided by the Municipality to the citizens on issues related to property tax and other important issues?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Very satisfied
	4.9%
	4.0%
	5.7%
	6.7%
	0.0%
	5.2%
	5.3%
	5.3%
	4.0%
	4.1%
	6.2%

	Satisfied 
	16.7%
	12.3%
	20.5%
	21.3%
	8.0%
	16.0%
	18.7%
	18.0%
	13.9%
	14.1%
	21.0%

	Partially satisfied
	39.5%
	38.9%
	39.9%
	41.3%
	44.0%
	38.0%
	36.0%
	40.3%
	37.6%
	42.4%
	34.8%

	Unsatisfied 
	25.5%
	30.6%
	21.1%
	24.7%
	37.3%
	24.0%
	20.0%
	24.4%
	27.7%
	27.9%
	21.4%

	Very unsatisfied
	13.5%
	14.3%
	12.8%
	6.0%
	10.7%
	16.8%
	20.0%
	11.9%
	16.8%
	11.5%
	16.7%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



When asked whether they needed more information regarding property tax, 44.9% of respondents answered they may need some additional information on property tax issues, while 38.7% declared they needed much more information (Table 4.23).

Table 4.23

	P21. Do you need additional information on issues related to immoveable property tax?

	 
	Total
	Gender
	Municipality
	Type of settlement?
	Type of property?

	 
	 
	F
	M
	Gjakova
	Gracanica
	Prishtina
	Lipjan
	City
	Village
	Residential property
	Commercial property

	Very much
	38.7%
	44.8%
	33.6%
	36.7%
	29.3%
	41.6%
	42.7%
	36.9%
	42.8%
	37.1%
	41.4%

	Somewhat 
	44.9%
	40.5%
	48.7%
	34.0%
	68.0%
	46.8%
	37.3%
	46.4%
	41.6%
	46.5%
	42.4%

	Not really
	16.4%
	14.7%
	17.8%
	29.3%
	2.7%
	11.6%
	20.0%
	16.7%
	15.6%
	16.5%
	16.2%

	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




[bookmark: _Toc325984413][bookmark: _Toc325993501]4.3 Results from Focus Groups 

[bookmark: _Toc325984414][bookmark: _Toc325993502]4.3.1 Results from Focus Groups with Representatives of Commercial Properties of Municipalities of Prishtina, Gjakova and Lipjan 

The first focus group was held with owners of commercial properties in the municipalities of Prishtina, Gjakova and Lipjan. Ten people were present, and they expressed their opinions regarding property tax in their municipality and other issues related to this topic. 

Regarding the overall level of satisfaction with the situation in the municipality of Prishtina, most participants from Prishtina showed that they were generally satisfied. As a very positive change, they mentioned the possibility of using the new e-service system. However, although the majority referred to Prishtina as a "model" for other municipalities, there were also those who thought that there was still much room for improvement. Similarly participants from Gjakova seemed generally quite satisfied with the work done in their municipality. They mentioned the adequate level of communication between the municipal staff and businesses, the very efficient administration, as well as the new e-service system. However, participants from the municipality of Lipjan had some remarks about the work done by their municipality in general. They were concerned about the unprofessional staff, and about the lack of an electronic system, which they believed would allow for a faster delivery of services, thus saving their time. Participants also mentioned the age of some workers and their inability to work quickly as an additional problem.

Another problem mentioned by representatives of the three municipalities was the politicization of the staff. Representatives felt that the majority of employees in their respective municipalities belonged to or were somehow brought in by the parties that govern the municipalities. Respondents from all municipalities in question thought that municipalities should avoid recruiting staff based on nepotism and cronyism, and start recruiting professional staff instead.

When asked if they were regular taxpayers, all participants said “yes”. However, when asked if they knew how the property tax was set, only two representatives from Prishtinë/Priština responded affirmatively. Other participants in general appeared to be rather uninformed about the methods for assessing property tax. Similarly, all participants in the focus group said they knew the market value of their property. However, they were not aware that there were several zones within their respective municipalities.

Regarding the amount that the citizens pay as a tax, participants generally thought that property tax was affordable in all municipalities. There were even those who proposed increasing the tax, provided that investment in respective municipalities increased accordingly. There were some participants who said that the municipalities themselves didn’t know that the function of some properties was changed from residential property to commercial property.

Participants in general were very concerned about the lack of transparency, as most of them felt that municipalities were not transparent about the way in which property tax revenues were spent. Also, participants mentioned the idea for the municipalities to have a special website, where citizens could receive detailed information about all issues relating to property tax. Regarding the issue of how property tax is paid, participants were divided. It was clear that some were quite informed, while others did not have much knowledge regarding the topic.  

Regarding the above mentioned issues, participants shared the opinion that municipalities should be closer to citizens either through local communities in different neighbourhoods, or through more modern tools of communication, which would contribute to an increased transparency. 

Regarding any pressure by the municipality to make citizens pay the property tax on time, participants believed that the municipalities didn’t make much pressure. Regarding the condition of property tax payment in order to register vehicles, participants saw it as an appropriate measure. 

When asked about how / where municipalities should invest the property tax revenues, participants from the municipality of Prishtina generally thought that the municipality should invest more in improving municipal services and urban traffic services, as well as pay attention to cleaning the whole city rather than only some areas, like the city centre for instance. They also mentioned the lack of parking lots as a problem that needs to be solved as soon as possible, as well as urban traffic, saying that buses were very old and depreciated, and as such do not guarantee proper service. On the other hand, participants from Lipjan thought there should be more investments in the education system or in the improvement of the education infrastructure. Finally, participants from Gjakova municipality expressed their satisfaction with the municipality regarding investments made in cleaning, water, health, and education, but were very disappointed with the overall economic development in their municipality.
  
When asked if citizens participated in public hearings or other forms of public meetings, the majority said they participated now and then, but didn’t attend them regularly due to time constraints. To this point, they expressed their desire for municipalities to find additional forms of communication with the citizens and the owners of commercial properties in this case.

When asked about the effectiveness of awareness campaigns in improving the situation, participants said such campaigns were useful, and should continue in the future. However, there were no campaigns that were effective in conveying the exact message so far. Moreover, participants thought the campaigns so far were only conducted to justify the funds obtained from donors.  In order to improve the campaigns, they suggested that messages should be more clear and shorter. In addition, participants suggested that municipalities should also inform citizens about the investments made from property tax revenues and other general issues that are of importance to the citizens of the respective municipalities on a monthly basis.

On the other hand, when asked from which communication channels they receive information about daily events, participants generally said that they follow social networks regularly and visit news portals frequently, and watch very little TV during the day.

[bookmark: _Toc325984415][bookmark: _Toc325993503]4.3.2 Focus groups with representatives of the municipal residential properties in Prishtina, Gjakova and Lipjan.
 
After the focus group with representatives of commercial properties from the municipalities of Prishtina, Gjakova and Lipjan, the next focus group was held with representatives of residential properties from the same municipalities, where sixteen persons were present.

In general, citizens or representatives of citizens from the municipality of Gjakova were quite satisfied with the work done by the municipality. Advancement of services through the digitalisation of the system was seen as one of the best achievements made by the municipality. In addition, participants also mentioned the training that was provided to the staff, and the resulting improvements in services for citizens. On the other hand, representatives of this municipality believed that, due to the wrong policies of the central government, there were delays in health services. They believed central policies have had an impact on the local level. Another problem that was mentioned in relation to this point was the engagement of health workers in various private clinics, which, according to them, has helped them create clienteles during their working hours at both state and municipal institutions.

The representatives of the municipality of Prishtina were very pleased with the progress that was made by making the digital system operational, which has contributed to the provision of the basic conditions for delivery of effective services. However, they had serious complaints regarding cleaning companies and the overall untidiness in the city. They stated that untidiness and improper waste management had created an additional problem – that of security, since they attracted many stray dogs, affecting the security of children in particular. Participants also complained about the lack of public lighting in many neighbourhoods of Prishtina, as well as multiple illegal constructions. In addition, participants mentioned the lack of adequate schools (learning spaces) and health centres in several neighbourhoods, the lack of green spaces and parks, as well as the absence of parking lots in the city centre and near their residences.  Finally, participants also mentioned the lack of coordination between different companies during their works in the municipality, lack of long-term planning by the municipality, and poor quality of work in most projects as key some of the key issues for this municipality. 

According to the representatives of the municipality of Lipjan, administration services were satisfactory, and words of praise were also said about the health infrastructure. However, most of them mentioned that sewage was absent, especially in the neighbouring villages, and that the same also applied to roads, signage, and health centres. However, these representatives generally seemed quite satisfied with the work done by their municipality, unlike representatives of commercial properties who were generally not satisfied with the work of the municipality of Lipjan. Even in terms of transparency, residential representatives of Lipjan thought that it was satisfactory: “All information can be found on municipality’s webpage" and, according to them, “with little interest, one can find all the information needed”.

With regard to the evaluation of property i.e. the way in which the total property tax fee is calculated, most representatives from the three municipalities had no idea how this was calculated. There were even those who often confused property tax with income tax. However, although they didn’t know how the property tax fee was set, most of them thought it was not so high. One of the participants, who was the only one to know how the calculation was done, believed that the municipality was evaluating his property under the real market value.

As to whether they pay the property tax regularly, most participants said they paid it regularly, because they couldn’t register their vehicles if they didn’t. However, when asked where these funds were invested, participants were more or less informed that these funds should be invested in infrastructure and capital investments.
 
Although the majority of the participants from Prishtina and Gjakova knew that property tax revenues should be invested in infrastructure, they felt there was a lack of transparency in the municipalities in which they lived. Prishtina representatives believed that the city needed more green spaces and investments in the creation of additional parking lots.

With regards to the condition of property tax payment in order to register vehicles, many of the participants thought this should continue, because “this was how awareness could be raised gradually”. Other participants said there were other ways to encourage citizens to pay the tax, such as rewarding them with a car/vehicle registration fee discount. Another idea by a representative of Prishtinë/Priština was to stipulate a contract according to which the municipality would reward certain neighbourhoods with a project that they would need. Regarding this point, the Lipjan representatives said there should be no condition for registering vehicles, and that the citizens should be aware of it and pay the tax on time. 

Regarding how citizens got their information on municipalities and property tax issues, the majority mentioned the use of municipality web sites of the municipality, as well as personal visits to the municipalities. However, with regards to daily events and developments, most participants said that they use news portals, social networks and various national and local televisions. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984416][bookmark: _Toc325993504]4.3.3 Focus groups with representatives of commercial properties in Graçanicë/Gračanica

In general, Gracanicë/Gračanica citizens or representatives in the focus group seemed more or less satisfied with the current performance of their municipality, especially after the chaotic post-war decade, as they said. They said things had recently improved and were starting to move on the right track. 

When asked how informed they were about property tax and about how revenues collected from the tax were invested, participants said they were not sufficiently informed about this. There were some who thought that the money went to the municipal budget, while others thought that it went to the central level. However, there were also those who were sufficiently informed and who stated that the payment of property tax was returned to the citizens in form of investments made by the municipality for the benefit of its citizens.

As to whether citizens of Gracanica paid the property tax regularly, most representatives of commercial and residential properties said they paid the tax regularly.

When asked how satisfied the participants were with the payment or the amount of the property tax, most of them said they were somewhat satisfied, but there were also those who were not satisfied at all, as they thought that the tax was too high for them. In this sense, they said it (the amount as a value) may not seem too high, but in the light of economic situation and high unemployment rate, property tax was too high for many people. One of them also said “even 15 euros is a high price to pay for many families or businesses”.

Regarding the fact that municipalities are divided into zones, most participants knew that there were different zones and that more is paid in some zones as opposed to others. However, few of them knew how their property tax was assessed in reality, namely by deducting 10,000.00€ from the total market value of the property, then multiplying the remaining amount by 0.15% or 0.17%, indicating they are quite uninformed about how their property is assessed. 

As far as the property tax invoice goes, participants said it contained sufficient information, and that they were more or less aware that the fee rate for residential and commercial properties ranged from 0.15% to 0.17%. Furthermore, participants seemed to be very aware that the property tax can be paid in two instalments, one in June, and the other by the end of the year. However, most of them said they paid the tax in the second half of the year i.e. in December.

Regarding the condition municipalities are imposing upon their citizens for registering vehicles through the payment of the property tax, the representatives in the focus group said that they had considered that unnecessary in the beginning, but that they were used to it and didn’t mind it that much. According to them, the tax should be paid without imposing any condition to citizens.

According to the answers provided, participants of the municipality of Gracanicë/Gračanica got information about the property tax and other municipality issues their visits to the municipal premises, but also to a great extent, through the official webpage of the municipality. In addition, they also said that they received the property tax invoice in their home address via mail.

According to the representatives, property tax campaigns should focus on conveying messages that explain how property tax revenues are invested for the benefit of citizens, and the municipality should be more transparent regarding various issues. In addition, a representative said that he received the invoice in Albanian, and expressed his / her desire to get the invoice in Serbian.  

In general, participants thought that the municipality should invest more in improving infrastructure, but even more in water supply, because there are major problems with lack of drinking water.

As far as daily information is concerned, the representatives in this group said they got the information they wanted via portals, local TV stations, local radio stations and social networks.

[bookmark: _Toc325984417][bookmark: _Toc325993505]4.3.4 Second focus group of Graçanicë/Gračanica with residential and commercial property owners

The second focus group of the municipality of Graçanicë/Gračanica was also attended by four representatives of residential and commercial properties respectively. 

When asked about their level of satisfaction with their municipality, the majority of people in the group seemed quite satisfied, especially in the recent years, although they said there were some room for improvement.

Regarding the issue of where to invest revenues collected from property tax payments, some of the participants in the group said that they would have to be invested in capital projects, which would contribute to a better quality of life for citizens of the municipality. 

Regarding the payment of property tax, participants unanimously said that they paid the tax regularly, and that the payment should not be imposed with the condition for registering or non-registration of vehicles. All participants said that they should be aware of the importance of the tax payment, and the benefits returned to them in the form of capital investments. In this sense, they believed the municipality should be more active in explaining some property tax related issues, because not everyone understands the tax and the benefits derived from its regular payment.

Despite the poor financial conditions of some of the participants, the majority stated that the property tax was not that high, and most of them were aware that it could be paid in two installment. In this regard, there were those who knew that penalties followed in case of failure to pay on time, and that an interest rate also applied. However, it seemed that the participants of the focus group didn’t know that there were different zones and were not informed about the rates either. 

Both in the first and second focus group, when asked about how they get information on local government issues, the representatives of Graçanicë/Gračanica said they received information by visiting the municipal premises and sometimes through various media, the municipal webpage, etc. 

When asked about what information a property tax campaign should contain, participants were of the opinion that the focus should be on raising the awareness of the citizens relating the benefits that the payment of the tax brings, by taking concrete examples. In the same group, participants thought that the municipality should invest more in road infrastructure and water supply. They also mentioned construction of school premises and parks. 

Finally, when asked about their information sources or channels, they said they listen to the local radio and TV stations, that they visit some portals and that they follow the social networks regularly.

[bookmark: _Toc325984418][bookmark: _Toc325993506]4.4 Analysis of Results from Interviews with Municipality Officials

[bookmark: _Toc325984419][bookmark: _Toc325993507]4.4.1 Interviews with Officials from the Municipality of Gjakova  

In order to assess the condition and the needs of the Municipality of Gjakova, a meeting was held with the director of the Department for Budget and Finance, an officer from the Property Tax Office, and the head of Communication department.

According to the interviewees, the Mayor of the Municipality had taken part in many awareness raising campaigns so far, and they believed she would be ready to take part in an awareness raising campaign for property tax.

In terms of human resources available to the municipality, the Property Tax Department, and the Department for Budget and Finance, employ a sufficient number of staff members, and the Department for Budget and Finance. The Information Office, on the other hand, needs more staff. According to the interviewees, the majority of staff members are qualified, and prepared for the work they do. As far as human resources development is concerned, certain officials had taken part in various training workshops related to property tax, public relations, etc. Such training/working meetings were usually held by DEMOS and the Ministry of Finance. On the other hand, officials stated that the Municipality needed additional training and workshops, especially in terms of communication with citizens, real estate appraisal, and other workshops related to the forms and ways of tax collection. 

To the question: “How do you contact taxpayers in relation to their debt to the municipality?”, officials said that such contacts were made at the delivery of bills to their addresses, through local media or direct contacts. To the next question on the frequency of meetings with citizens/taxpayers, municipal officials said that citizens were contacted through the media at least 3-4 times a year, while direct contacts were made once or twice a year. Finally, they also contacted citizens by delivering tax bills through mail, and by distributing leaflets and electronic forms.  

When asked about there is a communication plan being implemented for the municipality, the officials stated that there was such a plan in place, although capacities to implement the plan were very low. Therefore, such implementation shall be assisted by the DEMOS project. 

When talking about communication with citizens, the Information Officer said that the Municipality of Gjakova used social networks, the official website of the municipality (which is regularly updated), and Gjakova portal. Also, the Municipality has created an online community where many issues related to municipalities are discussed, including property tax issues. Apart from the communication channels mentioned above, the Municipality of Gjakova also uses the Mayor’s personal Facebook account, which has a considerable number of followers. Furthermore, at least two public meetings are held with the citizens every year. In these meetings, the topics of discussion are property tax, and all other achievements of the Municipality. In 2014, 15 taxpayers were given awards at these meetings for regularly paying the property tax. According to the Municipal officials, the Municipality has not allocated a special budget for the communication department, although it has a contract for the publication of all news in the local TV SYRI and Radio Gjakova.

FInally, present officials mentioned their need to attend more workshops, especially in communication with the public, while the amnesty of debts was mentioned as a specific challenge.

[bookmark: _Toc325984420][bookmark: _Toc325993508]4.4.2 Interviews with Officials from the Municipality of Lipjan  

In order to assess the existing condition and the needs of the Municipality of Lipjan, a meeting was held with the director of the Department for Budget and Finance, an officer from the Property Tax Office, and the head of Communication department.

Similarly to the Municipality of Gjakova, the Mayor of the Municipality of Lipjan is very active in matters related to property tax and public meetings on this topic. According to the officials interviewed, the Mayor would also be ready to take part in future campaigns related to property tax. 

According to the Public Relations officer, the municipality had developed two press releases on property tax, in which the Mayor presented the advantages of paying the property tax, as well as the amnesty of debts as per the new law adopted. Generally, the Mayor of Municipality had been quite involved in the issue of property tax.

As far as human resources capacities of the municipality of Lipjan, the Communication department currently employs only one person. Therefore, there is a need to employ more staff in order for the communication with the public to be more effective. On the other hand, the Property Tax Section has 6 employees, which, given the small size of the Municipality of Lipjan, is capable of coping with the duties assigned. In terms of qualification, municipal officials in the sections state that they personnel are qualified for the jobs they do. Various officers of the municipality attended training workshops which allowed for staff development and guaranteed a successful performance in their jobs. Regardless of the training received so far, officials still believed there was room for further training, especially in terms of public relations, as well as training workshops for all staff members working with citizens, and training for the use of the property tax software.

To the question: “Does the municipality have a communication plan?”, officials have stated that they were preparing such a plan, and the plan shall soon be approved. In the meantime, they used a transparency action plan. Furthermore, they said that until that moment, apart from press releases issued by the Mayor or the Property Tax Director, as well as and direct meetings with citizens, they had not used other public information means. Nevertheless, they stated that with the assistance of DEMOS, USAID, and the Ministry of Finance, they were preparing leaflets and banners to be used for public information. Also, the Municipality has an official Facebook account which is used to inform citizens on various matters related to the Municipality of Lipjan.

On the other hand, the developments in the municipality and other issues of interest for the citizens are communicated by the municipality through its official website, which is frequently updated, and through public meetings, thereby ensuring transparency. The Facebook account may be used by citizens for rapid questions and answers.

In terms of segmentation of the audience, the Municipality of Lipjan uses the same channels for all target groups. However, it is still worth mentioning that officials seemed to be rather informed about the importance of market segmentation. 

In terms of the budget for the communication department, it is not clear whether the municipality has a specific budget.

When asked about the biggest challenges faced by their municipality, officials mentioned applicable legislation, which according to them was not appropriate and didn’t ensure an effective tax collection.  Identification and registration of various properties was also mentioned as a huge challenge, as well as the inability to recruit other staff members in the Information Office, due to obstacles and barriers coming from the central level.

[bookmark: _Toc325984421][bookmark: _Toc325993509]4.4.3 Interviews with Officials from the Municipality of Graçanicë

In order to assess the existing condition and the needs of the Municipality of Gracanica, a meeting was held with the director of the Department for Budget and Finance, an officer from the Property Tax Office, and the head of Communication department.

According to the interviewees, the Municipality of Graçanicë/Gračanica has a property tax database, which, however, doesn’t allow officials to contact the citizens by email or phone, because it doesn’t contain such information. The officers seemed largely informed and willing to disseminate proper information on property tax.

To the question whether the Mayor takes part in campaigns, officials confirmed that the Mayor frequently took part, and would be interested to take part in a future campaign about property tax.

Regarding communication with the public, municipal officials said that they always have had available leaflets produced by the Ministry, which can be found in the Municipal teller spots. Also, in terms of delivery of the property tax invoice, citizens are sent an attachment with relevant information, while other communication channels are also used, although less frequently. According to the officials, citizens are also contacted and informed through the local radio channels for general property tax related information as well as important deadlines e.g. deadline for payment of taxes, in order to avoid fines. 

In terms of human resources capacities of the municipality of Lipjan, officials said despite the small number of employees, they managed to cope with the situation and their duties, given the small size of their municipality. In terms of qualifications, the Information Officer is an economist, but with ten years of experience in journalism. Also, relating to staff development, staff members attended various training workshops, although further training was needed especially with regards to communication with the public through various communication channels. 

On the other hand, it seemed that the municipality does not allocate any specific budget for the communication department / sector. All communications with citizens are made directly through the official website, social networks, including Facebook, Twitter and Google +, and through information boards posted in the most frequented areas of the municipality. Local media sometimes are also used for sharing such information.

In terms of target market segmentation, officials in the municipality said that information is shared generally, without any classification of the audience.

[bookmark: _Toc325984422][bookmark: _Toc325993510]4.4.4 Interviews with Officials from the Municipality of Prishtina  

Finally, an interview was held with relevant officials of the Municipality of Prishtina, who provided important information on the current needs of the municipality in relation to public communications and property tax. The meeting was attended by three officials from the Property Tax Office, the Finance Office and the Information Office.

In relation to the question whether the Mayor of Prishtina takes part in various communication campaigns, officers stated that he did take part, and believed that he may agree to participate in future property tax campaigns. However, they stated that they were in the process of launching a property tax awareness campaign, in cooperation with DEMOS and Republika, a project, which were already recording public service announcements.

When talking about campaigns, the Municipality of Prishtina has had numerous awareness campaigns related to environmental protection, energy efficiency, etc., and they were usually conducted in partnership with various organizations and donors. The Municipality also holds public meetings with citizens in their specific neighbourhoods, many of which are attended by the Mayor and the respective directors. The Municipality of Prishtina holds around 50 meetings a year, and it also holds two legally required public meetings. According to municipal officers, the organization of such events has increased the interest of citizens to attend them, since they say, “we have responded to their problems, and in this way, we have promoted their own interest”. 

In terms of the internal communication infrastructure and communication with the public, officials claimed they managed two official municipal accounts in the Facebook, and two websites. In addition, they also use brochures, various press releases, and notice boards posted in the municipal premises. They said that they responded quite quickly to the concerns of citizens voiced in social networks, but also those from other communication channels. Also, the Municipality has established three free-of-charge phone lines where the citizens may voice their concerns related to the municipality at all times. Furthermore, local community offices have been functionalized, and the Mayor and directors are very active with citizens in all parts of Prishtina.

The Municipality of Prishtina has no budget line allocated for communication, and campaigns are conducted in cooperation with donors. They are planned in such a manner so that they reach all groups of society. This is made possible by using all channels of communication, including TV, radio, billboards, social networks, news portals, etc. 

Regarding Property Tax, the officials interviewed claimed that the condition for registering vehicles based on the payment of property tax has proven to be very effective. 

An important issue that was mentioned in the interview was that according to the municipal officers, the citizens believe that such tax revenues are used for salaries of municipal staff. Therefore citizens are not clearly informed about the investments made with property tax revenues, and for this reason they are preparing their awareness campaign. Nevertheless, they stated that there had been some improvement, and citizens are slowly becoming better informed about the property tax.

The Information Office of the Municipality of Prishtina employs a total of three persons. All of them have a university degree in architecture, law, journalism, as well as professional experience in public relations. On the other hand, they said that they have not attended many workshops, and they stated that training is very necessary and must be frequent.

The Municipality of Prishtina has a database of taxpayers, which includes both taxpayers, and those in debt. However, only the persons with a debt of over 5000 Euros are contacted. 

In terms of communication with the public related to property tax, information is shared two times a year, namely with the delivery of the invoice. Moreover, officials mentioned the lack of awareness among citizens regarding property tax as an important challenge. 



[bookmark: _Toc325984423][bookmark: _Toc325993511]5. Analysis and Discussions

[bookmark: _Toc325984424][bookmark: _Toc325993512]5.1 Introduction 

This chapter covers an in-depth analysis of the results outlined in chapter four. The goal of the project was to assess the current needs of municipalities and the level of awareness of citizens with regards to the property tax. From the results gathered in the previous chapter, it appears that the primary need of municipalities is human resource development, especially with regards to public relations and customer care. Moreover, most departments of communication need additional staff in order to effectively deliver the services. However, this is difficult due to limitations and obstacles from the central government. On the other hand, citizens appear to be highly uninformed about key issues related to property tax. This is mainly due to the inability of municipalities to deliver clear and concise messages to the audience, as well as the inadequate communication tools / channels employed by the municipalities.  

[bookmark: _Toc325984425][bookmark: _Toc325993513]5.2 Analysis of results from Field Questionnaires

The information gathered through the distribution of survey questionnaires proved to be quite useful in understanding and assessing the level of awareness of citizens with regards to property tax. 

From the results gathered in chapter four, it can be concluded that the general level of awareness of citizens with regards to property tax is still quite low and work needs to be done in order to inform and educate the audience about the importance of property tax, and the benefits derived from its effective collection on behalf of municipalities. 

First of all, a significant part of citizens in the four municipalities are unaware of the tax value of their property, indicating that such people probably don’t pay the tax regularly. Furthermore, the property tax appears to be less affordable for owners of properties in villages as opposed to owners of properties in citizens. 

Secondly, citizens of the above mentioned municipalities are also generally unaware of the monetary value of their properties, as well as the methods used by municipalities to assess the value of properties. Citizens of Prishtina are generally more informed about their property values, while citizens of Gracanica are more informed about the method used for determining the property tax rate. 

Another important issue that was identified is that a significant percentage of citizens do not get the property tax invoice on time. This represents a serious issue because it makes it impossible for some citizens to pay the tax, even though they are willing to pay it. Nevertheless, citizens of the municipalities generally believe that the property tax is understandable and contains enough relevant information. 

Similarly, a significant percentage of citizens are not aware of the fact that the property tax may be paid in two installments, which accentuates the general lack of education of the citizens regarding this topic. Even when citizens are aware of it, a significant part still pays in the second term. Conversely, the majority of citizens who do not know that the property tax may be paid in two installments, are aware of the fact that they can get a fine if they don’t pay the tax on time, indicating that there is a general indifference on behalf of citizens with regards to property tax and the benefits derived from it. 

Relating to the payment methods of the property tax, a high percentage of citizens from all municipalities expressed their dissatisfaction in this regard. Similarly, a significant part of the population sees the condition of paying the property tax for registering the vehicle as unfair. These could be important reasons why citizens are reluctant to pay property taxes. 

In general, citizens of the four champion municipalities are unsatisfied with the municipal services offered to them. At this point, it is important to mention that most citizens don’t know that revenues collected by the property tax are used for improving municipal services to citizens, which would, to some extent, justify the precarious condition and quality of municipal services. 

Finally, citizens of the four municipalities still get information about property tax mainly by visiting the municipality, indicating that the communication plan implemented by the municipalities is old and needs a revision, focused on promoting modern communication channels, such as facebook and websites, to inform the citizens about key information regarding property tax. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984426][bookmark: _Toc325993514]5.3 Analysis of results from Focus Groups 

[bookmark: _Toc325984427][bookmark: _Toc325993515]5.3.1 Analysis of Results from Focus Groups with Representatives of Commercial Properties of Municipalities of Prishtina, Gjakova and Lipjan 

The focus group held with commercial owners in the municipalities of Prishtina, Gjakova, and Lipjan was quite useful, and provided us with key information relating the attitudes and opinion of citizens regarding property tax. 

The overall level of satisfaction of citizens from the three municipalities is still quite low. Although they are happy with recent administrative changes introduced, the general consensus is that there is still room for improvement in many areas, especially related to municipal services, and the health / education infrastructure. 

As far as property tax is concerned, the overall level of awareness and education of business owners in the three municipalities regarding this topic is still quite low. There are still issues with the property tax invoice, which is often delivered with delays, making it impossible for citizens to pay the tax on time. Similarly, the communication tools and channels used by municipalities for reaching citizens are too ineffective and inefficient. The municipal meetings with citizens appear to be ineffective and too time consuming for commercial owners. 

Commercial owners are still unaware of the fact that revenues collected by property taxes are invested by municipalities for improving the services offered to citizens, especially in terms of road infrastructure and public spaces. Regarding this point, they expressed their desire that future campaigns be focused on informing citizens about the benefits derived from the payment of the property tax. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984428][bookmark: _Toc325993516]5.3.2 Analysis of Results from Focus Groups with Representatives of Residential Properties of Municipalities of Prishtina, Gjakova and Lipjan 

The focus group with residential owners in the municipalities of Lipjan, Prishtina, and Gjakova allowed us to formulate some key conclusions related to the knowledge of citizens regarding property tax. 

Regarding the general level of satisfaction with the work done by their municipality, residential owners in Gjakova are generally satisfied, especially with the changes introduced in the last two to three years. However, they mentioned lack of appropriate health infrastructure as one of the key problems, as well as insufficient and precarious public spaces. In Prishtina, residential owners are quite unsatisfied with the general condition and the work done by their municipality, although they are starting to see improvements. Citizens mention the untidiness of the city as a key issue, and the resulting prevalence of stray dogs, which are becoming increasingly dangerous for citizens and especially children of certain neighborhoods. In addition, citizens mentioned the generally low quality of work of most projects implemented by the municipality as a key issue that needs serious consideration. On the other hand, residential owners of Lipjan appear to be quite satisfied with the work of their municipality, although they mention sewage, signage, and poor road infrastructure as some of the key problems encountered. However, citizens of Lipjan view their municipality as being highly transparent regarding many issues, unlike commercial owners, who are generally unsatisfied with their municipality. 

As far as property tax is concerned, residential owners appear to be still uninformed about many key issues, such as property tax rate, property value, and payment deadlines. Residential owners are still generally unaware of the benefits derived from paying the property tax regularly, which to some extent justifies the low percentage of people who pay the property tax regularly. In this sense, they believe that the municipality should offer more modern means of communication for conveying to citizens relevant information regarding property tax. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984429][bookmark: _Toc325993517]5.3.4 Analysis of Results from the two Focus groups with representatives of commercial and residential properties in Graçanicë/Gračanica

The two focus groups that were held with commercial and residential owners of the municipality of Gracanica were very helpful in understanding their attitude and opinion towards the municipality and property tax. 

Citizens of Gracanica are generally satisfied with the work done by their municipality, as things have started to get better in the last years. However, they still believe that there is room for improvement in different areas of interest. 

Most citizens of Gracanica appear to be paying the tax regularly. However, they are not sufficiently informed about key issues related to property tax. In this sense, they expressed their desire to be informed about how the property tax revenues are invested to benefit citizens, how the tax rate is calculated, and how they can get more information regarding property tax in general. 

Thus, future property tax campaigns should be focused on educating the audience about the importance of property tax, and the benefits that it brings to citizens if it is paid regularly. 

Regarding the condition imposed to citizens by the municipality that requires the payment of the property tax in order to register vehicles, citizens appeared to have no significant complaints in regard, although they generally believe that it is an unnecessary measure, and citizens should pay the tax regardless of the condition. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984430][bookmark: _Toc325993518]5.4 Analysis of Results from Interviews with Municipality Officials

[bookmark: _Toc325984431][bookmark: _Toc325993519]5.4.1 Analysis of Results from Interviews with Municipality Officials from Gjakova

The interview with the director of the Department for Budget and Finance, an officer from the Property Tax Office, and the head of Communication department of the municipality of Gjakova helped us gather important information regarding its current condition and needs, especially regarding the property tax.

One of the key findings drawn from the interviews is that the municipality of Gjakova needs additional training for its staff. Although trainings and workshops are often organized, they haven’t proved to be very effective. The area that needs human resource development the most is communication. Future workshops should be focused on training the staff of the municipality with regards to communication with the citizens, public relations, and real estate appraisal. 

The Municipality of Gjakova does not allocate a specific budget for communication with the public, despite having developed a communication. Such communication plan, however, is not being implemented to its fullest, due to the limited capabilities of the municipal staff. For this reason, human resource development should be focused on communication with the public and public relations, being one of the key areas in need of extensive reforms. Communication with the citizens is still mainly conducted through municipal meetings, or through the visits of citizens to the municipal premises, and modern means of communication are scarcely used by the municipality. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984432][bookmark: _Toc325993520]5.4.2 Analysis of Results from Interviews with Municipality Officials from Lipjan

One of the key findings identified is related to the Human Resources capacities of the municipality. Officials mentioned a specific need for additional staff, especially in the communication department, where only one person is employed. The other departments, although a bit more populated, also need additional staff to enable an effective and timely delivery of services to citizens. 

The municipality of Lipjan needs additional trainings and workshops for the development of its human resources, especially in the field of public relations and communication with citizens. Therefore, a workshop in public relations and communications would be highly beneficial to all employees working directly with citizens. 

Communication with the citizens is quite lagging and needs to be revised. The municipality of Lipjan doesn’t have a specific budget allocated for the communication department. However, the municipality has recently prepared a communication plan, although it is still pending approval. In the meantime, it is using a transparency action plan for reaching citizens. In this regard, citizens are informed about property tax issues through the delivery of invoices, through leaflets distributed in the municipal building, as well as through public meetings. In terms of market segmentation, the municipality of Lipjan shares all information the same, without differentiating target groups. 

Officials from the municipality mentioned applicable legislation as a key challenge faced by the municipality in Lipjan. In fact, officials mentioned their inability to further develop and hire additional staff, due to obstacles and barriers coming from the central level. Thus, the highly bureaucratic organization of municipalities and their dependence on the central government represents a key issue for the municipality of Lipjan. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984433][bookmark: _Toc325993521]5.4.3 Analysis of Results from Interviews with Municipality Officials from Graçanicë

The interview with the director of the Department for Budget and Finance, an officer from the Property Tax Office, and the head of Communication department of the municipality of Graçanicë helped us gather important information regarding its current condition and needs, especially regarding the property tax.

The municipality of Graçanicë has a property tax database, where all property owners are entered. However, this database doesn’t contain contact information of the owners / users, making it difficult for municipal staff to contact them quickly. 

The municipality doesn’t allocate a specific budget for communication, and it doesn’t differentiate the target market in different segments. Consequently, communication of property tax issues with the public is mainly done through public meetings, leaflets distributed in the municipality, as well as through the delivery of invoices at home. In this regard, the municipality should focus more on modern tools and channels of communication, such as official municipal websites, and social networks, which are only scarcely used. A shift of focus towards social media and the official website of the municipality would lead to a more educated audience, especially regarding property tax, thereby increasing the revenues collected by the payment of this tax.   

Human resources do not represent a significant problem for the municipality of Graçanicë, unlike other municipalities. However, it was noted that a series of trainings and workshops focused on communication and public relations would be highly beneficial for most employees of the municipality. 

[bookmark: _Toc325984434][bookmark: _Toc325993522]5.4.4 Analysis of Results from Interviews with Municipality Officials from Prishtina

The interview with the director of the Department for Budget and Finance, an officer from the Property Tax Office, and the head of Communication department of the municipality of Prishtina helped us gather important information regarding its current condition and needs, especially regarding the property tax.

The mayor of Prishtina is highly involved in matters related to property tax, and the municipality is currently in the process of launching a property tax awareness campaign, due to the low level of awareness of citizens in this regard.

One of the key findings of the interview is that the municipality of Prishtina has no budget line allocated for communication with citizens. However, it is the only municipality that differentiates their target market, and uses various channels of communication to target all segments of their audience. Public meetings with citizens are frequently used, and are becoming increasingly popular among citizens. However, despite the market segmentation, citizens still appear to be quite uninformed about how the revenues from property tax are being used, this is also one of the reasons why they are launching the property tax awareness campaign. 

Another important issue raised is the need for human resource development, especially in the communication department. Officials expressed a specific need for trainings and workshops focused on public relations and customer care.
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